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C. Seasonal Timing Restriction 

During lekking periods, as determined locally (approximately March 15-May 1 in lower 
elevations and March 25-May 15 in higher elevations), project activities will be avoided to 
the extent possible within 1 km (0.62 mile)  of occupied  leks between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 
a.m. to avoid disturbance to lekking and roosting sage-grouse. 
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D. Fire and Invasives Assessment Tool (FIAT) 

In the Great Basin Region (WAFWA Management Zones III, IV, and V), the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (2013) identified wildfire as a primary threat to Greater Sage-Grouse 
(GRSG) and its habitat. In particular, it identified wildfire in response to invasive annual 
grasses and conifer expansion. The Fire and Invasives Assessment Tool (FIAT) provides the 
BLM and other land management agencies with a framework for prioritizing wildfire 
management and GRSG habitat conservation.  

Supported by US Forest Service General Technical Report 326 (Chambers et. al. 2014; see 
Attachment 1), FIAT provides the BLM and other agencies with a mechanism to identify 
and prioritize areas within GRSG habitat for potential treatment based on their resistance 
and resilience characteristics. In the cold desert ecosystem typical throughout the Great 
Basin, soil moisture and temperature fundamentally influence a landscape’s ability to resist 
environmental change. These factors also influence the landscape’s ability to be resilient after 
long-term ecosystem shifts following a disturbance event, such as wildfire. Low resistance 
and resilient landscapes are typically characterized by low elevations, south-facing slopes, and 
porous soils. These areas will likely respond differently to fuels management, wildfire, and 
subsequent rehabilitation compared to more resistant and resilient landscapes, such as those 
at higher elevations or on north-facing slopes.  

At the resource management planning level, FIAT consists of the following parts: 

• The identification of areas at the landscape level, based on national datasets and 
scientific literature, where the threat to GRSG and its habitat from conifer 
expansion and wildfire/invasive annual grass is highest 

• The identification of regional and local areas where focused wildfire and habitat 
management is critical to GRSG conservation efforts 

• The identification of overarching management strategies for conifer expansion 
and invasive annual grasses in the areas of habitat recovery/restoration, fuels 
management, fire operations, and post-fire rehabilitation/emergency stabilization 
and rehabilitation (ESR) 

Attachment 2 outlines the FIAT landscape-level framework and describes the anticipated 
process for implementing the resource management strategies in the BLM district office and 
National Forest Unit. Ultimately, the outcomes of the FIAT process will provide land 
managers with spatially defined priorities and management protocols for the following: 

• Operational decision-making during fires 

• Implementation of NEPA projects for invasive annual grass and conifer 
reduction, fuel breaks, and ESR efforts in GRSG habitat  

Attachment 1—Chambers et al. 2014 report 

Attachment 2—Greater Sage-Grouse Wildfire, Invasive Annual Grasses, and Conifer 
Expansion Assessment 
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Using Resistance and Resilience Concepts to Reduce 
Impacts of Invasive Annual Grasses and Altered Fire 
Regimes on the Sagebrush Ecosystem and Greater  

Sage-Grouse: A Strategic Multi-Scale Approach

Jeanne C. Chambers, David A. Pyke, Jeremy D. Maestas, Mike Pellant,  
Chad S. Boyd, Steven B. Campbell, Shawn Espinosa, Douglas W. Havlina,  

Kenneth E. Mayer, and Amarina Wuenschel

Introduction ______________________________________________________
An unprecedented conservation effort is underway across 11 States in the western 

United States to reduce threats to Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus; 
hereafter, sage-grouse) and the sagebrush ecosystems on which they depend (fig. 1). Re-
cent efforts were accelerated by the March 2010 determination that sage-grouse warrant 
protection under the Federal Endangered Species Act, and by increased emphasis on broad 
collaboration among state and Federal partners to proactively identify and implement 
actions to reverse current trends (USFWS 2010, 2013). Conservation success hinges on 
being able to achieve “the long-term conservation of sage-grouse and healthy sagebrush 
shrub and native perennial grass and forb communities by maintaining  viable, con-
nected, and well-distributed populations and habitats across their range, through threat 
amelioration, conservation of key habitats, and restoration activities” (USFWS 2013). 
While strides are being made to curtail a host of threats across the range, habitat loss 
and fragmentation due to wildfire and invasive plants remain persistent challenges to 

Figure 1.  Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) (photo by Charlotte Ganskopp).
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achieving desired outcomes – particularly in the western portion of the range (Miller 
et al. 2011; USFWS 2010; 2013). Management responses to date have not been able 
to match the scale of this problem. Natural resource managers are seeking coordinated 
approaches that focus appropriate management actions in the right places to maximize 
conservation effectiveness (Wisdom and Chambers 2009; Murphy et al. 2013).

Improving our ability to manage for resilience to disturbance and resistance to inva-
sive species is fundamental to achieving long-term sage-grouse conservation objectives. 
Resilient ecosystems have the capacity to regain their fundamental structure, processes, 
and functioning when altered by stressors like drought and disturbances like inappropri-
ate livestock grazing and altered fire regimes (Holling 1973; Allen et al. 2005). Species 
resilience refers to the ability of a species to recover from stressors and disturbances 
(USFWS 2013), and is closely linked to ecosystem resilience. Resistant ecosystems 
have the capacity to retain their fundamental structure, processes, and functioning when 
exposed to stresses, disturbances, or invasive species (Folke et al. 2004). Resistance to 
invasion by nonnative plants is increasingly important in sagebrush ecosystems; it is a 
function of the abiotic and biotic attributes and ecological processes of an ecosystem that 
limit the population growth of an invading species (D’Antonio and Thomsen 2004). A 
detailed explanation of the factors that influence resilience and resistance in sagebrush 
ecosystems is found in Chambers et al. 2014.

In general, species are likely to be more resilient if large populations exist in large 
blocks of high quality habitat across the full breadth of environmental variability to which 
the species is adapted (Redford et al. 2011). Because sage-grouse are a broadly distrib-
uted and often wide-ranging species that may move long-distances between seasonal 
habitats (Connelly et al. 2011a,b), a strategic approach that integrates both landscape 
prioritization and site-scale decision tools is needed. This document develops such an 
approach for the conservation of sagebrush habitats across the range of sage-grouse 
with an emphasis on the western portion of the range. In recent years, information and 
tools have been developed that significantly increase our understanding of factors that 
influence the resilience of sagebrush ecosystems and the distribution of sage-grouse 
populations, and that allow us to strategically prioritize management activities where 
they are most likely to be effective and to benefit the species. Although the emphasis 
of this Report is on the western portion of the sage-grouse range, the approach has 
management applicability to other sagebrush ecosystems.

In this report, we briefly review causes and effects of invasive annual grasses and 
altered fire regimes, and then discuss factors that determine resilience to disturbances 
like wildfire and resistance to invasive annual grasses in sagebrush ecosystems. We 
illustrate how an understanding of resilience and resistance, sagebrush habitat require-
ments for sage-grouse, and consequences that invasive annual grasses and wildfire 
have on sage-grouse populations can be used to develop management strategies at both 
landscape and site scales. A sage-grouse habitat matrix is provided that links relative 
resilience and resistance with habitat requirements for landscape cover of sagebrush to 
both identify priority areas for management and determine effective management strate-
gies at landscape scales. An approach for assessing focal areas for sage-grouse habitat 
management is described that overlays Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs) and 
breeding bird densities with resilience and resistance and habitat suitability to spatially 
link sage-grouse populations with habitat conditions and risks. The use of this approach 
is illustrated for the western portion of the range and for a diverse area in the northeast 
corner of Nevada. It concludes with a discussion of the tools available for determining 
the suitability of focal areas for treatment and the most appropriate management treat-
ments. Throughout the document, the emphasis is on using this approach to guide and 
assist fire operations, fuels management, post-fire rehabilitation, and habitat restoration 
activities to maintain or enhance sage-grouse habitat.
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Threats of Invasive Annual Grasses and Altered Fire Regimes to Sagebrush 
Ecosystems and Sage-Grouse _______________________________________

Effects on Sagebrush Ecosystems

Sage-grouse habitat loss and fragmentation due to wildfire and invasive plants are 
widely recognized as two of the most significant challenges to conservation of the spe-
cies, particularly in the western portion of the range (Miller et al. 2011; USFWS 2010, 
2013). During pre-settlement times, sagebrush-dominated ecosystems had highly variable 
fire return intervals that ranged from decades to centuries (Frost 1998; Brown and Smith 
2000; Miller et al. 2011). At coarse regional scales, fire return intervals in sagebrush 
ecological types were determined largely by climate and its effects on fuel abundance 
and continuity. Consequently, fire frequency was higher in sagebrush types with greater 
productivity at higher elevations and following periods of increased precipitation than 
in lower elevation and less productive ecosystems (West 1983b; Mensing et al. 2006). 
At local scales within sagebrush types, fire return intervals likely were determined by 
topographic and soil effects on productivity and fuels and exhibited high spatial and 
temporal variability (Miller and Heyerdahl 2008).

Euro-American arrival in sagebrush ecosystems began in the mid-1800s and initiated 
a series of changes in vegetation composition and structure that altered fire regimes and 
resulted in major changes in sagebrush habitats. The first major change in fire regimes 
occurred when inappropriate grazing by livestock led to a decrease in native perennial 
grasses and forbs and effectively reduced the abundance of fine fuels (Knapp 1996; 
Miller and Eddleman 2001; Miller et al. 2011). Decreased competition from perennial 
herbaceous species, in combination with ongoing climate change and favorable condi-
tions for woody species establishment at the turn of the twentieth century, resulted in 
increased abundance of shrubs (primarily Artemisia species) and trees, including juniper 
(Juniperus occidentalis, J. osteosperma) and piñon pine (Pinus monophylla), at mid to 
high elevations (Miller and Eddleman 2001; Miller et al. 2011). The initial effect of these 
changes in fuel structure was a reduction in fire frequency and size. The second major 
change in fire regimes occurred when non-native annual grasses (e.g., Bromus tectorum, 
Taeniatherum caput-medusa) were introduced from Eurasia in the late 1800s and spread 
rapidly into low to mid-elevation ecosystems with depleted understories (Knapp 1996). 
The invasive annual grasses increased the amount and continuity of fine fuels in many 
lower elevation sagebrush habitats and initiated annual grass/fire cycles characterized 
by shortened fire return intervals and larger, more contiguous fires (fig. 2; D’Antonio 
and Vitousek 1992; Brooks et al. 2004). Since settlement of the region, cheatgrass came 
to dominate as much as 4 million hectares (9.9 million acres) in the states of Nevada 
and Utah alone (fig. 3; Bradley and Mustard 2005). The final change in fire regimes 
occurred as a result of expansion of juniper and piñon pine trees into sagebrush types at 
mid to high elevations and a reduction of the grass, forb, and shrub species associated 
with these types. Ongoing infilling of trees is increasing woody fuels, but reducing fine 
fuels and resulting in less frequent fires (fig. 4; Miller et al. 2013). Extreme burning 
conditions (high winds, high temperatures, and low relative humidity) in high density 
(Phase III) stands are resulting in large and severe fires that result in significant losses 
of above- and below-ground organic matter (sensu Keeley 2009) and have detrimental 
ecosystem effects (Miller et al. 2013). Based on tree-ring analyses at several Great Basin 
sites, it is estimated that the extent of piñon and/or juniper woodland increased two to 
six fold since settlement, and most of that area will exhibit canopy closure within the 
next 50 years (Miller et al. 2008).
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Figure 2.  A wildfire that burned through a Wyoming big sagebrush ecosystem with an invasive annual 
grass understory in southern Idaho (top) (photo by Douglas J. Shinneman), and a close-up of a fire in 
a Wyoming big sagebrush ecosystem (bottom) (photo by Scott Schaff).
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Figure 3.  A wildfire that started in invasive annual grass adjacent to a railroad track and burned upslope into 
a mountain big sagebrush and Jeffrey pine ecosystem in northeast Nevada (top). A big sagebrush ecosystem 
that has been converted to invasive annual grass in north central Nevada (bottom) (photos by Nolan E. Preece). 
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Figure 4.  Expansion of Utah juniper trees into a mountain big sagebrush ecosystem in east central 
Utah (top) that is resulting in progressive infilling of the trees and exclusion of native understory spe-
cies (bottom) (photos by Bruce A. Roundy). 
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Effects on Sage-Grouse Habitat Selection and Population Dynamics

Understanding the effects of landscape changes on sage-grouse habitat selection and 
population dynamics can help managers apply more strategic and targeted conserva-
tion actions to reduce risks. Two key land cover shifts resulting from invasive annual 
grasses and altered fire regimes are affecting the ability to achieve the range-wide goal 
of stable-to-increasing population trends − large-scale reduction of sagebrush cover and 
conversion of sagebrush ecosystems to annual grasslands.

Sage-grouse are true sagebrush obligates that require large and intact sagebrush 
landscapes. Consequently, wildfires occurring at the extremes of the natural range of 
variability that remove sagebrush, even temporarily, over large areas and over short time 
periods often have negative consequences for sage-grouse. Several range-wide studies 
have identified the proportion of sagebrush-dominated land cover as a key indicator 
of sage-grouse population persistence and, importantly, have revealed critical levels of 
sagebrush landscape cover required by sage-grouse (see Appendix 2 for a description 
of landscape cover and how it is derived). Knick et al. (2013) found that 90% of active 
leks in the western portion of the range had more than 40% landscape cover of sagebrush 
within a 5-km (3.1-mi) radius of leks. Another range-wide analysis documented a high 
risk of extirpation with <27% sagebrush landscape cover and high probability of persis-
tence with >50% sagebrush landscape cover within 18-km (11.2-mi) of leks (Wisdom 
et al. 2011). Similarly, Aldridge et al. (2008) found long-term sage-grouse persistence 
required a minimum of 25%, and preferably at least 65%, sagebrush landscape cover at 
the 30-km (18.6-mi) scale. Considered collectively, cumulative disturbances that reduce 
the cover of sagebrush to less than a quarter of the landscape have a high likelihood of 
resulting in local population extirpation, while the probability of maintaining persistent 
populations goes up considerably as the proportion of sagebrush cover exceeds two-thirds 
or more of the landscape. Reduction of sagebrush cover is most critical in low to mid 
elevations where natural recovery of sagebrush can be very limited within timeframes 
important to sage-grouse population dynamics (Davies et al. 2011).

Nonnative annual grasses and forbs have invaded vast portions of the sage-grouse 
range, reducing both habitat quantity and quality (Beck and Mitchell 2000; Rowland 
et al. 2006; Miller et al. 2011; Balch et al. 2013). Due to repeated fires, some low- to 
mid-elevation native sagebrush communities are shifting to novel annual grassland states 
resulting in habitat loss that may be irreversible with current technologies (Davies et 
al. 2011; Miller et al. 2011; Chambers et al. 2014). At the broadest scales, the presence 
of non-native annual grasslands on the landscape may be influencing both sage-grouse 
distribution and abundance. In their analysis of active leks, Knick et al. (2013) found 
that most leks had very little annual grassland cover (2.2%) within a 5-km (3.1-mi) 
radius of the leks; leks that were no longer used had almost five times as much annual 
grassland cover as active leks. Johnson et al. (2011) found that lek use became progres-
sively less as the cover of invasive annual species increased at both the 5-km (3.1-mi) 
and 18-km (11.2-mi) scales. Also, few leks had >8% invasive annual vegetation cover 
within both buffer distances.

Patterns of nest site selection also suggest local impacts of invasive annual grasses on 
birds. In western Nevada, Lockyer (2012) found that sage-grouse selected large expanses 
of sagebrush-dominated areas and, within those areas, sage-grouse selected microsites 
with higher shrub canopy cover and lower cheatgrass cover. Average cheatgrass cover 
at selected locations was 7.1% compared to 13.3% at available locations. Sage-grouse 
hens essentially avoided nesting in areas with higher cheatgrass cover. Kirol et al. (2012) 
also found nest-site selection was negatively correlated with the presence of cheatgrass 
in south-central Wyoming.
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Sage-grouse population demographic studies in northern Nevada show that recruit-
ment and annual survival also are affected by presence of annual grasslands at larger 
scales. Blomberg et al. (2012) analyzed land cover within a 5-km (3.1-mi) radius of 
leks and found that leks impacted by annual grasslands experienced lower recruitment 
than non-impacted leks, even following years of high precipitation. Leks that were not 
affected by invasive annual grasslands exhibited recruitment rates nearly twice as high 
as the population average and nearly six times greater than affected leks during years 
of high precipitation.

Piñon and juniper expansion at mid to upper elevations into sagebrush ecosystems 
also has altered fire regimes and reduced sage-grouse habitat availability and suitability 
over large areas with population-level consequences (Miller et al. 2011; Baruch-Mordo 
et al. 2013; Knick et al. 2013). Conifer expansion results in non-linear declines in 
sagebrush cover and reductions in perennial native grasses and forbs as conifer canopy 
cover increases (Miller et al. 2000) and this has direct effects on the amount of avail-
able habitat for sagebrush-obligate species. Sites in the late stage of piñon and juniper 
expansion and infilling (Phase III from Miller et al. 2005) have reduced fire frequency 
(due to decreased fine fuels), but are prone to higher severity fires (due to increased 
woody fuels) which significantly reduces the likelihood of sagebrush habitat recovery 
(fig. 5) (Bates et al. 2013). Even before direct habitat loss occurs, sage-grouse avoid or 
are negatively associated with conifer cover during all life stages (i.e., nesting, brood-
rearing, and wintering; Doherty et al. 2008, 2010a; Atamian et al. 2010; Casazza et al. 
2011). Also, sage-grouse incur population-level impacts at a very low level of conifer 
encroachment. The ability to maintain active leks is severely compromised when conifer 
canopy exceeds 4% in the immediate vicinity of the lek (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013), 
and most active leks average less than 1% conifer cover at landscape scales (Knick 
et al. 2013).

Figure 5.  A post-burn, Phase III, singleleaf piñon and Utah juniper dominated sagebrush 
ecosystem in which soils are highly erosive and few understory plants remain (photo by 
Jeanne C. Chambers). 
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Resilience to Disturbance and Resistance to Invasive Annual Grasses in 
Sagebrush Ecosystems ____________________________________________

Our ability to address the changes occurring in sagebrush habitats can be greatly en-
hanced by understanding the effects of environmental conditions on resilience to stress 
and disturbance, and resistance to invasion (Wisdom and Chambers 2009; Brooks and 
Chambers 2011; Chambers et al. 2014). In cold desert ecosystems, resilience of native 
ecosystems to stress and disturbance changes along climatic and topographic gradients. 
In these ecosystems, Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata spp. wyomingensis), 
mountain big sagebrush (A. t. spp. vaseyana), and mountain brush types (e.g., mountain 
big sagebrush, snowberry [Symphorocarpus spp.], bitterbrush [Purshia tridentata]) occur 
at progressively higher elevations and are associated with decreasing temperatures and 
increasing amounts of precipitation, productivity, and fuels (fig. 6; West and Young 2000). 
Piñon pine and juniper woodlands are typically associated with mountain big sagebrush 
types, but can occur with relatively cool and moist Wyoming big sagebrush types and 
warm and moist mountain brush types (Miller et al. 2013). Resilience to disturbance, 
including wildfire, has been shown to increase along these elevation gradients (fig. 7A) 
(Condon et al. 2011; Davies et al. 2012; Chambers et al. 2014; Chambers et al. in press). 
Higher precipitation and cooler temperatures, coupled with greater soil development 
and plant productivity at mid to high elevations, can result in greater resources and more 
favorable environmental conditions for plant growth and reproduction (Alexander et al. 
1993; Dahlgren et al. 1997). In contrast, minimal precipitation and high temperatures 
at low elevations result in lower resource availability for plant growth (West 1983a,b; 

Figure 6.  The dominant sagebrush ecological types that occur along environmental gradients in the western United States. 
As elevation increases, soil temperature and moisture regimes transition from warm and dry to cold and moist and vegetation 
productivity and fuels become higher. 
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Figure 7. (A) Resilience to disturbance 
and (B) resistance to cheatgrass over 
a typical temperature/precipitation 
gradient in the cold desert. Dominant 
ecological sites occur along a continuum 
that includes Wyoming big sagebrush 
on warm and dry sites, to mountain 
big sagebrush on cool and moist sites, 
to mountain big sagebrush and root-
sprouting shrubs on cold and moist 
sites. Resilience increases along the 
temperature/precipitation gradient and 
is influenced by site characteristics like 
aspect. Resistance also increases along 
the temperature/precipitation gradient 
and is affected by disturbances and 
management treatments that alter veg-
etation structure and composition and 
increase resource availability (modified 
from Chambers et al. 2014; Chambers 
et al. in press).

Smith and Nowak 1990). These relationships also are observed at local plant commu-
nity scales where aspect, slope, and topographic position affect solar radiation, erosion 
processes, effective precipitation, soil development and vegetation composition and 
structure (Condon et al. 2011; Johnson and Miller 2006).

Resistance to invasive annual grasses depends on environmental factors and ecosystem 
attributes and is a function of (1) the invasive species’ physiological and life history 
requirements for establishment, growth, and reproduction, and (2) interactions with the 
native perennial plant community including interspecific competition and response to 
herbivory and pathogens. In cold desert ecosystems, resistance is strongly influenced 
by soil temperature and moisture regimes (Chambers et al. 2007; Meyer et al. 2001). 
Germination, growth, and/or reproduction of cheatgrass is physiologically limited at low 
elevations by frequent, low precipitation years, constrained at high elevations by low 
soil temperatures, and optimal at mid elevations under relatively moderate temperature 
and water availability (fig. 7B; Meyer et al. 2001; Chambers et al. 2007). Slope, aspect, 
and soil characteristics modify soil temperature and moisture and influence resistance 
to cheatgrass at landscape to plant community scales (Chambers et al. 2007; Condon et 
al. 2011; Reisner et al. 2013). Genetic variation in cheatgrass results in phenotypic traits 
that increase survival and persistence in populations from a range of environments, and 
is likely contributing to the recent range expansion of this highly inbreeding species 
into marginal habitats (Ramakrishnan et al. 2006; Merrill et al. 2012).

The occurrence and persistence of invasive annual grasses in sagebrush habitats is 
strongly influenced by interactions with the native perennial plant community (fig. 7B). 
Cheatgrass, a facultative winter annual that can germinate from early fall through early 
spring, exhibits root elongation at low soil temperatures, and has higher nutrient up-
take and growth rates than most native species (Mack and Pyke 1983; Arredondo et al. 
1998; James et al. 2011). Seedlings of native, perennial plant species are generally poor 
competitors with cheatgrass, but adults of native, perennial grasses and forbs, especially 
those with similar growth forms and phenology, can be highly effective competitors with 
the invasive annual (Booth et al. 2003; Chambers et al. 2007; Blank and Morgan 2012). 
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Also, biological soil crusts, which are an important component of plant communities 
in warmer and drier sagebrush ecosystems, can reduce germination or establishment of 
cheatgrass (Eckert et al. 1986; Kaltenecker et al. 1999). Disturbances or management 
treatments that reduce abundance of native perennial plants and biological soil crusts 
and increase the distances between perennial plants often are associated with higher 
resource availability and increased competitive ability of cheatgrass (Chambers et al. 
2007; Reisner et al. 2013; Roundy et al. in press).

The type, characteristics, and natural range of variability of stress and disturbance 
strongly influence both resilience and resistance (Jackson 2006). Disturbances like 
overgrazing of perennial plants by livestock, wild horses, and burros and more fre-
quent or more severe fires are typically outside of the natural range of conditions and 
can reduce the resilience of sagebrush ecosystems. Reduced resilience is triggered by 
changes in environmental factors like temperature regimes, abiotic attributes like water 
and nutrient availability, and biotic attributes such as vegetation structure, composition, 
and productivity (Chambers et al. 2014) and cover of biological soil crusts (Reisner et 
al. 2013). Resistance to an invasive species can change when changes in abiotic and 
biotic attributes result in increased resource availability or altered habitat suitability 
that influences an invasive species’ ability to establish and persist and/or compete with 
native species. Progressive losses of resilience and resistance can result in the crossing 
of abiotic and/or biotic thresholds and an inability of the system to recover to the refer-
ence state (Beisner et al. 2003; Seastedt et al. 2008).

Interactions among disturbances and stressors may have cumulative effects (Chambers 
et al. 2014). Climate change already may be shifting fire regimes outside of the natural 
range of occurrence (i.e., longer wildfire seasons with more frequent and longer duration 
wildfires) (Westerling et al. 2006). Sagebrush ecosystems generally have low productiv-
ity, and the largest number of acres burned often occurs a year or two after warm, wet 
conditions in winter and spring that result in higher fine fuel loads (Littell et al. 2009). 
Thus, annual grass fire cycles may be promoted by warm, wet winters and a subsequent 
increase in establishment and growth of invasive winter annuals. These cycles may be 
exacerbated by rising atmospheric CO2 concentrations, N deposition, and increases in 
human activities that result in soil surface disturbance and invasion corridors (Chambers 
et al. 2014). Modern deviations from historic conditions will likely continue to alter 
disturbance regimes and sagebrush ecosystem response to disturbances; thus, manage-
ment strategies that rely on returning to historical or “pre-settlement” conditions may be 
insufficient, or even misguided, given novel ecosystem dynamics (Davies et al. 2009).

Integrating Resilience and Resistance Concepts With Sage-Grouse Habitat 
Requirements to Manage Wildfire and Invasive Annual Grass Threats at 
Landscape Scales _________________________________________________

The changes in sagebrush ecosystem dynamics due to invasive annual species and 
longer, hotter, and drier fire seasons due to a warming climate make it unlikely that 
these threats can be ameliorated completely (Abatzoglou and Kolden 2011; USFWS 
2013). Consequently, a strategic approach is necessary to conserve sagebrush habitat 
and sage-grouse (Wisdom et al. 2005; Meinke et al. 2009; Wisdom and Chambers 2009; 
Pyke 2011). This strategic approach requires the ability to (1) identify those locations 
that provide current or potential habitat for sage-grouse and (2) prioritize management 
actions based on the capacity of the ecosystem to respond in the desired manner and 
to effectively allocate resources to achieve desired objectives. Current understanding 
of the relationship of landscape cover of sagebrush to sage-grouse habitat provides the 
capacity to identify those locations on the landscape that have a high probability of 
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sage-grouse persistence (Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 2011; Knick et al. 2013). 
Similarly, knowledge of the relationships of environmental characteristics, specifically 
soil temperature and moisture regimes, to ecological types and their inherent resilience 
and resistance gives us the capacity to prioritize management actions based on probable 
effectiveness of those actions (Wisdom and Chambers 2009; Brooks and Chambers 
2011; Miller et al. 2013; Chambers et al. 2014; Chambers et al. in press,).

In this section, we discuss the use of landscape cover of sagebrush as an indicator of 
sage-grouse habitat, and the use of soil temperature and moisture regimes as an indicator 
of resilience to disturbance, resistance to invasive annual grasses and, ultimately, the 
capacity to achieve desired objectives. We then show how these two concepts can be 
coupled in a sage-grouse habitat matrix and used to determine potential management 
strategies at the landscape scales on which sage-grouse depends.

Landscape Cover of Sagebrush as an Indicator of Sage-Grouse Habitat

Landscape cover of sagebrush is closely related to the probability of maintaining 
active sage-grouse leks, and is used as one of the primary indicators of sage-grouse 
habitat potential at landscape scales (Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 2011; Knick 
et al. 2013). Landscape cover of sagebrush less than about 25% has a low probability of 
sustaining active sage-grouse leks (Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 2011; Knick et 
al. 2013). Above 25% landscape cover of sagebrush, the probability of maintaining ac-
tive sage-grouse leks increases with increasing sagebrush landscape cover. At landscape 
cover of sagebrush ranging from 50 to 85%, the probability of sustaining sage-grouse 
leks becomes relatively constant (Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 2011; Knick et al. 
2013). For purposes of prioritizing landscapes for sage-grouse habitat management, we 
use 25% as the level below which there is a low probability of maintaining sage-grouse 
leks and 65% as the level above which there is little additional increase in the probability 
of sustaining active leks with further increases of landscape cover of sagebrush (fig. 8; 
Knick et al. 2013). Between about 25% and 65% landscape sagebrush cover, increases 
in landscape cover of sagebrush have a constant positive relationship with sage-grouse 
lek probability (fig. 8; Knick et al. 2013). Restoration and management activities that 
result in an increase in the amount of sagebrush dominated landscape within areas of 
pre-existing landscape cover between 25% and 65% likely will result in a higher prob-
ability of sage-grouse persistence, while declines in landscape cover of sagebrush likely 
will result in reductions in sage-grouse (Knick et al. 2013). It is important to note that 

Figure 8. The proportion of sage-grouse leks 
and habitat similarity index (HSI) as related to 
the percent landscape cover of sagebrush. The 
HSI indicates the relationship of environmental 
variables at map locations across the western 
portion of the range to minimum requirements 
for sage-grouse defined by land cover, an-
thropogenic variables, soil, topography, and 
climate. HSI is the solid black line ± 1 SD 
(stippled lines). Proportion of leks are the grey 
bars. Dashed line indicates HSI values above 
which characterizes 90% of active leks (0.22). 
The categories at the top of the figure and the 
interpretation of lek persistence were added 
based on Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 
2011; and Knick et al. 2013 (figure modified 
from Knick et al. 2013).
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these data and interpretations relate only to persistence (i.e., whether or not a lek remains 
active) and it is likely that higher proportions of sagebrush cover or improved condition 
of sagebrush ecosystems may be required for population growth.

For the purposes of delineating sagebrush habitat relative to sage-grouse requirements 
for landscape cover of sagebrush, we calculated the percentage landscape sagebrush 
cover within each of the selected categories (1-25%, 26-65%, >65%) for the range of 
sage-grouse (fig. 9, 10). An explanation of how landscape cover of sagebrush is derived 
is in Appendix 2. Large areas of landscape sagebrush cover >65% are found primarily in 
Management Zones (MZ) II (Wyoming Basin), IV (Snake River Plains), and V (Northern 
Great Basin). In contrast, relatively small areas of landscape sagebrush cover >65% are 
located in MZ I (Great Plains), III (Southern Great Basin), VI (Columbia Basin), and 
VII (Colorado Plateau). Sagebrush is naturally less common in the Great Plains region 
compared to other parts of the range and previous work suggested that sage-grouse 
populations in MZ I may be more vulnerable to extirpation with further reductions in 
sagebrush cover (Wisdom et al. 2011). In the western portion of the range, where the 
threat of invasive annual grasses and wildfire is greatest, the area of sagebrush cover 
>65% differs among MZs. MZ III is a relatively arid and topographically diverse area in 
which the greatest extent of sagebrush cover >65% is in higher elevation, mountainous 
areas. MZs IV and V have relatively large extents of sagebrush cover >65% in relatively 
cooler and wetter areas, and MZs IV and VI have lower extents of sagebrush cover >65% 
in warmer and dryer areas and in areas with significant agricultural development. These 
differences in landscape cover of sagebrush indicate that different sets of management 
strategies may apply to the various MZs.

Soil Temperature and Moisture Regimes as Indicators of Ecosystem Resilience and 
Resistance

Potential resilience and resistance to invasive annual grasses reflect the biophysical 
conditions that an area is capable of supporting. In general, the highest potential resil-
ience and resistance occur with cool to cold (frigid to cryic) soil temperature regimes 
and relatively moist (xeric to ustic) soil moisture regimes, while the lowest potential 
resilience and resistance occur with warm (mesic) soil temperatures and relatively dry 
(aridic) soil moisture regimes (Chambers et al. 2014, Chambers et al. in press). Defini-
tions of soil temperature and moisture regimes are in Appendix 3. Productivity is elevated 
by high soil moisture and thus resilience is increased (Chambers et al. 2014); annual 
grass growth and reproduction is limited by cold soil temperatures and thus resistance 
is increased (Chambers et al. 2007). The timing of precipitation also is important be-
cause cheatgrass and many other invasive annual grasses are particularly well-adapted 
to Mediterranean type climates with cool and wet winters and warm and dry summers 
(Bradford and Lauenroth 2006; Bradley 2009). In contrast, areas that receive regular 
summer precipitation (ustic soil moisture regimes) often are dominated by warm and/
or cool season grasses (Sala et al. 1997) that likely create a more competitive environ-
ment and result in greater resistance to annual grass invasion and spread (Bradford and 
Lauenroth 2006; Bradley 2009).

Much of the remaining sage-grouse habitat in MZs I (Great Plains), II (Wyoming 
Basin), VII (Colorado Plateau), and cool-to-cold or moist sites scattered across the 
range, are characterized by moderate to high resilience and resistance as indicated by 
soil temperature and moisture regimes (fig. 11). Sagebrush habitats across MZ I are 
unique from a range-wide perspective because soils are predominantly cool and ustic, 
or bordering on ustic as a result of summer precipitation; this soil moisture regime 
 appears to result in higher resilience and resistance (Bradford and Lauenroth 2006). 
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Figure 9. Landscape cover of sagebrush from 1-m National Agricultural Imagery (right) and the corresponding sagebrush 
landscape cover for the 1-25%, 26-65%, and >65% categories (left). See Appendix 2 for an explanation of how the cat-
egories are determined.
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Figure 10. The landscape cover of sagebrush within each of three selected categories (1-25%, 26-65%, >65%) for the range 
of sage-grouse (Management Zones I – VII; Stiver et al. 2006). The proportion of sagebrush (USGS 2013) within each of the 
categories in a 5-km (3.1-mi) radius surrounding each pixel was calculated relative to other land cover types for locations with 
sagebrush cover.
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Figure 11.  The soil temperature and moisture regimes for the range of sage-grouse (Management Zones I – VII; Stiver 
et al. 2006). Soil temperature and moisture classes were derived from the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) (Soil Survey Staff 2014a). Gaps in that dataset were filled in 
with the NRCS State Soil Geographic Database (STATSGO) (Soil Survey Staff 2014b).
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However, significant portions of MZs III (Southern Great Basin), much of IV (Snake 
River Plains), V (Northern Great Basin), and VI (Columbia Basin) are characterized 
largely by either warm and dry, or warm to cool and moist ecological types with moder-
ate to low resilience and resistance (fig. 11; table 1). Areas within these MZs that have 
warm and dry soils are typically characterized by Wyoming big sagebrush ecosystems 
with low to moderately low resilience and resistance and are currently of greatest con-
cern for sage-grouse conservation (fig. 12A). Areas with warm to cool soil temperature 
regimes and moist precipitation regimes are typically characterized by either Wyoming 
or mountain big sagebrush, have moderate to moderately low resilience and resistance, 

Table 1.  Predominant sagebrush ecological types in Sage-Grouse Management Zones III, IV, V, and VI based on soil tempera-
ture and soil moisture regimes, typical characteristics, and resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annual 
grasses (modified from Miller et al. 2014 a,b). Relative abundance of sagebrush species and composition of understory 
vegetation vary depending on Major Land Resource Area and ecological site type. 

Ecological type  Characteristics Resilience and resistance
Cold and Moist
(Cryic/Xeric)

Ppt: 14 inches +
Typical shrubs:  Mountain big sagebrush, 
snowfield sagebrush, snowberry, ser-
viceberry, silver sagebrush,  and/or low 
sagebrushes

Resilience – Moderately high. Precipitation and produc-
tivity are generally high.  Short growing seasons can de-
crease resilience on coldest sites.
Resistance– High. Low climate suitability to invasive an-
nual grasses

Cool and Moist
(Frigid/Xeric) 

Ppt: 12-22 inches
Typical shrubs:  Mountain big sagebrush,  
antelope bitterbrush, snowberry, and/or 
low sagebrushes 

Piñon pine and juniper potential
in some areas

Resilience – Moderately high. Precipitation and productiv-
ity are generally high. Decreases in site productivity, her-
baceous perennial species, and ecological conditions can 
decrease resilience.
Resistance – Moderate. Climate suitability to invasive an-
nual grasses is moderate, but increases as soil tempera-
tures increase. 

Warm and Moist
(Mesic/Xeric)

Ppt: 12-16 inches
Typical shrubs: Wyoming big sagebrush, 
mountain big sagebrush, Bonneville big 
sagebrush, and/or low sagebrushes

Piñon pine and juniper potential in some 
areas

Resilience – Moderate. Precipitation and productivity are 
moderately high. Decreases in site productivity, herba-
ceous perennial species, and ecological conditions can 
decrease resilience.
Resistance – Moderately low. Climate suitability to inva-
sive annual grasses is moderately low, but increases as 
soil temperatures increase.

Cool and Dry
(Frigid/Aridic)

Ppt: 6-12 inches
Typical shrubs: Wyoming big sagebrush, 
black sagebrush, and/or low sagebrushes

Resilience – Low. Effective precipitation limits site produc-
tivity. Decreases in site productivity, herbaceous perennial 
species, and ecological conditions further decrease resil-
ience.
Resistance – Moderate. Climate suitability to invasive an-
nual grasses is moderate, but increases as soil tempera-
tures increase. 
 

Warm and Dry 
(Mesic/Aridic, 
bordering on Xeric)

Ppt: 8-12 inches
Typical shrubs: Wyoming big sagebrush, 
black sagebrush and/or low sagebrushes

Resilience – Low. Effective precipitation limits site produc-
tivity. Decreases in site productivity, herbaceous perennial 
species, and ecological conditions further decrease resil-
ience. Cool season grasses susceptibility to grazing and 
fire, along with hot dry summer fire conditions, promote 
cheatgrass establishment and persistence.
Resistance – Low. High climate suitability to cheatgrass 
and other invasive annual grasses. Resistance generally 
decreases as soil temperature increases, but establish-
ment and growth are highly dependent on precipitation.
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and have the potential for piñon and juniper expansion (Miller et al. 2014a; Chambers 
et al. in press). Many of these areas also are of conservation concern because piñon and 
juniper expansion and tree infilling can result in progressive loss of understory species 
and altered fire regimes (Miller et al. 2013). In contrast, areas with cool to cold soil 
temperature regimes and moist precipitation regimes have moderately high resilience 
and high resistance and are likely to recover in a reasonable amount of time following 
wildfires and other disturbances (Miller et al. 2013) (fig. 12B)

Figure 12. A Wyoming big sagebrush ecosystem with warm and dry soils in southeast 
Oregon (top) (photo by Richard F. Miller), compared to a mountain big sagebrush 
ecosystem with cool and moist soils in central Nevada (bottom) (photo by Jeanne C. 
Chambers).
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Management Strategies Based on Landscape Cover of Sagebrush and Ecosystem 
Resilience and Resistance: The Sage-Grouse Habitat Matrix

Knowledge of the potential resilience and resistance of sagebrush ecosystems can be 
used in conjunction with sage-grouse habitat requirements to determine priority areas for 
management and identify effective management strategies at landscape scales (Wisdom 
and Chambers 2009). The sage-grouse habitat matrix (table 2) illustrates the relative 
resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annual grasses of sagebrush eco-
systems in relation to the proportion of sagebrush cover on the landscape. As resilience 
and resistance go from high to low, as indicated by the rows in the matrix, decreases 
in sagebrush regeneration and abundance of perennial grasses and forbs progressively 
limit the capacity of a sagebrush ecosystem to recover after fire or other disturbances. 
The risk of annual invasives increases and the ability to successfully restore burned or 
otherwise disturbed areas decreases. As sagebrush cover goes from low to high within 
these same ecosystems, as indicated by the columns in the matrix, the capacity to provide 
adequate habitat cover for sage-grouse increases. Areas with less than 25% landscape 
cover of sagebrush are unlikely to provide adequate habitat for sage-grouse; areas with 
26-65% landscape cover of sagebrush can provide habitat for sage-grouse but are at 
risk if sagebrush loss occurs without recovery; and areas with >65% landscape cover of 
sagebrush provide the necessary habitat conditions for sage-grouse to persist. Potential 
landscape scale management strategies can be determined by considering (1) resilience 
to disturbance, (2) resistance to invasive annuals, and (3) sage-grouse land cover require-
ments. Overarching management strategies to maintain or increase sage-grouse habitat at 
landscape scales based on these considerations are conservation, prevention, restoration, 
and monitoring and adaptive management (table 3; see Chambers et al. 2014). These 
strategies have been adapted for each of the primary agency programs including fire 
operations, fuels management, post-fire rehabilitation, and habitat restoration (table 4). 
Because sagebrush ecosystems occur over continuums of environmental conditions, 
such as soil temperature and moisture, and have differing land use histories and species 
composition, careful assessment of the area of concern always will be necessary to de-
termine the relevance of a particular strategy (Pyke 2011; Chambers et al. 2014; Miller 
et al. 2014 a, b). The necessary information for conducting this type of assessment is 
found in the “Putting It All Together” section of this report.

Although the sage-grouse habitat matrix (table 2) can be viewed as partitioning 
land units into spatially discrete categories (i.e., landscapes or portions thereof can be 
categorized as belonging to one of nine categories), it is not meant to serve as a strict 
guide to spatial allocation of resources or to prescribe specific management strategies. 
Instead, the matrix should serve as a decision support tool for helping managers imple-
ment strategies that consider both the resilience and resistance of the landscape and 
landscape sagebrush cover requirements of sage-grouse. For example, low elevation 
Wyoming big sagebrush plant communities with relatively low resilience and resistance 
may provide important winter habitat resources for a given sage-grouse population. In 
a predominantly Wyoming big sagebrush area comprised of relatively low sagebrush 
landscape cover, a high level of management input may be needed to realize conservation 
benefits for sage-grouse. This doesn’t mean that management activities should not be 
undertaken if critical or limiting sage-grouse habitat resources are present, but indicates 
that inputs will be intensive, potentially more expensive, and less likely to succeed 
relative to more resilient landscapes. It is up to the user of the matrix to determine how 
such tradeoffs influence management actions.
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Table 2.  Sage-grouse habitat matrix based on resilience and resistance concepts from Chambers et al. 2014, and 
sage-grouse habitat requirements from Aldridge et al. 2008, Wisdom et al. 2011, and Knick et al. 2013. 
Rows show the ecosystems relative resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annual grasses 
derived from the sagebrush ecological types in table 1 (1 = high resilience and resistance; 2 = moderate 
resilience and resistance; 3 = low resilience and resistance). Columns show the current proportion of the 
landscape (5-km rolling window) dominated by sagebrush (A = 1-25% land cover; B = 26-65% land cover; 
3 = >65% land cover). Use of the matrix is explained in text. Overarching management strategies that 
consider resilience and resistance and landscape cover of sagebrush are in table 3. Potential manage-
ment strategies specific to agency program areas, including fire operations, fuels management, post-fire 
rehabilitation, and habitat restoration are in table 4.
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Table 3.  Potential management strategies based on resilience to disturbance, resistance to annual grass invasion, and sage-
grouse habitat requirements based on Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 2011; and Knick et al. 2013 (adapted from 
Chambers et al. 2014).

Conserve – maintain or increase resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annuals in areas with high 
conservation value

Priorities • Ecosystems with low to moderate resilience to fire and resistance to invasive species that still have large 
patches of landscape sagebrush cover and adequate perennial grasses and forbs – ecological types 
with warm and dry and cool and dry soil temperature/moisture regimes.

 • Ecosystems with a high probability of providing habitat for sage-grouse, especially those with >65% 
landscape cover of sagebrush and adequate perennial herbaceous species – all ecological types.

Objective • Minimize impacts of current and future human-caused disturbances and stressors.
Activities • Immediately suppress fire in moderate to low resilience and resistance sagebrush and wooded 

shrublands to prevent an invasive annual grass-fire cycle. Large sagebrush patches are high priority for 
protection from wildfires.

 • Implement strategic fuel break networks to provide anchor points for suppression and reduce losses 
when wildfires escape initial attack.

 • Manage livestock grazing to prevent loss of perennial native grasses and forbs and biological soil crusts 
and allow natural regeneration.

 • Limit anthropogenic activities that cause surface disturbance, invasion, and fragmentation. (e.g., road 
and utility corridors, urban expansion, OHV use, and mineral/energy projects).

 • Detect and control new weed infestations.

Prevent – maintain or increase resilience and resistance of areas with declining ecological conditions that are at risk of 
conversion to a degraded, disturbed, or invaded state

Priorities • Ecosystems with moderate to high resilience and resistance – ecological types with relatively cool and 
moist soil temperature and moisture regimes.

 ○ Prioritize landscape patches that exhibit declining conditions due to annual grass invasion and/or 
tree expansion (e.g., at risk phase in State and Transition Models).

 • Ecosystems with a moderate to high probability of providing sage-grouse habitat, especially those with 
26-65% landscape cover of sagebrush and adequate perennial native grasses and forbs – all ecological 
types.

Objectives • Reduce fuel loads and decrease the risk of high intensity and high severity fire.
 • Increase abundance of perennial native grasses and forbs and of biological soil crusts where they 

naturally occur.
 • Decrease the longer-term risk of annual invasive grass dominance.
Activities • Use mechanical treatments like cut and leave or mastication to remove trees, decrease woody fuels, 

and release native grasses and forbs in warm and moist big sagebrush ecosystems with relatively 
low resistance to annual invasive grasses that are in the early to mid-phase of piñon and/or juniper 
expansion.

 • Use prescribed fire or mechanical treatments to remove trees, decrease woody fuels, and release native 
grasses and forbs in cool and moist big sagebrush ecosystems with relatively high resistance to annual 
invasive grass that are in early to mid-phase of piñon and/or juniper expansion.

 • Actively manage post-treatment areas to increase perennial herbaceous species and minimize 
secondary weed invasion.

 • Consider the need for strategic fuel breaks to help constrain fire spread or otherwise augment 
suppression efforts.

Restore – increase resilience and resistance of disturbed, degraded, or invaded areas 

Priorities • Areas burned by wildfire – all ecological types
 ○ Prioritize areas with low to moderate resilience and resistance, and that have a reasonable 

expectation of recovery.
 ○ Prioritize areas where perennial grasses and forbs have been depleted.
 ○ Prioritize areas that experienced high severity fire. 

(continued)
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 • Sage-grouse habitat – all ecological types
 ○ Prioritize areas where restoration of sagebrush and/or perennial grasses is needed to create large 

patches of landscape cover of sagebrush or connect existing patches of sagebrush habitat.
 ○ Prioritize areas with adequate landscape cover of sagebrush where restoration of perennial grasses 

and forbs is needed.
 • Areas affected by anthropogenic activities that cause surface disturbance, invasion, and fragmentation. 

(e.g., road and utility corridors, urban expansion, OHV use, and mineral/energy projects) – all ecological 
types.

Objectives • Increase soil stability and curtail dust. 
 • Control/suppress invasive annual grasses and other invasive plants.
 • Increase landscape cover of sagebrush.
 • Increase perennial grasses and forbs and biological soil crusts where they naturally occur.
 • Reduce the risk of large fires that burn sage-grouse habitat.
Activities • Use integrated strategies to control/suppress annual invasive grass and other annual invaders.
 • Establish and maintain fuel breaks or greenstrips in areas dominated by invasive annual grasses that 

are adjacent to areas with >25% landscape sagebrush cover and adequate perennial native grasses and 
forbs.

 • Seed perennial grasses and forbs that are adapted to local conditions to increase cover of these species 
in areas where they are depleted.

 • Seed and/or transplant sagebrush to restore large patches of sagebrush cover and connect existing 
patches.

 • Repeat restoration treatments if they fail initially to ensure restoration success especially in warm and 
dry soil temperature moisture regimes where weather is often problematic for establishment.

 • Actively manage restored/rehabilitated areas to increase perennial herbaceous species and minimize 
secondary weed invasion.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management– implement comprehensive monitoring to track landscape change and 
management outcomes and provide the basis for adaptive management

Priorities • Regional environmental gradients to track changes in plant community and other ecosystem attributes 
and expansion or contraction of species ranges – all ecological types.

 • Assess treatment effectiveness – all ecological types. 
Objectives • Understand effects of wildfire, annual grass invasion, piñon and juniper expansion, climate change and 

other global stressors in sagebrush ecosystems
 • Increase understanding of the long- and short-term outcomes of management treatments.

Activities • Establish a regional network of monitoring sites that includes major environmental gradients.

 • Collect pre- and post-treatment monitoring data for all major land treatments activities.

 • Collect data on ecosystem status and trends (for example, land cover type, ground cover, vegetation 
cover and height [native and invasive], phase of tree expansion, soil and site stability, oddities).

 • Use consistent methods to monitor indicators.

 • Use a cross-boundary approach that involves all major land owners.
 • Use a common data base for all monitoring results (e.g., Land Treatment Digital Library; http://

greatbasin.wr.usgs.gov/ltdl/).
 • Develop monitoring products that track change and provide management implications and adaptations 

for future management.

 • Support and improve information sharing on treatment effectiveness and monitoring results across 
jurisdictional boundaries (e.g., Great Basin Fire Science Delivery Project; www.gbfiresci.org).

Table 3. (Continued).
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Table 4.  Specific management strategies by agency program area for the cells within the sage-grouse habitat matrix (table 2). 
The rows indicate relative resilience and resistance (numbers) and the columns indicate landscape cover of sagebrush 
by category (letters). Resilience and resistance are based on soil temperature and moisture regimes (fig. 11) and their 
relationship to ecological types (table 1). Percentage of the landscape dominated by sagebrush is based on the capac-
ity of large landscapes to support viable sage-grouse populations over the long term (fig. 8). Note that these guidelines 
are related to the sage-grouse habitat matrix, and do not preclude other factors from consideration when determining 
management priorities for program areas. The “Fire Operations” program area includes preparedness, prevention, and 
suppression activities.

High Resilience to Disturbance and Resistance to Invasive Annual Grasses (1A, 1B, 1C)  

Natural sagebrush recovery is likely to occur. Perennial herbaceous species are sufficient for recovery. Risk of invasive annual 
grasses is typically low.

Fire Operations • Fire suppression is typically third order priority, but varies with large fire risk and landscape condition 
(cells 1A, 1B, 1C). Scenarios requiring higher priority may include:

 ○ Areas of sagebrush that bridge large, contiguous expanses of sagebrush and that are important for 
providing connectivity for sage-grouse (cells 1B, 1C).

 ○ Areas where sagebrush communities have been successfully reestablished through seedings or 
other rehabilitation investments (cells 1A, 1B, 1C)

 ○ Areas with later phase (Phase III) post-settlement piñon and juniper that have high resistance to 
control, are subject to large and/or severe fires, and place adjacent sage-grouse habitat at risk (cells 
1A, 1B).

 ○ All areas when critical burning environment conditions exist. These conditions may be identified by a 
number of products including, but not limited to:  Predictive Services 7-Day Significant Fire Potential 
Forecasts; National Weather Service Fire Weather Watches and Red Flag Warnings; fire behavior 
forecasts or other local knowledge.

Fuels • Fuels management to reduce large sagebrush stand losses is a second order priority, especially in
Management  cells 1B and 1C. Management activities include:
 ○ Strategic placement of fuel breaks to reduce loss of large sagebrush stands by wildfire. Examples 

include linear features or other strategically placed treatments that serve to constrain fire spread or 
otherwise augment suppression efforts.

 ○ Tree removal in early to mid-phase (Phases I, II), post-settlement piñon and juniper expansion areas 
to maintain shrub/herbaceous cover and reduce fuel loads.

 ○ Tree removal in later phase (Phase III), post-settlement piñon and juniper areas to reduce risks of 
large or high severity fires. Because these areas represent non-sage-grouse habitat, prescribed fire 
may be appropriate on cool and moist sites, but invasive plant control and restoration of sagebrush 
and perennial native grasses and forbs may be necessary.

Post-Fire • Post-fire rehabilitation is generally low priority (cells 1A, 1B, 1C). Areas of higher priority include:
Rehabilitation ○ Areas where perennial herbaceous cover, density, and species composition is inadequate for 

recovery.

 ○ Areas where seeding or transplanting sagebrush is needed to maintain habitat connectivity for sage-
grouse.

 ○ Steep slopes and soils with erosion potential.

Habitat • Restoration is typically passive and designed to increase or maintain perennial herbaceous species,
Restoration  biological soil crusts and landscape cover of sagebrush (cells 1A, 1B, 1C).  Areas to consider for active
and Recovery  restoration include:
 ○ Areas where perennial herbaceous cover density, or composition is inadequate for recovery after 

surface disturbance. 

 ○ Areas where seeding or transplanting sagebrush is needed to maintain habitat connectivity for sage-
grouse.

Moderate Resilience to Disturbance and Resistance to Invasive Annuals (2A, 2B, 2C)  

Natural sagebrush recovery is likely to occur on cooler and moister sites, but the time required may be too great if large, 
contiguous areas lack sagebrush. Perennial herbaceous species are usually adequate for recovery on cooler and moister sites. 
Risk of invasive annual grasses is moderately high on warmer and drier sites. 

Fire Operations • Fire suppression is typically second order priority (cells 2A, 2B, 2C). Scenarios requiring higher priority 
may include:

 ○ Areas of sagebrush that bridge large, contiguous expanses of sagebrush and that are important for 
providing connectivity for sage-grouse (cells 2B, 2C). (continued)
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 ○ Areas where sagebrush communities have been successfully reestablished through seedings or 
other rehabilitation investments (cells 2A, 2B, 2C)

 ○ Areas with later phase (Phase III), post-settlement piñon and juniper that have high resistance to 
control, are subject to large and/or severe fires, and place adjacent sage-grouse habitat at risk (cells 
2A, 2B).

 ○ Areas where annual grasslands place adjacent sage-grouse habitat at risk (cell 2A).

 ○ All areas when critical burning environment conditions exist. These conditions may be identified by a 
number of products including, but not limited to:  Predictive Services 7-Day Significant Fire Potential 
Forecasts; National Weather Service Fire Weather Watches and Red Flag Warnings; fire behavior 
forecasts or other local knowledge.

Fuels • Fuels management to reduce large sagebrush stand losses is a first order priority, especially in cells 2B
Management  and 2C. Management activities include:
 ○ Strategic placement of fuel breaks to reduce loss of large sagebrush stands by wildfire. Examples 

include linear features or other strategically placed treatments that serve to constrain fire spread or 
otherwise augment suppression efforts. 

 ○ Tree removal in early to mid-phase (Phase I, II), post-settlement piñon and juniper expansion areas 
to maintain shrub/herbaceous cover and reduce fuel loads.

 ○ Tree removal in later phase (Phase III), post-settlement piñon and juniper areas to reduce risks of 
large or high severity fires. Because these areas represent non-sage-grouse habitat, prescribed 
fire may be appropriate on cool and moist sites, but restoration of sagebrush and perennial native 
grasses and forbs may be necessary.

Post-Fire • Post-fire rehabilitation is generally low priority (cells 2A, 2B, 2C) in cooler and moister areas. Areas of
Rehabilitation  higher priority include:  
 ○ Areas where perennial herbaceous cover, density, and species composition is inadequate for 

recovery.

 ○ Areas where seeding or transplanting sagebrush is needed to maintain habitat connectivity for  
sage-grouse.

 ○ Relatively warm and dry areas where annual invasives are expanding.

 ○ Steep slopes with erosion potential.

Habitat • Restoration is typically passive on cooler and moister areas and is designed to increase or maintain
Restoration  perennial herbaceous species, biological soil crusts, and landscape cover of sagebrush (cells 2A, 2B,
and Recovery  2C). Areas to consider for active restoration include:

 ○ Areas where perennial herbaceous cover, density, and species composition is inadequate for 
recovery after surface disturbance.

 ○ Areas where seeding or transplanting sagebrush is needed to maintain habitat connectivity for sage-
grouse.

 ○ Relatively warm and dry areas where annual invasives are expanding. 

Low Resilience to Disturbance and Resistance to Invasive Annuals (3A, 3B, 3C)  

Natural sagebrush recovery is not likely. Perennial herbaceous species are typically inadequate for recovery. Risk of invasive 
annual grasses is high. 

Fire • Fire suppression priority depends on the landscape cover of sagebrush:
Operations ○ Areas with <25% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically third order priority (cell 3A). These 

areas may be a higher priority if they are adjacent to intact sage-grouse habitat or are essential for 
connectivity.

  ○ Areas with 26-65% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically second order priority (cell 3B). These 
areas are higher priority if they have intact understories and if they are adjacent to sage-grouse 
habitat.

 ○ Areas with >65% landscape cover of sagebrush are first order priority (cell 3C).

 ○ Areas where sagebrush communities have been successfully reestablished through seedings or 
other rehabilitation investments (cells 3A, 3B, 3C).

Table 4. (Continued).

(continued)
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Fuels Management • Fuels management priority and management activities depend on the landscape cover of sagebrush:

 ○ Areas with <25% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically third order priority (cell 3A). Strategic 
placement of fuel breaks may be needed to reduce loss of adjacent sage-grouse habitat by wildfire. 
Examples include linear features or other strategically placed treatments that serve to constrain fire 
spread or otherwise augment suppression efforts.

 ○ Areas with 26-65% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically second order priority (cell 3B). These 
areas are higher priority if they have intact understories and if they are adjacent to sage-grouse 
habitat. Strategic placement of fuel breaks may be needed to reduce loss of large sagebrush stands 
by wildfire. 

 ○ Areas with >65% landscape cover of sagebrush are first order priority (cell 3C).  Strategic placement 
of fuel breaks may be needed to reduce loss of large sagebrush stands by wildfire. 

 ○ Areas where sagebrush communities have been successfully reestablished through seedings 
or other rehabilitation investments (cells 3A, 3B, 3C). Strategic placement of fuel breaks may be 
needed to protect investments from repeated loss to wildfire.

Post-Fire • Post-fire rehabilitation priority and management activities depend on the landscape cover of sagebrush:  
Rehabilitation ○ Areas with <25% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically third order priority (cell 3A). Exceptions 

include (1) sites that are relatively cool and moist and (2) areas adjacent to sage-grouse habitat 
where seeding can be used to increase connectivity and prevent annual invasive spread. In highly 
invaded areas, integrated strategies that include seeding of perennial herbaceous species and 
seeding and/or transplanting sagebrush will be required. Success will likely require more than one 
intervention due to low and variable precipitation.

 ○ Areas with 26-65% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically second order priority (cell 3B). 
Exceptions include (1) sites that are relatively cool and moist or that are not highly invaded, and 
(2) areas adjacent to sage-grouse habitat where seeding can be used to increase connectivity and 
prevent annual invasive spread. Seeding of perennial herbaceous species will be required where 
cover, density and species composition of these species is inadequate for recovery. Seeding and/
or transplanting sagebrush as soon as possible is necessary for rehabilitating sage-grouse habitat. 
Success will likely require more than one intervention due to low and variable precipitation.

 ○ Areas with >65% landscape cover of sagebrush are first order priority, especially if they are part of 
a larger, contiguous area of sagebrush (cell 3C). Seeding of perennial herbaceous species will be 
required where cover, density and species composition of these species is inadequate for recovery. 
Seeding and/or transplanting sagebrush as soon as possible is necessary for rehabilitating sage-
grouse habitat. Success will likely require more than one intervention due to low and variable 
precipitation.

Habitat • Restoration priority and management activities depends on the landscape cover of sagebrush:  
Restoration ○ Areas with <25% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically third order priority.  Exceptions include
and Recovery  (1) surface disturbances and (2) areas adjacent to sage-grouse habitat where seeding can be 

used to prevent annual invasive spread (cell 3A).  In highly invaded areas, integrated strategies 
that include seeding of perennial herbaceous species and seeding and/or transplanting sagebrush 
will be required. Success will likely require more than one intervention due to low and variable 
precipitation.

 ○ Areas with 26-65% landscape cover of sagebrush are typically second order priority (cell 3B). 
Exceptions include (1) surface disturbances, (2) sites that are relatively cool and moist or that are 
not highly invaded, and (3) areas adjacent to sage-grouse habitat where seeding can be used to 
increase connectivity and prevent annual invasive spread. Seeding of perennial herbaceous species 
may be required where cover, density and species composition of these species is inadequate. 
Seeding and/or transplanting sagebrush as soon as possible is necessary for restoring sage-grouse 
habitat. Success will likely require more than one intervention due to low and variable precipitation.

 ○ Areas with >65% landscape cover of sagebrush are first order priority, especially if they are part of 
a larger, contiguous area of sagebrush (cell 3C). Seeding of perennial herbaceous species may be 
required where cover, density, and species composition of these species is inadequate. Seeding 
and/or transplanting sagebrush as soon as possible is necessary for restoring sage-grouse habitat. 
Success will likely require more than one intervention due to low and variable precipitation.

Table 4. (Continued).
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Another important consideration is that ecological processes such as wildfire can occur 
either within or across categories in the sage-grouse habitat matrix and it is necessary 
to determine the appropriate spatial context when evaluating management opportuni-
ties based on resilience and resistance and sage-grouse habitat. For example, if critical 
sage-grouse habitat occurs in close proximity to landscapes comprised mainly of annual 
grass-dominated plant communities, then fire risk to adjacent sage-grouse habitat can 
increase dramatically (Balch et al. 2013). In this scenario, management actions could 
include reducing the influence of invasive annual grasses with a strategic fuel break 
on the perimeter of intact sagebrush. Thus, management actions may have value to 
sustaining existing sage-grouse habitat, even if these measures are applied in locations 
that are currently not habitat; the spatial relationships of sagebrush and invasive annual 
grasses should be considered when prioritizing management actions and associated 
conservation measures.

Informing Wildfire and Fuels Management Strategies to Conserve Sage-
Grouse __________________________________________________________

Collectively, responses to wildfires and implementation of fuels management proj-
ects are important contributors to sage-grouse conservation. Resilience and resistance 
concepts provide a science-based background that can inform fire operations and fuels 
management strategies and allocation of scarce assets during periods of high fire ac-
tivity. In fire operations, firefighter and public safety is the overriding objective in all 
decisions. In addition, land managers consider numerous other values at risk, including 
the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI), habitats, and infrastructure when allocating assets 
and prioritizing efforts. Resilience and resistance concepts are especially relevant for 
evaluating tradeoffs related to current ecological conditions and rates of recovery and 
possible ecological consequences of different fire management activities. For example, 
prioritizing initial attack efforts based on ecological types and their resilience and 
resistance at fire locations is a possible future application of resilience and resistance 
concepts. Also, fire prevention efforts can be concentrated where human ignitions have 
commonly occurred near intact, high quality habitats that also have inherently low 
resilience and resistance.

Fuels management projects are often applied to (1) constrain or minimize fire spread; 
(2) alter species composition; (3) modify fire intensity, severity, or effects; or (4) cre-
ate fuel breaks or anchor points that augment fire management efforts (fig. 13). These 
activities are selectively used based on the projected ecosystem response, anticipated 
fire patterns, and probability of success. For example, in areas that are difficult to restore 
due to low to moderate resilience, fuel treatments can be placed to minimize fire spread 
and conserve sagebrush habitat. In cooler and moister areas with moderate to high re-
silience and resistance, mechanical or prescribed fire treatments may be appropriate to 
prevent conifer expansion and dominance. Given projected climate change and longer 
fire seasons across the western United States, fuels management represents a proactive 
approach for modifying large fire trends. Fire operations and fuels management programs 
contribute to a strategic, landscape approach when coupled with data that illustrate the 
likelihood of fire occurrence, potential fire behavior, and risk assessments (Finney et al. 
2010; Oregon Department of Forestry 2013). In tandem with resilience and resistance 
concepts, these data can further inform fire operations and fuels management decisions.
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Figure 13. Fuel breaks may include roads, natural features, or other management imposed 
treatments intended to modify fire behavior or otherwise augment suppression efforts at 
the time of a fire. Such changes in fuel type and arrangement may improve suppression 
effectiveness by modifying flame length and fire intensity, and allow fire operations to be 
conducted more safely. The top photo shows a burnout operation along an existing road to 
remove available fuels ahead of an oncoming fire and constrain overall fire growth (photo 
by BLM Idaho Falls District). The bottom photo shows fuel breaks located along a road, 
which complimented fire control efforts when a fire intersected the fuel break and road 
from the right (photo by Ben Dyer, BLM).
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Putting it all Together ______________________________________________
Effective management and restoration of sage-grouse habitat will benefit from a col-

laborative approach that prioritizes the best management practices in the most appropri-
ate places. This section describes an approach for assessing focal areas for sage-grouse 
habitat management based on widely available data, including (1) Priority Areas for 
Conservation (PACs), (2) breeding bird densities, (3) habitat suitability as indicated by 
the landscape cover of sagebrush, (4) resilience and resistance and dominant ecological 
types as indicated by soil temperature and moisture regimes, and (5) habitat threats as 
indicated by cover of cheatgrass, cover of piñon and juniper, and by fire history. 
Breeding bird density data are overlain with landscape cover of sagebrush and with 
resilience and resistance to spatially link sage-grouse populations with habitat conditions 
and risks. We illustrate the use of this step-down approach for evaluating focal areas 
for sage-grouse habitat management across the western portion of the range, and we 
provide a detailed example for a diverse area in the northeast corner of Nevada that is 
comprised largely of PACs with mixed land ownership. The sage-grouse habitat matrix 
(table 2) is used as a tool in the decision process, and guidelines are provided to assist 
in determining appropriate management strategies for the primary agency program 
areas (fire operations, fuels management, post-fire rehabilitation, habitat restoration) 
for each cell of the matrix.

We conclude with discussions of the tools available to aid in determining the suit-
ability of an area for treatment and the most appropriate management treatments such 
as ecological site descriptions and state and transition models and of monitoring and 
adaptive management. Datasets used to compile the maps in the following sections are 
in Appendix 4.

Assessing Focal Areas for Sage-Grouse Habitat Management: Key Data Layers

Priority areas for conservation: The recent identification of sage-grouse strong-
holds, or Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs), greatly improves the ability to target 
management actions towards habitats expected to be critical for long-term viability of 
the species (fig. 14; USFWS 2013). Understanding and minimizing risks of large-scale 
loss of sagebrush and conversion to invasive annual grasses or piñon and juniper in and 
around PACs will be integral to maintaining sage-grouse distribution and stabilizing 
population trends. PACs were developed by individual states to identify those areas that 
are critical for ensuring adequate representation, redundance, and resilience to conserve 
sage-grouse populations. Methods differed among states; in general, PAC boundaries 
were identified based on (1) sage-grouse population data including breeding bird density, 
lek counts, telemetry, nesting areas, known distributions, and sightings/observations; and 
(2) habitat data including occupied habitat, suitable habitat, seasonal habitat, nesting and 
brood rearing areas, and connectivity areas or corridors. Sage-grouse habitats outside of 
PACs also are important in assessing focal areas for management where they provide 
connectivity between PACs (genetic and habitat linkages), seasonal habitats that may 
have been underestimated due to emphasis on lek sites to define priority areas, habitat 
restoration and population expansion opportunities, and flexibility for managing habitat 
changes that may result from climate change (USFWS 2013). If PAC boundaries are 
adjusted, they will need to be updated for future analyses.
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Figure 14. Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs) within the range of sage-grouse (USFWS 2013). Colored polygons within Man-
agement Zones delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Breeding bird density: Range-wide breeding bird density areas provide one of the 
few accessible data sets for further prioritizing actions within and adjacent to PACs to 
maintain species distribution and abundance. Doherty et al. (2010b) developed a useful 
framework for incorporating population data in their range-wide breeding bird density 
analysis, which used maximum counts of males on leks (n = 4,885) to delineate breeding 
bird density areas that contain 25, 50, 75, and 100% of the known breeding population 
(fig. 15). Leks were mapped according to these abundance values and buffered by a 6.4 
to 8.5 km (4.0 to 5.3 mi) radius to delineate nesting areas. Findings showed that while 
sage-grouse occupy extremely large landscapes, their breeding distribution is highly 
aggregated in comparably smaller identifiable population centers; 25% of the known 
population occurs within 3.9% (2.9 million ha; 7.2 million ac) of the species range, and 
75% of birds are within 27.0% of the species range (20.4 million ha; 50.4 million ac) 
(Doherty et al. 2010b). The Doherty et al. (2010b) analysis emphasized breeding habitats 
primarily because little broad scale data exist for summer and winter habitat use areas. 
Even though the current breeding bird density data provide the most comprehensive 
data available, they do not include all existing sage-grouse populations. Incorporating 
finer scale seasonal habitat use data at local levels where it is available will ensure 
management actions encompass all seasonal habitat requirements.

For this assessment, we chose to use State-level breeding bird density results from 
Doherty et al. (2010b) instead of range-wide model results to ensure that important 
breeding areas in MZs III, IV, and V were not underweighted due to relatively higher 
bird densities in the eastern portion of the range. It is important to note that breeding 
density areas were identified using best available information in 2009, so these range-
wide data do not reflect the most current lek count information or changes in conditions 
since the original analysis. Also, breeding density areas should not be viewed as rigid 
boundaries but rather as the means to prioritize landscapes regionally where step-down 
assessments and actions may be implemented quickly to conserve the most birds.

Landscape cover of sagebrush: Landscape cover of sagebrush is one of the key 
determinants of sage-grouse population persistence and, in combination with an under-
standing of resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annuals, provides essential 
information both for determining priority areas for management and appropriate man-
agement actions (fig. 10; tables 2 and 3). Landscape cover of sagebrush is a measure of 
large, contiguous patches of sagebrush on the landscape and is calculated from remote 
sensing databases such as LANDFIRE (see Appendix 4). We used the three cover cat-
egories of sagebrush landscape cover discussed previously to predict the likelihood of 
sustaining sage-grouse populations (1-25%, 25-65%, >65%). The sagebrush landscape 
cover datasets were created using a moving window to summarize the proportion of 
area (5-km [3.1-mi] radius) dominated by sagebrush surrounding each 30-m pixel and 
then assigned those areas to the three categories (see Appendix 2). Because available 
sagebrush cover from sources such as LANDFIRE does not exclude recent fire pe-
rimeters, it was necessary to either include these in the analysis of landscape cover of 
sagebrush or display them separately. Although areas that have burned since 2000 likely 
do not currently provide desired sage-grouse habitat, areas with the potential to support 
sagebrush ecological types can provide conservation benefits in the overall planning 
effort especially within long-term conservation areas like PACs. The landscape cover of 
sagebrush and recent fire perimeters are illustrated for the western portion of the range 
(fig.16) and northeast Nevada (fig. 17).
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Figure 15. Range-wide sage-grouse breeding bird densities from Doherty et al. 2010. Points illustrate breeding bird density 
areas that contain 25, 50, 75, and 100% of the known breeding population and are based on maximum counts of males 
on leks (n = 4,885). Leks were mapped according to abundance values and buffered by 6.4 to 8.5 km (4.0 to 5.2 mi) to 
delineate nesting areas. 
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Figure 16. The landscape cover of sagebrush within each of three selected categories (1-25%, 26-65%, >65%) for Man-
agement Zones III, IV, and V (Stiver et al. 2006). The proportion of sagebrush (USGS 2013) within each of the categories 
in a 5-km (3.1-mi) radius surrounding each pixel was calculated relative to other land cover types for locations with sage-
brush cover. Darker colored polygons within Management Zones delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 17. The landscape cover of sagebrush within each of the selected categories (1-25%, 26-65%, >65%) for the north-
eastern portion of Nevada. The proportion of sagebrush (USGS 2013) within each of the categories in a 5-km (3.1-mi) radius 
surrounding each pixel was calculated relative to other land cover types for locations with sagebrush cover. Darker colored 
polygons delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Resilience to disturbance and resistance to annuals: Soil temperature and mois-
ture regimes are a strong indicator of ecological types and of resilience to disturbance 
and resistance to invasive annual plants (fig. 11; table 1). Resilience and resistance 
predictions coupled with landscape cover of sagebrush can provide critical informa-
tion for determining focal areas for targeted management actions (tables 2, 3, and 4). 
The available data for the soil temperature and moisture regimes were recently com-
piled to predict resilience and resistance (see Appendix 3). These data, displayed for 
the western portion of the range and northeast Nevada (figs. 18 and 19), illustrate the 
spatial variability within the focal areas. Soil temperature and moisture regimes are two 
of the primary determinants of ecological types and of more detailed ecological site 
descriptions, which are described in the section on “Determining the Most Appropriate 
Management Treatments at the Project Scale.”

Habitat threats: Examining additional land cover data or models of invasive an-
nual grasses and piñon and/or juniper, can provide insights into the current extent of 
threats in a planning area (e.g., Manier et al. 2013). In addition, evaluating data on fire 
occurrence and size can provide information on fire history and the rate and pattern of 
change within the planning area. Data layers for cheatgrass cover have been derived 
from Landsat imagery (Peterson 2006, 2007) and from model predictions based on 
species occurrence, climate variables, and anthropogenic disturbance (e.g., the Bureau 
of Land Management [BLM] Rapid Ecoregional Assessments [REAs]). The REAs con-
tain a large amount of geospatial data that may be useful in providing landscape scale 
information on invasive species, disturbances, and vegetation types across most of the 
range of sage-grouse (http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/Landscape_Approach/
reas.html). Similarly, geospatial data for piñon and/or juniper have been developed 
for various States (e.g., Nevada and Oregon) and are becoming increasingly available 
rangewide. In addition, more refined data products are often available at local scales. 
Land managers can evaluate the available land cover datasets and select those land cov-
ers with the highest resolution and accuracy for the focal area. Land cover of cheatgrass 
and piñon and/or juniper and the fire history of the western portion of the range and 
northeast Nevada are in figures 20-25.

Assessing Focal Areas for Sage-Grouse Habitat Management: Integrating Data Layers

Combining resilience and resistance concepts with sage-grouse habitat and popula-
tion data can help land managers further gauge relative risks across large landscapes 
and determine where to focus limited resources to conserve sage-grouse populations. 
Intersecting breeding bird density areas with soil temperature and moisture regimes 
provides a spatial tool to depict landscapes with high bird concentrations that may have 
a higher relative risk of being negatively affected by fire and annual grasses (figs. 26, 
27). For prioritization purposes, areas supporting 75% of birds (6.4 to 8.5 km [4.0 to 
5.2 mi] buffer around leks) can be categorized as high density while remaining breed-
ing bird density areas (75-100% category; 8.5-km [5.2-mi] buffer around leks) can be 
categorized as low density. Similarly, warm and dry types can be categorized as having 
relatively low resilience to fire and resistance to invasive species and all other soil tem-
perature and moisture regimes can be categorized as having relatively moderate to high 
resilience and resistance. Intersecting breeding bird density areas with landscape cover of 
sagebrush provides another spatial component revealing large and intact habitat blocks 
and areas in need of potential restoration to provide continued connectivity (fig. 28).
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Figure 18.  The soil temperature and moisture regimes within sage-grouse Management Zones III, IV, and V (Stiver 
et al. 2006). Soil temperature and moisture classes were derived from the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) (Soil Survey Staff 2014a). Gaps in that dataset were filled 
in with the NRCS State Soil Geographic Database (STATSGO) (Soil Survey Staff 2014b). Darker colored polygons 
within Management Zones delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 19.  The soil temperature and moisture regimes for the northeast corner of Nevada. Soil temperature and moisture 
classes were derived from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) 
(Soil Survey Staff 2014a). Gaps in that dataset were filled in with the NRCS State Soil Geographic Database (STATSGO) 
(Soil Survey Staff 2014b). Darker colored polygons delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 20.  Invasive annual grass index for Nevada (Peterson 2006) and the Owhyee uplands (Peterson 2007) displayed 
for sage-grouse Management Zones III, IV, and V (Stiver et al. 2006). Lighter colored polygons within Management Zones 
delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 21.  Invasive annual grass index for Nevada (Peterson 2006) and the Owhyee uplands (Peterson 2007) displayed for 
the northeast corner of Nevada. Lighter colored polygons delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 22.  Piñon and/or juniper woodlands (USGS 2004; USGS 2013) within sage-grouse Management Zones III, IV, and V 
(Stiver et al. 2006). Lighter colored polygons within Management Zones delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013). 
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Figure 23.  Piñon and/or juniper woodlands (USGS 2004; USGS 2013) within the northeast corner of Nevada. Lighter colored 
polygons delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 24.  Fire perimeters (Walters et al. 2011; Butler and Bailey 2013) within sage-grouse Management Zones III, IV, 
and V (Stiver et al. 2006). Ligher colored polygons within Management Zones delineate Priority Areas for Conservation 
(USFWS 2013).
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Figure 25.  Fire perimeters (Walters et al. 2011; Butler and Bailey 2013) within the northeast corner of Nevada. Lighter 
colored polygons delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 26.  Sage-grouse breeding bird densities (Doherty et al. 2010) for high breeding bird densities (areas that contain 
75% of known breeding bird populations) and low breeding bird densities (areas that contain all remaining breeding 
bird populations) relative to resilience and resistance within sage-grouse Management Zones III, IV, and V (Stiver et al. 
2006). Relative resilience and resistance groups are derived from soil moisture and temperature classes (Soil Survey 
Staff 2014a, b) as described in text, and indicate risk of invasive annual grasses and wildfire. Lighter colored polygons 
within Management Zones delineate Priority Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013). 
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Figure 27.  Sage-grouse breeding bird densities (Doherty et al. 2010) for high breeding bird densities (areas that contain 
75% of known breeding bird populations) and low breeding bird densities (areas that contain all remaining breeding bird 
populations) relative to resilience and resistance in the northeast corner of Nevada. Relative resilience and resistance 
groups are derived from soil moisture and temperature classes (Soil Survey Staff 2014a, b) as described in text, and in-
dicate risk of invasive annual grasses and wildfire. Lighter colored polygons within Management Zones delineate Priority 
Areas for Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Figure 28.  Sage-grouse breeding bird densities (Doherty et al. 2010) for high breeding bird densities (areas that contain 
75% of known breeding bird populations) and low breeding bird densities (areas that contain all remaining breeding bird 
populations) relative to sagebrush cover. Lighter colored polygons within Management Zones delineate Priority Areas for 
Conservation (USFWS 2013).
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Resilience and resistance and sagebrush cover combined with bird population den-
sity data provide land managers a way to evaluate trade-offs of particular management 
options at the landscape scale. For example, high density, low resilience and resistance 
landscapes with >65% sagebrush landscape cover may require immediate attention for 
conservation efforts because they currently support a high concentration of birds but 
have the lowest potential to recover to desired conditions post-fire and to resist inva-
sive plants when disturbed. Similarly, high density but moderate-to-high resilience and 
resistance landscapes with 26-65% sagebrush cover may be priorities for preventative 
actions like conifer removal designed to increase the proportion of sagebrush cover and 
maintain ecosystem resilience and resistance. Mapping relative resilience and resistance 
and landscape cover of sagebrush for sage-grouse breeding areas should be viewed as 
a component of the assessment process that can help local managers allocate resources 
to accelerate planning and implementation.

Interpretations at the Management Zone (MZ) Scale: Western Portion of the Range

An examination of land cover and additional data layers for the western portion of 
the range reveals large differences among Management Zones (MZs) III, IV and V. MZs 
IV and V have larger areas with sagebrush cover >65% than MZ III (fig. 16). This may 
be partly explained by basin and range topography in MZ III, which is characterized by 
large differences in both environmental conditions and ecological types over relatively 
short distances. However, the cover of piñon and juniper in and adjacent to PACs in 
MZ III also is higher than in either MZ IV or V (fig. 22). The greater cover of piñon 
and juniper in MZ III appears to largely explain the smaller patches of sagebrush cover 
in the 26-65% and >65% categories.

Our capacity to quantify understory vegetation cover using remotely sensed data is 
currently limiting, but a visual examination of estimates for invasive annual grass (fig. 
20; Peterson 2006, 2007) suggests a higher index (greater cover) in areas with relatively 
low resistance (warm soil temperatures) in all MZs (see fig. 18). This is consistent with 
current understanding of resistance to cheatgrass (Chambers et al. 2014; Chambers et 
al. in press). It is noteworthy that the invasive annual grass index is low for most of 
the central basin and range (central Nevada). Several factors may be contributing to 
the low index for this area including climate, the stage of piñon and juniper expansion 
and linked decrease in fire frequency, the relative lack of human development, and the 
relative lack of management treatments in recent decades (Wisdom et al. 2005; Miller 
et al. 2011). Not surprisingly, areas with a high annual grass index are outside or on 
the periphery of current PACs. However, it is likely that invasive annual grasses are 
present on many warmer sites and that they may increase following fire or other 
disturbances. In areas with low resistance to invasive annual grasses, they often ex-
ist in the understory of sagebrush ecosystems and are not detected by remote sensing 
platforms such as Landsat.

The number of hectares burned has been highest in MZ IV, adjacent areas in MZ V, 
and in areas with relatively low resilience and resistance in the northern portion of MZ 
III that have a high invasive annual grass index (figs. 18, 20, 24). A total of over 1.1 
million hectares (2.7 million acres) burned in 2000 and 2006, while over 1.7 million 
hectares (4.2 million acres) burned in 2007 and 2012 and almost three quarters of these 
acres were in MZ IV (table 5). In some cases, these fires appear to be linked to the 
annual invasive grass index, but in others it clearly is not. At this point, there appears 
to be little relationship between cover of piñon and juniper and wildfire. Mega-fires 
comprised of hundreds of thousands of acres have burned in recent years, especially 
in MZ IV. These fires have occurred primarily in areas with low to moderate resilience 
and resistance and during periods with extreme burning conditions.



47USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. RMRS-GTR-326. 2014

Coupling breeding bird densities with landscape cover of sagebrush indicates that 
populations with low densities tend to occur in areas where sagebrush cover is in the 26-
65% category, and few populations occur in areas with <25% sagebrush cover (fig. 27) 
(Knick et al. 2013). Combining the breeding bird densities with resilience and resistance 
indicates significant variability in risks among high density populations within PACs 
(fig. 26). A large proportion of remaining high density centers within PACs occurs on 
moderate-to-high resilience and resistance habitats, while low density/low resilience 
and resistance areas tend to occur along the periphery of PACs or are disproportionately 
located in MZ III and southern parts of MZ V.

Examination of other data layers suggests that different wildfire and invasive species 
threats exist across the western portion of the range, and that management should target 
the primary threats to sage-grouse habitat within focal areas. In MZs IV and V invasive 
annual grasses—especially on the periphery of the PACs—and wildfire are key threats. 
However, recent wildfires are not necessarily linked to invasive annual grasses. This 
suggests that management strategies for these MZs emphasize fire operations, fuels 
management focused on decreasing fire spread, and integrated strategies to control annual 
grasses and increase post-fire rehabilitation and restoration success. Differences in piñon 
and/or juniper landscape cover exist among MZs with 5,131,900 ha (12,681,202 ac) in 
MZ III, 528,377ha (1,305,649 ac) in MZ IV, and 558,880 ha (1,381,024 ac) in MZ V. 
Portions of MZs IV and V are still largely in early stages of juniper expansion indicat-
ing a need to address this threat before woodland succession progresses. Because of 
generally low resilience and resistance in MZ III, greater emphasis is needed on habitat 
conservation, specifically minimizing or eliminating stressors. Also, greater emphasis 
on reducing cover of piñon and juniper is needed to reduce woody fuels and increase 
sagebrush ecosystem resilience to fire by increasing the recovery potential of native 
understory species.

Table 5. The number of hectares (acres) burned in Management Zones III, IV, and V each year from 2000 to 2013. 

 Management Management Management
Year  Zone III Zone IV Zone V Total

2000 155,159 (383,405) 868,118 (2,145,165) 88,871 (219,606) 1,112,148 (2,748,176)
2001 164,436 (406,330) 272,870 (674,276) 141,454 (349,541) 578,760 (1,430,147)
2002 85,969 (212,433) 100,308 (247,867) 113,555 (280,601) 299,833 (740,902)
2003 21,869 (54,038) 127,028 (313,892) 27,597 (68,192) 176,493 (436,123)
2004 20,477 (50,600) 11,344 (28,032) 13,037 (32,216) 44,858 (110,847)
2005 45,130 (111,520) 374,894 (926,382) 22,039 (54,458) 442,063 (1,092,360)
2006 198,762 (491,150) 860,368 (2,126,014) 117,452 (290,230) 1,176,582 (2,907,394)
2007 371,154 (917,140) 1,240,303 (3,064,853) 134,520 (332,406) 1,745,977 (4,314,399)
2008 14,015 (34,632) 109,151 (269,717) 43,949 (108,599) 167,115 (412,949)
2009 43,399 (107,242) 12,250 (30,271) 47,918 (118,408) 103,568 (255,921)
2010 31,597 (78,078) 280,662 (693,531) 21,940 (54,216) 334,200 (825,825)
2011 83,411 (206,114) 283,675 (700,977) 22,909 (56,608) 389,995 (963,699)
2012 203,680 (503,303) 946,514 (2,338,885) 574,308 (1,419,144) 1,724,501 (4,261,331)
2013 45,976 (113,610) 368,434 (910,419) 15,852 (39,170) 430,262 (1,063,199)

Total 1,485,034 (3,669,595) 5,855,920 (14,470,281) 1,385,400 (3,423,396) 8,726,354 (21,563,271)
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Interpretations at Regional and Local Land Management Scales: Northeast Nevada 
Example

The same land covers and data layers used to assess focal areas for sage-grouse 
habitat within MZs in the western portion of the species range can be used to evaluate 
focal areas for management in regional planning areas and land management planning 
units. The emphasis at the scale of the land planning area or management planning unit 
is on maintaining or increasing large contiguous areas of sagebrush habitat with covers 
in the 26-65% and especially >65% category. Resilience to disturbance and resistance 
to invasive annual grasses as indicated by soil temperature and moisture regimes is 
used to determine the most appropriate activities within the different cover categories. 
The sage-grouse habitat matrix in table 2 describes the capacity of areas with differing 
resilience and resistance to recover following disturbance and resist annual invasive 
grasses and provides the management implications for each of the different cover cat-
egories. Table 4 provides potential management strategies for the different sagebrush 
cover and resilience and resistance categories (cells) in the sage-grouse habitat matrix 
by agency program areas (fire operations, fuels management, post-fire rehabilitation, 
habitat restoration). Note that the guidelines in table 4 are related to the sage-grouse 
habitat matrix, and do not preclude other factors from consideration when determining 
management priorities for program areas.

Here, we provide an example of how to apply the concepts and tools discussed in 
this report by examining an important region identified in the MZ scale assessment. The 
northeastern corner of Nevada was selected to illustrate the diversity of sage-grouse 
habitat within planning areas and the need for proactive collaboration both within agen-
cies and across jurisdictional boundaries in devising appropriate management strategies 
(figs. 17, 19, 21, 23, 25). This part of Nevada has large areas of invasive annual grasses 
and areas with piñon and juniper expansion, and it has experienced multiple large fires 
in the last decade. It includes a BLM Field Office, Forest Service (FS) land, State land, 
multiple private owners, and borders two States (fig. 29), which results in both complex 
ownership and natural complexity.

In the northeast corner of Nevada, an area 5,403,877 ha (13,353,271 ac) in size, 
numerous large fires have burned in and around PACs (fig. 25). Since 2000, a total of 
1,144,317 ha (2,827,669 ac) have burned with the largest fires occurring in 2000, 2006, 
and 2007. This suggests that the primary management emphasis be on retaining exist-
ing areas of sagebrush in the 26-65% and especially >65% categories and promoting 
recovery of former sagebrush areas that have burned. Fire suppression in and around 
large, contiguous areas of sagebrush and also in and around successful habitat restora-
tion or post-fire rehabilitation treatments is a first order priority. Fuels management also 
is a high priority and is focused on strategic placement of fuel breaks to reduce loss of 
large sagebrush stands by wildfire without jeopardizing existing habitat quality. Also, 
in the eastern portion of the area, piñon and juniper land cover comprises 471,645 ha 
(1,165,459 ac) (fig. 23). In this area, management priorities include (1) targeted tree 
removal in early to mid-phase (Phase I and II), post-settlement piñon and juniper expan-
sion areas to maintain shrub/herbaceous cover and reduce fuel loads, and (2) targeted tree 
removal in later phase (Phase III) post-settlement piñon and juniper areas to reduce risk 
of high severity fire. In areas with moderate to high resilience and resistance, post-fire 
rehabilitation focuses on accelerating sagebrush establishment and recovery of peren-
nial native herbaceous species. These areas often are capable of unassisted recovery 
and seeding is likely needed only in areas where perennial native herbaceous species 
have been depleted (Miller et al. 2013). Seeding introduced species can retard recovery 
of native perennial grasses and forbs that are important to sage-grouse and should be 
avoided in these areas (Knutson et al. 2014). Seeding or transplanting of sagebrush may 
be needed to accelerate establishment in focal areas.
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Figure 29. Land ownership for the northeast corner of Nevada. Lighter colored polygons delineate Priority Areas for Con-
servation (USFWS 2013).
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In areas with lower resilience and resistance and high breeding bird densities, large, 
contiguous areas of sagebrush with intact understories are a high priority for conserva-
tion (figs. 17, 19, 27). In these areas, emphasis is on maintaining or increasing habitat 
conditions by minimizing stressors and disturbance. Post-fire rehabilitation and resto-
ration activities focus on areas that increase connectivity among existing large areas 
of sagebrush. Because of low and variable precipitation, more than one intervention 
may be required to achieve restoration or rehabilitation goals. Appropriately managing 
livestock, wild horse and burro use (if applicable), and recreational use in focal areas is 
especially important to promote native perennial grass and forb growth and reproduc-
tion and to maintain or enhance resilience and resistance.

Determining the Most Appropriate Management Treatments at the Project Scale

Once focal areas and management priorities have been determined, potential treat-
ment areas can be assessed to determine treatment feasibility and appropriate treatment 
methods. Different treatment options exist (figs. 30, 31) that differ in both suitability 
for a focal area and likely effectiveness. Field guides for sagebrush ecosystems and 
piñon and juniper expansion areas that incorporate resilience and resistance concepts 
are being developed to help guide managers through the process of determining both 
the suitability of an area for treatment and the most appropriate treatment. These guides 
are aligned with the different program areas and emphasize (1) fuel treatments (Miller 
et al. 2014a), (2) post-fire rehabilitation (Miller et al. 2014b), and (3) restoration (Pyke 
et al., in preparation). Additional information on implementing these types of manage-
ment treatments is synthesized in Monsen et al. (2004) and Pyke (2011); additional 
information on treatment response is synthesized in Miller et al. (2013). In this section, 
we summarize the major steps in the process for determining the suitability of an area 
for treatment and the most appropriate treatment. We then provide an overview of two 
of the primary tools in the assessment process – ecological site descriptions (ESDs) and 
state and transition models (STMs). We conclude with a discussion of the importance 
of monitoring and adaptive management.

Steps in the process: Logical steps in the process of determining the suitability of 
an area for treatment and the most appropriate treatment(s) include (1) assessing the 
potential treatment area and identifying ecological sites, (2) determining the current 
successional state of the site, (3) selecting the appropriate action(s), and (4) monitoring 
and evaluation to determine post-treatment management. A general approach that uses 
questions to identify the information required in each step was developed (table 6). 
These questions can be modified to include the specific information needed for each 
program area and for treating different ecological sites. This format is used in the field 
guides described above.
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Figure 30. Common vegetation treatments for sagebrush dominated ecosystems with relatively 
low resilience and resistance include seeding after wildfire in areas that lack sufficient native 
perennial grasses and forbs for recovery (top) (photo by Chad Boyd), and mowing sagebrush to 
reinvigorate native perennial grasses and forbs in the understory (bottom) (photo by Scott Schaff). 
Success of mowing treatments depends on having adequate perennial grasses and forbs on the 
site to resist invasive annual grasses and to promote recovery.
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Figure 31. Vegetation treatments for sagebrush 
ecosystems exhibiting piñon and juniper expansion 
include cutting the trees with chainsaws and leaving 
them in place (top) (photo by Jeremy Roberts) and 
shredding them with a “bullhog” (middle) (photo by 
Bruce A. Roundy) on sites with relatively warm soils and 
moderately low resistance to cheatgrass. Prescribed 
fire (bottom) (photo by Jeanne C. Chambers) can be 
a viable treatment on sites with relatively cool and 
moist soils that have higher resilience to disturbance 
and resistance to invasive annual grasses. Treat-
ment success depends on having adequate perennial 
grasses and forbs on the site to resist invasive annual 
grasses and promote recovery and will be highest on 
sites with relatively low densities of trees (Phase I to 
Phase II woodlands).
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Table 6. General guidelines for conducting fuels management, fire rehabilitation, and restoration treatments (modified from 
Miller et al. 2007; Tausch et al. 2009; Pyke 2011; Chambers et al. 2013).

 Steps in the process Questions and considerations

 I. Assess potential treatment 1. Where are priority areas for fuels management, fire rehabilitation or
  area and identify ecological   restoration within the focal area? Consider sage-grouse habitat
  sites   needs and resilience and resistance.
   2. What are the topographic characteristics and soils of the area? Verify 

soils mapped to the location and determine soil temperature/moisture 
regimes. Collect information on soil texture, depth and basic chemistry 
for restoration projects.

   3. How will topographic characteristics and soils affect vegetation recovery, 
plant establishment and erosion? Evaluate erosion risk based on to-
pography and soil characteristics. 

   4. What are the potential native plant communities for the area? Match soil 
components to their correlated ESDs. This provides a list of potential 
species for the site(s).

 II. Determine current state  5. Is the area still within the reference state for the ecological site(s)? 
  of the site 

 III. Select appropriate action 6. How far do sites deviate from the reference state? How will treatment 
success be measured?

   7. Do sufficient perennial shrubs and perennial grasses and forbs exist to 
facilitate recovery? 

   8. Are invasive species a minor component?   
   9. Do invasive species dominate the sites while native life forms are miss-

ing or severely under represented?  If so, active restoration is required 
to restore habitat.

   10. Are species from drier or warmer ecological sites present? Restoration 
with species from the drier or warmer sites should be considered. 

   11. Have soils or other aspects of the physical environment been altered? 
Sites may have crossed a threshold and represent a new ecological 
site type requiring new site-specific treatment/restoration approaches.

 IV. Determine post-treatment  12. How long should the sites be protected before land uses begin? In
  management   general, sites with lower resilience and resistance should be protected 

for longer periods. 
   13. How will monitoring be performed? Treatment effectiveness monitoring 

includes a complete set of measurements, analyses, and a report.
   14. Are adjustments to the approach needed? Adaptive management is 

 applied to future projects based on consistent findings from multiple 
locations.
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Ecological site descriptions: ESDs and their associated STMs provide essential 
information for determining treatment feasibility and type of treatment. ESDs are part 
of a land classification system that describes the potential of a set of climate, topo-
graphic, and soil characteristics and natural disturbances to support a dynamic set of 
plant communities (Bestelmeyer et al. 2009; Stringham et al. 2003). NRCS soil survey 
data (http://soils.usda.gov/survey/), including soil temperature/moisture regimes and 
other soil characteristics, are integral to ESD development. ESDs have been developed 
by the NRCS and their partners to assist land management agencies and private land 
owners with making resource decisions, and are widely available for the Sage-grouse 
MZs except where soil surveys have not been completed (for a detailed description of 
ESDs and access to available ESDs see: http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/
national/technical/ecoscience/desc/). ESDs assist managers to step-down generalized 
vegetation dynamics, including the concepts of resilience and resistance, to local scales. 
For example, variability in soil characteristics and the local environment (e.g., average 
annual precipitation as indicated by soil moisture regime) can strongly influence both 
plant community resilience to fire as well as the resistance of a plant community to 
invasive annual grasses after fire (table 1). Within a particular ESD, there is a similar 
level of resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annuals and this information 
can be used to determine the most appropriate management actions.

State and transition models: STMs are a central component of ecological site de-
scriptions that are widely used by managers to illustrate changes in plant communities 
and associated soil properties, causes of change, and effects of management interventions 
(Stringham et al. 2003; Briske et al. 2005; USDA NRCS 2007) including in sagebrush 
ecosystems (Forbis et al. 2006; Barbour et al. 2007; Boyd and Svejcar 2009; Holmes 
and Miller 2010; Chambers et al. in press). These models use state (a relatively stable 
set of plant communities that are resilient to disturbance) and transition (the drivers of 
change among alternative states) to describe the range in composition and function of 
plant communities within ESDs (Stringham and others 2003; see Appendix 1 for defini-
tions). The reference state is based on the natural range of conditions associated with 
natural disturbance regimes and often includes several plant communities (phases) that 
differ in dominant plant species relative to type and time since disturbance (Caudle et al. 
2013). Alternative states describe new sets of communities that result from factors such 
as inappropriate livestock use, invasion by annual grasses, or changes in fire regimes. 
Changes or transitions among states often are characterized by thresholds that may 
persist over time without active intervention, potentially causing irreversible changes 
in community composition, structure, and function. Restoration pathways are used to 
identify the environmental conditions and management actions required for return to 
a previous state. Detailed STMs that follow current interagency guidelines (Caudle et 
al. 2013), are aligned with the ecological types (table 1), and are generally applicable 
to MZs III (Southern Great Basin), IV (Snake River Plains), V (Northern Great Basin), 
and VI (Columbia Basin) are provided in Appendix 5.

A generalized STM to illustrate the use of STMs is shown in figure 32 for the warm 
and dry Wyoming big sagebrush ecological type. This ecological type occurs at relatively 
low elevations in the western part of the range and has low to moderate resilience to 
disturbance and management treatments and low resistance to invasion (table 1). This 
type is abundant in the western portion of the range, but as the STM suggests, it is highly 
susceptible to conversion to invasive annual grass and repeated fire and is difficult to 
restore. Intact sagebrush areas remaining in the reference state within this ecological type 
are a high priority for conservation. Invaded states or locations with intact sagebrush that 
lack adequate native perennial understory are a high priority for restoration where they 
bridge large, contiguous areas of sagebrush. However, practical methods to accomplish 
this are largely experimental and/or costly and further development, including adaptive 
science and management, is needed.
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Figure 32. A state and transition model that illustrates vegetation dynamics and restoration  pathways for the warm and dry, 
Wyoming big sagebrush ecological type. This ecological type occurs at relatively low elevations in the western part of the range 
and has low to moderate resilience to disturbance and management treatments and low resistance to invasion.
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Monitoring and adaptive management: Monitoring programs designed to track 
ecosystem changes in response to both stressors and management actions can be used 
to increase understanding of ecosystem resilience and resistance, realign management 
approaches and treatments, and implement adaptive management (Reever-Morghan et 
al. 2006; Herrick et al. 2012). Information is increasing on likely changes in sagebrush 
ecosystems with additional stress and climate warming, but a large degree of uncertainty 
still exits. Currently, the NRCS National Resource Inventory is being used on private 
lands and is being implemented on public lands managed by BLM to monitor trends 
in vegetation attributes and land health at the landscape scale under the AIM (Assess-
ment Inventory and Monitoring) strategy. Strategic placement of monitoring sites and 
repeated measurements of ecosystem status and trends (e.g., land cover type, ground 
cover, vegetation cover and height of native and invasive species, phase of tree expan-
sion, soil and site stability, oddities) can be used to decrease uncertainty and increase 
effectiveness of management decisions. Ideally, monitoring sites span environmental/
productivity gradients and sagebrush ecological types that characterize sage-grouse 
habitat. Of particular importance are (1) ecotones between ecological types where 
changes in response to climate are expected to be largest (Loehle 2000; Stohlgren et al. 
2000), (2) ecological types with climatic conditions and soils that are exhibiting invasion 
and repeated fires, and (3) ecological types with climatic conditions and soils that are 
exhibiting tree expansion and increased fire risk. Monitoring the response of sagebrush 
ecosystems to management treatments, including both pre- and post-treatment data, is a 
first order priority because it provides information on treatment effectiveness that can 
be used to adjust methodologies.

Monitoring activities are most beneficial when consistent approaches are used among 
and within agencies to collect, analyze, and report monitoring data. Currently, effective-
ness monitoring databases that are used by multiple agencies do not exist. However, 
several databases have been developed for tracking fire-related and invasive-species 
management activities. The National Fire Plan Operations and Reporting System (NF-
PORS) is an interdepartmental and interagency database that accounts for hazardous 
fuel reduction, burned area rehabilitation and community assistance activities. To our 
knowledge, NFPORS is not capable of storing and retrieving the type of effectiveness 
monitoring information that is needed for adaptive management. The FEAT FIREMON 
Integrated (FFI; https://www.frames.gov/partner-sites/ffi/ffi-home/) is a monitoring 
software tool designed to assist managers with collection, storage and analysis of eco-
logical information. It was constructed through a complementary integration of the Fire 
Ecology Assessment Tool (FEAT) and FIREMON. This tool allows the user to select 
among multiple techniques for effectiveness monitoring. If effectiveness monitoring 
techniques were agreed on by the agencies, FFI does provide databases with standard 
structures that could be used in inter-agency effectiveness monitoring. Also, the National 
Invasive Species Information Management System (NISIMS) is designed to reduce 
redundant data entry regarding invasive species inventory, management and effective-
ness monitoring with the goal of providing information that can be used to determine 
effective treatments for invasive species. However, NISIMS is currently available only 
within the BLM.

Common databases can be used by agency partners to record and share monitoring 
data. The Land Treatment Digital Library (LTDL [USGS 2010]) provides a method of 
archiving and collecting common information for land treatments and might be 
used as a framework for data storage and retrieval. Provided databases are rela-
tional (maintain a common field for connecting them), creating single corporate 
databases is not necessary. However, barriers that hinder database access within 
and among agencies and governmental departments may need to be lowered 
while still maintaining adequate data security. The LTDL has demonstrated how 
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this can work by accessing a variety of databases to populate useful information 
relating to land treatments.

For effectiveness of treatments to be easily useable for adaptive management, 
the agencies involved will need to agree on monitoring methods and a common 
data storage and retrieval system. Once data can be retrieved, similar treatment 
projects can be evaluated to determine how well they achieve objectives for 
sage-grouse habitat, such as the criteria outlined in documents like the Habitat 
Assessment Framework (Stiver et al. 2006). Results of monitoring activities on 
treatment effectiveness are most useful when shared across jurisdictional bound-
aries, and several mechanisms are currently in place to improve information 
sharing (e.g., the Great Basin Fire Science Delivery Project; www.gbfiresci.org).
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Appendix 1.  Definitions of Terms Used in This Document ________________

At-Risk Community Phase — A community phase that can be designated within the 
reference state and also in alternative states. This community phase is the most 
vulnerable to transition to an alternative state (Caudle et al. 2013). 

Community Phase — A unique assemblage of plants and associated soil properties 
that can occur within a state (Caudle et al. 2013).

Ecological Site (ES) — An Ecological Site (ES) is a conceptual division of the landscape 
that is defined as a distinctive kind of land based on recurring soil, landform, geo-
logical, and climate characteristics that differs from other kinds of land in its ability 
to produce distinctive kinds and amounts of vegetation and in its ability to respond 
similarly to management actions and natural disturbances (Caudle et al. 2013).

Ecological Site Descriptions (ESD) — The documentation of the characteristics of an 
ecological site. The documentation includes the data used to define the distinctive 
properties and characteristics of the ecological site; the biotic and abiotic character-
istics that differentiate the site (i.e., climate, topography, soil characteristics, plant 
communities); and the ecological dynamics of the site that describes how changes 
in disturbance processes and management can affect the site. An ESD also provides 
interpretations about the land uses and ecosystem services that a particular ecologi-
cal site can support and management alternatives for achieving land management 
(Caudle et al. 2013).

Ecological Type — A category of land with a distinctive (i.e., mappable) combination 
of landscape elements. The elements making up an ecological type are climate, geol-
ogy, geomorphology, soils, and potential natural vegetation. Ecological types differ 
from each other in their ability to produce vegetation and respond to management 
and natural disturbances (Caudle et al. 2013).  

Historical Range of Variability — Range of variability in disturbances, stressors, and 
ecosystem attributes that allows for maintenance of ecosystem resilience and resistance 
and that can be used to provide management targets (modified from Jackson 2006).  

Resilience — Ability of a species and/or its habitat to recover from stresses and dis-
turbances. Resilient ecosystems regain their fundamental structure, processes, and 
functioning when altered by stresses like increased CO2 , nitrogen deposition, and 
drought and to disturbances like land development and fire (Allen et al. 2005; Hol-
ling 1973). 

Resistance — Capacity of an ecosystem to retain its fundamental structure, processes 
and functioning (or remain largely unchanged) despite stresses, disturbances, or 
invasive species (Folke et al. 2004).

Resistance to Invasion — Abiotic and biotic attributes and ecological processes of an 
ecosystem that limit the population growth of an invading species (D’Antonio and 
Thomsen 2004).

Restoration Pathways — Restoration pathways describe the environmental conditions 
and practices that are required for a state to recover that has undergone a transition 
(Caudle et al. 2013).

State — A state is a suite of community phases and their inherent soil properties that 
interact with the abiotic and biotic environment to produce persistent functional and 
structural attributes associated with a characteristic range of variability (adapted 
from Briske et al. 2008). 
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State-and-Transition Model — A method to organize and communicate complex 
information about the relationships between vegetation, soil, animals, hydrology, 
disturbances (fire, lack of fire, grazing and browsing, drought, unusually wet peri-
ods, insects and disease), and management actions on an ecological site (Caudle et 
al. 2013). 

Thresholds — Conditions sufficient to modify ecosystem structure and function beyond 
the limits of ecological resilience, resulting in the formation of alternative states 
(Briske et al. 2008). 

Transition — Transitions describe the biotic or abiotic variables or events, acting 
independently or in combination, that contributes directly to loss of state resilience 
and result in shifts between states. Transitions are often triggered by disturbances, 
including natural events (climatic events or fire) and/or management actions (graz-
ing, burning, fire suppression). They can occur quickly as in the case of catastrophic 
events like fire or flood, or over a long period of time as in the case of a gradual 
shift in climate patterns or repeated stresses like frequent fires (Caudle et al. 2013).
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Appendix 2. An Explanation of the Use of Landscape Measures to Describe 
Sagebrush Habitat _________________________________________________

Understanding landscape concepts of plant cover relative to typical management unit 
concepts of plant cover is important for prioritizing lands for management of sage-grouse. 
Ground cover measurements of sagebrush made at a management unit (for example, 
line-intercept measurements) should not be confused for landscape cover and may not 
relate well to landscape cover since the areas of examination differ vastly (square meters 
for management units and square kilometers for landscapes).

A landscape is defined rather arbitrarily as a large area in total spatial extent, somewhere 
in size between sites (acres or square miles) and regions (100,000s of square miles).  The 
basic unit of a landscape is a patch, which is defined as a bounded area characterized 
by a similar set of conditions.  A habitat patch, for example, may be the polygonal area 
on a map representing a single land cover type.  Landscapes are composed of a mosaic 
of patches. The arrangement of these patches (the landscape configuration or pattern) 
has a large influence on the way a landscape functions and for landscape species, such 
as sage-grouse, sagebrush habitat patches are extremely important for predicting if this 
bird will be present within the area (Connelly et al. 2011).

Remotely sensed data of land cover is typically used to represent landscapes. These 
data may combine several sources of data and may include ancillary data, such as el-
evation, to improve the interpretation of data. These data are organized into pixels that 
contain a size or grain of land area. For example, LandSat Thematic Mapper spectral 
data used in determining vegetation cover generally have pixels that represent ground 
areas of 900 m2 (30- x 30-m). Each pixel’s spectral signature can be interpreted to de-
termine what type of vegetation dominates that pixel. Groups of adjacent pixels with 
the same dominant vegetation are clustered together into polygons that form patches. 

Landscape cover of sagebrush is determined initially by using this vegetation cover 
map, but a ‘rolling window’ of a predetermined size (e.g., 5 km2 or 5,556 pixels that are 
30- by 30-m in size) is moved across the region one pixel at a time. The central pixel of 
the ‘window’ is reassigned a value for the proportion of pixels where sagebrush is the 
dominant vegetation. The process is repeated until pixels within the region are com-
pletely reassigned to represent the landscape cover of sagebrush within for the region 
drawn from a 5 km2 window. 
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Appendix 3. An Explanation of Soil Temperature and Moisture Regimes Used 
to Describe Sagebrush Ecosystems __________________________________

Soil climate regimes (temperature and moisture) are used in Soil Taxonomy to classify 
soils; they are important to consider in land management decisions, in part, because of 
the significant influence on the amounts and kinds of vegetation that soils support. Soil 
temperature and moisture regimes are assigned to soil map unit components as part of 
the National Cooperative Soil Survey program. Soil survey spatial and tabular data for 
the Sage-grouse Management Zones (Stiver et al. 2006) were obtained for each State 
within the zones at the Geospatial Data Gateway (http://datagateway.nrcs.usda.gov/). 
Gridded Soil Survey Geographic (gSSURGO) file geodatabases were used to display 
a 10-meter raster dataset. Multiple soil components made up a soil map unit, and soil 
moisture and temperature regimes were linked to individual soil map components. Soil 
components with the same soil moisture and temperature class regime were aggregated, 
and the dominant soil moisture and temperature regime within each soil map unit was 
used to characterize the temperature and moisture regime. Only temperature and moisture 
regimes applicable to sagebrush ecosystems were displayed.

Abbreviated definitions of each soil temperature and moisture regime class are listed 
below. Complete descriptions can be found in Keys to Soil Taxonsomy, 11th edition, 
available at ftp://ftp-fc.sc.egov.usda.gov/NSSC/Soil_Taxonomy/keys/2010_Keys_to_
Soil_Taxonomy.pdf.

Soil temperature regimes

Cryic (Cold) Soils that have a mean annual soil temperature of <8 °C, and do not have permafrost, at a 
depth of 50 cm below the surface or at a restrictive feature, whichever is shallower.

Frigid (Cool)
Soils that have a mean annual soil temperature of <8 °C and the difference between 
mean summer and mean winter soil temperatures is >6 °C at a depth of 50 cm below the 
surface or at a restrictive feature, whichever is shallower.

Mesic (Warm)
Soils that have a mean annual soil temperature of 8-15 °C and the difference between 
mean summer and mean winter soil temperatures is >6 °C at a depth of 50 cm below the 
surface or at a restrictive feature, whichever is shallower.

Soil moisture regimes

Ustic (summer precipitation)
Generally there is some plant-available moisture during the growing season, although 
significant periods of drought may occur. Summer precipitation allows presence of warm 
season plant species.

Xeric (Moist; generally 
mapped at >12 inches mean 
annual precipitation)

Characteristic of arid regions. The soil is dry for at least half the growing season and 
moist for less than 90 consecutive days.

Aridic (Dry; generally 
mapped at <12 inches mean 
annual precipitation)

Characteristic of arid regions. The soil is dry for at least half the growing season and 
moist for less than 90 consecutive days. 

Note: Soil moisture regimes are further divided into moisture subclasses, which are often used to indicate  soils  that are 
transitional to another moisture regime. For example, a soil with an Aridic moisture regime and a Xeric moisture subclass 
may be described as “Aridic bordering on Xeric.” Understanding these gradients becomes increasingly important when mak-
ing interpretations and decisions at the site scale where aspect, slope, and soils affect the actual moisture regime on that site.  
More information on taxonomic moisture subclasses is available at http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/
ref/?cid=nrcs142p2_053576.
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Appendix 4.  Data Sources for the Maps in This Report __________________

Dataset Citation Link

Geomac fire perimeters Walters, S.P.; Schneider, N.J.; Guthrie, 
J.D. 2011. Geospatial Multi-Agency 
Coordination (GeoMAC) wildland 
fire perimeters, 2008. Data Series 612. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the 
Interior, U.S. Geological Survey.6 p.

http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/ds612

WFDSS fire perimeters Butler, B. B.; Bailey, A. 2013. Disturbance history 
(Historical wildland fires). Updated 8/9/2013. 
Wildland Fire Decision Support System. Online:  
https://wfdss.usgs.gov/wfdss/WFDSS_Home.
shtml [Accessed 5 March 2014]. 

https://wfdss.usgs.gov/wfdss/WFDSS_
Home.shtml

or 

https://wfdss.usgs.gov/wfdss/
WFDSSData_Downloads.shtml

Piñon and juniper land 
cover

U.S. Geological Survery (USGS) National Gap 
Analysis Program. 2004. Provisional digital 
land cover map for the southwestern United 
States. Version 1.0. Logan, UT: Utah State 
University, College of Natural Resources, RS/
GIS Laboratory.

http://earth.gis.usu.edu/swgap/landcover.
html

Piñon and juniper land 
cover

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2013: LANDFIRE 
1.2.0 Existing Vegetation Type layer. Updated 
3/13/2013. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Geological Survey. Online: http://
landfire.cr.usgs.gov/viewer/. [Accessed 13 March 
2014].

http://www.landfire.gov/National
ProductDescriptions21.php

Nevada invasive annual 
grass index

Peterson, E. B. 2006. A map of invasive annual 
grasses in Nevada derived from multitemporal 
Landsat 5 TM imagery. Carson City, NV: State of 
Nevada, Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources, Nevada Natural Heritage Program.

http://heritage.nv.gov/node/167

Owhyee upland annual 
grass index

Peterson, E. B. 2007. A map of annual grasses in the 
Owyhee Uplands, Spring 2006, derived from 
multitemporal Landsat 5 TM imagery. Carson 
City, NV: State of Nevada, Department of 
Conservation and Natural Resources, Nevada 
Natural Heritage Program.

http://heritage.nv.gov/sites/default/
files/library/anngrowy_text_print.pdf

Soil data (SSURGO) Soil Survey Staff. 2014a. Soil Survey Geographic 
(SSURGO) Database. United States Department 
of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service. Online: http://sdmdataaccess.nrcs.usda.
gov/. [Accessed 3 March 2014a]. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053627

Soil data (STATSGO) Soil Survey Staff. 2014b. U.S. General Soil 
Map (STATSGO2) Database. United States 
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. Online: http://
sdmdataaccess.nrcs.usda.gov/. [Accessed 3 
March 2014b]. 
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Soil temperature and 
moisture regime data

Campbell, S. B. 2014.  Soil temperature and moisture 
regime data for the range of greater sage-grouse. Data 
product. Portland, OR: USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. Online: https://www.
sciencebase.gov/catalog/folder/537f8be5e4b021317a
872f1b?community=LC+MAP+-+Landscape+Conser
vation+Management+and+Analysis+Portal [Accessed 
17 June 2014]. 

https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/folde
r/537f8be5e4b021317a872f1b?community
=LC+MAP+-+Landscape+Conservation+
Management+and+Analysis+Portal

Sage-grouse 
management zones

Stiver, S. J.; Apa, A. D.; Bohne, J. R.; Bunnell, S. D.; 
Deibert, P. A.; Gardner, S. C.; Hilliard, M. A.; 
McCarthy, C. W.; Schroeder, M. A. 2006. Greater 
Sage-grouse Comprehensive Conservation 
Strategy. Unpublished report on file at: Western 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, 
Cheyenne, WY.

Breeding bird densities Doherty, K. E.; Tack, J. D.; Evans, J. S.; Naugle, 
D. E. 2010. Mapping breeding densities of 
greater sage-grouse: A tool for range-wide 
conservation planning. BLM completion report: 
Agreement # L10PG00911. 

http://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=d
oherty+2010+breeding+bird&hl=en&
as_sdt=0&as_vis=1&oi=scholart&sa=X&
ei=JqQbU7HUAqfD2QW8xYFY&ved=0
CCUQgQMwAA

Sagebrush land cover U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2013: LANDFIRE 
1.2.0 Existing Vegetation Type layer. Updated 
3/13/2013. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Geological Survey. Online: http://
landfire.cr.usgs.gov/viewer/. [Accessed 13 March 
2014].

http://www.landfire.gov/National
ProductDescriptions21.php
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Appendix 5.  State-and-transition models (STMs) for five generalized 
ecological types for big sagebrush (from Chambers et al. in press; Miller 
et al. 2014 a, b) ____________________________________________________

These STMs represent groupings of ecological sites that are characterized by 
Wyoming or mountain big sagebrush, span a range of soil moisture/temperature 
regimes (warm/dry to cold/moist), and characterize a large portion of Manage-
ment Zones III (Southern Great Basin), IV (Snake River Plains), V (Northern 
Great Basin), and VI (Columbia Basin). Large boxes illustrate states that are 
comprised of community phases (smaller boxes). Transitions among states are 
shown with arrows starting with T; restoration pathways are shown with arrows 
starting with R. The “at risk” community phase is most vulnerable to transition 
to an alternative state. Precipitation Zone is designated as PZ.

Figure A.5A. STM for a cryic/xeric mountain big sagebrush/mountain brush ecological type characterized by moderately high 
resilience and high resistance.
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Figure A.5B. STM for a cool frigid/xeric mountain big sagebrush ecological type that has piñon pine and/or juniper potential and 
is characterized by moderately high resilience and resistance.
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Figure A.5C. STM for a cool mesic to cool frigid/xeric mountain big sagebrush ecological type that is characterized by moderate 
resilience and resistance.
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Figure A.5D. STM for a cool mesic to warm frigid/xeric mountain big sagebrush ecological type type that has piñon pine and/
or juniper potential and is characterized by moderate resilience and moderately low resistance.
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Figure A.5E. STM for a mesic/aridic Wyoming big sagebrush ecological type with low to moderate resilience and low resistance.











The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all of its programs 
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex (including gender identity and expression), marital status, familial status, 
parental status, religion, sexual orientation, political beliefs, genetic information, reprisal, 
or because all or part of an individual’s income is derived from any public assistance 
program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who 
require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and 
TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write to: USDA, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Stop 
9410, Washington, DC 20250-9410.

Or call toll-free at (866) 632-9992 (English) or (800) 877-8339 (TDD) or (866) 377-8642 
(English Federal-relay) or (800) 845-6136 (Spanish Federal-relay). USDA is an equal 
opportunity provider and employer.

To learn more about RMRS publications or search our online titles:

www.fs.fed.us/rm/publications

www.treesearch.fs.fed.us

Federal Recycling Program  Printed on Recycled Paper



 
 

Appendix D 
 
 
 

Wildfire and Invasive Species 
Assessments 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240-0036
http://www.blm.gov

August 28, 2014

In Reply Refer To:
6711 (AD-200, FA-100) I

EMS TRANSMISSION 09/03/2014
Instruction Memorandum No. 2014-134
Expires:Â 09/30/2015

Program Areas: Wildlife, Special Status Species, Range, Forestry, Emergency 
Stabilization and Rehabilitation, Riparian, Plant Conservation, Fire Operations, 
Fire Planning, and Fuels Management

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides guidance for Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) offices to cooperate with interagency partners to 
complete "Step 2" of the Wildfire and Invasive Species assessments (hereafter 
called FIAT assessments) for six priority landscapes in Greater sage-grouse 
(hereinafter "sage-grouse") habitats. These assessments will help to quantify future 
planned actions by the BLM to inform the US Fish and Wildlife Service's sage-
grouse listing decision in 2015. The FIAT assessments are also consistent with the 

To: State Directors: CA, ID, NV, OR, UT

From: Assistant Director, Resources and Planning

Subject: Completion of Wildfire and Invasive Species 
Assessments in Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat

DD: 9/8/2014 & 1/30/2015

direction provided in the Identification of Multi-year Funding Priorities and 
Consideration for Healthy Lands Focal Areas IM (WO IM-2014-124) and the 
Sage-Grouse Habitat and Wildland Fire Management IM (WO IM-2014-114).

Policy/Action: The FIAT assessments will be used to develop collaborative 
implementation plans that address threats to sage-grouse resulting from invasive 
annual grasses, wildfires, and conifer expansion in Priority Areas for Conservation 
(PACs). The completion of this first round of the PAC assessments within the 
Great Basin will inform the next phase of assessments as the BLM continues to 
expand into other sage-grouse habitat into 2015, including the Rocky Mountain 
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States as appropriate.

The State offices listed in Attachment 1 will complete "Step 2" of the FIAT
assessments for six priority landscapes in cooperation with interagency partners
following the schedule as defined in the Action Plan and a description of the
collaboration process and team structure. Attachment 2 illustrates the names and
locations of the PACs. The June 2014 FIAT Assessment (Attachment 3) completed
"Step 1" of the FIAT assessment process and provides guidance for completing
"Step 2". 

The FIAT assessments are non-decisional in nature, and involve two steps:

Step 1: This step has been completed and is documented in the June 2014 FIAT 
Assessment protocol (Attachment 3). Step 1 identified focal habitats where 
management strategies will be prioritized (within or near these important 
habitats), patterns of resistance to invasive annual grasses and resilience after 
disturbance, landscape sagebrush cover, and conifer expansion within the six 
PACs. In addition to presenting the regional context, outcomes of Step 1 
included geospatial data which define focal habitats, high density sage-grouse
populations, and their intersection with threat factors. This data will be
provided to state offices and appropriate field offices to use in their
assessments.

Step 2: State and local offices will utilize Step 1 information and local data to 
conduct the FIAT assessments for the six PACs. As described in Attachment 3, 
offices will utilize Step 1 geospatial data supplemented with appropriate local 
data to best describe local conditions, treatment needs, and management 
priorities in or around focal habitats in the six PACs. Outcomes from Step 2 
will include spatially identified conservation activities for the program areas of 
Fuels Management, Habitat Recovery/Restoration, Fire Operations, and Post-
Fire Rehabilitation.

The PACs which have been identified for initial assessments include multiple land
ownerships, jurisdictions, and in most cases, multiple states requiring a
collaborative approach in carrying out the assessments. Partners who will
contribute to FIAT assessments include, but are not limited to, National Forests, 
State wildlife agencies, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, tribes, and other local partners. 

State Directors need to identify a State lead and the names of the core members of
their team to Doug Havlina (dhavlina@blm.gov), the national lead for this effort, 
by September 8, 2014. The core team members are expected to participate in a 
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training workshop in Reno, NV September 16-18. The purpose of the workshop is 
to familiarize team members with the FIAT process, describe the data
requirements, and provide the teams with a consistent approach to complete FIAT
assessments.

Timeframe: This IM is effective immediately. The FIAT assessments for the six 
initial PACs will be completed by January 30, 2015.

Budget Impact: Moderate; one-time costs will be incurred as field offices 
complete FIAT assessments with adjoining agencies.

Background: The FIAT assessment process was approved by BLM leadership at 
the 2013 sage-grouse Federal Family meetings in Denver, Colorado and Portland, 
Oregon. In addition, BLM's Sage-Grouse National Policy Team approved the 
process in June 2014. 

Wildfires, invasive annual grasses, and conifer encroachment are identified as 
primary threats. These threats contribute to fragmentation of habitats, large scale 
conversion to unsuitable plant communities, and ultimately declining sage-grouse 
populations. The BLM is moving towards completion of Resource Management 
Plan (RMP) amendments and revisions by winter 2015 to address these and other 
threats. While RMPs describe goals, objectives, and management actions to 
conserve sage-grouse, they generally lack specificity related to project 
prioritization, extent and location. This information is important to the 2015 
USFWS listing decision. As such, FIAT assessments fulfill a key role by providing 
quantified descriptions of future conservation actions to inform the sage-grouse 
listing decision.

This assessment relies in large part on concepts of resistance to invasive annual 
grasses and resilience following disturbance across sage steppe environmental 
gradients along with sage-grouse habitat landscape cover requirements (available 
as a U.S. Forest Service General Technical Report at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr326.html

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: None.

Coordination: This IM has been coordinated between Resources and Planning 
(WO200), Fire and Aviation (FA100), Fire Operations (FA300), and Fire Planning 
and Fuels Management (FA600).

Contacts: Questions may be directed to Douglas Havlina (dhavlina@blm.gov) 
Natural Resource Specialist - Fire Ecology, 208-387-5061.
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3 Attachments:

1-Priority PACs for Initial Assessments/Fire and Invasives Assessment 
Action Plan (2 pp)
2-Map of PACs for FIAT Assessments in Management Zones III, IV, & 
V (1 p)
3-Greater Sage-Grouse Wildfire, Invasive Annual Grasses & Conifer 
Expansion Assessment - June 2014 (43 pp)

Signed by:
Edwin L. Roberson
Assistant Director
Resources and Planning 

Authenticated by: 
Robert M. Williams
Division of IRM Governance,WO-860 
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Attachment 1-1 
 

Priority PACs for Initial Assessments / Fire and Invasives Assessment Action Plan 

Priority PAC BLM State Office 

Responsible for FIAT 

Completion 

BLM District Offices which intersect 

priority PAC 

Central Oregon Oregon Burns, OR 

Lakeview, OR 

Prineville, OR 

Northern Great Basin 

(Includes Box Elder in Utah and 

Management Zone IV portion of 

the Northern Great 

Basin/Western Great Basin PAC 

in Southeast Oregon) 

Idaho 

(in coordination w/ UT) 

Boise, ID 

Burns, OR 

Elko, NV 

Idaho Falls, ID 

Twin Falls, ID 

Vale, OR 

West Desert, UT 

Winnemucca, NV 

Southern Great Basin 

(Includes Hamlin Valley in 

Utah) 

Nevada 

(in coordination w/ UT) 

Battle Mountain, NV 

Carson City, NV 

Color Country, UT 

Elko, NV 

Ely, NV 

Snake, Salmon, and Beaverhead Idaho 

 

Boise, ID 

Idaho Falls, ID 

Twin Falls, ID 

Western Great Basin  and Warm 

Springs Valley NV/Western 

Great Basin (Includes 

Management Zone V portion of 

the Northern Great 

Basin/Western Great Basin PAC 

in Southeast Oregon) 

California Burns, OR 

Carson City, NV 

Lakeview, OR 

North California, CA 

Vale, OR 

Winnemucca, NV 

 

 

Fire and Invasives Assessment Action Plan   

State Directors assign team members and coordinator for priority landscapes. September 3, 2014 

Initial FIAT Process Coordination Call for State leads– Process Overview; 

Data Coordination; Report Template of What, Where, Why  (Who, When, & 

How and Implementation); examples of expected deliverables; Training 

session logistics and details. 

September 8, 2014 

Training Session  for All *Core Team members – Nevada State Office September 16-18, 2014 

Coordination Calls  with Team Leaders 
Every Two Weeks 

Starting  October 1 

Initial Draft Assessment Coordination Webinar January 5, 2015 

Final Draft for Great Basin Regional Management Team  Review with State 

Directors 
January 23, 2015 

Final Assessments Approved by State Directors January 30, 2015 



 
 

Attachment 1-2 
 

Process for Collaboration 

Priority landscapes involve multiple ownerships, jurisdictions, and in most cases, multiple states.  

Consequently, the affected Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State Offices will work cooperatively to 

complete assessments.  Partners which may contribute to FIAT assessments include National Forests 

managed by the U.S. Forest Service within priority landscapes, the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service, the USFWS, tribes, State wildlife agencies, and other local partners.  A specific BLM State 

Office has been assigned as the lead for each of the six FIAT assessments (see above).   

 

It is imperative that the assessment teams coordinate with the teams assessing adjacent priority landscapes 

and appropriate FIAT Development Team members.  The Western Great Basin and Warm Springs Valley 

NV/Western Great Basin priority landscapes will be combined into one assessment for priority 

consistency across the areas and process efficiency.  Similarly, the Northern Great Basin assessment will 

include the Box Elder PAC in Utah and the Management Zone IV portion of the Northern Great 

Basin/Western Great Basin PAC in Southeast Oregon. The Southern Great Basin PAC assessment will 

include the Hamlin Valley in Utah and the Management Zone V portion of the Northern Great 

Basin/Western Great Basin PAC in Southeast Oregon. 

 

A FIAT training workshop will take place at Nevada State Office in Reno Nevada on September 16-18, 

2014. The outcome of the training will be to familiarize designated team members with the FIAT process, 

understand the data requirements and provide the teams with a consistent approach to complete the FIAT 

assessment. 

 

The employees required to attend the training will include the Sage Grouse Management Zone Project 

Team Lead, the project zone GIS Specialist, and two other team members designated by the Project Team 

Lead.  The structure of this team may vary slightly given the requirements of each State. Select members 

of the FIAT Development Team will be involved in training, technical assistance, and review as 

assessments are conducted.  State points-of-contact will coordinate attendance with Doug Havlina, 

meeting coordinator, at (208) 387-5061.  

  
Core Team Structure  

The State will determine the membership of their team(s). The suggested teams should include the 

following positions: 

 

1. Team Lead * 

2. GIS Specialist * 

3. Fire Planner 

4. Fuels Specialist 

5. Vegetation (Restoration) Specialist 

6. Wildlife Biologist 

7. Ecologist 

8. Forester/Woodland Management Specialist  

9. Writer- Editor 

10. FWS Liaison 

11. FS Liaison (Management Zones III & IV) 

12. State Agencies 

13. NRCS Liaison  

 

*Core team members 
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Introduction and Background 

 

The purpose of this assessment is to identify priority habitat areas and management strategies to reduce 

the threats to Greater Sage-Grouse resulting from impacts of invasive annual grasses, wildfires, and 

conifer expansion. The Conservation Objectives Team (COT) report (USFWS 2013) and other scientific 

publications identify wildfire and conversion of sagebrush habitat to invasive annual grass dominated 

vegetative communities as two of the primary threats to the sustainability of Greater Sage-Grouse 

(Centrocercus urophasianus, hereafter sage-grouse) in the western portion of the species range. For the 

purposes of this assessment protocol, invasive species are limited to, and hereafter referred to, as 

invasive annual grasses (e.g., primarily cheatgrass [Bromus tectorum]). Conifer expansion (also called 

encroachment) is also addressed in this assessment.   

 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will consider the amelioration of impacts, location 

and extent of treatments, degree of fire risk reduction, locations for suppression priorities, and other 

proactive measures to conserve sage-grouse in their 2015 listing decision. This determination will be 

made based in part upon information contained in the United States (US) Department of the Interior, 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) resource management plan (RMP) amendments and Forest Service 

land resource management plan (LRMP) amendments, including this assessment.  

 

This assessment is based in part on National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil surveys that 

include geospatial information on soil temperature and moisture regimes associated with resistance and 

resiliency properties (see following section on Soil Temperature and Moisture Regimes). While this 

assessment is applicable across the range of sage-grouse, the analysis is limited to Western Association 

of Fish and Wildlife Management Agencies’ (WAFWA) Management Zones III, IV, 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. The utility of this assessment process is dependent on incorporating 

improved information and geospatial data as it becomes available. Although the resistance and 

resilience concepts have broad applications (e.g., infrastructure development), this assessment is limited 

to developing strategies to reduce threats to sage-grouse habitat (e.g., invasive annual grasses and 

wildfires).  

 

Draft Greater Sage-Grouse Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) contain a suggested framework in 

the appendices (“Draft Greater Sage-Grouse Wildland Fire and Invasive Species Assessment”) that 

provided a consistent approach to conduct these assessments. The current protocol was developed by 

the Fire and Invasive Species Team (FIAT), a team of wildland fire specialists and other resource 

specialists and managers, to specifically incorporate resistance to invasive annual grasses and resilience 

after disturbance principles into the assessment protocol. In October 2013, the BLM, Forest Service, and 

USFWS agreed to incorporate this approach into the final EISs. 

 

The cornerstone of the FIAT protocol is recent scientific research on resistance and resilience of Great 

Basin ecosystems (Chambers et al. In press) and the USFWS-sponsored project with the Western 

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) to assemble an interdisciplinary team to provide 

additional information on wildland fire and invasive plants and to develop strategies for addressing 
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these issues. This interagency collaboration between rangeland scientists, fire specialists, and sage-

grouse biologists resulted in the development of a strategic, multi-scale approach for employing 

ecosystem resilience and resistance concepts to manage threats to sage-grouse habitats from wildfire 

and invasive annual grasses (Chambers et al. In prep. ). This paper is being published as a Forest Service 

Rocky Mountain Research Station General Technical Report and is available at www.__________.  It 

serves as the reference and basis for the protocol described in this assessment.  

 

The assessment process sets the stage for:  

 Identifying important sage-grouse occupied habitats and baseline data layers important in 

defining and prioritizing sage-grouse habitats  

 Assessing the resistance to invasive annual grasses and resilience after disturbance and 

prioritizing focal habitats for conservation and restoration  

 Identifying geospatially explicit management strategies to conserve sage-grouse habitats  

 

Management strategies are types of actions or treatments that managers typically implement to resolve 

resource issues. They can be divided into proactive approaches (e.g., fuels management and habitat 

recovery/restoration) and reactive approaches (e.g., fire operations and post-fire rehabilitation). 

Proactive management strategies can favorably modify wildfire behavior and restore or improve 

desirable habitat with greater resistance to invasive annual grasses and/or resilience after disturbances 

such as wildfires. Reactive management strategies are employed to reduce the loss of sage-grouse 

habitat from wildfires or stabilize soils and reduce impacts of invasive annual grasses in sage-grouse 

habitat after wildfires. Proactive management strategies will result in long-term sage-grouse habitat 

improvement and stability, while reactive management strategies are essential to reducing current 

impacts of wildfires on sage-grouse habitat, thus maintaining long-term habitat stability. Management 

strategies include: 

 

Proactive Strategies- 

1. Fuels Management includes projects that are designed to change vegetation composition 

and/or structure to modify fire behavior characteristics for the purpose of aiding in fire 

suppression and reducing fire extent. 

 

2. Habitat Restoration/Recovery  

a. Recovery, referred to as passive restoration (Pyke 2011), is focused on changes in land 

use (e.g., improved livestock grazing practices) to achieve a desired outcome where the 

plant community has not crossed a biotic or physical threshold. 

b. Restoration is equivalent to active restoration (Pyke 2011) and is needed when desired 

species or structural groups are poorly represented in the community and reseeding, 

often preceded by removal of undesirable species, is required. Note: The Fuels 

Management program supports recovery/restoration projects through its objective to 

restore and maintain resilient landscapes.  

 

 

Reactive Strategies- 

http://www.__________/
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3. Fire Operations includes preparedness, prevention, and suppression activities. When discussing 

specific components of fire operations, the terms fire preparedness, fire prevention and fire 

suppression are used. 

 

4. Post-Fire Rehabilitation includes the BLM’s Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ES&R) 

Program and the Forest Service’s Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) Program. Policy 

limits application of funds from 1 to 3 years, thus treatments to restore or enhance habitat 

after this period of time are considered habitat recovery/restoration. 

 

The assessment process included two steps with sub-elements. First, important Priority Areas for 

Conservation (PACs) and focal habitats are identified (Step 1a). Second, potential management 

strategies (described above) are identified to conserve or restore focal habitats threatened by wildfires, 

invasive annual grasses, and conifer expansion (primarily pinyon pine and/or juniper species; Step 1b). 

Focal habitats are the portions of a PAC with important habitat characteristics, bird populations, and 

threats (e.g., wildfires, invasive annual grasses, and conifer expansion) where this assessment will be 

applied. Areas adjacent to or near the focal habitats can be considered for management treatments 

such as fire control and fuels management if these locations can reduce wildfire impacts to focal 

habitats. Soil temperature and moisture regimes are used to characterize capacity for resistance to 

invasive annual grasses and resilience after disturbance (primarily wildfires) within focal habitats to 

assist in identifying appropriate management strategies, especially in areas with good habitat 

characteristics that have low recovery potential following disturbance. Soil moisture and temperature 

regime relationships have not been quantified to the same degree as for conifer expansion; however, 

Chambers et al. (In prep.) discuss preliminary correlations between these two variables.  

 

The results of Steps 1a and 1b, along with associated geospatial data files, are available to local 

management units to complete Step 2 of the assessment process. Step 2 is conducted by local 

management units to address wildfire, invasive annual grasses, and conifer expansion in or near focal 

habitat areas. First, local information and geospatial data are collected and evaluated to apply and 

improve on Step 1 focal habitat area geospatial data (Step 2a). Second, focal habitat activity and 

implementation plans are developed and include prioritized management tactics and treatments to 

implement effective, fuels management, habitat recovery/restoration, fire operations, and post-fire 

rehabilitation strategies (Step 2b). This assessment will work best if Step 2b is done across management 

units (internal and externally across BLM and Forest Service administrative units and with other 

entities). Figure 1, Assessment Flow Chart, contains an illustration of the steps in the assessment 

process.  

 

This analysis does not necessarily address the full suite of actions needed to maintain the current 

distribution and connectivity of sage-grouse habitats across the Great Basin because resources available 

to the federal agencies are limited at this time. Future efforts designed to maintain and connect habitats 

across the range will be needed as current focal areas are addressed and additional resources become 

available. 
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Step 1 – Sage-Grouse Landscape Context 
 

    Wildfire/Invasive Annual Grass Threat    Conifer Expansion Threat 

 

 

 

Step 1a -  Select Priority Areas for Conservation and focal habitats  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Step 1b. Potential Management Strategies and Examples 

 

 

 

 

 

Step 2 – Management Unit Applications for Invasive Annual Grasses and Conifer Expansion 

Step 2a  

1) Evaluate the accuracy and utility of Step 1 geospatial layers and incorporate relevant  
local information. 

2) Develop framework for incorporating management strategies to initiate implementation/activity plans. 
 

Step 2b 

Develop collaborative implementation/activity plans to address threats to focal habitats in Priority Areas for 

Conservation.  

 

 

Figure 1, Assessment Flow Chart 

 

 

- Priority Areas for Conservation 
- 75% Breeding Bird Density Areas 
- Sagebrush Landscape Cover 

- Resistance to invasive annual grasses 
and resilience to disturbance 

- Priority Areas for Conservation 
- 75% Breeding Bird Density Areas 
- Sagebrush Landscape Cover 
- Conifer Expansion Map 

 
 Priority Areas for Conservation: Figure 6, Tables 1 &2 
 
Focal habitats: Figure 6 and Table 2 
 
Emphasis areas are habitats where resistance to 
invasive annual grasses and resiliency after 
disturbance are low within and around focal habitats.  
 

 
Priority Areas for Conservation: Figure 7, Tables 3&4 
 
Focal habitats: Figure 7 and Table 4 
 
Emphasis areas are conifer expansion in association 
with 75% Breeding Bird Density areas with 
landscape sagebrush cover greater tjam 25%  
 

Management Strategies to Address Wildfires and 
Invasive Annual Grasses 

- Habitat Recovery/Restoration  

- Fuels Management 

- Fire Operations 
- Post-Fire Rehabilitation  

Utilize Table 4 in Chambers et al. (in prep.) to 

develop management strategies for each Priority 

Area for Conservation. 

  

Management Strategies to Address Conifer 
Expansion 

- Habitat Recovery/Restoration  

- Fuels Management 

- Fire Operations 
- Post-Fire Rehabilitation  

Utilize Table 4 in Chambers et al. (in prep) to 

develop management strategies for each Priority 

Area for Conservation. 
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Step 1 
 
The first component of the Wildfire and Invasive Annual Grasses Assessment describes the factors that 

collectively provide the sage-grouse landscape context. Step 1a provides this context by discussing PACs, 

breeding bird density (BBD), soil temperature and moisture regimes (indicators of resistance to annual 

grasses and resilience after disturbance), landscape sagebrush cover, and conifer expansion. See 

Chambers et al. (2014 in prep.) for a detailed description of Invasive Annual Grass and Wildfire threats 

to sage-grouse habitat. Priority PACs and focal habitats are derived from the information provided in 

this sage-grouse landscape context section.  

Step 1a- Sage-grouse landscape context 

This component of the assessment identifies important PACs and associated focal habitats where 

wildfire, invasive annual grasses, and conifer expansion pose the most significant threats to sage-grouse.  

The primary focus of this assessment is on sage-grouse populations across the WAFWA Management 

Zones III, IV, and V (Figure 2, Current PACs for WAFWA Management Zones III, IV, and V). Sage-grouse 

are considered a landscape species that require very large areas to meet their annual life history needs. 

Sage-grouse are highly clumped in their distribution (Doherty et al. 2010), and the amount of landscape 

cover in sagebrush is an important predictor of sage-grouse persistence in these population centers 

(Knick et al. 2013). States have used this information combined with local knowledge to identify PACs to 

help guide long-term conservation efforts.  FIAT used data sets that were available across the three 

management zones as an initial step for prioritizing selected PACs and identifying focal habitats for fire 

and invasive annual grasses and conifer expansion assessments. These data sets (also described in 

Chambers et al. In prep. ) include: 

Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs) 

PACs have been identified by states as key areas that are necessary to maintain redundant, 

representative, and resilient sage-grouse populations (USFWS 2013; see Figure 2). A primary objective is 

to minimize threats within PACs (e.g., wildfire and invasive annual grasses impacts) to ensure the long-

term viability of sage-grouse and its habitats. A secondary priority is to conserve sage-grouse habitats 

outside of PACs since they may also be important for habitat connectivity between PACs (genetic and 

habitat linkages), habitat restoration and population expansion opportunities, and flexibility for 

managing habitat changes that may result from climate change. PACs have also been identified by the 

USFWS as one of the reporting geographic areas that will be considered during listing determinations for 

sage-grouse. 

The combination of PACs with BBD data (described below) assists us in identifying connectivity between 

populations. PAC boundaries may be modified in the future requiring adjustments in focal habitat areas 

and management strategy priorities. 
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Figure 2, Current PACs for WAFWA Management Zones III, IV, and V. Bi-State sage-grouse populations 

were not included for this analysis and are being addressed in separate planning efforts.  
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Breeding Bird Density 

Doherty et al. (2010) provided a useful framework for identifying population concentration centers in 

their range-wide BBD mapping. FIAT used maximum counts of males on leks (4,885 males) to delineate 

breeding bird density areas that contain 25, 50, 75, and 100 percent of the known breeding population. 

Leks were then mapped according to abundance values and buffered by 4 to 5.2 miles (6.4 to 8.5 

kilometers) to delineate nesting areas. Findings showed that while sage-grouse occupy extremely large 

landscapes, their breeding distribution is highly aggregated in comparably smaller identifiable 

population centers; 25 percent of the known population occurs within 3.9 percent (7.2 million acres 

[2.92 million hectares]) of the species range, and 75 percent of birds are within 27 percent of the species 

range (50.5 million acres [20.4 million hectares]; Doherty et al. 2010). See Figures 3, Sage-Grouse 

Breeding Bird Density Thresholds.  

This analysis places emphasis on breeding habitats because little broad/mid-scale data exists for 

associated brood-rearing (summer) and winter habitat use areas. Finer scale seasonal habitat use data 

should be incorporated (or, if not available studies, should be conducted) at local levels to ensure 

management actions encompass all seasonal habitat requirements. Federal administrative units should 

consult with state wildlife agencies for additional seasonal habitat information. 

For this assessment, FIAT chose to use the 75 percent BBD as an indicator of high bird density areas that 

informed the approach used by state wildlife agencies to initially identify PACs. Range-wide BBD areas 

provide a means to further prioritize actions within relatively large PACs to maintain bird distribution 

and abundance. FIAT used state level BBD data from Doherty et al. (2010) instead of range-wide model 

results to ensure important breeding areas in Management Zones III, IV, and V were not underweighted 

due to relatively higher bird densities in the eastern portion of the range. BBD areas of 75 to 100 

percent are included in Appendix 1 to provide context for local management units when making 

decisions concerning connectivity between populations and PACs. 

Note that breeding density areas were identified using best available information in 2009, so this range-

wide data does not reflect the most current lek count information and changes in conditions since the 

original analysis. Subsequent analysis should use the most current information available. Also, BBD areas 

should not be viewed as rigid boundaries but rather as a means to regionally prioritize landscapes where 

step down assessments and actions should be implemented quickly to conserve the most birds.  
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Figure 3, Sage-Grouse Breeding Bird Density Thresholds for 75% of the breeding birds, Management 

Zones, and PACs. Breeding bird density of 75 to 100% is shown in Appendix 1 to provide context for local 

management units when making decisions concerning connectivity between populations and PACs.  
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Soil Temperature and Moisture Regimes  

Invasive annual grasses and wildfires can be tied to management strategies through an understanding of 

resistance and resilience concepts. Invasive annual grasses has significantly reduced sage-grouse habitat 

throughout large portions of its range (Miller et al. 2011). While abandoned leks were linked to 

increased nonnative annual grass presence, active leks were associated with less annual grassland cover 

than in the surrounding landscape (Knick et al. 2013). Invasive annual grasses also increases fire 

frequency, which directly threatens sage-grouse habitat and further promotes the establishment of 

invasive annual grasses (Balch et al. 2013). This nonnative annual grass and fire feedback loop can result 

in conversion from sagebrush shrublands to annual grasslands (Davies 2011).  

In cold desert shrublands, vegetation community resistance to invasive annual grasses, especially 

cheatgrass, and resilience following disturbance is strongly influenced by soil temperature and moisture 

regimes (Chambers et al. 2007; Meyer et al. 2001). Generally, cooler and moister soil 

temperature/moisture regimes are associated with more resilient vegetation communities as indicated 

by increases in vegetation productivity and ability to compete and recover from disturbance along 

elevation gradients (Chambers et al. 2007; Chambers et al. in press). Also, colder soil temperatures are 

associated with more resistant communities due to limitations on invasive annual grass growth and 

reproduction. Thus, communities with warm and dry soil temperature and moisture regimes tend to 

have relatively low resilience and resistance. Communities with cool and dry soil temperature and 

moisture regimes also can have relatively low resilience and resistance with the degree of resistance to 

cheatgrass depending on soil temperature (see Figure 9 in Chambers et al. In prep.).  A continuum in 

resistance and resilience exists across soil temperature and moisture regimes that will need to be 

considered when developing implementation or activity plans in Step 2.  These relationships can be used 

to help prioritize management actions within sage-grouse habitat using broadly available data.  

To capture relative resistance and resilience to disturbance and invasive annual grasses across the 

landscape, soil temperature and moisture regime information (described in greater detail in Chambers 

et al. In prep.) were obtained from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey 

Geographic Database (SSURGO) data. Where gaps in this coverage existed, the NRCS US General Soil 

Map (STATSGO2) data was used (Soil Survey Staff 2014; see Appendix 1). The STATSGO2 database 

includes soils mapped at a 1:250,000-scale; the SSURGO database includes soils mapped at the 1:20,000 

scale. Interpretations made from soil temperature and moisture regimes from the STATSGO2 database 

will not have the same level of accuracy as those made from the SSURGO database.  

Areas characterized by warm and dry soil temperature and moisture regimes (low relative resistance 

and resilience) were intersected with sage-grouse breeding habitat and sagebrush landscape cover to 

identify candidate areas (emphasis areas) for potential management actions that mitigate threats from 

invasive annual grasses and wildfire (Figure 4, Soil Moisture and Temperature Regimes for Management 

Zones III, IV, and V, and Figure 5, Intersection of High Density (75% BBD) Populations). These data layers 

provide the baseline information considered important in prioritizing areas where conservation and 

management actions could be developed to address invasive annual grasses in a scientifically defensible 

manner (see Table 4 in Chambers et al. In prep.). 
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Figure 4, Soil Moisture and Temperature Regimes for Management Zones III, IV, and V 
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Figure 5, Intersection of High Density (75% BBD) Populations.  The warm and dry sites and the 

proportion of these habitats in the three sagebrush landscape cover classes by management zone, and 

PACs within the Great Basin. 
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Sagebrush Landscape Cover 

The amount of the landscape in sagebrush cover is closely related to the probability of maintaining 

active sage-grouse leks, and is used as one of the primary indicators of sage-grouse habitat potential at 

landscape scales (Aldridge et al. 2008; Wisdom et al. 2011; Knick et al. 2013). For purposes of prioritizing 

landscapes for sage-grouse habitat management, FIAT used less than or equal to 25 percent sagebrush 

landscape cover as a level below which there is a low probability of maintaining sage-grouse leks, and 

greater than or equal to 65 percent as the level above which there is a high probability of sustaining 

sage-grouse populations with further increases of landscape cover of sagebrush (Aldridge et al. 2008; 

Wisdom et al. 2011; Knick et al. 2013). Increases in landscape cover of sagebrush have a constant 

positive relationship with sage-grouse lek probability at between about 25 percent and 65 percent 

landscape sagebrush cover (Knick et al. 2013). It is important to note that these data and interpretations 

relate only to persistence (i.e., whether or not a lek remains active), and it is likely that higher 

proportions of sagebrush cover may be required for population growth. 

For the purposes of delineating sagebrush habitat relative to sage-grouse requirements for landscape 

cover of sagebrush, FIAT calculated the percentage of landscape sagebrush cover (Landfire 2013) within 

a 3-mile (5-kilometer) radius of each 98-foot by 98-foot (30 meter by 30 meter) pixel in Management 

Zones III, IV, and V (see Appendix 2 in Chambers et al. (In prep.) for how landscape sagebrush cover was 

calculated). FIAT then grouped the percentage of landscape sagebrush cover into each of the selected 

categories (0 to 25 percent, 25 to 65 percent, 65 to 100 percent; Figure 6, Sagebrush Landscape Cover 

and Fire Perimeters for the Analysis Area). Landfire data was based on 2000 satellite imagery so wildfire 

perimeters after that date were incorporated into this layer to better reflect landscape sagebrush cover. 

Burned areas were assumed to fall into the 0 to 25 percent landscape cover class. 
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Figure 6, Sagebrush Landscape Cover and Fire Perimeters (post-2000) for the Analysis Area  
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Conifer Expansion 

Conifer expansion into sagebrush landscapes also directly reduces sage-grouse habitat by displacing 

shrubs and herbaceous understory as well as by providing perches for avian predators. Conifer 

expansion also leads to larger, more severe fires in sagebrush systems by increasing woody fuel loads 

(Miller 2013). Sage-grouse populations have been shown to be impacted by even low levels of conifer 

expansion (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013). Active sage-grouse leks persist in regions of relatively low conifer 

woodland and are threatened by conifer expansion (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013; Knick et al. 2013). 

To estimate where sage-grouse breeding habitat faces the largest threat of conifer expansion, FIAT used 

a risk model developed by Manier et al. (2013) that locates regions where sagebrush landscapes occur 

within 250 meters of conifer woodland (Figure 7, Modeled Conifer Expansion for PACs with Greater 

Than 25% Sagebrush Landscape Cover In and Around 75% BBD). Although the model is coarse, it is 

available for the entirety of the three sage-grouse management zones analyzed. FIAT encourages using 

more accurate conifer expansion data in Step 2. 
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Figure 7, Modeled Conifer Expansion for PACs with Greater Than 25% Sagebrush Landscape Cover In 

and Around 75% BBD  
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Step 1a. Identifying PACs and focal habitats  
 

A primary goal for the conservation of sage-grouse populations is the identification of important 

habitats needed to ensure the persistence and recovery of the species. Loss of habitat, and by inference 

populations, in these habitats would likely imperil the species in the Great Basin. The first objective is to 

protect and restore those habitats that provide assurances for retaining large well connected 

populations. 

 

PACs and the 75 percent BBD maps were used to provide a first-tier stratification (e.g., focal habitats) for 

prioritizing areas where conservation actions could be especially important for sage-grouse populations. 

Although these areas are a subset of the larger sage-grouse habitats, they are readily identifiable and 

include habitats (e.g., breeding and nesting habitats that are considered critical for survival; Connelly et 

al. 2000; Holloran et al. 2005; Connelly et al. 2011) and necessary for the recovery of the species across 

its range.  

 

The prioritization of habitats for conservation purposes was based on the several primary threats to 

remaining sage-grouse populations in the Great Basin including the loss of sagebrush habitats to wildfire 

and invasive annual grasses, and conifer expansion. The first, and probably the most urgent threat for 

sage-grouse, is the loss of sagebrush habitat due to wildfire and invasive annual species (e.g., 

cheatgrass; See Figure 11 in Chambers et al. [In prep.]). Areas of highest concern are those with low 

resistance to cheatgrass and low resilience after disturbance (warm/dry and some cool/dry temperature 

and moisture regimes sites) that are either within or in close proximity to remaining high density 

populations of sage-grouse (Figure 5). Sagebrush habitats (greater than 25 percent sagebrush landscape 

cover) prone to conifer expansion, particularly pinyon pine and/or juniper, are also a management 

concern when within or adjacent to high density sage-grouse populations (Figure 7).  

 

Because these two threats occur primarily at different points along an elevational gradient and are 

associated with different soil temperature and moisture regimes, separate approaches are used to 

select PACs and focal habitats for each. 

 

High Density Populations at Highest Risk from Wildfire and Invasive Annual Grasses 

PACs in Management Zones III, IV, and V. were evaluated on the basis of high density (75 percent) BBDs, 

sagebrush landscape cover, and soil temperature and moisture regimes to identify initial PACs that are a 

priority for assessments and associated focal habitats. Figure 8, High Priority PACs with High Density 

Sage-Grouse Populations (75% BBD), displays the results of the analysis focusing on the intersection of 

high density (75 percent BBD) populations, the warm and dry sites, and the proportion of these habitats 

in the three sagebrush landscape cover classes by management zone, and PACs within the Great Basin. 

Table 1, Relative Ranking of PACs Based on High Density (75% BBD) Populations, Warm/ Dry Sites, and 

Percentage of Habitat in Sagebrush Landscape Cover Classes, displays quantitative outputs of this 

analysis. The table allows a comparison of these data, and assists in selecting five PACs that provide the 

greatest contribution to high density sage-grouse populations, and the amounts (acres and proportion) 

within those PACs of sagebrush cover classes associated with warm and dry soil temperature and 

moisture regimes. 
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Figure 8, High Priority PACs with High Density Sage-Grouse Populations (75% BBD) sagebrush 

landscape cover classes, and areas with low resistance and resilience relative to wildfires and invasive 

annual species. 
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Table 1, Relative Ranking of PACs Based on High Density (75% BBD) Populations, Warm/ Dry Sites, and Percentage of Habitat in Sagebrush Landscape Cover 

Classes   
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These five PACs comprise 90 percent and 95 percent of remaining PAC sagebrush landscape cover in the 

25 to 65 percent and greater than or equal to 65 percent sagebrush landscape cover classes, 

respectively, of the 75 percent BBD associated with low resistance/resilience habitats. The 75 percent 

BBD habitats in the Northern, Southern Great Basin, and Warm Spring PACs appear particularly 

important for two reasons. They represent a significant part of the remaining habitats for the Great 

Basin metapopulation, and they have the greatest amount of low resiliency habitat remaining that still 

functions as sage-grouse habitat. 

 

An examination of the 5 selected PACs shows that the sum of the 75 percent BBD within these PACs is 

16,995,496 acres (Table 2, PACs with the Highest Acres and Proportions of 75% BBD acres, and Acres 

and Proportions of 75% BBD Acres within the Warm/Dry Soil Temperature and Moisture Class). These 

are the focal habitats. These five PACs constitute 84 percent of the 75 percent BBD low resiliency 

habitats for all Management Zones III, IV, and V PACs. Within and immediately around these focal 

habitats, 5,751,293 acres are in high BBD areas with landscape sagebrush cover in the 25-65 percent and 

≥ 65 percent classes and in the warm and dry soil temperature and moisture regimes. These are the 

habitats in the most danger to loss due to their low resistance to invasive annual grasses and low 

resilience following wildfire. Within the focal habitats in the high priority PACs, low resistance and 

resilience areas (cross-hatched areas in Figure 8) are a high priority (emphasis area) for implementing 

management strategies. Applying management strategies outside the emphasis areas are appropriate if 

the application of fire operations and fuels management activities will be more effective in addressing 

wildfire threats.  

Table 2, PACs with the Highest Acres and Proportions of 75% BBD acres, and Acres and Proportions of 

75% BBD Acres within the Warm/Dry Soil Temperature and Moisture Class (see Figure 8) 

PAC PAC Acres Acres of 
75% BBD 
in PAC 
(focal 
habitat) 

Proportion 
of 75% 

BBD 
within 
PACs 

Warm & Dry Soils  
within 75% BBD by 

Sagebrush Landscape Cover 
Classes Greater Than 25%* 

    25-65% >65% 

Northern Great 
Basin 

13,045,515 7,383,442 0.57 674,517(9%) 1,745,163(24%) 

Southern Great 
Basin 

9,461,355 3,146,056 0.33 792,780(25%) 1,062,091(34%) 

Snake, Salmon, 
and Beaverhead 

5,477,014 2,823,205 0.52 89,146(3%) 95,970(3%) 

Warm Springs 
Valley 
NV/Western 
Great Basin 

3,520,937 1,558,166 0.44 207,365(13%) 741,353(48%) 

Western Great 
Basin 

3,177,253 2,084,626 0.66 140,141(7%) 202,767(10%) 

Total for 5 PACS 34,682,074 16,995,496 0.49 1,903,949 3,847,344 
* This category represents the emphasis areas for applying appropriate management strategies in or near the focal           

habitats due to the lower probability of recovery after disturbance and higher probability of invasive annual grasses                

and existing wildfire threats. 



 

21 
 

High Density Sage-Grouse Habitats at Risk from Conifer Expansion 

PACs, sagebrush landscape cover, and the 75 percent BBD data were also used in conjunction with the 

conifer expansion data (Mainer et al. 2013) to provide an initial stratification to determine PACs where 

conifer removal would benefit important sagebrush habitats. Conifer expansion threats are primarily 

western juniper in the northern Great Basin and pinyon pine/Utah juniper in the southern Great Basin.  

Figure 7 displays results of the analysis focusing on the intersection of the 75 percent BBD, and modeled 

conifer expansion areas within two sagebrush landscape cover classes by management zone and PACs 

within the Great Basin. To identify high density sage-grouse areas affected by conifer expansion, the 

amount and proportion of acres estimated to be affected were calculated by sagebrush cover class to 

assist in the identification of the focal habitats (Table 3). Table 4, displays quantitative outputs of this 

analysis using the 25 to 65 percent and greater than 65 percent landscape sagebrush cover classes for 

the PACs. Thus, focal habitats for addressing conifer expansion are the areas within and near conifer 

expansion in sagebrush landscape cover classes of 25 to 65 percent and greater than 65 percent. Conifer 

expansion in these two sagebrush landscape cover classes in the 75 percent BBD areas constitutes an 

emphasis area for treatments to address conifer expansion. Landscapes with less than 25 percent 

sagebrush cover may require significant additional management actions to restore sagebrush on those 

landscapes and therefore were considered a lower priority for this analysis. Focal habitats are identified 

in Table 4 and displayed in Figure 9.  

Table 3 assists in identifying those PACs that provide the greatest contribution to high density sage-

grouse populations, and the amounts (acres and proportion) within those PACs of sagebrush cover 

classes associated with modelled conifer expansion areas. Although there are uncertainties associated 

with the model, the results help managers identify specific geographic areas where treatments in 

conifer (pinyon and/or juniper) could benefit existing important sage-grouse populations. 

The results of the screening revealed 5 PACs that contribute substantially to the 75 percent BBD habitats 

and are currently impacted most by conifer expansion (primarily pinyon pine and/or juniper; Table 4 and 

Figure 9). Four of the five PACs identified as high priority for conifer expansion treatments were also 

high priorities for wildfires and invasive annual grass threats. This is likely due to the size of the PACs and 

the relative importance of these PACs for maintaining the Great Basin sage-grouse meta-populations. As 

expected, the locations of high density sage-grouse habitats affected by conifer expansion differ 

spatially from those associated with low resilience habitats within and among the PACs, primarily due to 

differences in the biophysical settings (e.g., elevation and rainfall) that contribute to threats from 

invasive annual grasses and wildfires.  

Three PACs (Snake/Salmon/Beaverhead, Southwest Montana, and Northern Great Basin/Western Great 

Basin) ranked high due to their relatively large proportion of high density breeding habitats (Table 3), 

but were not selected since the threat of conifer expansion was relatively low. One PAC, 

(Snake/Salmon/Beaverhead, was identified as a potential high priority area but was dismissed because 

results of the conifer expansion model likely overestimated impacts due to the adjacent conifer forests 

in this region. The COT Report also identified conifers as a “threat present but localized” in these areas, 

whereas, the top five PACs prioritized all have conifers identified as a widespread priority threat to 

address (USFWS 2013).   
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Table 3, Relative Ranking of PACs Based on High Density (75% BBD) Populations, Modeled Conifer Expansion, and Percentage of Habitats in Sagebrush 

Landscape Cover Classes 
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Table 4, PACS with the Highest Acres and Proportions of 75% BBD acres and Estimated Conifer 

Expansion within Sagebrush Landscape Cover Classes (25-65 percent and ≥65 percent; see Figure 9)  

 

  

Focal Habitat 
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Figure 9, Five PACs Significantly Impacted by Conifer Expansion that contribute substantially to the 75% 

BBD and that have sagebrush landscape cover greater than 25%. 
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While the coarse-scale conifer expansion data used in this analysis likely over estimates the extent of the 

pinyon pine and/or juniper threat, results suggest that far fewer acres are currently affected by conifers 

than might be at risk from fire and invasive annual grasses impacts. Conifer expansion into sage-grouse 

habitats occurs at a slower rate, allowing more time for treatment, but early action may be needed to 

prevent population level impacts on sage-grouse (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013). Furthermore, conifer 

expansion is primarily occurring on cooler and moister sites that are more resilient and where 

restoration is more likely to be effective (Miller et al. 2011), providing managers the opportunity to 

potentially offset at least some habitat loss expected to continue in less resilient ecosystems. While the 

available data set used to estimate conifer expansion provides only a coarse assessment of the problem, 

considerable efforts are currently underway to map conifers across sage-grouse range. These maps are 

expected to be available in the near future and should be used by land managers to better target project 

level conifer removal.  

FIAT cautions against using the plotted locations of estimated conifer expansion for local management 

decisions due to the coarse-scale nature of this range-wide data set. Conifer expansion estimates are 

primarily provided here to aid in judging the relative scope of the threat in each PAC.  
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Step 1b. Potential Management Strategies 

Potential management strategies (e.g., fuels management, habitat recovery/restoration, fire operations, 

post-fire rehabilitation) to conserve or restore Step 1 focal habitats are described below to assist local 

management units to initiate Step 2. These examples are illustrative and do not contain the full range of 

management strategies that may be required to address wildfires, invasive annual grasses, and conifer 

expansion within PACs and associated focal habitats. In general, the priority for applying management 

strategies is to first maintain or conserve intact habitat and second to strategically restore habitat (after 

a wildfire or proactively to reconnect habitat). Management strategies will differ when applying the 

protocol to: 

Wildfire and Invasive Annual Grass. (See PACs identified in Table 2 and focal habitats shown in 

Figure 8). Focal habitats, as they relate to wildfires and invasive annual grasses, are defined as sage-

grouse habitat in priority PACs within 75 percent BBD. Within these focal habitats, sagebrush 

communities with low resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annual grasses (warm and dry 

soil temperature and moisture regimes) are an emphasis area for management actions. Appendix 5 (A) 

in Chambers et al. (In prep.) includes a generalized state and transition model with an invasive annual 

grass component and warm and dry soil temperature and moisture regime associated with 8 to 12 

inches of annual precipitation. This state and transition models is useful in developing management 

strategies to deal with annual grass issues as it contains useful restoration pathways. 

Burn Probability is another tool that can be used to assist managers to identify the relative likelihood of 

large fire occurrence across the landscape within PACs and focal habitats.  Burn probability raster data 

were generated by the Missoula Fire Lab using the large fire simulator - FSim - developed for use in the 

national Interagency Fire Program Analysis (FPA) project. FSim uses historical weather data and 

LANDFIRE fuel model data to simulate fires burning. Using these simulated fires, an overall burn 

probability is returned by FSim for each 270m pixel.  The burn probability data was overlaid spatially 

with PACs, soil data, and shrub cover data. The majority of the high and very high burn probability acres 

lie within the top 5 PACs and are within areas with >25% sagebrush cover.  Several of the other PACs 

have a greater overall percentage of the warm/dry soil regime with high/very high burn probability 

(northern great basin, baker, and NW interior NV) but the total acres are relatively few.  Areas identified 

with high and very high burn probability are most likely to experience large fires given fire history, fuels, 

weather and topography. Results are displayed in the table 5 and Figure 10. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.fpa.nifc.gov/
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Table 5, Percentages of sage-grouse PAC areas with high and very high burn probability, 75% BBD 

within PAC, 75% BBD and warm dry/temperature regime, and 75% BBD and warm dry/temperature 

and warm dry/temperature with high and very high burn probability. 

   

Sage Grouse 
Mangement 
Zone 

Sage-grouse Priority Area 
for Conservation (PAC) 
Name 

Total PAC 
Acres 

High, very 
high burn 
probability 
(percent of 
PAC acres) 

75% BBD 
within PAC 
(percent PAC 
acres) 

75% BBD and warm 
and dry 
soil/temperature 
regime acres (percent 
PAC acres) 

75% BBD and warm 
and dry 
soil/temperature 
regime  with high, very 
high burn probability 
(percent PAC acres) 

4 Northern Great basin 13,045,415 86% 57% 19% 17% 

3 Southern Great Basin 9,461,355 48% 33% 20% 9% 

4 Snake, Salmon, and 
Beaverhead 

5,477,014 68% 52% 5% 4% 

5 Western Great Basin 3,177,253 61% 66% 15% 12% 

5 Warm Springs Valley 
/Western Great Basin 

3,520,937 30% 44% 28% 9% 

4 SW Montana 1,369,076 1% 48% 0% 0% 

4 Northern Great 
Basin/Western Great 
Basin 

1,065,124 82% 59% 30% 22% 

5 Central Oregon 813,699 71% 56% 3% 2% 

3 Panguitch/Bald Hills 1,135,785 70% 31% 1% 1% 

3 Parker Mountain-Emery 1,122,491 28% 28% 0% 0% 

4 Box Elder 1,519,454 61% 19% 4% 2% 

4 Baker Oregon 336,540 74% 55% 25% 21% 

3 NW-Interior NV 371,557 99% 29% 12% 11% 

3 Carbon 355,723 22% 27% 0% 0% 

3 Strawberry 323,219 26% 16% 0% 0% 

3 Rich-Morgan-Summit 217,033 79% 17% 0% 0% 

3 Hamlin Valley 341,270 60% 1% 1% 0% 

3 Ibapah 98,574 0% 0% 0% 0% 

3 Sheeprock Mountains 611,374 98% 0% 0% 0% 

5 Klamath OR/CA 162,667 98% 0% 0% 0% 
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Figure 10, Burn Probability (high and very high) in priority invasive annual grass and wildfire PACs. . 
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Conifer Expansion. (See priority PACs for assessment identified in Table 4 and focal habitats 

shown in Figure 9). Focal habitats, as they relate to conifer expansion, are defined as sage-grouse 

habitat in a priority PAC with sagebrush landscape cover between 25 and 100 percent that is either near 

or in a conifer expansion area. The relationship between conifer expansion and resilience to disturbance 

and resistance to expansion is not documented to the same degree as with invasive annual grasses. 

However, Appendix 5 (D. and E.) in Chambers et al. (In prep.) includes two generalized state and 

transition models for conifer expansion with warm to cool and soil temperature regimes associated with 

precipitation ranges from 12 to 14 or more inches of annual precipitation. These state and transition 

models are useful in developing management strategies to deal with conifer expansion as they contain 

useful restoration pathways.  

 

Chambers et al. (In prep.) is recommended for review at this point for information on applying 

resistance and resilience concepts along with sage-grouse habitat characteristics to develop 

management strategies to address wildfires, invasive annual grasses, and conifer expansion. The 

following tables are recommended for use in developing management strategies in or near focal 

habitats: 

 

Table 1. Soil temperature and moisture regimes relationship to vegetation types and resistance 

and resilience. 

Table 2. Sage-grouse habitat matrix showing the relationship between landscape sagebrush 

cover and resistance and resilience. 

Table 3. Potential management strategies based on sage-grouse habitat requirements and 

resistance and resilience.  

Table 4. Management strategies (fire suppression, fuels management, post-fire rehabilitation, 

and habitat restoration) associated with each cell in the sage-grouse habitat matrix (Table 2).  

 

The “Putting it all together” section of the Chambers et al. (In prep.) also contains a case study from 

Northeast Nevada illustrating applications of management strategies to address the conservation, 

protection, and restoration of sage-grouse habitat.  

 

To further assist in understanding Step 1b, examples of general priorities for management strategies are 

provided below and illustrated in Appendix 3 and 4: 

 

1. Fuels Management: Projects that are designed 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. 

a. Identify priorities and potential measures to reduce the threats to sage-grouse habitat 

resulting from changes in invasive annual grasses (primary focus on exotic annual 

grasses and conifer encroachment) and wildland fires. Place high priority on areas 

dominated by invasive annual grasses that are near or adjacent to low resistance and 

resilience habitats that are still intact.  
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b. Areas on or near perimeter of successful post-fire rehabilitation and habitat restoration 

projects where threats of subsequent fire are present are important for consideration.  

c. Fuels management can be a high priority in large tracts of intact sagebrush if impacts on 

sage-grouse populations are minimal and outweighed by the potential benefits of 

reduced wildfire impacts in area being protected.  

 

2. Habitat Recovery/Restoration Recovery (passive restoration) is a high priority in intact 

sagebrush stands to improve resistance and resilience before a disturbance. For example, 

where understory perennial herbaceous species are limited, improved livestock grazing 

practices can increase the abundance of these species and promote increased resistance to 

annual grasses.  

a. Habitat restoration is important where habitat connectivity issues are present within 

focal habitats.  

b. Pinyon pine and/or juniper removal in Phase I and II stands adjacent to large, 

contiguous areas of sagebrush (greater than 25 percent sagebrush landscape cover) is a 

priority.  

 

3. Fire Operations (includes preparedness, prevention and suppression activities).  

a. Higher priority should be placed on areas with greater than 65 percent cover than on 

areas with 25 to 65 percent cover, followed by 0 to 25 percent cover (these categories 

are continuums not discrete thresholds).  

b. Higher priority should be placed on lower resistance/resilience habitats compared with 

higher resistance/resilience habitats.  

c. Fire operations in areas restored or post-fire rehabilitation treatment where 

subsequent wildfires can have detrimental effect on investment and recovery of habitat 

are important for consideration. 

d. Fire operations (suppression) are especially important in low elevation winter 

sagebrush habitat with low resistance and resiliency.  

4. Post-Fire Rehabilitation  

a. High priority should be placed on supporting short-term natural recovery and long-term 

persistence in higher resistance and resiliency habitats (with appropriate management 

applied). 

b. High priority should be placed on reseeding in moderate to low resistance and 

resiliency habitats, but only if competition from invasive annual grasses, if present, can 

be controlled prior to seeding.  

 

Step 2 
Step 2 is carried out by local management units using the Step 1 geospatial data, focal habitats, and the 

associated management strategies. Step 2 includes evaluating the availability and accuracy of local 

information and geospatial data used to develop local management strategies in or near focal habitats 

(Step 2a).  
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It also involves developing focal habitat activity/implementation plans that include prioritized 

management tactics and treatments to implement effective fuels management, habitat 

recovery/restoration, fire operations, and post-fire rehabilitation (Step 2b). These 

activity/implementation plans will serve as the basis for NEPA analysis of site-specific projects.  

 

Step 2a- Review of Step 1 Data and Incorporation of Local Information 

Evaluate the accuracy and utility of Step 1 geospatial layers for focal habitats by incorporating more 

accurate or locally relevant:  

 Vegetation maps (especially sagebrush cover)  

  Updated or higher resolution conifer expansion layers (if applicable) 

  Soil survey and ecological site descriptions 

 Weather station, including Remote Automatic Weather Stations, data 

 PACs, focal habitats, winter habitats, sage-grouse population distributions (i.e., more recent BBD 

surveys) 

 Maps of cheatgrass and other invasive annual grasses that degrade sage-grouse habitat 

 Wildfire polygons including perimeters and unburned islands within burn polygons 

 Treatment locations and success (consult US Geological Survey Land Treatment Digital Library at 

http://ltdl.wr.usgs.gov/). The Land Treatment Digital Library allows the user to search on 

treatment results on an ecological site basis.  

 Models and tools to help inform management strategies. For example, data which characterizes 

wildfire potential can help identify risk to focal habitats and help plan fire suppression and fuels 

management strategies to address these risks.  

 Rapid Ecoregional Assessments 

 Land Use Plans 

 Appropriate monitoring or inventory information 

 Any other geospatial data or models that could improve the accuracy of the assessment process 

 

It is essential that subregional or local information and geospatial data be subjected to a quality control 

assessment to ensure that it is appropriate to use in developing Step 2b activity and implementation 

plans. Since PACs and focal habitats usually transcend multiple administrative boundaries, a 

collaborative approach is highly recommended for Step 2a.  

A series of questions tied to the management strategies described in the Introduction section follows to 

assist managers in developing the framework to complete Step 2b (development of 

activity/implementation plans). The questions that follow apply to the focal habitats (and buffer areas 

around focal areas where management strategies may be more effectively applied) and will help in 

developing coordinated implementation/activity plans. These questions should not limit the scope of 

the assessment and additional questions relative to local situations are encouraged. These questions 

portray the minimum degree of specificity for focal habitats in order for offices to complete Step 2a.  

http://ltdl.wr.usgs.gov/
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Fuels Management 

1. Where are the priority fuels management areas (spatially defined treatment opportunity 

areas that consider fire risk, fuels conditions, and focal habitats [including areas adjacent 

to focal habitats])? 

2. Based on fire risk to focal habitats, what types of fuels treatments should be 

implemented to reduce this threat (for example, linear features that can be used as 

anchors during suppression operations)?  

3. Considering resistance/resilience concepts and the landscape context from Step 1, where 

should treatments be applied in and around focal habitats to: 

a. Constrain fire spread? 

b. Reduce the extent of conifer expansion? 

c. Augment future suppression efforts by creating fuel breaks or anchors for 

suppression? 

4. Based on opportunities for fire to improve/restore focal habitats, what types of fuels 

treatments should be implemented to compliment managed wildfire by modifying fire 

behavior and effects?  

5. Are there opportunities to utilize a coordinated fuels management approach across 

jurisdictional boundaries? 

6. What fuel reduction techniques will be most effective that are within acceptable impact 

ranges of local sage-grouse populations, including but not limited to grazing, prescribed 

fire, chemical, and biological and mechanical treatments? Will combinations of these 

techniques improve effectiveness (e.g., using livestock to graze fine fuels in a mowed fuel 

break in sagebrush)? 

 

Habitat Recovery/Restoration 

1. Are there opportunities for habitat restoration treatments to protect, enhance or 

maintain sage-grouse focal habitat especially to restore connectivity of focal area 

habitat? 

2. Considering the resistance and resilience GIS data layer (Figure 4) and the Sage-Grouse 

Habitat Matrix (Chambers et al. In prep.; Table 2), where and why would passive or active 

restoration treatments be used? 

3. What are the risks and opportunities of restoring habitat with low resistance and 

resilience including the warm/dry and cool/dry soil moisture/temperature regime areas?  

4. Are there opportunities to utilize a coordinated approach across jurisdictional boundaries 

to effectively complete habitat restoration in focal habitats? 

 

Fire Operations 

1. Where are priority fire management areas (spatially defined polygons having the highest 

need for preparedness and suppression action)? 
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2. Where are the greatest wildfire risks to focal habitats considering trends in fire 

occurrence and fuel conditions (see Figure 10)? 

3. Where do opportunities exist that could enhance or improve suppression capability in 

and around focal habitats? 

a) For example, increased water availability through installation of helicopter refill 

wells or water storage tanks. 

b) Decreased response time through pre-positioned resources or staffing remote 

stations.  

4. Should wildfire be managed (per land use plan objectives) for improving focal habitat 

(e.g., reducing conifer expansion), and if so where, and under what conditions? 

5. How can fire management be coordinated across jurisdictional boundaries to reduce risk 

or to improve focal habitats? 

 

Post-fire Rehabilitation 

1. Where are areas that are a high priority for post-fire rehabilitation to improve habitat 

connectivity if a wildfire occurs? 

2. Which areas are more conducive (higher resistance and/or resilience) to recovery and 

may not need reseeding after a wildfire? 

3. What opportunities to build in fire resistant fuel breaks to reduce the likelihood of future 

wildfires impacts on seeded or recovering areas? 

4. Are there opportunities to utilize a coordinated approach across jurisdictional boundaries 

to implement rehabilitation practices? 

 

The outcome of Step 2a is the assembly of the pertinent information and GIS layers to assist managers in 

developing implementation or activity plans to address wildfires, invasive annual grasses, and conifer 

expansion in focal habitats. Activity plans generally refer to plans where management of a resource is 

changed (livestock grazing plans) whereas implementation plans are generally associated with 

treatments.  

Step 2b- Preparation of Activity/Implementation Plans 

Activity/implementation plans are prepared to implement the appropriate management strategies 

within and adjacent to focal habitats. Since focal habitats cross jurisdictional boundaries, it is especially 

important that a collaborative approach be used to develop implementation/activity plans. The process 

of identifying partners and creating collaborative teams to develop these plans is a function of state, 

regional, and local managers and is not addressed as part of this step.  

Implementation/activity plans are required to: 

1. Address issues in and around focal habitats related to wildfires, invasive annual grasses, and 

conifer expansion 
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2. Use resistance to invasive annual grasses and resilience after disturbance (where appropriate) 

as part of the selection process for implementing management strategies  

3. Emphasize application of management strategies within or near focal habitats with low 

resistance and resilience (warm/dry and cool/dry soil moisture/temperature regimes)  invasive 

annual grasses and wildfires 

4. Use the best available local information to inform the assessment process 

5. Encourage collaboration and coordination with focal habitats across jurisdictional boundaries 

6. Be adaptive to changing conditions, disturbances, and modifications of PAC boundaries 

 

FIAT recommends considering other factors, such as adaptive management for climate change, local 

sagebrush mortality due to aroga moth or other pests, and cheatgrass die-off areas in developing 

activity/implementation plans. The latter two factors could influence where and what kind of 

management strategies may be needed to address the loss of habitat or changes in fuel characteristics 

(e.g., load and flammability) associated with these mortality events.  

The following recommendations are provided to assist in the preparation of activity/implementation 

plans: 

Fuels Management 

1.  Spatially delineate priority areas for fuel management treatments per Step 2a information 

considering: 

a. Linear fuel breaks along roads 

b. Other linear fuel breaks to create anchor points 

c. Prescribed burning which would meet objectives identified in the Fish and Wildlife 

Service’s Conservation Objectives Team (COT) report 

d. Mechanical (e.g., treatment of conifer expansion into sagebrush communities) 

e. Other mechanical, biological, or chemical treatments 

f. If they exist, spatially delineated areas where fuel treatments would increase the ability 

to use fire to improve/enhance focal habitats. 

2. Identify coordination needed between renewable resource, fire management, and fuels 

management staff to facilitate planning and implementation of fuels treatments. 

3. Quantify a projected level of treatment within or near focal habitats. 

a. Identify treatments (projects) to be planned within or near focal habitats. 

b. Include a priority and proposed work plan for proposed treatments. 

 

Habitat Recovery/Restoration 

1. Spatially delineate priority areas for restoration, using criteria established in Step 2a. Priority 

areas for restoration should be delineated by treatment methods: 

a. Seeding priority areas  

b. Invasive annual grasses priority treatment areas (herbicide, mechanical, biological, 

combination)  
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c. Priority areas requiring combinations of treatments (e.g., herbicide followed by 

seeding). 

d. Include tables, maps or appropriate info. 

2. Identify coordination needed between renewable resource, fire management, and fuels 

management staff to facilitate planning and implementation of restoration treatments. 

3.    Include a priority or implementation schedule for proposed restoration treatment 

 

Fire Operations 

1. Spatially delineate priority areas for fire suppression, based upon criteria established in Step 2a. 

Priority areas for fire operations should be delineated by type, such as: 

a. Initial attack priority areas 

b. Resource pre-positioning and staging priority areas 

2. Spatially delineate areas where opportunities exist to enhance or improve suppression 

capability.  

3. Spatially delineate areas where wildfire can be managed to achieve land use plan and COT 

objectives.  

 

Post-Fire Rehabilitation 

1. Spatially delineate priority areas for post-fire rehabilitation using criteria in Step 2a.  

2. Priority areas for post-fire rehabilitation should be based on resistance and resiliency and 

pre-fire landscape sagebrush cover and include consideration of: 

a. Seeding priority areas  

b. Invasive annual grasses priority treatment areas (herbicide, mechanical, biological 

(herbivory or seeding),  

c. Priority areas requiring combinations of treatments (e.g., herbicide followed by 

seeding)  

3. Identify coordination needed between renewable resource, fire management, and fuels 

management staff to facilitate planning and implementation of post-fire rehabilitation 

treatments. 

This completes the assessment process and sets the stage for more detailed project planning and NEPA 

associated with implementing on-the-ground treatments and management changes.  

Members of the FIAT Development and Review teams are listed in Appendix 5. 
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Appendix 1. Sage-grouse breeding bird density thresholds for 75% and 100% of the breeding birds, 

Management Zones, and PACs.  Breeding bird density of 75 to 100% is included in this figure to 

provide context for local management units when making decisions concerning connectivity 

between populations and PACs. 

  



 

Appendix 2.  Gaps in SSURGO soil survey data in Management Zones III, IV, and V.  STATSGO2 soil survey 

data used to fill these gaps. 

 

  



Appendix 3.  Example of potential management strategies applied to Wildfire/Invasive Annual Grass 

Scenario. 

 

 

  High priority for habitat restoration and post-fire rehabilitation to restore connectivity.   
 

 High priority for fire suppression within and around area given >65% sagebrush landscape cover and   

low resistance/resilience. 

 High priority for fuels management to reduce likelihood of wildfires in low resistance/resilience habitat   

with >65% landscape cover. 
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Appendix 4.  Management strategy example for Western Juniper expansion. 

 

High priority (emphasis area) for juniper control (>25% landscape sagebrush cover & 75% BBD)    

Moderate priority (emphasis area) for juniper control (>25% landscape sagebrush cover)   

 Very low priority (<25% landscape sagebrush cover) 
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INTRODUCTION
 

The purpose of this U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 

Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework (hereafter, monitoring framework) is to describe 

the methods to monitor habitats and evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of the BLM’s 

national planning strategy (attachment to BLM Instruction Memorandum 2012-044), the BLM 

resource management plans (RMPs), and the USFS’s land management plans (LMPs) to 

conserve the species and its habitat. The regulations for the BLM (43 CFR 1610.4-9) and the 

USFS (36 CFR part 209, published July 1, 2010) require that land use plans establish intervals 

and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and evaluations based on the sensitivity of the 

resource to the decisions involved. Therefore, the BLM and the USFS will use the methods 

described herein to collect monitoring data and to evaluate implementation and effectiveness of 

the Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG) (hereafter, sage-grouse) planning strategy and the conservation 

measures contained in their respective land use plans (LUPs). A monitoring plan specific to the 

Environmental Impact Statement, land use plan, or field office will be developed after the 

Record of Decision is signed. For a summary of the frequency of reporting, see Attachment A, 

An Overview of Monitoring Commitments. Adaptive management will be informed by data 

collected at any and all scales. 

To ensure that the BLM and the USFS are able to make consistent assessments about sage-

grouse habitats across the range of the species, this framework lays out the methodology—at 

multiple scales—for monitoring of implementation and disturbance and for evaluating the 

effectiveness of BLM and USFS actions to conserve the species and its habitat. Monitoring 

efforts will include data for measurable quantitative indicators of sagebrush availability, 

anthropogenic disturbance levels, and sagebrush conditions. Implementation monitoring results 

will allow the BLM and the USFS to evaluate the extent that decisions from their LUPs to 

conserve sage-grouse and their habitat have been implemented. State fish and wildlife agencies 

will collect population monitoring information, which will be incorporated into effectiveness 

monitoring as it is made available. 

This multiscale monitoring approach is necessary, as sage-grouse are a landscape species and 

conservation is scale-dependent to the extent that conservation actions are implemented within 

seasonal habitats to benefit populations. The four orders of habitat selection (Johnson 1980) used 

in this monitoring framework are described by Connelly et al. (2003) and were applied 

specifically to the scales of sage-grouse habitat selection by Stiver et al. (in press) as first order 

(broad scale), second order (mid scale), third order (fine scale), and fourth order (site scale). 

Habitat selection and habitat use by sage-grouse occur at multiple scales and are driven by 

multiple environmental and behavioral factors. Managing and monitoring sage-grouse habitats 

are complicated by the differences in habitat selection across the range and habitat use by 

individual birds within a given season. Therefore, the tendency to look at a single indicator of 

habitat suitability or only one scale limits managers’ ability to identify the threats to sage-grouse 
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and to respond at the appropriate scale. For descriptions of these habitat suitability indicators for 

each scale, see “Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: Multiscale Habitat Assessment 

Tool” (HAF; Stiver et al. in press). 

Monitoring methods and indicators in this monitoring framework are derived from the current 

peer-reviewed science. Rangewide, best available datasets for broad- and mid-scale monitoring 

will be acquired. If these existing datasets are not readily available or are inadequate, but they are 

necessary to inform the indicators of sagebrush availability, anthropogenic disturbance levels, 

and sagebrush conditions, the BLM and the USFS will strive to develop datasets or obtain 

information to fill these data gaps. Datasets that are not readily available to inform the fine- and 

site-scale indicators will be developed. These data will be used to generate monitoring reports at 

the appropriate and applicable geographic scales, boundaries, and analysis units: across the range 

of sage-grouse as defined by Schroeder et al. (2004), and clipped by Western Association of Fish 

and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Management Zone (MZ) (Stiver et al. 2006) boundaries and 

other areas as appropriate for size (e.g., populations based on Connelly et al. 2004). (See Figure 

1, Map of Greater Sage-Grouse range, populations, subpopulations, and Priority Areas for 

Conservation as of 2013.) This broad- and mid-scale monitoring data and analysis will provide 

context for RMP/LMP areas; states; GRSG Priority Habitat, General Habitat, and other sage-

grouse designated management areas; and Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs), as defined in 

“Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) Conservation Objectives: Final Report” 

(Conservation Objectives Team [COT] 2013). Hereafter, all of these areas will be referred to as 

“sage-grouse areas.” 
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Figure 1. Map of Greater Sage-Grouse range, populations, subpopulations, and Priority Areas for 

Conservation as of 2013. 
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This monitoring framework is divided into two sections. The broad- and mid-scale methods, 

described in Section I, provide a consistent approach across the range of the species to monitor 

implementation decisions and actions, mid-scale habitat attributes (e.g., sagebrush availability 

and habitat degradation), and population changes to determine the effectiveness of the planning 

strategy and management decisions. (See Table 1, Indicators for monitoring implementation of 

the national planning strategy, RMP/LMP decisions, sage-grouse habitat, and sage-grouse 

populations at the broad and mid scales.) For sage-grouse habitat at the fine and site scales, 

described in Section II, this monitoring framework describes a consistent approach (e.g. , 

indicators and methods) for monitoring sage-grouse seasonal habitats. Funding, support, and 

dedicated personnel for broad- and mid-scale monitoring will be renewed annually through the 

normal budget process. For an overview ofBLM and USFS multiscale monitoring commitments, 

see Attachment A. 

Table 1. 	 Indicators for monitoring implementation of the national planning strategy, RMP/LMP 
decisions, sage-grouse habitat, and sage-grouse populations at the broad and mid scales. 

Implementation Habitat Population 

(State Wildlife 

Agencies) 

Geographic 

Scales 
Availability 

Broad Scale: 

From the 
range of sage

grouse to 

WAFWA 

Management 

Zones 

BLM/USFS Distribution and 

National planning amount of 

strategy goal and sagebrush within 

objectives the range 

Degradation 

Distribution and 

amount of 
energy, mmmg, 

and 

infrastructure 

facilities 

Demographics 

WAFWA 

Management 

Zone 

population 

trend 

Mid Scale: RMP/LMP Mid-scale habitat 

From decisions indicators (HAF; 

WAFWA Table 2 herein, 

Management e.g. , percent of 

Zone to sagebrush per 
populations; unit area) 

PACs 

Distribution and Individual 

amount of population 

energy, mmmg, trend 

and 

infrastructure 

facilities (Table 2 

herein) 
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I. BROAD AND MID SCALES
 

First-order habitat selection, the broad scale, describes the physical or geographical range of a 

species. The first-order habitat of the sage-grouse is defined by populations of sage-grouse 

associated with sagebrush landscapes, based on Schroeder et al. 2004, and Connelly et al. 2004, 

and on population or habitat surveys since 2004. An intermediate scale between the broad and 

mid scales was delineated by WAFWA from floristic provinces within which similar 

environmental factors influence vegetation communities. This scale is referred to as the 

WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones (MZs). Although no indicators are specific to this 

scale, these MZs are biologically meaningful as reporting units. 

Second-order habitat selection, the mid-scale, includes sage-grouse populations and PACs. The 

second order includes at least 40 discrete populations and subpopulations (Connelly et al. 2004).  

Populations range in area from 150 to 60,000 mi
2 

and are nested within MZs. PACs range from 

20 to 20,400 mi
2 

and are nested within population areas. 

Other mid-scale landscape indicators, such as patch size and number, patch connectivity, linkage 

areas, and landscape matrix and edge effects (Stiver et al. in press) will also be assessed. The 

methods used to calculate these metrics will be derived from existing literature (Knick et al. 

2011, Leu and Hanser 2011, Knick and Hanser 2011). 

A. Implementation (Decision) Monitoring 

Implementation monitoring is the process of tracking and documenting the implementation (or 

the progress toward implementation) of RMP/LMP decisions. The BLM and the USFS will 

monitor implementation of project-level and/or site-specific actions and authorizations, with 

their associated conditions of approval/stipulations for sage-grouse, spatially (as appropriate) 

within Priority Habitat, General Habitat, and other sage-grouse designated management areas, at 

a minimum, for the planning area. These actions and authorizations, as well as progress toward 

completing and implementing activity-level plans, will be monitored consistently across all 

planning units and will be reported to BLM and USFS headquarters annually, with a summary 

report every 5 years, for the planning area. A national-level GRSG Land Use Plan Decision 

Monitoring and Reporting Tool is being developed to describe how the BLM and the USFS will 

consistently and systematically monitor and report implementation-level activity plans and 

implementation actions for all plans within the range of sage-grouse. A description of this tool 

for collection and reporting of tabular and spatially explicit data will be included in the Record of 

Decision or approved plan. The BLM and the USFS will provide data that can be integrated with 

other conservation efforts conducted by state and federal partners. 
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B. Habitat Monitoring 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), in its 2010 listing decision for the sage-grouse, 

identified 18 threats contributing to the destruction, modification, or curtailment of sage-grouse 

habitat or range (75 FR 13910 2010). The BLM and the USFS will, therefore, monitor the 

relative extent of these threats that remove sagebrush, both spatially and temporally, on all lands 

within an analysis area, and will report on amount, pattern, and condition at the appropriate and 

applicable geographic scales and boundaries. These 18 threats have been aggregated into three 

broad- and mid-scale measures to account for whether the threat predominantly removes 

sagebrush or degrades habitat. (See Table 2, Relationship between the 18 threats and the three 

habitat disturbance measures for monitoring.) The three measures are:  

Measure 1: Sagebrush Availability (percent of sagebrush per unit area) 

Measure 2: Habitat Degradation (percent of human activity per unit area) 

Measure 3: Energy and Mining Density (facilities and locations per unit area) 

These three habitat disturbance measures will evaluate disturbance on all lands, regardless of 

land ownership. The direct area of influence will be assessed with the goal of accounting for 

actual removal of sagebrush on which sage-grouse depend (Connelly et al. 2000) and for habitat 

degradation as a surrogate for human activity. Measure 1 (sagebrush availability) examines 

where disturbances have removed plant communities that support sagebrush (or have broadly 

removed sagebrush from the landscape). Measure 1, therefore, monitors the change in sagebrush 

availability—or, specifically, where and how much of the sagebrush community is available 

within the range of sage-grouse. The sagebrush community is defined as the ecological systems 

that have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation and seasonal sage-grouse habitats 

within the range of sage-grouse (see Section I.B.1., Sagebrush Availability). Measure 2 (see 

Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring) and Measure 3 (see Section I.B.3., Energy and 

Mining Density) focus on where habitat degradation is occurring by using the footprint/area of 

direct disturbance and the number of facilities at the mid scale to identify the relative amount of 

degradation per geographic area of interest and in areas that have the capability of supporting 

sagebrush and seasonal sage-grouse use. Measure 2 (habitat degradation) not only quantifies 

footprint/area of direct disturbance but also establishes a surrogate for those threats most likely to 

have ongoing activity. Because energy development and mining activities are typically the most 

intensive activities in sagebrush habitat, Measure 3 (the density of active energy development, 

production, and mining sites) will help identify areas of particular concern for such factors as 

noise, dust, traffic, etc. that degrade sage-grouse habitat. 
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Table 2. Relationship between the 18 threats and the three habitat disturbance measures for monitoring. 

Note: Data availability may preclude specific analysis of individual layers. See the detailed methodology 

for more information. 

Energy and 

Sagebrush Habitat Mining 

USFWS Listing Decision Threat Availability Degradation Density 

Agriculture X
 

Urbanization X
 

Wildfire X
 

Conifer encroachment X
 

Treatments X
 

Invasive Species X
 

Energy (oil and gas wells and development 
X X 

facilities) 

Energy (coal mines) X X
 

Energy (wind towers) X X
 

Energy (solar fields) X X
 

Energy (geothermal) X X
 

Mining (active locatable, leasable, and saleable 
X X 

developments) 

Infrastructure (roads) X
 

Infrastructure (railroads) X
 

Infrastructure (power lines) X
 

Infrastructure (communication towers) X
 

Infrastructure (other vertical structures) X
 

Other developed rights-of-way X
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The methods to monitor disturbance found herein differ slightly from methods used in Manier et 

al. 2013, which provided a baseline environmental report (BER) of datasets of disturbance across 

jurisdictions. One difference is that, for some threats, the BER data were for federal lands only. 

In addition, threats were assessed individually, using different assumptions from those in this 

monitoring framework about how to quantify the location and magnitude of threats. The 

methodology herein builds on the BER methodology and identifies datasets and procedures to 

use the best available data across the range of the sage-grouse and to formulate a consistent 

approach to quantify impact of the threats through time. This methodology also describes an 

approach to combine the threats and calculate each of the three habitat disturbance measures. 

B.1. Sagebrush Availability (Measure 1) 

Sage-grouse populations have been found to be more resilient where a percentage of the 

landscape is maintained in sagebrush (Knick and Connelly 2011), which will be determined by 

sagebrush availability. Measure 1 has been divided into two submeasures to describe sagebrush 

availability on the landscape: 

Measure 1a: the current amount of sagebrush on the geographic area of interest, and 

Measure 1b: the amount of sagebrush on the geographic area of interest compared with 

the amount of sagebrush the landscape of interest could ecologically support. 

Measure 1a (the current amount of sagebrush on the landscape) will be calculated using this 

formula: [the existing updated sagebrush layer] divided by [the geographic area of interest]. The 

appropriate geographic areas of interest for sagebrush availability include the species’ range, 

WAFWA MZs, populations, and PACs. In some cases these sage-grouse areas will need to be 

aggregated to provide an estimate of sagebrush availability with an acceptable level of accuracy. 

Measure 1b (the amount of sagebrush for context within the geographic area of interest) will be 

calculated using this formula: [existing sagebrush divided by [pre-EuroAmerican settlement 

geographic extent of lands that could have supported sagebrush]. This measure will provide 

information to set the context for a given geographic area of interest during evaluations of 

monitoring data. The information could also be used to inform management options for 

restoration or mitigation and to inform effectiveness monitoring. 

The sagebrush base layer for Measure 1 will be based on geospatial vegetation data adjusted for 

the threats listed in Table 2. The following subsections of this monitoring framework describe 

the methodology for determining both the current availability of sagebrush on the landscape and 

the context of the amount of sagebrush on the landscape at the broad and mid scales. 
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a. Establishing the Sagebrush Base Layer 

The current geographic extent of sagebrush vegetation within the rangewide distribution of sage-

grouse populations will be ascertained using the most recent version of the Existing Vegetation 

Type (EVT) layer in LANDFIRE (2013). LANDFIRE EVT was selected to serve as the 

sagebrush base layer for five reasons: 1) it is the only nationally consistent vegetation layer that 

has been updated multiple times since 2001; 2) the ecological systems classification within 

LANDFIRE EVT includes multiple sagebrush type classes that, when aggregated, provide a 

more accurate (compared with individual classes) and seamless sagebrush base layer across 

jurisdictional boundaries; 3) LANDFIRE performed a rigorous accuracy assessment from which 

to derive the rangewide uncertainty of the sagebrush base layer; 4) LANDFIRE is consistently 

used in several recent analyses of sagebrush habitats (Knick et al. 2011, Leu and Hanser 2011, 

Knick and Hanser 2011); and 5) LANDFIRE EVT can be compared against the geographic 

extent of lands that are believed to have had the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation 

pre-EuroAmerican settlement [LANDFIRE Biophysical Setting (BpS)]. This fifth reason 

provides a reference point for understanding how much sagebrush currently remains in a defined 

geographic area of interest compared with how much sagebrush existed historically (Measure 

1b). Therefore, the BLM and the USFS have determined that LANDFIRE provides the best 

available data at broad and mid scales to serve as a sagebrush base layer for monitoring changes 

in the geographic extent of sagebrush. The BLM and the USFS, in addition to aggregating the 

sagebrush types into the sagebrush base layer, will aggregate the accuracy assessment reports 

from LANDFIRE to document the cumulative accuracy for the sagebrush base layer. The 

BLM—through its Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) program and, specifically, the 

BLM’s landscape monitoring framework (Taylor et al. 2014)—will provide field data to the 

LANDFIRE program to support continuous quality improvements of the LANDFIRE EVT layer. 

The sagebrush layer based on LANDFIRE EVT will allow for the mid-scale estimation of the 

existing percent of sagebrush across a variety of reporting units. This sagebrush base layer will 

be adjusted by changes in land cover and successful restoration for future calculations of 

sagebrush availability (Measures 1a and 1b). 

This layer will also be used to determine the trend in other landscape indicators, such as patch 

size and number, patch connectivity, linkage areas, and landscape matrix and edge effects (Stiver 

et al. in press). In the future, changes in sagebrush availability, generated annually, will be 

included in the sagebrush base layer. The landscape metrics will be recalculated to examine 

changes in pattern and abundance of sagebrush at the various geographic boundaries. This 

information will be included in effectiveness monitoring (See Section I.D., Effectiveness 

Monitoring).  

Within the USFS and the BLM, forest-wide and field office–wide existing vegetation 

classification mapping and inventories are available that provide a much finer level of data than 

what is provided through LANDFIRE. Where available, these finer-scale products will be useful 

for additional and complementary mid-scale indicators and local-scale analyses (see Section II, 
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Fine and Site Scales). The fact that these products are not available everywhere limits their utility 

for monitoring at the broad and mid scale, where consistency of data products is necessary across 

broader geographies. 

Data Sources for Establishing and Monitoring Sagebrush Availability 

There were three criteria for selecting the datasets for establishing and monitoring the change in 

sagebrush availability (Measure 1):  

 Nationally consistent dataset available across the range 

 Known level of confidence or accuracy in the dataset 

 Continual maintenance of dataset and known update interval 

Datasets meeting these criteria are listed in Table 3, Datasets for establishing and monitoring 

changes in sagebrush availability. 

LANDFIRE Existing Vegetation Type (EVT) Version 1.2 

LANDFIRE EVT represents existing vegetation types on the landscape derived from remote 

sensing data. Initial mapping was conducted using imagery collected in approximately 2001. 

Since the initial mapping there have been two update efforts: version 1.1 represents changes 

before 2008, and version 1.2 reflects changes on the landscape before 2010. Version 1.2 will be 

used as the starting point to develop the sagebrush base layer.  

Sage-grouse subject matter experts determined which of the ecological systems from the 

LANDFIRE EVT to use in the sagebrush base layer by identifying the ecological systems that 

have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation and that could provide suitable seasonal 

habitat for the sage-grouse. (See Table 4, Ecological systems in BpS and EVT capable of 

supporting sagebrush vegetation and capable of providing suitable seasonal habitat for Greater 

Sage-Grouse.) Two additional vegetation types that are not ecological systems were added to the 

EVT: Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana Shrubland Alliance and Quercus gambelii Shrubland 

Alliance. These alliances have species composition directly related to the Rocky Mountain 

Lower Montane-Foothill Shrubland ecological system and the Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-

Mixed Montane Shrubland ecological system, both of which are ecological systems in 

LANDFIRE BpS. In LANDFIRE EVT, however, in some map zones, the Rocky Mountain 

Lower Montane-Foothill Shrubland ecological system and the Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-

Mixed Montane Shrubland ecological system were named Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Shrubland Alliance and Quercus gambelii Shrubland Alliance, respectively. 
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Table 3. Datasets for establishing and monitoring changes in sagebrush availability. 

Dataset Source 

Update 

Interval 

Most Recent 

Version Year Use 

BioPhysical Setting 

v1.1 

LANDFIRE Static 2008 Denominator for 

sagebrush availability 

Existing Vegetation 

Type v1.2 

LANDFIRE Static 2010 Numerator for 

sagebrush availability 

Cropland Data Layer National 

Agricultural 

Statistics Service 

Annual 2012 Agricultural updates; 

removes existing 

sagebrush from 

numerator of 

sagebrush availability 

National Land Cover 

Dataset Percent 

Imperviousness 

Multi-Resolution 

Land 

Characteristics 

Consortium 

(MRLC) 

5-Year 2011 (next 

available in 2016) 

Urban area updates; 

removes existing 

sagebrush from 

numerator of 

sagebrush availability 

Fire Perimeters GeoMac Annual 2013 < 1,000-acre fire 

updates; removes 

existing sagebrush 

from numerator of 

sagebrush availability 

Burn Severity Monitoring 

Trends in Burn 

Severity 

Annual 2012 (2-year delay 

in data 

availability) 

> 1,000-acre fire 

updates; removes 

existing sagebrush 

from numerator of 

sagebrush availability 

except for unburned 

sagebrush islands 

Table 4. Ecological systems in BpS and EVT capable of supporting sagebrush vegetation and capable 

of providing suitable seasonal habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse. 

Ecological System Sagebrush Vegetation that the Ecological System has 

the Capability of Producing 

Colorado Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush 

Shrubland 

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba 

Artemisia bigelovii 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia frigida 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba 

Artemisia nova 

13 



 
 

  

    

 

  

  

 

  

 

  

  

  

  

 

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

  

 

  

  

 

    

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

   

   

 

  

 

  

  

   

 

 

   

 

 

Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland Artemisia rigida 

Columbia Plateau Steppe and Grassland Artemisia spp. 

Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush 

Shrubland 

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longicaulis 

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush 

Shrubland 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. xericensis 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush 

Steppe 

Artemisia cana ssp. cana 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. xericensis 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Artemisia tripartita ssp. tripartita 

Artemisia frigida 

Inter-Mountain Basins Curl-Leaf Mountain 

Mahogany Woodland and Shrubland 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia tridentata 

Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert 

Scrub 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Artemisia spinescens 

Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush 

Steppe 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. spiciformis 

Inter-Mountain Basins Semi-Desert Shrub-

Steppe 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia bigelovii 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Northwestern Great Plains Mixed Grass 

Prairie 

Artemisia cana ssp. cana 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Artemisia frigida 

Northwestern Great Plains Shrubland Artemisia cana ssp. cana 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed 

Montane Shrubland 

Artemisia tridentata 

Rocky Mountain Lower Montane-Foothill 

Shrubland 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia frigida 

Western Great Plains Floodplain Systems Artemisia cana ssp. cana 

Western Great Plains Sand Prairie Artemisia cana ssp. cana 

Wyoming Basins Dwarf Sagebrush 

Shrubland and Steppe 

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Artemisia tripartita ssp. rupicola 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Shrubland Alliance (EVT only) 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Quercus gambelii Shrubland Alliance (EVT 

only) 

Artemisia tridentata 
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Accuracy and Appropriate Use of LANDFIRE Datasets 

Because of concerns over the thematic accuracy of individual classes mapped by LANDFIRE, all 

ecological systems listed in Table 4 will be merged into one value that represents the sagebrush 

base layer. With all ecological systems aggregated, the combined accuracy of the sagebrush base 

layer (EVT) will be much greater than if all categories were treated separately.   

LANDFIRE performed the original accuracy assessment of its EVT product on a map zone 

basis. There are 20 LANDFIRE map zones that cover the historical range of sage-grouse as 

defined by Schroeder (2004). (See Attachment B, User and Producer Accuracies for Aggregated 

Ecological Systems within LANDFIRE Map Zones.) The aggregated sagebrush base layer for 

monitoring had user accuracies ranging from 57.1% to 85.7% and producer accuracies ranging 

from 56.7% to 100%. 

LANDFIRE EVT data are not designed to be used at a local level. In reports of the percent 

sagebrush statistic for the various reporting units (Measure 1a), the uncertainty of the percent 

sagebrush will increase as the size of the reporting unit gets smaller. LANDFIRE data should 

never be used at the 30m pixel level (900m
2 

resolution of raster data) for any reporting. The 

smallest geographic extent for using the data to determine percent sagebrush is at the PAC level; 

for the smallest PACs, the initial percent sagebrush estimate will have greater uncertainties 

compared with the much larger PACs. 

Agricultural Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer 

The dataset for the geographic extent of agricultural lands will come from the National 

Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) Cropland Data Layer (CDL) 

(http://www.nass.usda.gov/research/Cropland/Release/index.htm). CDL data are generated 

annually, with estimated producer accuracies for “large area row crops ranging from the mid 

80% to mid-90%,” depending on the state 

(http://www.nass.usda.gov/research/Cropland/sarsfaqs2.htm#Section3_18.0). Specific 

information on accuracy may be found on the NASS metadata website 

(http://www.nass.usda.gov/research/Cropland/metadata/meta.htm). CDL provided the only 

dataset that matches the three criteria (nationally consistent, known level of accuracy, and 

periodically updated) for use in this monitoring framework and represents the best available 

agricultural lands mapping product. 

The CDL data contain both agricultural classes and nonagricultural classes. For this effort, and in 

the baseline environmental report (Manier et al. 2013), nonagricultural classes were removed 

from the original dataset.  The excluded classes are: 

Barren (65 & 131), Deciduous Forest (141), Developed/High Intensity (124), Developed/Low 

Intensity (122), Developed/Med Intensity (123), Developed/Open Space (121), Evergreen Forest 

(142), Grassland Herbaceous (171), Herbaceous Wetlands (195), Mixed Forest (143), Open 
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Water (83 & 111), Other Hay/Non Alfalfa (37), Pasture/Hay (181), Pasture/Grass (62), Perennial 

Ice/Snow (112), Shrubland (64 & 152), Woody Wetlands (190). 

The rule set for adjusting the sagebrush base layer for agricultural lands (and for updating the 

base layer for agricultural lands in the future) is that once an area is classified as agriculture in 

any year of the CDL, those pixels will remain out of the sagebrush base layer even if a new 

version of the CDL classifies that pixel as one of the nonagricultural classes listed above. The 

assumption is that even though individual pixels may be classified as a nonagricultural class in 

any given year, the pixel has not necessarily been restored to a natural sagebrush community that 

would be included in Table 4. A further assumption is that once an area has moved into 

agricultural use, it is unlikely that the area would be restored to sagebrush. Should that occur, 

however, the method and criteria for adding pixels back into the sagebrush base layer would 

follow those found in the sagebrush restoration monitoring section of this monitoring framework 

(see Section I.B.1.b., Monitoring Sagebrush Availability).  

Urban Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer 

The National Land Cover Database (NLCD) (Fry et al. 2011) includes a percent imperviousness 

dataset that was selected as the best available dataset to be used for urban adjustments and 

monitoring. These data are generated on a 5-year cycle and are specifically designed to support 

monitoring efforts. Other datasets were evaluated and lacked the spatial specificity that was 

captured in the NLCD product.  Any new impervious pixel in NLCD will be removed from the 

sagebrush base layer through the monitoring process. Although the impervious surface layer 

includes a number of impervious pixels outside of urban areas, this is acceptable for the 

adjustment and monitoring for two reasons. First, an evaluation of national urban area datasets 

did not reveal a layer that could be confidently used in conjunction with the NLCD product to 

screen impervious pixels outside of urban zones. This is because unincorporated urban areas 

were not being included, thus leaving large chunks of urban pixels unaccounted for in this rule 

set. Second, experimentation with setting a threshold on the percent imperviousness layer that 

would isolate rural features proved to be unsuccessful. No combination of values could be 

identified that would result in the consistent ability to limit impervious pixels outside urban 

areas. Therefore, to ensure consistency in the monitoring estimates, all impervious pixels will be 

used. 

Fire Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer 

Two datasets were selected for performing fire adjustments and updates:  GeoMac fire 

perimeters and Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity (MTBS). An existing data standard in the 

BLM requires that all fires of more than 10 acres are to be reported to GeoMac; therefore, there 

will be many small fires of less than 10 acres that will not be accounted for in the adjustment and 

monitoring attributable to fire. Using fire perimeters from GeoMac, all sagebrush pixels falling 
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within the perimeter of fires less than 1,000 acres will be used to adjust and monitor the 

sagebrush base layer. 

For fires greater than 1,000 acres, MTBS was selected as a means to account for unburned 

sagebrush islands during the update process of the sagebrush base layer. The MTBS program 

(http://www.mtbs.gov) is an ongoing, multiyear project to map fire severity and fire perimeters 

consistently across the United States. One of the burn severity classes within MTBS is an 

unburned to low-severity class. This burn severity class will be used to represent unburned 

islands of sagebrush within the fire perimeter for the sagebrush base layer. Areas within the other 

severity classes within the fire perimeter will be removed from the base sagebrush layer during 

the update process. Not all wildfires, however, have the same impacts on the recovery of 

sagebrush habitat, depending largely on soil moisture and temperature regimes. For example, 

cooler, moister sagebrush habitat has a higher potential for recovery or, if needed, restoration 

than does the warmer, dryer sagebrush habitat. These cooler, moister areas will likely be detected 

as sagebrush in future updates to LANDFIRE. 

Conifer Encroachment Adjustment for the Sagebrush Base Layer 

Conifer encroachment into sagebrush vegetation reduces the spatial extent of sage-grouse habitat 

(Davies et al. 2011, Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013). Conifer species that show propensity for 

encroaching into sagebrush vegetation resulting in sage-grouse habitat loss include various 

juniper species, such as Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma), western juniper (Juniperus 

occidentalis), Rocky Mountain juniper (Juniperus scopulorum), pinyon species, including 

singleleaf pinyon (Pinus monophylla) and pinyon pine (Pinus edulis), ponderosa pine (Pinus 

ponderosa), lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta), and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) (Gruell et 

al. 1986, Grove et al. 2005, Davies et al. 2011). 

A rule set for conifer encroachment was developed to adjust the sagebrush base layer. To capture 

the geographic extent of sagebrush that is likely to experience conifer encroachment, ecological 

systems within LANDFIRE EVT version 1.2 (NatureServe 2011) were identified if they had the 

capability of supporting both the conifer species (listed above) and sagebrush vegetation. Those 

ecological systems were deemed to be the plant communities with conifers most likely to 

encroach into sagebrush vegetation. (See Table 5, Ecological systems with conifers most likely 

to encroach into sagebrush vegetation.) Sagebrush vegetation was defined as including sagebrush 

species or subspecies that provide habitat for the Greater Sage-Grouse and that are included in 

the HAF. (See Attachment C, Sagebrush Species and Subspecies Included in the Selection 

Criteria for Building the EVT and BpS Layers.) An adjacency analysis was conducted to identify 

all sagebrush pixels that were directly adjacent to these conifer ecological systems, and these 

pixels were removed from the sagebrush base layer.   
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Table 5. Ecological systems with conifers most likely to encroach into sagebrush vegetation. 

EVT Ecological Systems 

Coniferous Species and Sagebrush Vegetation that 

the Ecological System has the Capability of 

Producing 

Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Pinus edulis 

Juniperus osteosperma 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Artemisia bigelovii 

Artemisia pygmaea 

Columbia Plateau Western Juniper Woodland and 

Savanna 

Juniperus occidentalis 

Pinus ponderosa 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia rigida 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

East Cascades Oak-Ponderosa Pine Forest and 

Woodland 

Pinus ponderosa 

Pseudotsuga menziesii 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia nova 

Great Basin Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Pinus monophylla 

Juniperus osteosperma 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Northern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine Pinus ponderosa 

Woodland and Savanna Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Rocky Mountain Foothill Limber Pine-Juniper 

Woodland 

Juniperus osteosperma 

Juniperus scopulorum 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata 

Rocky Mountain Poor-Site Lodgepole Pine Forest Pinus contorta 

Pseudotsuga menziesii 

Pinus ponderosa 

Artemisia tridentata 

Southern Rocky Mountain Pinyon-Juniper 

Woodland 

Pinus edulis 

Juniperus monosperma 

Artemisia bigelovii 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Southern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine 

Woodland 

Pinus ponderosa 

Pseudotsuga menziesii 
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Pinus edulis 

Pinus contorta 

Juniperus spp. 

Artemisia nova 

Artemisia tridentata 

Artemisia arbuscula 

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 

Invasive Annual Grasses Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer 

There are no invasive species datasets from 2010 to the present (beyond the LANDFIRE data) 

that meet the three criteria (nationally consistent, known level of accuracy, and periodically 

updated) for use in the determination of the sagebrush base layer. For a description of how 

invasive species land cover will be incorporated in the sagebrush base layer in the future, see 

Section I.B.1.b., Monitoring Sagebrush Availability. 

Sagebrush Restoration Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer 

There are no datasets from 2010 to the present that could provide additions to the sagebrush base 

layer from restoration treatments that meet the three criteria (nationally consistent, known level 

of accuracy, and periodically updated); therefore, no adjustments were made to the sagebrush 

base layer calculated from the LANDFIRE EVT (version 1.2) attributable to restoration 

activities since 2010. Successful restoration treatments before 2010 are assumed to have been 

captured in the LANDFIRE refresh. 

b. Monitoring Sagebrush Availability 

Monitoring Sagebrush Availability 

Sagebrush availability will be updated annually by incorporating changes to the sagebrush base 

layer attributable to agriculture, urbanization, and wildfire. The monitoring schedule for the 

existing sagebrush base layer updates is as follows: 

2010 Existing Sagebrush Base Layer = [Sagebrush EVT] minus [2006 Imperviousness Layer] 

minus [2009 and 2010 CDL] minus [2009/10 GeoMac Fires that are less than 1,000 acres] minus 

[2009/10 MTBS Fires that are greater than 1,000 acres, excluding unburned sagebrush islands 

within the perimeter] minus [Conifer Encroachment Layer] 

2012 Existing Sagebrush Update = [2010 Existing Sagebrush Base Layer] minus [2011 

Imperviousness Layer] minus [2011 and 2012 CDL] minus [2011/12 GeoMac Fires < 1,000 

acres] minus [2011/12 MTBS Fires that are greater than 1,000 acres, excluding unburned 

sagebrush islands within the perimeter] 

Monitoring Existing Sagebrush post 2012 = [Previous Existing Sagebrush Update Layer] minus 

[Imperviousness Layer (if new data are available)] minus [Next 2 years of CDL] minus [Next 2 

years of GeoMac Fires < 1,000 acres] minus [Next 2 years of MTBS Fires that are greater than 
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1,000 acres, excluding unburned sagebrush islands within the perimeter] plus 

[restoration/monitoring data provided by the field]
 

Monitoring Sagebrush Restoration 

Restoration after fire, after agricultural conversion, after seedings of introduced grasses, or after 

treatments of pinyon pine and/or juniper are examples of updates to the sagebrush base layer that 

can add sagebrush vegetation back into sagebrush availability in the landscape. When restoration 

has been determined to be successful through rangewide, consistent, interagency fine- and site-

scale monitoring, the polygonal data will be used to add sagebrush pixels back into the broad-

and mid-scale sagebrush base layer. 

Measure 1b: Context for Monitoring the Amount of Sagebrush in a Geographic Area of 

Interest 

Measure 1b describes the amount of sagebrush on the landscape of interest compared with the 

amount of sagebrush the landscape of interest could ecologically support. Areas with the 

potential to support sagebrush were derived from the BpS data layer that describes sagebrush 

pre-EuroAmerican settlement (v1.2 of LANDFIRE). 

The identification and spatial locations of natural plant communities (vegetation) that are 

believed to have existed on the landscape (BpS) were constructed based on an approximation of 

the historical (pre-EuroAmerican settlement) disturbance regime and how the historical 

disturbance regime operated on the current biophysical environment. BpS is composed of map 

units that are based on NatureServe (2011) terrestrial ecological systems classification.  

The ecological systems within BpS used for this monitoring framework are those ecological 

systems that are capable of supporting sagebrush vegetation and of providing seasonal habitat for 

sage-grouse (Table 4). Ecological systems selected included sagebrush species or subspecies that 

are included in the HAF and listed in Attachment C. 

The BpS layer does not have an associated accuracy assessment, given the lack of any reference 

data. Visual inspection of the BpS data, however, reveals inconsistencies in the labeling of pixels 

among LANDFIRE map zones. The reason for these inconsistencies is that the rule sets used to 

map a given ecological system will vary among map zones based on different physical, 

biological, disturbance, and atmospheric regimes of the region. These variances can result in 

artificial edges in the map. Metrics will be calculated, however, at broad spatial scales using BpS 

potential vegetation type, not small groupings or individual pixels. Therefore, the magnitude of 

these observable errors in the BpS layer will be minor compared with the size of the reporting 

units. Since BpS will be used to identify broad landscape patterns of dominant vegetation, these 

inconsistencies will have only a minor impact on the percent sagebrush availability calculation. 

As with the LANDFIRE EVT, LANDFIRE BpS data are not designed to be used at a local level. 

LANDFIRE data should never be used at the 30m pixel level for reporting. 
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In conclusion, sagebrush availability data will be used to inform effectiveness monitoring and 

initiate adaptive management actions as necessary. The 2010 estimate of sagebrush availability 

will serve as the base year, and an updated estimate for 2012 will be reported in 2014 after all 

datasets become available. The 2012 estimate will capture changes attributable to wildfire, 

agriculture, and urban development. Subsequent updates will always include new fire and 

agricultural data and new urban data when available. Restoration data that meet the criteria for 

adding sagebrush areas back into the sagebrush base layer will be factored in as data allow. 

Given data availability, there will be a 2-year lag (approximately) between when the estimate is 

generated and when the data used for the estimate become available (e.g., the 2014 sagebrush 

availability will be included in the 2016 estimate).  

Future Plans 

Geospatial data used to generate the sagebrush base layer will be available through the BLM’s 

EGIS web portal and geospatial gateway or through the authoritative data source. Legacy 

datasets will be preserved so that trends may be calculated. Additionally, accuracy assessment 

data for all source datasets will be provided on the portal either spatially, where applicable, or 

through the metadata. Accuracy assessment information was deemed vital to help users 

understand the limitation of the sagebrush estimates; it will be summarized spatially by map zone 

and will be included in the portal. 

LANDFIRE plans to begin a remapping effort in 2015. This remapping has the potential to 

improve the overall quality of data products greatly, primarily through the use of higher-quality 

remote sensing datasets. Additionally, the BLM and the Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics 

Consortium (MRLC) are working to improve the accuracy of vegetation map products for broad-

and mid-scale analyses through the Grass/Shrub mapping effort. The Grass/Shrub mapping effort 

applies the Wyoming multiscale sagebrush habitat methodology (Homer et al. 2009) to depict 

spatially the fractional percent cover estimates for five components rangewide and West-wide.  

These five components are percent cover of sagebrush vegetation, percent bare ground, percent 

herbaceous vegetation (grass and forbs combined), annual vegetation, and percent shrubs. A 

benefit of the design of these fractional cover maps is that they facilitate monitoring “within” 

class variation (e.g., examination of declining trend in sagebrush cover for individual pixels).  

This “within” class variation can serve as one indicator of sagebrush quality that cannot be 

derived from LANDFIRE’s EVT information. The Grass/Shrub mapping effort is not a substitute 

for fine-scale monitoring but will leverage fine-scale data to support the validation of the 

mapping products. An evaluation will be conducted to determine if either dataset is of great 

enough quality to warrant replacing the existing sagebrush layers. At the earliest, this evaluation 

will occur in 2018 or 2019, depending on data availability.  
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B.2. Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2) 

The measure of habitat degradation will be calculated by combining the footprints of threats 

identified in Table 2. The footprint is defined as the direct area of influence of “active” energy 

and infrastructure; it is used as a surrogate for human activity. Although these analyses will try to 

summarize results at the aforementioned meaningful geographic areas of interest, some may be 

too small to report the metrics appropriately and may be combined (smaller populations, PACs 

within a population, etc.). Data sources for each threat are found in Table 6, Geospatial data 

sources for habitat degradation. Specific assumptions (inclusion criteria for data, width/area 

assumptions for point and line features, etc.) and methodology for each threat, and the combined 

measure, are detailed below. All datasets will be updated annually to monitor broad- and mid-

scale year-to-year changes and to calculate trends in habitat degradation to inform adaptive 

management. A 5-year summary report will be provided to the USFWS. 

a. Habitat Degradation Datasets and Assumptions 

Energy (oil and gas wells and development facilities) 

This dataset will compile information from three oil and gas databases: the proprietary IHS 

Enerdeq database, the BLM Automated Fluid Minerals Support System (AFMSS) database, and 

the proprietary Platts (a McGraw-Hill Financial Company) GIS Custom Data (hereafter, Platts) 

database of power plants. Point data from wells active within the last 10 years from IHS and 

producing wells from AFMSS will be considered as a 5-acre (2.0ha) direct area of influence 

centered on the well point, as recommended by the BLM WO-300 (Minerals and Realty 

Management). Plugged and abandoned wells will be removed if the date of well abandonment 

was before the first day of the reporting year (i.e., for the 2015 reporting year, a well must have 

been plugged and abandoned by 12/31/2014 to be removed). Platts oil and gas power plants data 

(subset to operational power plants) will also be included as a 5-acre (2.0ha) direct area of 

influence. 

Additional Measure: Reclaimed Energy-related Degradation. This dataset will include 

those wells that have been plugged and abandoned.  This measure thereby attempts to 

measure energy-related degradation that has been reclaimed but not necessarily fully 

restored to sage-grouse habitat. This measure will establish a baseline by using wells that 

have been plugged and abandoned within the last 10 years from the IHS and AFMSS 

datasets. Time lags for lek attendance in response to infrastructure have been documented 

to be delayed 2–10 years from energy development activities (Harju et al. 2010). 

Reclamation actions may require 2 or more years from the Final Abandonment Notice. 

Sagebrush seedling establishment may take 6 or more years from the point of seeding, 

depending on such variables as annual precipitation, annual temperature, and soil type and 

depth (Pyke 2011). This 10-year period is conservative and assumes some level of habitat 

improvement 10 years after plugging. Research by Hemstrom et al. (2002), however, 
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proposes an even longer period—more than 100 years—for recovery of sagebrush habitats, 

even with active restoration approaches. Direct area of influence will be considered 3 acres 

(1.2ha) (J. Perry, personal communication, February 12, 2014). This additional 

layer/measure could be used at the broad and mid scale to identify areas where sagebrush 

habitat and/or potential sagebrush habitat is likely still degraded. This layer/measure could 

also be used where further investigation at the fine or site scale would be warranted to: 1) 

quantify the level of reclamation already conducted, and 2) evaluate the amount of 

restoration still required for sagebrush habitat recovery. At a particular level (e.g., 

population, PACs), these areas and the reclamation efforts/success could be used to inform 

reclamation standards associated with future developments. Once these areas have 

transitioned from reclamation standards to meeting restoration standards, they can be 

added back into the sagebrush availability layer using the same methodology as described 

for adding restoration treatment areas lost to wildfire and agriculture conversion (see 

Monitoring Sagebrush Restoration in Section I.B.1.b., Monitoring Sagebrush Availability). 

This dataset will be updated annually from the IHS dataset. 

Energy (coal mines) 

Currently, there is no comprehensive dataset available that identifies the footprint of active coal 

mining across all jurisdictions. Therefore, point and polygon datasets will be used each year to 

identify coal mining locations. Data sources will be identified and evaluated annually and will 

include at a minimum: BLM coal lease polygons, U.S. Energy Information Administration mine 

occurrence points, U.S. Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement coal mining 

permit polygons (as available), and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Mineral Resources Data 

System mine occurrence points. These data will inform where active coal mining may be 

occurring. Additionally, coal power plant data from Platts power plants database (subset to 

operational power plants) will be included.  Aerial imagery will then be used to digitize manually 

the active coal mining and coal power plants surface disturbance in or near these known 

occurrence areas. While the date of aerial imagery varies by scale, the most current data 

available from Esri and/or Google will be used to locate (generally at 1:50,000 and below) and 

digitize (generally at 1:10,000 and below) active coal mine and power plant direct area of 

influence. Coal mine location data source and imagery date will be documented for each 

digitized coal polygon at the time of creation. Subsurface facility locations (polygon or point 

location as available) will also be collected if available, included in density calculations, and 

added to the active surface activity layer as appropriate (if an actual direct area of influence can 

be located). 

Energy (wind energy facilities) 

This dataset will be a subset of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Digital Obstacles 

point file. Points where “Type_” = “WINDMILL” will be included. Direct area of influence of 

these point features will be measured by converting to a polygon dataset as a direct area of 
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influence of 3 acres (1.2ha) centered on each tower point.  See the BLM’s “Wind Energy 

Development Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement” (BLM 2005). Additionally, Platts 

power plants database will be used for transformer stations associated with wind energy sites 

(subset to operational power plants), also with a 3-acre (1.2ha) direct area of influence.  

Energy (solar energy facilities) 

This dataset will include solar plants as compiled with the Platts power plants database (subset to 

operational power plants). This database includes an attribute that indicates the operational 

capacity of each solar power plant. Total capacity at the power plant was based on ratings of the 

in-service unit(s), in megawatts. Direct area of influence polygons will be centered over each 

point feature representing 7.3ac (3.0ha) per megawatt of the stated operational capacity, per the 

report of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), “Land-Use Requirements for 

Solar Power Plants in the United States” (Ong et al. 2013). 

Energy (geothermal energy facilities) 

This dataset will include geothermal wells in existence or under construction as compiled with 

the IHS wells database and power plants as compiled with the Platts database (subset to 

operational power plants). Direct area of influence of these point features will be measured by 

converting to a polygon dataset of 3 acres (1.2ha) centered on each well or power plant point. 

Mining (active developments; locatable, leasable, saleable) 

This dataset will include active locatable mining locations as compiled with the proprietary 

InfoMine database. Aerial imagery will then be used to digitize manually the active mining 

surface disturbance in or near these known occurrence areas. While the date of aerial imagery 

varies by scale, the most current data available from Esri and/or Google will be used to locate 

(generally at 1:50,000 and below) and digitize (generally at 1:10,000 and below) active mine 

direct area of influence. Mine location data source and imagery date will be documented for each 

digitized polygon at the time of creation. Currently, there are no known compressive databases 

available for leasable or saleable mining sites beyond coal mines. Other data sources will be 

evaluated and used as they are identified or as they become available. Point data may be 

converted to polygons to represent direct area of influence unless actual surface disturbance is 

available. 

Infrastructure (roads) 

This dataset will be compiled from the proprietary Esri StreetMap Premium for ArcGIS. Dataset 

features that will be used are: Interstate Highways, Major Roads, and Surface Streets to capture 

most paved and “crowned and ditched” roads while not including “two-track” and 4-wheel-drive 

routes. These minor roads, while not included in the broad- and mid-scale monitoring, may 

support a volume of traffic that can have deleterious effects on sage-grouse leks. It may be 
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appropriate to consider the frequency and type of use of roads in a NEPA analysis for a proposed 

project. This fine- and site-scale analysis will require more site-specific data than is identified in 

this monitoring framework. The direct area of influence for roads will be represented by 240.2ft, 

84.0ft, and 40.7ft (73.2m, 25.6m, and 12.4m) total widths centered on the line feature for 

Interstate Highways, Major Roads, and Surface Streets, respectively (Knick et al. 2011). The 

most current dataset will be used for each monitoring update.  Note: This is a related but 

different dataset than what was used in BER (Manier et al. 2013).  Individual BLM/USFS 

planning units may use different road layers for fine- and site-scale monitoring. 

Infrastructure (railroads) 

This dataset will be a compilation from the Federal Railroad Administration Rail Lines of the 

USA dataset. Non-abandoned rail lines will be used; abandoned rail lines will not be used. The 

direct are of influence for railroads will be represented by a 30.8ft (9.4m) total width (Knick et 

al. 2011) centered on the non-abandoned railroad line feature. 

Infrastructure (power lines) 

This line dataset will be derived from the proprietary Platts transmission lines database. Linear 

features in the dataset attributed as “buried” will be removed from the disturbance calculation. 

Only “In Service” lines will be used; “Proposed” lines will not be used. Direct area of influence 

will be determined by the kV designation:  1–199 kV (100ft/30.5m), 200–399 kV (150ft/45.7m), 

400–699 kV (200ft/61.0m), and 700-or greater kV (250ft/76.2m) based on average right-of-way 

and structure widths, according to BLM WO-300 (Minerals and Realty Management).  

Infrastructure (communication towers) 

This point dataset will be compiled from the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 

communication towers point file; all duplicate points will be removed. It will be converted to a 

polygon dataset by using a direct area of influence of 2.5 acres (1.0ha) centered on each 

communication tower point (Knick et al. 2011).  

Infrastructure (other vertical structures) 

This point dataset will be compiled from the FAA’s Digital Obstacles point file. Points where 

“Type_” = “WINDMILL” will be removed. Duplicate points from the FCC communication 

towers point file will be removed. Remaining features will be converted to a polygon dataset 

using a direct area of influence of 2.5 acres (1.0ha) centered on each vertical structure point 

(Knick et al. 2011). 

Other Developed Rights-of-Way 

Currently, no additional data sources for other rights-of-way have been identified; roads, power 

lines, railroads, pipelines, and other known linear features are represented in the categories 
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described above. The newly purchased IHS data do contain pipeline information; however, this 

database does not currently distinguish between above-ground and underground pipelines. If 

additional features representing human activities are identified, they will be added to monitoring 

reports using similar assumptions to those used with the threats described above. 

b. Habitat Degradation Threat Combination and Calculation 

The threats targeted for measuring human activity (Table 2) will be converted to direct area of 

influence polygons as described for each threat above. These threat polygon layers will be 

combined and features dissolved to create one overall polygon layer representing footprints of 

active human activity in the range of sage-grouse. Individual datasets, however, will be 

preserved to indicate which types of threats may be contributing to overall habitat degradation. 

This measure has been divided into three submeasures to describe habitat degradation on the 

landscape. Percentages will be calculated as follows: 

Measure 2a. Footprint by geographic area of interest: Divide area of the active/direct 

footprint by the total area of the geographic area of interest (% disturbance in geographic 

area of interest). 

Measure 2b. Active/direct footprint by historical sagebrush potential: Divide area of the 

active footprint that coincides with areas with historical sagebrush potential (BpS 

calculation from habitat availability) within a given geographic area of interest by the 

total area with sagebrush potential within the geographic area of interest (% disturbance 

on potential historical sagebrush in geographic area of interest). 

Measure 2c. Active/direct footprint by current sagebrush: Divide area of the active 

footprint that coincides with areas of existing sagebrush (EVT calculation from habitat 

availability) within a given geographic area of interest by the total area that is current 

sagebrush within the geographic area of interest (% disturbance on current sagebrush in 

geographic area of interest). 

B.3. Energy and Mining Density (Measure 3) 

The measure of density of energy and mining will be calculated by combining the locations of 

energy and mining threats identified in Table 2. This measure will provide an estimate of the 

intensity of human activity or the intensity of habitat degradation. The number of energy 

facilities and mining locations will be summed and divided by the area of meaningful geographic 

areas of interest to calculate density of these activities. Data sources for each threat are found in 

Table 6. Specific assumptions (inclusion criteria for data, width/area assumptions for point and 

line features, etc.) and methodology for each threat, and the combined measure, are detailed 
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below. All datasets will be updated annually to monitor broad- and mid-scale year-to-year 

changes and 5-year (or longer) trends in habitat degradation. 

Table 6.  Geospatial data sources for habitat degradation (Measure 2). 

Direct Area of Area 

Degradation Type Subcategory Data Source Influence Source 

Energy (oil & gas) Wells IHS; BLM (AFMSS) 5.0ac (2.0ha) BLM WO-

300 

Power Plants Platts (power plants) 5.0ac (2.0ha) BLM WO-

300 

Energy (coal) Mines BLM; USFS; Office of Surface Polygon area Esri/ 

Mining Reclamation and (digitized) Google 

Enforcement; USGS Mineral Imagery 

Resources Data System 

Power Plants Platts (power plants) Polygon area Esri Imagery 

(digitized) 

Energy (wind) Wind Turbines Federal Aviation 3.0ac (1.2ha) BLM WO-

Administration 300 

Power Plants Platts (power plants) 3.0ac (1.2ha) BLM WO-

300 

Energy (solar) Fields/Power Platts (power plants) 7.3ac NREL 

Plants (3.0ha)/MW 

Energy Wells IHS 3.0ac (1.2ha) BLM WO-

(geothermal) 300 

Power Plants Platts (power plants) Polygon area Esri Imagery 

(digitized) 

Mining Locatable InfoMine Polygon area Esri Imagery 

Developments (digitized) 

Infrastructure Surface Streets Esri StreetMap Premium 40.7ft (12.4m) USGS 

(roads) (Minor Roads) 

Major Roads Esri StreetMap Premium 84.0ft (25.6m) USGS 

Interstate Esri StreetMap Premium 240.2ft USGS 

Highways (73.2m) 

Infrastructure Active Lines Federal Railroad 30.8ft (9.4m) USGS 

(railroads) Administration 

Infrastructure 1-199kV Lines Platts (transmission lines) 100ft (30.5m) BLM WO-

(power lines) 300 

200-399 kV Lines Platts (transmission lines) 150ft (45.7m) BLM WO-

300 

400-699kV Lines Platts (transmission lines) 200ft (61.0m) BLM WO-

300 

700+kV Lines Platts (transmission lines) 250ft (76.2m) BLM WO-

300 

Infrastructure Towers Federal Communications 2.5ac (1.0ha) BLM WO-

(communication) Commission 300 
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a.	 Energy and Mining Density Datasets and Assumptions 

Energy (oil and gas wells and development facilities) 

(See Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.) 

Energy (coal mines) 

(See Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.) 

Energy (wind energy facilities) 

(See Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.) 

Energy (solar energy facilities) 

(See Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.) 

Energy (geothermal energy facilities) 

(See Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.) 

Mining (active developments; locatable, leasable, saleable) 

(See Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.) 

b.	 Energy and Mining Density Threat Combination and Calculation 

Datasets for energy and mining will be collected in two primary forms: point locations (e.g., 

wells) and polygon areas (e.g., surface coal mining). The following rule set will be used to 

calculate density for meaningful geographic areas of interest including standard grids and per 

polygon: 

1)	 Point locations will be preserved; no additional points will be removed beyond the 

methodology described above. Energy facilities in close proximity (an oil well close 

to a wind tower) will be retained. 

2)	 Polygons will not be merged, or features further dissolved. Thus, overlapping 

facilities will be retained, such that each individual threat will be a separate polygon 

data input for the density calculation. 

3)	 The analysis unit (polygon or 640-acre section in a grid) will be the basis for counting 

the number of mining or energy facilities per unit area. Within the analysis unit, all 

point features will be summed, and any individual polygons will be counted as one 

(e.g., a coal mine will be counted as one facility within population). Where polygon 

features overlap multiple units (polygons or pixels), the facility will be counted as one 

in each unit where the polygon occurs (e.g., a polygon crossing multiple 640-acre 
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sections would be counted as one in each 640-acre section for a density per 640-acre-

section calculation). 

4)	 In methodologies with different-sized units (e.g., MZs, populations, etc.) raw facility 

counts will be converted to densities by dividing the raw facility counts by the total 

area of the unit. Typically this will be measured as facilities per 640 acres. 

5)	 For uniform grids, raw facility counts will be reported. Typically this number will 

also be converted to facilities per 640 acres. 

6)	 Reporting may include summaries beyond the simple ones above. Zonal statistics 

may be used to smooth smaller grids to help display and convey information about 

areas within meaningful geographic areas of interest that have high levels of energy 

and/or mining activity. 

7)	 Additional statistics for each defined unit may also include adjusting the area to 

include only the area with the historical potential for sagebrush (BpS) or areas 

currently sagebrush (EVT). 

Individual datasets and threat combination datasets for habitat degradation will be available 

through the BLM’s EGIS web portal and geospatial gateway. Legacy datasets will be preserved 

so that trends may be calculated. 

C.	 Population (Demographics) Monitoring 

State wildlife management agencies are responsible for monitoring sage-grouse populations 

within their respective states. WAFWA will coordinate this collection of annual population data 

by state agencies. These data will be made available to the BLM according to the terms of the 

forthcoming Greater Sage-Grouse Population Monitoring Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) (2014) between WAFWA and the BLM. The MOU outlines a process, timeline, and 

responsibilities for regular data sharing of sage-grouse population and/or habitat information for 

the purposes of implementing sage-grouse LUPs/amendments and subsequent effectiveness 

monitoring. Population areas were refined from the “Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus 

urophasianus) Conservation Objectives: Final Report” (COT 2013) by individual state wildlife 

agencies to create a consistent naming nomenclature for future data analyses. These population 

data will be used for analysis at the applicable scale to supplement habitat effectiveness 

monitoring of management actions and to inform the adaptive management responses. 

D.	 Effectiveness Monitoring 

Effectiveness monitoring will provide the data needed to evaluate BLM and USFS actions 

toward reaching the objective of the national planning strategy (BLM IM 2012-044)—to 

conserve sage-grouse populations and their habitat—and the objectives for the land use planning 
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area. Effectiveness monitoring methods described here will encompass multiple larger scales, 

from areas as large as the WAFWA MZ to the scale of this LUP. Effectiveness data used for 

these larger-scale evaluations will include all lands in the area of interest, regardless of surface 

ownership/management, and will help inform where finer-scale evaluations are needed, such as 

population areas smaller than an LUP or PACs within an LUP (described in Section II, Fine and 

Site Scales). Data will also include the trend of disturbance within these areas of interest to 

inform the need to initiate adaptive management responses as described in the land use plan. 

Effectiveness monitoring reported for these larger areas provides the context to conduct 

effectiveness monitoring at finer scales. This approach also helps focus scarce resources to areas 

experiencing habitat loss, degradation, or population declines, without excluding the possibility 

of concurrent, finer-scale evaluations as needed where habitat or population anomalies have been 

identified through some other means.  

To determine the effectiveness of the sage-grouse national planning strategy, the BLM and the 

USFS will evaluate the answers to the following questions and prepare a broad- and mid-scale 

effectiveness report: 

1)	 Sagebrush Availability and Condition: 

a.	 What is the amount of sagebrush availability and the change in the amount 

and condition of sagebrush? 

b.	 What is the existing amount of sagebrush on the landscape and the change in 

the amount relative to the pre-EuroAmerican historical distribution of 

sagebrush (BpS)? 

c.	 What is the trend and condition of the indicators describing sagebrush 

characteristics important to sage-grouse?
 
2) Habitat Degradation and Intensity of Activities:
 

a.	 What is the amount of habitat degradation and the change in that amount? 

b.	 What is the intensity of activities and the change in the intensity? 

c.	 What is the amount of reclaimed energy-related degradation and the change in 

the amount? 

3) What is the population estimation of sage-grouse and the change in the population 

estimation? 

4) How are the BLM and the USFS contributing to changes in the amount of sagebrush? 

5) How are the BLM and the USFS contributing to disturbance? 

The compilation of broad- and mid-scale data (and population trends as available) into an 

effectiveness monitoring report will occur on a 5-year reporting schedule (see Attachment A), 

which may be accelerated to respond to critical emerging issues (in consultation with the 

USFWS and state wildlife agencies). In addition, effectiveness monitoring results will be used to 

identify emerging issues and research needs and inform the BLM and the USFS adaptive 
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management strategy (see the adaptive management section of this Environmental Impact 

Statement). 

To determine the effectiveness of the sage-grouse objectives of the land use plan, the BLM and 

the USFS will evaluate the answers to the following questions and prepare a plan effectiveness 

report: 

1) Is this plan meeting the sage-grouse habitat objectives? 

2) Are sage-grouse areas within the LUP meeting, or making progress toward meeting, land 

health standards, including the Special Status Species/wildlife habitat standard? 

3) Is the plan meeting the disturbance objective(s) within sage-grouse areas? 

4) Are the sage-grouse populations within this plan boundary and within the sage-grouse 

areas increasing, stable, or declining? 

The effectiveness monitoring report for this LUP will occur on a 5-year reporting schedule (see 

Attachment A) or more often if habitat or population anomalies indicate the need for an 

evaluation to facilitate adaptive management or respond to critical emerging issues. Data will be 

made available through the BLM’s EGIS web portal and the geospatial gateway. 

Methods 

At the broad and mid scales (PACs and above) the BLM and the USFS will summarize the 

vegetation, disturbance, and (when available) population data. Although the analysis will try to 

summarize results for PACs within each sage-grouse population, some populations may be too 

small to report the metrics appropriately and may need to be combined to provide an estimate 

with an acceptable level of accuracy. Otherwise, they will be flagged for more intensive 

monitoring by the appropriate landowner or agency. The BLM and the USFS will then analyze 

monitoring data to detect the trend in the amount of sagebrush; the condition of the vegetation in 

the sage-grouse areas (MacKinnon et al. 2011); the trend in the amount of disturbance; the 

change in disturbed areas owing to successful restoration; and the amount of new disturbance the 

BLM and/or the USFS has permitted. These data could be supplemented with population data 

(when available) to inform an understanding of the correlation between habitat and PACs within 

a population. This overall effectiveness evaluation must consider the lag effect response of 

populations to habitat changes (Garton et al. 2011). 

Calculating Question 1, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The amount of sagebrush 

available in the large area of interest will use the information from Measure 1a (I.B.1., Sagebrush 

Availability) and calculate the change from the 2012 baseline to the end date of the reporting 

period. To calculate the change in the amount of sagebrush on the landscape to compare with the 

historical areas with potential to support sagebrush, the information from Measure 1b (I.B.1., 

Sagebrush Availability) will be used. To calculate the trend in the condition of sagebrush at the 

mid scale, three sources of data will be used: the BLM’s Grass/Shrub mapping effort (Future 

Plans in Section I.B.1., Sagebrush Availability); the results from the calculation of the landscape 
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indicators, such as patch size (described below); and the BLM’s Landscape Monitoring 

Framework (LMF) and sage-grouse intensification effort (also described below). The LMF and 

sage-grouse intensification effort data are collected in a statistical sampling framework that 

allows calculation of indicator values at multiple scales. 

Beyond the importance of sagebrush availability to sage-grouse, the mix of sagebrush patches on 

the landscape at the broad and mid scale provides the life requisite of space for sage-grouse 

dispersal needs (see the HAF). The configuration of sagebrush habitat patches and the land cover 

or land use between the habitat patches at the broad and mid scales also defines suitability. There 

are three significant habitat indicators that influence habitat use, dispersal, and movement across 

populations:  the size and number of habitat patches, the connectivity of habitat patches (linkage 

areas), and habitat fragmentation (scope of unsuitable and non-habitats between habitat patches).  

The most appropriate commercial software to measure patch dynamics, connectivity, and 

fragmentation at the broad and mid scales will be used, along with the same data layers derived 

for sagebrush availability. 

The BLM initiated the LMF in 2011 in cooperation with the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS). The objective of the LMF effort is to provide unbiased estimates of vegetation 

and soil condition and trend using a statistically balanced sample design across BLM lands. 

Recognizing that sage-grouse populations are more resilient where the sagebrush plant 

community has certain characteristics unique to a particular life stage of sage-grouse (Knick and 

Connelly 2011, Stiver et al. in press), a group of sage-grouse habitat and sagebrush plant 

community subject matter experts identified those vegetation indicators collected at LMF 

sampling points that inform sage-grouse habitat needs. The experts represented the Agricultural 

Research Service, BLM, NRCS, USFWS, WAFWA, state wildlife agencies, and academia. The 

common indicators identified include: species composition, foliar cover, height of the tallest 

sagebrush and herbaceous plant, intercanopy gap, percent of invasive species, sagebrush shape, 

and bare ground. To increase the precision of estimates of sagebrush conditions within the range 

of sage-grouse, additional plot locations in occupied sage-grouse habitat (Sage-Grouse 

Intensification) were added in 2013. The common indicators are also collected on sampling 

locations in the NRCS National Resources Inventory Rangeland Resource Assessment 

(http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/nra/nri/?&cid=stelprdb10416 

20). 

The sage-grouse intensification baseline data will be collected over a 5-year period, and an 

annual sage-grouse intensification report will be prepared describing the status of the indicators. 

Beginning in year 6, the annual status report will be accompanied with a trend report, which will 

be available on an annual basis thereafter, contingent on continuation of the current monitoring 

budget. This information, in combination with the Grass/Shrub mapping information, the mid-

scale habitat suitability indicator measures, and the sagebrush availability information will be 

used to answer Question 1 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report. 
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Calculating Question 2, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: Evaluations of the amount of 

habitat degradation and the intensity of the activities in the area of interest will use the 

information from Measure 2 (Section I.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring) and Measure 3 

(Section I.B.3., Energy and Mining Density). The field office will collect data on the amount of 

reclaimed energy-related degradation on plugged and abandoned and oil/gas well sites. The data 

are expected to demonstrate that the reclaimed sites have yet to meet the habitat restoration 

objectives for sage-grouse habitat. This information, in combination with the amount of habitat 

degradation, will be used to answer Question 2 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness 

Report. 

Calculating Question 3, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The change in sage-grouse 

estimated populations will be calculated from data provided by the state wildlife agencies, when 

available. This population data (Section I.C., Population [Demographics] Monitoring) will be 

used to answer Question 3 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report.      

Calculating Question 4, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The estimated contribution by 

the BLM or the USFS to the change in the amount of sagebrush in the area of interest will use 

the information from Measure 1a (Section I.B.1., Sagebrush Availability). This measure is 

derived from the national datasets that remove sagebrush (Table 3). To determine the relative 

contribution of BLM and USFS management, the current Surface Management Agency 

geospatial data layer will be used to differentiate the amount of change for each management 

agency for this measure in the geographic areas of interest. This information will be used to 

answer Question 4 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report. 

Calculating Question 5, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The estimated contribution by 

the BLM or the USFS to the change in the amount of disturbance in the area of interest will use 

the information from Measure 2a (Section I.B.2., Monitoring Habitat Degradation) and Measure 

3 (Section I.B.3., Energy and Mining Density). These measures are all derived from the national 

disturbance datasets that degrade habitat (Table 6). To determine the relative contribution of 

BLM and USFS management, the current Surface Management Agency geospatial data layer 

will be used to differentiate the amount of change for each management agency for these two 

measures in the geographic areas of interest. This information will be used to answer Question 5 

of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report. 

Answers to the five questions for determining the effectiveness of the national planning strategy 

will identify areas that appear to be meeting the objectives of the strategy and will facilitate 

identification of population areas for more detailed analysis. Conceptually, if the broad-scale 

monitoring identifies increasing sagebrush availability and improving vegetation conditions, 

decreasing disturbance, and a stable or increasing population for the area of interest, there is 

evidence that the objectives of the national planning strategy to maintain populations and their 

habitats have been met. Conversely, where information indicates that sagebrush is decreasing 

and vegetation conditions are degrading, disturbance in sage-grouse areas is increasing, and/or 
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populations are declining relative to the baseline, there is evidence that the objectives of the 

national planning strategy are not being achieved. Such a determination would likely result in a 

more detailed analysis and could be the basis for implementing more restrictive adaptive 

management measures.  

With respect to the land use plan area, the BLM and the USFS will summarize the vegetation, 

disturbance, and population data to determine if the LUP is meeting the plan objectives. 

Effectiveness information used for these evaluations includes BLM/USFS surface management 

areas and will help inform where finer-scale evaluations are needed, such as seasonal habitats, 

corridors, or linkage areas. Data will also include the trend of disturbance within the sage-grouse 

areas, which will inform the need to initiate adaptive management responses as described in the 

land use plan. 

Calculating Question 1, Land Use Plan Effectiveness: The condition of vegetation and the 

allotments meeting land health standards (as articulated in “BLM Handbook 4180-1, Rangeland 

Health Standards”) in sage-grouse areas will be used to determine the LUP’s effectiveness in 

meeting the vegetation objectives for sage-grouse habitat set forth in the plan. The field 

office/ranger district will be responsible for collecting this data. In order for this data to be 

consistent and comparable, common indicators, consistent methods, and an unbiased sampling 

framework will be implemented following the principles in the BLM’s AIM strategy (Taylor et 

al. 2014; Toevs et al. 2011; MacKinnon et al. 2011), in the BLM’s Technical Reference 

“Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health” (Pellant et al. 2005), and in the HAF (Stiver et al. 

in press) or other approved WAFWA MZ–consistent guidance to measure and monitor sage-

grouse habitats. This information will be used to answer Question 1 of the Land Use Plan 

Effectiveness Report. 

Calculating Question 2, Land Use Plan Effectiveness: Sage-grouse areas within the LUP that are 

achieving land health stands (or, if trend data are available, that are making progress toward 

achieving them)—particularly the Special Status Species/wildlife habitat land health standard— 

will be used to determine the LUP’s effectiveness in achieving the habitat objectives set forth in 

the plan. Field offices will follow directions in “BLM Handbook 4180-1, Rangeland Health 

Standards,” to ascertain if sage-grouse areas are achieving or making progress toward achieving 

land health standards. One of the recommended criteria for evaluating this land health standard is 

the HAF indicators. 

Calculating Question 3, Land Use Plan Effectiveness: The amount of habitat disturbance in sage-

grouse areas identified in this LUP will be used to determine the LUP’s effectiveness in meeting 

the plan’s disturbance objectives. National datasets can be used to calculate the amount of 

disturbance, but field office data will likely increase the accuracy of this estimate. This 

information will be used to answer Question 3 of the Land Use Plan Effectiveness Report. 
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Calculating Question 4, Land Use Plan Effectiveness: The change in estimated sage-grouse 

populations will be calculated from data provided by the state wildlife agencies, when available, 

and will be used to determine LUP effectiveness. This population data (Section I.C., Population 

[Demographics] Monitoring) will be used to answer Question 4 of the Land Use Plan 

Effectiveness Report. 

Results of the effectiveness monitoring process for the LUP will be used to inform the need for 

finer-scale investigations, initiate adaptive management actions as described in the land use plan, 

initiate causation determination, and/or determine if changes to management decisions are 

warranted. The measures used at the broad and mid scales will provide a suite of characteristics 

for evaluating the effectiveness of the adaptive management strategy. 

II. FINE AND SITE SCALES 

Fine-scale (third-order) habitat selected by sage-grouse is described as the physical and 

geographic area within home ranges during breeding, summer, and winter periods. At this level, 

habitat suitability monitoring should address factors that affect sage-grouse use of, and 

movements between, seasonal use areas. The habitat monitoring at the fine and site scale (fourth 

order) should focus on indicators to describe seasonal home ranges for sage-grouse associated 

with a lek or lek group within a population or subpopulation area. Fine- and site-scale monitoring 

will inform LUP effectiveness monitoring (see Section I.D., Effectiveness Monitoring) and the 

hard and soft triggers identified in the LUP’s adaptive management section. 

Site-scale habitat selected by sage-grouse is described as the more detailed vegetation 

characteristics of seasonal habitats. Habitat suitability characteristics include canopy cover and 

height of sagebrush and the associated understory vegetation. They also include vegetation 

associated with riparian areas, wet meadows, and other mesic habitats adjacent to sagebrush that 

may support sage-grouse habitat needs during different stages in their annual cycle. 

As described in the Conclusion (Section III), details and application of monitoring at the fine and 

site scales will be described in the implementation-level monitoring plan for the land use plan. 

The need for fine- and site-scale-specific habitat monitoring will vary by area, depending on 

proposed projects, existing conditions, habitat variability, threats, and land health. Examples of 

fine- and site-scale monitoring include: habitat vegetation monitoring to assess current habitat 

conditions; monitoring and evaluation of the success of projects targeting sage-grouse habitat 

enhancement and/or restoration; and habitat disturbance monitoring to provide localized 

disturbance measures to inform proposed project review and potential mitigation for project 

impacts. Monitoring plans should incorporate the principles outlined in the BLM’s AIM strategy 

(Toevs et al. 2011) and in “AIM-Monitoring: A Component of the Assessment, Inventory, and 

Monitoring Strategy” (Taylor et al. 2014). Approved monitoring methods are: 
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	 “BLM Core Terrestrial Indicators and Methods” (MacKinnon et al. 2011); 

	 The BLM’s Technical Reference “Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health” 

(Pellant et al. 2005); and, 

	 “Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: Multiscale Assessment Tool” (Stiver 

et al. in press). 

Other state-specific disturbance tracking models include: the BLM’s Wyoming Density and 

Disturbance Calculation Tool (http://ddct.wygisc.org/) and the BLM’s White River Data 

Management System in development with the USGS. Population monitoring data (in cooperation 

with state wildlife agencies) should be included during evaluation of the effectiveness of actions 

taken at the fine and site scales. 

Fine- and site-scale sage-grouse habitat suitability indicators for seasonal habitats are identified 

in the HAF. The HAF has incorporated the Connelly et al. (2000) sage-grouse guidelines as well 

as many of the core indicators in the AIM strategy (Toevs et al. 2011). There may be a need to 

develop adjustments to height and cover or other site suitability values described in the HAF; 

any such adjustments should be ecologically defensible. To foster consistency, however, 

adjustments to site suitability values at the local scale should be avoided unless there is strong, 

scientific justification for making those adjustments. That justification should be provided.  

WAFWA MZ adjustments must be supported by regional plant productivity and habitat data for 

the floristic province. If adjustments are made to the site-scale indicators, they must be made 

using data from the appropriate seasonal habitat designation (breeding/nesting, brood-rearing, 

winter) collected from sage-grouse studies found in the relevant area and peer-reviewed by the 

appropriate wildlife management agency(ies) and researchers.  

When conducting land heath assessments, the BLM should follow, at a minimum, “Interpreting 

Indicators of Rangeland Health” (Pellant et. al. 2005) and the “BLM Core Terrestrial Indicators 

and Methods” (MacKinnon et al. 2011). For assessments being conducted in sage-grouse 

designated management areas, the BLM should collect additional data to inform the HAF 

indicators that have not been collected using the above methods. Implementation of the 

principles outlined in the AIM strategy will allow the data to be used to generate unbiased 

estimates of condition across the area of interest; facilitate consistent data collection and rollup 

analysis among management units; help provide consistent data to inform the classification and 

interpretation of imagery; and provide condition and trend of the indicators describing sagebrush 

characteristics important to sage-grouse habitat (see Section I.D., Effectiveness Monitoring). 
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III. CONCLUSION
 

This Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework was developed for all of the Final 

Environmental Impact Statements involved in the sage-grouse planning effort. As such, it 

describes the monitoring activities at the broad and mid scales and provides a guide for the BLM 

and the USFS to collaborate with partners/other agencies to develop the land use plan- specific 

monitoring plan. 

IV. THE GREATER SAGE-GROUSE DISTURBANCE AND MONITORING SUBTEAM 

MEMBERSHIP 

Gordon Toevs (BLM -WO) Robin Sell (BLM-CO) 

Duane Dippon (BLM-WO) Paul Makela (BLM-ID) 

Frank Quamen (BLM-NOC) Renee Chi (BLM-UT) 

David Wood (BLM-NOC) Sandra Brewer (BLM-NV) 

Vicki Herren (BLM-NOC) Glenn Frederick (BLM-OR) 

Matt Bobo (BLM-NOC) Robert Skorkowsky (USFS) 

Michael “Sherm” Karl (BLM-NOC) Dalinda Damm (USFS) 

Emily Kachergis (BLM-NOC) Rob Mickelsen (USFS) 

Doug Havlina (BLM-NIFC) Tim Love (USFS) 

Mike Pellant (BLM-GBRI) Pam Bode (USFS) 

John Carlson (BLM-MT) Lief Wiechman (USFWS) 

Jenny Morton (BLM -WY) Lara Juliusson (USFWS) 
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Attachment A. An Overview of Monitoring Commitments 

Broad and Mid Scales 
Fine and Site 

Implemen- Sagebrush Habitat Scales 
Population Effectiveness

tation Availability Degradation 

How will Track and Track changes Track changes in Track trends in Characterize the Measure seasonal 
the data be document in land cover disturbance sage-grouse relationship habitat, 
used? implementation (sagebrush) and (threats) to sage- populations among connectivity at 

ofland use plan inform adaptive grouse habitat (and/or leks; as disturbance, the fine scale, and 
decisions and management and inform determined by implementation habitat conditions 
inform adaptive adaptive state wildlife actions, and at the site scale, 
management management agencies) and sagebrush calculate 

inform adaptive metrics and disturbance, and 
management inform adaptive inform adaptive 

management management 

Who is BLMFOand NOC and NIFC National datasets State wildlife Comes from BLM FO and SO, 
collecting USFS Forest (NOC), BLM agencies other broad- and USFS Forests and 

the data? FOs, and USFS through mid-scale RO (with 
Forests as WAFWA monitoring partners) 
applicable types, analyzed 

by the NOC 

How often 
are the 
data 
collected, 
reported, 
and made 
available 
to 
USFWS? 

Collected and Updated and 
reported changes 
annually; reported 
summary report annually; 
every 5 years summary 

report every 5 
years 

Collected and State data 
changes reported reported 
annually; annually per 
summary report W AFW A 
every 5 years MOU; 

summary report 
every 5 years 

Collected and Collection and 
reported every 5 trend analysis 
years (coincident ongoing, reported 
with LUP every 5 years or 
evaluations) as needed to 

inform adaptive 
management 

What is Summarized by Summarized by Summarized by Summarized by Summarized by Variable (e.g., 
the spatial LUP with PACs (size PACs (size PACs (size MZ and LUP projects and 
scale? flexibility for dependent) dependent) with dependent) with flexibility seasonal habitats) 

reporting by with fl exibility flexibility for with flexibility for reporting by 
other units for reporting by reporting by for reporting by other units (e.g., 

other units other units other units PAC) 

What are Additional At a minimum, At a minimum, No additional Additional Additional 

the capacity or re current skills current skills and personnel or capacity or re- capacity or re-
potential prioritization of and capacity capacity must be budget impacts prioritization of prioritization of 
personnel ongoing must be maintained; data for the BLM or ongoing ongoing 
and budget monitoring maintained; management and the USFS monitoring work monitoring work 
impacts? work and data data layer and budget and budget 

budget management purchase cost are realignment realignment 
realignment costs are TBD TBD 
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Who has 1) BLMFO 1) NOC 1) NOC 1) WAFWA 1) Broad and 1) BLMFO& 
primary &SO; 2) wo 2) BLMSO, & state mid scale at USFS Forests 

and USFS USFSRO, wildlife theNOC, 2) BLMSO& 
secondary Forest & & agencies LUPat USFS RO 
responsi- RO appropriate 2) BLMSO, BLMSO, 

bilities for 2) BLM & programs USFSRO, USFSRO 
reporting? USFS NOC 

Planning 

What new National Updates to Data standards Standards in Reporting Data standards 
processes/ implementation national land and roll up population methodologies data storage; and 
tools are datasets and cover data methods for monitoring reporting 

needed? analysis tools these data (WAFWA) 

FO (field office); NIFC (National Interagency Fire Center); NOC (National Operations Center); RO 
(regional office); SO (state office); TBD (to be determined); WO (Washington Office) 
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Attachment B. User and Producer Accuracies for Aggregated Ecological Systems within LANDFIRE 

Map Zones 

LANDFIRE Map Zone Name 
User 

Accuracy 

Producer 

Accuracy 

% of Map Zone 

within Historical 

Schroeder 

Wyoming Basin 76.9% 90.9% 98.5% 

Snake River Plain 68.8% 85.2% 98.4% 

Missouri River Plateau 57.7% 100.0% 91.3% 

Grand Coulee Basin of the Columbia Plateau 80.0% 80.0% 89.3% 

Wyoming Highlands 75.3% 85.9% 88.1% 

Western Great Basin 69.3% 75.4% 72.9% 

Blue Mountain Region of the Columbia Plateau 85.7% 88.7% 72.7% 

Eastern Great Basin 62.7% 80.0% 62.8% 

Northwestern Great Plains 76.5% 92.9% 46.3% 

Northern Rocky Mountains 72.5% 89.2% 42.5% 

Utah High Plateaus 81.8% 78.3% 41.5% 

Colorado Plateau 65.3% 76.2% 28.8% 

Middle Rocky Mountains 78.6% 73.3% 26.4% 

Cascade Mountain Range 57.1% 88.9% 17.3% 

Sierra Nevada Mountain Range 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 

Northwestern Rocky Mountains 66.7% 60.0% 7.3% 

Southern Rocky Mountains 58.6% 56.7% 7.0% 

Northern Cascades 75.0% 75.0% 2.6% 

Mogollon Rim 66.7% 100.0% 1.7% 

Death Valley Basin 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 
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There are two anomalous map zones with 0% user and producer accuracies, attributable to no 

available reference data for the ecological systems of interest. 

User accuracy is a map-based accuracy that is computed by looking at the reference data for a class and 

determining the percentage of correct predictions for these samples. For example, if I select any 

sagebrush pixel on the classified map, what is the probability that I'll be standing in a sagebrush stand 

when I visit that pixel location in the field? Commission Error equates to including a pixel in a class 

when it should have been excluded (i.e., commission error = 1 – user’s accuracy). 

Producer accuracy is a reference-based accuracy that is computed by looking at the predictions produced 

for a class and determining the percentage of correct predictions. In other words, if I know that a 

particular area is sagebrush (I've been out on the ground to check), what is the probability that the digital 

map will correctly identify that pixel as sagebrush? Omission Error equates to excluding a pixel that 

should have been included in the class (i.e., omission error = 1 – producer’s accuracy). 
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Attachment C. Sagebrush Species and Subspecies Included in the Selection Criteria for Building the 

EVT and BpS Layers 

 Artemisia arbuscula subspecies longicaulis 

 Artemisia arbuscula subspecies longiloba 

 Artemisia bigelovii 

 Artemisia nova 

 Artemisia papposa 

 Artemisia pygmaea 

 Artemisia rigida 

 Artemisia spinescens 

 Artemisia tripartita subspecies rupicola 

 Artemisia tripartita subspecies tripartita 

 Tanacetum nuttallii 

 Artemisia cana subspecies bolanderi 

 Artemisia cana subspecies cana 

 Artemisia cana subspecies viscidula 

 Artemisia tridentata subspecies wyomingensis 

 Artemisia tridentata subspecies tridentata 

 Artemisia tridentata subspecies vaseyana 

 Artemisia tridentata subspecies spiciformis 

 Artemisia tridentata subspecies xericensis 

 Artemisia tridentata variety pauciflora 

 Artemisia frigida 

 Artemisia pedatifida 
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F. Idaho Key Habitat Map Update Process and Provisions for Addressing GRSG 
documented in New Areas Outside Priority, Important and General Habitat 
Management Areas 

Modifications to Priority, Important and General Habitat Management Areas: 
The BLM and FS have worked closely with the State of Idaho and USFWS in using the best 
available science to delineate GRSG occupancy in Idaho to the extent possible, as reflected 
in the boundaries of the Priority, Important and General Habitat Management Areas 
(PHMA, IHMA, GHMA) identified in this Plan.  These management areas will be reviewed 
and updated approximately every 5 years. Prior to a specific 5-year update, however, it is 
possible that due to progress toward conservation and habitat restoration, vegetation 
succession or new information arising from scientific studies or targeted surveys, additional 
areas of occupied GRSG habitat may be identified, occurring outside the three management 
areas.  Such new areas of occupancy must be based on sound science (e.g., telemetry, formal 
habitat assessments documenting GRSG usage etc.) and represent an occupied seasonal 
habitat.  They must not be based solely on random or occasional observations of GRSG. In 
these areas GRSG habitat on BLM and/or FS lands will be managed in accordance with 
Required Design Features, seasonal restrictions and/or BMPs deemed appropriate by BLM 
or FS for that area (See Appendix B Required Design Features). During the 5-year map 
update plan amendment process, formal designation of these new areas as PHMA, IHMA or 
GHMA will be considered by BLM/FS in coordination with the State of Idaho and USFWS 
along with other recommendations for modification to existing PHMA, IHMA or GHMA 
areas  

Modifications to the Key Habitat Map: 
The Idaho GRSG Key habitat map displays several broad vegetation classes relevant to 
GRSG conservation and habitat restoration, that underlie and help inform  the Priority, 
Important and General Habitat Management Areas. These vegetation classes include Key 
habitat, perennial grasslands, annual grasslands and conifer encroachment areas, and have 
been utilized in GRSG conservation in Idaho since 2000.  

As directed in IM ID-2013-010, Idaho BLM annually updates the Key Habitat map. The 
purpose of this Instruction Memorandum (IM) is to request updates to the Idaho Sage-
grouse Habitat Planning Map.  The update is needed to reflect habitat changes resulting 
from wildfire, succession, and vegetation treatments that occurred or were observed since 
the last update. This update is also intended to capture additional edits recommended by the 
field offices, sage-grouse Local Working Groups (LWG), or agency partners in sage-grouse 
conservation. 

Factors to Consider During Annual Updates:  The following factors are applicable to 
land of any ownership status for which the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) data are 
available, or for which data or other information are provided by non-BLM partners.  If 
such new data are unavailable, or not provided by partners, retain the existing spatial data in 
the dataset:  
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1. Wildfires that have occurred in the most recent calendar year fire season on land 
administered by the BLM and on land not administered by the BLM.  

2. Vegetation management projects that have been completed within key habitat or 
potential restoration areas of sage-grouse planning areas.  This includes activities 
such as burned area rehabilitation seeding projects, sagebrush 
thinning/reduction, conifer thinning/reduction, restoration of annual grasslands, 
new fuel breaks, etc.  However, only consider those treatment areas completed 
and where a change in habitat classification has occurred (e.g., from annual 
grassland to perennial grassland; perennial grassland to key habitat, etc.).  Areas 
planned for treatment or in the process of treatment (e.g., cheatgrass chemical 
treatment is completed, but seeding is pending) should not be included until an 
observed change in habitat category is achieved.  

3. Changes in habitat status resulting from vegetation succession, such as perennial 
grasslands that have transitioned to key habitat due to increased sagebrush cover. 

4. Habitat mapping errors or omissions that have been identified in the existing 
Idaho Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map and other edits recommended by sage-
grouse conservation partners, as appropriate.  For this item, it is crucial that BLM 
field office biologists or an alternate staff specialist coordinate closely with their 
agency partners, especially the FS and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
(IDFG), to actively solicit and resolve additional suggested edits that we may not 
be aware of.  Those edits must also be incorporated into the respective BLM 
office’s update submission.  This is vital to ensure that the update is completed 
efficiently and as collaboratively as possible.  

5. Since the Idaho Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map is intended for use by all 
conservation partners in Idaho, it is important that we maintain a seamless 
coverage across land ownerships.  In that regard, when updating do not clip out 
BLM (or non-BLM land) on the basis of land ownership.  Rather, make edits 
based on vegetation boundaries only, using the best available information and 
professional judgment.  If you have uncertainties about accuracies for certain 
areas, document that in the metadata as appropriate. 

6. Based on discussions during map updates in recent years, we will again use a 10.0 
acre minimum polygon size for wildfires since data are readily available to that 
scale.  For vegetation treatments, we will also use a minimum area of 10 acres.  
For sagebrush or other vegetation patches (e.g., key habitat, perennial grassland, 
annual grassland, conifer encroachment), delineate habitat to the extent you have 
data, recognizing that some offices may have more recent, finer resolution data 
than others.  

7. Areas that have recently burned, for which the field has little or no information 
as to habitat status, should be classified as “recent burn.”  Efforts to document 
the general habitat status in these areas should be made the following field 
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season if possible, in preparation for the next map update.  The field may also 
attribute 2013 fires as perennial grassland or annual grassland, as appropriate. 

8. Sage-grouse habitat polygon descriptions relevant to this IM include key habitat, 
perennial grassland, annual grassland, and conifer encroachment potential 
restoration areas.  

− Key habitat includes areas of generally intact sagebrush that provide sage-
grouse habitat during some portion of the year. 

− Perennial grassland can be reclassified as key habitat once average sagebrush 
canopy cover is at least 10 percent.  

− Annual grassland areas may be reclassified as perennial grassland once a 
restoration, fuels treatment or related project, such as an Emergency 
Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ES&R) seeding, is considered successful (i.e., 
seeded perennial species have successfully established). 

− Conifer encroachment areas may be reclassified as key habitat following 
treatment of conifers if sagebrush cover is at least 10 percent and there is a 
perennial understory.  They can also be reclassified as perennial grasslands if 
native perennial herbaceous species are dominant or if an associated 
restoration seeding is successful.  

9. Field offices must ensure that original project-level data utilized in this update, 
including Global Positioning System data files, spatial, tabular and metadata 
associated with specific vegetation treatments, restoration projects, ES&R 
projects, etc., are archived at the field level and readily accessible in the event of 
future data calls. 
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H. Anthropogenic Disturbance Calculation 

Disturbance Density Calculation 

GRSG Local/Site Disturbance Calculation 

All sub-regions: Agreed to use the same types of disturbances for fine/site scale monitoring 
as were used for broad and mid-scale analysis.  Would use local data and/or more current 
satellite imagery if available.  Recognize that site specific data, where available, provide a 
more accurate measure of land cover, disturbance and conifer encroachment than Landfire. 
In the long-term, ensure fine/site scale monitoring provides results that can be used across 
the GRSG range and “rolled up” for reporting purposes.  In the short term (<5 years), 
locally derived vegetation data may not be available or easily rolled up, so use of seamless 
land cover data such as Sagestitch is recommended. 

Great Basin sub-regions agreed to use the same type of data sets as used for broad and mid-
scale to monitor local/site level conditions.  Supplement with local data where available 
and/or more accurate.  The following data layers or local surrogate would be used.   

1. Energy (oil and gas wells and development facilities) Based on local info, actual 
footprint; see NOC language for certain exceptions.   

2. Energy (coal mines)  Actual footprint 
3. Energy (wind towers)  Based on local info, actual footprint 
4. Energy (solar fields)  Based on local info, actual footprint 
5. Energy (geothermal) Based on local info, actual footprint 
6. Mining (active developments;  locatable, leasable, saleable) Based on local info, actual 

footprint 
7. Infrastructure (roads) actual footprint; see road attachment for specific guidance 
8. Infrastructure (railroads) abandoned railroads are NOT a disturbance 
9. Infrastructure (power lines)  Using NOC guidance, apply these widths: 

<100 kV: use ROW width 
100-199kV: 100 ft 
200-399kV:150 ft 
400-699kV: 200 ft 
700-799kV: 250 ft 

10. Infrastructure (communication towers, fire lookouts, met towers) Based on local 
info, actual footprint   

11. Other developed rights-of-ways 
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The National Monitoring Framework lists the data sets by threat.  These are: 

FWS Listing Decision Threat 
Sagebrush 

Habitat 
Availability 

Habitat 
Degradation 

(Human 
Activities) 

Density of 
Energy and 

Mining 
Facilities 

Agriculture X   

Urbanization X   

Wildfire X   

Conifer encroachment X   

Treatments X*   

Invasive Species X*   

Energy (oil and gas wells and 

development facilities) 
 X X 

Energy (coal mines)  X X 

Energy (wind towers)  X X 

Energy (solar fields)  X X 

Energy (geothermal)  X X 

Mining (active locatable, leasable, and 

salable developments) 
 X X 

Infrastructure (roads)  X  

Infrastructure (railroads)  X  

Infrastructure (power lines)  X  

Infrastructure (communication towers)  X  

Infrastructure (other vertical 

structures) 
 X  

Other developed rights of ways  X*  
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The following data sets would not be used to calculate anthropogenic disturbance, but 
would be used in the habitat baseline to estimate habitat availability or the amount of 
sagebrush on the landscape within biologically significant units. Use best available data, 
where Landfire or Sagestitch could be used for biophysical setting (bps), compared to 
existing vegetation type.   

1. Habitat treatments 

2. Wildfire 

3. Invasive plants 

4. Conifer encroachment 

5. Agriculture 

6. Urbanization, Ex-urban and rural development 

Biologically Significant Unit: 

Idaho proposes use of Priority and Important Habitat Management Areas that generally 
match PACs, but also anticipates assessing disturbance at other scales including nesting and 
winter habitat, 5 km lek neighborhood, Conservation Areas and/or at the project-scale, 
depending on need.  

For all subregions, data from these units would be rolled up to the PAC and WAFWA 
Management Zone, to meet FWS needs.  In addition, units must be edge matched/aligned 
with neighboring states. All sub-regions acknowledge there may be locally important 
biologically significant units smaller than PACs which may or may not be rolled up to PAC 
level.  The Subregions also acknowledge that assessing disturbance at larger scales such as 
certain PACs, or via rollup of data, provides a baseline metric for future comparison, but 
dilution may likely mask disturbance concerns occurring at more local scales. 

Travel and Transportation Disturbance in Sage-Grouse Habitat 

The following would count as disturbance: 

 Linear transportation features identified as roads that have a maintenance intensity of 
3 or 5 

 Linear transportation features identified as primitive roads, temporary routes, or 
administrative routes that have a functional classification and a maintenance intensity 
of level 3 or 5 

Non-Disturbance 

The following items would not count as disturbance: 

 Linear transportation features identified as trails. 
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 Linear transportation features identified as primitive roads, temporary routes, or 
administrative routes that have a maintenance intensity of either level 0 or 1. 

 Linear transportation features identified as primitive routes. 

 Linear disturbances. 

Travel and Transportation Management Definitions 

Roads are linear routes managed for use by low clearance vehicles having four or more 
wheels, and are maintained for regular and continuous use.  

Primitive Roads are linear routes managed for use by four-wheel drive or high-clearance 
vehicles. They do not normally meet any design standards.  

Trails are linear routes managed for human-powered, stock, or OHV forms of 
transportation or for historical or heritage values. Trails are not generally managed for use by 
four-wheel drive or high-clearance vehicles.  

Linear Disturbances are human-made linear features that are not part of the designated 
transportation network are identified as “Transportation Linear Disturbances.” These may 
include engineered (planned) as well as unplanned single and two-track linear features that 
are not part of the BLM’s transportation system.  

Primitive Routes are any transportation linear feature located within a WSA or lands with 
wilderness characteristics designated for protection by a land use plan and not meeting the 
wilderness inventory road definition.  

Temporary routes are short-term overland roads, primitive roads or trails which are 
authorized or acquired for the development, construction or staging of a project or event 
that has a finite lifespan. Temporary routes are not intended to be part of the permanent or 
designated transportation network and must be reclaimed when their intended purpose(s) 
has been fulfilled. Temporary routes should be constructed to minimum standards necessary 
to accommodate the intended use; the intent is that the project proponent (or their 
representative) will reclaim the route once the original project purpose or need has been 
completed. Temporary routes are considered emergency, single use or permitted activity 
access. Unless they are specifically intended to accommodate public use, they should not be 
made available for that use. A temporary route will be authorized or acquired for the specific 
time period and duration specified in the written authorization (permit, ROW, lease, contract 
etc.) and will be scheduled and budgeted for reclamation to prevent further vehicle use and 
soil erosion from occurring by providing adequate drainage and re-vegetation. 

Administrative routes are those that are limited to authorized users (typically motorized 
access). These are existing routes that lead to developments that have an administrative 
purpose, where the agency or permitted user must have access for regular maintenance or 
operation. These authorized developments could include such items as power lines, cabins, 
weather stations, communication sites, spring  
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Maintenance Intensities 

Level 0   

Maintenance Description:  

 Existing routes that will no longer be maintained and no longer be declared a route. 
Routes identified as Level 0 are identified for removal from the Transportation 
System entirely.  

Maintenance Objectives:  

 No planned annual maintenance.  

 Meet identified environmental needs.  

 No preventative maintenance or planned annual maintenance activities.  

Level 1  

Maintenance Description:  

 Routes where minimum (low intensity) maintenance is required to protect adjacent 
lands and resource values. These roads may be impassable for extended periods of 
time.  

Maintenance Objectives:  

 Low (Minimal) maintenance intensity.  

 Emphasis is given to maintaining drainage and runoff patterns as needed to protect 
adjacent lands. Grading, brushing, or slide removal is not performed unless route 
bed drainage is being adversely affected, causing erosion.  

 Meet identified resource management objectives.  

 Perform maintenance as necessary to protect adjacent lands and resource values.  

 No preventative maintenance.  

 Planned maintenance activities limited to environmental and resource protection.  

 Route surface and other physical features are not maintained for regular traffic.  

Level 3  

Maintenance Description:  

 Routes requiring moderate maintenance due to low volume use (for example, 
seasonally or year-round for commercial, recreational, or administrative access). 
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Maintenance Intensities may not provide year-round access but are intended to 
generally provide resources appropriate to keep the route in use for the majority of 
the year.  

Maintenance Objectives:  

 Medium (Moderate) maintenance intensity.  

 Drainage structures will be maintained as needed. Surface maintenance will be 
conducted to provide a reasonable level of riding comfort at prudent speeds for the 
route conditions and intended use. Brushing is conducted as needed to improve sight 
distance when appropriate for management uses. Landslides adversely affecting 
drainage receive high priority for removal; otherwise, they will be removed on a 
scheduled basis.  

 Meet identified environmental needs.  

 Generally maintained for year-round traffic.  

 Perform annual maintenance necessary to protect adjacent lands and resource values.  

 Perform preventative maintenance as required to generally keep the route in 
acceptable condition.  

 Planned maintenance activities should include environmental and resource 
protection efforts, annual route surface.  

 Route surface and other physical features are maintained for regular traffic.  

Level 5  

Maintenance Description:  

 Route for high (maximum) maintenance due to year-round needs, high volume of 
traffic, or significant use. Also may include route identified through management 
objectives as requiring high intensities of maintenance or to be maintained open on a 
year-round basis.  

Maintenance Objectives:  

 High (Maximum) maintenance intensity.  

 The entire route will be maintained at least annually. Problems will be repaired as 
discovered. These routes may be closed or have limited access due to weather 
conditions but are generally intended for year-round use.  

 Meet identified environmental needs.  

 Generally maintained for year-round traffic.  
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 Perform annual maintenance necessary to protect adjacent lands and resource values.  

 Perform preventative maintenance as required to generally keep the route in 
acceptable condition.  

 Planned maintenance activities should include environmental and resource 
protection efforts, annual route surface.  

 Route surface and other physical features are maintained for regular traffic. 
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I. Montana Project/Action Screen and Mitigation Process  

The BLM/USFS will ensure that any activities or projects in GRSG habitats would: 1) only 
occur in compliance with the Idaho and Southwestern Montana sub-region GRSG goals and 
objectives for PHMA and GHMA; and 2) maintain neutral or positive GRSG population 
trends and habitat by avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for unavoidable impacts to 
assure a conservation gain at the scale of this LUP and within GRSG population areas, State 
boundaries, and WAFWA Management Zones through the application of mitigation for 
implementation-level decisions. Impacts to GRSG could include loss or disturbance of 
nesting or wintering habitat as well as disruption of breeding activities at the lek site. The 
mitigation process will follow the regulations from the White House Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.20; e.g. avoid, minimize, and compensate), 
hereafter referred to as the mitigation hierarchy, while also following Secretary of the 
Interior Order 3330 and consulting BLM, USFWS and other current and appropriate 
mitigation guidance. If it is determined that residual impacts to GRSG from implementation-
level actions would remain after applying avoidance and minimization measures to the extent 
possible, then compensatory mitigation projects will be used to offset residual impacts, or 
the project may be deferred or denied if necessary to achieve the goals and objectives for 
PHMA and GHMA in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region GRSG 
LUPA/EIS.   

To ensure that impacts from activities proposed in GRSG PHMA and GHMA are 
appropriately mitigated, the BLM will apply mitigation measures and conservation actions 
and potentially modify the location, design, construction, and/or operation of proposed land 
uses or activities to comply with statutory requirements for environmental protection. The 
mitigation measures and conservation actions (Appendix B) for proposed projects or 
activities in these areas will be identified as part of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) environmental review process, through interdisciplinary analysis involving resource 
specialists, project proponents, government entities, landowners or other Surface 
Management Agencies. Those measures selected for implementation will be identified in the 
Record of Decision (ROD) or Decision Record (DR) for those authorizations and will 
inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when 
using BLM-administered public lands and minerals to mitigate, per the mitigation hierarchy 
referenced above, impacts from the activity or project such that sage-grouse goals and 
objectives are met. Because these actions create a clear obligation for the BLM to ensure any 
proposed mitigation action adopted in the environmental review process is performed, there 
is assurance that mitigation will lead to a reduction of environmental impacts in the 
implementation stage and include binding mechanisms for enforcement (CEQ 
Memorandum for Heads of Federal Departments and Agencies 2011). 

To achieve the goals and objectives for PHMA and GHMA in the Idaho and Southwestern 
Montana Sub-region GRSG LUPA/EIS, the BLM will assess all proposed land uses or 
activities such as road, pipeline, communication tower, or powerline construction, fluid and 
solid mineral development, range improvements, and recreational activities proposed for 
location in GRSG PHMA and GHMA in a step-wise manner. The following steps identify a 
screening process for review of proposed activities or projects in these areas. This process 
will provide a consistent approach and ensure that authorization of these projects, if granted, 
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will appropriately mitigate impacts and be consistent with the LUP goals and objectives for 
GRSG. The following steps provide for a sequential screening of proposals. However, Steps 
2 through 6 can be done concurrently. 

Step 1 – Determine Proposal Adequacy 

This screening process is initiated upon formal submittal of a proposal for authorization for 
use of BLM lands.  The actual documentation of the proposal would include at a minimum a 
description of the location, scale of the project and timing of the disturbance. The 
acceptance of the proposal(s) for review would be consistent with existing protocol and 
procedures for each type of use.  

Step 2 – Evaluate Proposal Consistency with LUP  

This initial review should evaluate whether the proposal would be allowed as prescribed in 
the LUP. For example, some activities or types of development are prohibited in PHMA or 
GHMA. Evaluation of projects will also include an assessment of the current state of the 
Adaptive Management hard and soft triggers. If the proposal is for an activity that is 
specifically prohibited, the applicant should be informed that the application is being rejected 
since it would not be allowed, regardless of the design of the project.   

Step 3 – Determine Proposal Consistency with Density and Disturbance Limitations 

If the proposed activity occurs within a PHMA, evaluate whether the disturbance from the 
activity exceeds the limit on the amount of disturbance allowed within the activity or project 
area (DDCT process).  If current disturbance within the activity area or the anticipated 
disturbance from the proposed activity exceeds this threshold, the project would be deferred 
until such time as the amount of disturbance within the area has been reduced below the 
threshold, redesigned so as to not result in any additional surface disturbance (collocation) or 
redesigned to move it outside of PHMA.   

Step 4 – Determine Projected Sage-Grouse Population and Habitat Impacts 

Determine if the project will have a direct or indirect impact on GRSG populations or 
habitat within PHMA or GHMA. This will include:  

• Reviewing GRSG Habitat delineation maps to initially assess potential impacts to 
GRSG.  Use of the USGS report Conservation Buffer Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-
Grouse—A Review to assess potential project impacts based upon the distance to the 
nearest lek, using the most recent active lek data available from the state wildlife 
agency. This assessment will be based upon the direction in Appendix B: 

• Review and application of current science recommendations. 

• Reviewing the ‘Baseline Environment Report’ (USGS) which identifies areas of 
direct and indirect effect for various anthropogenic activities. 
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• Consultation with agency or State Wildlife Agency biologist. 

• Evaluating consistency with (at a minimum) State GRSG regulations  

• Or other methods needed to provide an accurate assessment of impacts. 

If the proposal will not have a direct or indirect impact on either the habitat or population, 
document the findings in the NEPA and proceed with the appropriate process for review, 
decision and implementation of the project. 

Step 5 –Apply Avoidance and Minimization Measures to Comply with Sage-Grouse 
Goals and Objectives 

If the project can be relocated so as to not have an impact on GRSG and still achieve 
objectives of the proposal and the disturbance limitations, relocate the proposed activity and 
proceed with the appropriate process for review, decision and implementation (NEPA and 
Decision Record). This step does not consider redesign of the project to reduce or eliminate 
direct and indirect impacts, but rather authorization of the project in a physical location that 
will not impact GRSG. If the preliminary review of the proposal concludes that there may be 
adverse impacts to GRSG habitat or populations in Step 4 and the project cannot be 
effectively relocated to avoid these impacts, proceed with the appropriate process for review, 
decision and implementation (NEPA and Decision Record) with the inclusion of 
appropriate mitigation requirements to further reduce or eliminate impacts to GRSG habitat 
and populations and achieve compliance with GRSG objectives. Mitigation measures could 
include disturbance buffer limits, timing of disturbance limits, noise restrictions, design 
modifications of the proposal, site disturbance restoration, post project reclamation, etc. (see 
Appendix B for a more complete list of measures). Compensatory or offsite mitigation may 
be required (Step 6) in situations where residual impacts remain after application of all 
avoidance and minimization measures.  

Step 6 – Apply Compensatory Mitigation or Reject / Defer Proposal 

If screening of the proposal (Steps 1 through 5) has determined that direct and indirect 
impacts cannot be eliminated through avoidance or minimization, evaluate the proposal to 
determine if compensatory mitigation can be used to offset the remaining adverse impacts 
and achieve GRSG goals and objectives.  If the impacts cannot be effectively mitigated, 
reject or defer the proposal. The criteria for determining this situation could include but are 
not limited to: 

• The current trend within PHMA is down and additional impacts, whether mitigated 
or not, could lead to further decline of the species or habitat. 

• The proposed mitigation is inadequate in scope or duration, has proven to be 
ineffective or is unproven is terms of science based approach.  

• The project would impact habitat that has been determined to be a limiting factor for 
species sustainability. 
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• Other site specific information and analysis that determined the project would lead 
to a downward change of the current species population or habitat and not comply 
with GRSG goals and objectives. 

If, following application of available impact avoidance and minimization measures, the 
project can be mitigated to fully offset impacts and assure conservation gain to the species 
and comply with GRSG goals and objectives, proceed with the appropriate process for 
review, decision and implementation (NEPA and Decision Record).  

The BLM/USFS, via the WAFWA Management Zone Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation 
Team, will develop a WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation Strategy to guide the 
application of the mitigation hierarchy to address greater sage-grouse impacts within that 
Zone. The WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation Strategy will be applicable to 
the States/Field Offices/Forests within the Zone’s boundaries. Subsequently, the BLM Field 
Office/USFS Forest’s NEPA analyses for implementation-level decisions, which have the 
potential to impact GRSG, will include analysis of mitigation recommendations from the 
relevant WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation Strategy(ies).  

Implementation of the Regional Mitigation Strategy may involve managing compensatory 
mitigation funds, implementing compensatory mitigation projects, certifying 
mitigation/conservation banks, and reporting on the effectiveness of those projects. These 
types of mitigation implementation actions may be most effectively managed at the State-
level, in collaboration with partners. BLM State Office/USFS Region may find it most 
effective to enter into an agreement with a State-level program administrator (e.g. a NGO, a 
State-level entity) to help manage these aspects of mitigation. The BLM/USFS will remain 
responsible for making decisions that affect Federal lands.  

The BLM’s Regional Mitigation Manual MS-1794 serves as a framework for developing and 
implementing a Regional Mitigation Strategy. Appendix J provides additional guidance 
specific to the development and implementation of a WAFWA Management Zone Regional 
Mitigation Strategy.  
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K. Lands No Longer Available for Disposal 

The following public land parcels have been previously identified through the land use 
planning process as available for sale in conformance with the criteria described in the 
Federal Lands Policy and Management Act. These lands may be considered for exchange as 
described in the Proposed Plan but are no longer available for sale. 

Upper Snake Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
T 12 NR 38  E 028 NENW 40 
T 11 NR 39  E 019 SENE 40 
T 11 NR 39  E 019 NESE 40 
T 11 NR 39  E 019 SESE 40 
T 12 NR 37  E 027 NWSW 40 
T 11 NR 37  E 020 NWNE 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 028 SWSW 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 034 NWSW 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 034 NESW 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 033 SENE 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 034 SENE 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 034 SWSW 40 
T 10 NR 37  E 034 SESW 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 017 SWSE 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 017 SESE 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 014 NENE 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 014 NENE 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 015 SWNE 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 013 SWNW 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 013 SENW 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 014 SWSW 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 017 SESW 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 022 NWNW 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 020 NENE 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 020 NWNE 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 020 NENE 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 021 SESW 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 019 SWSW 25.31 
T 11 NR 36  E 030 NWNW 25.52 
T 11 NR 36  E 030 SENE 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 030 NWSE 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 030 NESE 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 026 SESE 40 
T 11 NR 36  E 030 SESE 40 
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Upper Snake Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
T 11 NR 34  E 035 NENE 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 034 NWNW 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 034 NWSW 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 035 SENE 40 
T 11 NR 35  E 034 SWNW 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 035 SWSW 40 
T 11 NR 34  E 035 SESW 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 005 SWNW 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 003 NENW 38.86 
T 10 NR 36  E 030 NWNE 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 030 NENE 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 006 SENE 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 006 SWSW 35.22 
T 10 NR 35  E 001 NESW 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 029 SWSW 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 029 SWSW 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 030 SWNE 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 031 NENE 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 031 SENE 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 034 SWSW 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 031 NWSE 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 031 NESE 40 
T 10 NR 35  E 034 NWSW 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 032 NESW 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 035 NESW 40 
T 10 NR 36  E 035 NESE 40 
T 09 NR 35  E 005 SENW 40 
T 09 NR 35  E 005 NENW 39.04 
T 09 NR 36  E 005 NWNE 40.7 
T 12 NR 33  E 017 SESW 40 
T 12 NR 33  E 019 NENE 40 
T 10 NR 32  E 012 SWSW 40 
T 10 NR 32  E 013 NENW 40 
T 01 NR 29  E 009 SENW 40 
T 02 SR 29  E 019 SWNE 40 
T 03 SR 29  E 004 NESW 40 
T 02 NR 40  E 012 SENE 40 
T 02 NR 41  E 035 SENW 40 
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Upper Snake Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
T 03 NR 41  E 034 SWSE 40 
T 13 NR 39  E 035 SENW 40 
T 13 NR 39  E 035 SWNE 40 
T 12 NR 39  E 009 SENW 40 
T 12 NR 39  E 009 SWSE 40 
T 12 NR 38  E 019 SENE 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 SENW 38.64 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 SWNE 38.52 
T 07 NR 36  E 034 NESW 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 NESW 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 NWSE 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 SWSW 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 SESW 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 002 SWSE 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 010 NWNE 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 010 NENE 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 011 NWNW 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 011 NENW 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 011 NWNE 40 
T 05 NR 35  E 010 SENE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 009 NENE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 015 SWNW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 015 SENW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 009 NESE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NWSW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NESW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NWSE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NESE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NWNW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NENW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NWNE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 NENE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 011 NWNW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 009 SENE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SWNW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SENW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SWNE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SENE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 011 SWNW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 009 SESE 40 
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Upper Snake Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SWSW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SESW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SWSE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 010 SESE 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 015 NWNW 40 
T 04 NR 36  E 015 NENW 40 
T 04 NR 35  E 032 SWSW 40 
T 04 NR 35  E 032 SESW 40 
T 13 NR 36  E 004 SWSE 40 
T 01 NR 31  E 006 SWNE 23.69 
T 01 NR 31  E 006 SENE 23.15 
T 01 NR 31  E 005 SWNW 22.9 
T 01 NR 31  E 005 SENW 22.93 
T 01 NR 31  E 005 SWNE 22.97 
T 01 NR 31  E 005 SENE 23 
T 01 NR 31  E 004 SWNW 22.94 
T 01 NR 31  E 004 SENW 22.78 
T 01 NR 31  E 004 SWNE 22.62 
T 01 NR 31  E 004 SENE 22.46 
T 01 NR 31  E 003 SWNW 22.47 
T 01 NR 31  E 003 SENE 23.03 
T 01 NR 31  E 002 SWNW 23.15 
T 01 NR 31  E 002 SENW 23.21 
T 01 NR 31  E 005 NWSE 40 
T 01 NR 31  E 004 NWSW 40 
T 01 NR 31  E 005 SWSE 40 
T 01 NR 31  E 004 SWSW 40 
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Challis Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
7N 24E E2SE NE 40 
7N 24E E2SE NE 41 
7N 24E E2SE NE 41 
7N 24E E2SE 41 
7N 24E E2SE 41 
7N 24E S21NENW 40 
7N 24E NE 40 
7N 24E NE 40 
7N 24E NE 40 
7N 24E NE 40 
7N 24E S 17 NWNW 40 
8N 21E S2 SENE 40 
8N 21E S15 NENE 39 
8N 23E S 25 NENE 10 
8N 23E S 25 NENE 30 
8N 23E S 25  SWSE 40 
8N 23E S 25 SESW 40 
8N 24E S31 Lot 3 19 
8N 24E S31 Lot 4 19 
8N 24E S31 Lot 10 19 
7N 22E S3 NESE 41 
7N 22E S11 NENW 40 
7N 22E S11 NWNW 40 
8N 21E S9 NWNE 40 
7N 23E S5 NESE 39 
8N 21E S9 E2NWSW 20 
8N 21E S9 E2SWNW 20 
8N 23E S30 Lot 6 2 
7N 24E S 7 E2NW 52 
7N 24E S 7 E2NW 51 
7N 24E S 7 NESW 47 
7N 24E S 7 Lot 2 48 
7N 24E S 9 S2SW 40 
7N 24E S 9 S2SW 40 
7N 24E S 17 NE 40 
8N 24E S31 Lot 9 19 
7N 22E S3 Lot 2 41 
8N 23E S26 NESE 40 
8N 24E S31 Lot 7 40 
8N 22E S17 NENE 40 
8N 22E S13 Lot 4 40 
8N 22E S13 Lot 2 40 
8N 22E S12 Lot 6 40 
7N 24E S24 SESE 40 
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Challis Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
7N 24E S25 NENE 41 
7N 25E S30 Lot 1 51 
7N 25E S30 Lot 2 46 
9N 22E S32 SWSW 40 
10N 18E S13 NWSESW 10 
12N 20E S23 E2E2E2SW 8 
12N 20E S23 E2E2E2SW 8 
12N 20E S26 E2E2E2NW 8 
12N 20E S26 E2E2E2NW 8 
12N 20E S26 NESW 40 
7N 25E S30 E2SW 23 
7N 25E S30 SE 7 
7N 25E S30 SE 41 
7N 25E S30 SE 41 
7N 24E S25 S2S2N2 15 
7N 24E S25 S2S2N2 11 
7N 24E S25 S2S2N2 8 
7N 24E S25 S2S2N2 3 
7N 25E S30 SE 1 
8N 21E S2 SWSW 41 
8N 21E S2 SESW 40 
8N 22E S3 NWSW 41 
8N 22E S13 N2SE 40 
8N 23E S18 lot 7 7 
8N 23E S18 lot 7 32 
8N 23E S18 lot 7 0 
8N 23E S19 SWSE 41 
8N 23E S19 Lot 9 31 
8N 23E S19 Lot 5 17 
8N 23E S19 Lot 10 5 
8N 23E S19 Lot 13 18 
8N 23E S 29 Lot 2 4 
7N 20E S9 SW4 40 
7N 20E S17 NE4 40 
8N 22E S2 Lot 8 39 
8N 21 E S1 SWSW 40 
7N 23E S9 SW4 40 
7N 23E S9 SW4 40 
7N 23E S9 SW4 40 
7N 20E S17 NE4 40 
7N 20E S17 NE4 40 
7N 20E S17 NE4 40 
8N 21E S11 NENW 41 
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Challis Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
8N 21E S11NESW 40 
8N 21E S11 N2SE 40 
8N 21E S11 N2SE 40 
8N 21E 20S NWSW 40 
8N 23E S 29 Lot 2 2 
8N 23E S30 NWNE 11 
8N 23E S30 NWNE 29 
8N 22E S13 N2SE 40 
8N 22E S13 SESE 40 
8N 22E S12 Lot 2 41 
8N 22E S11 Lot 2 40 
10N 18E S12 NESENW 9 
10N 18E S13 SESENWNW 3 
11N 18E S12 NWNWNWNW 1 
11N 18E S35 NESESW 10 
12N 20E Lot 2 32 
12N 20E S4 Lot 8 36 
12N 20E S4 Lot 5 15 
12N 20E S4 Lot 2 8 
12N 20 S10 Lot 2 21 
12N 20 S10 Lot 3 2 
13N 20E S20 Lot 2 7 
13N 20E S29 Lot 2 2 
13N 20E S29 Lot 3 8 
13N 20E S33 Lot 2 10 
13N 23E S19 NENE 40 
13N 23E S34 NENE 40 
14N 22E S6 SWNE 40 
14N 22E S6 E2NE 41 
14N 22E S6 E2NE 40 
15N 21E S13 S2SW 40 
15N 21E S13 S2SW 40 
15N 21E S14 S2 (Below Road) 40 
15N 21E S14 S2 (Below Road) 40 
15N 21E S14 S2 (Below Road) 40 
15N 21E S14 S2 (Below Road) 40 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 7 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 40 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 26 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 5 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 40 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 40 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 39 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 22 
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Challis Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 40 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 40 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 41 
15N 21E S15 (South of County Road) 41 
15N 21E S22 W2NE 40 
15N 21E S22 W2NE 40 
15N 21E S22 SENW 40 
15N 21E S23 N2NE 40 
15N 21E S23 N2NE 40 
15N 21E S24 N2NW 40 
15N 21E S24 N2NW 40 
15N 22E S31 W2W2W2E2SE 9 
16N 20E S26 S2NENW 19 
16N 20E S27 E2E2SE 37 
10N 18E S12 SENENW 9 
10N 18E S32 SWSWNWSE 2 
10N 18E S32 SESENESW 2 
13N 20E S18 SWSE 40 
14N 23E S34 NESW 40 
15N 22E parts S19 40 
15N 22E parts S19 40 
15N 22E parts S19 40 
15N 22E parts S20 40 
15N 22E parts S20 40 
15N 22E parts S29 40 
15N 22E S32 Lot 2 40 
13N 19E S21 Lot 10 12 
8N 22E S2 Lot 9 10 
8N 22E S2 Lot 5 2 
7N 25E S30 SE 31 
15N 21E S22 SENW 40 
16N 20E S23 S2S2SE 24 
16N 20E S23 S2S2SE 8 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 28 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 39 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 37 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 23 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 30 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 29 
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Challis Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
8N 22E S11 lot 3 36 
8N 22E S12 lot 3 4 
8N 22E S13 lot 5 25 
8N 23 E S32 Lot 2 37 
8N 23E S 33 Lot 2 10 
8N 23E S 33 Lot 3 35 
8N 23E S 33 Lot 8 27 
8N 23E S 33 Lot 6 11 
12N 18E S3 Lot 18 4 
13N 19E S10 SESENESE 1 
14N 18E S2 Lot 4 36 
15N 21E S7 NENWNW 9 
16N 20E S24 (East of Hwy 93) 37 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 40 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 16 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 22 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 16 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 40 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 34 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A 1 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A <1 
11N 17E S24 S2 East of patented 3144A <1 
11N 17E S25 N2NE North of Salmon River 19 
11N 17E S25 N2NE North of Salmon River 12 
11N 17E S25 N2NE North of Salmon River 9 
11N 17E S25 N2NE North of Salmon River 2 
11N 17E S25 N2NE North of Salmon River <1 
11N 18E S2 NENESENE 1 
11N 18E S30 SWNWSWNE 3 
13N 19E S4 SESW 40 
13N 19E S4 E2NWSW 20 
13N 19E S4 W2NESW 20 
13N  19E S5 Lot 9 37 
14N 18E S35 SESESESW 1 
13N 19E S4 Lot 9 1 
13N 19E S4 Lot 15 1 
13N 19E S4 Lot 18 10 
13N 19E S4 Lot 19 <1 
13N 19E S4 Lot 19 16 
13N 19E S4 SESW 1 
13N 19E S4 Lot 14 6 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 6 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 37 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 39 
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Challis Field Office 
Legal Description Acres 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 6 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 2 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 2 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 3 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 6 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 11 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 40 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 26 
11N 18E S22 pending survey 3 
16N 20E S35 lot 9 4 
16N 20E S35 lot 10 3 
11N 18E S22 pending survey <1 
11N 18E S22 pending survey <1 
11N 18E S22 pending survey <1 
13N 19E S9 Lot 1 3 
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Dillon Field Office 
 
T. 3S; R.1W; Section 3: Lot 1      43.02  

Lot 2      43.04  
Section 7:  Lot 6      18.68  

Lot 7      2.10  
SE1/4 SE1/4 SW1/4 NW1/4  2.50  
NE1/4 SE1/4 SE1/4 NW1/4  2.50  

Section 18:  Segregated Survey within Lot 8  1.21  
Section 31:       9.10  
Section 32:  Lot 4      1.16  

Lot 5      1.21  
Lot 8      0.59  
Lot 10     0.02  
Lot 11      20.79  

 
T. 4S; R.1W; Section 2:  SW1/4 NE1/4 and NW1/4 SE1/4  80.00  
 
T. 8S; R. 1W; Section 33:       121.38  
 
T. 9S; R.1W;  Section 4:  Lot 1      47.34  
 
T. 3S; R. 2W; Sections 2, 12 and 13: All segregated surveys   180.26  

Section 13:   Lot 1      10.39  
 
T.4S; R.2W;  Section 10:         20.90  

      
Section 35:  SE1/4 NW1/4    40.00  

 
T. 5S; R. 2W; Section 18:  S1/2 SE1/4     80.00  
 
T.13S; R. 2W; Section 17:  NE1/4 NE1/4    40.00  
 
T. 2S; R. 3W; Section 23:  Lot 7      24.79  
 
T. 6S; R. 3W; Section 1:  S1/2 SW1/4     80.00  

Section 2:  Lot 2     41.30  
Section 7:  Lot 5      9.24  
Section 8:  Lot 1      21.87  

Lot 2 unpatented portion   13.55  
NW1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4   10.00  

Section 13:  SW1/4 SW1/4    40.00  
Section 14:  S1/2 NE1/4    80.00  
Section 17:  SW1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4   10.00  
Sections 29 and 32:      21.60  

.  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 

 K-12  

T. 4S; R. 4W; Section 19:  W1/2 NW1/4 SE1/4    15.46   
Section 31:  SE1/4     160.00 

 
T. 6S; R. 4W;  Section 13:  S1/2 S1/2 NW1/4 NE1/4   10.00  

Section 14:  N1/2 SW1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4   5.00  
S1/2 S1/2 N1/2 NE1/4  20.00  
SE1/4 NE1/4     40.00  
SE1/4 SE1/4     40.00  

Section 24:  W1/2 NW1/4    80.00  
 
T. 4S; R.5W; Section 13:  NW1/4 SE1/4    40.00  
T. 7S; R.6W; Section 21:  Lot 21      0.06  

Lot 22      7.15  
Lot 23      1.69  
Lot 24      0.29  

Section 28:    Lot 7      3.61  
 
T.9S; R.6W; Section 27:  SW1/4 SW1/4    40.00  
 
T. 12S; R.6W; Section 4:  NW1/4 SE1/4    40.00  
 
T. 13S; R.6W; Section 7:  NE1/4 SW1/4    40.00  
 
T. 6S; R.7W;  Section 34:  NW1/4 NE1/4    40.00  
T. 7S; R 7W;  Section 2:  NE1/4 SE1/4     40.00  

Section 26:  SE1/4 SW1/4     40.00  
Section 27:  NW1/4 SE1/4    40.00  
Section 35:  NW1/4 NW1/4    40.00 

  
T. 3S; R.8W;  Section 19:  NE1/4 SW1/4 and NW1/4 SE1/4 80.00  

Section 30:  NE1/4 SW1/4    40.00  
 
T. 4S; R.8W;  Section 2:  Lot 1      46.42  
 
T. 12S; R. 8W;Section 26:  NW1/4 NE1/4    40.00  

Section 35:  SE1/4 NE1/4     40.00  
 
T. 14S; R. 8W; Section 9:  NW1/4 SE1/4    40.00  
 
T. 9S; R. 9W; Section 21:  NW1/4 NE1/4    40.00  
T. 14S; R. 9W; Section 25:  SE1/4 NW1/4    40.00  
 
T. 6S; R. 10W; Section 29: Lot 11      0.06  

Lot 12      0.02 
Section 30:  Lot 7      1.05  
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Lot 11      0.11  
Lot 12      0.23  

 
T. 9S; R.10W; Section 20:  NE1/4 NW1/4    40.00  

Section 27:  W1/2 SW1/4    80.00  
 
T. 10S; R.10W; Section 23:  SW1/4 NE1/4    40.00  
 
T. 14S; R.10W; Section 10:  E1/2 SW1/4 SE1/4    20.00  
 
T. 7S; R.11W; Section 33:  Lot 2      0.13  
 
T. 6S; R. 12W; Section 8:       1.8  
 
T.10S; R.12W; Section 19:  Lot 1      38.37  

Section 31:  Lot 2      38.15  
Lot 3      38.42  

 
T. 5S; R.14W; Section 20:  SE1/4 NE1/4     40.00  

Section 32:  SE1/4 SW1/4     40.00  
 
T. 9S; R.14W; Section 1:  Lot 1      39.87  
 
T. 3S; R.16W Section 3:  NE1/4 NE1/4    40.00  
 
T. 3S; R.1E;  Section 5: Segregated survey bound by Lots 5&6  11.60  
 
T. 14S; R.1E;  Section 23:  NW1/4 NE1/4    40.00  
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L. Travel Management Planning Guidelines 

• Among other designation criteria from 43 CFR 8342.1(b), “areas and trails shall 
be located to minimize harassment of wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife 
habitats.  Special attention will be given to protect endangered or threatened 
species and their habitats.  

• During subsequent travel management planning, all routes would undergo a 
route evaluation to determine its purpose and need and the potential resource 
and/or user conflicts from motorized travel.  Where resource and/or user 
conflicts outweigh the purpose and need for the route, the route would be 
considered for closure or considered for relocation outside of sensitive GRSG 
habitat. 

• During implementation-level travel planning, threats to GRSG and their habitat 
would be considered when evaluating route designations and/or closures.  

• During subsequent travel management planning, routes that do not have a 
purpose or need would be considered for closure. 

• During subsequent travel management planning, routes that are duplicative, 
parallel, or redundant would be considered for closure. 

• During subsequent travel management planning, seasonal restrictions on OHV use 
would be considered in important seasonal habitats where OHV use is a threat. 

• During subsequent travel management planning, OHV timing limitations would 
be considered in important seasonal habitats where OHV use is a threat. 

• During subsequent travel management planning, consider limiting over snow 
vehicle (OSV) travel to designated routes, consider seasonal closures in GRSG 
wintering areas from November 1 through March 31 or define Designation 
Criteria (i.e. minimization criteria) to regulate over snow vehicle traffic. 

• During subsequent travel management planning, routes not required for public 
access or recreation with a current administrative/agency purpose or need would 
be evaluated for administrative access only.  

• During subsequent travel management planning, consider prioritizing restoration 
of routes not designated in a Travel Management Plan.  

• During subsequent travel management planning, consider using seed mixes or 
transplant techniques that will maintain or enhance GRSG habitat when 
rehabilitating linear disturbances.  

• During subsequent travel management planning, consider scheduling road 
maintenance to avoid disturbance during sensitive periods and times to the 
extent practicable. Consider using time of day limits (After 10:00 AM to 7:00 
PM) to reduce impacts on GRSG during breeding and nesting periods. 

Over-snow vehicle – a motor vehicle that is designed for use over snow and that runs on a 
track or tracks and/or a ski or skis, while in use over snow. 
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M. GRSG Implementation and Coordination 

The BLM, Forest Service, US Fish and Wildlife Service and the State of Idaho have 
coordinated on GRSG monitoring and management for numerous years as part of the 2006 
Idaho Sage Grouse Conservation Plan. Much of this ongoing work provides a firm 
foundation from which to build future coordination efforts, especially in regard to 
implementation of the GRSG RMP Amendment. With some specific adjustments and 
additional inclusions in those efforts the effective implementation of the GRSG RMP 
Amendment can be achieved. 

There are several decisions, or components of decisions that would benefit from close 
coordination between the State of Idaho, BLM, Forest Service and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service. These include: application and assessment of the adaptive management strategy; 
application of the right-of-way screening process; and development and implementation of 
any potential project mitigation efforts. 

Figure M-1 describes a conceptual relationship between the agencies for coordination and 
project evaluation/implementation. 

Figure M-1 
Conceptual Relationship Between Agencies 

 

 

 

 
For description an example project proposal will be tracked through the consideration and 
evaluation process. 

I. Project Proposal is Initially Screened by BLM or Forest Service 

This initial screened would evaluate whether the proposal conforms to the land use plan 
allocation decisions (Open, Open with Limitations, Closed). The BLM/Forest Service Field 
Office or Ranger District would work in coordination with the State or Supervisor’s Office 
to evaluate this conformance. 

For BLM if the proposal is not in conformance then a non-conformance letter from the 
State Director would be sent to the project proponent and the project would not be 
considered further. 

If the project were found to conform to the land use plan allocations then consideration 
would continue. 
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II. Project Proposal would be Coordinated with State and USFWS 

The State Implementation Task Force (set up through Idaho Executive Order) would 
convene to apply the right-of-way screening process to the proposal, informed by GRSG 
population monitoring accomplished by IDF&G. This evaluation would be vetted through 
the Governor’s Office and a recommendation from the Governor would be provided to the 
BLM/Forest Service. 

The BLM and/or Forest Service would work with local offices to apply the right-of-way 
screening process to the proposal, informed by the disturbance level (cap), and habitat 
conditions (amount).  

The BLM/Forest Service decision maker would utilize the information from internal review 
and State recommendations to determine whether the project conforms to all land use plan 
guidance and whether to consider the project further. 

For BLM if the proposal is not in conformance then a non-conformance letter from the 
State Director would be sent to the project proponent and the project would not be 
considered further. 

If the project were found to conform to the land use plan guidance then consideration 
would continue. 

III. BLM and/or Forest Service would Initiate Project NEPA 

The NEPA analysis would be developed by the local unit office in full consideration of local 
habitat conditions. This process would describe alternatives to the proposal that would 
reduce or eliminate impacts and full identify residual impacts to GRSG. 

IV. Share Residual Impacts with the State of Idaho and USFWS 

The State Implementation Task Force would consider the residual impacts and work to 
develop an appropriate mitigation package to be included within analysis of the project 
proposal. This Governor would recommend to BLM the inclusion of the mitigation package 
within the project proposal.   

V. BLM Incorporates and Analyzes Mitigation in NEPA Evaluation 

VI. State of Idaho would Administer Mitigation Consistent with the Mitigation 
Strategy 

As part of the implementation of the GRSG RMP Amendment the BLM and Forest Service 
will work cooperatively with the State to develop a Mitigation Strategy. Part of this strategy 
will define the operating procedures such as credits, banking, funding process, etc. This 
component is likely to strongly involve State oversight, with the specifics remaining to be 
determined. 

VII. Mitigation is Implemented 
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N. Mapping Adjustments in Development of Proposed Plan Map Differences between 
Draft EIS Preferred Alternatives and Proposed Plan  

Overview: The preparation of the Alternative D (BLM/FS Alternative) GRSG map in the 
DEIS (the GRSG Management Area map) involved modeling of Preliminary Priority and 
Preliminary General Habitat (PPH/PGH) by Idaho BLM using available GRSG lek data, 
Breeding Bird Density and Lek Connectivity Models, available winter habitat and additional 
refinements using available land use or vegetation data (e.g., agriculture, timber), and as well 
as expert opinion and additional local data. The Southwest Montana GRSG areas were 
refined by Montana BLM based on modeling and map refinements previously completed by 
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, based on their Core area designations. For the Utah 
portion of the Sawtooth National Forest, BLM/FS adopted Utah BLM’s designation for that 
area. 

For Alternative E in the DEIS, the Idaho Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task Force re-configured 
the initial BLM PPH/PGH data to create three categories of Management Zones (Core, 
Important, General), using additional population and habitat information, to support an 
adaptive management strategy focused on GRSG conservation. 

During review of the DEIS, mapping adjustments were made in response to public 
comments and were based on agency field and personnel input and discussions with State of 
Idaho and USFWS. Specifically, adjustments were intended to address the broad scale nature 
of the initial map and to address disparities. Specifically, certain portions of the Alternative 
D and Alternative E maps still encompassed some areas of non-habitat, such as timber or 
farm lands; or they were missing some areas of potential restoration or other locally 
definable areas or habitat; or were designated inappropriately as Core and/or Important.  

As a result, in preparing the Proposed Plan/FEIS, BLM, Forest Service, USFWS and the 
State of Idaho worked together to refine the GRSG Habitat Management Area map. To 
resolve map disparities between Alternatives D and E, and to provide more recognizable 
boundaries of Habitat Management Areas on the ground, BLM and FS worked closely with 
field personnel in December 2013. During the winter and spring of 2014, BLM and FS also 
worked closely with the State of Idaho and USFWS (Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office, Boise) 
in re-evaluating the Core, Important or General Management Zone designations of 
Alternative E, in order to move forward with a map for the Proposed Plan (Alternative G) 
that met BLM and FS objectives for habitat and State of Idaho and USFWS objectives for 
populations. The final Proposed Plan map is identified in Tables N-1 and N-2, displayed in 
Map N-1, and summarized as follows:  

• Refinements in General Habitat delineations. Additional areas in south-central 
Idaho, Mountain Home and the Weiser area were added as General Habitat 
Management Areas (approximately 488,018 acres); these areas were previously 
encompassed by “Restoration” areas identified in Alternative F, of the DEIS. 
The additional areas contain similar habitat characteristics as General habitat 
areas.  Specifically, General Habitat Management Areas (GHMAs) encompass 
habitat outside of Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMAs) or Important 
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Habitat Management Areas (IHMAs) and contain approximately 10 percent of 
the occupied GRSG leks that are also of relatively low male attendance 
compared to leks in PHMA or IHMA. The GHMAs are generally characterized 
by lower quality, disturbed or patchy habitat or low lek connectivity. These 
additional areas added to the GHMAs are annual grassland or perennial grassland 
areas, from the Idaho “Key Habitat Map” that had been previously excluded 
from the initial PPH/PGH model; or were based on additional field input. These 
areas have restoration potential to GRSG habitat, or involve past or ongoing 
restoration efforts therefore were incorporated into the map, based on 
recommendations from the field and are characterized by lower quality, disturbed 
or patchy habitat or low lek connectivity. As a result, the additional areas embody 
the same or similar characteristics as those areas identified as General habitat in 
the DEIS. 

• Small Isolated Areas. These areas (i.e., less than 500 acres in size) referred to as 
“Donut holes” of non-habitat inside of a larger matrix of habitat were classified 
according to the surrounding habitat. As a result of mapping corrections and 
refinements, data was collected from BLM Field Offices. This data showed that 
there were many areas that contained holes of non-habitat within larger tracts of 
habitat.  In order to ensure efficient and practicable management of these areas, 
these areas (holes) will be managed according to the habitat management 
designation that governs the surrounding area. The total acreage of all of these 
areas is a small percentage of the total planning area. Specifically, the areas that 
comprise the “donut holes” amounts to 6,746 acres out of approximately 
11,000,000 acres of habitat in the planning area. This amounts to only 0.06 
percent of the entire planning area/habitat.   

• Snapping of Priority, Important, or General Habitat Management Areas to 
meaningful edges or features (canyons, allotment/pasture boundaries, roads etc.) 
was completed at the field level to facilitate use of the map designations at the 
field level.  

• Refinements in Important and Priority Habitat delineations. In the case of 
Priority, refinements arose from very minor adjustments in localized areas during 
the snapping exercise. Similar minor refinements were made for Important 
designations. However, in the southern Big Desert area near Craters of the Moon 
National Monument roughly 200,000 acres of General habitat identified in 
Alternative E were identified as having the same characteristics as Important 
habitat and therefore are depicted as Important in the Proposed Plan (see Table 
2 Desert Conservation Area, Southern Big Desert Area Geographic Area). 
Smaller areas of IHMA refinements as described above were identified in the 
Owyhee Mountains, Cotterel/Jim Sage Mountains, Curlew National Grasslands 
and Bear Lake area. See Table 2 below for mapping adjustment details and 
acreages. Specifically, Important Habitat Management Areas  are defined as areas 
of  moderate to high conservation value to GRSG that are generally adjacent to 
PPMAs but reflect reduced GRSG population and/or habitat characteristics. 
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Table N-1 
Mapping Adjustment Summary 

Habitat 
Management 

Area 

Alt. B 
(DEIS) 

Alt. C  
(DEIS) 

Alt. D 
(DEIS) 

Alt. E  
(DEIS) 

Alt. F 
(DEIS) 

New Mapping 
Effort 

-Proposed Plan 
Priority  
(Core – Alt E) 

8,235,923.31 11,132,465.87 6,849,163.04 P- 694,581.01 
C-4,213,562.21 

8,235,923.31 5,192,615.53 

Important  
(Medial – Alt D) 

0 0 1,386,771.23 2,743,839.51  3,153,334.61 

General  2,896,542.56 0 3,129,038.47 3,523,002.46 2,896,542.56 2,786,078.46 
Restoration     500,334.74  
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Table N-2 

Mapping Adjustment Details by Geographic Area: 

Conservation 
Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Initial Recommendation 
(BLM/FS field) 

Final Decision and Rationale Location and Acres 
(Depicted on Map 1) 

WEST OWYHEE 
 Mountain 

tops in the 
Owyhee 
Mtns. 

Field recommended 
including the top of 
mountains, previously 
mapped as non-habitat, as 
General. Some local 
records of bird use; likely 
some summer use 

Left mountain tops as non-habitat. 
Difficult to justify as General 
based on nominal bird use and 
limited other information. No 
known lek or winter habitat.  

A =         127,468 
acres 
 
Is the total of non-
habitat mountain tops 

 Juniper 
encroachment 
surrounding 
Owyhee 
mountains 

Field recommended 
classifying as Important 
due to potential for juniper 
control efforts and habitat 
improvement.  No leks or 
winter habitat in vicinity.  

Kept as General.  Difficult to 
justify as “Important” due to 
general lack of leks/nest habitat or 
winter habitat in that zone. Juniper 
work should probably focus on 
juniper encroachment in adjacent 
Core areas. General designation 
does not preclude restoration 
work, if otherwise justified. 

B =         229,290 
acres 
 
Is the total number of  
GHMA in this area 

 Owyhee front This was a large oblong 
area recommended by the 
field to be changed from 
Important (as in Alt E) to 
Core, along the Owyhee 
Front. The majority of the 
area is overlain by recently 
modeled winter habitat 
and also encompasses a 

Multiple discussions with the State 
and US FWS led to a delineation 
where much of the Owyhee Front 
remained as Important, with an 
additional area of Core (~25,000 
ac) identified that overlaid a cluster 
of leks and nesting/winter habitat.  
Area maintained as Important has 
fewer and smaller leks.  

C1 =         554,026 
acres 
 
Total Area of IHMA 
in the Owyhee Front 
 
C2 = 70,827 Acres of 
PHMA Total in the 
Owyhee Front 
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Table N-2 
Mapping Adjustment Details by Geographic Area: 

Conservation 
Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Initial Recommendation 
(BLM/FS field) 

Final Decision and Rationale Location and Acres 
(Depicted on Map 1) 

number of occupied and 
undetermined status leks 
and nesting habitat. BLM 
also had concerns with 
protecting connectivity. 

SOUTHERN 
 Jarbidge FO Field recommended 

removal of General habitat 
at north end of FO that 
burns repeatedly and 
modification of some Core 
to Important in southern 
1/3 of the area.   

Adopted recommendation for final 
map. 

D =         232,331 
acres 
 
GHMA Removed 

 Burley FO-
South Hills 

Field recommended 
changing Core in west half 
or so of the South Hills to 
Important, based on 
existing infrastructure, 
recreation activity. Also 
included and important 
area of winter habitat west 
of Oakley as Core and 
added some General to 
Middle Mountain area. 

Adopted recommendations a 
noted.   
 
Also retained Goose Creek area as 
Important as in Alt E. 

E1 = 39,260 acres 
South Hills 
 
E2 = 5,283 acres 
Priority 
E3 = 26,174 acres 
Goose Creek Area as  
IHMA 

 Burley FO-
Jim Sage 

Field recommended 
making part of Jim Sage 
Core; additional edits to 
Important and General. 

Majority of Jim Sage mapped as 
Important. Proposed Core was 
small area not readily 
implementable. 

F = 47,629 acres 
 
IHMA in Jim Sage 
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Table N-2 
Mapping Adjustment Details by Geographic Area: 

Conservation 
Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Initial Recommendation 
(BLM/FS field) 

Final Decision and Rationale Location and Acres 
(Depicted on Map 1) 

 Burley FO-
Cotterel 

Field added some 
Important patches to top 
of Cotterels. 

Adopted recommendation. G = 14,279 acres 
 
IHMA on Cotterel 
Mountains 

 Burley FO-
No 
Mans/Basalt; 
North of 
Interstate 
area. 

Field recommended 
removing the General 
habitat that extends from 
the north end of the 
Cotterels to Lake Walcott. 
There has been no known 
GRSG use for many years.  

Adopted recommendation. H = 137,827 acres 
 
Total of non-habitat 

 Pocatello FO- 
Bear Lake 

Field cleaned up slivers 
and added some Core.  
Recommended dropping 
the larger “U” shaped area 
of General. Recommended 
two smaller polygons of I 
and G north of Bear Lake 
be Core. 

Retained the U shaped area as 
General habitat as there are two 
leks just to south.  The polygons 
north of Bear Lake were 
designated “Important”. 

I1 = 23,448 acres 
 
I2 = 39,249 acres  
 
IHMA N of bear lake 

 Pocatello FO- 
Curlew area 

Some additions/revisions 
to I and G. 

Adopted recommendations. J = 74,820 
Habitat change from 
G to  IHMA 

MOUNTAIN VALLEY 
 Weiser Field recommended 

adding substantial areas of 
Core and Important as 
well as additional, 

Keep entire area as General as 
shown in Alt E.  Added in some 
additional General in SW portion 
based on imagery and adjacency to 

K =  181,308 acres 
 
GHMA added in the 
South 
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Table N-2 
Mapping Adjustment Details by Geographic Area: 

Conservation 
Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Initial Recommendation 
(BLM/FS field) 

Final Decision and Rationale Location and Acres 
(Depicted on Map 1) 

previously unmapped 
General based on 
additional scrutiny of 
imagery and lek 
information. 

existing habitat.  Size and number 
of leks did not justify proposed 
designation. 

 Challis Field did extensive, 
detailed work edge 
snapping. Added some 
new General; changed a 
large area from Important 
(Alt E) to Core, per leks, 
uniqueness/isolated nature 
of area and connectivity 
with Moyer Basin to 
north. 

Adopted the edge snapping and 
addition of General.  Uniqueness 
and isolated nature is not a 
characteristic considered in the 
classification.   
 

L =  135,608 acres 
 
 Total GHMA habitat 
in the area 

DESERT 
 Mountain 

Home 
Field recommended 
certain “Restoration Type 
2” (cheatgrass) areas 
shown on the “Key 
Habitat Map”  be classified 
as Important. No leks. 
Adjacent to Interstate. 
Nesting habitat and winter 
habitat (in north half). 

Adopted the addition of the R2 
but classified as General. Since it is 
R2 (cheatgrass), it was difficult to 
justify as Important without more 
compelling information.  

M =  44,939 acres 
 
 GHMA added 

 Wild Horse Large area not on Alt D or 
E maps, but currently 
mapped as R2 (annual 

Adopted addition of the R2 areas, 
but classified as General. Could be 
upgraded in future if restoration 

N =  188,475 acres 
 
 GHMA Added 
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Table N-2 
Mapping Adjustment Details by Geographic Area: 

Conservation 
Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Initial Recommendation 
(BLM/FS field) 

Final Decision and Rationale Location and Acres 
(Depicted on Map 1) 

grassland) per the Key 
habitat map has ongoing 
restoration focus by 
Shoshone Field Office. 
Field recommended this 
area be added as 
Important.  No significant  
lek presence (only one, 
small to south); majority is 
in between mapped winter 
areas. 

efforts show progress and GRSG 
use, but not justified as Important 
at this time. 

 Core area in 
Shoshone FO 

Some additional Core 
added by edge snapping 
exercise. 

Adopted recommendation. 
 

O =  79,687 acres 

 Southern Big 
Desert area 

Field recommended 
adding southern Big 
Desert area as Core due to 
leks, connectivity with 
Craters Nat. Monument 
core to the west and 
northern Big Desert Core. 
Also cut out some edge 
habitat that interfaced with 
agricultural land, lava. 

Adopted S. Big Desert area as 
Important, adding to the overall 
area of PACs.  Number and size of 
leks did not warrant Core 
designation. 
 
Also designated Important for the 
areas generally adjacent to 
southern end of the Craters of the 
Moon National Monument lava in 
the Brigham Point Area etc. This 
added a small acreage to the overall 
are of initial PACs.    

P1 =  363,818 Total 
acres of 
 IHMA in the South 
Desert and Brigham 
Point Area 
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Table N-2 
Mapping Adjustment Details by Geographic Area: 

Conservation 
Area 

Geographic 
Area 

Initial Recommendation 
(BLM/FS field) 

Final Decision and Rationale Location and Acres 
(Depicted on Map 1) 

 
Areas to the south of Power lines 
and east/south side of the Wapi 
flow were designated General. 

 
P2  =  61,175 total of 
GHMA acres 
 

 Idaho 
Falls/Roberts 

Field recommended 
adding some areas of Core 
per snapping efforts 
around the edges.  
 
Added two small patches 
of Core near the Interstate; 
Added moderate sized 
Core area near Howe (but 
low lek density, no 
wintering habitat mapped). 

Retained as Important.   Changing 
the small patches near the 
Interstate to Core would create 
doughnut holes of different 
classification not implementable on 
the ground.  

Q = 50,223 acres 
 
Stayed   IHMA habitat 
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Map N-1. Proposed Plan Map Changes from Draft 
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O. Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario for Greater Sage-Grouse 
Habitat in Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region 

O.1 Introduction 

This Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFDS) is a required component of the 
GRSG LUPA/EIS and addresses potential fluid mineral exploration and development over 
the next 15 years, and its resulting potential impact on leasing and development of federal 
and nonfederal lands and/or mineral rights within occupied GRSG habitat in the 
Idaho/southwest Montana sub-region. This RFDS applies primarily to BLM-administered 
and National Forest System lands and split-estate underlain by federal minerals, although it 
takes into consideration nonfederal development in the cumulative impact analysis. 

This RFDS generally follows the procedures outlined in BLM Instruction Memorandum 
2004-089, Policy for Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenarios for Oil and Gas. It 
projects a baseline scenario of activity assuming that all potentially productive areas are open 
under standard lease terms and conditions, except those areas designated as closed to leasing 
by law, regulation, or executive order. Under these conditions, this RFDS provides a 
maximum development scenario. The effect of the alternatives on potential development is 
also included in this scenario. 

O.2 Oil and Gas Resources 

The reasonably foreseeable disturbance acreage associated with oil and gas development 
from existing plans is presented in Table O-1.  

The Four Rivers RFDS concluded it was reasonable to anticipate 6 to 10 exploration wells 
would be drilled on Federal lands north of the Payette River east of Payette. Due to the 
recent discovery and development of private lands near New Plymouth, and because several 
expressions of interest have been received, the nearby Federal lands (some of which are split 
estate) are considered to have medium potential for the discovery and development of a 
natural gas resource. Leasing is deferred pending completion of the Four Rivers RMP/EIS.  
The lands are not located in GRSG habitat. Due to existing road density in the area, it was 
concluded that approximately one mile of temporary road would be required for each 
exploratory well.  

The Jarbidge RFDS concluded it was reasonable to anticipate up to 2 exploration wells 
would be drilled, only because lands have been nominated for leasing on lands in the vicinity 
of Brown’s Bench (leasing is deferred pending the completion of the Jarbidge RMP/EIS).  
The potential for discovery of an oil or gas resource is considered low. Therefore no field 
development is anticipated. Due to existing road density in the area, it was concluded that 
approximately two miles of temporary road would be required for each exploratory well.  
These lands are located in PPH. 
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Table O-1 
Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario for the Idaho and Southwest Montana Sub-region 

Plan 
Name/RFDS 

# of 
Exploration. 

Wells 
Predicted 

Acres 
of Drill 

Pads1 

Miles 
of 

Road2 

Acres of 
Roads3 

Acres 
Disturbed 

from 
Exploration 

# of 
Discovery 

Wells 

Exploration 
Wells 

Reclaimed 
(acres) 

# Step-
out 

Wells 

Acres 
Disturbed 
from Step-

out 

Total 
Permanent 

Disturbance 
(acres) 

Four Rivers 6-10 18-30 8  40 48-80  1 35-65 4 32 46 
Jarbidge 2 6 4  20 26  0 26 0 0 0 
Pocatello  5 15 20  100 115  1 92  4 32 55  
Dillon 6 18 10.5  105 123  2 100 4 32 55  
Caribou NF 4 12 24  120 132  0 120 0 0 0 
TOTALS 23-27  69-81  66.5  332.5 

acres 
401.5-413.5  4  376-406  12 96 156  

1 Assumes 3 acres each 
2 Miles of road per exploration well varies by RFDS.  Miles of road for step-out wells equals one mile per well (in accordance with Idaho well spacing rule) 
3 Assumes 5 acres per mile 
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The Pocatello RFDS concluded it was reasonable to anticipate that 5 exploratory wells 
would be drilled, likely in the Bear Lake area. Lands have been nominated, but leasing is 
deferred pending the outcome of this EIS. The area has moderate potential for the discovery 
of a limited gas field (see oil and gas potential report for more information). Due to existing 
road density in the area, it was concluded that approximately four miles of temporary road 
would be required for each exploratory well. These lands are located in PPH. 

The Dillon RFDS concluded it was reasonable to anticipate that 6 exploratory wells would 
be drilled, and each well would require 3.5 miles of temporary road. Of these wells, two are 
anticipated to encounter commercial quantities of oil or gas. Dillon predicted that 2 
additional step-out wells would be drilled for each discovery well. Given the location of 
lands with moderate potential in the Dillon RFDS, it is assumed that three of the 6 
exploratory wells would be located in PPH, and that one well would encounter commercial 
quantities of oil or gas, resulting in one three-well field. 

The Caribou NF RFDS concluded it was reasonable to anticipate that 4 exploratory wells 
would be drilled, and that each well would require 6 miles of temporary road. Mineral 
potential is low to moderate. It is anticipated that the wells would be dry and that no field 
development would occur. It is assumed the wells would not be located in GRSG habitat. 

O.3 Geothermal Resources 

BLM currently has 19 existing geothermal leases, 11 of which are located in or near GRSG 
habitat. While most of the planning area has moderate potential for the discovery of a 
geothermal resource, it is predicted, for the purposes of this planning document, that the 
following 8 areas of public lands in Idaho are likely to experience exploration and possible 
development of the resource for the purposes of energy production: 

• Raft River, in southern Cassia County:  It is assumed that the operator of the 
existing 13 MW power plant would increase its output by drilling additional wells 
on adjacent public lands they now lease. It is also assumed that a different 
leaseholder would drill the 5 wells it has been approved to drill on public lands, 
as well as additional unspecified wells, to develop a second power plant at Raft 
River.  It is likely the plant would be located on private land.  FEIS update: Two 
leases have been terminated since publication of the DEIS. They were located in 
better GRSG habitat (north and west of existing leases) than the leases that 
remain. The five wells still have not been drilled, but lessee has submitted a new 
plan to drill a total of 18 wells on federal leases, as well as a utilization plan for a 
power plant to be located on private land.  Assume a 25 mw power plant would 
be constructed (on private, with wells and pipelines on federal leases).  

• Crane Creek, in Washington County: Lessee has drilled temperature gradient 
holes, but has not proposed development drilling to date. It is assumed, for 
planning purposes, that a power plant would be developed, possibly on-lease, 
requiring approximately 12 large bore production wells. FEIS update: no new 
activity has occurred and no new proposals have been submitted to BLM. 
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Table O-2 
RFDS by Alternative 

Alternative 

# of 
Exploration 

Wells 
Predicted 

Acres of 
Drill Pads 
(3 acres 

ea) 

Total 
Miles of 

Road 

Acres of 
Roads (5 
ac. per 
mile) 

Acres 
Disturbed 

from 
Exploration 

Exploration 
Wells 

Reclaimed 
(acres) 

# of 
Discovery 

Wells 

# Step-
out Wells 

Acres 
Disturbed 
from Step-

out 

Total 
Permanent 

Disturbance 
(acres) 

Geophysical 
Exploration 

Allowed? 

Alternative A 25  75  66.5  332.5  401.5-413.5  376-406  4  12  96 156  Yes 
Alternative B 13 1 39  34  170  209  209  2  6  48  73.5  No 2 
Alternative C 13 3 39  34  170  209  209  2  6  48  73.5 No 
Alternative D 23 4 69  62.5  312.5  375.5-387.5  350-386  4  12  96 156  Yes, with 

TLs 
Alternative E 19 5 57  45  275  332  203  4  10  80  128.5  Not 

addressed 
Alternative F 13 6 39  34  170  209  209  2  6  48  73.5  No2 

Proposed Plan 15 7 45 38 190 235 235 2  6  48 73.5 Yes, with 
TLs 

1 Alternative B is closed to leasing in PHMA. No leasing on Bear Lake Plateau (Pocatello) or Jarbidge. Assume half the number of wells in Dillon (assume half is in 
PHMA) 
2 Only allow geophysical exploration within PHMA to obtain exploratory information for areas outside of and adjacent to PHMA. Only allow geophysical operations 
by helicopter‐portable drilling methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions and/or other restrictions that may apply. Geophysical exploration shall be 
subject to seasonal restrictions that preclude activities in breeding, nesting, brood rearing and winter habitats during their season of use by GRSG.  
3 Alternative C is closed to leasing in PHMA. Since no wells are predicted in GHMA under Alternative B, numbers are the same as Alternative B. 
4 Alternative D no to low potential areas within PHMA or IHMA are closed to leasing. Therefore no leasing would be allowed in Jarbidge. 
5 Alternative E is open with NSO in PHMA and GHMA. This is the same as Alternative C  in Idaho and same as Alternative A in MT (added 10 wells total for MT- 6 
exploratory plus 4 step-outs). 
6 Alternative F is closed to leasing in PHMA (Same as Alternative B). No leasing on Bear Lake Plateau (Pocatello) or in Jarbidge, and assume half the number of wells 
in Dillon (assume half is in PHMA) 
7 Under the Proposed Plan, PHMA and IHMA are open to leasing, subject to NSO w/rare exceptions. Only those wells predicted in non-habitat would be drilled- 
include those in Four Rivers (8 wildcat + 4 step-out), half the wells in Dillon (3 wildcat + 2 step-out), and 4 wildcat wells in Caribou NF (no production predicted).  
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• Magic Reservoir, in Camas/Blaine Counties: Lessee has not done any exploration 
to date, however existing data indicates this has potential for power production. 
It is assumed that a small field would be discovered and a 10 MW power plant 
would be constructed. FEIS update: these two leases have been terminated. BLM 
has no plans to re-lease the area. The RFDS is therefore revised to no discovery 
or power plant construction. 

• West of Weiser, in Washington County: Lessee has not performed any 
exploration to date. It is assumed that temperature gradient drilling would be 
conducted on lease.  Due to the scattered land ownership pattern in this area, it is 
not assumed that the geothermal resource would be developed for energy 
production in the next 10 years.  FEIS update: no activity has occurred and no 
proposals have been submitted to BLM. Castle Creek, in Owyhee County: 
Numerous water wells in the general area have encountered a higher geothermal 
gradient than normal, indicating a possible heat source at depth. Normal faulting 
provides a conduit for fluid flow. Leases offered but no bidders. It is not 
assumed that the resource would be developed for energy production in the next 
10 years. 

• Blackfoot/Grays Lake area, in Caribou/Bonneville Counties: higher than normal 
geothermal gradient indicated in an oil and gas well drilled in 1980’s. No other 
information available. It is not assumed that the resource would be developed for 
energy production in the next 10 years. 
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Table O-3 
Reasonably Foreseeable Total Disturbance Acreage by Alternative for Geothermal Resources 

Alternative MW 
Predicted 

Acres 
Disturbed 

by TG 
Drilling  
(1 ac per 

well) 

# of 
Prod/ Inj. 

Wells 
Predicted 

Acres of 
Drill 

Pads (3 
acres ea) 

Total 
Miles of 

Road 

Acres of 
Roads (5 
ac. Per 
mile) 

Powerplant 
Construction 
(1/2 ac per 

MW) 

Pipeline 
Construction 

Transmission 
Line 

Construction  
(5 ac. per mile) 

Total 
Permanent 

Disturbance 

Geo- 
physical 
Allowed 
in GRSG 
Habitat? 

Alternative 
A 

40  22  28  85  19  96  20 48  16 miles = 80  380  yes 

Alternative 
B 

40  19  28  85  16  80 10 40  80 300  yes 

Alternative 
C 

40  19  3,528  85  16  80 10  40  80  300  no 

Alternative 
D 

40  19  28  85  16  80 10  40  80  300  yes 

Alternative 
E 

40  19  28  85  16  80 10  40  80  300  yes 

Alternative 
F 

40  19  28  85 16 80 10  40  80 300  yes 
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BLM MOU IDSO 2014 08 (J COPY
CONSERVATION AGREEMENT 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management - Idaho State Office 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -

Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 
September 2014 

Idaho Bureau of Land Management Existing Land Use Plans and On-going 

Actions Affecting Slickspot Peppergrass 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This 

Office Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office of the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to provide for the conservation of slick.spot peppergrass 

related to existing Idaho BLM Land Use Plans (LUPs) and a subset of ongoing actions. The 

Conservation Agreement and associated conservation measures guide the BLM management 

actions and serve as a basis for consultation or conference on these LUPs between the BLM and 

the USFWS regarding slickspot peppergrass, a species proposed for listing under the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. 

Land use plans provide guidance and direction for managing public lands administered by the 

BLM. They ensure that public land is managed in accordance with the intent of Congress as 

stated in the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). Resource 

management planning is used by the BLM to allocate resources and select appropriate uses for 

pubJic land. There are three LUPs that are addressed under the scope of this Conservation 

Agreement. The LUPs include the 1983 Kuna Management Framework Plan, the 1987 Jarbidge 

Resource Management Plan (RMP), and the 1988 Cascade RMP. At the time these LUPs were 

prepared, there was no requirement to consult with the USFWS on slickspot peppergrass. 

Currently LUP revisions are in progress for the Jarbidge Field Office and the Four Rivers Field 

Office that will update and replace these three LUPs. 'The BLM and the USFWS wilJ consult on 

these revised LUPs when they are at the appropriate state of development and depending on the 

outcome of the proposed reinstatement of slickspot peppergrass as a threatened species under the 

ESA. 

This Conservation Agreement also addresses on-going actions currently authorized by the BLM 

including livestock grazing. rights-of-way activities, and military training. 

Conservation Agreement updates the January 2013 agreement between the Idaho State 



II. OBJECTIVE AND INTENT 

This Conservation Agreement is intended to promote the conservation of slickspot peppergrass, a 
· 

species proposed for listing which has not yet undergone consultation or conference at the LUP 

level or for ongoing actions. The conservation measures describe desired recovery and 

conservation objectives with corresponding implementation actions and will be analyzed in the 

associated Biological Assessment (BA). These conservation measures replace or create guidance 

within the LUPs regarding programmatic management direction for sJickspot peppergrass. It is 

the intent of the BLM and the USFWS that specific conservation measures will be fully 

implemented and that this Conservation Agreement will remain in effect and binding on both 

parties until such time as new LUPs or amendments are prepared with completed section 7 

compliance as appropriate, and Records of Decision signed. At that time, programmatic 

management direction for slickspot peppergrass will be included in the new or revised LUP or 

amendment, and this Conservation Agreement, or portions thereof in the case of programmatic 

amendments, will no longer apply to the planning area. For example, this Conservation 

Agreement is not applicable to the Snake River Birds of Prey planning area as section 7 

consultation has been completed on the 2008 Snake River Birds of Prey RMP, which contains 

management direction for slickspot peppergrass similar to what is found within Appendix A of 

the 2006 version of this Conservation Agreement. Additionally, the conservation measures 

associated with this agreement may be modified based on the current USFWS analysis of new 

infonnation and assessment of threats being conducted as part of the listing determination 

process. Any additional information which becomes available prior to completion of the LUPs 

that may enhance conservation of the species, such as new information provided when the 

species is listed, critical habitat is designated, and/or a recovery plan completed; may trigger an 

update of conservation measures within this agreement. 

WhiJe a high priority for the BLM, both the BLM and the USFWS recognize that funding 


constraints may affect the ability to implement specific conservation measures as planned. 


BLM will work to leverage stakeholder partnerships to allow for flexible cost recovery 

associated with conservation actions. Where funding is lacking, the BLM and the USFWS will 

cooperate to set priorities and adjust dates for accomplishment. In addition, minor modifications 

to conservation measures may be necessary as the conference process progresses. Any 

modification must be agreed to by the BLM and the USFWS, and shall not materially alter the 

meaning or intent of a conservation measure as stated at the time of signature of this agreement. 

m. PARTIES TO THE CONSERVATION AGREEMENT 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Idaho; and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 
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IV. AUTHORITY FOR CONSERVATION AGREEMENTS 

The commitments and actions in this Conservation Agreement are within existing authorities of 

the signatory agencies. The primary authority for the USFWS and the BLM to enter into this 

Conservation Agreement derives from the ESA. 

The primary purpose of the ESA is to provide a means whereby ecosystems upon which 

endangered and threatened species depend may be conserved. Section 7(a) directs Federal 

agencies to utilize their authorities (e.g., FLPMA) in furtherance of the purposes of this Act by 

carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered species and threatened species. 

Further, under Section 7(b), each Federal agency is expected to, in consultation and with the 

assistance of the USFWS, ensure that any action authorized, funded or carried out by the agency 

is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species. 

Section 3 of the ESA includes the following definition for conservation as is intended under this 

Conservation Agreement: 

The tenns "conserve," "conserving,'' and .. conservation" mean to use and the use of all 
methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or 
threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this Act are no 
longer necessary. Such methods and procedures include, but are not limited to, all 
activities associated with scientific resources management such as research, census, law 
enforcement, habitat acquisition and maintenance, propagation, live trapping, and 
transplantation, and, in the extraordinary case where population pressures within a given 
ecosystem cannot be otherwise relieved, may include regulated taking. 

Additional authorities for the USFWS derive from the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956', as 

amended; and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended. 

In addition to the ESA, FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1701 et. seq) provides the BLM with the authorities 

required for this Conservation Agreement: 

The public lands be managed in a manner that wiH protect the quality of scientific, 

scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and 

archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public 

lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife, 

and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy 

and use. 

The BLM Special Status Species Management Manual 6840 provides specific poJky guidance as 

it pertains to the ESA, FLPMA and this Conservation Agreement. For listed species, the policy 

states the foJJowfog: 
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being conducted as part of the listing determination process. ResponsibiJities for implementing 
the actions are indicated, along with time frames for implementation. Most of the conservation 
measures will be impJemented as standard operating actions conducted during day-to-day 
management activities. In addition, LUP conservation measure guidance and direction wilJ be 
appJied to ongoing actiohs. However, as site-specific information wiJJ be available for the 
ongoing actions, additional conservation measures may be considered. 

Part 1: Programmatic Planning 

Programmatic pJanning conservation measures include those that are needed for consultation at 
all planning levels including future LUPs, ongoing activities and proposed projects. In addition 
to the existing LUP conference activities, the BLM will complete all necessary section 7 

compliance for new or revised LUPs that may affect this species and its habitat. 

Part 2: ProjecWActivity Plans - Planning and Implementation 

A. Ongoing Actions 

This category includes all activities currently ongoing and permitted on BLM land. These 
include actions that have gone through the agency planning process and have a documented 
agency decision (decision memorandum, decision notice, or record of decision). The BLM will 
complete section 7 compliance for ongoing activities that have the potential to directly affect an 
element occurrence and associated occupied slickspot peppergrass habitat concurrent with the 
conference effort for existing LUPs. The BLM will also adaptively manage all ongoing 
activities as described in the associated Biological Assessment, and adjust the action as 
appropriate to ensure management objectives for slickspot peppergrass are met. 

B. Proposed Actions 

This category includes all new proposed projects or activities as well as all renewal actions. 
Project-level inventories wiH be completed as appropriate during project pJanning if inventory 
infonnation is not available or adequate to determine if impacts to the species or habitat may 
occur. If direct or indirect negative impacts to the species or its habitats are anticipated as a 
result of new BLM actions, the activity will be modified to avoid or minimize anticipated 
negative impacts. The BLM will complete all necessary section 7 compliance for new activities 
that may affect this species and its habitat. 
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Part 3: Monitoring 

Conservation measures for slickspot peppergrass include a provision to implement adaptive 

management as needed to achieve conservation objectives. At the project level, this will be 

accomplished by conducting site-specific implementation and effectiveness monitoring to track 

progress toward achieving the conservation measures. The BLM and the USFWS Level I 

Teams will meet annually to review the implementation and effectiveness monitoring results for 

projects of concern, determine if current management actions are on a trajectory toward meeting 

management goals within the established time frames, and modify management actions as 

going actions conservation measures will be monitored through .the reporting and monitoring 

requirements of this Conservation Agreement (Section vm. 

VlI. CONSERVATION AGREEMENT MONITORING AND REPORTING 

The agencies agree to a joint, annual review in October of each year to assess progress in 

implementing this Conservation Agreement. In addition, monitoring specific to forage kochia 

use will be assessed by BLM and FWS every 5 years to inform future use of this species as a tool 

and determine if changes to conservation measures (e.g. buffer widths) regarding use of this 

species are appropriate. Any recommendations will be presented to the Idaho BLM State· 

Director and the USFWS Field Office Supervisor by November of each year. This review could 

lead to the modification and exceptions discussed in Section YID below. These modifications or 

exceptions will be formalized within the scope of this Conservation Agreement. 

Vlll. AMENDMENTS, EXCEPTIONS, AND DURATION OF AGREEMENT 

Exceptions or amendments to this agreement may be jointly agreed to by the signatories on a 

case-by-case basis, where such changes would better provide for protection and conservation of 

species, where conflicts must be resolved between species, where priorities need to be adjusted 

due to funding constraints, or, when new, relevant scientific information becomes available. 

Such exceptions or amendments shall be agreed to by modification. AH modifications within the 

scope of this agreement shall be made by issuance of a modification executed by all parties prior 

to any changes being perfonned. 

This agreement shall be considered fully executed when all signatories have signed. The 

agreement shall remain in effect and binding on both parties until such time as new land use 

plans or amendments are completed which contain programmatic management direction for 

slickspot peppergrass, when section 7 compliance under the Endangered Species Act of 1'973, as 

amended, is completed, and when Records of Decision are signed. 

needed if progress toward goals is inadequate. Implementation of the programmatic and on
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IX. QUALIFICATIONS AND CONTACTS

This agreement i n no w ay restricts any of the  sig natories from participating in similar activities 

with other public or private agencies, organizations, and indi viduals. This  agreement is neither a 

fiscal nor a  funds obligations d ocument. Any endeavor involving reimbursement or contribution 

of funds between the p arties to this agreement will  be handled in accordance with applicable 

Jaws, regulations, and procedures including th ose for government procurement and printing. 

Such endeavors will be outlined in separate a greements that shall be mad e i n writing by 

representatives of the parties and  shall be independently authorized by appropriate statutory 

authority. This agreement does not provide such authority. Specifically, this agreement does not 

establish authority for non .competitive award to the cooperator of any contract or other 

agreement. Any contract or agreement for training or other services must fuIJy comply with all 

applicable requirements fo r competition. 

The principal contacts for this agreement are: 

Kurt Wiedenrnann, Branch Chief Mark Robertson 

Resources and Science U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bureau of Land Management Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 

Idaho State Office 1387 S. VinneIJ Way 

1387 S. Vinnell Way Boise, ID 83709 

Boise, ID 83709 208-378-5287 

208-373-3813 

X. SIGNATURES 

07 · //. 
Date 

Date 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popil/iferum}: Conservotton Measures ond 
Implementation Acttons for the Jorbtdge ond Four Rivers FOs 

Ll11, 1•rogroms 
Evoluuted Conservation Measures BLM Implementation Actions 

iii) BLM's intent will be to continue to 
conduct Stage I and Stage 2 surveys 
concurrently with the goal of completing 
these surveys within 10 years. BLM will 
work collaboratively with USFWS to 
prioritize new survey areas based on 
areas that have a high likelihood of 
species occunence, or that are needed for 
BLM p~ject purposes. The amount of 
habitat to be surveyed each year will be 

£) Cooperate in regular monitoring of 
slickspot peppergrass population trends and 
land health conditions on BLM lands, and 
follow current monitoring protocols. Land 
health conditions include forb diversity to 
support pollinators and habitat for slickspot 
peppergrass. 

based on available annual funding and 
staffing. As of 2013, approximately 
10,000 acres have had three years of 
surveys completed and are now classified 
as unoccupied slickspot peppergrass 
habitat (see Figure 2). 

iv) Prioritize Stage 2 surveys to address 
sJickspot peppergrass habitat with a high 
likelihood of species occurrence. Surveys 
should be scheduled to complement other 
program needs. Coordinate surveys 
annually with USFWS. 

£) Follow the Habitat Integrity and 
Population (HJP) monitoring protocol or 
other accepted methodology. BLM will 
cooperate with others to conduct annual 
monitoring within aJJ EOs on BLM lands 
to assess the effectiveness of the 
conservation measures as part of the 
adaptive management strategy. 

i) Establish permanent ecological 
reference areas (ERAs) in selected EOs 
to evaluate land health conditions 
associated with slickspot peppergrass. 

ii) Use data from the ERAs to assist in 
completing land health assessments. This 
information will be used to evaluate 
permitted management actions and to 
design restoration projects for slickspot 
peppergrass. 
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September 2014. Appendix A. S/ickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popilliferum): Conservot1on Meosures ond 
Implementation Actions for the Jorbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

LlJP Programs 
Evuluated Conservation Measures 

Q1 Participare in research essential to 
conservation of the species 

~ Continue to support seed banks in a long
term seed storage facility. 

fl Support the establishment and 
maintenance of new populations in habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass. The 
goal of these activities is to maintain or 
enhance viable populations. 

2) Ensure that ongoing Federal actions 

BLM Implementation Actim1s 

Q1 BLM will participate in 1-esearch as 
funding allows. Areas to focus on 
include, but are not limited to. the 
following: 

i) Elimination and control of invasive 
species. 

ii) Effects of ground disturbance 
(including fire) and seed p1'Cdation on the 
species. 

iii) Determination of specific limiting 
factors in terms of habitat needs and 
characteristics. 

iv) Population viability analyses. 

~ As needed, provide funding to a 
suitable repository to support a seed 
bank. 

fl Reintroduce slickspot peppergrass at 
selected experimental reintroduction or 
historic sites as funding allows. 

2) Ongoing BLM authoriz.ed activities: 
support or do not preclude species 
conservation in habitat categories for slickspot Iru Based on the results of annual Stage I 
peppergrass. 	 and 2 surveys, review ongoing activities 

in habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass. The Level I Team will 
conduct these reviews in a manner 
consistent with streamlining procedures 
where local section 7 compliance 
activities with USFWS (if necessary) 
have not yet been completed. 

Q) If reviews indicate that direct or 
indirect negative impacts to the species 
or its habitat are occurring as a result of 
ongoing discretionary BLM actions, the 
activity will be modified to avoid or 
minimize anticipated negative impacts 
and, where feasible, promote species 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Sltckspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum). Conservatton Measures and 
Implementation Actionsfor the Jarbtdge and Four Rivers FOs 

L P Programs 
Evaluated Conservation Measures BLM Implementation Adions 

conservation . 

£1 Where needed, complete Section 7 
compliance for ongoing activities that 
may affect this species and its habitat. 
Following the annual review of Stage I 
and 2 surveys outlined in (2)W above, 
initiate section 7 compliance activities 
for ongoing actions, as appropriate. 

Q} Where habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass exists, BLM will conserve 
remaining stands of sagebrush and native 
vegetation in making activity plan and 
project level decisions. 

3) Ensure that new Federal actions support or 
do not preclude species conservation in 
habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

. 

3) New proposed BLM authorized 
activities: 

ru Consistent with streamlining 
procedures, BLM will require project-
level inventory data for any project in 
slickspot peppergrass habitat and in 
potential habitat during project 
planning if inventory information is not 
available or adequate. BLM will use the 
protocols described in (1}~}. 

!!} If direct or indirect negative impacts to 
the species or its habitat are anticipated 
as a result of new BLM actions, the 
activity will be modified to avoid or 
minimize negative impacts and, where 
feasible, promote species conservation. 

£} Where needed, complete section 7 
compliance for new activities that may 
affect this species and its habitat. 

Q} Where habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass exists, BLM will conserve 
remaining stands of sagebrush and native 
vegetation in making activity plan and 
project level decisions. 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepjdium papllliferum}: Conservation Measures ond 
fmplementot1on Acttons for the Jarbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Programs 
Evaluated BLM Implementation ActionsConservation Measures 

4) Implement adaptive management as needed 
to achieve conservation objectives. 

5) Support programs to conserve and enhance 
slickspot peppergrass on non-Federal lands. 

6) Include language in all use authorizations 
to require rehabilitation of habitat categories 
for slickspot peppergrass and in the case of 
trespass or permit violations, if damage 
occurs. 

4) Conduct site-specific implementation 
and effectiveness monitoring of 
management actions. Adjust 
management as needed to ensure that 
management objectives are met. See 
additional details within other programs. 

5) Take advantage of opportunities to 
support conservation of slickspot 
peppergrass through easements, 
cooperative management efforts, and 
other programs. 

6) As a part of use authorizations I 
violations (to include but not limited to 
rights-of-way, grazing and off highway 
vehicle (OHV) trespass), require 
rehabilitation to native vegetation in 
habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass if trespass or permit 
violation occurs and the habitat is 
damaged. If ecological site conditions 
preclude the use of native species. use 
non-invasive, non-native plant species 
for rehabilitation in trespass or permit 
violation situations. 

Air Resources None None 

Soil and Water 
Resources: Riparian/ 

Wetland Areas 
(includes weed 

management) 

None None 

Upland Vegetation 1) Activities within the Upland Vegetation 
Management: Management: Rangelands (includes weed 

Rangelands management) program will implement 
(includes weed relevant conservation measutes as described 

management) in the Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. As a part of promoting 
conservation, the goals are to promote habitat 
conservation, to avoid negative impacts, or to 
minimize impacts if avoidance is not possible. 

1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) Although non-chemical methods will be 2) Site-specific stipulations will be 
the preferred approach in occupied habitat, developed locally using these criteria: 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Sltckspot peppergrass (Lepidium papllfi/erum): Conservation Measures and 
lmpiementotion Actionsfor rhe Jarbidge and Four R1vers FOs 

LUP Programs 
Evaluated Conservation Measures BLM Implementation t\t'tions 

when appropriate. projects involving the 
application of pesticides (including ru_ Evaluate the benefits and risks of 
herbicides, fungicides, and other related vegetation treatment including the 
chemicals) in habitat categories for slickspot following: application methods; 
peppergrass that may affect the species will be pesticides, carriers, and surfactants used; 
analyzed at the project level and designed needed treatment buffers; and use of non-
such that pesticide applications will support chemical weed control (for example, bio
conservation and minimize risks of exposure. controls, hand pulling). 

Ill Apply appropriate spatial and 
temporal buffers to avoid species' 
exposure to harmful chemicals. 

£.} Explore opportunities to eradicate 
competing non-native invasive plants in 
habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass where slickspots are being 
invaded by such plants. 

Ql Implement appropriate revegetation 
and weed control measures to reduce the 
risks of non-native invasive plant 
infestations following ground/soil 
disturbing actions in habitat categories 
for slickspot peppergrass. 

~ BLM will provide USDA APHIS with 
the location of habitat categories of 
slickspot peppergrass. Monnon cricket, 
grasshopper, or other insect control in 
habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass will only include those 
methods that minimize impacts to the 
plant's pollinators. 

3) Where needed and feasible, coordinate with 3) Take advantage of coordination 
adjacent land owners and local governments opportunities as they arise. 
regarding control of noxious weeds in upland 
areas through cooperative weed management 
programs. One of BLM's priorities within the 
cooperative weed management program is the 
protection of special status plants on BLM 
lands. 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popilli/erum): Conservation Measures and 
Implementation Actions for the Jarbidge and Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Programs 
Evaluated 

Forest and 
Woodland 

Management 
(includes weed 

management) 

Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat 

Conservation Measures 

4) BLM wiJJ promote diversity, richness, and 
health of native plant communities to support 
pollinators and habitat for sJickspot 
peppergrass. 

None 

l) Activities within the Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Managementprogr_am will 

BLM bnplementation Actions 

4) BLM will focus sJickspot peppergrass 
habitat conservation and restoration 
efforts in habitat categories for sJickspot 
peppergrass to encourage connectivity 
among populations through the following 
measures: 

!} Where habitat categories for sJickspot 
peppergrass exist, BLM will conserve 
remaining stands of sagebrush and native 
vegetation in making activity plan and 
project level decisions . 

.hl Vegetation treatment projects 
undertaken in habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass will be compatible 
with species habitat restoration 
objectives. as described in item (d) 
below. 

£1 BLM will select and implement 
specific projects to restore habitat 
categories for sJickspot peppergrass in 
degraded areas as funding allows, such as 
planting shrubs and forbs and controJJing 
weeds, within and adjacent to occupied 
habitat Apply methods described in item 
(d) below. 

~When conducting vegetation treatment 
projects in habitat categories for sJickspot 
peppergrass, BLM will use seeding 
techniques that minimize soil disturbance 
such as minimum-till drills and 
rangeland driJJs equipped with depth 
bands, use native plant materials and 
seed during restoration activities. and 
select native forbs that benefit sJickspot 
peppergrass insect pollinators. 
None 

1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
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September 2014 Appendix A Slickspot peppergrass (l.epidium papillijerum}: Conservation Measures and 
Implementation Actions tor the Jarbidge and Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Programs 
Evaluated 

Managemenl 

Fish and Aquatic 
Habitat Management 

Livestock Grazing 
Management: 

Permits and Leases 

Conservntion ~teusures 

implement relevant conservation measures as 
described in the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section to 
promote conservation. 

2) Manage filcilities installed lor wildlife to 
promote maintenance of habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass. 

3) Re.c;tore wildlife habitat while promoting 
slickspot peppergrass conservation. 

None 

1) Activities within the Livestock Grazing 
Management: Permits And Leases program 
will implement relevant conservation 
measures as described in the Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management program 
section to promote conservation. 

2) Manage livestock grazing and trailing to 
conserve suitable habitat conditions for 
slickspot peppergrass while implementing 
rangeland health standards and guidelines 
(S&Gs). Apply the Implementation ofAnnual 
Grazing Adaptive Management (Figure lli.C
2), located at the end of this conservation 
measures table, to adjust livestock use as 
appropriate. 

BLM fmplementotion Actions 

Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) For review of ongoing actions, see 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section item (2). 
For new actions, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). As appropriate 
to avoid or minimize negative impacts, 
modify existing and avoid placement of 
new wildlife facilities in occupied 
habitat. 

3) Any restoration eff01ts for wildlife 
within habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass wiU be compatible with the 
species' habitat requirements. 
None 

1) Apply relevant conservation measmes 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table 

2) Permit or lease renewal actions and 
annual authorizations: 

.@}For review of ongoing actions, see 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section item (2). 

.Ill Schedule surveys in habitat categories 
for slickspot peppergrass as needed for 
S&G assessments associated with permit 
and lease 1enewals. Use survey 
procedures and flowchart (Figure 2, 
Inventory Flowchart for Slickspot 
Peppergrass) referenced in Special 
Status Animal and Plant Management 
program section l(b). 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popilliferum}: Conservation Measures ond 
Implementation Actions/or the Jorbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

P Progroms 
Evaluated Conservation Measures BLM Implementation Actions 

£} For new actions, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section itef!l (3). 

!tl As part of adaptive management to 
avoid or minimile negative impacts, 
modify livestock grazing activities as 
outlined in Figure 1. Implementation of 
Annual Grazing Adaptive Management, 
located at the end of this conservation 
measures table. In addition, the followin! 
measures will be implemented, as 
appropriate: 

i) As part of range readiness assessments, 
delay livestock turnout when saturated 
soils are a negative factor in slickspot 
peppergrass species conservation. 

ii) Minimize gathering livestock in 
element occurrences (EOs). 

iii) A void impacts to EOs from herd 
movement through rested and deferred 
pastures. 

iv) Trailing permits will not be 
authorized through EOs unless conducted 
on existing roads in accordance with 
FWS 2012 Letter of Concurrence. In the 
Jarbidge FO of the Twin Falls District, 
no livestock trailing will be authorized 
through EOs, proposed critical habitat, or 
occupied habitat. In the Four Rivers FO 
of the Boise District, livestock trailing 
permits will not be authorized through 
EOs, proposed critical habitat, or 
occupied habitat unless conducted on 
existing roads or historic routes described 
within the Four Rivers FO 2012 livestock 
trailing consultation with FWS (FWS 
tracking number OIEIFW00-2012-1
0206}. 

v) Sheep grazing permits wil1 be 
modified to restrict bedding, trailing, or 
watering herds within 112 mile of EOs. 
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September 2014 Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popilliferum) Conservatton Measures and 
lmplemenration Actions/or the Jarbtdge ond Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Programs 
Evaluated Conservation Measures BLM Implementation Actions 

3) As part ofadaptive management, BLM will 
conduct scheduled compliance inspections in 
pastures with occupied habitat as part of BLM 
range use supervision to minimize impacts. 

vi) Supplements will be placed at least 
J/2 mile from EOs. Supplements will be 
placed so that livestock are drawn away 
from the EO and avoid trailing through 
the EO en route to the supplement or a 
water source. Management requirements 
Nill be adjusted to maintain an 
1ppropriate distance between 
;upplements and existing EOs to avoid 
mpacts. 

Iii) No new domestic horse AUMs will 
1e authorized in pastures containing EOs 
o avoid trampling impacts. 

I) BLM. in coordination with the 
USFWS, will create a schedule to 
prioritize compliance inspections 
associated with livestock grazing permits 
in occupied habitat areas. These 
compliance inspections are a 
complement to the HIP monitoring listed 
under Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management and where practical the 
efforts may be combined. BLM staff will 
conduct inspections as determined by the 
schedule. 

ru BLM range staff will conduct pre
season range readiness checks for soil 
moisture conditions in allotments with 
occupied habitat 

!U BLM will conduct post-use 
monitoring for trampling in slickspots 
within EOs (could be done in 
conjunction with utilization compliance 
checks). 

£.) Monitoring results will be documented 
in a standard format (to be developed by 
BLM) in the grazing aJiotment files. 
Copies will be provided to the USFWS 
as completed. 

10 




--

September 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popllliferum}: Conservatron Measures and 
Implementation Actions for the Jarbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

UJP Program: 
Evoluotet 

Livestock Grazing 
Management: 

Livestock 
Management 

Facilities 

Conservation Meusures 

4) Provide adequate rest from livestock use 
for areas treated after major disturbances in 
habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. 
Major disturbances may include fire, fire 
rehabilitation, or other soil-disturbing 
occurrences. 

5) BLM will work cooperatively with the 
Jvestock permittees to promote slickspot 

peppergrass conservation. 

I) Activities within the Livestock Grazin@ 
Management: Livestock Management 
Facilities program will implement relevanl 
conservation measures as described in the 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

2) Manage livestock facilities to promote 
slickspot peppergrass conservation while 
implementing rangeland health S&Gs. 

BLM Implementation Actions 

g) Apply Grazing Adaptive Managemenl 
Implementation Flowchart as outlined in 
Figure 1. 

4) Protect treated areas by using 
temporary livestock closures or other 
measures. The length of rest will be 
determined by achieving certain goals 
associated with plant establishment 
outlined in the restoration, fire 
rehabilitation, or other plan. 

5) BLM will train pennittees on slickspol 
peppergrass plant and habitat 
recognition. BLM will also work with 
permittees to use the INHP rare plant 
observation form to report survey 
info1mation in a standard format. 

1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) For review of ongoing actions, see 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section item (2). 
For new actions, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). As appropriate 
to avoid or minimize negative impacts 
modify existing and avoid placemen1 
new livestock facilities in occupied 
habitat areas. 

~Within pastures, place water facilities 
to support slickspot peppergrass 
conservation: 

i) Existing water troughs (includes 
troughs that are tied into pipelines, as 
well as both permanent and movable 
troughs to which water is delivered 
throughout the grazing season) will be 
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Srptember 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papil#{erum}: Conservation Measures ond 
Implementation Actionsfor the Jarbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

Conservation Measures BLMimplementation Actiono; 

moved at least 112 mile from EOs, when 
feasible. Where troughs cannot be movet 
(for example, because of topographical 
constraints, additional disturbance, or 
impacts to sensitive species), 
management will be adjusted to mitigate 
the impacts during the periods of critical 
c:oncem for slickspot peppergrass (such 
ilS when soils are saturated and subject tc 
trampling impacts). Management 
adjustments could include shutting the 
water off seasonally, changing pasture 
boundary fences, or other appropriate 
measures. 

ii) New water troughs (not including 
existing water troughs moved in (2).{ru(i) 
above) will be placed at least 1 mile frorr 
EOs. A deviation from this standard may 
be developed on a case-by-case basis 
through collaboration with the USFWS. 
New water troughs wifl be placed so that 
cattle are drawn away from the EO and 
avoid trailing through an EO en route to 
a water source. 

iii) Temporary water troughs (short-term, 
emergency, or single-season use) will be 
located at least 1 mile from EOs. A 
deviation to this standard may be 
developed on a case-by-case basis 
through collaboration with the USFWS. 
New water troughs wiJI be placed so that 
cattle are drawn away from the EO and 
ilvoid trailing through an EO en route to 
il water source. 

!ll Placement of new livestock 
infrastructure will be compatible with 
ilickspot peppergrass habitat 
:onservation. ESA consultation is 
requited if new fencing is proposed in 

'= 
EO's. 

Wild Horse I) Activities within the Wild Horse I) Apply relevant conservation measures 
Management \ianagement program will implement ~rom the Special Status Animal and 

~lant Mana2ement pro~ram section at 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant the beginning of this table. 

12 




--

ILepidium papilliferum}: Conservation Measures and 
lmplementotton Actfon5 for the )orbtdge and Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Progrnms
Evaluated

Recreation 
Management 

 
 Conservation Measures 

-

Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

2) If the range of wild horses and slickspot 
peppergrass occupied habitat overlaps now or 
in the future, protect these areas from wild 
horses by including applicable conservation 
measures in herd management plans. 

1) Activities within the Recreation 
Management program will implement 
relevant conservation measures as described 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

2) Developed facilities (paved campgrounds, 
vault toilets, interpretive kiosks, etc.): Manage 
existing and new recreation facilities to 
promote conservation ofspecies habitat. 

' 

BL Implementation Actions 
:~-

:l.J Manage wild horse herd size to 
minimize conflicts with slickspot 
peppergrass. Limit trampling in occupied 
habitat by implementing approptiate 
ran~e management practices, such as 
~ci~g Jwater trough placement. _ 
IJ Apply relevant conservation measmes 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) Management of existing and new 
facilities: 

ru For review of existing facilities, see 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section item (2). 
As appmpriate to avoid or minimize 
negative impacts, modify existing 
facilities. 

!:ll For new facilities, or for expansion of 
uses at existing facilities, see Special 
Status Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). In addition, 
avoid development of new recreation 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities in habitat categories of slickspot 
peppergrass if negative impacts are 
:mticipated. 

=..} BLM will educate recreationists on 
;peciaJ status species and invasive 
Needs, focusing on occupied and 
;elected habitat areas. BLM will develop 
md install educational signage at entry 
>oints and key recreational points 
·egarding the biology and conservation 
>f this species and other special status 
;pecies. 
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September 2014. Appendtx A. Sllckspot peppergra55 {Lepidlum papr/liferum): Conservotton Measures and 
lmpfementat,on Actions for the Jarbidge and Four R1vers FOs 

P Programs 
Evaluated Conservation Measures 

3) Dispersed use areas (informal areas, 
including camping areas and tie-up areas for 
pack animals): Manage dispersed use sites to 
promote conservation of species habitat. This 
includes limiting disturbances to the species 
resulting from human uses. 

BLM Implementation Actions 

3) For review of ongoing activities, see 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section item (2). 
In addition, minimize human activity in 
and adjacent to occupied habitat if 
negative impacts are occurring. Close 
areas, either seasonally or year-round, as 
needed to protect the species and its 
habitat. 

4) Commercial and noncommercial recreation 4) Issuance and review of existing and 
pennits, including hunting guides and outfitter new permits: 
camps: issue commercial and noncommercial 
recreation permits to promote conservation of .!U. For review of existing permits, see 
habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. Special Status Animal and Plant 
This includes management of physical Management program section item (2). If 
facilities (such as camps), as well as needed, modify existing permits that 
disturbances to habitat categories for slicks pot negatively impact habitat for this species. 
peppergrass resulting fi·om human uses. 

.hl For new permits, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). A void issuing 
recreation pennits in habitat categories of 
slicks pot peppergrass if negative impacts 
are expected. In particular, avoid 
permitting new recreation activities in 
and adjacent to occupied habitat. Ifa 
recreation permit is to be issued, apply 
stipulations to the permit to support or to 
not preclude species conservation and 
educate permit holders about species' 
biology and needs. 

£l. BLM will not authorize organized 
recreation activities in habitat categories 
for slickspot peppergrass if negative 
impacts are anticipated (for example, 
OHV races, equestrian events, and other 
events). 

Recreation I) Activities within the Recreation 1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
Management: Travel Management: Travel Management program from the Special Status Animal and 

Management will implement relevant conservation Plant Management program section at 
measures as described in the Special Status the beginning of this table. 
Animal and Plant Management program 
section to promote conservation. 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Sllckspot peppergrass (Lepidium popi/l~ferum}: Conservation Measures and 
JmplementatLOn Actions for the Jarbidge and Four Rivets FOs 

LU P Programs 
Evaluated Conseoation Measur't'S B L M Implementation Actions 

2) Manage roads, OHV routes and areas, as 
well as non-motorized trails, to promote 
species habitat conservation. This includes 
management of roads and trails, as well as 
ground disturbance resulting from human 
uses. 

2) Review of existing and new roads, 
OHV routes and areas, and non-
motorized tr..tils: 

~ For existing roads, designated OHV 
routes and areas, and designated non-
motorized trails, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (2). Modify roads 
and routes in and adjacent to habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass if 
negative impacts are occuning. 
Implement restrictions to reduce ground 
disturbance. Seek opportunities to close 
and revegetate roads, OHV routes. or 
non-motorized trails and use areas in and 
adjacent to habitat if negative impacts are 
OCCUlTing. 

.Ill For new roads, OHV routes and areas, 
and non-motorized trails, see Special 
Status Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). Avoid creating 
new roads, trails, routes, and areas if 
negative impacts are expected in and 
adjacent to habitat categories of slickspot 
peppergrass 

£1 Evaluate off-road vehicle use in 
occupied habitat. and where needed, limit 
access or close areas to motorized and 
mechanical vehicles to promote species 
conservation. 

3) Perform compliance checks on OHV 3) See Special Status Animal and Plant 
closures to protect occupied habitat, identify Management program section item (2). 
problems as soon as possible, and take 
immediate corrective measures. 

Visual Resource None None 
Management 

Special Designation 1) Activities within the Special Designation 1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
Area Management Area Management program will implement from the Special Status Animal and 

relevant conservation measures as described Plant Management program section at 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant the beginning of this table. 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 
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September 2014. Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum): Conservation Measures and 
Implementation Ar:twns for the Jarbidge and Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Programs 
F.valuated 

Fire Management 

Fire Suppression 


Conservation Measures 

2) Explore the potential for new designations 
that would enhance species conservation. 

1) Activities within the Fire Management: 
Fire Suppression program will implement 
relevant conservation measures as described 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. Human life and firefighter 
safety and property take priority over species 
protection. 

2) Fire supp1ession effmts will be conducted, 
as possible, to protect habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass. Place a high primity on 
protecting habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass. 

BLM Implementation Actions 

2} Evaluate establishing ACECs for 
several stronghold populations of 
slickspot peppergrass during land use 
plan amendments or revisions. 

1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) Fire management activities: 

ru Fire Management Plans wifl include 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP's) 
that address conservation of slickspot 
peppergrass. 

i) BLM will provide adequate fire 
suppression coverage at all stations to 
meet management objectives with the 
intent to suppress 90% of fires to the 
acreages specified in the fire 
management plans for slickspot 
peppergrass. As funding allows, BLM 
will maintain existing remote fire guard 
stations easily accessible to occupied 
habitat (for example, Juniper Butte fire 
guard station) and explore opportunities 
to establish additional stations to provide 
better initial attack and reduced response 
times for wildfires in slickspot 
peppergrass habitat. 

ii) Apply minimum impact suppression 

tactics (MIST) in habitat categories for 

slickspot peppergrass, as appropriate. 

Consult with resource advisors to 

determine where MIST tactics should be 

applied to avoid or minimize negative 

impacts. 


iii) Although MIST are preferred, 

aggressive fire su_p~ssion tactics (e.g., 
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September 2014. Appendix A. S/ickspot peppergrass (Lepidwm papfll~ferum): Conservation Measures and 
Implementation Actions for the Jarbidge and Four Rivers FOs 

LUP Programs 
Evaluated 

Fire Management: 
Emergency 

Stabilization and 
Rehabilitation 

Conservation Measures 

3) As needed, coordinate with appropriate 
agency personnel regarding fire suppression 
activities in or adjacent to habitat categories 
for slickspot peppergrass 

1) Activities within the Fire Management: 
Emergency Stabilization and 
Rehabilitation program will implement 
relevant conservation measures as described 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

2) Implement Emergency Stabilization and 
Rehabilitation (ES&R) activities to consider 
sJickspot peppergrass in and adjacent to 
slickspot peppergrass habitat rehabilitation. 

BLM Implementation Aftions 

blade lines, back fires, etc. in habitat) 
may be applied if EO's are threatened. 

hl Do not locate fire base camps, staging 
areas, and fueling areas within occupied 
habitat. 

3) Ongoing interagency coordination. 

A} BLM and cooperators will expand on 
and continue to provide special status 
plant and habitat awareness training to 
fire resource advisors, Incident 
Commanders, Engine Operators, and Fire 
Operations Supervisors. 

hl BLM and cooperators wiJJ distribute 
maps and inform fire crews on locations 
of the EOs to maximize fire protection 
and to a void or minimize impacts from 
fire suppression activities. 

1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) The following measures wm be 
applied: 

ru Wildfires within habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass will be evaluated 
for ES&R treatments, regardless of size 
with an emphasis on retaining native 
plant resiliency including early sera! 
native grasses, forbs, and biological soil 
crusts . 

.Ill As needed, protect disturbed and 
recovering areas using temporary 
closures or other measures. BLM wiJJ 
continue to rest areas from land use 
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September 2014. Appendix A. S/ickspor peppergrass (Leptdtum pop1lli/erum}: Conservation Measures ond 
Implementation Actions for the Jarbidge ond Four R1vers FOs 

.. LlP Programs 
Evaluated BLM Implenwntation A~rionsConservation Measures 

-
activities to meet ES&R objectives as 
defined through ES&R plans . 

.£.1 BLM ES&R efforts for slickspot 
peppergrass, subject to funding 
availability, should enhance sh1ub 
establishment and forb diversity. BLM 
will implement the following measul'es 
during fire ES&R efforts: 

i) BLM will use seeding techniques that 
minimize soil disturbance; such 
techniques may include minimum-till 
drills and rangeland drills equipped with 
depth bands when ES&R projects have 
the potential to impact occupied or 
proposed critical habitat categories for 
slicks pot peppergrass. Based on ES&R 
monitoring data, if these methods prove 
to be unsuccessful, other methods wiJI be 
evaluated to maximize success. 

ii) BLM will use native plant materials 
and seed during ES&R activities. BLM 
will include native forbs in seed mixtures 
that will benefit slickspot peppergrass 
insect pollinators commensurate with 
ES&R program policy. 

iii) If native plant materials and seed are 
not available, or where site capability 
precludes the use of natives due to past 
disturbances, non-invasive, non-native 
species may be used for stabilization 
activities in habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass. 

iv) ln slickspot peppergrass habitat and 
potential habitat, non·native species are 
acceptable for stabilization activities 
where site disturbances exceed the 
capability for extant native vegetation to 
regenerate. Potentially invasive non
native species such as intermediate 
wheatgrass and forage kochia will not be 
used within 1.5 miles ofEOs. Within 
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September2014 Appendix A. Slickspot peppergrass (Leptdtum popillijerum}• Conservotton Measures ond 
Implementation Actions for the Jarbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

ltJP Program.~ 

E"'aluated . 

I 

tppncauon 01 pesuc1oes m sucx.spm 
peppergrass habitat will be analyzed and 
implemented in accordance with the approach 
described in the Upland Vegetation 
Management: Rangelands (includes weed 
management) program section. 

Fire Management: 1) Wildland fire use pr()jects will not be 
Wildland Fire Use allowed in habitat categories for slickspot 

peppergrass. 

BLM Implementation Actions 

slickspol peppergrass habitat and 
potential habitat, potentially invasive 
non-native species such as intermediate 
wheatgrass and forage kochia may be 
used for stabilization activities that are 
specifically designed as greenstrip fuel 
break projects, if an environmental 
analysis determines that the benefits of 
their use outweigh the risk of invasion tc 
slickspot peppergrass and its habitat 
relative to other alternative fuel break 
methods. For these projects, 
environmental analyses will use the best 
available scientific and biological 
information, current BLM and USfWS 
guidance, and incorporate a 
comprehensive monitoring strategy. 
These site specific treatments will also be 
reviewed via the Level 1streamlining 
process. 

When used in ESR fuel break projects, 
control measures for intermediate 
wheatgrass and forage kochia will be 
incorporated into pnject design features. 
:!ontrol measures will be informed by a 
:omprehensive monitoring strategy that 
riggers subsequent adaptive management 
1ctions. 

1) Apply conservation measure (3), 
mplementation Action (ii) in Fire 
~anagement: Non-Fire Fuels 
~anagement. Program to ESR actions 

')See Upland Vegetation 
~anagement: Rangelands (includes 
¥eed management) program section. 

1) When developing wildland fire use 
plans, do not allow wildland fire use in 
habitat categories for slickspot 
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September 2014. Appendix A Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium popilli/erum]: Conservottorr Measures ond 
Implementation Actions tor the Jarbidge ond Four Rivers FOs 

LlJY Programs 
[\·aluated Conservation Measures BLM lmolementation Actions 

Fire Management: 
Prescribed Fire 

Fire Managemen1 
Non·Fire Fuel 

MllnlloPmPn 

1) Activities within the Fire Management: 
Prescribed Fire program will implement 
relevant conservation measures as described 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

2) Prescribed fire projects will be designed to 
conserve and enhance habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass. 

1) Activities within the Fire Management: 
Non-Fire Fuels Management program will 
implement relevant conservation measures as 
described in the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section to 
promote conservation. 

peppergrass. 

I ) Apply relevant conservation measure 
from the Spec~'al Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) Prescribed fire in habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass will only be used as 
a tool for assisting with species 
conservation (for example, a bum in 
preparation to decrease cheatgrass litter 
before herbicide application, or to clear 
fencelines of accumulated windblown 
weeds). 

1) Apply relevant conservation measure~ 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 

! the beginning of this table. 

2) Implement projects involving the 2) See Upland Vegetation 
ipplication of pesticides in accordance with management: Rangelands (includes 
the approach described in the Upland weed management) program section. 
Vegetation Management: Rangelands 
[includes weed management) program 
;ection. 

~) Fuels management projects conducted in 3) A void fuels management projects in 
1abitat categories for slickspot peppergrass occupied and critical habitat, unless such 
;hould have long-term benefits to slickspot projects would enhance species 
'eppergrass. conservation or are necessary for 

hazardous fuels reduction near the urban 
interface. Implement protection measure~ 
to avoid or minimize negative impacts to 
the species. In critical and occupied 
habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass, design native seed mixes 
that emphasize locally adapted plant 
material that will promote species 
t:onservation. When appropriate, use 
native plant materials and seed durin~ 
project activities. and select species that 
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benefit slickspot peppergrass insect 
pollinators . 

.!!} Because of potential negative impact:-; 
to habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass from linear fuel breaks, 
which can act as weed dispersal 
corridors, the following measures will be 
applied in habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass: 

i) BLM will monitor the effectiveness of 
existing fuel breaks (location, dry fuel 
load, and weed composition) in 
protecting habitat categories for slicks pot 
peppergrass. 

ii) BLM may create and maintain fuel 
breaks where frequent fires can threaten 
habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass. New fnel breaks in habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass will 
be designed to conserve and/or enhance 
species habitat. Where appropriate and 
where objectives will be met, native 
vegetation should be emphasized in the 
creation of new fuel breaks. Other fuel 
break methods may include mowing or 
brown strips. Ifnative vegetation or seed 
will not meet objectives, or site 
disturbance or site conditions preclude 
their use, fuel breaks may include non
native, non-invasive, species that will not 
invade slickspots. 

In slickspot peppergrass habitat all ESR 
implementation actions/methods in 
const:rvation m~asure (2) and all upland 
vegetation management implementation 
actions/methods in conservation measure 
(4) that are also applicable will be 
implemented for non-fire fuels 
management program projects. 

Potentially invasive non-native species 
such as intermediate wheatgrass and 
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LUP Programs 
Evaluated Conservalion Measures BLM Implementation Aclions 

forage kochia will not be used within 1.5 
miles of EOs. When used in fuel break 
projects, control measures for potentially 
invasive non-native species such as 
intermediate wheatgrass and forage 
kochia will be incorporated into project 
design features. Control measure.~ will be 
informed by a comprehensive monitoring 
strategy that triggers subsequent adaptive 
management actions. These site specific 
treatments will also be reviewed via the 
Level I streamlining process. 

All fuel breaks located in habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass will 
have a robust, p-oject specific monitoring 
strategy that shall include implementation 
monitoring, effectiveness monitoring, and 
specific hard and soft triggers for 
implementation of vegetation control 
measures, fuel break maintenance, and 
fuel break modification actions specific to 
slickspot peppergrass conservation. 

iii} Consider actions to repair or restore 
fuel breaks so they function as desired. 
Apply conservation measure (2) in the 
Fire Management: Emergency 
Stabilization and Rehabilitation 
program section and conservation 
measure (4) in the Upland Vegetation 
Management program . 

.Ill In addition to the reduction in fuels 
associated with appropriately managed 
livestock grazing (see relevant 
conservation measures from Livestock 
Grazing Management section of this 
table), BLM may create fuel breaks using 
techniques such as mowing or targeted 
grazing to strategically reduce fuel loads 
whe1e frequent fires can th1eaten habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass if the 
benefit of these actions can be 
demonstrated to outweigh the risks to 
slickspot peppergJ'ass and its habitat. 
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___.t____ 

fire Management: 1) Activities within the Fire Management: 

Community Community Assistance program will 
Assistance implement relevant conservation measures as 

described in the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section to 
promote conservation. 

2) Follow a JJ measures included throughout 
the Fire Management program sections. 

1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) See actions within Fire Management 
program sections. Incorporate into 
community assistance agreements. 

Lands and Realty 1) Activities within the Lands and Realty 1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
Management: Land Management: Land Tenure Adjustment from the Special Status Animal and 

Tenure Adjustment 
 Plant Management program section at 

(land sale, 
(land sale, exchanges, withdrawals, etc.) 
program will implement relevant conservation the beginning of this table. 

exchanges, measures as described in the Special Status 

withdrawals, etc.) 
 Animal and Plant Management program 

section to promote conservation. 

2) Where feasible and funding is available, 2) As feasible depending on funding and 
acquire through land exchange or purchase other factors, BLM will opportunistically 
private lands that contain habitat categories acquire habitat categories for slickspot 
for slickspot peppergrass. peppergrass, particularly occupied 

habitat and critical habitat, in land 
exchanges and purchases. 

3) Retain occupied sJickspot peppergrass 3) Review each land tenure decision in 
habitat in Federal ownership unless such a terms of species habitat. A void the loss 
transfer would result in a net benefit to the of occupied habitat and critical habitat 
species. from Federal ownership. If property with 

occupied habitat or critical habitat is 
being considered for transfer out of 
Federal ownership, ensure that the action 
will result in a greater net benefit for this 
species. BLM will coordinate with 
USFWS as early as possible to discuss 
methods to assure that the proposed fand 
tenure adjustment benefits the species. 

I) Activities within the Lands and RealtyLands and Realty 1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
Management: Land Management: Land Use Permits and from the Special Status Animal and 

Use Permits and Leases program wiiJ implement relevant Plant Management program section at 
Leases conservation measures as described in the the beginning of this table. 

Special Status Animal and Plant 
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Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

2) Issue new land use permits and leases and 
review existing permits and leases at renewal 
to conserve species habitat. This includes 
management of physical facilities, as well as 
ground disturbance resulting from human 
uses. 

1) Activities within the Lands and Realty 
Management: RigNs-of·Way program will 
implement relevant conservation measures as 

BLM Implementation Actiuns 

2) For new authorizations, as well as 
those being renewed, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). Avoid issuing 
new authorizations, or renewing existing 
authorizations, in or adjacent to habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass if 
negative impacts are expected. If an 
authorization is to be issued or re-issued 
in such areas, apply stipulations to the 
authorization that support species 
conservation and that avoid or minimize 
negative impacts. BLM will require 
control of noxious weed species on new, 
renewing, or amending land use permits. 
In addition, BLM will require control of 
invasive, non-native species on new, 
renewing, or amending land use permits 
within the ground disturbance footprint 
within (INHP) B- or C-ranked EOs and 
critical habitat 

ru Conduct periodic pr~ject compliance 
inspections during implementation of 
projects involving soil disturbance. BLM 
may require a qualified botanist to 
monitor slickspots to avoid impacts 
during ground disturbing activities in 
habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass . 

.!:!) BLM will require that new or 
renewing permit or lease holders 
establish at least 50% perennial cover 
after all ground disturbing activities, 
unless ecological site conditions preclude 
that level of cover. If a native species 
component existed prior to the ground 
disturbance, then the native species 
component of the perennial cover should 
be restored. 
l) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 

Lands and Realty 
Management 

Rights-of-Way 
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P Progroms 
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descrihed in the Special Status Animal and the beginning ofthis table. 
Plant Management program section to 
promote conservation. 

2) Issue new rights-of-way and review 2) For new rights-of-way and renewal or 
existing rights-of-way at renewal to conserve existing rights-of-way. see Special 
species habitat. This includes management or Status Animal and Plant Management 
physical facilities. as well as disturbances to program section item (3) Avoid issuing 
the species resulting from human uses. new rights-of-way, or renewing rights-of

way, in or adjacent to habitat categon'es 
for slickspot peppergrass if negative 
impacts are expected. In habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass, only 
issue or re-issue rights-of-way with 
stipulations to avoid negative impacts to 
the habitat. BLM will require control of 
noxious weed species on new, renewing, 
or amending rights-of-way 
authorizations. In addition, BLM will 
require control of invasive, non-native 
species on new, renewing, or amending 
rights-of-way authorizations within the 
rights-of-way footprint, and an additional 
width on each side of the rights-of-way 
within (INHP) B- or C-ranked EOs and 
critical habitat. 

ntBLM will require that new or 
renewing pe1mit or lease holders 
establish at least 50% perennial cover 
after all ground disturbing activities, 
unless ecological site conditions preclude 
that level of cover. If a native species 
component existed prior to the ground 
disturbance, then the native species 
component of the perennial cover should 
be restored. 

3) As appropriate, require a qualified botanist 3) BLM may require a qualified botanist 
to monitor slickspots to avoid or minimize to monitor slickspots to avoid impacts 
impacts during BLM authorized activities in during soil disturbing activities in habitat 
habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

-
Mineral 1) Activities within the Mineral 1) Aj:lJl!y relevant conservation measures 
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lp ProJ!rom!" 
!.'rllluuled Con1;en:ntion Me~t.•mres 

Management: Management: Locatable Minerals program 
Locatable Minerals wi II implemcnl relevant conservation 

measures as described in the Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management program 
section to promote conservation. 
2) Approve plans of operations or allow 
notice level operations so as not to preclude 
species habitat conservation. This includes 
management of physical facilities, as well as 
disturbances to the species resulting from 
human uses. 

I 

1) Activities within the Mineral 

Management: 


Mineral 
Management: Saleable and Leasable 

Saleable and Minerals program will implement relevant 
Leasable Minerals conservation measures as described in the 

Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 
2) Approve development of saleable or 

BLM Implementation cHon.<> 

from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) Approval of plans of operations and 
notice-level operations: 
.i!l For review of existing plans of 
operation and notice~level operations. sec 
Special Status Animal and Plant 
Management program section item (2). 
To the extent allowed by law. modify 
plans of operation or notice-level 
operations that may have negative 
impacts on the species or its habitat. For 
notice-level operations, notify the 
operator that modifications to proposed 
activities will be required to avoid 
negative impacts. 

b1 For new plans of operation and notice~ 
level operations, see Special Status 
Animal and Plant Management 
program section item (3). To the extent 
allowed by law. avoid approving plans of 
operation or notice-level operations that 
may have negative impacts on the 
species or its habitat. For notice-level 
operations, notify the operator that 
modifications to proposed activities wiJI 
be required to avoid negative impacts. If 
a plan of operations is to be approved in 
or adjacent to habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass, apply stipulations 
to support or to not preclude species 
conservation. A notice will require 
modification by the operator until BLM 
determines that it will not result in undue 
or unnecessary degradation. 
1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
from the Special Status Animal and 
Plant Management program section at 
the beginning of this table. 

2) Approval of saleable and leasable 
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leasable minerals so as not to preclude species minerals: 
habitat conservation. This includes 
management of physical facilities, as wen as 
disturbances to the species resulting from .!!.} For review of existing mineral leases, 
human uses. see Special Status Animal and Plant 

Management program section item {2). 
Modify existing mineral leases if 

1 
negatave ampacts a1e occurnng . 

.b1 For new sales or leases, see Special 
Status Animal and Plant Management 
program section item {3). Avoid 
development of saleable or leasable 
minerals in or adjacent to habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass if 
negative impacts are expected. If a 
minerals lease or sale is to be issued in 
or adjacent to habitat, apply stipulations 

1 

to support or to not preclude species 
conservation. 

Cultural 1) Activities within the Cultural 1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
Management Management program will implement from the Special Status Animal and 

relevant conservation measures as described Plant Management program section at 
in the Special Status Animal and Plant the beginning of this table. 
Management program section to promote 
conservation. 

Paleontology 1) Activities within the Paleontology program 1) Apply relevant conservation measures 
will implement relevant conservation from the Special Status Animal and 
measures as described in the Special Status Plant Management program section at 
Anjmal and Plant Management program the beginning of this table. 
section to ~romote conservation. 
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APPENDIX B 

Dermitions 

Adaptive A type of natural resource management that implies making decisions as 
Management part of an ongoing process. Monitoring the results of actions will 

provide a flow of information that may indicate the need to change a 
course of action. Scientific findings and the needs of society may also 
indicate the need to adapt resource management to new information. 

Adjacent The area outside of a mapped habitat area, but within a zone of 
influence to the habitat area for which a BLM activity may affect the 
species. Some activities, such as those that can affect watershed 
conditions and erosion, can have wide zones of intluenc.e for aquatic 
species. Other activities, such as those that do not affect the slickspot 
peppergrass habitat but can affect use of that habitat, can have a 
narrower zone of intluenc.e. Thus, this adjacent zone of influence will 
vary among species and land use activities. The species-specific and 
land use-specific application of this term will be determined at the local 
level. 

Avoid To the extent possible do not implement the action indicated. If the 
action needs to take plac.e, then add stipulations or take additional steps 
to minimize impacts. A voidanc.e is the preferred management approach 
in the identified habitats for species conservation. 

Best Management Generally accepted state-of-the-art techniques and procedures used in 

Practices (BMPs) project-level operations to avoid or minimize impacts to species and 
their habitats. 

Conserve The terms "conserve,'' "conserving," and "conservation" mean to use all 
methods and proc.edures that are necessary for species recovery. For 
project management. the priority for conservation is to avoid impacts, 
then to minimize and mitigate if adverse impacts are unavoidable. 

Element occurrence An area of land in which a species l.ike slickspot peppergrass is or was 

(EO) present (NatureServe 2002 as cited in Colket et al. 2006, page I). EO 
features are designated by the Idaho Conservation Data Center as 

separate EOs if they are> l km apart (Colket et al. 2006, page 2). 
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APPENDIXB DEFINITIONS 

Habitat 	 The habitat definitions for slickspot peppergrass are divided into six 
classifications that meet certain site characteristics and resource 
conditions, including the presence of slickspots and/or slickspot 
peppergrass plants. Each classification may have different management 
strategies in the conservation measures. 

• Non-habitat: Areas that do not contain slickspots, or slickspots do
not have the proper soil characteristics to support slickspot
peppergrass. 

• Surrounding habitat: Landscape-scale matrices of vegetation 
communities that may influence adjacent slickspot peppergrass 
occupied habitat. 

• Potential habitat: Areas within the known range of slickspot 
peppergrass that have certain general soil and elevation 
characteristics that indicate the potential for the area to support 
slickspot peppergrass, although the presence of slickspots or the 
plant is unknown. These areas meet the following criteria: 

Natric and natric-Jike soils forming "slickspots;• and associated 
soil series, or phases thereof, which support Loamy 7- to 10-inch 
and 10- to 1 3-inch Wyoming big sagebrush Ecological Sites (Major 

Land Resource Areas 1 1  -Snake River Plains, and 2 5 
Owyhee High Plateau) and have a aridic bordering on xeric soil 
moisture regime; and 

2,200 to 5,400 feet elevation. 

The use of the term "potential habitatii acknowledges the potential 
for an area to support slickspot peppergrass based on general 
characteristics even though uncertainty remains because of the lack 
of site-specific habitat information. 

• Slic pot Peppergrass Habitat: Potential habitat areas with
Wyoming big sagebrush ecological sites that through Stage l
surveys have documented slickspot microsites (natric and natric-like 
soil types) within 2,200 feet and 5,400 feet elevation in Southwest 
Idaho. Slickspot peppergrass habitat includes areas with slickspots 
of unknown occupancy and in some cases may be dominated by 
non-native vegetation such as annual grasses or crested wheatgrass. 
In addition, to maintain ecological continuity, jf there is Jess than 0.5
miles between areas defined as slickspot peppergrass habitat, then the 
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Livestock 
Collecting scattered livestock into a group for management purposes. 

gathering 

Livestock herding Moving a herd of livestock within or between pastures of an allotment. 


Pennits are not required and it is part of the grazing plan. 


Livestock trailing An activity involving moving a livestock herd across allotment(s) where 

the trailing party has no grazing permit. 

Minimize To reduce to the smallest possible amount, extent. size, or degree as is 

feasible from a technical or management standpoint. 

To "modify" a management activity could have a wide variety of siteM:>dify 
specific actions, ranging from eliminating the activity. to changing 

seasonal use, or to minor operational changes. The goal of modifying an 

activity is to meet the intent of a specific conservation measure or it's 
implementing action. 

Breaking of the restrictive layer underneath the silt surface area during 
Penetrating saturated conditions exposing the clay layer of a slickspot. The 
trampling restrictive layer of a slickspot is the heavy clay (35-45% clay content) 

prismatic structured subsoil layer (Btnl horizon) below the salty 
vesicular surface layer (B horizon) and above the lighter textured (25

35% clay content) blocky structured clayey layer (Btn2horizon). 

entire area is considered slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

Surveyed potential habitat not meeting these criteria will no 

Jonger be considered habitat for slickspot peppergrass. 

• 	 Occupied habitat: The term "occupied habitat" refers to areas 
where slickspot peppergrass has been documented or identified 

as an element occurrence (EO) and includes the area generally 
within 0.5 mile of that occurrence that is important to maintain or 

improve habitat integrity and pollinator populations 

necessary for species conservation. For analysis purposes, a 
generalized area delineated by a 0.5 mile radius circle was drawn 
around each EO (this circle may include areas of non-habitat). This 

area identified as occupied habitat may or may not include 
additional slickspots or slickspot peppergrass plants beyond the 
EO. Further refinement of occupied habitat may be accomplished 

through field surveys considering existing resource conditions as 
well as specific habitat quality and integrity. 

• 	 Unoccupied Habitat: Slickspots that have the proper soil 
characteristics to support slickspot peppergrass, but Stage 2 
surveys 3 out of 12 years did not indicate that a seedbank is 
present. 
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Q. Brief Description of Governor’s Alternative for the State of Idaho 

In December 2011 Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar invited western governors to create 
state-specific GRSG conservation plans to provide for the needs of GRSG and help 
preclude he need to list the species. In response to this invitation Governor Otter issued 
Executive Order 2012-02 on March 9, 2012 establishing the Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task 
Force (Task Force). The Task Force was a diverse group of stakeholders comprised of 
representatives from local sage-grouse working groups, conservation interests, state and local 
officials and industry. The Task Force was charged with providing recommendations on 
actions for developing a state-wide regulatory mechanism to preclude the need to list the 
species under the ESA. 

From March through May 2012, the Task Force met eight times in various locations across 
the State of Idaho. The Task Force conducted an information gathering and decision-making 
process consistent with state laws and regulations. Each meeting was open to the public and 
provided an opportunity for the public to comment on GRSG conservation and its potential 
effects. Additionally, the IDFG hosted a Web page displaying the times and locations of 
Task Force meetings, agenda, meeting notes, and presentations made during the meetings 
(IDFG 2012b). 

On June 15, 2012, after much deliberation and discussion, the Task Force - aided by the 
technical expertise of IDFG including that of GRSG expert Dr. Jack Connelly, USFWS, and 
other relevant State and Federal agencies—delivered its recommendations to Governor 
Otter for review and consideration. After carefully reviewing those recommendations, the 
Governor developed a set of “guiding principles” used to develop a draft alternative for the 
State of Idaho for incorporation into the BLM and Forest Service land-use plan (LUP) 
amendment process. After 30-days of public comments, modifications to the Governor’s 
alternative were made followed by the submission of the alternative to the BLM and Forest 
Service on September 5, 2012.  

The Governor’s Alternative has continued to be collaboratively refined since September 5th, 
2012. In March 2013, Governor Otter wrote to the USFWS to clarify elements of the 
Alternative, but to also request the agency’s “concurrence” with the strategy. Brian Kelly, 
Idaho State Supervisor for the Service replied to the Governor in April 2013 concurring with 
the general structure of the alternative and its major foundational elements, including the 
grazing management component. Since then, the State of Idaho has worked closely with the 
relevant state and federal agencies to further refine aspects of the Governor’s alternative for 
the BLM and Forest Service analysis and submitted additional clarification and management 
actions to the agencies on July 1, 2013. 

Alternative E was based on inputs from the Idaho Governor’s Office (for federal lands 
within Idaho) and the Utah Governor’s Office (for the portion of the Sawtooth National 
Forest in Utah that would be analyzed within the Idaho/southwest Montana sub-region). 
Lands in Montana would be managed under Alternative A for this alternative. Alternative E 
focuses primarily on management for the threats of wildfire, invasive species, and large 
infrastructure projects, and secondarily on management for the threats of improper livestock 
grazing management and related infrastructure, West Nile Virus, and recreation. It 
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recommends use of an adaptive management approach and implementation of triggers or 
thresholds that adjust zone criteria. 

The refined Idaho Governor’s Alternative has been incorporated as Idaho’s portion of 
Alternative E, and draws heavily from recommendations developed by the Task Force. The 
Utah Governor’s Alternative has been incorporated as the Utah portion of Alternative E. 
The intent of the Idaho and Utah’s Governor’s Alternative is to provide specific multiple-
use management and direction for the conservation and management of the GRSG in lands 
administered by the BLM and Forest Service. 

The actions described in this alternative for Idaho build upon, supplement, or replace the 
Idaho 2006 State Plan and LWG plans by identifying habitat zones, adaptive regulatory 
triggers and concrete best management practices for primary threats (e.g., wildfire, invasive 
species and infrastructure) and some secondary threats (e.g., recreation, improper livestock 
grazing and West Nile virus) as identified by the Service necessary to preclude a listing (for 
the sake of completeness, Idaho’s 2006 Plan is incorporated herein by reference). Activities 
not addressed by this alternative, such as predation issues, will continue to be guided by the 
2006 State Plan, LWG plans or relevant federal resource management plans. This alternative 
would replace land management plan direction inconsistent with the GRSG management 
actions described, unless otherwise prescribed by statute, regulation or valid existing 
authorizations. This alternative would retain land management plan direction that is not 
inconsistent with actions described to provide guidance for projects and activities within the 
Sage-Grouse Management Area (SGMA). It is important to note that any action taken under 
these provisions would have to undergo a site-specific NEPA analysis. 

This alternative includes measurable population objective (e.g., population within the CHZ), 
and utilizing monitoring to ensure that objective is met; and setting metrics that trigger 
changes in practices or review of current practices to ensure the conservation objective is 
met long-term. Specifically, the use of four separate Conservation Areas (CAs), described 
below, in which the adaptive triggers are individually applied adds an increased level of 
sensitivity to change. 

This alternative includes the establishment, through Idaho Governor’s Executive Order, of 
an Implementation Task Force following the implementation model based on the State’s 
success in developing a federal rule for the management and conservation of the inventoried 
roadless areas within Idaho (73 Federal Register 61,456 October 16, 2008). 

Habitat restoration and vegetation management under Alternative E would focus on 
prioritizing conifer removal and restoring sagebrush and perennial grasslands. Native 
vegetation would be used for restoration to the extent practicable. In addition, invasive 
species would be controlled for three years after wildfire treatments. Alternative E provides 
guidance to reduce wildfire response time, create fuel breaks, and improve the wildfire 
suppression baseline. Targeted grazing would be allowed in all habitat management zones to 
reduce fine fuels and mitigate for the risk of wildfire. 
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This alternative emphasizes the need for livestock permittees to achieve the Idaho 
Rangeland Health Standards while also achieving flexibility and management predictability 
through the use of the state’s adaptive construct. 
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Executive Department 
State of Idaho 

C.L. “BUTCH” OTTER 
GOVERNOR 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
STATE OF IDAHO 

BOISE 

State Capitol 
Boise 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 2012-02 

ESTABLISHING THE GOVERNOR’S SAGE-GROUSE TASK FORCE 

WHEREAS, the greater sage-grouse inhabits significant portions of the sage-steppe habitat in Idaho; 

WHEREAS, the State of Idaho currently enjoys viable and widespread populations of the species; 

WHEREAS, the State of Idaho by and through the Sage-grouse Advisory Committee (SAC) and the Local 
Working Groups (LWGs) has a long track record of successful engagement in managing and conserving the 
species and its habitat; 

WHERAS, the State by and through the involvement of the SAC and the LWGs developed a state-wide 
management plan for the species in 2006 and amended in 2009 (2009 Plan); 

WHEREAS, the sage-grouse has been the subject of several petitions to list, federal regulatory actions and 
multiple rounds of litigation regarding its status under the Endangered Species Act (ESA); 

WHEREAS, on March 23, 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) determined the species warrants 
listing over all of its range, including Idaho, but is precluded by higher-priority listing actions; 

WHEREAS, due to the Service’s decision, the sage-grouse is currently considered a “candidate” species 
under the ESA; 

WHEREAS, on February 2, 2012, the United States District Court for the District of Idaho ruled the Service 
must reevaluate the status of the species under the ESA by September 30, 2015; 

WHEREAS, in response to this decision, the Secretary of the Interior has invited the eleven (11) western 
states impacted by a potential listing of the species to develop state-specific regulatory mechanisms to conserve 
the species and preclude the need to list under the ESA; 

WHEREAS, the development of a state-specific regulatory mechanism in Idaho will be critical in 
demonstrating to the Service the species does not warrant federal protection; 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is currently implementing national Instruction 
Memoranda to guide interim management of public lands and to develop sage-grouse conservation measures for 
incorporation into the agency’s existing Resource Management Plans (RMPs) by September 2014; 

WHEREAS, the development of a state-specific regulatory mechanism, consistent with the objectives of this 
Executive Order, may allow the State the opportunity to be exempted from the applicability of these Instruction 
Memoranda guiding interim management of public lands within Idaho; 



  
  

 
  

  
   

 
  

 
 
    

 
 

  
   

 
  
 

   
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
  

  
  
 

  
  
  
  
 

  
  
  
  

 
  
 

 

 
 

WHEREAS, the development of a state-specific regulatory mechanism will enable the BLM to incorporate the 
State’s plan as an alternative in its environmental analysis pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA); 

WHEREAS, it is vital to the interests of the State to develop a state-specific regulatory mechanism as the 
listing of the species would adversely impact the economy of Idaho, including the ability to generate revenues 
from private property and State endowment lands; 

WHEREAS, the listing of the species would have a significant impact on the State’s custom, culture and way 
of life; and 

WHERAS, development of the State’s regulatory mechanism must be driven by the most current scientific 
information, input from a variety of stakeholders and aimed at conserving the species and its habitat while 
maintaining predictable and multiple uses of private, state and public lands. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, C.L. “BUTCH” OTTER, Governor of the State of Idaho, by the authority vested in me 
under the Constitution and laws of the State of Idaho do hereby create the Sage-Grouse Task Force. 

1.		 The creation of the Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task Force: 

A.		 The members of the Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task Force (Task Force) shall be appointed by 
and serve at the pleasure of the Governor through calendar year 2012. 

i.		 The Task Force shall be composed of fifteen (15) members, representing the various 
geographic areas of the State within the range of the species. 

ii.		 The Office of the Governor will chair this entity. 

iii.		 The Office of Species Conservation and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game will 
staff this entity. 

B.		 The Task Force members shall be appointed from the following categories: 

i.		 Individuals who:
	
 Represent agricultural interests; or
	
 Represent energy or mineral development interests.
	

ii.		 Individuals representing: 
 A local working group; or 
 A nationally, regionally or locally recognized environmental organization; or 
 Nationally or locally recognized wildlife or sportsmen’s groups. 

iii.		 Individuals who:
	
 Hold State elected office; or
	
 Hold county elected office; or
	
 Represent the public at large.
	

2.		 Duties of the Task Force: 

A.		 Provide the Governor recommendations on policies and actions, using the 2009 Plan and 
other on-going activities as a backdrop, for developing a state-wide regulatory mechanism to 
preclude the need to list the species; 



  
 

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

   
  
  

 
  

   
  
  
 
  
  
  
 

  
 

 

 
 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

B.		 The recommendations must be based on the following objectives and/or criteria: 

i.		 Conserve the species and its habitat while maintaining predictable and multiple uses of 
private, state and public lands; 

ii.		 Identify and designate key/core sage-grouse habitat based on the biological needs of 
the species; 

iii.		 Tailor the management recommendations to the import of the habitat and is attuned to 
the interests of the State; 

iv.		 Address the following primary threats to the species as identified by the Service:
	
 Habitat fragmentation due to wildfire and invasive species;
	
 Conversion of habitat for agriculture or urbanization; and 

 Energy development/infrastructure.
	

v.		 Address the following secondary threats to the species as identified by the Service: 
 Disease/West Nile virus; 
 Management issues related to livestock grazing;  
 Collisions with fences and power lines; 
 Mining;   
 Prescribed fire and range treatments; 
 Water development; and 
 Conifer invasion. 

vi.		 Identify opportunities for pro-active sage-grouse habitat enhancement projects; and 

vii.		 Recognize, encourage and incentivize land use practices that are actively maintaining 
or improving sage-grouse habitat as evidenced by improvements in habitat quality, 
active lek routes or stable/increasing populations of the species. 

C.		 The duties of the Task Force are solely advisory. 

D.		 The Task Force will provide its recommendations to the Governor no later than May 31, 
2012. 

E.		 Technical Expertise: 

i.		 The Task Force may request consultation, information and technical expertise from 
Directors or their designees of state agencies regarding the biological needs of the 
species, activities on state, federal and private lands potentially impacted by the 
status of the species, and requirements of the ESA and other relevant statutory 
requirements, including but not limited to the Office of Species Conservation, the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the Idaho Department of Lands, the Office of 
Energy Resources, the Idaho State Department of Agriculture and the Idaho 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  

ii.		 The Task Force may request comments, information and technical expertise from the 
American Indian Tribes of Idaho, the universities of the State, federal agencies, 
including but not limited to the Service, the BLM, the U.S. Forest Service and the 
Natural Resources Conservation Services, and members of the public. 



 

    
  

 
 

 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and caused 
to be affixed the Great Seal of the State of Idaho at the Capitol in 
Boise on this 9th day of March, in the year of our Lord two thousand 
and twelve, and of the independence of the United States of America 
the two hundred thirty-sixth and of the Statehood of Idaho the one 
hundred twenty-second. 

C.L. “BUTCH” OTTER
	
GOVERNOR
	

BEN YSURSA
	
SECRETARY OF STATE
	



 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
   

   
 

 
   

 
 

     
  

  
    

   

 
  

 

 
 

    
 

 

July 13, 2012 

Brian Kelly, State Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Idaho State Office 
1387 South Vinnell Way 
Boise, ID  83709-1657 

RE: Governor’s Draft Alternative for Sage-Grouse Management 

Dear Brian, 

I appreciate your attendance and participation on my annual trail ride to discuss the State 
of Idaho’s effort to conserve the sage-grouse and its habitat while maintaining predictable 
levels of land use across all ownerships.  As I stated during our discussion, Idaho’s sage-
grouse plan must work for the State and preclude the need to list the species under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA).  We can only achieve this meaningful objective and 
solve this complex natural resource issue if the State, federal government and other 
important stakeholders truly view this as an opportunity to form a partnership.  I believe 
this was Secretary Salazar’s intent when he invited the affected states to craft state-
specific plans for the species. 

To this end, and as you are fully aware, my Sage-Grouse Task Force (Task Force) was 
assigned to provide recommendations and policies to serve as a foundation for a 
successful management strategy.  I’m confident you would agree the Task Force made 
significant inroads in developing such a strategy within a very aggressive timeframe. 
Based largely on these recommendations, I recently released a draft plan for the species 
and requested public input.   

I believe the draft plan provides a solid framework and moves us one step closer to 
completing this difficult and important task.  Recognizing that further detail and 
refinement need to take place based on continued stakeholder input, I request feedback on 
the following questions: 

•	 Whether the management framework – based on a thematic habitat continuum 
and population metrics – outlined in my Draft Alternative represents a sound 
policy that should move forward; and 



   
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  

     
 

      
 

    
  

  
  
   
  
 
 

•	 Whether or not the habitat zones, especially the Core Habitat Zone and Important 
Habitat Zone, are consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s understanding of 
the most important sage-grouse habitats in the State. 

I look forward to continuing our dialogue and discussion of this important issue.  It is essential 
that we keep the lines of communication open to ensure we achieve our mutual objectives. 

As Always—Idaho, “Esto Perpetua” 

C.L. “Butch” Otter 
Governor of Idaho 

Cc:	 Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Director (V. Moore) 
Governor’s Office of Species Conservation, Acting Administrator (D. Miller) 
BLM, State Director (S. Ellis) 
U.S. Forest Service, Regional Forester (H. Forsgren)
 
Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task Force
 



United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Idaho Fish And Wildlife Office 
1387 S. Vinnell Way, Room 368 


Boise, Idaho 83709 

Telephone (208) 378-5243 

http://www.fws.gov/idaho 


AU& 0 1 2012 

The Honorable C.L. "Butch" Otter 
Governor of Idaho 
State Capitol 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 

Subject: 	 Draft Federal Alternative of Governor C.L. 'Butch' Otter for Greater 
Sage-Grouse Management in Idaho-June 29,2012 

Dear Governor Otter: 

Thank you for your letter of July 13, 2012, regarding your Draft Alternative for Sage
Grouse Management. Let me begin by following up on the trail ride discussion you 
hosted in June, and reiterate the U_S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) appreciation 
for your leadership on this important issue. Your staff, the Task Force you appointed, 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game and the Office of Species Conservation worked 
diligently to develop a draft state strategy under an aggressive timeline. Their work built 
on years of effort by many in Idaho, in particular the foundational accomplishments of 
the local working groups. My staff and I appreciated the opportunity to serve as technical 
advisors throughout the Task Force process. Your letter requested that the Service 
provide feedback regarding (1) whether the "management framework - based on a 
thematic habitat continuum and population metrics" was a sound policy that should move 
forward, and (2) whether or not the "habitat zones, especially the Core Habitat Zone and 
Important Habitat Zone" are consistent with the Service's understanding of the most 
important sage-grouse habitats in the State. 

The Service believes the management framework that you have developed provides a 
sound policy outline from which to build upon to meet the long-term conservation goals 
of greater sage-grouse in Idaho. The thematic approach based on conservation objectives 
that are monitored in an adaptive management construct that your framework 
incorporates, are fundamental attributes of the Service's own approach to strategic 
conservation ·(USFWS and USGS 2006). My staff and I look forward to continuing to 
work with you (and the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service as they 
work through their land management planning processes) to identify and resolve issues 
that will help solidify the adequacy of this framework, and associated policy, necessary 
for our 2015 Endangered Species Act listing review. 

http://www.fws.gov/idaho


The Honorable C.L. "Butch" Otter 
Governor ofldaho 
Draft Federal Alternative of Governor C.L. 'Butch' Otter for Greater Sage-Grouse 
Management 

The Core and Important Habitat Zones, as currently drafted by the Task Force, are indeed 
among the most important sage-grouse habitats in the State. In identifying these zones, 
the Task Force h~d the foresight to address not only the conservation of what are now the 
mpst important habitats, but also a means to provide for long-term conservation and 
restoration of sage-steppe habitat and rangelands in Idaho. Addressing the threats to 
sage-grouse across jurisdictional boundaries in these areas will be important for our 
listing review in 2015. Specifically, I look forward to continued conversations regarding 
how the State will approach implementation of long-term conservation on State and 
private lands where necessary. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft alternative. The 
compressed timeframes which you have worked within to assemble this framework is 
commendable. In closing, the Service agrees that success in this endeavor hinges on our 
ability to work with many in a partnership. We look forward to our continued role as one 
of those partners with you and others to assist the conservation of greater sage-grouse in 
Idaho. If you have any questions regarding the information provided here please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 208-378-5243 or Jason Pyron of my staff at 208-685-6958. 

Sincerely, 

~-(.~
BrianT. Kelly, State Supervisor 
Idaho Field Office 

cc:USFWS, National Greater Sage-grouse Coordinator, Cheyenne, WY (P. Deibert) 
BLM, State Director, Boise, ID (S. Ellis) 
USFS, Regional Forester (H. Forsgren) 
IDFG, Director and Sage-Grouse Task Force Co-Chair, Boise, ID (V. Moore) 
Governor's Office of Species Conservation, Administrator, Boise, ID (D. Miller) 
Governor's Sage-Grouse Task Force Co-Chair, Boise, ID (T. Perry) 
USFWS Region 1 Director, Portland, OR (R. Thorson) 

Literature Cited: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Geological Survey. 2006. Strategic Habitat 
Conservation: final report of the National Ecological Assessment Team. U.S. 
Department oflnterior, Washington, D.C. 48p. 
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C.L. “BUTCH” OTTER 
GOVERNOR 

August 17, 2012 

Steve Ellis, State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
Idaho State Office 
1387 S. Vinnell Way 
Boise, ID  83709-1657 

Dear Steve, 

I appreciate your attendance and participation on my annual trail ride to discuss the State 
of Idaho’s effort to conserve the sage-grouse and its habitat while maintaining predictable 
levels of land use across all ownerships.  As I stated during our discussion, Idaho’s sage-
grouse plan must work for the State and preclude the need to list the species under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA).  We can only achieve this meaningful goal and solve this 
complex natural resource issue if the State, federal government and other important 
stakeholders truly view this as an opportunity to form a partnership.  I believe this was 
Secretary Salazar’s intent when he invited the affected states to craft state-specific plans 
for the species. 

As you are fully aware, my Sage-Grouse Task Force (Task Force) was assigned to 
provide recommendations and policies to serve as a foundation for a successful 
management strategy. I’m confident you would agree the Task Force made significant 
inroads in developing such a strategy within a very aggressive timeframe. Based largely 
on these recommendations, I released a draft plan for the species and requested public 
input.   

I believe the draft plan provides a solid framework and moves us one step closer to 
completing this difficult and important task.  As the State continues working with 
stakeholders to refine my proposal, I request feedback on the following questions prior to 
submitting a revised version of the State’s Alternative: 

 Whether the management framework outlined in my Draft Alternative – based on 
a thematic habitat continuum and population metrics – represents a sound policy 
that should move forward; and 

STATE CAPITOL  BOISE, IDAHO 83720  (208) 334-2100  FAX (208) 334-3454 



           

  
    
 

 
  

   
   

  
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

  
  

 

 
 

 
 

 
  
  

 
 

  

     
  

     
 

   
    

   
  

  
  
   

	 Whether my Draft Alternative is consistent with the agency’s multiple-use 
mandate as well as the National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning 
Strategy. 

It is essential that I receive answers to these questions to ensure all stakeholders are 
striving to achieve the mutual objectives outlined by the Secretary and my Executive 
Order (2012-02).  One near-term objective, as noted in my Executive Order, is to have 
the “opportunity to be exempted from the applicability of these Instruction Memoranda 
guiding interim management of public lands within Idaho.”  This aim was recently 
affirmed in a Nevada BLM Instruction Memo (NV 2012-058) stating, “Nevada BLM 
may adopt the Governor’s strategy through a subsequent Instruction Memorandum and 
upon concurrence by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service….” 

As you are aware, I sent a similar letter to Brian Kelly, state director of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service), requesting his agency’s perspective on my draft plan.  As the 
agency charged with implementing the ESA, the Service opined: 

The Service believes the management framework that you have developed 
provides a sound policy outline from which to build upon to meet the long-term 
conservation goals of greater sage-grouse in Idaho.  The thematic approach based 
on conservation objectives that are monitored in an adaptive construct that your 
framework incorporates, are fundamental attributes of the Service’s own approach 
to strategic conservation (USFWS and USGS 2006). 

(emphasis added).    

Thus, from your answers to these two questions the State can discern whether the 
agencies are moving in the same direction with regard to my plan, ultimately affording 
Idaho the opportunity for a state-specific Instruction Memorandum.  Thank you for your 
consideration and support on this issue. 

As Always—Idaho, “Esto Perpetua” 

C.L. “Butch” Otter 
Governor of Idaho 

Cc:		 U.S. Secretary of the Interior, The Honorable Ken Salazar 
Counselor to the Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks (M. Bean) 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Director (V. Moore) 
Governor’s Office of Species Conservation, Administrator (D. Miller) 
USFWS, State Director (B. Kelly) 
U.S. Forest Service, Regional Forester (H. Forsgren)
	
Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task Force
	

STATE CAPITOL  BOISE, IDAHO 83720  (208) 334-2100  FAX (208) 334-3454 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Idaho State Oflice 
1387 South Vinnell Way 

Boise, Idaho 83709-1657 

August 30,2012 

In Reply Refer To: 
65001651516520 (930) 

Honorable C. L. "Butch" Otter 
Office of the Governor 
PO Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720 

Dear Governor Otter: 

I appreciate your letter of August I 7, 20 I 2, and our discussion about sage-grouse management at 
your annual trail ride in June. As 1indicated during our discussion on the trail ride, I am 
encouraged by the efforts of your Sage-Grouse Task Force (Task Force) and look forward to 
receiving your final alternative for consideration in our resource management planning effort. I 
share Idaho's goal of long term conservation of sage-grouse and its habitat, which may make it 
unnecessary to list the species under the Endangered Species Act. 

We support the efforts of the State of Idaho and your Task Force to advance sage-grouse 
conservation across public lands, state lands, and private lands. The State of Idaho and local 
working groups have been the foundation for advancing sage-grouse conservation in Idaho in 
coordination with federal agencies and other partners. Your Task Force represents a diversity of 
interests and expertise that worked diligently under an aggressive timeframe to develop a draft 
alternative. This spring we committed $75,000 towards the task force planning effort and my 
staff actively participated in all task force meetings as technical advisors. My technical staff has 
thoroughly reviewed the State of Idaho's Draft Alternative released to the public in June and we 
believe it is a thoughtful approach to sage-grouse conservation on public lands. Jeff Foss and 
wildlife specialists on my staff have had follow-up discussions with Tom Perry and Virgil Moore 
to share ideas as the Draft Alternative is being finalized. 

Your letter requested feedback on two questions: 1) Whether the management framework 
outlined in the State of Idaho's Draft Alternative-based on a thematic habitat continuum and 
population metrics-represents a sound policy that should move forward; and 2) Whether the 
State of Idaho's Draft Alternative is consistent with the agency's multiple-use mandate as well as 
the National Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Planning Strategy. The management framework 
detailed in the Idaho's Draft Alternative provides a sound management platform and represents 
one in a range of alternatives we will fully consider in our resource management planning 
process that is underway. The management framework outlined in the Draft Alternative 
incorporates habitat information and population metrics that are central to developing a sound 
management strategy. The adaptive regulatory triggers and emergency response outlined in the 
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Draft Alternative represent an innovative approach to addressing the complex and dynamic 
threats that intluence the sage-grouse habitat. Adaptive management is of particular importance 
in Idaho where the threats of wildfire and invasive species are actively impacting habitat 
conditions and maintenance of large, intact stands of sagebrush. 

The management framework for the Draft Alternative addresses many of the issues we received 
from the public during scoping and many of the responsibilities the BLM has as a multiple-use 
agency. For example, the Draft Alternative provides a strategy for guiding land management 
activities to address the primary threats of wildfire, invasive species. and fragmentation of 
habitat resulting from large-scale infrastructure projects. The Draft Alternative also provides a 
strategy to address impacts to sage-grouse habitat from improper livestock grazing and recreation 
activities. A rigorous analysis of a range of alternatives in BLM's draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) will provide the basis to evaluate the effectiveness of the alternatives in 
achieving sage-grouse conservation. Upon public review and comment and development of a 
final EIS, I will have a reasoned basis for issuing a final decision to amend our resource 
management plans by 20 14. 

BLM's National Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Planning Strategy provides guidance for 
incorporating the National Technical Team report "into at least one alternative in the land use 
planning process." The National Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Planning Strategy also provides 
guidance for use and update of preliminary priority habitat and preliminary general habitat maps 
that were developed in coordination with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. The State of 
Idaho's Draft Alternative meets the purpose and need of the sage-grouse program and is 
responsive to BLM's National Sage-grouse Planning Strategy which calls for explicit objectives, 
desired habitat conditions, management actions, and area-wide use restrictions. Given that the 
National Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Planning Strategy is largely guiding the planning 
process, I believe it is reasonable to add the State of Idaho's Alternative to the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIS. 

BLM's interim management of sage-grouse is outlined in 1M 2012-043 which provides policies 
and procedures for management while the resource management plans are undergoing 
amendment and revision. The instruction memorandum states "BLM field offices do not need to 
apply the conservation policies and procedures described in this IM in areas in which (I) a state 
andlor local regulatory mechanism has been developed for conservation ofthe Greater Sage
grouse in coordination and concurrence with the FWS; and (2) the state sage-grouse plan has 
subsequently been adopted by the BLM through the issuance ofa state level BLM IM. IfBLM 
programs are not addresses in the adopted state Greater Sage-grouse Plan then program 
direction will default to the policies and procedures set forth in this WO IM." If the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service provides concurrence on Idaho's regulatory mechanism for the 
conservation of Greater Sage-grouse, Idaho BLM will initiate discussions with your staff about 
BLM policy considerations and organizational capacity for potentially adopting the State's Final 
Alternative as interim direction until the BLM issues the final EIS and Record of Decision, by 
the end of 2014. 
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I appreciate the continued strong coordination between the State of Idaho and Idaho BLM in the 
conservation of sage-grouse and public land management. We will continue to be actively 
engaged with sage-grouse planning efforts led by the State of Idaho and look forward to 
receiving your final alternative for inclusion in our EIS effort. My primary management point of 
contact for sage-grouse conservation is Jeff Foss, Deputy State Director for Resource Services 
(208-373-3801). 

Thank you for your leadership in advancing conservation of sage-grouse and close coordination 
with Idaho BLM regarding public land management in Idaho. 

Sincerely, 

Steven A. Ellis 
State Director 
IdahoBLM 
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BACKGROUND 

As Governor of the State of Idaho, I hereby submit to the U.S. Secretary of the Interior and U.S. 
Secretary of Agriculture (collectively, “the Secretary”) the State of Idaho’s Alternative (“Idaho’s 
Alternative”) for incorporation into the National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning 
Strategy (“Strategy”) of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) and U.S. Forest Service 
(“USFS”) (see BLM/USFS 2012).  The Strategy aims to incorporate objectives, desired habitat 
conditions and management actions into land use plans for Federal lands – for the BLM, the 
Resource Management Plans (“RMPs”) required by the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act (“FLPMA”) and for the USFS, the land management plans (“LMPs”) required by the 
National Forest Management Act (“NFMA”)—by September 30, 2014.  The ultimate outcome 
for the Strategy is to conserve the Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) (“sage
grouse”) and its habitat and potentially avoid a listing under the Endangered Species Act 
(“ESA”) (see BLM 2011a). 

The State of Idaho wishes to express its appreciation for the Secretary’s recognition of the 
important role states can play in managing and conserving the sage-grouse. This recognition is 
also evinced in the ESA as it directs the Secretary to “take[ing] into account those efforts” being 
made by a state prior to a listing determination.  16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A).  Accordingly, I 
believe the recommendations contained herein not only provide a balanced approach to this 
complex natural resource issue, but also ensure the long-term sustainability of those habitat 
attributes necessary to preclude the need to list the species under the ESA. 

In order to place Idaho’s Alternative in proper context, it is necessary to set out a brief overview 
of the process the State employed.  As Idaho currently enjoys viable and widespread populations 
of sage-grouse, I was fully aware of the need for a carefully planned process to ensure we 
conserved the species and its habitat while maintaining predictable levels of land use. I would 
strongly urge our Federal partners to approach the issue in this fashion. 

GOVERNOR’S SAGE-GROUSE TASK FORCE 

On March 9, 2012, I issued Executive Order 2012-02 establishing the Governor’s Sage-Grouse 
Task Force, hereafter “Task Force” (see Task Force Website, available at: 
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/public/wildlife/?getPage=310).  The Task Force was a diverse 
group of stakeholders comprised of representatives from local sage-grouse working groups, 
conservation interests, state and local officials and industry.  The Task Force was charged with 
providing recommendations on actions for developing a state-wide regulatory mechanism to 
preclude the need to list the species under the ESA.  

http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/public/wildlife/?getPage=310


  
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
  

  

  

 
  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 
 

 

 
 

       

  
 

 
  

In March through May 2012, the Task Force met eight times in various locations across the State 
of Idaho.  Each meeting was open to the public and provided an opportunity for the public to 
comment on sage-grouse conservation and its potential effects.  Additionally, the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game (“IDFG”) hosted a Web page displaying the times and locations 
of Task Force meetings, agenda, meeting notes, and presentations made during the meetings.  
See IDFG 2012b.  Thus, the Task Force conducted an open and transparent information-
gathering and decision-making process. 

After much deliberation and discussion, the Task Force on June 15, 2012—aided by the technical 
expertise of IDFG, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“Service”), and other relevant State and 
Federal agencies—delivered its recommendations to me for review and consideration.  After 
carefully reviewing those recommendations, I developed a set of “guiding principles” to help 
evaluate the strength of the Task Force’s recommendations, public comments and other 
important considerations.  These guiding principles will be discussed in further detail under 
section I. 

OVERVIEW OF THE STATE’S ALTERNATIVE 

Consistent with the unanimous recommendation of the Task Force, the State is adopting the 
designation of a Sage-Grouse Management Area (“SGMA”) with three distinct management 
zones: Core Habitat (“CHZ”), Important Habitat (“IHZ”) and General Habitat (“GHZ”). 

Figure 1.  Idaho’s Sage-Grouse Management Area1 

SGMA (15.220 million acres) 

MOST RESTRICTIVE LEAST RESTRICTIVE 

CHZ (5.68 
million acres) 

IHZ (4.09 
million acres) 

GHZ (5.45 
million acres) 

1 The acreages displayed in Figure 1 are approximate values. 



 

 
  

  
   

   
   

      
    

  
  

   
  

    
 
 

    
   

    
  

  
 

   
      

      
 

  

    

 

 

 

Generally, these management zones outline a suite of basic management activities that may, 
under certain conditions, or may not occur within a given area.  In other words, the three 
management zones within the SGMA represent a management continuum that includes at one 
end, a relatively restrictive approach aimed at providing a high level of protection to the species 
within the CHZ, and on the other end, a relatively flexible approach for the GHZ allowing for 
more multiple-use activities.  While the IHZ provides greater flexibility than in the CHZ, the 
overall quality and ecological importance of the habitat within this zone is more closely aligned 
with the habitat in the CHZ than in the GHZ. 

Allocation to a specific management zone does not mandate or direct the relevant Federal agency 
to propose or implement any action; rather, the three habitat zones provide an array of permitted 
and prohibited activities.  Activities not specifically addressed by the Alternative are still subject 
to the allowances and restrictions of the applicable resource management plan. 

The measures set forth below are essential to sage-grouse conservation in Idaho and should 
receive not only priority consideration in the Strategy, but also in the shaping of future agency 
budgets.  In order to accomplish the objectives set out below, I strongly urge State and Federal 
agencies, including the Service, BLM, USFS and other federal agencies to work collaboratively 
to ensure uniform and consistent application of Idaho’s Alternative. In particular, BLM needs to 
make federal funding for fire suppression, especially in the CHZ, a top priority. 

It is important to note that this document does not represent a complete list of sage-grouse 
actions for the State of Idaho.  This document only provides special management for sage-grouse 
on lands managed by the BLM and USFS, and while beneficial to other sage-steppe species, 
agencies will still have the obligation to analyze other values when considering a proposed 
action.   

That said, with this management framework in place, the State will approach willing private 
parties, local governments, other Federal partners, and the Idaho Department of Lands to see 
what actions are necessary and appropriate to complement the State’s Federal Alternative. 
Furthermore, it is important to note that the relevant Federal agencies in considering these 
measures as part of environmental analyses, planning updates and ESA listing determinations, 
should recognize that actions on these lands can have direct and indirect impacts on State 
endowment trust lands managed by the Idaho Department of Lands.  Thus, it is important to 
evaluate sage-grouse management in a comprehensive and holistic manner. 



  
 

 
 

  
 

  

  
  

  
   
  

  

    
  

  

   
 

 
   

  
   

    
 

   

  
   

 
    

 
   

 

STATE OF IDAHO’S ALTERNATIVE 

The following section further explains the “guiding principles” used to develop Idaho’s 
Alternative. 

I. GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

A. Task Force Recommendations 

Because the Task Force represents the diverse stakeholders associated with this issue, the State 
has made a concerted effort to defer to their recommendations.  In areas where the Task Force 
provided alternative recommendations and/or left actions to the discretion of the State, we have 
endeavored to capture the intent of the Task Force consistent with the parameters set out in the 
Governor’s Executive Order. 

B. ESA Considerations 

On March 23, 2010, the Service determined the species warrants listing over all of its range, 
including Idaho, but is precluded by higher listing actions.  75 Fed. Reg. 13,910 (Mar. 23, 2010).  
Specifically, the Service found Federal resource management plans deficient with respect to 
addressing the primary threats to the species—namely, habitat fragmentation due to wildfires, 
invasive species and infrastructure development.  See 75 Fed. Reg. at 13,973-80.  

Following the Service’s decision, the United States District Court for the District of Idaho ruled 
that pursuant to a D.C. District Court settlement, the agency must reevaluate the status of the 
species under the ESA by September 30, 2015.  In response to this deadline, the Secretary of the 
Interior in December 2011 invited the eleven western states impacted by a potential listing of the 
species to develop state-specific regulatory mechanisms to address these cited deficiencies in an 
effort to preclude a listing under the ESA.  Accordingly, one of the State’s primary objectives in 
submitting this Alternative is to develop a management framework that passes muster under the 
ESA. 

C. Idaho’s Management Approach 

The State’s management approach was designed to be clear and measurable over varying spatial 
and temporal scales.  This approach consists of management objectives attempting to address key 
decision points outlined in the Service’s 2010 determination.  As mentioned above, the Service’s 
2010 decision cited lack of regulatory mechanisms and habitat loss as the primary drivers for its 
warranted but precluded decision.  Importantly, both of these factors affect the population status 
of the species.  The Idaho Sage-Grouse Management Approach includes: (1) implementation of 
regulatory mechanisms to support the overall management and conservation objectives of the 
species; (2) stabilization of habitats and populations, including a systematic review of habitat and 



 

 
  

 
  

    
 

   
  

 
 

   
  

      
    

     
  

 
 

     
  

 
 

 
   

 
   

     
 

 
 

  

 
 

 
   

   

population status; and (3) development of adaptive regulatory triggers and a wildfire emergency 
clause to address sudden and unanticipated changes.  

The best available information indicates that wildfire, invasive species and infrastructure, as 
defined below, are the primary threats to sage-grouse in Idaho.  The State aided by the valuable 
contributions of the Task Force developed a suite of regulatory measures to address these 
primary threats as well as some activities identified by the Service as secondary threats (e.g., 
recreation, improper livestock grazing and West Nile virus).  The State believes that 
implementation of these measures will provide significant conservation benefits to sage-grouse, 
other sage-steppe obligate species, and should be sufficient to preclude a listing under the ESA in 
Idaho.  

Notwithstanding these efforts, unexpected and catastrophic events (e.g., major wildfire event(s), 
West Nile virus) may result in a substantial loss of habitat and concomitant decline in sage-
grouse populations sufficient to trigger a change in the regulatory approach to the issue.  Hence, 
the State has developed adaptive regulatory triggers and an emergency wildfire clause to ensure 
the populations and habitats within the CHZ, and to a lesser extent, the IHZ are maintained and 
enhanced.  These adaptive triggers are intended to provide a regulatory backstop for navigating 
unanticipated and deleterious impacts to the species.   

If these measures prove necessary, the State would still be well positioned to conserve the 
species and its habitat, while maintaining predictable levels of land use.  It is important to note 
the development and implementation of regulatory triggers, primarily to deal with wildfire, is a 
new approach for managing this particular species.  With that recognition, the State anticipates 
continuing to work with its partners to refine this feature of the plan to ensure the triggers are 
properly attuned to the needs of the State and the species.    

To aid in the assessment of this management approach, the State has divided the SGMA into four 
individual Conservation Areas (“CA”) across the State: two north (Mountain Valleys, Desert) 
and two south (West Owyhee, Southern) of the Snake River.  Each Conservation Area is divided 
into Core, Important, and General management zones (“MZs”) based upon modeling of sage-
grouse breeding bird density, habitat connectivity and persistence, scientific knowledge based on 
surveys and radio-telemetry studies, and the recommendations of the Task Force.  

Although wildfire, infrastructure, and invasive species pose threats for sage-grouse in all CAs, 
wildfire and invasive species tend to be a greater issue in the Desert and West Owyhee CAs than 
in the Mountain Valleys or Southern CAs.  Additionally, sage-grouse habitats in the Desert and 
West Owyhee CAs are relatively contiguous, while those in the Mountain Valleys and Southern 
CAs tend to be more fragmented.  North of the Snake River, the CHZ is approximately three 
million acres, while the CHZ south of the Snake River is approximately 2.7 million acres.  



   
   

 

   
 

  
 

    

 

  
    

 

 

Acreage for the CHZ and IHZ in the four CAs is presented in Table 1.  These four CAs are 
further described below: 

North of the Snake River 

•	 Mountain Valleys CA— Starting at Rexburg and extending west, sage-grouse habitat 
north and west of Highway 33 to Howe, Highway 33/22 to Arco, Highway 26/20/93 to 
Carey, Highway 20 west to Mountain Home, south from Mountain Home on Highway 51 
to the Snake River.  West-Central is included in this area. 

•	 Desert CA—South of the above CA. 

South of the Snake River 

•	 West Owyhee CA—West of the Jarbidge River. 
•	 Southern CA—East of the Jarbidge River, including East Idaho uplands and Bear Lake 

Plateau. 



  
 

  
  

   
   
   

  
 

  
 

   
    

 

 
     

 
 

  
    

      
    

  
    

      

    
   

   
    

  
  

 

    
   

  
  

  

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Objective 1:  Implement Regulatory Mechanisms – The State’s first objective is to implement 
the regulatory mechanisms provided herein to maintain and enhance sage-grouse habitats, 
populations and connectivity in areas within the CHZ, buffered by strategic areas within IHZ, 
dominated by sagebrush. Through the implementation of these mechanisms, the State will be 
able to provide a level of protection sufficient to conserve at least 65% of the current known leks 
within the State, which are fully captured in the CHZ.  Recognizing the risk and difficulty of 
controlling wildfire, invasive species and providing the opportunity to consider limited high-
value infrastructure development, the IHZ provides an additional population buffer.  

The effectiveness of this objective with respect to the primary threats of wildfire, invasive 
species and infrastructure will be assessed every three years for each Conservation Area.  
Secondary threats addressed in this Alternative will be evaluated according the various schedules 
contained in the regulatory language.  IDFG will serve as the lead in conducting these 
assessments in concert with the Governor’s Office of Species Conservation and relevant Federal 
agencies as the management of the species is currently under the jurisdiction of the State of 
Idaho. 

Objective 2:  Stabilize Habitats and Populations – The second management objective 
examines the effectiveness of the regulatory measures by monitoring the stability of habitat and 
population trends over time. As described above, the State recognizes the need to regularly 
analyze the effectiveness of the regulatory measures as well as to discern whether active 
conservation and restoration efforts, including conifer control, wildfire suppression, and more 
passive habitat protection techniques such as fuel breaks are effective strategies.  Areas within 
the CHZ, and to a lesser extent the IHZ, will be used for baseline comparison to evaluate 
progress in achieving this objective.     

During the first three-year period (2012-2015) of implementation, Idaho’s management approach 
will emphasize limiting habitat loss in the CHZ and IHZ respectively to no more than a ten 
percent (10%) loss due to fire and/or infrastructure development resulting in a proportionate 
reduction of males counted on leks within a particular Conservation Area.  This allowance is 
made because of the difficulty in developing effective wildfire suppression programs, including 
allocation of appropriate resources and infrastructure projects currently planned and/or 
underway. 

Should a ten percent loss occur within this timeframe, IDFG in coordination with the Governor’s 
Office of Species Conservation and other relevant State and Federal agencies will initiate a 
management review of the State’s regulatory approach to assess the causal factors for declines.  
Conceptually, the review would include a determination of whether the loss is based on a 
population-related decline (e.g., West Nile virus, drought) or is driven by habitat loss.  If the loss 



 
  

      

   
 

 
   

 
 

  
     

  
  

 
    

 
   

 

 
 

   
  

   
 

  
     

     
       
       

     
       
       

     
 
 

 

 

 

is habitat-driven, the review team will assess the effectiveness of current best management
 
practices, funding levels and restoration efforts in order to preclude the triggering of the adaptive
 
regulatory triggers.
 

Three primary indicators provide a baseline for population status:
 

1) Maximum number of males counted on lek routes in 2011 within CHZ.
 
2) Number of active leks counted in 2011 within CHZ.
 
3) Average rate of population change.
 

Males counted on lek routes, numbers of leks and rate of population change provide a solid
 
baseline against which future comparisons will be made to assess the success of the approach or
 
indicate when populations may be in trouble potentially triggering additional conservation 

actions.
 

Using the average value for λ (finite rate of change) for 2009-2011 within CHZ is a relatively
 
new approach for monitoring sage-grouse populations.  Under this evaluation, population growth 

calculations (λ) will be compared to a value of 1.0 which indicates a stable population and 

evaluated for statistical significance.
 

Recognizing that this indicator was not discussed in any detail with the Task Force, the State will 

continue working with its partners to better understand this population evaluation tool to ensure a
 
consistent on-the-ground application. In addition, the State may request a review of this approach 

by Dr. Oz Garton (Bio-statistician, University of Idaho).  The State reserves the right to modify
 
or remove the evaluation tool if it’s application would lead to the regulatory triggers being 

tripped unnecessarily, or conversely, not being sensitive enough to changes on the landscape.  


Table 1. Acreage of the CHZ and IHZ by Conservation Area in 2011. 
Area Core % Core Important % Imp 

North of the Snake River 2,994,000 34 2,480,000 28 
Desert 1,044,000 33 751,000 24 
Mountain Valleys 1,949,000 36 1,729,000 32 

South of the Snake River 2,686,000 41 1,609,000 24 
Southern 948,000 25 975,000 26 
West Owyhee 1,738,000 61 634,000 22 

Grand Total 5,680,000 37 4,089,000 27 



  

         
         

         
         

         
         

         
         

         
 

         
 

    
 

    
   

   
  

  

 
  

 
     

 
  

 
   

    
 

 
 

   
 

     
 

 

Table 2.  Species Population in the CHZ and IHZ by Conservation Area based on 2011 lek data. 

Males Counted	 Active leks 
Zone Core %Core Important % IMP Core %Core Important % IMP 

North of Snake River 4710 79 907 15 196 71 57 21 
Desert CA 2332 83 294 10 101 78 17 13 
Mountain Valleys CA 2378 77 613 20 95 64 40 27 

South of Snake River 2468 64 1203 31 142 63 67 30 
Southern CA 642 41 758 48 59 49 47 39 
West Owyhee CA 1826 80 445 20 83 80 20 19 

Grand Total 7178 73 2110 22 338 67 124 25 

ADAPTIVE REGULATORY TRIGGERS AND WILDFIRE EMERGENCY RESPONSE CLAUSE 

As mentioned above, sage-grouse adaptive regulatory triggers were developed to provide a 
regulatory backstop to prevent further loss and stabilize habitats and populations in the CHZ and 
IHZ where a demonstrated significant loss has either occurred over time or unexpectedly.  These 
adaptive triggers are used when dramatic shifts in population or habitat occurs. Additionally, an 
emergency wildfire clause was developed to direct immediate response following a significant 
loss of sage grouse habitat due to catastrophic wildfire.  

Whereas a review of the management approach is initiated when a Conservation Area exceeds a 
ten percent loss, an adaptive regulatory trigger—extending the conservation benefit of the 
measures in the CHZ to the IHZ—automatically occurs if two out of the three criteria outlined 
below are demonstrated. In developing these triggers it is important to note that sage-grouse 
populations often lag in their response to habitat loss and fragmentation.  A negative population 
response may not be detected for three to five years following the habitat disturbance.  
Therefore, a habitat measure is also a component of the adaptive management trigger. 

i.	 Maximum number of males on lek routes declines by >20% over a three-
year period compared to 2011 values. 

ii.	 A 30% or greater loss of sagebrush habitat is documented within defined 
breeding or winter habitat during a three-year period. 

iii.	 The finite rate of change (λ) over 3 years starting with the baseline years 
2009- 2011 is significantly less than 1.0. 

As mentioned above, the number of active leks is a valuable indicator of population status and 
can be used to further inform decisions guided by the above triggers.  Declines by >20% over a 
three-year period compared to 2011 values would indicate a problem.  With the stated caveat 
above, the State may add, modify or remove criterion (iii) replacing the rate of change for 
evaluating whether to apply the adaptive regulatory trigger. 



  
  

  
      

    
  

 
 

 
 
   

       
   

   
   

  
 

  

   
 

    
  

    
 

     
   

  
   

  
  

 
    

 
 

   
   

    
  

When the adaptive regulatory trigger is operative, population data and associated habitats will be 
reviewed to determine whether the problem is habitat related (e.g., fire) or caused by some other 
population-related issue (e.g., West Nile virus).  If the problem is habitat related, the CHZ best 
management practices (see Section V, below) will be applied to areas in the IHZ within the same 
Conservation Area.  For example, and while the trigger is operational, a project proponent in the 
IHZ would have to meet the more stringent criteria of the CHZ for developing new 
infrastructure.  If the problem is not habitat related, appropriate management actions will be 
employed to minimize or alleviate the threat. 

As mentioned previously, the State is also proposing an emergency clause to address dramatic 
habitat loss due to wildfire similar to the losses experienced in the Murphy Complex Fire. The 
current emergency clause states that where a wildfire burns 200,000 acres or more of CHZ 
habitat, and at least 50% of the burned acres contained important breeding or wintering habitat, 
the CHZ regulatory provisions shall apply to the IHZ within the relevant Conservation Area.  
The State may revise this clause based on a better understanding—e.g., mapping—of the 
important breeding and wintering habitat within the CHZ and IHZ.   

D. Existing State Sage-Grouse Plan 

In 1997, the then Idaho Sage-grouse Task Force, under the direction of the IDFG Commission, 
completed the Idaho Sage-grouse Management Plan (“1997 Plan”).  The 1997 Plan divided 
Idaho into sage-grouse management areas and called for the creation of Local Working Groups 
(“LWGs”) to develop sage-grouse management plans for each of Idaho’s sage-grouse planning 
areas.  Currently, for twelve local planning areas, nine LWG plans are completed, one LWG plan 
is nearly complete, and one plan is in progress.    

Between 1999 and 2003, the Service received eight petitions to list the species as endangered or 
threatened under the ESA.  In April 2004, the Service determined three of the petitions to list the 
species provided substantial information that listing might be warranted, thus initiating a 
comprehensive range-wide status review. 

Based on the status review, the Idaho State Sage-Grouse Advisory Committee (“SAC”) in 2003 
was convened to assist the State in updating the 1997 Plan.  The Conservation Plan for the 
Greater Sage-Grouse in Idaho was completed in 2006 (“2006 Plan”).  The 2006 Plan was 
amended in 2009 to include the completion of the Implementation Chapter. 

This Alternative builds upon, supplements, and in some instances replaces the 2006 State Plan 
and LWG plans by identifying habitat zones, adaptive regulatory triggers and concrete best 
management practices for primary and some secondary threats as identified by the Service 
necessary to preclude a listing.  For activities not addressed by this Alternative, including 
predation issues, the 2006 State Plan and LWG plans will continue to be operative. For the sake 
of completeness, Idaho’s 2006 Plan is incorporated herein by reference. 



  

 
         

   
 

  

   

  
  

 

  
  

     
   

 
  

  

  

   
 

  

 
  

 
 

  

  
  

   
   

 
 

E. Valid Existing Rights 

All management zones and recommendations are intended to be subject to and protect all valid 
existing rights. It is critical, especially for areas within the CHZ and IHZ that existing land uses 
and landowner activities continue to occur, particularly agricultural activities on all land 
ownerships.  

F. Maps 

The State recognizes that any attempt to map sage-grouse habitat must, by necessity, be at a 
broad, programmatic scale.  The mapping of boundaries presented above is not intended to 
equate to verified boundary locations or on-the-ground habitat types from which the public can 
determine with certainty whether any particular location is inside or outside of a particular 
management zone.  

Rather, the mapping exercise is intended to give governmental entities, land managers, project 
proponents and the public a general idea of where certain types of habitat and conservation 
priorities are spatially located as of the date of the map.  The State also recognizes that this 
mapping exercising depicting current habitat for the species is not static, and any map must be 
verified through site-specific environmental analysis.  Moreover, the map does not alleviate the 
duty of State and Federal agencies to determine the actual quality and trends of the habitat at a 
specific location where, for example, a project is proposed or grazing permit is up for renewal. 

G. Infrastructure 

When the Alternative refers to measures regarding infrastructure, it is referring to discrete, large-
scale anthropogenic features, including highways, high voltage transmission lines, commercial 
wind projects, energy development (e.g., oil and gas development, geothermal wells), airports, 
mines, cell phone towers, landfills, residential and commercial subdivisions, etc.  

Infrastructure related to small-scale ranch, home and farm businesses (e.g., stock ponds, fences, 
range improvements) do not fall within this definition.  These issues are not included within this 
definition, and are addressed in other sections of the Alternative or through local resource 
management plans.  

H. Mitigation Framework 

Where compensatory mitigation—such as, for new infrastructure project authorized in the 
CHZ—is required to off-set impacts to sage-grouse or their habitats, the Idaho Sage-Grouse 
Mitigation Framework (see ISAC 2011) is the preferred mechanism to plan, select, implement 
and monitor these types of projects.  Potential compensatory mitigation should be guided by a 
science-based statewide strategy to guide the selection of mitigation actions that will receive 
funding based on the benefits to sage-grouse populations.  For example, restoration efforts are 



      
   

   
    

 
  

   
   

 
  

 
  

  

    
   

  
  

   

 
 

    
   

 

   

 

  
   

  
 

   

     
      

likely to target perennial grasses and conifer encroachment areas within or adjacent to the CHZ, 
and secondarily, on perennial grasses and conifer encroachment areas within the IHZ with low 
fire risk. The Task Force recognized the importance of these targeted restoration efforts by 
including areas within the management regime of the CHZ current not meeting the general 
biological standard of 25-50% breeding bird density as described below in order to ensure these 
areas would still retain high restoration potential. 

Mitigation efforts will focus on increasing the resiliency and productivity of sage-grouse 
populations and habitats, especially within the CHZ.  Should these efforts materialize; the State 
will consider establishing a mitigation bank of sage-grouse habitation restoration projects that 
future development projects would repay through compensatory mitigation requirements. The 
State recognizes that this is a key provision in this Alternative, and intends to provide more detail 
on this component through the Governor’s Implementation Commission. 

I. Livestock Grazing Management 

No studies exist directly relating livestock grazing systems or stocking rates to sage-grouse 
abundance or productivity.  Most concerns about the effects of grazing on sage-grouse are 
localized in nature, whereas the species is demonstrated to be more responsive to stressors at a 
larger landscape.  Therefore, grazing should be viewed as a landscape stressor with monitoring 
and management actions tailored accordingly.   

Numerous studies have been published providing detailed information on characteristics of sage-
grouse seasonal habitats (Knick and Connelly 2011).  These studies provide insight on heights 
and cover of sagebrush and herbaceous plants needed for productive habitats (Connelly et al. 
2000). 

Based on this information, opportunities exist for livestock permittees, Federal and State 
agencies and university researchers to collaborate in an effort to fine-tune knowledge of current 
conditions and needed management actions in sage-grouse habitats throughout southern Idaho.  
This work would provide needed insight into current conditions within sage-grouse habitat and 
guide specific management actions necessary for ensuring healthy and stable sage-grouse 
populations.   

Approach: 

While grazing management options should be considered at a landscape scale, livestock grazing 
is typically considered in a site-specific context over time where vegetative condition can be 
manipulated by the timing and intensity of grazing practices.  Currently, this is being done by 
designating allotments and scheduling grazing periods based on factors such as elevation, 
weather and plant growth (e.g., high elevations are grazed during summer months).  

The three habitat zones provide additional options for scheduled grazing and should be 
considered.  Altering grazing schemes in allotments within the CHZ, where needed and 



      
   

    

  

  

 
   

    

   
  

    
    

  
   

 

 

  
  

   
  

 
 

     

 
    

   
 

 
   

  
     

 
   

  

appropriate, may be facilitated by enhanced grazing opportunities with introduced seedings or 
areas with lower value to sage-grouse (e.g., GHZ).  The unintended consequences of altering 
grazing use, such as a possible increased risk of wildfire, must be carefully considered in any 
management proposal.  

Guidelines for managing sage-grouse habitats and populations have been published (Connelly et 
al. 2000, Hagen et al. 2007) and are often included in various management plans.  These 
guidelines describe characteristics of productive sage-grouse habitats based on a large number of 
studies conducted throughout the species’ range.  However, they do not reflect data collected in 
all parts of the range nor do they reflect data collected from randomly sampled locations.  Thus, 
this information should not be considered as providing standards by which to judge effects of 
livestock grazing on the ultimate quality of sage-grouse seasonal habitats. 

Proper grazing management greatly benefits from flexibility and the opportunity to schedule and 
adjust intensity, timing, duration, and frequency of grazing use over time in a manner that 
maintains rangeland health and habitat quality.  In addition, vegetative characteristics of sage-
grouse seasonal ranges can change spatially and temporally due to a wide variety of other 
influences.  Therefore, these sage-grouse habitat characteristics should be viewed as a tool for 
assessing habitats and guiding management actions but not as a means of dictating grazing 
strategies or stocking rates. On-the-ground management actions and strategies to meet these 
habitat characteristics should be informed local resource knowledge and conditions. 

Management Framework: 

Grazing within the CHZ and IHZ will be managed according to the process outlined in the text 
below. The first step, and perhaps the most important, is to inform and educate affected 
permittees regarding sage-grouse habitat needs and conservation measures. These habitat needs 
or characteristics outlined in Tables 3-5 will be incorporated into relevant resource management 
plans as the desired conditions with the understanding that these desired conditions may not be 
achievable: (a) due to the existing ecological condition, ecological potential or the existing 
vegetation; or (b) due to casual events unrelated to existing livestock grazing. 

Based on these habitat characteristics, conduct fine and site scale-habitat assessments to help 
inform grazing management.  Where necessary, a determination of factors causing any failure to 
achieve the habitat characteristics (Tables 3, 4 and 5) will be conducted at a resolution sufficient 
to document the habitat condition.  This determination will include consideration of local spatial 
and inter-annual variability.  A determination of issues attributable to livestock grazing 
management should not result from one year of data at a specific location within an allotment. 

The assessment process will be completed in conjunction with scheduled term grazing permit 
renewals (i.e., every ten years). Given limited agency resources, prioritization will be given to 
areas that have the potential to provide the greatest benefit to sage-grouse.  Allocation of 
resources should be concentrated on allotments within the CHZ that have declining sage-grouse 
populations.  Following those permits within the CHZ, resources will be further prioritized to 



     
 

 

 
 

   
 

   

   
 

  

    
 

   
  

 

   
    

 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          
                 

                                       
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

allotments within the IHZ with breeding habitats that have decreasing lek counts.  (See Flow 
Chart below).  Sage-grouse populations that are stable or trending upward will be a lower 
priority for permit renewal and the assessment process. 

Typically, summer habitats will be managed to provide the conditions described in Table 3; 
winter Table 4; and breeding habitats in Table 5.  However, the assessment/determination 
process must rely on published characteristics of sage-grouse habitat and the Ecological Site 
Descriptions, existing vegetation, habitat inventories/assessments (Stiver et al. 2010), and where 
available, state and transition models that describe vegetation and other physical attributes for 
sage-grouse.  The related characteristics within the categories shown below will also be included.  
These characteristics indicate the ability of a given area to provide sage-grouse habitat.  

Category 1: The grazing allotment (or any pasture/significant area therein) has the 
existing vegetation and/or existing ecological condition (seral state) to provide sage-
grouse habitat 

Category 2: The grazing allotment (or any pasture/significant area therein) has the 
ecological potential to provide sage-grouse habitat. 

If the process and conditions outlined above demonstrate that livestock grazing is limiting 
achievement of the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5), renewed permits will include measures, 
including but not limited to the actions outlined in (J), to achieve desired habitat conditions.  
These measures must be tailored to address the specific management issues. 

Additionally, adaptive management changes related to existing grazing permits should only be 
undertaken if improper grazing is determined to be the causal factor in not meeting habitat 
characteristics, specific to site capability, based upon monitoring over time with appropriate site 
variability. 

Table 3.  General Characteristics of Late Brood Rearing Habitat. 

Habitat Features Habitat Indicators Habitat Characteristics 

Upland Sagebrush Riparian/Wet 
Communities   Meadow 

Communities 

Protective Cover Sagebrush Canopy Cover 10-25% N/A 

Sagebrush Height 16-31 inches N/A 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                               

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
                        

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

   
   

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Sagebrush Proximity N/A Protective sagebrush 
cover (10-25%) is 
is within 300 m of 
of riparian/meadow 
feeding area. 

Protective Cover and 
Food 

Grass/forb canopy cover >15% 
N/A 

Food Forb Availability Succulent forbs are 
available during 
the summer. 
Generally applies to 
higher elevations, 
such as mtn. big 
sage sites. 

Riparian and wet 
meadow conditions 
are such that 
succulent forbs are 
available during the 
summer. 

Table 4.  General Characteristics of Winter Habitat. 

Habitat Features Habitat Indicators Habitat Characteristics 

Protective Cover 
and Food Sagebrush Canopy Cover 

10-30% exposed above snow 

Sagebrush Height 10-14 inches exposed above snow 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

           

 

 

 

   

 

  

 

 

 

  
 

 

                     
 

 
                        

 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
              

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                           

 

   

Table 5.  General Characteristics of Productive Breeding/Nesting and Early Brood Rearing 
Habitat. 

Habitat Features Habitat Indicators Habitat Characteristics 

Arid Sites Mesic Sites 

Protective Cover Sagebrush Canopy Cover 15-25% 15-25% 

Sagebrush Height 12-31 inches 16-31 inches 

Sagebrush Growth Form Spreading Spreading             

Perennial Grass/Forbs 
Heights (post hatch) 

Adequate residual nesting cover2 

Perennial Grass Canopy 
Cover 

Not specified >15% 

Protective Cover and 
Food Forb Canopy Cover Not specified >10% 

Total Grass/Forb Cover >15% >25% 

2 As defined by Connelly et al. 2000, Hausleitner 2003, and Holloran et al. 2005.    



 

 

 
 

                      
                                                     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Food Forb Availability Good abundance and availability relative 
to ecological site potential 
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Figure 3.  Livestock Grazing Management in CHZ and IHZ 

Conduct fine scale assessments and complete permit renewal process based upon the determined 
priority (illustrated above) and the associated management framework.  The assessment will 
determine whether the current grazing system achieves or does not achieve the habitat 
characteristics outlined in Tables 3, 4 and 5 as applicable. 

Determine priority for fine scale habitat assessments 
and permit renewal process. 

First Assessment Priority 

CHZ Area population 
trending downward; or 

information not available 

Second Assessment Priority 

CHZ Area population stable or 
increasing 

Third Assessment Priority 

IHZ Area population 
trending downward; or 

information not available 

Consider stewardship 
contracts/prescribed 

grazing 

Educate permittees regarding sage grouse habitat needs and conservation measures 

Does not achieve—Adaptive 
changes to grazing permits shall 
only be made where grazing is 
determined to be the casual 
factor in not meeting 
characteristics 

Adaptive management--
implement conservation measure 
tailored to meet specific habitat 

characteristic. 

Does not achieve—but, 
grazing not the causal factor 
generally, or not supported 

by monitoring results 
collected over time with 

appropriate site variability. 

Achieves—Absent 
substantial and 

compelling 
information, no 

changes necessary 

Conduct research and 
monitoring 

Incorporate sage grouse habitat characteristics (Tables 3 5) into 
relevant resource management plans as the desired conditions. 



 
  

 
 

 
    

  

  
 

    
 

   
  

 
   

  

   

  
   

   

 
    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

J. Implementation of Idaho’s Alternative 

The Governor’s Task Force has been a good model of collaborative problem-solving and 
decision-making.  Should Idaho’s Alternative be selected and incorporated into relevant resource 
management plans, I intend to establish by Executive Order an Implementation Task Force to 
ensure the intent of the State’s Alternative is properly implemented.  Specifically, the newly-
formed group will examine situations where project proponents attempt to develop new 
infrastructure in the CHZ using the exemption process as described below; and whether proposed 
projects comply with the criteria outlined in the IHZ.  This implementation model has proven 
successful in implementing the Idaho Roadless Rule.   

Additionally, a key component to this alternative is adaptive management. While the State 
firmly believes the regulatory measures and other features of the plan effectively preclude the 
need to list, there is a need to continuously evaluate new information as it becomes available. 
For example, the U.S. Forest Service’s research on Pyrenophora semeniperda (“black fingers of 
death”) has shown effectiveness in eliminating the cheatgrass carryover seed.  The State strongly 
encourages the Federal government to continue its research on this topic, and may modify this 
plan to make the application of this tool as an integral part of fire suppression.  

II. IDAHO’S SAGE-GROUSE MANAGEMENT AREA (SGMA) 

As mentioned previously, the State is adopting the designation of the SGMA with three distinct 
management zones CHZ, IHZ and GHZ.  Recognizing and identifying distinct management 
zones within the SGMA enables the State and the Federal government to prioritize conservation 
and restoration efforts to those areas that provide the most effective opportunities to benefit sage-
grouse populations and their habitat while maintaining predictable levels of land use.  Map 1, as 
developed by the BLM, depicts two habitat areas and provided the Task Force with an initial 
starting point for discussions.    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
   

  
  

 

   
   

  

   
 

    
 

 

 

Map 1.  Idaho Sage-Grouse Preliminary “Priority” and “General” Habitat Areas. 

The two habitat areas in Map 1 are referred to as preliminary “priority” habitat (“PPH”) and 
preliminary “general” habitat (“PGH”). BLM defines PPH as those areas having the highest 
conservation value to maintaining greater sage-grouse populations, while PGH is defined as 
areas of occupied seasonal or year-round habitat outside of “priority” habitat.  (Makela and 
Major 2012). 

The State believes this mapping approach fosters an “in or out” management regime that does 
not adequately take advantage of the opportunity to provide better and more precise management 
direction based on the quality and location of sage-grouse populations and habitats in Idaho. 

The need to refine habitat areas for Idaho-specific management purposes led to the development 
of Map 2. It improves on Map 1 by differentiating three different vegetative types within the 
“priority” habitat areas: sagebrush, perennial grasses and conifer encroachment. The latter two 
types offer opportunities for restoration of sagebrush habitat for the species. 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 2.  Refined Idaho Sage-Grouse Areas. 

For the development of Idaho’s Alternative, I am adopting the Task Force’s creation of the 
SGMA and the three management zones: CHZ, IHZ and GHZ.  These are depicted on Map 3. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 3.  Idaho SGMA Habitat Zones. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
   

   
 

  
 

  

 
    

  

 

Table 6.  Map 3 Lek Legend 

In sum, the CHZ and IHZ on Map 3 total approximately 9.770 million acres, account for ninety 
percent (90%) of the known leks or breeding display areas in Idaho, and are believed to harbor 
the vast majority of the State’s sage-grouse populations.  Evidence for this includes census data 
that ninety-five percent (95%) of the male sage-grouse counted at leks are in these two zones.  
By contrast, the GHZ encompasses approximately 5.45 million acres, on which are found ten 
percent (10%) of the known leks and five percent (5%) of the male sage-grouse attending leks.  
Thus, the GHZ is the lowest priority for conservation or restoration efforts.  

The three management zones within the SGMA take into account the distribution of sage-grouse 
populations in Idaho.  Specifically, the CHZ and IHZ focus on protecting each of the two key 
meta-populations in the State.  These meta-populations consist of a large aggregation of 



 
  

 
    

 

  
  

 
  

   
  

  
 

   
  

  
   

 
  

  
  

    
 

  

     
  

   
 

       

   
  

     

   

interconnected breeding subpopulations of sage-grouse that have the highest likelihood of long-
term persistence.  One meta-population is located north of the Snake River and includes the 
North Magic Valley, Big Desert, and Basin and Range areas; the other is located south of the 
Snake River and includes south central Idaho, the upper Bruneau-Jarbidge Plateau, and the 
Owyhee Uplands. 

Approximately sixty-five percent (65%) of the SGMA is administered by the BLM, and another 
seven percent (7%) by the USFS.  Any proposed actions on lands managed by the Federal 
government, regardless of the management zone such projects may fall in, will still require 
appropriate site-specific environmental analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(“NEPA”) and any requisite site-specific decision-making, e.g. 43 C.F.R. Subpart 4160 (BLM) 
and 36 C.F.R. Part 251 (USFS) prior to approving proposed management actions. 

Additionally, applicable resource management plan components must be followed during the 
planning and implementation of a project.  For example, infrastructure development within the 
GHZ does not contain any special conservation measures for sage-grouse.  However, within this 
management theme, some resource management plan components set sideboards or conditions 
for development.  In particular, there may be other species listed under the ESA that mandates 
direction to reduce or minimize adverse effects. This direction is not inconsistent with this 
Alternative.  Therefore, these consistent conditions would still apply to actions permissible under 
the Alternative and if the project cannot comply with the plan requirements, the proposed project 
would have to be modified, abandoned, or the specific plan component amended.   

In addition to the overall desired conditions and ecosystem characteristics discussed earlier, this 
management zone addresses the following general conditions and uses. 

III. IDAHO’S MANAGEMENT ZONES 

A. CHZ 

Current Condition: The CHZ encompasses approximately 5.68 million acres and supports the 
highest breeding densities of sage-grouse in Idaho.  These areas include approximately sixty-five 
percent (65%) of the known active leks and are occupied by approximately seventy-three percent 
(73%) of male sage-grouse counted at leks throughout the SGMA.  This management theme 
represents, and generally exceeds, the State’s base population objective for the species. 

The CHZ represents strongholds for sage-grouse populations in Idaho and supports the largest 
populations.  Thus, this zone should represent the highest priority for conservation efforts and 
policies to address the primary threats to the species, such as wildfire, as described in the 
Service’s 2010 listing determination.  

Areas designated within the CHZ were mapped based on the following key data sets: 



  
  

   
   

 

 
 

   
 

  

    
  

  
 

   
 

    
 

   
  

   
 

  

 

 

   
   

   
  

 
 

Twenty-five (25%) and fifty (50%) breeding bird density classes, which represent the top 
fifty (50%) of all leks in terms of male attendance, buffered at times by portions of the 
seventy-five (75%) class, depending on location, and the top two categories of the BLM’s 
connectivity and persistence model (Makela and Major).3  The lek connectivity model 
estimates the likelihood that those leks or population are likely to persist through time 
(Knick and Hanser 2011). 

Depending on location, additional lands beyond the 25% and 50% thresholds have been included 
in the CHZ to consolidate key breeding areas, to include wilderness areas and lands within 
national monuments, and to foster population connectivity with neighboring states.  The State 
recognizes that these are fluid boundaries because the habitat is not static, and as new 
information regarding the species becomes available, it may be necessary to adjust the 
boundaries for the three management zones. 

Desired Future Condition: Maintaining or improving the status of the species within this 
management zone requires Federal agencies, in conjunction with the State and local partners, to 
work collaboratively to increase the resiliency of the habitat to disturbances, such as wildfire, 
and limit habitat fragmentation and loss only to projects pursuant to valid existing rights or 
incremental upgrades and/or that demonstrate, among other things, a significant high value 
benefit to the State of Idaho as well as provide compensatory mitigation consistent with the 
guiding principles above. 

Management Focus: Management by Federal agencies should focus on the maintenance and 
enhancement of the habitats, population and connectivity areas identified in this zone. 

Federal agencies need to marshal existing—and target future Federal resources—to reduce the 
number and size of wildfires, especially in the West Owyhee Conservation Area.   

Idaho landowners and sage-grouse local working groups have already invested significant efforts 
in the CHZ and should continue to be informed and involved as these recommendations are 
refined and implemented.  The State encourages local landowners to continue practices that aid 
in meeting conservation objectives for the CHZ. 

3 In 2010, the BLM entered into an agreement with the Service to model sage-grouse “breeding 
bird density” (“BBD”) at three scales: across the range of the species; by WAFWA sage-grouse 
zones; and by State (Doherty et al. 2011).  The BBD analyses involve ranking leks by attendance 
(i.e., highest to lowest number of males counted on leks) and summing the number of males until 
a desired percent-population threshold is met, hence the categories used—top 25%, 50%, 75% 
and 100% of the population. 



   

    
 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

  

 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 

 

   
   

     
     

 
  

     
   

    

Table of Generally Suitable Uses and Activities in CHZ4 

Use/Activity Yes No Conservation 
Measures 

Fire Management X Only human safety and 
structure protection shall 
take precedence. 

Invasive Species X Actively manage exotic 
undesirable species 
sufficiently to prevent 
invasion. 

Infrastructure X Limited exceptions are 
permissible. 

Recreation X Prioritize the completion 
of comprehensive travel 
planning. 

Livestock Grazing 
X 

Prioritize allotments for 
permit renewal and 
assessment process for 
allotments with declining 
sage-grouse populations. 

As illustrated in the table above, prospective infrastructure development authorized by the State 
Director is presumptively prohibited unless conducted pursuant to valid existing rights or as part 
of an incremental upgrade.  The Task Force also recommended that a limited exemption process 
should be available to facilitate limited situations where a project proponent can satisfy stringent 
criteria and provide compensatory mitigation.  It is important to note that a proponent would 
have to meet all the criteria outlined in the regulatory language. 

4 This table, along with the successive tables for each management zone, is for general 
illustrative purposes only. See Section V for Idaho’s Alternative regulatory language for a 
complete understanding of the prohibitions and permissions for each management zone. 



   
  

   
   

  
   

 
   

     

   
  

    

  
  

 
 

   
     

   

  

    
    

     
 

 
 

    
  

  
 

   
 

As the Task Force recommended, one of the key criterion for obtaining an exemption was a 
project proponent’s demonstration that the project would provide a high-value benefit to meet 
critical existing needs and/or important societal objectives to the State of Idaho.  In the draft 
Alternative, several commenters noted a discomfort with having federal officials determine what 
projects meet the exemption criteria.  Because this Alternative is aimed at providing special 
management direction for sage-grouse on lands managed by the Federal government, the State 
does not have the authority to make land allocation decisions.  More specifically, these 
commenters argued that these same Federal officials are not well-positioned to determine 
whether a project under this exemption provides a “high value” benefit to the State. 

The State agrees with this line of reasoning.  Thus, the factor is retained as part of the analysis, 
and should this Alternative be implemented, the State intends as part of the Implementation 
Commission to evaluate this factor as part of its responsibility to provide the Governor 
recommendations on site-specific projects developed through this plan. 

Recognizing that maintaining and improving sage-grouse populations within the CHZ is 
important to the State’s overall population objective, the balance between the economic value of 
future infrastructure projects and conserving the species to prevent an ESA listing clearly tilts in 
favor of the species within this the management zone.  That said, it is impossible to predict 
projects that could be important to the economic vitality of the State in the future.  Thus, the 
“high value” evaluation by the Implementation Commission will be critical in balancing these 
interests. 

B. IHZ 

Current Condition: The IHZ encompasses approximately 4.09 million acres.  These areas 
include approximately twenty-five percent (25%) of the known active leks and are occupied by 
an estimated twenty-two percent (22%) of sage-grouse males.  This management zone generally 
captures high-quality habitat and populations necessary for providing a management buffer for 
the CHZ, connecting patches of the CHZ, and supporting important populations and habitat 
independent of the CHZ. 

The IHZ is primarily defined by the seventy-five (75%) breeding bird density areas.  Given the 
migratory life history of many sage-grouse populations, a portion of the birds breeding in CHZ 
may make seasonal use of areas within the IHZ.  The IHZ also includes areas of value for 
migration corridors, connectivity among breeding areas, and long-term persistence of each of the 
two key meta-populations of sage-grouse in Idaho.  

Desired Future Condition: Maintaining or improving the status of the species within this 
management zone requires Federal agencies, in conjunction with the State and local partners, to 
work collaboratively to increase the resiliency of the habitat to disturbances, such as fire, and 



 
    

  
  

   

  
 

     

   

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

Use/ Activity 
e/Activity 

Yes No Conservation 
Measures 

Fire Management X Where appropriate, 
develop more aggressive 
strategies to reduce fuel 
loads. 

Invasive Species X Actively manage exotic 
undesirable species to 
prevent invasion in the 
CHZ without impairing 
sage-grouse populations. 

Infrastructure X Permissible subject to 
certain criteria.  Mitigate 
unavoidable impacts. 

Recreation X Same as CHZ. 

Livestock Grazing X Same as CHZ. 
 

  

   
  

  
   

    
   
  

limit unnecessary and undue habitat fragmentation to projects that demonstrate, among other 
things, a high value benefit to the State of Idaho.  

Management Focus: Management by Federal agencies should focus strategically on areas within 
this zone that have the best opportunities for conserving, enhancing or restoring habitat for sage-
grouse.  Management by Federal agencies should employ more aggressive wildfire and invasive 
species management practices to prevent further encroachment of these two primary threats into 
the CHZ.  The IHZ should also afford project proponents greater flexibility than in the CHZ with 
the understanding that the project still must demonstrate, among other things, a high value 
benefit to the State. 

Table of Generally Suitable Uses and Activities in IHZ 

C. GHZ 

Current Condition: The GHZ encompasses approximately 5.45 million acres.  This management 
zone generally includes few active leks, and fragmented or marginal habitat.  The GHZ also 
includes habitat for two isolated populations of sage-grouse in the East Idaho Uplands and West 
Central Idaho.  While these two areas generally represent better habitat than the remainder of the 
GHZ, the isolated nature of these populations make it unlikely that they will contribute to the 
long-term persistence of the two key meta-populations in the State of Idaho.  Thus, local working 
group efforts will be key in these areas. 



   
   

  
 

  

 

   

    
 

 

 

 

 

  

 
  

 

  

 

 

  

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

  

    
   

Desired Future Condition: Rely on efforts of local working groups to maintain populations 
where applicable. 

Management Focus: Management by Federal agencies should focus, to the extent practicable, on 
facilitating multiple-use activities in order to avoid siting conflicts in the other management 
zones.  Management by Federal agencies should employ a more aggressive wildfire and invasive 
species management practices to prevent further encroachment of these two primary threats into 
the CHZ/IHZ. 

Table of Generally Suitable Uses and Activities in GHZ 

Use/Activity YES NO Conservation 
Measures 

Fire Management X Aggressive fire 
suppression techniques 
should be utilized. 

Invasive Species X Employ aggressive 
invasive species measures 
in conjunction with 
CWMAs. 

Infrastructure X Consistent with local 
resource management 
plans. 

Recreation X No special application 
for sage-grouse. 

Livestock Grazing X No special application 
for sage-grouse. 

IV. COOPERATING AGENCY STATUS 

The State of Idaho formally requests cooperating agency status in this process.  The Governor’s 
Office of Species Conservation in conjunction with IDFG will serve as the State’s 



    
  

   
          

  
  

 
  

    

  

 

  

  

   
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

      
 

 
 

 

  

  

   
    

 

representatives in this process. The Task Force will continue to serve in an advisory capacity to 
ensure the State’s Alternative is properly analyzed. 

V.	 IDAHO’S REGULATORY LANGUAGE FOR LANDS MANAGED BY THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

A.	 Purpose. 

The purpose of this Alternative is to provide, in the context of multiple-use management, Idaho-
specific direction for the conservation and management of the greater sage-grouse in lands 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service. 

B.	 Definitions. 

The following terms and definitions apply to Idaho’s Alternative: 

Adaptive Regulatory Triggers:  Provides a regulatory backstop where a significant and 
unanticipated loss of sage-grouse habitats and populations occurs by applying the conservation 
benefits of the CHZ to the IHZ within the relevant Conservation Area.  

Infrastructure:  Discrete, large-scale anthropogenic features, including but not limited to, 
highways, high voltage transmission lines, commercial wind projects, energy development (e.g., 
oil and gas development, geothermal wells), airports, mines, cell phone towers, landfills, 
residential and commercial subdivisions.  Infrastructure related to small-scale ranch, home and 
farm businesses, including but not limited to, stock ponds, fences, range improvements do not 
meet this definition and are addressed in other portions of the Alternative or relevant resource 
management plans. 

Sage-Grouse Management Objective for the State of Idaho:  Maintain and enhance the habitat 
and populations of sage-grouse located within the Core Habitat Zone (“CHZ”), while 
strategically buffered by areas within the Important Habitat Zone (“IHZ”) having the best 
opportunities for conserving, enhancing or restoring habitat for sage-grouse.  In the first three 
years of implementation, the approach will emphasize limiting habitat loss in the CHZ and IHZ 
respectively to no more than ten percent (10%) resulting in a proportionate reduction of males 
counted on leks within an individual Conservation Area.  

Sage-Grouse Management Area: The Sage-Grouse Management Area (“SGMA”) pursuant to 
this Alternative identified in Map 3 that accounts for the entire known sage-grouse population in 
the State of Idaho.  

State Director: The Idaho State Director for the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”).  Where 
relevant and appropriate, the term “State Director” also means “Regional Forester” for lands 
subject to the management of the U.S. Forest Service. 



 

  
  

   
 

  
   

   
  

  
  

     
  

 
 

      
   

  
  

 
    

  
 

  
    

 
 

 
 

   
   

  
  

 
   

   
 

  
 

 

C.	 SGMA. 
1.	 Designations. All relevant National Forest System lands and BLM lands 

as designated in Map 3 are hereby designated as the SGMA.  
Notwithstanding the need to make technical corrections, absent substantial 
and compelling evidence, these designations pursuant to Map 3 should not 
be altered for at least five (5) years. 

2.	 Management Classifications. Management classifications for the SGMA 
express a management continuum.  The following classifications are 
established: Core Habitat Zone (“CHZ”), Important Habitat Zone (“IHZ”) 
and General Habitat Zone (“GHZ”). 

3.	 Conservation Areas. In order to achieve the State’s Management 
Approach, the following Conservation Areas are established: West 
Owyhee Conservation Area; Southern Conservation Area; Desert 
Conservation Area; and Mountain Valleys Conservation Area. 

4.	 Maps. The State Director and the Director of the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game shall maintain and make available to the public a map of 
the SGMA, including records regarding any corrections or modifications 
of such maps pursuant to this Alternative. 

D.	 CHZ.  Management by Federal and State agencies should focus on the 
maintenance and enhancement of habitats, populations and connectivity in areas 
within this management zone. 
1.	 Wildfire 

i.	 Incorporate the BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 
(“WO IM”) 2011-138 to reduce the number and size of wildfires in 
sage-grouse habitat. 

ii.	 Only human safety and structure protection shall take precedence 
over the protection of sage-grouse habitat. 

iii.	 Evaluate and decrease wildfire response time by twenty-five 
percent (25%). In order to achieve this objective: 
a.	 Prioritize, maintain and improve a high initial attack 

success rate in suppression response and staging decisions; 
b.	 Utilize available maps under (C)(4) and spatial data 

depicting sage-grouse habitats within this zone; 
c.	 Redeploy firefighting resources not being fully utilized 

outside the SGMA to the extent such redeployment will not 
cause harm to human safety and structure protection; and 

d.	 Request the necessary federal appropriations to achieve this 
objective. 



    
 

     
   

  
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

   
   

 
  

  
 

     

 
 

 
   

 
  

 
  

  
 

  
   
  

 
    

 
 

iv.	 Evaluate the current fire suppression baseline, and in conjunction 
with the measures below, develop a consistent plan that improves 
on this baseline by twenty-five percent (25%). 
a.	 Federal firefighters shall ensure close coordination with 

State firefighters, local fire departments and local expertise 
to create the best possible network of strategic fuel breaks 
and road access to minimize and reduce the size of a 
wildfire following ignition; 

b.	 To the extent practicable, the close coordination described 
in (a) should result in consistent fire response plans and 
mutual aid agreements necessary to achieve the 
management objective in (iv); 

c.	 Request and place additional firefighting resources and 
establish new Incident Attack Centers, with particular 
emphasis in the West Owyhee Conservation Area; 

d.	 Create and maintain effective fuel breaks in strategic 
locations that will modify fire behavior and increase fire 
suppression effectiveness according to the following 
criteria: 

•	 Target establishment of fuel breaks along existing 
roads or other disturbances. 

•	 Identify and target higher-risk roads for fuel break 
construction and maintenance based on fire history 
maps. 

•	 Implement a strategic approach to using these roads 
for rapid fire response. 

•	 Analyze the benefits of the fuel break against the 
additional loss of sagebrush cover and risk on 
invasive weeds. 

•	 Fire breaks must be properly maintained. 
e.	 Request the necessary federal appropriations to achieve this 

objective. 
2.	 Invasive Species 

i.	 Actively manage exotic undesirable species to limit presence. 
ii.	 Monitor and control invasive vegetation post-wildfire treatment for 

at least three years. 
iii.	 Emphasize the use of native seeds for fuels management treatment 

based on availability, adaptation (site potential), and probability of 
success. 



  
 

  
    

  
 

  
   

   
  

 
 

  
  

   
  

 
  

  
 

  

 
   

  
  

 
  

  

  
  

 
 

 
  

    
 

a.	 Reallocate native plant seeds for Emergency Stabilization 
and Rehabilitation (ES&R) from outside the SGMA and the 
GHZ to this management zone if necessary. 

b.	 Where the probability of obtaining sufficient native seed is 
low, non-native seeds may be used provided sage-grouse 
habitat objectives are met. 

3.	 Habitat Restoration 
i.	 Prioritize the removal of conifers through methods appropriate for 

the terrain and most likely to facilitate expeditious sage-grouse 
population and habitat recovery.  To the extent possible, utilize 
removal methods creating the least amount of disturbance. 
a.	 Efforts should focus on areas with highest restoration 

potential typically evidenced by low canopy cover, existing 
sagebrush understory, and adjacent current populations. 

b.	 Refrain from using prescribed fire and conducting removal 
projects in juniper stands older than one hundred years. 

c.	 Maximize the use of Natural Resource Conservation 
Service funding through permittee grants under the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQUIP) and 
Wildlife Habitat Improvement (WHIP) programs. 

ii.	 In perennial grasslands, actively restore sagebrush canopy cover 
and the ecological functions of the site.  To the extent practicable, 
utilize native understory. 
a.	 Prioritize areas for restoration with lower risks of wildfire 

and exotic species invasion.  
4.	 Infrastructure 

i.	 The development of infrastructure authorized after the effective 
date of the record of decision in areas designated as CHZ is 
prohibited, except if developed pursuant to valid existing rights or 
incremental upgrade and/or capacity increase of existing 
development (authorized prior to the record of decision) subject to 
best management practices in (G). 
a.	 Impacts of proposed actions authorized in (i) shall be 

limited to the authorized existing footprint with no more 
than a fifty percent (50%), depending on industry practice, 
increase in footprint size and associated impacts; and 

b.	 Projects authorized under (i) would only be subject to 
compensatory mitigation if new significant and 
unavoidable impacts are demonstrated to be associated with 
the project. 



   
   

 
    

 
  

  
  

  
   

     
  
  

 
 

   

   
  

  
  
   

  
 

   
 

   
 
 

   
  

  
 

   
  

 
 

  
 

ii.	 Notwithstanding the limited prohibition in (4)(i), the State Director 
may authorize infrastructure development only in situations where 
the development: 
a.	 Cannot be reasonably accomplished outside of the CHZ; 

and 
b.	 Demonstrates the population trend for the species within 

the relevant Conservation Area is stable or increasing over 
a three-year period; and 

c.	 Demonstrates the individual or cumulative exceptions 
under this provision must best reduce habitat fragmentation 
ensuring the impacts will not accelerate and/or cause a 
population decline of the species within the relevant 
Conservation Area; and 

d.	 Co-locate with existing infrastructure to the maximum 
extent practicable; and 

e.	 Shall mitigate unavoidable impacts through an appropriate 
compensatory mitigation plan.  

iii.	 Proposed development authorized under (4)(ii) are subject to the 
applicable best management practices in (G). 

iv.	 Notwithstanding the limited prohibition in 4(i), the State Director 
may authorize, after the record of decision, oil and gas 
development only under the following circumstances: 
a.	 Exploration activities utilizing temporary roads are 

permissible provided site disturbance is minimized. 
b.	 There shall be no surface use or occupancy unless the State 

Director finds that the surface development, based on site-
specific analysis, will not accelerate and/or cause declines 
in sage-grouse populations within the relevant 
Conservation Area based on the application of the criteria 
in 4(ii) and the best management practices in (G). 

5.	 Secondary Threats 
i.	 Recreation 

a.	 Prioritize the completion of Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Travel Plans (“CTMTPs”) to minimize 
disturbance to sage-grouse populations and reduce the risk 
of wildfire and other habitat disturbances associated with 
cross-country travel. 

b.	 Prior to the completion of CTMTPs, restrict vehicles to 
existing routes. 



  
  

  
     

 
    

 

   
 

  
  

 

  
 

  
 

 

  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

c.	 Adopt a “restricted to designated routes” approach where 
appropriate to the extent such designation does not interfere 
with administrative use. 

d.	 Discourage the creation of new roads and trails. Re-route 
existing routes where appropriate. 

e.	 Identify and reduce activities demonstrating repeated 
displacement of nesting birds.  Where existing routes are 
demonstrated to affect occupied leks, apply seasonal and 
time based use-restrictions tailored to address the site-
specific conditions of the area. 

ii. West Nile Virus 
a.	 Reduce the risk of transmission of West Nile Virus to sage-

grouse by minimizing the creation of breeding habitat for 
mosquitoes. 

b.	 Consider the potential impacts of West Nile Virus 
transmission prior to permitting new ponds or reservoirs. 

c.	 Minimize the construction of new ponds or reservoirs 
except as needed to meet important resource management 
and/or restoration objectives. 

d.	 Non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as troughs and 
bottomless tanks, should be developed and maintained to 
provide high quality water that minimizes the development 
of habitat for mosquitoes. 

e.	 Maintenance of functioning float valves and water return 
features should be constructed to prohibit water from being 
spilled on the ground surrounding the trough and/or tank. 

f.	 To the extent practicable, water should be returned to the 
original water source to reduce suitable habitat for 
mosquitoes. 

iii. Livestock Grazing Management 
a.	 Incorporate the sage-grouse habitat characteristics in 

Tables 3-5 and management considerations into relevant 
resource management plans as desired conditions 
recognizing that these conditions may not be achievable (1) 
due to the existing ecological condition, ecological 
potential, or the existing vegetation; or (2) due to casual 
events unrelated to existing livestock grazing. 

b.	 Prioritize permit renewal and the land health assessments 
outlined in (iii)(c) in allotments with declining sage-grouse 
populations. 



  
  

 
  

  
   

 
 

 
   

   

 
  

 
   

   

  
   

 
 

 
 

  
  

  

 
  

      
  
  

  
   

  
  

 

c.	 Conduct fine and site scale-habitat assessments and, where 
appropriate, a determination of factors causing any failure 
to achieve the habitat characteristics in Tables 3-5.  The 
assessment(s) shall be conducted at a resolution sufficient 
to document the habitat condition and will include local 
spatial and inter-annual variability. Any determination 
relative to the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5) shall be 
based upon existing ecological condition, ecological 
potential, and existing vegetation information to ensure the 
assessment recognizes whether or not these habitat 
characteristics are achievable. 

d.	 The assessment will rely on published characteristics of 
sage-grouse habitat and the Ecological Site Descriptions, 
and Tables 3-5, and where available and applicable, 
rangeland health determinations made in accordance with 
43 C.F.R. 418.2(c).  

e.	 After conducting the assessment in (iii)(c), if the current 
grazing system achieves the habitat characteristics (Tables 
3-5), absent substantial and compelling information no 
further grazing management changes are necessary. 

f.	 If the process and conditions outlined in (iii)(c) 
demonstrate that livestock grazing is limiting achievement 
of the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5), renewed permits 
will include measures, including but not limited to the 
actions outlined in (J), to achieve desired habitat 
conditions.  These measures must be tailored to address the 
specific management issues. 

g.	 Adaptive management changes related to existing grazing 
permits should only be undertaken where improper grazing 
is determined to be the casual factor in not meeting habitat 
characteristics, specific to site capability, based upon 
monitoring over with appropriate spatial variability. 

h.	 Where management changes are needed and necessary 
pursuant to (f), implement management actions that are 
narrowly tailored to address the specific habitat objective 
applied at the allotment and/or activity plan level, including 
but not limited to the actions outlined in (J). 

iv. Livestock Grazing Infrastructure 
a.	 To the extent practicable, reduce the impacts of fences and 

livestock management facilities on sage-grouse. 



  
 

  
 

  
    

  

 
 

 
  

 

 
      

  
   

   
  

   
 

 
 

   
  

   
   

  
  

 
    

  
 

 
   

 

b.	 Mark fences with permanent flagging or other suitable 
device to reduce sage-grouse collisions on flat to gently 
rolling terrain in areas of moderate to high fence densities 
(i.e., more than one kilometer of fence per square 
kilometer) located within two kilometers of occupied leks. 

c.	 Identify and remove unnecessary fences. 
d.	 Placement of new fences and livestock management 

facilities, including corrals, loading facilities, water tanks 
and windmills, should consider their impact on sage-
grouse. 

e.	 Avoid constructing new fences within one kilometer (0.6 
miles) of occupied leks. 

f.	 To the extent practicable, place new, taller structures, 
including corrals, loading facilities, water storage tanks, 
windmills, at least one kilometer from occupied leks. 

E.	 IHZ. Management by Federal and State agencies should focus on areas within 
this zone that have the best opportunities for conserving, enhancing or restoring 
habitat for sage-grouse.  Management by Federal agencies should also provide the 
necessary flexibility to permit high-value infrastructure projects. 
1.	 Wildfire 

i.	 Incorporate the BLM WO IM 2011-138 to reduce the number and 
size of wildfires in sage-grouse habitat. 

ii.	 Only human safety and structure protection shall take precedence 
over the protection of sage-grouse habitat. 

iii.	 Evaluate and decrease wildfire response time by twenty percent 
(20%) in the West Owyhee Conservation Area.  Decrease wildfire 
response time in all other conservation areas by fifteen percent 
(15%). In order to achieve this objective: 
a.	 Prioritize, maintain and improve a high initial attack 

success rate in suppression response and staging decisions; 
b.	 Utilize available maps under (C)(4) and spatial data 

depicting sage-grouse habitats within this zone; 
c.	 Redeploy firefighting resources not being fully utilized 

outside the SGMA to the extent such redeployment will not 
cause harm to human safety and structure protection; and 

d.	 Request the necessary federal appropriations to achieve this 
objective. 



   
  

  
   

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
  

 
  

 
   

 
 

      
 

 
    

   
  

  
 

 
  

 
   

 
  

 
   

  
    

 
  

 

iv.	 Evaluate the current fire suppression baseline, and in conjunction 
with the measures below, develop a management plan that 
improves on this baseline by fifteen percent (15%). 
a.	 Federal firefighters shall ensure close coordination with 

State firefighters, local fire departments and local expertise 
(i.e., livestock grazing permittees and road maintenance 
personnel) to create the best possible network of strategic 
fuel breaks and road access to minimize and reduce the size 
of a wildfire following ignition; 

b.	 To the extent practicable, the close coordination described 
in (a) shall result in consistent fire response plans and 
mutual aid agreements necessary to achieve the objective in 
(1)(v); and 

c.	 Request the necessary federal appropriations to achieve 
this objective. 

v.	 Create and maintain effective fuel breaks in strategic locations that 
will modify fire behavior and increase fire suppression 
effectiveness. 
a.	 Target establishment of fuel breaks along existing roads or 

other disturbances. 
b.	 Identify and target higher-risk roads for fuel break 

construction and maintenance based on fire history maps. 
c.	 Implement a strategic approach to using these roads for 

rapid fire response. 
d.	 Closely evaluate the benefits of the fuel break against the 

additional loss of sagebrush cover and risk of invasive 
weeds. 

e.	 Fire breaks must be properly maintained. 
vi.	 Prescribe or target livestock grazing where demonstrated to be 

appropriate as a tool for reducing fuel loads, reducing invasive 
species populations and maintaining functional fire breaks. 
a.	 Test the effectiveness and monitor the results on a site-

specific basis through stewardship contracting. 
vii.	 Reduce human-caused ignitions by coordinating with Federal, 

State and local jurisdiction on fire and litter prevention programs. 
2.	 Invasive Species 

i.	 Actively manage exotic undesirable species to limit presence in the 
CHZ. 

ii.	 Monitor and control invasive vegetation post-wildfire treatment for 
at least three years. 



    
 

 
  

 

    
  

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
   

   
 

 
 

  

 
   

 
 

  
  

 
   

 
   

 
 

 

iii.	 Emphasize the use of native seeds for fuels management treatment 
based on availability, adaptation (site potential), and probability of 
success. 
a.	 Reallocate native plant seeds for Emergency Stabilization 

and Rehabilitation (ES&R) from outside the SGMA and the 
GHZ to this management zone.  

b.	 Where the probability of success or native seed availability 
is low, non-native seeds may be used provided sage-grouse 
habitat objectives are met. 

iv.	 Require best management practices for construction projects to 
prevent invasion. 

v.	 Actively pursue eradication or control of noxious weeds and/or 
invasive species posing a risk to sage-grouse habitats using a 
variety of chemical, mechanical and other appropriate means in 
coordination with the local Cooperative Weed Management Area 
(CWMA). 

vi.	 Establish an effective monitoring program to evaluate the success 
of weed control efforts in conjunction with the CWMAs. 

3.	 Habitat Restoration 
i.	 Prioritize the removal of conifers through methods appropriate for 

the terrain and most likely to facilitate expeditious sage-grouse 
habitat recovery.  Especially prioritize and target removal 
treatments adjacent to the CHZ.  To the extent possible, utilize 
methods creating the least amount of disturbance. 
a.	 Areas with highest restoration potential will typically have 

low canopy cover, existing sagebrush understory, and 
adjacent current populations. 

b.	 Refrain from using prescribed fire and conducting removal 
projects in juniper stands older than one-hundred years. 

c.	 Maximize the use of Natural Resource Conservation 
Service funding through permittee grants under the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQUIP) and 
Wildlife Habitat Improvement (WHIP) programs. 

ii.	 In perennial grasslands, actively restore sagebrush canopy cover 
and the ecological functions of the site.  To the extent practicable, 
utilize native understory. 
a.	 Prioritize areas for restoration with lower risks of wildfire 

and exotic species invasion, especially in areas adjacent to 
the CHZ. 



  
    

 
 

   
   

   

  
 

  
   

 
 

 
 

   
 

   

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

  
 

   

 
  

  
  

 

4.	 Infrastructure 
i.	 The State Director may authorize new infrastructure development 

where in the State Director’s judgment the circumstances set out 
below exist. 
a.	 Cannot reasonably be achieved, technically or 

economically, outside of this management zone; and 
b.	 To the extent practicable, co-locate the project with 

existing infrastructure.  In the event co-location is not 
practicable, the siting should best reduce cumulative 
impacts and/or impacts to other high value natural, cultural, 
or societal resources; and 

c.	 Should not result in unnecessary and undue habitat 
fragmentation or other impacts causing a decline in the 
population of the species within the relevant Conservation 
Area; and 

d.	 Mitigate unavoidable impacts through an appropriate 
compensatory mitigation plan; and 

e.	 Comply with the applicable best management practices in 
(G). 

ii.	 For oil and gas leases issued after the effective date of the record 
of decision, exploration activities utilizing temporary roads shall 
be exempt, provided site disturbance is minimized.  Surface use or 
occupancy is permissible if projects can demonstrate, based on 
site-specific analysis, that such activities will not cause declines in 
sage-grouse populations through implementation of the best 
management practices in (G).  Projects authorized under (ii) must 
mitigate unavoidable impacts through an appropriate compensatory 
mitigation plan. 

5.	 Secondary Threats 
i.	 Recreation 

a.	 Prioritize the completion of Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Travel Plans (“CTMTPs”) to minimize 
disturbance to sage-grouse and reduce the risk of wildfire 
and other habitat disturbances associated with cross-
country travel. 

b.	 Prior to the completion of CTMTPs, restrict vehicles to 
existing routes. 

c.	 Adopt a “restricted to designated routes” approach where 
appropriate to the extent such designation does not interfere 
with administrative use. 



  
 

 
  

  

 
  

   
  

  
  

  
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

  
    

 
  

 
  

 

  
    

 

d.	 To the extent practicable, discourage the creation of new 
roads and trails.  Re-route existing routes where 
appropriate. 

e.	 Identify and reduce activities demonstrating repeated 
displacement of nesting birds.  Where existing routes are 
demonstrated to affect occupied leks, apply seasonal and 
time based use-restrictions tailored to the site-specific 
conditions of the area. 

ii. West Nile Virus 
a.	 Reduce the risk of the transmission of West Nile Virus to 

sage-grouse by minimizing the creation of breeding habitat 
for mosquitoes. 

b.	 Consider the potential impacts of West Nile Virus 
transmission prior to permitting new ponds or reservoirs. 

c.	 Minimize to the extent practicable, construction of new 
ponds or reservoirs except as needed to meet important 
resource management and/or restoration objectives. 

d.	 Non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as troughs and 
bottomless tanks, should be developed and maintained to 
provide high quality water that suppresses development of 
habitat for mosquitoes. 

e.	 Maintenance of functioning float valves and water return 
features should be constructed to prohibit water from being 
spilled on the ground surrounding the trough and/or tank. 

f.	 To the extent practicable, water should be returned to the 
original water source to reduce suitable habitat for 
mosquitoes. 

iii. Livestock Grazing Management 
a.	 See V.D.5.iii. 

iv. Livestock Grazing Infrastructure 
a.	 To the extent practicable, reduce the impacts of fences and 

livestock management facilities on sage-grouse. 
b.	 Mark fences with permanent flagging or other suitable 

device to reduce sage-grouse collisions on flat to gently 
rolling terrain in areas of moderate to high fence densities 
(i.e., more than one kilometer of fence per square 
kilometer) located within two kilometers of occupied leks. 

c.	 Identify and remove unnecessary fences. 
d.	 Placement of new fences and livestock management 

facilities, including corrals, loading facilities, water tanks 



 
  

 
  

 
     

  
  

   
 

  
 

 
   

  
  

  
 

      
 

 
  

    
 

   
 

     
  

 
 

 
  

 

   
 

   

and windmills, should consider their impact on sage-
grouse. 

e.	 Avoid constructing new fences within one kilometer of 
occupied leks. 

f.	 To the extent practicable, place new, taller structures, 
including corrals, loading facilities, water storage tanks, 
windmills, at least one kilometer from occupied leks. 

F.	 GHZ. Management by Federal agencies should focus on multiple-use 
management consistent with local resource management plans. 
1.	 Wildfire 

i.	 Incorporate the BLM WO IM 2011-138 to reduce the number and 
size of wildfires in sage-grouse habitat. 

ii.	 Fire suppression efforts should be emphasized, recognizing that 
other local, regional, and national fire suppression priorities may 
take precedent. 

iii.	 Aggressively create and maintain effective fuel breaks in strategic 
locations that will modify fire behavior and increase fire 
suppression effectiveness.  The fire breaks should target areas 
necessary to provide a buffer between the GHZ and the other 
management zones. 
a.	 Target establishment of fuel breaks along existing roads or 

other disturbances. 
b.	 Identify and target higher-risk roads for fuel break 

construction and maintenance based on fire history maps. 
c.	 Implement a strategic approach for using these roads to 

enable rapid fire response. 
d.	 Fuel breaks must be properly maintained and sited with 

consideration of active leks and risk of invasive weeds. 
iv.	 Actively employ prescribed or targeted grazing as a primary tool 

for reducing fuel loads, reducing invasive species populations and 
maintaining functional fire breaks to the extent such activities do 
not adversely affect breeding habitats (i.e. occupied leks, nesting 
and early brood-rearing). 

2.	 Invasive Species 
i.	 Aggressively manage exotic undesirable species sufficient to 

prevent invasion into other management zones. 
ii.	 Aggressively pursue eradication or control of noxious weeds 

and/or invasive species posing a risk to sage-grouse habitats using 
a variety of chemical, mechanical and other appropriate means in 



 
 

  
 

  
  

 
 

  
  

  

 
  

  
 

  
  

 

 

  
  

  
 

 

  
  

 
   

   
   

    
 

  

   
 

coordination with the local Cooperative Weed Management Area 
(CWMA). 

iii.	 Establish an effective monitoring program to evaluate the success 
of weed control efforts in conjunction with the CWMAs. 

3.	 Infrastructure 
i.	 A responsible official may authorize infrastructure construction 

consistent with the relevant land management components as 
provided for in (H). 

4.	 Secondary Threats 
i.	 Recreation 

a.	 Nothing in this Alternative shall be construed as affecting 
the use of motorized equipment and mechanical transport in 
this management zone. 

ii.	 West Nile Virus 
a.	 Minimize the creation of breeding habitat for mosquitoes in 

sage-grouse habitat. 
b.	 Prior to permitting new ponds or reservoirs, consider the 

impacts of West Nile Virus transmission. 
c.	 Non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as troughs and 

bottomless tanks should be developed and maintained to 
provide high quality water that suppresses the development 
of habitat for mosquitoes. 

iii.	 Livestock Grazing Management 
a.	 Nothing in this Alternative shall be construed as affecting 

existing grazing permits in this management zone. Grazing 
permits are still subject to the grazing regulations (43 
C.F.R. Part 4100, including Fundamentals of Rangeland 
Health, 43 C.F.R. Subpart 4160. 

iv.	 Livestock Grazing Infrastructure 
a. Identify and remove unnecessary fences. 

G.	 Infrastructure—Best Management Practices. 
1.	 For proposed actions authorized in the CHZ and IHZ, the following best 

management practices are applicable: 
i.	 Utilize existing roads, or realignments of existing routes to the 

extent possible.  
ii.	 Construct new roads to minimum design standards needed for 

production activities. 
iii.	 To the extent possible, micro-site linear facilities to reduce impacts 

to sage-grouse habitats. 



  
  

 
  

 

  
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

 

 
   

  
  

   
 

  

 
    

   
  

  
 

  
     

  
   

 

iv.	 Locate staging areas outside the CHZ to the extent possible. 
v.	 To the extent possible, co-locate linear facilities within one 

kilometer of existing linear facilities. 
vi.	 New transmission lines, excluding those lines under (viii), will be 

deemed co-located and/or permissible if construction occurs 
between July 1 and March 14 (or between July 1 and November 30 
in winter concentration areas) and within one kilometer either side 
of existing 115-kilovolt (kV) or larger transmission lines to create 
a corridor no wider than two kilometers. 

vii.	 New transmission lines, excluding those lines under (viii), outside 
of this two kilometer corridor can only be constructed where it can 
be demonstrated that the activity will not cause declines in sage-
grouse populations or if the activity reduces cumulative impacts 
and/or avoids other important natural, cultural or societal 
resources. 

viii.	 Locate essential public services, including but not limited to, 
distribution lines, domestic water lines and gas lines, at least one 
kilometer from active sage-grouse leks.  If one kilometer 
avoidance is not possible, construct lines outside of March 15 to 
June 30. 

ix.	 In addition to the applicable best management practices (i-viii), 
wind energy development, projects must also comply with the 
2012 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Wind Energy Guidelines. 

2.	 For oil and gas leases issued after the effective date of the record of 
decision, the following best management practices are applicable: 

i.	 Evaluate the affected area in accordance with the process outlined 
in the State of Wyoming’s Executive Order 2011-5. 

ii.	 For development within the CHZ, surface disturbance will be 
limited to three percent of suitable habitat per an average of 640 
acres. Development within the IHZ will be limited to five percent 
of suitable habitat per an average of 640 acres. 

iii.	 There shall be no surface occupancy (“NSO”) within one kilometer 
of the perimeter of occupied sage-grouse leks; provided this 
distance is supported by the best available science at the time the 
development undergoes site-specific environmental analysis. 

iv.	 Activity (production and maintenance activity exempted) will be 
allowed from July 1 to March 14 outside of the one kilometer 
perimeter of a lek where brood rearing, nesting and early brood-
rearing habitat is present. 



 
  

  
 

 

 
 

   

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
 

   
  

  

   
  

   
 

  
   

  
 

 
   

 
  

v.	 Areas solely used as winter concentration areas, exploration and 
development activity will be allowed March 14 to December 1. 

vi.	 Locate main roads used to transport production and/or waste 
products >1.5 kilometers from the perimeter of occupied sage-
grouse leks.  Locate other roads used to provide facility site access 
and maintenance >1.5 kilometers from the perimeter of occupied 
sage-grouse leks.  Construct roads to minimum design standards 
needed for production activities. 

vii.	 New noise levels, at the perimeter of a lek, should not exceed 
10dBA above ambient noise (existing activity included) from 6:00 
PM to 8:00 AM during the initiation of breeding (March 1-May 
15).  Ambient noise level should be determined by measurements 
taken at the perimeter of a lek at sunrise. 

viii.	 Absent some demonstration to the contrary, the proposed 
sagebrush treatment associated with this activity will not reduce 
canopy cover to less than 15 percent. 

H.	 Scope and Applicability. 
1.	 This Alternative does not revoke, suspend, or modify any permit, contract, 

or other legal instrument authorizing the occupancy and use of the 
applicable Federal lands prior to the effective date of the record of 
decision and prior to the completion of any statutory or regulatory 
decision-making process to revoke, suspend, or modify such permit, 
contract or legal instrument. 

2.	 This Alternative does not revoke, suspend, or modify any project or 
activity decision made prior to the effective date of the record of decision. 

3.	 Nothing in this Alternative shall be construed as restricting mineral leases, 
contracts, permits, and associated activities prior to the effective date of 
the record of decision. 

4.	 Nothing in this Alternative shall affect mining activities conducted 
pursuant to the General Mining Law of 1872. 

5.	 For the purposes of sage-grouse management, the provisions set forth in 
this Alternative shall take precedence over any inconsistent land 
management plan component unless prescribed by statute or regulation.  
Land management components that are not inconsistent with this 
Alternative will continue to provide guidance for projects and activities 
within the SGMA.  

6.	 The best management practices in (G) and other protective stipulations in 
this Alternative should be evaluated on a continuous basis and at a 



 
 

   

  
 

   

 

  

 
  

   
    

  
  

     
 

 
 

   

   
 

  
  

    

    
     

  
   

 
   

 
 

 

minimum, as new science, information and data emerge regarding the 
habitats and behaviors of the species. 

7.	 Nothing in this Alternative waives any applicable requirements regarding 
site-specific environmental analysis, public involvement, consultation with 
Tribes and other agencies, or compliance with applicable laws. 

I.	 Corrections and Adaptive Regulatory Triggers. 

Correction or modification of designations made pursuant to this Alternative may 
occur under the following circumstances. 

1.	 Administrative Corrections.  Administrative corrections to the map of 
lands identified in Map 3 include, but are not limited to, adjustments that 
remedy clerical errors, typographical errors, mapping errors, or 
improvements in mapping technology.  The State Director may issue 
administrative corrections after a 30-day public notice.  

2.	 Adaptive Regulatory Trigger. Where two out of the following three 
criteria are demonstrated within a Conservation Area, excluding areas 
within the GHZ, the measures in (D) shall apply to the IHZ containing 
wintering or breeding habitat in the relevant Conservation Area: 
i.	 Finite rate of change (λ) over three years starting with the baseline 

years 2009- 2011 is significantly less than 1.0.  This is a moving 
average for rate of change (i.e. 2011-2013, 2012-2014, 2013-2015, 
etc.) when compared to 1.0 (indicating a stable population). 

ii.	 Number of males on lek routes declines by >20% over a three-year 
period compared to 2011 values. 

iii.	 A 30% or greater loss of sagebrush habitat is documented within 
defined breeding or winter habitat during a three-year period. 

3.	 Regulatory Trigger No Longer Necessary. Where the core population data 
within the relevant Conservation Area meets or exceeds the 2011 values 
over a three-year period, areas within the IHZ are no longer subject to the 
CHZ management provisions.  

4.	 Emergency Wildfire Clause. Where a wildfire burns 200,000 acres or 
more of the CHZ, and at least fifty percent of the burned acres contained 
important breeding or wintering habitat, the CHZ regulatory provisions in 
(D) shall apply to the IHZ within the appropriate Conservation Area. 

J.	 Adaptive Management Measures for Livestock Grazing: Based upon the 
assessment process, the ecological conditions, the ecological potential and the 
status of sage-grouse populations, the following measures could be employed 
singly, or in combination where appropriate, in the development and 



 
    

 
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
   
 

   
  

    
 

  
  

  

    
 

  
  

   
  

  
 

   
  

 
 

  
  

  
 

implementation of grazing management programs.  Flexibility in administering 
grazing programs and providing offsetting grazing options over relatively large 
landscapes will help successfully implement these measures. 
1.	 Employ grazing management systems that ensure adequate nesting and 

early brood rearing habitat within the breeding landscape. 
2.	 When use-pattern mapping or monitoring demonstrates an opportunity to 

adjust livestock distribution to benefit occupied sage-grouse breeding 
habitat, include as appropriate herding, salting, and water-source 
management (e.g., turning troughs/pipelines on/off, extending 
pipelines/moving troughs) in grazing programs. 

3.	 If available and feasible, utilize exotic perennial grass seedings and/or 
annual grasslands to avoid breeding season of use of occupied sage-grouse 
habitat. 

4.	 Modify authorized seasons of use within grazing permits to provide 
greater flexibility in managing livestock for the benefit of sage-grouse. 

5.	 Where appropriate, maintain residual herbaceous vegetation at the end of 
the growing/grazing season to contribute to nesting and brood-rearing 
habitat during the coming nesting season.  Table 5. 

6.	 Insure that permittees are informed of management and movement 
requirements related to avoidance of recent burns, rehabilitation seedings 
or other restoration sites. 

7.	 Manage grazing of riparian areas, meadows, springs, and seeps in a 
manner that promotes vegetative structure and composition appropriate to 
the site. In some cases enclosure fencing may be a viable option. 
However, recognize the availability and quality of desired herbaceous 
species may be improved by periodic grazing use of the enclosure. 

8.	 Implement management actions (grazing decisions, allotment management 
plan/conservation plan development, or other agreements) to modify 
grazing management to meet seasonal sage-grouse habitat requirements. 
Employ proper grazing management by providing flexibility in scheduling 
the intensity, timing, duration and frequency of grazing use over time that 
best promotes management objectives. During drought periods, prioritize 
evaluating effects of drought in the CHZ relative to grouse needs for food 
and cover. Ensure that post-drought management allows for vegetation 
recovery that meets sage-grouse needs in priority sage-grouse habitat 
areas. 

9.	 When using salt or mineral supplements: a) place them in existing 
disturbed sites, areas with reduced sagebrush cover—e.g., seedings or 
cheatgrass sites—to reduce impacts to sage-grouse breeding habitat, b) 



 
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

   
  

  
 

 
  

   

   
   

 
  

 
   

   

 
 

 
 

 
 

where feasible use salts or mineral supplements to improve management 
of livestock for the benefit of sage-grouse habitat. 

10.	 In general, avoid constructing new fences within 2 km of occupied leks. 
Where feasible, place new, taller structures, such as corrals, loading 
facilities, water-storage tanks, windmills, etc., at least 2 km from occupied 
leks to reduce opportunities for perching raptors. Careful consideration, 
based on local conditions, should also be given to the placement of new 
fences or structures near other important seasonal habitats (winter-use 
areas, movement corridors etc.) to reduce potential impacts.  

11.	 New spring developments in sage-grouse habitat should be designed to 
maintain or enhance the free-flowing characteristics of springs and wet 
meadows. Analyze developed springs, seeps and associated pipelines to 
determine if modifications are necessary to maintain the continuity of the 
predevelopment riparian area within priority sage-grouse habitat. Make 
modifications where necessary, considering impacts to other water users 
when such considerations are neutral or beneficial to sage-grouse. 

12.	 Ensure that new and existing livestock troughs and open water storage 
tanks are fitted with ramps to facilitate the use of and escape from troughs 
by sage-grouse and other wildlife. Do not use floating boards or similar 
objects, as these are too unstable and are ineffective. Use BMPs to 
mitigate potential impacts from West Nile virus. 

13.	 When placing new water developments in sage-grouse breeding habitat, 
choose sites and designs that will provide the greatest enhancement for 
sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat.  

14.	 Avoid new water developments in higher quality native breeding/early 
brood habitats that have not had significant prior grazing use except in 
situations in which water developments may aid in better livestock 
distribution across the allotment and will not adversely impact the species. 

15.	 Identify and when feasible, establish strategically located forage reserves 
focusing on areas unsuitable for sage-grouse habitat restoration or lower 
priority habitat restoration areas. 

16.	 Monitor for, and treat invasive species associated with, existing range 
improvements. 

17.	 Consider initiating vegetative manipulation projects where sagebrush 
canopy cover exceeds optimal characteristics to promote grass and forb 
understory growth.  These projects should only be undertaken where it can 
be achieved without negatively impacting the species. 
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MATTHEW H. MEAO STATE CAPITOl 
OFWYOMlNG GOVERNOR CHEYENNE. WY 82002 

Office of the Governor 
STATE OF WYOMING 


EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 


Order 2011-5 
(Replaces 2010-4) 

GREATER SAGE-GROUSE CORE AREA PROTECTION 

WHEREAS, the Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) inhabits much of the sagebrush
steppe habitat in Wyoming; and 

WHEREAS, the sagebn1sh-steppe habitat type is abundant across the state ofWyoming; and 

WHEREAS, the state of Wyoming currently enjoys robust populations ofGreater Sage-Grouse~ 

and 

WHEREAS, the state of Wyoming has management authority over Greater Sage-Grouse populations in 
Wyoming; and 

WHEREAS, the Greater Sage-Grouse has been the subject ofseveral petitions to list the species as a 
threatened or endangered species pursuant to the Endangered Species Act; and 

WHEREAS, the United States Department of the Interior has detennined that listing the Greater 
Sage-Grouse as a threatened or endangered species is warranted over all of its range, including the 
popula1ions in Wyoming; and 

WHEREAS, the United States Department of the Interior has determined that listing the Greater 
Sage-Grouse as a threatened or endangered species is currently precluded by higher priority listing 
actions; and 

WHEREAS, the Greater Sage-Grouse is currently considered a ·'candidate" species under the auspices of 
the Endangered Species Act; and 

WHEREAS, the United States Department of the Interior is required to review the status of all candidate 
species every year; and 

WHEREAS, the listing of the Greater Sage-Grouse would have a significant adverse effect on the 
t!conomy of the state of Wyoming, including the ability to generate revenues from state lands; and 

WHEREAS, the listing of the Greater Sage-Grouse would have a significant adverse effect on the custom 
and culture of the state of Wyoming; and 
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WHEREAS, the Wyoming State Legislature and other agencies have dedicated significant state 
resources to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse populations in Wyoming; and 

WHEREAS, the state of Wyoming has developed a "Core Population Area" strategy to weave the many 
on-going efforts to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse in Wyoming into a statewide strategy; and 

WHEREAS, members of the Sixtieth Legislature of the State of Wyoming signed a Joint Resolution 
recognizing "the Greater Sage Grouse Core Area Strategy [then embodied under Governor's Executive 
Order 2008-2] as the State of Wyoming's primary regulatory mechanism to conserve sage-grouse and 
preclude the need for listing the bird as a threatened or endangered species pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973."; and 

WHEREAS, on Aprill7, 2008, the Office of the Governor requested that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service review the "Core Population Area" strategy to determine if it was a "sound policy that should be 
moved forward" and on May 7, 2008, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service responded that the "core 
population area strategy, as outlined in the Implementation Team's correspondence to the Governor, is a 
sound framework for a policy by which to conserve greater sage-grouse in Wyoming"; and 

WHEREAS, on November 10,2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service again confirmed that "This long
term, science-based vision for the conservation of greater sage-grouse has set the stage for similar 
conservation efforts across the species range," and that "the Core Population Area Strategy for the greater 
sage-grouse provides an excellent model for meaningful conservation of sage-grouse is fully supported 
and implemented"; and 

WHEREAS, several western states have adopted or are considering adopting the Wyoming Core Area 
Strategy, thus making the concept consistent across the species range; and 

WHEREAS, new science, information and data continue to emerge regarding "Core Population 
Areas" and the habitats and behaviors of the Greater Sage-Grouse, which led the Governor's Sage-Grouse 
hnplementation Team to re-evaluate the original "core population areas" and protective stipulations for 
Greater Sage-Grouse. 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority vested in me by the Constitution and Laws of the 
State, and to the extent such actions are consistent with the statutory obligations and authority of each 
individual agency including those found in Title 9, Chapter 5, Article 3 of Wyoming State Statutes, 
otherwise cited as the Wyoming Regulatory Takings Act, I, Matthew H. Mead, Governor of the State of 
Wyoming, do hereby issue this Executive Order providing as follows: 

1. Management by state agencies should focus on the maintenance and enhancement of Greater 
Sage-Grouse habitats, populations and connectivity areas identified in Attachment A. Absent substantial 
and compelling information, these Core Population Areas should not be altered for at least five (5) years. 

2. Existing land uses within Core Population Areas should be recognized and respected by state 
agencies. It is assumed that activities existing in Core Population Areas prior to August 1, 2008 will not 
be managed under Core Population Area stipulations. Examples of existing activities include oil and gas, 
mining, agriculture, processing facilities, housing and other uses that were in place prior to the 
development of the Core Population Areas (prior to August 1, 2008). Provided these activities are within 
a defined project boundary (such as a recognized federal oil and gas unit, drilling and spacing unit, mine 
plan, subdivision plat, etc.) they should be allowed to continue within the existing boundary, even if the 
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use exceeds recommended stipulations (see Attachment B)_recognizing that all applicable federal actions 
shall continue. 

3. New development or land uses within Core Population Areas should be authorized or conducted 
only when it can be demonstrated that the activity will not cause declines in Greater Sage-Grouse 
populations. 

4. Development consistent with the stipulations set forth in Attachment B shall be deemed sufficient 
to demonstrate that the activity will not cause declines in Greater Sage-Grouse populations. 

5. Funding, assurances (including efforts to develop Candidate Conservation Agreements and 
Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances), habitat enhancement, reclamation efforts, 
mapping and other associated proactive efforts to assure viability of Greater Sage-Grouse in Wyoming 
should be focused and prioritized to take place in Core Population Areas. 

6. To the greatest extent possible, a non-regulatory approach shall be used to influence management 
alternatives within Core Population Areas. Management alternatives should reflect unique localized 
conditions, including soils, vegetation, development type, predation, climate and other local realities. 

7. For activities outside of Core Population Areas, no more than a one-quarter (114) mile no surface 
occupancy standard and a two (2) mile seasonal buffer should be applied to occupied leks. Incentives to 
enable development of all types outside Core Population Areas should be established (these should 
include stipulation waivers, enhanced permitting processes, density bonuses, and other incentives). 
Development scenarios should be designed and managed to maintain populations, habitats and essential 
migration routes where possible. It is recognized that some incentives may result in reduced numbers of 
sage-grouse outside of Core Population Areas. 

8. Incentives to accelerate or enhance required reclamation in habitats adjacent to Core Population 
Areas should be developed, including but not limited to stipulation waivers, funding for enhanced 
reclamation, and other strategies. It is recognized that some incentives may result in reduced numbers of 
sage-grouse outside of the Core Population Areas. 

9. Existing rights should be recognized and respected. 

1 0. On-the-ground enhancements, monitoring, and ongoing planning relative to sage-grouse and 
sage-grouse habitat should be facilitated by sage-grouse local working groups whenever possible. 

11. Fire suppression efforts in Core Population Areas should be emphasized, recognizing that other 
local, regional, and national suppression priorities may take precedent. However, public and firefighter 
safety remains the number one priority for all fire management activities. 

12. State and federal agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, U.S. Forest Service, and other federal agencies shall work collaboratively to ensure a 
uniform and consistent application of this Executive Order to maintain and enhance Greater Sage-Grouse 
habitats and populations. 

13. State agencies shall work collaboratively with local governments and private landowners to 
maintain and enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitats and populations in a manner consistent with this 
Executive Order. 
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14. It is critical that existing land uses and landowner activities continue to occur in core areas, 
particularly agricultural activities on private lands. For the most part, these activities on private lands are 
not subject to state agency review or approval. Only those activities occurring after August 1, 2008 which 
state agencies are required by state or federal statute to review or approve are subject to consistency 
review. This Executive Order in no way adds or expands the review or approval authority of any state 
agency. It is acknowledged that such land uses and activities could have localized impacts on Greater 
Sage-Grouse. To offset these impacts, Core Population Areas have been mapped to include additional 
habitat beyond that strictly necessary to prevent listing of the species. The additional habitat included 
within the Core Population Area boundaries is adequate to accommodate continuation of existing land 
uses and landowner activities. As a result, state agencies are not required to review most existing land 
uses and landowner activities in Core Population Areas for consistency with this Executive Order. 
Attachment C contains a list of existing land uses and landowner activities that do not require review for 
consistency. 

15. It will be necessary to construct significant new transmission infrastructure to transport electricity 
generated in Wyoming to out-of-state load centers. New transmission lines constructed within Core 
Population Areas will be consistent with this Executive Order if they are constructed between July 1 and 
March 14 (or between July 1 and November 30 in winter concentration areas) and within one half (1/2) 
mile either side of existing (prior to Governor's Executive Order 201 0-4) 115 kV or larger transmission 
lines creating a corridor no wider than one (1) mile. New transmission lines outside this one (1) mile wide 
corridor within Core Population Areas should be authorized or conducted only when it can be 
demonstrated that the activity will not cause declines in Greater Sage-Grouse populations. 

16. For purposes of consistency with this Executive Order there is established a transmission line 
corridor through Core Population Areas in south central and southwestern Wyoming as illustrated on 
Attachment D. This two (2) mile wide corridor represents the state of Wyoming's preferred alternative for 
routing transmission lines across the southern portion of the state while reducing impacts to Core 
Population Areas and other natural resources. New transmission lines constructed within this corridor 
shall be considered consistent with this Executive Order if construction occurs within the corridor 
between July 1 and March 14 (or between July 1 and November 30 in winter concentration areas). 

17. New distribution, gathering, and transmission lines sited outside established corridors within Core 
Population Areas should be authorized or conducted only when it can be demonstrated by the state agency 
that the activity will not cause declines in Greater Sage-Grouse populations. 

18. State agencies shall strive to maintain consistency with the items outlined in this Executive Order, 
but it should be recognized that adjustments to the stipulations may be necessary based upon local 
conditions and limitations. The goal is to minimize future disturbance by co-locating proposed 
disturbances within areas already disturbed or naturally unsuitable. 

19. The protective stipulations outlined in this Executive Order should be reevaluated on a 
continuous basis and at a minimum annually, as new science, information and data emerge regarding 
Core Population Areas and the habitats and behaviors of the Greater Sage-Grouse. 

20. State agencies shall report to the Office of the Governor within ninety (90) days of signing and 
annually thereafter detailing their actions to comply with this Executive Order. 
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This Executive Order shall remain in effect until August 18, 2015, at which time all provisions of this 
Executive Order shall be reevaluated. 

Given under my hand and the Executive Seal of the State ofWyoming this 2 day o~c, 2011. 

~H.~ ?/ 
Governor 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Permitting Process and Stipulations for Development 
in Sage-Grouse Core Areas 

PERMITTING PROCESS 

Point of Contact: The first point of contact for addressing sage-grouse issues for any state pennit 
application should be the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD). Project proponents 
(proponents) need to have a thorough description of their project and identify the potential effects on 
sage-grouse prior to submitting an application to the pennitting agency (details such as a draft project 
implementation area analysis, habitat maps and any other information will help to expedite the project). 
Project proponents should contact WGFD at least 45-60 days prior to submitting their application. More 
complex projects will require more time. It is understood that WGFD has a role of consultation, 
recommendation, and facilitation, and has no authority to either approve or deny the project. The purpose 
of the initial consultation with the WGFD is to become familiar with the project proposal and ensure the 
project proponent understands recommended stipulations and stipulation implementation process. 

Maximum Disturbance Process: All activities will be evaluated within the context of maximum 
allowable disturbance (disturbance percentages, location and number of disturbances) of suitable sage
grouse habitat (See Appendix 1 for definition of suitable sage-grouse habitat and disturbance of suitable 
sage-grouse habitat) within the area affected by the project. The maximum disturbance allowed will be 
analyzed via a Density/Disturbance Calculation Tool (DDCT) process conducted by the Federal Land 
Management Agency on federal Land and the project proponent on non-federal (private, state) land. 
Unsuitable habitat occurring within the project area will not be included in the disturbance cap 
calculations. 

1. 	 Density/Disturbance Calculation Tool (DDCT): Determine all occupied leks within a 
core population area that may be affected by the project by placing a 4 mile boundary 
around the project boundary (as defmed by the proposed area of disturbance related to the 
project). All occupied leks located within the 4 mile boundary and within a core 
population area will be considered affected by the project. 

A four-mile boundary will then be placed around the perimeter of each affected lek. The 
core population_area within the boundary of affected leks and the 4 mile boundary around 
the project boundary creates the DDCT for each individual project. Disturbance will be 
analyzed for the DDCT as a whole and for each individual affected lek within the DDCT. 
Any portion of the DDCT occurring outside of core area will be removed from the 
analysis. 

Ifthere are no affected leks within the 4 mile boundary around the project boundary, the 
DDCT area will be that portion of the 4 mile project boundary within the core population 
area. 

2. 	 Disturbance analysis: Total disturbance acres within the DDCT will be determined 
through an evaluation (Appendix 1) of: 

a. 	 Existing disturbance (sage-grouse habitat that is disturbed due to existing 
anthropogenic activity and wildfire). 
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b. 	 Approved pennits (that have approval for on the ground activity) not yet 
implemented. 

3. 	 Habitat Assessment: 

a. 	 A habitat assessment is not needed for the initial DDCT area provided that the 
entire DDCT area is considered suitable. 

b. 	 A habitat assessment should be conducted when the initial DDCT indicates 
proposed project will cause density/disturbance thresholds to be exceeded, to see 
whether siting opportunities exist within unsuitable or disturbed areas that would 
reduce density/disturbance effects. 

c. 	 When a habitat assessment is conducted it should create a baseline survey 
identifying: 
i. 	 Suitable and unsuitable habitat within the DDCT area 
ii. 	 Disturbed habitat within the DDCT area 
111. 	 Sage-grouse use of suitable habitat (seasonal, densities, etc.) 
iv. 	 Priority restoration areas (which could reduce the 5% cap) 

A. 	 Areas where plug and abandon activities will eliminate 
disturbance 

B. 	 Areas where old reclamation has not produced suitable habitat 
v. 	 Areas of invasive species 
VI. 	 Other assurances in place (CCAA, easements, habitat, contracts, etc.) 

4. 	 Detennination of existing and allowable suitable habitat disturbance: Acres of 
disturbance within suitable habitat divided by the total suitable habitat within the DDCT 
area times I 00 equals the percent of disturbed suitable habitat within the DDCT area. 
Subtracting the percentage of existing disturbed suitable habitat from 5% equals new 
allowable suitable habitat disturbance until plant regeneration or reclamation reduces 
acres of disturbed habitat within the DDCT area. 

Permitting: The complete analysis package developed by consultation and review outlined herein will be 
forwarded to the appropriate pennitting agency. WGFD recommendations will be included, as will other 
recommendations from project proponents and other appropriate agencies. Project proponent shall have 
access to all information used in developing recommendations. Where possible and when requested by 
the project proponent, state agencies shall provide the project proponent with development alternatives 
other than those contained in the project proposal. 

Exempt Activities: A list of exempt ("de minimus"} activities, including standard uses of the landscape is 
available in Attachment C. 

GENERAL STIPULATIONS 

These stipulations are designed to maintain existing suitable sage-grouse habitat by permitting 
development activities in core areas in a way that will not cause declines in sage-grouse populations. 
General stipulations are recommended to apply to all activities in core areas, with the exception of exempt 
("de minimus") actions defined herein (Attachment C) or specifically identified activities. The specific 
industry stipulations are considered in addition to the general stipulations. 

I . 	 Surface Disturbance: Surface disturbance will be limited to 5% of suitable sage-grouse 
habitat per an average of 640 acres. The DDCT process will be used to determine the 
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level of disturbance. Distribution of disturbance may be considered and approved on a 
case-by-case basis. Unsuitable habitat should be identified in a seasonal and landscape 
context, on a case-by-case basis, outside the 0.6 mile buffer around leks. This will 
incentivize proponents to locate projects in unsuitable habitat to avoid creating additional 
disturbance acres. Acres of development in unsuitable habitat are not considered 
disturbance acres. The primary focus should be on protection of suitable habitats and 
protecting from habitat fragmentation. See Appendix 1 for a description of suitable, 
unsuitable habitat and disturbance. 

2. 	 Surface Occupancy: Within 0.6 miles of the perimeter of occupied sage-grouse leks 
there will be no surface occupancy (NSO). NSO, as used in these recommendations, 
means no surface facilities including roads shall be placed within the NSO area. Other 
activities may be authorized with the application of appropriate seasonal stipulations, 
provided the resources protected by the NSO are not adversely affected. For example, 
underground utilities may be permissible if installation is completed outside applicable 
seasonal stipulation periods and significant resource damage does not occur. Similarly, 
geophysical exploration may be permissible in accordance with seasonal stipulations. 

3. 	 Seasonal Use: Activity (production and maintenance activity exempted) will be allowed 
from July 1 to March 14 outside of the 0.6 mile perimeter of a lek in core areas where 
breeding, nesting and early brood-rearing habitat is present. In areas used solely as winter 
concentration areas, exploration and development activity will be allowed March 14 to 
December 1. Activities in unsuitable habitat may also be approved year-round (including 
March 15 to June 30) on a case-by-case basis (except in specific areas where credible 
data shows calendar deviation). Activities may be allowed during seasonal closure 
periods as determined on a case-by-case basis. While the bulk of winter habitat 
necessary to support core sage-grouse populations likely occurs inside Core Population 
Areas, seasonal stipulations (December 1 to March I4) should be considered in locations 
outside Core Population Areas where they have been identified as winter concentration 
areas necessary for supporting biologically significant numbers of sage-grouse nesting in 
Core Population Areas. All efforts should be made to minimize disturbance to mature 
sagebrush cover in identified winter concentration areas. 

4. 	 Transportation: Locate main roads used to transport production and/or waste products> 
I .9 miles from the perimeter of occupied sage-grouse leks. Locate other roads used to 
provide facility site access and maintenance> 0.6 miles from the perimeter of occupied 
sage-grouse leks. Construct roads to minimum design standards needed for production 
activities. 

5. 	 Overhead Lines: Bury lines when possible, if not; locate overhead lines at least 0.6 
miles from the perimeter of occupied sage-grouse leks. New lines should be raptor 
proofed if not buried. 

6. 	 Noise: New noise levels, at the perimeter of a lek, should not exceed I 0 dB A above 
ambient noise (existing activity included) from 6:00p.m. to 8:00a.m. during the 
initiation of breeding (March 1 - May 15). Ambient noise levels should be determined 
by measurements taken at the perimeter of a lek at sunrise. 

7. 	 Vegetation Removal: Vegetation removal should be limited to the minimum disturbance 
required by the project. All topsoil stripping and vegetation removal in suitable habitat 
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will occur between July l and March 14 in areas that are within 4 miles of an occupied 
lek. Initial disturbance in unsuitable habitat between March I5 and June30 may be 
approved on a case-by-case basis. 

8. 	 Sagebrush Treatment: Sagebrush eradication is considered disturbance and will 
contribute to the 5% disturbance factor. Northeast Wyoming, as depicted in Figure I, is 
ofparticular concern because sagebrush habitats rarely exceed 15% canopy cover and 
large acreages have already been converted from sagebrush to grassland or cropland. 
Absent some demonstration that the proposed treatment will not reduce canopy cover to 
less than I5% within the treated area, habitat treatments in northeast Wyoming (Figure I) 
should not be conducted. In stands with less than 15% cover, treatment should be 
designed to maintain or improve sagebrush habitat. Sagebrush treatments that maintain 
sagebrush canopy cover at or above I5% total canopy cover within the treated acres will 
not be considered disturbance. Treatments that reduce sagebrush canopy cover below 
I5% will be allowed, excluding northeast Wyoming (Figure 1), if all such treated areas 
make up less than 20% of the suitable sagebrush habitat within the DDCT, and any point 
within the treated area is within 60 meters of sagebrush habitat with I 0% or greater 
canopy cover. Treatments to enhance sagebrush/grassland will be evaluated based upon 
the existing habitat quality and the functional level post-treatment. 

9. 	 Monitoring/adaptive response: Proponents of new projects are expected to coordinate 
with the permitting agency and local WGFD biologist to determine which leks need to be 
monitored and what data should be reported by the proponent. Certain permits may be 
exempted from monitoring activities pending permitting agency coordination. If declines 
in affected leks (using a three-year running average during any five year period relative to 
trends on reference leks) are determined to be caused by the project, the operator will 
propose adaptive management responses to increase the number of birds. If the operator 
cannot demonstrate a restoration of bird numbers to baseline levels (established by pre
disturbance surveys, reference surveys and taking into account regional and statewide 
trends) within three years, operations will cease until such numbers are achieved. 

10. 	 Reclamation: Reclamation should re-establish native grasses, forbs and shrubs during 
interim and fmal reclamation to achieve cover, species composition, and life form 
diversity commensurate with the surrounding plant community or desired ecological 
condition to benefit sage-grouse and replace or enhance sage-grouse habitat to the degree 
that environmental conditions allow. Seed mixes should include two native forbs and two 
native grasses with at least one bunchgrass species. Where sagebrush establishment is 
prescribed, establishment is defined as meeting the standard prescribed in the individual 
reclamation plan. Landowners should be consulted on desired plant mix on private lands. 
The operator is required to control noxious and invasive weed species, including 
cheatgrass. Rollover credit, if needed, will be outlined in the individual project 
reclamation plan. 

Credit may be given for completion of habitat enhancements on bond released or other 
minimally functional habitat when detailed in a plan. These habitat enhancements may be 
used as credit for reclamation that is slow to establish in order to maintain the disturbance 
cap or to improve nearby sage-grouse habitat. 
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Figure 1. Wyoming Core Area with northeast Wyoming core (dark green) 
and connectivity areas (yellow). 
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11. 	 Existing Activities: Areas already disturbed or approved for development within Core 
Areas prior to August 1, 2008 are not subject to new sage-grouse stipulations with the 
exception existing operations may not initiate activities resulting in new surface 
occupancy within 0.6 mile of the perimeter of a sage-grouse lek. Any existing 
disturbance will be counted toward the calculated disturbance cap for a new proposed 
activity. The level of disturbance for existing activity and rollover credit may exceed 5%. 

12. 	 Exceptions: Any exceptions to these general or specific stipulations will be considered 
on a case by case basis and must show that the exception will not cause declines in sage
grouse populations. 

SPECIFIC STIPULATIONS (To be applied in addition to general stipulations) 

1. 	 Oil and Gas: Well pad densities not to exceed an average of one pad per square mile ( 640 
acres) and suitable habitat disturbed not to exceed 5% of suitable habitat within the 
DDCT. As an example, the number of well pads within a two mile radius of the perimeter 
of an occupied sage-grouse lek should not exceed 11, distributed preferably in a clumped 
pattern in one general direction from the lek. 

2. 	 Mining 

a. 	 For development drilling or ore body delineation drilled on tight centers, 
(approximately 100'X100') the disturbance area will be delineated by the 
external limits of the development area. Assuming a widely-spaced disturbance 
pattern, the actual footprint will be considered the disturbance area. 

b. 	 Monitoring results will be reported annually in the mine permit annual report and 
to WGFD. Pre-disturbance surveys will be conducted as required by the 
appropriate regulatory agency. 

c. 	 The number of active mining development areas (e.g., operating equipment and 
significant human activity) are not to exceed an average of one site per square 
mile (640 acres) within the DDCT. 

d. 	 Surface disturbance and surface occupancy stipulations will be waived within the 
Core Area when implementing underground mining practices that are necessary 
to protect the health, welfare, and safety of miners, mine employees, contractors 
and the general public. The mining practices include but are not limited to bore 
holes or shafts necessary to: 1) provide adequate oxygen to an underground mine; 
2) supply inert gases or other substances to prevent, treat, or suppress combustion 
or mine fires; 3) inject mine roof stabilizing substances; and 4) remove methane 
from mining areas. Any surface disturbance or surface occupancy necessary to 
access the sites to implement these mining practices will also be exempt from 
any stipulation. 

e. 	 Coal mining operations will be allowed to continue under the regulatory and 
permit-specific terms and conditions authorized under the federal Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act. 

3. 	 Connectivity: 

a. 	 The suspension of federal and state leases in connectivity corridors (Figure l) is 
encouraged where there is mutual agreement by the leasing agency and the 
operator. These suspensions should be allowed until additional information 
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clarifies their need. Where suspensions cannot be accommodated, disturbance 
should be limited to no more than 5% (up to 32 acres) per 640 acres of suitable 
sage-grouse habitat within connectivity corridors. 

b. 	 For protection of connectivity corridors (Figure 1), a controlled surface use 
(CSU) buffer of 0.6 miles around leks or their documented perimeters is required. 
In addition, a March 15 to June 30 timing limitation stipulation is required within 
nesting habitat within 4 miles of leks. 

4. 	 Process Deviation or Undefined Activities: Development proposals incorporating less 
restrictive stipulations or development that is not covered by these stipulations may be 
considered depending on site-specific circumstances and the proponent must have data 
demonstrating that the alternative development proposal will not cause declines in sage
grouse populations in the core area. Proposals to deviate from standard stipulations will 
be considered by a team including WGFD and the appropriate land management and 
permitting agencies, with input from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Project 
proponents need to demonstrate that the project development would meet at least one of 
the following conditions: 
a. No suitable habitat is present in one contiguous block of land that includes at 

least a 0.6 mile buffer between the project area and suitable habitat; 
b. 	 No sage-grouse use occurs in one contiguous block of land that includes at least a 

0.6 mile buffer between the project area and adjacent occupied habitat, as 
documented by total absence of sage-grouse droppings and an absence of sage
grouse activity for the previous ten years; 

c. 	 Provision of a development/mitigation plan that has been implemented and 
demonstrated by previous research not to cause declines in sage-grouse 
populations. The demonstration must be based on monitoring data collected and 
analyzed with accepted scientific based techniques. 

5. 	 Wind Energy Development: Wind development is not recommended in sage-grouse core 
areas, but will be reevaluated on a continuous basis as new science, information and data 
emerges. 
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Appendix I 

Suitable Sage-Grouse Habitat Definition 


Sage-grouse require somewhat different seasonal habitats distributed over large areas to complete their 
life cycle. All of these habitats consist of, are associated with, or are immediately adjacent to, sagebrush. 
If sage-grouse seasonal habitat use maps do not exist for the project site the following description of 
suitable habitat should be used to determine areas of unsuitable sage-grouse habitat for development 
siting purposes. An abbreviated description of a complex system cannot incorporate all aspects of, or 
exceptions to, what habitats a local sage-grouse population may or may not utilize. 

Suitable sage-grouse habitat (nesting, breeding, brood-rearing, or winter) is within the mapped occupied 
range of sage-grouse, and: 

I) 	 has 5% or greater sagebrush canopy cover as measured by the technique developed by 
interagency efforts. "Sagebrush" includes all species and sub-species of the genus Artemisia 
except the mat-forming sub-shrub species: frigida (fringed) and pedatifida (birdfoot); or 

2) 	 is riparian, wet meadow (native or introduced) or areas of alfalfa or other suitable forbs (brood 
rearing habitat) within 60 meters of sagebrush habitat with I 0% or greater canopy cover and the 
early brood rearing habitat does not exceed 20% of the suitable sagebrush habitat present within 
the DDCT, Larger riparian/wet meadow, and grass/forb producing areas may be considered 
suitable habitat as determined on a case by case basis. 

Transitional sage-grouse habitat is land that has been treated or burned prior to 20II resulting in <5% 
sagebrush cover but is actively managed to meet a minimum of 5% sagebrush canopy cover with 
associated grasses and forbs by 202I (by analysis oflocal condition and trend) and may or may not be 
considered disturbed. Land that does not meet the above vegetation criteria by 202I should be considered 
disturbed. 

Land treatments post 20 I 0 must meet sagebrush vegetation treatment guidelines or the treatment will be 
considered disturbed. Following wildfire, lands shall be treated as disturbed pending an implementation 
management plan with trend data showing the area returning to functional sage-grouse habitat. 

To evaluate the 5% disturbance cap per average 640 acres using the DDCT, suitable habitat is considered 
disturbed when it is removed and unavailable for immediate sage-grouse use. 

The following items are guidelines for determining suitable habitat: 

a. 	 Long-term removal occurs when habitat is physically removed through activities that 
replace suitable habitat with long term occupancy of unsuitable habitat such as a road, 
well pad or active mine. 

b. 	 Short-term removal occurs when vegetation is removed in small areas, but restored to 
suitable habitat within a few years of disturbance, such as a successfully reclaimed 
pipeline, or successfully reclaimed drill hole or pit. 

c. 	 There may be additional suitable habitat considered disturbed between two or more long 
term (greater than 1 year) anthropogenic disturbance activities with a footprint greater 
than l 0 acres each if the activities are located such that sage-grouse use of the suitable 
habitat between these activities is significantly reduced due to the close proximity (less 
than 1.2 miles apart, 0.6 miles from each activity) and resulting in cumulative effects of 
these large scale activities. Exemptions may be provided. 
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d. 	 Land in northeast Wyoming (Figure 1 ofAttachment B) that has had sagebrush removed 
post-1994 (based on Orthophoto interpretation) and not recovered to suitable habitat will 
be considered disturbed when using the DDCT. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Exempt ("de minimus") Activities 


Existing Land Uses and Landowner Activities in Greater Sage-Grouse Core Population 

Areas That Do Not Require State Agency Review for Consistency 


With Executive Order No. 2011-02 


1. Existing animal husbandry practices (including branding, docking, herding, trailing, etc). 

2. Existing fanning practices (excluding conversion of sagebrush/grassland to agricultural lands). 

3. Existing grazing operations that utilize recognized rangeland management practices (allotment 
management plans, NRCS grazing plans, prescribed grazing plans, etc). 

4. Construction of agricultural reservoirs and habitat improvements less than 10 surface acres and drilling 
of agriculture and residential water wells (including installation of tanks, water windmills and solar water 
pumps) more than 0.6 miles from the perimeter ofthe_lek. Within 0.6 miles from leks no review is 
required if construction does not occur March 15 to June 30 and construction does not occur on the lek. 
All water tanks shall have escape ramps. 

5. Agricultural and residential electrical distribution lines more than 0.6 miles from leks. Within 0.6 miles 
from leks no review is required if construction does not occur March 1 5 to June 30 and construction does 
not occur on the lek. Raptor perching deterrents shall be installed on all poles within 0.6 miles from leks. 

6. Agricultural water pipelines if construction activities are more than 0.6 miles from leks. Within 0.6 
miles from leks no review is required if construction does not occur March 15 to June 30 and construction 
is reclaimed. 

7. New fencing more than 0.6 miles from leks and maintenance on existing fence. For new fencing within 
0.6 miles of leks, fences with documented high potential for strikes should be marked. 

8. Irrigation (excluding the conversion of sagebrush/grassland to new irrigated lands). 

9. Spring development if the spring is protected with fencing and enough water remains at the site to 
provide mesic (wet) vegetation. 

10. Herbicide use within existing road, pipeline and power line rights-of-way. Herbicides application 
using spot treatment. Grasshopper/Mormon cricket control following Reduced Agent-Area Treatments 
(RAA TS) protocol. 

11. Existing county road maintenance. 

12. Cultural resource pedestrian surveys. 

13. Emergency response. 
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March 14, 2013 

Brian Kelly 
State Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Idaho State Office 

1387 South Vinnell Way 

Boise, ID 83709-1657 


Dear Brian, 

This letter continues our discussion and collaboration on Idaho's contribution to Greater Sage-Grouse (GSG) 

management and conservation in order to avoid listing under the Endangered Species I greatly 
appreciate the personal attention and leadership you dedicated to this issue. 

On December 18, 2012, Interior Secretary Ken Salazar responded to a series of questions posed by several 
western members of Congress about the Department of Interior's National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use 

Planning Strategy (GSG Strategy). I was pleased that Secretary Salazar reiterated his commitment that "the 
BLM has every intention of taking actions to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse in a manner that is consistent 

with its multiple use mission and with due regard for site specific on-the-ground considerations." (emphasis 
added). 

I also noted with great interest that Secretary Salazar outlined the process for a Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) state office to be exempted from Instruction Memorandum (IM) No. 2012-043 dated December 22, 

2011. I believe IM No. 2012-043 coupled with the National Technical Team Report (NTT Report) represents a 
one-size-fits-all management scheme that fails to account for the site-specific information contained in my 
management plan. Secretary Salazar's response indicates that such an exemption can occur where "a state or 
local conservation mechanism has been developed with concurrence of the Fish and Wildlife Service." In short, 

I write to pursue the "concurrence" option for Idaho as a necessary precondition for state exemption from the 
national IM. 

Moreover, I believe that a state-based solution for public land management - similar to Idaho's effort on 
roadless areas -will be a win-win for the species and the Idahoans who economically depend on access to lands 
managed by the federal government 

Concurrence by the Service on the Idaho approach is particularly important as your agency will carefully weigh 
all conservation commitments by my State and others in determining whether listing of the species is warranted 
under the ESA. 



Brian Kelly 
March 14, 2013 
Page 2 

To briet1y summarize where vvc are in the process, I sent you a letter in July 2012 requesting preliminary 

feedback on Idaho's draft Sage-Grouse Alternative. Specifically, I posed two questions fundamental to the 

overall structure of the plan: 

(1) Whether the management framework- based on a thematic habitat continuum and population 

metrics - outlined in my Draft Alternative represents sound policy that should move forward; and 

(2) Whether the habitat zones, especially the Core Habitat Zone and Important Habitat Zone, are 

consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's understanding of the most important sage

grouse habitats in the state. 

Your written response was especially encouraging and signaled that the State of Idaho was moving in the right 

direction in developing a sound GSG strategy. Based on this early feedback, the State took public comment, 

refined the draft Alternative and submitted it to the BLM for incorporation into its Strategy. See Governor C.L. 

"Butch" Otter's Greater Sage-Grouse Management Alternative, Sept. 5, 2012. ("Idaho Alternative"). 

Following submission to the BLM, you reaffirmed that the Service still had confidence with the aforementioned 

components in particular, but needed additional clarification and targeted revisions for the remainder of the 

Idaho management plan. Your point was taken in the spirit of collaboration, and I believe that in addition to the 

September 2012 Idaho Alternative, the attachment below resolves these outstanding issues, and thus provides 

the path for Service concurrence consistent with Secretary Salazar's policy directive. For the sake of 

completeness, the Idaho Alternative is adopted herein by reference, and only where specifically noted below 

should the Idaho Alternative be construed as revised or modified. 

I have sincerely appreciated your leadership in helping the State of Idaho develop a collaborative, science-based 

management plan that meets the needs of the species and Idaho citizens. Of course, the Service's concurrence 

is a necessary and foundational part of this process, but the State of Idaho is mindful that further clarification 

may be beneficial as part of the Department's ongoing GSG Strategy consistent with the National 

Environmental Policy Act and the ESA in coordination with the State. Please let me know if you have any 

questions during your review. I look forward to the Service's concurrence and our continued discussions on 

this critically important issue. 

As Always- Idaho, "Esto Perpetua:' 
' 

Governor of Idaho 



Request for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Concurrence: 

1 . Thematic Conservation Approach 

An effective plan for managing the greater gage-grouse must include both population and habitat 
metrics. The Idaho Alternative accomplishes both. 1 As to the habitat component, the Idaho 

Alternative at 2-3 identifies a Sage-Grouse Management Area (SGMA) that is divided into four 
conservation areas (CA) across the known range of sage-grouse in southern Idaho. These CAs 
are important for achieving Idaho's population objectives as well as to properly tailor adaptive 
management responses where necessary and appropriate. 

There are two CAs north of the Snake River and two CAs south ofthe Snake River. The first 
CA north ofthe Snake River is the Mountain Valley CA, which starts at Rexburg and extends 
west, including sage-grouse habitat north and west of Highway 33 to Howe, Highway 33/22 to 

Arco, Highway 26/20/93 to Carey, Highway 20 west to Mountain Home, south from Mountain 
Home on Highway 51 to the Snake River. The second is the Desert CA, which is south ofthe 
Mountain Valley CA. 

South ofthe Snake River is the West Owyhee CA, which is west of the Jarbidge River. The 
Southern is east and Bear 
Plateau. See Idaho Alternative at 6. 

Each CA is divided into three management zones: Core Habitat Zone (CHZ), Important Habitat 
Zone (IHZ) and the General Habitat Zone (GHZ). Idaho Alternative at 24. These management 

zones were the result ofthe Idaho Department ofFish and Game's (IDF&G) on-the-ground 
information provided by Dr. Jack Connelly and Don Kemner based on decades of research and 

monitoring data. As mentioned above, you indicated that Idaho's thematic approach based on 
s are 

's own app

a
 

conservation objective

roach to strategic 

n adaptive management construct are 
fundamental attributes 2 (emphasis 
added). 

These management zones outline a suite of basic management activities that may or may not 
occur within a given area. Idaho Alternative at 3, 24-29. The thematic approach represents a 

management continuum that includes a relatively restrictive approach at one end in the CHZ and 

a relatively flexible approach in the GHZ. These three zones provide an array of permitted and 
prohibited activities. Idaho Alternative at 33-47. 

1 The Idaho Alternative is attached as Appendix!. 

2 "The thematic approach based on conservation objectives that are monitored in an adaptive management construct 

thm your framework incorporates, are fundamental attributes ofrhe Service's own approach to strategic conservation 

(USFWS and USGS 2006)." Letter from Brian Kelly (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) to Governor Otter re: "Draft 

Federal Alternative of Governor C. L 'Butch' Otter for Greater Sage Grouse Management in Idaho," August 1, 

2012. 




At the outset ofthe Governor's Task Force deliberations, the group noted the initial BLM 

mapping proposal (i.e., preliminary priority habitat/general habitat) as well as the National 

Technical Team (NTT Rf'porl) m:eded to be refined to rellecl the state-specific coneems the 

on-the-ground monitoring information. The Alternative notes, "[t]he State believes this [BLM' s] 

mapping approach does not adequately take advantage of the opportunity to provide better and 

more precise management direction based on the quality and location of sage-grouse populations 

and habitats in Idaho." Idaho Alternative at 20. 

Moreover, in developing these management zones, population objectives, and regulatory 

mechanisms, Idaho carefully considered the collaborative recommendations ofthe Governor's 

Task Force, current Resource Management Plans, the NTT Report, the recently published 

volume on greater sage-grouse ("Greater Sage-Grouse: Ecology and Conservation ofa 

Landscape Species and its Habitats" (co-editors Drs. Steven T. Knick and John W. Connelly)), 

and other current and relevant scientific information. The State of Idaho did not adopt or 

endorse any of these sources to the exclusion of the others. To put a finer point on this issue, the 

state believes that all of these sources, to some degree, constitute the best available science for 

sage-grouse, and must be considered in our effort to preclude the need to list the species under 

the ESA. 

Furthermore, dividing the current range four with three distinct management zones 

provides several important conservation benefits for the species: 

~ The management themes and adaptive management triggers provide a critical part 

of the needed direction and flexibility to address wildfire-the most significant 

threat to the species. 

Iii The management themes also ensure that precious resources are directed toward 

dealing with the most important threats in stronghold areas. 

'iii conjunction with the threat ofwildfire, the state adopted the Task Force's 

recommendations to expand the CHZ beyond the 25% breeding bird density to 

include areas that may not currently meet that benchmark, but could offer solid 

opportunities for habitat restoration in the future. Idaho Alternative at 25. 

• 	 Using three management zones facilitates opportunities for collaboration as 

resource considerations can be more appropriately tailored across the range of the 

species. 

• 	 This thematic approach is not without precedent. The Idaho Alternative is based 

largely on Idaho's successful model for managing and conserving inventoried 

roadless areas. In fact, the Idaho Roadless Rule has been affirmed by both the 

District of Idaho and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
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2. State of Idaho Population Objectives 

These population indicators are critical to gauging the effectiveness ofthe state's conservation 
efforts. In conjunction with the management zones, the population indicators ensure there is an 
appropriately tailored response to significant fluctuations in habitat and population. 

The first objective is to implement regulatory mechanisms that maintain and enhance sage
grouse habitats, populations, and connectivity within the CHZ. Recognizing the impact of 

wildfire, the IHZ provides both important management flexibility and a strategic conservation 
buffer. Through the implementation of the state's proposed regulatory mechanisms, Idaho will 

be well-positioned to maintain a viable population of at least 65% of the sage-grouse leks for the 
foreseeable future. It is important to note that IDF&G estimates that approximately 95% of 
Idaho's known sage-grouse population is encompassed in the CHZ and IHZ themes. See 

generally Idaho Alternative at 7-9. By contrast, the GHZ only accounts for 5% of the state's 
total population. 

The second objective is to stabilize sage-grouse habitats and populations by monitoring the 

effectiveness of the regulatory measures over time. A significant component of this objective is 
to minimize habitat loss within Core Habitat Zone (CHZ), and to a lesser extent, the Important 
Habitat Zone (IHZ). For more detail see Idaho's Alternative. 

3. Adaptive Regulatory Triggers 

The Adaptive Regulatory Triggers have been clarified and refined since the September 5th 

version. Idaho Alternative 9-11. 3 The adaptive triggers provide a regulatory backstop to prevent 
further loss and stabilize habitats and populations in the CHZ, and to a lesser extent in the IHZ, 

where a demonstrated significant loss has either occurred over time or unexpectedly (i.e., 
Murphy Complex Fire). These adaptive triggers are employed when dramatic shifts in 

population or habitat occurs based on an average over a three year period compared to 2011 
values. Additionally, these adaptive triggers place the primary and secondary threats to the 
species in proper context to appropriately evaluate the cause(s) of the decline. 

In addition to the below description, Idaho's Alternative utilizes two types of triggers to help 
determine whether changes in management are necessary. This is a refinement from the 
September 5th version of the Idaho Alternative. The triggers are broken down into a "soft" trigger 
and a "hard" trigger. The "soft" trigger becomes operative when one of the following occurs: 

• 	 1 0% decline in maximum number of males counted and a finite rate of change 
below 1.0 but not significantly on CHZ over a period of three years; or 

• 	 10% loss of nesting and wintering habitat in a Conservation Area over a period of 

3 Not only do the revisions apply to the referenced narrative portions of the Idaho Alternative, but also where 
relevant and applicable to the regulatory language beginning on page 30. 
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When the monitoring information indicates that the "soft trigger" may be tripped, an 
Implementation Team- aided by the technical expertise of IDF&G- will assess the factor(s) 
leading to the decline identify potential management actions. See Idaho Alternative at 7. 

The Implementation Team may consider possible changes in management to the CHZ. As to the 
1HZ, the Implementation Team may review the causes for decline and potential management 

changes only to the extent those factors significantly impair the state's ability to meet the overall 
management objective. It is anticipated IDF&G will collect data annually and will make 

recommendations to the Implementation Team by August 31st for population triggers and 
January 15th for habitat triggers. 

The "hard" trigger becomes operative when one of the following occurs: 

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

e 	 20% decline in maximum number of males counted and a finite rate of change 

significantly below 1 within a Conservation Area over a period of three years. 

If the hard trigger becomes operative according to the monitoring information, management 
changes are no longer discretionary and will be implemented in the following manner: 

to 

to consider infrastructure projects. Like the "soft trigger", the Implementation Team will 
analyze the actual cause(s) of the decline. The flow chart (Appendix II) illustrates the process 

used to determine which threat( s) caused the habitat or population loss. 

As the illustration denotes, the Service identified wildfire, invasive species, and infrastructure as 

the primary threats and West Nile Virus, improperly managed grazing, and recreation as 

secondary threats. This adaptive trigger strategy focuses the analysis on mitigating the primary 
threats to the species in the CHZ. Only where the monitoring information indicates the cause(s) 
of the decline is not a primary threat will the Implementation Team analyze the secondary threats 
to the species and determine whether further management actions are needed. 

Population and habitat objectives are measured against baselines are illustrated in the tables 
below. The baseline for habitat within each CA is the 2011 nesting and wintering habitat for the 
CHZ and 1HZ. (See Tables 1 and 2), The population baseline is the maximum number of males 

counted on lek routes in 2011 within the CHZ and the average finite rate of change of population 
for 2009-2011 within the CHZ. It is measured the same way in IHZ. CHZ and IHZ triggers are 
analyzed separately. The habitat triggers are also analyzed separately from the population 
triggers. The foregoing represents additional clarification from Idaho's Alternative. 
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Table 1. Population Trigger (for illustrative purposes only). 

I Conservation Area I Ponulation Baseline j_§oft Trigger ( l 0%) I Hard Trigger (20%) _jI" . ' I 

I 

I 

I D rtese i 

Mountain Valley I 
Southern ~ - ~ 
Western Owyhee . 

Table 2. Habitat Triggers 

Conservation 
Area 

Breeding & 
Wintering 
(acres) 
(baseline) 

10% loss 
(acres) (soft 
trigger) 

20% loss 
(acres) (hard 
trigger) 

Desert 840,291 84,029 168,058 
Mountain 
Valleys 

1,640,415 164,042 328,083 

Southern 568,921 56,892 113,784 
West Owyhee 1,416,135 141,614 1 283,227 

4. Wildfire/Invasive Species 

This section has been refined since the September 5th version. As mentioned above, the Idaho 

Alternative utilizes conservation areas, management zones and adaptive triggers to maintain and 

enhance sage-grouse populations in the CHZ to mitigate the impacts of wildfire. This approach 

provides stability in the short-term to enable the more proactive measures (i.e., fuel breaks, 

habitat restoration) the time necessary to demonstrate positive change on the landscape. 

Additionally, the Idaho Alternative organizes its regulatory measures into three categories: 

Prevention, Suppression, and Restoration. This change reflects the state's intent to provide BLM 

with a method to prioritize wildfire management and resources, while providing flexibility to 

make adjustments when necessary. 

During the 2013 Idaho Legislative session, Governor Otter made it a priority to provide ranchers 

and landowners in rural areas with the necessary tools and training to allow them to play an 

active role in fire prevention and suppression, especially in sage-grouse habitat. Idaho Code § 
3 8-104 B amends existing law to provide for the creation of non-profit Rangeland Fire Protection 

Associations (Appendix III), 

In the 

Department of Lands with additional funding to assist in the creation of four protection 

associations in southwest Idaho, modeled from the Mountain Home Rural Fire Protection 
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Association. Appendix IV provides a preliminary map depicting areas in sage-grouse habitat 

that are considered "no man's lands" where these associations can help in early fire detection, 

'iUppression cmd prevl"ntion effort-; 

5. Infrastructure 

This section remains unchanged from the Idaho Alternative. The state recognizes that more 

detail in the mitigation policy and its implementation may be needed to achieve the overall 

conservation objectives. See Section G of the Idaho Altemative and pages 33-34, 40, 43-45. 

6. Livestock Grazing on Lands Managed by the Federal Government 

The State Alternative only applies to those lands managed by the Federal government that are 

part of the GSG Strategy. It is important, especially in the context of livestock grazing 

management, that the following management framework is applicable only to the extent it 

involves the BLM's administration of Standard 8 of the Idaho Rangeland Health Standards 

(IRHS) with respect to sage-grouse. An important footnote, the IRHS do not apply to the U.S. 

Forest Service, and this management framework should in no way be construed as imposing 

those standards on the Forest Service. While this framework may benefit other sage-steppe 

species, those species-specific or other resources issues are not addressed herein. 

Management Framework: 

There are two pathways where this management framework is applicable: (1) in conjunction with 

scheduled term grazing permit renewals; and (2) where the adaptive regulatory trigger has been 

tripped (as described in section 3 above) and livestock grazing is identified as a potential causal 

factor. 

Under the first path, this management plan provides a framework for BLM to assess Standard 8 

with respect to sage-grouse as grazing permits are scheduled for renewaL As described in more 

detail below, no trigger has been tripped across a CA, then the Standard 8 analysis for sage

grouse is a straightforward process. Under the second path, this adaptive framework aides in 

determining whether improperly managed livestock grazing may be a causal factor that 

potentially requires adaptive change to existing permits within a CA. 

The first step in this process is to inform and educate permittees within the SGMA regarding 

sage-grouse habitat needs and conservation measures. These habitat needs or characteristics, as 

applicable, are outlined in Tables 3-5 of the Idaho Alternative (14-17). 

Second, Standard 8 of the IRHS establishes a "maintain a viable population" threshold for listed 

species. 43 C.F.R. Subpart 4160. Consistent with the overall approach of the Idaho Alternative 

-namely, an outcome-based conservation strategy within an adaptive construct- the State of 

Idaho identified an overall population target butTressed by regulatory mechanisms and 

adaptive regulatory triggers. Where these population and habitat triggers are being maintained, 

there is a rebuttable presumption that current grazing systems within that CA are adequate to 
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maintain viable sage-grouse populations. Therefore, absent compelling infmmation, no further 

changes to grazing permits will be required pursuant to the Standard 8 analysis insofar as it 

relate<; tP "a.ge-grouse .. In sum, if no trigger has been tripped within B CA the Bllotments and 

pastures are presumed to have met Standard 8 with respect to sage-grouse. 

This rebuttable presumption does not preclude adaptive change to grazing permits based on the 

other standards contained in the IRHS. Again, it is important to note that the Forest Service is 

not subject to the IRHS; however, the conservation objectives established in the Idaho's 

Alternative should meet the applicable standards in National Forest Management Act (NFMA). 

If an adaptive regulatory trigger is tripped consistent with the process outlined above, and 

livestock grazing is identified as a potential limiting factor, the presumption that the current 

grazing operations within the Conservation Area have met Standard 8 with respect to sage

grouse will no longer be applicable. 

Following such a determination, the following process will be utilized: 

BLM will individually analyze those allotments and pastures within the relevant Conservation 

Area. Given limited agency resources, prioritization will be given to areas that have the potential 

to provide the greatest benefit to sage-grouse. Allocation of resources should be concentrated on 

allotments within declining sage-grouse populations. Following 

within the CHZ, resources will be further prioritized to allotments within the IHZ with breeding 

habitats that have decreasing lek counts. (See Flow Chart, Appendix V). Sage-grouse 

populations that are stable or trending upward will be a lower priority for permit renewal and the 

adaptive assessment process. 

The assessment/determination process for sage-grouse pursuant to Standard 8 must rely on 

published characteristics of sage-grouse habitat and the Ecological Site Descriptions, existing 

vegetation, habitat inventories/assessments (Stiver et al. 201 0), and where available, state and 

transition models that describe vegetation and other physical attributes for sage-grouse. The 

related characteristics within the categories shown below will also be included. These 

characteristics indicate the ability of a given area to provide sage-grouse habitat 

Category 1: The grazing allotment (or any pasture/significant area therein) has the 

existing vegetation and existing ecological condition ( seral state) to provide sage-grouse 

habitat 

The grazing allotment (or any pasture/significant area therein) has the 

ecological potential to provide sage-grouse habitat 

Where an allotment or pasture meets one of these Categories above, Tables 3-5 (Idaho 

Alternative at 14-16) will be incorporated into relevant resource management plans as the 

desired conditions with the understanding that these desired conditions may not be achievable: 

(a) due to the existmg ecological condition, ecological potential or the existing vegetation; or (b) 

due to causal events unrelated to existing livestock grazing. Allotments will only be managed for 
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the primary seasonal habitat that it has the potential to support. Typically, summer habitats will 

be managed to provide the conditions described in Table 3; winter Table 4; and breeding habitats 

in Table 5 

Based on these habitat characteristics, BLM will conduct fine and site scale-habitat assessments 

to help inform grazing management. Where necessary, a determination of factors causing any 

failure to achieve the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5) will be conducted at a resolution 

sufficient to document the habitat condition. This determination will include consideration of 

local spatial and inter-annual variability. A determination of issues attributable to livestock 

grazing management shall not result from one year of data at a specific location within an 

allotment. 

If the process and conditions outlined above demonstrate that livestock grazing is limiting 

achievement of the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5), renewed permits will include measures, 

including but not limited to the actions outlined in (Idaho Alternative, Section J at 46-48) to 

achieve desired habitat conditions. These measures must be tailored to address the specific 

management issues associated with seasonal habitat limitations identified in the fine-scale 

assessments. 

Additionally, management ehanges related to existing grazing permits should 
undertaken if improper grazing is determined to be the causal factor in not meeting habitat 

characteristics, specific to site capability, based upon monitoring over time with appropriate slte 

variability. 

The Implementation Team will maintain oversight capabilities throughout the process and will 

be given the ability to review proposed management changes, the implementation of 

conservation measures, and the on-the-ground monitoring to ensure the measures are 

appropriately applied. 
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APPENDIX II: ADAPTIVE TRIGGER STRATEGY 
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APPENDIX ID: IDAHO RANGELAND FIRE 

PROTECTION ASSOCIATIONS 
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J N 'CHE HOUSE OF RE PRE.:DENTA.T lVES 

HOUSE BILL NO. 93 

nY HESOURC8S AND CONSC:RVATTON C:OMMT'rTE E 

1 AN ACT 
2 RC:L,A'l' LNG '1'0 FOREST AND RANGE FI!18S; AMENDING CHAPTER 1 , TJ T'LE 38, IDAHO COD!!:, 
3 BY TliE ADDITION OF A NE.W SECTI ON 38-J 048, TOAHO CODE, TO PROVIDE FOR NON
4 PROF'J T R7\NGF.T,AND FIRE PRO'tECTION ASSOCIATIONS, TO DEFINE A TERM AND TO 
5 PROVl DE PROCEDURES. 

6 Be It Enacted by the T.egisla t ure of the State of Idaho: 

7 SECTION 1. That Chapter 1, Title 38, Idaho Code, be, and the same i s 
8 hereby amended by the addition ther eto of a NEW SECTION, to be known and des
9 ignated as Section 38-1048, Idaho Code, and to read as follows : 

10 38- Hl4B. NONPROFIT RANGELAND FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATIONS. ( 1 l "Non
11 profit rangeland fire protection association" means a nonprofit corporation 
12 or nonprofit unj ncorporated associati on, that has ent ered into an agreement 
13 for the detection, prevention or suppression of forest and range fires with 
14 the state of Idaho or any agency of the state of Idaho pursuant to title 38, 
15 Idaho Code . 
16 (2) 7\ group of rangeland owners wishing to establish a rangeland fire 
17 protection association shall petition the director of the department of 
18 lands. The director may accept petitions where: 
19 (a) Petitioners meet the requirements established by the director con
20 cerning the legal status of the association, liability insurance and 
21 governing and managing structure; and 
22 (b) Petitioners demonstrate financial ability to form a rangeland fire 
~ protection association; or 
24 (c) Adequate state funding exists, as determined by the dir ector, t o 
25 assist in the initial establishment of the association. 
26 (3) Prior to entering into an agreement, and annually thereafter, the 
27 director shall review and inspect the association for the following: 
28 (a) The governing and managing structure of the association; 
29 (b) The adequacy of liability insurance; and 
30 (c) The training of all association personnel. 
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AN ACT 
RC:L,A'l' LNG 'l'O FOREST AND RANGE rrnr;:s; AMENDING CHAPTER 1 ,  TJT'LE 3 8 ,  IDAHO CODI!:, 

13Y T l lE ADDITION OF A NE.W SECTION 38-J 048, TOAHO CODE, TO PROVIDE FOR NON-

PROF'JT R7\NGF.T,AND FIRE PRO'tECTION ASSOCIATIONS, TO DEFINE A TERM AND TO 

PROVl DE PROCEDURES . 

6 Be It Enacted by the T,egislature of the State of Idaho: 

7 SECTION 1 .  That Chapter 1, Title 3 8 ,  Idaho Code, be, and the same is 
8 hereby amended by the addition thereto of a NEW SECTION, to be known and des-
9 ignated as Section 38-1048, Idaho Code, and to read as follows : 

10 38-Hl4B. NONPROFIT RANGELAND FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATIONS. ( 1 )  " Non-
11 profit rangeland fire protection association" means a nonprofit corporation 
12 or nonprofit unj ncorporated association, that has entered into an agreement
13 for the detection, prevention or suppression of forest and range fir.es with 
14 the state of Idaho or any agency of the state of Idaho pursuant to title 3 8 ,  
15 Idaho Code . 
16 ( 2 )  7\ group of rangeland owners wishing to establish a rangeland fire 
17 protection association shall petition the director of the department of 
18 lands. The director may accept petitions where: 
19 ( a )  Petitioners meet the requirements established by the director con-
20 cerning the legal status of the association, liability insurance and 
21 governing and managing structure; and 
22 (b) Petitioners demonstrate financial ability to form a rangeland fire 
23 protection association; or
24 ( c )  Adequate state funding exists, as determined by the director, to
25 assist in the initial establishment of the association. 
26 ( 3 )  Prior to entering into an agreement, and annually thereafter, the 
27 director shall review and inspect the association for the followin g :  
28 

30 

( a )  The governing and managing structure of the association; 
( b )  The adequacy of liability insurance; and 
( c )  The training of all association personnel. 





United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Idaho State Office 
1387 South Vinnell Way 
Boise. Idaho 83709-1657 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 


1387 South Vinnell Way. Room 368 

Boise, Idaho 83709 


MAR 2 2 2013 
Governor C.L. "Butch" Otter 
Idaho State Capitol Building 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

Dear Governor Otter, 

We would like to reiterate our appreciation for your leadership with respect to the 

conservation of Greater sage-grouse in Idaho and, in particular, your work forming and 

supporting the collaborative work of the Idaho sage-grouse task force. The commitment 

of the task force, your staff, the Idaho Office of Species Conservation and the Idaho 

Department of Fish and Game to conserve Greater sage-grouse in a manner that respects 

multiple use of the land and contributes to a future where listing the species under the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) is unnecessary, is a commitment we share. We write 

today to reassure you of this commitment with respect to the revisions you have made to 

the State of Idaho Alternative that was transmitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(FWS) on March 14, 2013. 

The FWS and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) each have a separate and distinct 

role to play in the review of the State's plan. Although FWS has been working closely 

with the State on specific revisions, the formal review for concurrence that you have 

requested will allow FWS to determine whether the State alternative or parts thereof are 

consistent with and will meet the conservation objectives outlined in the Conservation 

Objectives Team report. Such a determination will provide a basis for BLM to consider 

potential interim measures based on the State alternative that can be implemented in a 

manner consistent with the bureau's multiple-use mandate and organizational capacity. 



At this time, the FWS and BLM have not completed their respective detailed analysis of 

the State's revisions to determine adequacy and implementation/capacity possibilities, 

respectively. At first glance, much of the State's plan contains direction consistent with 

the FWS's long-term needs to ensure the conservation of sage-grouse and BLM's 

multiple-use mandate. There are also some aspects of the plan which both BLM and the 

FWS in Idaho believe need clarification and refinement. 

The FWS and the BLM are jointly committed to work in partnership with the State to 

achieve such clarity and refinement. We look forward to convening with your team and 

hope to do so early next week. It is our intent that through this partnership the Idaho 

BLM, consistent with organizational capacity, would be able to adopt those portions that 

are aligned with current policy/regulations as interim direction for Greater sage-grouse 

management on Idaho's public lands. Idaho BLM also commits to continue to fully 

analyze the State alternative in their subregional Sage Grouse EIS to be completed by 

December, 2014. 

Sincerely, 

~~!5Jj 
Steven A. Ellis Brian T. Kelly 

BLM Idaho State Director FWS Idaho State Supervisor 



United States Department of the Interior 

Fish and Wildlife Service 


Idaho Fish And Wildlife Office 
1387 S. Vinnell Way, Room 368 


Boise, Idaho 83709 

Telephone (208) 378-5243 

http://www.fws.gov/idaho 


The Honorable C.L. "Butch" Otter APR 10 2013 
Governor of Idaho 
State Capitol 
Boise, Idaho 83702 

Dear Governor Otter: 

Thank you for your letter ofMarch 14, 2013 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) "concunence" in regards to Idaho's Greater sage-grouse (GRSG) conservation 
strategy (Strategy). Before the Service responds to this request, we would like to express 
our continued appreciation for your leadership in guiding the collaborative approach in 
which your staff in the Governor's Office, the Office of Species Conservation and the 
ldaho Depariment ofFish and Gan1e has worked with us to refine the State 's approach to 
conserving GRSG in Idaho. 

The Service remains impressed with and supportive of the science-based adaptive 
conservation strategy for GRSG you have crafted collaboratively in Idaho, for Idaho
specific needs. In brief, the foundation of the Strategy and most of the specific elements 
that complete it, are solid and are grounded in scientific concepts and approach important 
to both the Service and Department of the Interior . While there is much about the 
CUlTent draft that the Service supports; there remain elements that need refinement, 
clarification, or need to be incorporated into the Strategy for the Service to conclude the 
entire strategy is consistent with the Service's Greater sage-grouse Conservation 
Objectives Team (COT) report. 

A detailed response to your inquiry is attached. In summary, the integrated nature of the 
Strategy makes it difficult to "concur" with specific elements as most are intenelated and 
depend on other elements of the Strategy to function effectively. Nonetheless, our review 
revealed that the 4 foundational elements of the Strategy (Habitat Zones, Conservation 
Areas, Population Objective and Adaptive Triggers) are consistent with the COT as is the 
Livestock Grazing Management element. Therefore, this dete1mination of consistency 
with the COT reflects "concUlTence" for these elements, with the necessary elements 
noted in our detailed comments (see attachment), for the purpose ofBLM IM 2012-043. 
This "concunence" should not be construed as being automatically implementable by the 
BLM. The Service looks forward to working with your Task Force, and BLM as 
appropriate, to refine, clarify and add aspects of the Strategy as needed for similar 
support of, for exan1ple, the Wildfire Management and Infrastructure elements; and the 
Implementation Team/Commission. The latter, while an element of the Strategy that that 

http://www


C.L. "Butch" Otter, Governor 
State of Idaho 
Request for State sage-grouse plan concun·ence 

needs clarity and refinement is an issue the Service believes is easily addressed. There 
are numerous examples of such bodies, including as the State has verbally referenced, the 
process used on the Idaho Roadless Rule. The Service looks forward to assisting the 
State craft such a process for the Strategy. 

Conservation of GRSG is a challenge. It is a challenge due to the geographic scale of the 
issue; the need of the species for large intact undisturbed geographies of habitat; the 
difficult nature of the threats in the Great Basin portion of the range; and the relevance of 
the habitat in questions to myriad conservation and economic needs and interests. Long
term conservation of GRSG will require a strong and sustained commitment by 
stakeholders across multiple jurisdictions to work together collaboratively. It is for these 
reasons that the Service commends the State ofIdaho for acknowledging and crafting a 
Strategy that on one hand details proactive conservation actions to address the threats on 
the landscape, but equally important embraces the uncertainty ofhow those threats will 
play out on the landscape and how they will affect GRSG over time by crafting a robust, 
outcome based scientific strategy that is collaborative and adaptive. This balance 
between proactive conservation design/actions based on empirical data and assumptions, 
with a feedback loop from monitoring to inform adaptation in design/action, with 
stakeholders in the decision loop as an integral part of that process, is a fundamental 
component of the both the Strategic Habitat Conservation approach the Service employs, 
and Adaptive Management that the Department of the Interior employs. 

We hope this review is helpful. The Service looks fmward to continuing our role in tllis 
process of on-going refinement of the Strategy, its implementation over time, and as patt 
ofthe adaptive process it embraces. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Brian T. Kelly 
Idaho State Supervisor 

cc: 	 Idaho BLM, State Director (S. Ellis) 
Idaho Department ofFish and Game, Director (V. Moore) 
Idaho Office of Species Conservation, Administrator (D. Miller) 
U.S. Forest Service, Region 4, DeputyRegional Forester (M. Finley) 
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ATTACHMENT 

Purpose of the Service's Comments 

We want to be clear regarding the purpose of our comments. First, our comments serve to 
continue the collaborative and iterative process we have been engaged in with you. We 
see this review as an important "check-in" and continuation of that process to ensure the 
Strategy is ultimately best positioned to contribute to a future where listing GRSG under 
the ESA is unnecessary. 

Our comments also provide the requested feedback regarding "concurrence" as 
referenced in BLM Instructional Memorandum 2012-043. While the Service and BLM 
are both Depatiment of the Interior Agencies, and we together with the State of Idaho and 
other partners, are collaborating in the conservation of GRSG; the BLM and Service have 
different legal authorities and policy requirements. As such, any "concurrence" we may 
offer on elements of the Strategy should not be construed a priori as being implementable 
by the BLM. That is a determination BLM must make. The Service acknowledges and 
respects BLM authority in this regard. The Service stands ready to assist the State and 
BLM in BLM's approval process where appropriate (e .g., Service review of elements of 
the Strategy that are modified to be implementable by BLM). Our comments on the 
Strategy at this junchtre are not part of the on-going BLM process to amend and or revise 
various Resource Management Plans across the range of GRSG. That review process 
will be completed sepru·ately. 

Service support of the Strategy in pati or whole should not be interpreted as a decision by 
the Service commensurate with a listing decision under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). That determination will be made when the Service formally reviews the status of 
the species in 2015. However, our purpose in developing the COT report was to guide 
the States in the development of conservation actions and strategies so that when we 
review those effotis in 20 15 they would contribute to the conservation of the species in a 
manner that collectively would address threats such that listing would not be necessary. 
It is for this reason, our review of the Strategy herein is provided in the context of the 
COT report. 

Components of the Strategy 

We frame our review in the context ofthe three primary elements of the strategy: (l) 
Foundational Elements, (2) Specific Elements, and (3) Implementation 
Team/Commission. Foundational elements ofthe Strategy ru·e those that transcend 
specific management and conservation actions or reactive adaptive processes once 
population or habitat triggers are tripped. We refer to four Foundational E lements: 
Thematic Approach, Conservation Areas, Adaptive Triggers, and Population Objective. 
Specific Elements identified in the Strategy are those that target specific threats 
including: wildfire, invasive species, and infrastructure, as prin1ary threats; and 
recreation, West Nile virus, improper livestock grazing management, and livestock 
grazing infrastructure as secondary tlu-eats. The Implementation Team/Commission 
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referenced in the Strategy is meant to ensure proper action is taken when a trigger is 
tripped. As such, for the purposes of our review, we will evaluate the Implementation 
Team/Commission as a separate operational element of the strategy. 

Foundational Elements 

Our review of the Strategy revealed a thoughtful, science-based and outcome-driven 
adaptive management approach to the conservation of GRSG in Idaho. This approach is 
consistent with the COT report. The Thematic Approach, Conservation Areas, Adaptive 
Triggers, and Population Objectives are consistent with the COT repoti and the Service 
strongly supports these aspects of the State's Strategy. 

Examples of how the four Foundational Elements of the Strategy are consistent with the 
General Conservation Objectives and Specific Conservation Objectives related to Priority 
Areas for Conservation (PACs) in the COT report include: 

1. 	 The designation of a Core Habitat Zone (CHZ) of approximately 5.5 million acres 
which by itself is currently home to approximately 73% ofthe male GRSG in 
Idaho. The CHZ captures the COT report intent of avoiding development in 
priority areas for conservation (PACs). The Strategy reflects that the 
development of infrastructure (a primary threat to GRSG) is prohibited in CHZ; 
with a process for limited exceptions. The Service commends the State for 
ensuring that any exceptions to the prohibition to infrastructure in CHZ, must 
meet the conservation standard in the Important Habitat Zone (IHZ; see 
discussion in next paragraph). While we support the configuration and intent of 
the CHZ, we look forward to working with the State to clarify how exceptions are 
determined and specific mitigation strategies if exceptions occur are implemented 
(see Specifi c Elements and Implementation Team/Commission headings, below). 

2. 	 The designation ofan Important Habitat Zone (IHZ), of approximately 4 million 
acres which by itself is cun ently home to 22% of the male GRSG in Idaho. The 
1HZ also captures the COT report intent of stopping the population decline in that 
whi le infrastructure is permitted; it is pennitted in a way that must demonstrate it 
will not affect the population trend for the Conservation Area in question. IHZ 
serves an equally important role in the Strategy as it can serves to buffer loss of 
habitat due to fire (see #5). 

3. 	 The Strategy's use of a measureable population obj ective, and utilizing 
monitoring to ensure that objective is met; and setting metrics that trigger changes 
in practices or review of current practices to ensure the Strategy's conservation 
objective is met long-term. 

4. 	 The use of four separate Conservation Areas in which the adaptive triggers are 
individually applied adds an increased level of sensitivity to change, that we 
expect to translate to more timely changes in management if necessary, which 
will translate to an enhanced ability to ensure the population objective of the 
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Strategy is met state-wide (the Service appreciates and concurs with the State's 
desire to have additional peer review of the adaptive triggers). 

5. 	 The use of a "hard trigger" that, if tripped, requires IHZ be managed as CHZ, with 
infrastructure development subject to the same standards in both zones. In 
essence, if applied to all Conservation Areas, the CHZ would almost double in 
size. This would add the conservation benefit of CHZ to 1HZ until no longer 
necessary. 

6. 	 The COT report also references the importance of incentive-based conservation 
actions in developing a conservation strategy. The foundational elements of the 
Strategy provide a context for incentivizing actions to maintain population 
numbers and intact habitat; and help ensure the conservation and restoration of 
GRSG in Idaho. The structure of these foundational elements of the Strategy (and 
specific elements consistent with the COT report and others as they are refmed) 
will help provide stakeholders predictability with regard to GRSG conservation 
needs. 

Specific Elements 

Livestock Grazing Management: This specific element of the Strategy is consistent with 
the COT report. The Service supports this aspect of the Strategy because it requires 
Idaho Rangeland Health Standards (IRHS) be met and it does so in the context of the 
Strategy. The COT report identifies that if the riparian (IRHS 2) and upland (IRHS 4) 
rangeland health standard is met, that is the minimum needed to address the threat of 
grazing on GRSG based on our expettise under the ESA. To achieve this, the Strategy 
provides an adaptive management process by which adjustments in grazing based on 
ecological site potential and habitat characteristics would be priotitized as needed outside 
of normal ly scheduled pennit renewals based on population triggers and cause ofdeclines 
within each Conservation Area in the Strategy. Additionally, the adaptive management 
approach the Strategy provides an important framework for deciding what, in addition to 
IRHS 2 and 4, might be required under IRHS 8 (Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive 
Species) for GRSG conservation. 

As noted above, the COT also references the importance of incentive-based conservation 
actions in developing a conservation strategy. The Service believes the Livestock 
Grazing Management Element address the conservation needs of GRSG while providing 
an important incentive to pennitees to be good stewards. 

An additional important benefit to the Service of the Livestock Grazing Management 
element is that the regulation of improper grazing as a threat to GRSG when permits had 
not yet been analyzed by BLM to meet IRHS for GRSG (IRHS 2, 4; and 8 as needed) 
would be accomplished through the Strategy on an as needed basis based on population 
status. This approach is in contrast to requiring all individual permits be conditioned to 
meet IRHS 2, 4 and 8 (as needed), by the time the Service makes its listing 
determination-a goal that is likely not achievable. To be clear, the Service supports 
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adherence to IRHS. Our support for the approach of this element is due to it being a wise 
approach for regulating the appropriate conservation action for the secondary threat of 
improper grazing to GRSG where needed, until IRHS necessary for GRSG conservation 
are achieved at the management area scale. This adequacy of regulatory mechanisms 
under ESA is an important consideration. Pending more clarity in how the 
Implementation Team/Commission is staffed and operates once a trigger is tripped; the 
Service would expect to fully support this element of the Strategy. While we would defer 
to the BLM on their permit-specific application of these triggers in the context of 
requirements to enhance and restore rangelands under Federal Lands Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA), the Service supports the Livestock Grazing Element in the 
interim as long as no triggers have been tripped within a Conservation Area. 

Infrastructure: The specific actions in the infrastructure element are consistent with the 
COT pending a clearer understanding how the Implementation Team/Commission 
operates to determine exceptions to CHZ development, development in IHZ, and how 
referenced mitigation of impacts will work. 

Mitigation: Mitigation is referenced in multiple elements in the Strategy but there is no 
explanation of the how mitigation for in1pacts in CHZ, IHZ and potentially GHZ will 
work. The Service is aware ofpreliminary work by your Task Force and the work ofthe 
Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Council and this element and encourages the State to build 
on these efforts for thi s element of the Strategy. 

Restoration: The Service recognized in our letter of August 1, 2012, that one of the 
many strengths of the Strategy is that habitat in need of restoration was included in and 
adjacent to CHZ as a priority commitment for restoration and to expand Core habitat. 
However, the Strategy is largely silent on the important relationship between mitigation 
and restoration for restoration to occur; what constitutes habitat that is lost versus gained 
back; and restoration monitoring. The need for how direct and indirect loss of habitat is 
quantified and what constitutes restored habitat is a missing component of the habitat 
trigger as well. 

Wildfire Management: Wildfire and invasive species associated with fire are the greatest 
threat to long-term persistence of GRSG in the Great Basin and the threat most difficult 
to manage. The Strategy has been refined to help manage this tlu·eat in a significant way. 
The addition of legislative changes and fimding to support the creation of Rural Fire 
Districts (RFDs) is a significant addition to the Strategy and one the Service supports and 
that is consistent with the COT report. Viewing wildfire management in the context of 
Prevention, Response and Restoration and tailoring actions within each is likewise an 
important refinement. The Service looks forward to working with the State and other 
partners to help establish more RFDs; and to identify more specifics actions under each 
category of Prevention, Response and Restoration. 

One aspect of the strategy that is not a specific fire management action but that the 
Strategy notes and the Service likewise acknowledges as one of the strongest attributes of 
the Strategy is how the overarching construct of the Strategy is designed with fire in 
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mind. The conservation objective of maintaining between 95% and 73% of the males on 
leks, the establishment of refined habitat triggers that catch declines and adapt practices 
earlier and by Conservation Area, the identification of areas in need ofrestoration, the 
commitment to IRHS are all mechanisms to reduce fire, buffer the effects of fire, and 
provide for refinement in management in an adaptive construct to reduce the effects of 
fire in the long tenn. 

Managemenl on non-Federal Property: The Strategy to date has focused on Federal 
properties. This is understandable due to the ongoing Resource and Land Use 
Management Plan revisions and amendments underway by BLM and the U.S. Forest 
Service. The Service looks forward to working with the State to ensure the Strategy 
applies where necessary and appropriate to all properties with adequate state or local 
regulatory mechanisms. 

Implementation Team/Commission 

Many of the specific elements of the Strategy are in the Service' s view conditionally 
consistent with the COT pending more clarity how the Implementation 
Team/Commission is staffed and operates; and how it interacts with scientific support. 
Because the Strategy is an outcome-based, adaptive strategy, its efficacy is achieved 
through a balance between proactive actions and reactive steps to adapt and or change 
actions if necessary. Therefore, the Service needs to understand in more detail how the 
Implementation Team/Commission functions to evaluate data and inform decisions to 
adapt management that ensure the Strategy objective is met (e.g., see Infrastructure, 
above). 

Summary 

In summary the Strategy is a robust approach to conserving GRSG in the Great Basin. 
Many components of the Strategy are strong, in particular the underlying foundational 
elements and grazing management; with wildfire and infrastructure similarly strong 
pending additional clarity and refinement as noted. The State of Idaho and the 
stakeholders on the Governor's Task Force have done remarkable work in a compressed 
timeframe as these aspects of the plan address threats to GRSG in the Great Basin in a 
way that gives the Service more regulatory cettainty, stakeholders more operational 
cettainty, and provides for the conservation of GRSG and sage-brush in Idaho that helps 
ensme more resiliency to large wildfires. The elements of the Strategy that the Service 
would welcome more conversations with the State to refme, add or clarify in the Strategy 
include non-federal properties, restoration, mitigation, and the operation of the 
Implementation Team/Commission. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Idaho State Office 

1387 South Vinnell Way 


Boise, Idaho 83709-1657 


In Reply Refer To: MAY 0 6 2013 
1785 (930) 

The Honorable C.L. "Butch" Otter 
Governor of Idaho 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

Dear Governor Otter: 

I appreciate the continued coordination and partnership with the State of Idaho in conserving 
sage-grouse. The purpose of this letter is to describe Idaho Bureau of Land Management's 
(BLM) progress in considering the State of Idaho's Sage-grou e Plan (the Idaho Plan) as 
submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on March 14, 2013 . This letter will 
address consideration of Idaho's Plan as both an alternative in the ldaho/S.W. Montana Sub
regional Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and as potential interim guidance to supplant 
BLM 1M 2012-043. 

First and foremost, I share your goal of a science-based approach to amending resource 
management plans in Idaho by 2014 so that it becomes unnecessary to list the sage-grouse under 
the Endangered Species Act. It is essential that we accomplish the EIS and associated resource 
management plan (RMP) amendments on schedule so that the FWS can fully consider BLM's 
amended RMPs as it assesses threats to the species and adequacy of regulatory mechanisms in 
2015. 

There are two pathways for considering Idaho's Plan for BLM administered lands: 1) through 
the sub-regional EIS and RMP amendment process planned for completion in 2014, and 2) as 
potential interim management as outlined in 1M 2012-043. 

Idaho's Plan & the Sub-Regional EIS and RMP Amendment Effort 

As noted in my letter of August 30, 2012, Idaho's Plan is one of six alternatives being fully 
analyzed in the Draft EIS (DEIS) to be released for public comment this fall. Our regulations for 
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require federal agencies to 
"rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives." Our EIS planning team 
continues to work closely with staff from the Office of Species Conservation and Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game as cooperating agencies to incorporate State input into 
development of the DEIS. 
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An immediate priority for our EIS effort is to ensure that Idaho's Plan is fully understood by our 
analysis team, accurately analyzed as an alternative in the DEIS, and fully disclosed to facilitate 
public comment. Our review of the March 14 version of Idaho's Plan has identified several 
elements for which we are seeking additional clarification, including the sections describing the 
adaptive management triggers, the wildfire suppression and emergency clause, and the direction 
for infrastructure development. We are in the process of clarifying those issues with your staff at 
this time. 

As we conduct our cumulative effects analysis of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions, we will need to analyze activities on both federal and non-federal lands. This requires 
our understanding of Idaho's existing and proposed management of state lands intermingled 
within and adjacent to federal public lands. At this time, BLM still needs more assistance on 
that front so that we can complete the DEIS on schedule. 

In order to insure that Idaho's Plan is properly considered and analyzed as an alternative in the 
DEIS planned for release this fall, Idaho BLM must receive any clarifications/additional details 
no later than June 30, 2013. 

Idaho's Plan & its Potential to Inform Interim Guidance 

As noted in my letter to you dated March 22, 2013, upon concurrence by the FWS, Idaho BLM 
will consider adopting Idaho's Plan as interim guidance so long as the proposed interim 
measures can be implemented in a manner consistent with our multiple use mandate, current 
policy and regulations, and consistent with organizational capacity (current funding and 
staffing). 

Our preliminary review of Idaho's Plan has identified elements that fit within existing 
regulations and policy, would not require new NEPA, and are within our current funding and 
staffing capability to implement. These include: 1) some of the Best Management Practices for 
infrastructure and wildfire suppression/restoration, 2) parts of the invasive species direction, 3) 
the general characteristics of habitat as indicators, and 4) identification of a sage-grouse 
management area divided into four conservation areas. We have initiated discussions with your 
staff regarding these potential interim management measures with the goal of reaching closure 
this summer. 

Our preliminary review of Idaho's Plan has also identified portions of the Plan which are not 
consistent with direction in our current RMPs and would require new analysis under NEPA 
before they could be considered for implementation as interim guidance. These portions include 
the adaptive management triggers (population and habitat thresholds), the livestock grazing 
management framework and standards, and the infrastructure direction and exemption process. 
We are unable to dedicate staffing to complete the new NEPA necessary for adopting these 
portions as interim management without impacting our ability to complete the EIS and RMP 
amendments by 2014. We remain committed to analyzing all of these potential management 
solutions and corresponding actions as part of the EIS. 
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We are very appreciative of the State's support for the Rangeland Fire Protection Associations 
and are committed to close coordination between Idaho BLM and the State of Idaho in reducing 
the threat of wildfire, the primary threat to sage-grouse habitat in Idaho. We are actively 
working with the Idaho Department of Lands and the Rangeland Fire Protection Associations to 
leverage our collective effectiveness in preventing, suppressing, and reducing the impacts of 
wildfire on sage-grouse habitat. We continue to work closely with Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game when taking emergency stabilization and rehabilitation actions following wildfire. 

Thank you for your leadership in advancing conservation of sage-grouse and close coordination 
with Idaho BLM regarding public land management in Idaho. 

Sincerely, 

Steven A. Ellis 
State Director 



  
    

     
  

    
 

  
 

   
  

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
   

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 

   
  

    

 
  

 

The following questions were posed to the State of Idaho during a coordination meeting on April 30th, 2013. At a subsequent follow-up meeting 
on May 2nd, 2013 attended by Don Kemner (IDF&G); Cally Younger (OSC); Dustin Miller (OSC); and Brent Ralston (BLM), many of these questions 
were discussed and answered – see noted answers within table; others required additional follow-up and were part of the overall state response 
received by BLM on July 1st, 2013, and subsequently incorporated into the State Alternative (Alternative E). 
State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
Manage sage-grouse habitats to achieve the conditions described in 
Tables 3, 4 & 5 of the Governors Alternative, where appropriate, 
recognizing these conditions may not be achievable in all areas due to 
the existing ecological condition, ecological potential or the existing 
vegetation; or to causal events unrelated to existing livestock grazing. 

1. Are these desired conditions 
or standards? These are 
desired conditions to help 
guide management; they are 
not standards or 
requirements. 

2. Apply when and where 
achievable? If so curtail 
management stressors until 
achieved? Or only allow 
management that does not 
impede achievement? Or 
apply management as long 
as progress toward 
achievement is being made? 
As desired conditions 
management would continue 
with the potential to adjust 
management where 
necessary to achieve or 
move towards achievement 
of these conditions. 

Develop a consistent wildfire suppression plan that improves on the 
wildfire suppression baseline by twenty-five percent (25%) through: a. 
Ensuring close coordination with Federal and State firefighters, local 
fire departments and local expertise to create the best possible 
network of strategic fuel breaks and road access to minimize and 

3. What is the wildfire 
suppression baseline derived 
from? 

4. Is there specific rationale for 
25% or 15%? Do these 



    
 

  
   
  

  
  

 
   

   
        

 
   

  
       

 
 

  
    

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

  
   

  

   
 

  
  

  
 

 
 

 
    

   
   

  

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
reduce the size of a wildfire following ignition; 
b. Developing consistent fire response plans and mutual aid 
agreements necessary to achieves a 25% improvement in the fire 
suppression baseline; 
c. Requesting and placing additional firefighting resources and 
establish new Incident Attack Centers, with particular emphasis in the 
West Owyhee Conservation Area; 
d. Creating and maintaining effective fuel breaks in strategic locations 
that will modify fire behavior and increase fire suppression 
effectiveness according to the following criteria: 
• Targeting establishment of fuel breaks along existing roads or other 
disturbances. 
• Identifying and targeting higher-risk roads for fuel break construction 
and maintenance based on fire history maps. 
• Implementing a strategic approach to using these roads for rapid fire 
response. 
• Analyzing the benefits of the fuel break against the additional loss of 
sagebrush cover and risk on invasive weeds. 
• Maintaining fire breaks to meet objectives. 
e. Requesting the necessary federal appropriations to achieve this 
objective. 

represent environmental 
thresholds related to 
wildfire? 

5. How would the 15% or 25% 
be measured?  Is this an 
improvement in response 
time or an increase in chains 
per hour of firefighter 
capability? 

6. Is there some measurable 
way to determine higher risk 
roads for fuel breaks? 

Utilize and employ more aggressive wildfire and invasive species 
management practices to prevent further encroachment of these two 
primary threats into the CHZ on Federal lands. 

7. Are there specific techniques 
or approaches in mind here? 
There are no specific actions 
in mind presently but the 
advent of new practices and 
techniques which better 
address the threat are valid 
for consideration as they are 
developed. 

Decrease wildfire response time by twenty-five percent (25%) through: 
a. Prioritizing, maintaining and improving a high initial attack success 

8. Is this referring to average 
response time? 



    
 

   
  

  
   

  
  

  
 

 

 
   

  

   

 

   
 

    
    

  
  

 
 

  
    

  
   

  
   

 
 

 

  
 
 

 
 

  
 

 

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
rate in suppression response and staging decisions; 
b. Utilizing available Sage-Grouse Management Area maps and spatial 
data depicting sage-grouse habitats within this zone in accordance 
with action # 31; 
c. Redeploying firefighting resources not being fully utilized outside 
the SGMA to the extent such redeployment will not cause harm to 
human safety and structure protection; and 
d. Requesting the necessary federal appropriations to achieve this 
objective. 

9. How is this measured? Data 
available to measure this? 

10. Redeployment of resources 
not needed occurs all the 
time - is there some 
measurable way to describe 
this? 

Develop more aggressive strategies to reduce fuel loads, where 
appropriate. 

11. Specific techniques or 
practices in mind? See #7. 

12. Is there some target 
amount? There is no specific 
target identified. 

Prioritize permit renewal and land health assessment processes for 
allotments with declining sage-grouse populations. 

13. Is this within the 10-year 
schedule or in addition to the 
10-years schedule? For 
example permit in place for 4 
years and GRSG populations 
declining does this reinitiate 
permit evaluation or does 
existing permit run the 
course of 10-year 
authorization and then 
become high priority for 
renewal in year 10?  This 
would apply when adaptive 
regulatory triggers have been 
tripped and where the 
Implementation Task Force 
has determined that grazing 



    
 

  
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

    
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

    
 

    
 

   
  

 
  

  
   

   
 

 
 

  
    

   
 

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
is a causal factor. 

14. How does evaluation of 
causal factors figure in to 
Permit Renewal NEPA 
priorities? 

Establish strategically located forage reserves focusing on areas 
unsuitable for sage-grouse habitat restoration or lower priority habitat 
restoration areas when feasible. 

15. Since most BLM land is under 
permit are there State lands 
under consideration for 
these areas or is this 
contingent on BLM permit 
revocation or voluntary 
relinquishment? There are 
no specific state lands under 
consideration at this point. 

Objective 1: Implement the regulatory mechanisms to maintain and 
enhance sage-grouse habitats, populations and connectivity in areas 
within the CHZ, buffered by strategic areas within IHZ, dominated by 
sagebrush. 

16. How are strategic areas 
defined/identified? This 
implies a subset of IHZ and 
that the entire IHZ would not 
be the strategic buffer area. 
The strategic areas are the 
IHZ within the same CA as 
the CHZ. 

Designate CHZs as ROW avoidance areas with limited exemptions 
permissible. 

17. What is the exemption 
process? 

Prohibit the development of infrastructure, except if developed 
pursuant to valid existing rights or incremental upgrade and/or 
capacity increase of existing development (authorized prior to the 
record of decision) subject to best management practices in Gov. Alt 
Section G. 
a. Limit impacts of proposed actions to the existing authorized 
footprint with no more than a fifty percent (50%), depending on 
industry practice, increase in footprint size and associated impacts; 

18. How is this footprint 
measured? Includes only the 
acres physically disturbed 
(tower footings) or includes 
area of impact (some sort of 
buffer area)? There is a tie to 
the COT Report – is this 
suggesting something other 



    
 

   
   

  
  

 
  

  
   

   
  

  
  
   

  
 

  
 

 

   
      

   
  

  

  
 

 
  

  
   

  
  

 
 

  
   

 

    
 

  
  

 
 
 

 

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
and 
b. Include compensatory mitigation if new significant and unavoidable 
impacts are demonstrated to be associated with the project." 

than COT approach? This 
approach is similar to the 
COT and would include the 
defined ROW width – not the 
potentially broader impact 
area. 

Increase resiliency of the habitat to disturbances, such as wildfire, and 
limit habitat fragmentation and loss only to projects pursuant to valid 
existing rights or incremental upgrades and/or that demonstrate, 
among other things, a significant high value benefit to the State of 
Idaho as well as provide compensatory mitigation consistent with the 
guiding principles in coordination with Federal, State and local 
partners. 

19. Is there a process for 
assigning and assessing 
compensatory mitigation? 

Co-location of new transmission lines occurs when construction falls 
between July 1 and March 14 (or between July 1 and November 30 in 
winter concentration areas) and within one kilometer either side of 
existing 115-kilovolt (kV) or larger transmission lines to create a 
corridor no wider than two kilometers. 

20. Co-location seems to address 
a long term impact of 
presence whereas seasonal 
restrictions seem to address 
construction activities? Do 
these need separated? These 
are separate and can be 
separated retaining both the 
co-location aspect and the 
timing restriction aspect. 

Evaluate areas affected by fluid mineral development in accordance 
with the process outlined in the State of Wyoming’s Executive Order 
2011-5. 

21. Is this process applicable in 
Idaho? 

22. Are the definitions of 
suitable habitat the same? If 
so how much CHZ, IHZ and 
GHZ are considered suitable? 
The definitions would follow 
those identified by Connelly 
2000. 



    
   

 
 

    
 

   
  

   
 

   
 

 
    

   
 

  
  

 
 
 

  
 

  
  

  
 

 
 

    
 

 
 

   
 

 
  

   
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
23. Inclusion of wildfire as a 

component for Density 
Disturbance Calculation Tool 
(DDCT) – is this appropriate 
for Idaho? 

Limit surface disturbance development within the CHZ to three 24. How is disturbance defined? 
percent of suitable habitat per an average of 640 acres. Only anthropogenic 

disturbance? Ties back to 
Wyoming Executive Order 
which includes a definition. 

25. Various buffers for different 
activities – 2 km for 
transmission, 1 km for 
distribution, 1.5 for roads, 
etc. What are these based on 
– can citations be provided. 
Differs from buffers 
considered for DDCT out of 
Wyoming Executive Order. 

September 5th, 2012 Version: Apply adaptive management measures 
for livestock grazing (following table) singly, or in combination where 
appropriate, in the development and implementation of grazing 
management, based upon the assessment process, the ecological 
conditions, the ecological potential and the status of sage-grouse 
populations. Maintain flexibility in administering grazing programs and 
providing offsetting grazing options over relatively large landscapes to 
successfully implement these measures. 

March 14th, 2013 Version: There are two pathways where this 
management framework is applicable: 

1) in conjunction with scheduled term grazing permit renewals; 
and 

26. Apply during the 10-year 
renewal process or in 
addition to the 10-year 
renewal process – i.e. year 4 
based on monitoring? See # 
13. 

27. Need to reconcile language 
and intent from September 
5th, 2012, Alternative version 
with March 14th, 2013 
additions. 

28. Since individual allotments 
do not encompass an entire 



    
    

   
 

  
  

   
 

 
   

   
  

  
  

  
    

 
  

   
 

   
  

   
 

 

 
   

 
  

 

  
  

  
 

  
 

 
  

 
  
 

 

    
 

 
  

   
 

  

    
  

 
 

  
 

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
2) where the adaptive regulatory trigger has been tripped and 

livestock grazing is identified as a potential causal factor. 

Where populations and habitat triggers are being maintained the 
current grazing systems within that CA are adequate to maintain viable 
sage-grouse populations. If no trigger has been tripped within a CA, 
the allotments and pastures are presumed to have met Standard 8 
with respect to sage-grouse. 

If an adaptive regulatory trigger is tripped and livestock grazing is 
identified as a potential limiting factor then the presumption that the 
current grazing operations within the Conservation Area have met 
Standard 8 with respect to sage-grouse will no longer be applicable. 
BLM will individually analyze those allotments and pastures within the 
relevant Conservation Area and prioritization will be given to areas 
that have the potential to provide the greatest benefit to sage-grouse. 

Allotments will only be managed for the primary seasonal habitat that 
it has the potential to support. 

The Implementation Team will maintain oversight capabilities 
throughout the process and will be given the ability to review 
proposed management changes, the implementation of conservation 
measures, and the on-the-ground monitoring to ensure the measures 
are appropriately applied. 

Conservation Area is there a 
mechanism whereby if 
desired conditions have not 
been achieved grazing 
permits would be adjusted to 
achieve those conditions 
whether or not the 
Conservation Area trigger 
has been tripped? Yes, 
according to IRHS processes. 

29. What is the difference or 
relation between a causal 
factor and a potential 
limiting factor? They are the 
same. 

30. How does the 
Implementation Team 
concept fit in with BLM 
management 
responsibilities? 

Adaptive Regulatory Triggers are broken down into a “soft” trigger and 
a “hard” trigger. The “soft” trigger becomes operative when one of the 
following occurs: 

• 10% decline in maximum number of males counted and a 
finite rate of change below 1.0 but not significantly on CHZ 
over a period of three years; or 

• 10% loss of nesting and wintering habitat in a Conservation 

31. What is meant by “but not 
significantly on CHZ” Should 
read ‘not significantly below 
1.0’. 

32. Who is the Implementation 
Team? How do BLM and 
USFS staff and managers 



    
 

    
   

    
  

   
  

  
  

   
  

   
 

  
 

  
 

  
   

  
 

 
   

  
 

  
 

  
   

     
    

   

 
   

  
 

 
  

  
  

  
    

 
 

  
  

  
 

  
 

 
 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
Area over a period of three years 

When the monitoring information indicates that the “soft” trigger may 
be tripped, an Implementation Team – aided by the technical expertise 
of IDF&G – will assess the factors leading to the decline and identify 
potential management actions. The Implementation Team may 
consider possible changes in management to the CHZ. As to the IHZ, 
the Implementation Team may review the causes for decline and 
potential management changes only to the extent those factors 
significantly impair the state’s ability to meet the overall management 
objective. It is anticipated that IDF&G will collect data annually and will 
make recommendations to the Implementation Team by August 31st 

for population triggers and January 15th for habitat triggers. 

The “hard” trigger becomes 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 
finite rate of change significantly below 1.0 within a 
Conservation Area over a period of three years. 

If the “hard” trigger becomes operative according to the monitoring 
information, management changes are no longer discretionary and will 
be implemented in the following manner: 

1) The IHZ will be managed according to the CHZ provisions 
primarily impacting the ability to consider infrastructure 
projects. Like the “soft” trigger, the Implementation Team will 
analyze the actual causes of the decline. 

2) The adaptive trigger strategy focuses the analysis on mitigating 
the primary threats to the species in the CHZ. Only where the 
monitoring information indicates the cause(s) of the decline is 

participate on, interface 
with, and make decisions for 
the Implementation Team? 

33. What happens if appropriate 
data is not available or 
collected for a period of 
time? 

34. What are the management 
changes as a result of “soft” 
triggers being tripped – these 
are important for description 
in the Draft EIS. 

35. Is the habitat “hard” trigger 
referring to nesting or (and?) 
wintering habitat? Both 
habitat types. 

36. When a “hard” trigger is 
tripped will only the primary 
cause be addressed? What 
about other contributing 
factors? For example fire 
causes the “hard” trigger to 
be tripped; according to the 
flow chart only fire 
regulatory mechanisms 
would be evaluated. When 
would the cumulative 
impacts of other activities, 
i.e. development be 
considered? 

37. Table 1 does not include 
regulatory trigger 



    
 

 
  

 
 

   

  
 

 

   
    

   
  

  
  

   
   

  

   
 

    
 
  

  
  

  
  

 
 

 
 
 

State Plan Language BLM/FS Questions for Analysis 
not a primary threat will the Implementation Team analyze the 
secondary threats to the species and determine whether 
further management actions are needed. 

thresholds? When will these 
be defined? 

38. Table 2 – defined acres of 
habitat within the various 
Conservation Areas – what is 
the data source and are 
these mapped? 

Objective 2: Initiate a management review of the regulatory approach 
to assess causal factors for declines if a 10% loss of habitat loss occurs 
within the first three years of implementation. IDFG would lead the 
review in coordination with the Governor’s Office of Species 
Conservation and other relevant State and Federal agencies. The 
review would include a determination of whether the loss is based on 
a population-related decline (e.g., West Nile virus, drought) or is 
driven by habitat loss. If the loss is habitat-driven, the review team will 
assess the effectiveness of current best management practices, 
funding levels and restoration efforts in order to preclude the 
triggering of the adaptive regulatory triggers. 

39. How is this process defined 
and executed? 

40. How does monitoring and 
assessment determine 
management changes? 

41. Who is responsible for 
collection? 

42. What data will be collected? 
The cycle of responsibilities 
and monitoring with regard 
to the adaptive management 
strategy needs fully 
described. 



 





 

  
 
 

     
    
 
  

 
    

    
 
      

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

OFFICE OF SPECIES CONSERVATION
 

C.L. "BUTCH" OTTER P.O. Box 83720 
Governor Boise, Idaho 83720-0195 

DUSTIN T. MILLER 304 North Eighth Street, Suite 149 
Administrator Boise, Idaho 83702 

July 1, 2013 

Steve Ellis 
State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
Idaho State Office 
1387 South Vinnell Way 
Boise, ID 83709 

Dear Steve, 

This letter is in response to your May 6, 2013 request for further clarification of certain 
components of  the September 2012 draft of the Governor Otter’s Sage-Grouse Conservation 
Alternative (Governor’s Alternative) for purposes of the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) 
and US Forest Service’s (USFS) analysis under the National Sage-Grouse Planning Effort.  As 
you are aware, over the past two months the State of Idaho has worked diligently to clarify and 
refine components of the Governor’s Alternative to better assist the BLM and USFS in their 
analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).     

As you know, in December 2011 Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar invited western governors 
to create state-specific sage-grouse conservation plans that could be implemented as interim 
management, provided that “concurrence” is granted from the Service, and incorporated as 
alternatives in the federal land-use planning effort. In response, Governor Otter created a Sage-
grouse Task Force through Executive Order 2012-02. This Task Force began meeting in March 
2012 and developed recommendations on actions needed to preclude a listing of greater sage-
grouse in Idaho while maintain predictable levels of land-use activity.  From those 
recommendations, the Governor’s Alternative was drafted and submitted to the BLM and USFS 
for consideration in the Idaho and Southwest Montana Sub-regional EIS. In accordance with 
Secretary Salazar’s December 2011 request, the Governor began seeking concurrence from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. In March 2013, the Governor submitted a concurrence request to 
Brian Kelly, Idaho State Director for the Service. In April, 2013, Brian Kelly responded very 
positively to the Governor’s Alternative and was willing to “concur” with the Governor’s 
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Conservation Areas, the three zone habitat structure, the conservation objectives, the adaptive 
trigger strategy, and the grazing strategy. He stated the Governor’s approach would provide 
needed benefits for sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat. 

In our continuing commitment to multi-agency collaboration, we have attached thorough 
explanations to the questions you asked us in May 2013. Some measures that may have appeared 
vague or incomplete have been refined and clarified along with additional actions needed to 
proactively deal with wildfire within sage-grouse habitat.  

For the purposes of the NEPA analysis, the State requests BLM to consider the Governor’s 
Alternative dated September 5, 2012, the Governor’s March 13, 2013 request for concurrence, 
the concurrence letter from the Service to Governor Otter dated April 8, 2013 and the following 
attachments.  The September 2012 Alternative is adopted herein by reference, and only where 
specifically noted in the March 2013 Concurrence request and in this letter should the 
Governor’s Alternative be construed as revised or modified. Additionally, please refer to Idaho’s 
Mitigation Framework, attached, for further explanation of the Governor’s Compensatory 
Mitigation Strategy.  

Sincerely, 

Dustin T. Miller 
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Request for clarification or refinement of Governor Otter’s Alternative for Sage-Grouse 

Management 


07/01/13 


Proposed Implementation of Governor Otter’s Management Plan 

In addition to the description of this implementation scheme in the Governor’s Alternative at 7, 
19 and 27, and Governor Otter’s March 2013 request for concurrence at 4, 7 (Appendix II), the 
below narrative provides more detail for the implementation of Governor Otter’s Sage-grouse 
Conservation Alternative (Governor’s Alternative). As mentioned previously, this process is 
modeled after the Idaho Roadless Rule implementation framework.   

Should the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) select the Governor’s Alternative as the final 
decision, the State of Idaho is proposing the following steps: 

•	 Enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the BLM, U.S. Forest 
Service, and the State of Idaho establishing the State as a cooperating agent to implement 
the final decision. 

•	 As part of the state’s responsibility under the MOU, Governor Otter would issue an 
Executive Order (under state law, an EO has the force and effect of law) establishing an 
Implementation Task Force to meet the state’s role and responsibilities under the MOU.  
This task force would be similar in composition to Governor Otter’s Sage-Grouse Task 
Force pursuant to Executive Order 2012-02. 

•	 The Implementation Task Force would be tasked with providing Governor Otter advice 
and counsel on at least the following issues:  (1) analyzing the annual sage-grouse 
monitoring data to determine whether an adaptive response is appropriate and necessary 
given the population and habitat objectives provided in the Governor’s Alternative; (2) 
providing input during the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for on-
the-ground infrastructure projects; and (3) prioritizing habitat restoration opportunities.  
The Implementation Task Force would submit these recommendations to the Governor, 
and based on his review and concurrence, will transmit these recommendation to the 
appropriate agency as part of the underlying NEPA analysis.  The ultimate decision 
involving public land management would fall to the appropriate agency.  

•	 The Implementation Task Force will make recommendations based on the data and 
recommendations provided by a science subcommittee led by the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game (IDFG).  The Implementation Task Force may solicit outside experts if 
necessary. 
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Process for Determining Whether an Adaptive Response is Necessary 

As the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) stated in its Concurrence Letter in April 2013, 
one of the most significant components of the Governor’s Alternative is the adaptive 
management construct. The “trigger” approach makes this component work through monitoring 
habitat and population data and allowing for changes in management when necessary. The 
trigger strategy has been amended since the September 5th, 2012 draft and those changes are 
noted in the Governor’s March 2013 concurrence request. As is discussed in further detail below, 
population and habitat data are collected and analyzed by the IDFG and presented to the 
Implementation Task Force. “Tripping a trigger,” whether at the lower “soft” trigger, or the 
“hard” trigger will lead the Implementation Task Force to initiate potential management changes. 

1.	 Data Collection by Idaho Fish and Game 

The IDFG has been collecting sage-grouse population data since at least 1951.  The lek routes 
referenced in the Alternative are all routes that were conducted during the 2011 baseline year.  
Leks on these routes represent 21% of all known leks.  In addition, individual leks not associated 
with routes but counted in two consecutive years (e.g. 577 leks in 2013 equals 26% of all known 
leks) are combined with lek routes counts to calculate population growth (finite rate of change) 
for a habitat management zone.  These counts combined represent approximately half of the 
known leks in Idaho and are distributed across the bird’s range.  

Population Data Collection: For purposes of determining whether an adaptive regulatory trigger 
is necessary, the Governor’s Alternative identifies two primary methods: 

o	 Number of males counted on lek routes as identified on page 8 of the 
Governor’s Alternative.  

o	 Number of males counted on individual leks not assigned to a lek route in the 
Governor’s Alternative (as resources allow).  This information is useful in the 
lambda population trigger. 

Population data is collected by counting male sage-grouse attending leks per protocols for 
weather conditions, time of day, time of year, what constitutes a lek, time between counts (e.g. 7-
10 days), etc. Maximum number of males observed on lek route(s) over 3-4 counts during the 
spring is used to monitor sage-grouse population trend in a habitat management zone.  Lek data 
can be used to assess population trends over time (Garton et al. 2011) but counts for a single year 
may not reflect trends very well because of variation of male attendance at leks caused by 
severity of the previous winter, weather, timing of counts during spring, and a variety of other 
factors (Emmons and Braun 1984, Hupp 1987, Baumgart 2011).  Therefore, maximum number 
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of males counted is averaged over three consecutive years and compared to the 2011 baseline.  

Habitat Data Collected 
o	 Acres of nesting and wintering habitat lost (due to wildfire, invasive species 

expansion, infrastructure development, and/or other secondary threats). 
o	 Acres of nesting and wintering habitat gained (due to restoration or natural 

succession). 

Habitat and Population Restoration Data Collection 
o	 Acres protected (e.g. conservation easements or Phase 1 juniper treated). 
o	 Feet of fence marked.  
o	 WNv mosquito habitats treated or eliminated.  

IDFG will continue to be responsible for collecting sage-grouse population data and compiling 
habitat data into useable forms (e.g. maps and/or tables of annual wildfire, juniper removal, and 
other habitat changes). This information will be collected throughout the year and will be 
presented to the Implementation Task Force on at least an annual basis. Further discussion 
between the State, BLM, and USFS is necessary to determine who will collect necessary habitat 
data. 

2.	 Determination of Adaptive Response 

Based on the annual report and the recommendations of the subcommittee, the Implementation 
Task Force will consider whether an adaptive regulatory trigger is necessary to maintain a viable 
population of the species. (See Alternative and Concurrence Request defining “soft” and “hard 
triggers”). Of particular note, the September Alternative proposed an “Emergency Wildfire 
Clause”. This clause has been removed as the better defined triggers will likely lead to the same 
management response. 

If the annual report indicates that a “soft trigger” has been tripped within a particular 
conservation zone there is no required adaptive response.  The “soft trigger” is an early warning 
system that permits the Task Force the discretion to identify and recommend best management 
practices before an adaptive regulatory response becomes necessary. By contrast, if the 
information indicates that a “hard trigger” has been tripped within a particular conservation zone, 
the decision to recommend the appropriate adaptive regulatory response is no longer 
discretionary. 

In the process of determining whether a trigger has been tripped, the Implementation Task Force 
will attempt to identify the cause(s) for the decline.  This analysis will first examine the primary 
threats to the species (e.g., wildfire, invasive species and infrastructure); and only where the 
primary threats are not responsible for the decline will the Implementation Task Force analyze 
the secondary threats to the species.   
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3.	 Consequences of an Adaptive Trigger 

If a soft trigger trips in the Core Habitat Zone, the Implementation Task Force may consider 
making the following recommendation to the Governor.  Recommendations could be, but not 
limited to: 

o	 Increase monitoring and evaluation of sage-grouse populations in Core 
Habitat Zone. 

o	 Implement Core Habitat Zone management strategy in corresponding 
Important Habitat Zone of the same Conservation Area. 

o	 Implement Core Habitat Zone BMPs in corresponding Important 
Habitat Zone of the same Conservation Area. 

o	 Not allow any new (large) infrastructure development within the Core 
Habitat Zone (no exceptions allowed). 

o	 Reallocate resources to focus on primary threats in the Core Habitat 
Zone (e.g. direct resources from other parts of the state to the area of 
concern). 

o	  Reallocate resources to focus on secondary threats in the Core Habitat 
Zone (e.g. direct resources from other parts of the state to the area of 
concern). 

If a soft trigger trips in the Important Habitat Zone, the Implementation Task Force may consider 
making the following recommendations to the Governor. Recommendations could be, but not 
limited to: 

o	 Increase monitoring and evaluation of sage-grouse populations in area 
of concern. 

o	 Implement Core Habitat Zone management strategy in the Important 
Habitat Zone. 

o	 Implement Core Habitat Zone BMPs in the Important Habitat Zone. 
o	 Not allow any new (large) infrastructure development in Core Habitat 

Zone (no exceptions allowed) of the same Conservation Area. 
o	 Apply Core Management Zone criteria for all primary threats, and/or 

all secondary threats to the Important Habitat Zone. 
o	 Reallocate resources to focus on primary threats in the Important 

Habitat Zone (e.g. direct resources from other parts of the state to the 
area of concern). 

o	 Reallocate resources to focus on secondary threats in the Important 
Habitat Zone (e.g. direct resources from other parts of the state to the 
area of concern). 

•	 If a “hard trigger” becomes operative in particular Conservation Area, the following 
consequences are no longer discretionary: 
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•	 First, the IHZ within that Conservation Zone will be managed according to the CHZ 
regulations primarily impacting the ability to consider infrastructure projects.  See 
Concurrence Response at 5 noting the benefit to the species should this action be 
required. 

•	 Second, if the cause is related to wildfire or invasive species, the Implementation 
Task Force will consider additional best management practice to prevent further loss 
of core habitat within that Conservation Zone. 

•	 Third, only if a primary threat is not the cause(s) for the decline will the 
Implementation Task Force analyze secondary threats and determine the appropriate 
management response.  The Service identified wildfire, invasive species, and 
infrastructure as the primary threats and West Nile Virus, improperly managed 
grazing, and recreation as secondary threats.  This adaptive trigger strategy focuses 
the analysis on mitigating the primary threats to the species.    

Wildfire 
Under the wildfire section within the Governor’s Alternative for the CHZ, IHZ and GHZ, the 
State of Idaho desires to replace reference to the incorporation of BLM WO IM 2011-138 with 
BLM’s updated Instruction Memorandum referenced as BLM WO IM 2013-128.    
The original intent of the State of Idaho through the Governor’s Alternative was to decrease the 
wildfire response time from the current baseline of response time by 25%.  This measure was an 
effort to arrive at an adequate regulatory mechanism necessary for precluding a listing.  
However, recognizing the difficulty in measuring this, and based on further conversations with 
the Service, BLM and Forest Service, the State wishes to remove that  objective and replace it 
with the below refinement.  

Wildfire is a difficult threat to prevent and control. However, the adaptive construct of 
Governor’s Alternative provides a mechanism to prevent sage-grouse from any likelihood of 
becoming endangered in the foreseeable future. The short-term use of triggers and zones will 
provide the time to develop more proactive measures that demonstrate long-term success on the 
landscape.  

Attached to this letter is a spreadsheet that will aid in developing a consistent wildfire 
suppression plan that improves upon the current baseline. Close coordination with federal, state, 
and private firefighting personnel, local fire departments and local expertise including Rangeland 
Fire Protection Associations (RFPAs) is crucial to continually improving strategies for initial 
attack and developing comprehensive fuel break strategies to minimize and reduce the size of 
wildfires threatening the CHZ and IHZ following ignition. 

The employment of specific, more aggressive wildlife and invasive species management 
practices to prevent further encroachment into the CHZ and IHZ should be driven by local 
planning efforts at the field office and ranger district level. As referenced above, the creation of 
RFPAs throughout the Sage-Grouse Management Area (SGMA) is a regulatory mechanism that 
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will ensure better and faster initial attack on wildfires threatening the CHZ and IHZ through the 
employment of additional trained firefighters and resources in rural parts of the SGMA.  From a 
regulatory mechanism standpoint, Idaho Code Chapter 1, Title 38 was recently amended to allow 
for the creation of Rural Fire Protections Associations (RFPAs). Additionally, this spring the 
Idaho Legislature authorized funding to help cover start-up costs for 4 RFPAs in southwest 
Idaho. 

The emphasis for fuel break prioritization should be in areas within the Wildland-Urban 
Interface (WUI) where human life and safety are at risk. For instance, the Boise District BLM is 
currently in the planning phase of a fuel-break project within the Interstate-84 corridor between 
Boise and Mountain Home, Idaho referred to as the “Paradigm Project”. The idea behind the 
project is to strategically place and improve upon fuel breaks within this corridor, therefore 
keeping wildfires to more manageable sizes thus requiring fewer firefighting resources.  The 
State of Idaho supports this project, as well as other similar fuel-break projects designed to 
secure the WUI and free up firefighting resources to be focused on providing initial attack on 
wildfires in areas that have the potential to impact greater sage-grouse habitat within the CHZ 
and IHZ. After securing the WUI, prioritization of fuels breaks should go to areas of high 
human ignition based upon ignition data and maps produced by BLM districts and field offices.  
The attached spreadsheet provides conservation measures to be incorporated into the Governor’s 
Alternative regarding prevention, suppression, and restoration activities. One crucial component 
of this is the utilization of grazing as an effective management tool in reducing fuel loading on 
BLM and Forest Service lands. The State of Idaho encourages the BLM and the Forest Service to 
employ this effective fuels management tool, particularly within areas of high fuel loading that 
are at high risk of wildfire threatening the CHZ and IHZ.  

Infrastructure Development 

Exemptions for ROW avoidance areas within CHZ will be analyzed by the Implementation Task 
Force as part of that site-specific NEPA analysis. The Task Force will assess project proposals 
and their mitigation packages, if required, to determine whether to recommend an exemption for 
the governor’s consideration. The Task Force will use the following criteria to make these 
assessments, which are outlined on page 33 of the Governor’s Alternative: 

•	 Is the project developed pursuant to a valid existing right?  

•	 Is the project an incremental upgrade/capacity increase of existing development ? 
(authorized prior to the record of decision) subject to best management practices, 
outlined in G, pgs 43-45).  

•	 For new development, can the project be reasonably accomplished outside the 
CHZ? Can the development co-locate with existing infrastructure to the maximum 
extent practicable?  
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•	 Can the project proponent demonstrate the population trend for the species within 
the relevant Conservation Area is stable or increasing over a three year period? 

•	 Will this project benefit the state of Idaho? 

•	 Compensatory mitigation will be assessed according to Idaho’s Mitigation 
Framework, which is attached to this document.   

If the project proponent responds satisfactorily, the Implementation Task Force will recommend 
to the Governor that the project should be permitted. The Governor will consult with the BLM or 
USFS on the Implementation Task Force’s recommendation, which BLM or USFS must use in 
its consideration of the project’s permit application. All other questions outlined on page 33-34 
of the Governor’s Alternative will be included in the more in depth NEPA analysis of the 
project. 

Livestock Grazing 

The Livestock Grazing Framework was amended for the Governor’s March 2013 Concurrence 
Request, to ensure this component remains consistent with the Idaho Rangeland Health 
Standards (IRHS) and the Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report. In the Service’s April 
2013 response to the Governor’s Concurrence Request, Brian Kelly expressed his support for 
this component because of its consistency with the COT report as well as the requirement that 
IRHS be met within the context of the Governor’s overall adaptive management strategy. 

There are two pathways where this management framework is applicable: (1) in conjunction with 
scheduled term grazing permit renewals; and (2) where the adaptive regulatory trigger has been 
tripped (as described in section 3) and livestock grazing is identified as a potential causal factor.  
See Concurrence Request at 6. 

Under the first path, the Governor’s Alternative provides a framework for BLM to assess 
Standard 8 and Standards 2 and 4 based on the Conservation Objectives Team Report (COT 
Report) with respect to sage-grouse. As described in more detail below, if no trigger has been 
tripped across a Conservation Area, the Standard 8 analysis for sage-grouse should be a 
straightforward process. 

Standard 8 of the IRHS establishes that the habitat important to threatened and endangered plants 
and animals meet a “maintain a viable population” threshold with respect to livestock grazing. 43 
C.F.R. Subpart 4160. Consistent with the overall approach of the Governor’s Alternative, 
utilizing an outcome-based conservation strategy within an adaptive construct, the State of Idaho 
has identified an overall population target buttressed by regulatory mechanisms and adaptive 
regulatory triggers. Where these population and habitat triggers are being maintained within a 
Conservation Area, there is a rebuttable presumption that current grazing systems are adequate to 
maintain viable sage-grouse populations; and therefore, absent compelling information, no 
further changes to the grazing systems will be required pursuant to the Standard 8 analysis with 
respect to sage-grouse. 
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This rebuttable presumption only relates to sage-grouse management; it does not extend to other 
relevant issues in the Standard 8 analysis.  Moreover, it does not preclude adaptive change to 
grazing permits based on the other standards contained in the IRHS.  Again, it is important to 
note that the Forest Service is not subject to the IRHS; however, the conservation objectives 
established in the Governor’s Alternative meets the applicable standards in NFMA.  

If an adaptive regulatory trigger is tripped consistent with the process outlined above, and 
livestock grazing is identified as the potential limiting factor, the presumption that the current 
grazing operations within the Conservation Area have met Standard 8 with respect to sage-
grouse will no longer be applicable. Following such a determination, the process outlined in the 
Governor’s Alternative at 12-18, and as described below, for Standard 8 as well as Standards 2 
and 4 will be implemented.1 BLM will individually analyze those allotments and pastures within 
the relevant Conservation Area.  Given limited agency resources, prioritization will be given to 
areas that have the potential to provide the greatest benefit to sage-grouse.  Allocation of 
resources should be concentrated on allotments within the CHZ that have declining sage-grouse 
populations. Following those permits within the CHZ, resources will be further prioritized to 
allotments within the IHZ with breeding habitats that have decreasing lek counts.  (See Flow 
Chart, Appendix V). Sage-grouse populations that are stable or trending upward will be a lower 
priority for permit renewal and the assessment process.   

The assessment/determination process for sage-grouse and Standard 8 compliance must rely on 
published characteristics of sage-grouse habitat and the Ecological Site Descriptions, existing 
vegetation, habitat inventories/assessments (Stiver et al. 2010), and where available, state and 
transition models that describe vegetation and other physical attributes for sage-grouse.  The 
related characteristics within the categories shown below will also be included.  These 
characteristics indicate the ability of a given area to provide sage-grouse habitat.  

Category 1: The grazing allotment (or any pasture/significant area therein) has the 
existing vegetation and existing ecological condition (seral state) to provide sage-grouse 
habitat 

Category 2: The grazing allotment (or any pasture/significant area therein) has the 
ecological potential to provide sage-grouse habitat. 

Where an allotment or pasture meets one of these Categories above, Tables 3-5 (pages 14-17) 
will be incorporated into relevant resource management plans as the desired conditions with the 
understanding that these desired conditions may not be achievable: (a) due to the existing 
ecological condition, ecological potential or the existing vegetation; or (b) due to causal events 
unrelated to existing livestock grazing. Allotments will only be managed for the primary 
seasonal habitat that it has the potential to support.  Typically, summer habitats will be managed 
to provide the conditions described in Table 3; winter Table 4; and breeding habitats in Table 5.   

1 Where inconsistencies arise between the grazing framework described on pages 12-18 of the Governor’s 
Alternative and this document, defer to this document. 

● (208) 334-2189 ● Fax (208) 334-2172 ● 
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Based on these habitat characteristics, BLM will conduct fine and site scale-habitat assessments 
to help inform grazing management.  Where necessary, a determination of factors causing any 
failure to achieve the habitat characteristics (Tables 3, 4 and 5, pages 14-16) will be conducted at 
a resolution sufficient to document the habitat condition.  This determination will include 
consideration of local spatial and inter-annual variability.  A determination of issues attributable 
to livestock grazing management should not result from one year of data at a specific location 
within an allotment. 

If the process and conditions outlined above demonstrate that livestock grazing is limiting 
achievement of the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5), renewed permits will include measures, 
including but not limited to the actions outlined in (J, pages 46-48), to achieve desired habitat 
conditions. These measures must be tailored to address the specific management issues 
associated with seasonal habitat limitations identified in the fine-scale assessments. 

Additionally, adaptive management changes related to existing grazing permits should only be 
undertaken if improper grazing is determined to be the causal factor in not meeting habitat 
characteristics, specific to site capability, based upon monitoring over time with appropriate site 
variability. 

The Implementation Task Force will maintain oversight capabilities throughout the process and 
will be given the ability to review proposed management changes and the implementation of 
conservation measures to ensure that the measures are being appropriately applied.  

Under the second path, this adaptive framework aides in determining whether improperly 
managed livestock grazing may be a causal factor potentially requiring adaptive change prior to 
permit renewal to existing permits within a Conservation Area.  This adaptive process is tied 
solely to Standard 8 and will rely on the preceding process as outlined above. 

● (208) 334-2189 ● Fax (208) 334-2172 ● 
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Fire Actions
 
Idaho Governor's Sage Grouse Alternative 7/1/13
 

Goal: Maintain adequate habitat to support 73% (core) to 95% (core and important) of the 2011 breeding males.
 
Objective: Implement actions necessary to manage fire within the normal range of fire activity and maintain and restore healthy, native sagebrush
 

plant communities within Core and Important management zones.
 

PREVENTION 

What: Fuel Breaks 
Fuels 
Reduction Fuels Reduction Fuels Reduction 

Fuels 
Reduction 

Fire 
Restrictions/Closures 

Where: 

Complete and 
implement a strategy 
that identifies the 
location and extent of 
fuel breaks that 
provides adequate 
defensible space for 
firefighters. Priority 
should go to areas 
within the wildland‐
urban interface (WUI) 
to eventually allow for 
fewer resources to be 
allocated to the WUI, 
thus freeing up 
resources to combat 

Identify and 
prioritize 
areas of R2 ‐
Annual 
grasslands 
within the 
IHZ and GHZ 
based on an 
overlay 
analysis with 
the key 
habitat map 
(prioritize 
the CA's). R2 ‐ Annual grasslands 

Identify and prioritize 
areas of R1 ‐ Perennial 
grasslands within Core 
and Important habitat 
zones based on an 
overlay analysis with the 
Key Habitat map 
(prioritize the CA's). 

Identify and 
prioritize 
areas of R3 
(conifer 
encroached 
areas) for 
restoration by 
Conservation 
Area, then 
within CHZ 
and IHZs. 

Identify roads, trails, 
and recreational use 
areas with high 
frequency of human 
caused fires. 



       
       

       
     
       
       
   

    

 
 
           

     
   
   

   

   

       
     

       
   

 
     

   
   
   
 
 
 

   
   
    
     
     
   

 
   
 
 
  
 

       
       

       
 

       
       

     
     

       
         
       

   
     
    

     
     
   
     
      

     
       

     
     
     

 
     

 
   
   
   
 
 

       
         
     
      

wildfire that have the 
potential to impact the 
CHZ or IHZ. Consider 
300ft wide "green 
strips" as well as 
targeted grazing for fuel 
breaks. 

How: Mechanical 

Winter 
Livestock 
Grazing Herbicide Treatment Livestock grazing Mechanical 

Utilizing data that 
idicates the 
frequency of human‐
caused wildfires. 

How Much: 

Determined at the local 
planning level: BLM 
Field Office and USFS 
Ranger District. 

Determined 
at the local 
planning unit 
level: Field 
Office and 
Ranger 
District 
depending 
upon fuel 
type, severity 
and fire 
threat to the 
CHZ and IHZ 
in close 
coordination 
with federal 
livestock 
grazing 
permittees. 
Livestock 

Dertermined at the local 
planning level: BLM Field 
Office and USFS Ranger 
District. 

Determined at the local 
planning unit level: Field 
Office and Ranger 
District depending upon 
fuel type, severity and 
fire threat to the CHZ 
and IHZ in close 
coordination with 
federal livestock grazing 
permittees. Livestock 
grazing must be 
recognized as an 
effective fuels 
management tool and 
implemented as such. 
Livestock operators must 
be looked to for 
guidence on the 
placement of fuels 
reduction projects that 

Dertermined 
at the local 
planning 
level: BLM 
Field Office 
and USFS 
Ranger 
District. 

Within or adjacent to 
the CHZ and IHZ with 
high frequency of 
human caused fires. 



   
 

 
   

 
 

 
   

 
    

 
 

   
     
   

   
  

   
 

 
   
 
   

     

   

     
     
         
     

   
 

 
 

   
   
   
   
 

     
     
         
     

     
     
         
     

   
 

 
 

   
   
   
   
 

   
   
     

       
     

grazing must 
be 
recognized 
as an 
effective 
fuels 
management 
tool and 
implemented 
as such. 
Livestock 
operators 
must be 
looked to for 
guidence on 
the design 
and 
placement of 
fuel 
reduction 
projects that 
utilize 
grazing. 

utilize grazing. 

By When: 

Strategy and associated 
NEPA completed within 
two years of signing the 
Record of Decision. 

Strategy and 
associated 
NEPA 
completed 
within two 
years of 
signing the 
Record of 
Decision. 

Strategy and associated 
NEPA completed within 
two years of signing the 
Record of Decision 

Strategy and associated 
NEPA completed within 
two years of signing the 
Record of Decision 

Strategy and 
associated 
NEPA 
completed 
within two 
years of 
signing the 
Record of 
Decision 

Strategy and 
associated NEPA 
completed within two 
years of signing the 
Record of Decision 



 

         
 

 
   

 

     
   
   
 
 

   
   
   

   
 

  
 

 
 
 

   
 
 

         
 

         
 

     
   
 

       
   

  

 

   
   
   

       
         
     

 
 

       

 
 

 
   
 

        

 

     
     
     

        
       
       
 

   
 
 

   
   
 

     
     
   
     
     
   
     

     
         
     

   
 

   
   
 
 
   
 

Mechanism: 

RMPs for BLM and USFS 
lands. 
Intergovernmental 
MOUs, stewardship 
contracting. 

RMP for BLM 
and USFS 
lands; An 
adaptive 
management 
trigger with 
fuel loading 
that is 
measured in 
the 
fall/winter. 
Implemented 
through 
stewardship 
contracting 
and/ or 
grazing 
permits. 

RMPs for BLM and USFS 
lands 

RMPs for BLM and USFS 
lands 

RMPs for BLM 
and USFS 
lands 

RMPs for BLM and 
USFS lands 

SUPPRESSION 
Create additional Educate 
Rangeland Fire Firefighters 
Protection Associations on 
(RFPAs) within the CHZ importance of 

What: 
and IHZ and continue to 
support existing RFPAs. 

Response 
Time Analysis 

Suppression Capactiy 
Analysis/Implementation 

Water Capactiy 
Analysis/Implementation 

protecting 
CHZ and IHZ. 

Prioritize funding for Identify areas (e.g. 
RFPA's that provide 
coverage for habitat 

Complete a 
state‐wide 

south‐west corner of 
Idaho/N. Nevada/S.E. Complete a state‐wide 

All Field 
offices and 

within CHZ and IHZ. response Oregon) that need analysis of the SGMA for Ranger 
Focus on areas that time analysis strategic placement of current water availability Districts 
currently have no RFPA for the additional suppression for suppression within the 

Where: coverage. SGMA. resources (i.e. guard purposes. SGMA. 



     
     

 
     
       

 
 

   
   
   

   
   

   
       
       

   

   
       
       

   

   
     
 

   

     
     
     
       

         
       
         
   

   
     
       
   

 

   
   

 
     
     

     
   
     

   
   

     

   
     

         
         
         
   

     

   
   

         
         
       
         

     

   
         
       

     
     
 

         
       

          
       

   
     
   

 

         
        
 

     
   
 

     
     

     
     

     
   

 
 

 
 

stations, air attack, 
landing strips). 

How: 
Through an MOU 
between IDL & BLM. 

Coordination 
amounst 
BLM, USFS, 
State of 
Idaho, rural 
fire districts 
and RFPAs. 

Coordination amounst 
BLM, USFS, State of 
Idaho, rural fire districts 
and RFPAs. 

Coordination amounst 
BLM, USFS, State of 
Idaho, rural fire districts 
and RFPAs. 

Annual fire 
training in the 
spring. 

How Much: 

Over the long‐term 
acquire funding to 
support RFPA's that 
provide coverage for all 
CHZ and IHZ in Idaho. 
Priority for an additional 
RFPA should go to the 
West Owyhee 
Conservation Area, 
following with an 
additional RFPA in the 
Southern Conservation 
Area. 

Focus should 
be on 
response 
time to fires 
within CHZ or 
IHZ or on 
those fires 
that have the 
potential to 
impact CHZ 
and IHZ. 

Sufficent resources 
strategically placed in 
areas of high fire risk 
within the CHZ and IHZ. 
Priority should go to the 
West Owyhee 
Conservation Area. 

Suffience water 
resources strategically 
placed in areas of high 
fire risk within the CHZ 
and IHZ. Priority should 
go to the West Owyhee 
Conservation Area. 

By When: 
Within 1 year of the 
signing of the ROD. 

Within 1 year 
of signing the 
ROD. 

Within 1 year of the 
signing of the ROD. 

Within 1 year of the 
signing of the ROD. 

Upon the 
signing of the 
ROD. 

Mechanism: 

Through an MOU w/ the 
State of Idaho and 
BLM. 

RMP for BLM 
and USFS 
lands. 

RMP and MOU 
amoungst all entities. 

RMP and MOU 
amoungst all entities. 

RMP for BLM 
and USFS 
managed 
lands. 



    

   
 
 

     
   

     
       
  

 
   

   
   
 
 

 

       
     
   

   
   
   
 

 
 

     
       

     
       
     

         
    
     

         
     

   

       
         

     

   
 

     
 
 

   
   
 

   
   

     

 

     
     

     
     

   

   
   
   
 

   
   

       
    
       
   
     
   
 

     
         

 
 

   
     
 

RESTORATION 

What: Reseeding 
Sagebrush 
Seedlings 

Invasive Annual Grass 
Expansion Prevention 

Reseeding on State 
owned lands by federal 
contractors 

Conifer 
removal on 
state owned 
lands by 
federal 
contractors 

Where: 

Within CHZ and IHZ 
based upon ecological 
site potential. 

Within CHZ 
and IHZ 
based upon 
ecological 
site 
potential. 

Prioritize efforts to 
control annual grass to: 
1) prevent further 
spread into, and 2) 
reduce stands within, 
CHZ and IHZ of each 
Conservation Area. 
Preventing invasion into 
CHZ or IHZ may include 
conducting control in 
adjacent GHZ. 

State owned lands in 
CHZs and IHZs of each 
Conservation Area . 

Identify and 
prioritize 
areas of R3 
(conifer 
encroached 
areas) for 
restoration by 
Conservation 
Area, then 
within CHZ 
and IHZs. 

How: 

Complete a strategy 
that identifies and 
prioritizes the location 
and amount of 
reseeding efforts. 

Complete a 
strategy that 
identifies and 
prioritizes 
the location 
and amount. 

First, model annual grass 
invasion. Second 
develop a strategy that 
identifies and 
prioritiezes locations for 
prevention and 
restoration. 

MOU between BLM, 
USFS and State of Idaho 

MOU 
between 
BLM, USFS 
and State of 
Idaho 



   

     
       

           
     

      
     
     
       

     
           

    
     
       
       
         
       
       
       
       
     
         
       
    
         
   
    

   
   
 
   

     
   

  
   
   
 
   

     
   

  

   
     

       
      
     
         

     
      
       
     
       

     
   
     

       
       
         
     

 
       
   
 

 
     
   
   
 
  

   

   
         
        
   

       
         
         
      

 
   
     
     
    

 
   

   

     
       

         
    

     
       

         
        

       
           
      
       

       

   
   
     
  
 
 
   

   

How Much: 

First, offset sage‐grouse 
habitat lost to wildfires 
in CHZ and IHZ of each 
Conservation Area since 
2011 (baseline year). 
Second, offset modeled 
wildfires (future fires) 
resulting in losses to 
2011 habitat baselines 
for CHZ and IHZ in each 
Conservation Area. 
Third, offset habitat 
losses due to wildfire 
that occurred prior to 
2011 to build upon the 
2011 baselines (the long 
term objective is not 
just to reduce and 
offset current (2011 to 
present) and future 
losses but also to build 
upon the baselines to 
increase habitats). 
Number 2 and 3 likely 
means restoring 
perrenial grasslands. 

First, plant 
seedlings in 
perrenial 
grasslands of 
CHZs that do 
not have 
sagebrush. 
Second plant 
seedlings in 
perrenial 
grasslands of 
IHZs that do 
not have 
sagebrush. 

First, implement 
techniques to prevent 
further spread in CHZs, 
then IHZs. Second, 
offset annual grass 
spread in CHZs and IHZs 
that occurred since 
2011. Third, offset 
habitat losses due to 
annual grass invasion 
prior to 2011. 

If ecological site 
condition indicates 
restoration is needed, 
reseed all state owned 
lands burned in CHZs 
and IHZs within one year 
of the wildfire. 

Remove 
Phase I and II 
conifers from 
state‐owned 
lands 
adjacent to or 
within federal 
lands conifer 
removal 
projects. 

By When: 

Complete strategy 
within one year of the 
signing of the ROD. 
Implement restoration 
to offset wildfire losses 
in CHZs and IHZs since 
2011 within 2 years of 
signing ROD. Offset 

Complete 
the strategy 
by one year 
of signing of 
the ROD. 
Complete 
planting of 
CHZs within 

Complete modeling and 
strategy within one year 
of the signing of the 
ROD. Implement 
techniques to prevent 
further spread in CHZs 
and IHZs within 2 years 
of signing ROD. Offset 

Sign MOU within one 
year of the signing of the 
ROD. Reseed state 
owned lands within one 
year of the wildfire. 

Sign MOU 
within one 
year of the 
ROD. 
Conduct 
conifer 
removal on 
state lands 



     
         

         
       
        
       
       
 

     
    

 
   

     
     
  

       
       
         
        
       
       

   
   

 
 

 
         
   

     
   
   

         
   

     
         

 
 

   
     
 

 

models wildfire losses X years of annual grass spread in within the 
(future fires in the next the ROD. CHZs and IHZs since timeframe of 
5 years) in CHZs and Complete 2011 by 3 years after federal 
IHZs 3 years after planting of signing of the ROD. project(s). 
signing of the ROD. IHZs within X Offset losses prior to 
Offset losses prior to years of the 2011 is longer timeline. 
2011 is a longer ROD 
timeline. 

Mechanism: 
RMP for BLM and USFS 
lands. 

RMP for BLM 
and USFS 
lands. 

RMP for BLM and USFS 
lands. 

MOU between BLM, 
USFS and State of Idaho 

MOU 
between 
BLM, USFS 
and State of 
Idaho 



 

 
 

 
 

  

 

 

 
                                                 

 
 

 
   

   

FRAMEWORK FOR MITIGATION OF IMPACTS FROM INFRASTRUCTURE 

PROJECTS ON SAGE-GROUSE AND THEIR HABITATS 

Sage-Grouse Mitigation Subcommittee of the  
Idaho Sage-Grouse State Advisory Committee 

December 6, 2010 

INTRODUCTION 
The Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-grouse in Idaho (Idaho Sage-Grouse Advisory 
Committee 2006; as amended in 2009) calls for the development of a “proposal for a mitigation 
and crediting program for sagebrush steppe habitats in Idaho and recommendations for policy 
consideration” (Measure 6.2.4.).  In early 2010, the Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee 
(SAC) established the Mitigation Subcommittee to complete this task.1  The Mitigation 
Subcommittee met several times from the late spring, through the fall of 2010 and found broad 
areas of agreement among its diverse participants. 

This report presents the Mitigation Subcommittee’s consensus recommendations for the creation 
of an Idaho-based program to compensate for the impacts of infrastructure projects on sage-
grouse and their habitats. This program – called the Mitigation Framework – would serve as a 
science-based “mitigation module” that project developers and government regulators could use 
to achieve compensatory mitigation objectives called for in project plans and permits. While 
compensatory mitigation may help offset certain impacts arising from infrastructure projects, 
mitigation should not be considered a substitute for first avoiding and then minimizing impacts. 
In addition, it is important to recognize that federal and state regulatory or land-management 
agencies, and county or local governments may also require additional stipulations, conditions of 
approval or other requirements as well as on-site mitigation, in accordance with applicable law, 
regulation or policy. 

This document proposes a general outline or “skeleton” of policies and procedures for such a 
program.  The Mitigation Framework is designed to be transparent, inclusive, and accountable to 
defined objectives. The Subcommittee’s purpose is to describe the program in enough detail to 
foster a dialogue among SAC members, spot important issues and points of agreement, and 
assess the level of support for developing a functioning mitigation program for Idaho sage-
grouse and their habitats. 

1 Subcommittee participants:  John Robison and Lara Rozzelle, Idaho Conservation League; Brett Dumas, Idaho 
Power Company; Paul Makela and Tom Rinkes, BLM; Don Kemner, Idaho Department of Fish and Game; Will 
Whelan and Trish Klahr, The Nature Conservancy; Rich Rayhill, Ridgeline Energy, LLC; Lisa LaBolle and Kirsten 
Sikes, Idaho Office of Energy Resources; Nate Fisher, Idaho Office of Species Conservation; John Romero, Citizen 
at Large. 



 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The state of Idaho is seeing an increasing number of infrastructure projects, such as transmission 
lines and wind energy facilities, proposed in the state’s sagebrush steppe ecosystems.  Where 
federal permits are required, the environmental review process for these projects will analyze 
how these projects affect sage-grouse and will consider a range of potential mitigation measures 
to avoid, minimize, or offset any impacts.  It is likely that the environmental review process will 
lead at least some developers and agencies to implement compensatory mitigation. 

Compensatory mitigation consists of compensating for residual project impacts that are not 
avoided or minimized by providing substitute resources or habitats, often at a different location 
than the project area. For sage-grouse, this would include, among other things, protecting and 
restoring sagebrush habitats to offset habitat losses and other effects of infrastructure projects. 

This framework describes the general outline for a sage-grouse compensatory mitigation 
program in Idaho.  This program would employ an “in-lieu fee” approach to compensatory 
mitigation through which a project developer would pay funds into an account managed by the 
mitigation program for performance of mitigation actions that provide measureable benefits for 
sage-grouse and their habitats within Idaho. 

The Mitigation Framework does not alter the legal standards or procedures for review and 
approval of infrastructure projects.  Rather, it offers an option that project developers and/or 
regulators may choose for implementing mitigation plans and agency permit conditions.  It 
should be emphasized that this program would not relieve project developers and permitting 
agencies of their obligation to avoid and minimize environmental impacts through appropriate 
project siting, design and implementation. 

Although the initial focus is on sage-grouse, the Mitigation Framework can be readily adapted to 
provide compensatory mitigation for other sagebrush obligate and associated species.  The 
suitability of the Framework for other species and natural features has not been evaluated. 

The objectives of the Mitigation Framework include: 

●	 Provide a credible, efficient, transparent, and flexible mechanism to implement 
compensatory mitigation; 

●	 Ensure that sage-grouse impacts are offset by actions that benefit the affected species and 
habitats; 

●	    Provide increased certainty for developers and agencies; 

●	    Involve private and public partners in crafting solutions; 

●	 Provide developers the opportunity to offset the impacts of project development and 
operation on sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat, and provide a consistent mechanism to 
offset impacts to the species that can be evaluated in future reviews of the species’ status; and 



• 	 Evaluate issues based on best available scientific information, while acknowledging and 
responding to scientific uncertainty. 

The Mitigation Framework would be established through a memorandum of agreement (MOA) 
among entities that have the capacity and commitment to assist in its implementation. Such 
parties may include land and wildlife management agencies, counties, tribes, participating 
private infrastructure development companies, and non-governmental organizations. The MOA 
would define the specific roles and responsibilities, procedures, and tasks needed to operate an 
Idaho-based compensatory mitigation program. 

The Mitigation Framework envisions a program with the following attributes: (1) a Mitigation 
Team and program administrator to steer the mitigation program and ensure strong oversight; (2) 
technically sound and transparent guidelines for estimating compensatory mitigation costs; (3) a 
science-based statewide strategy to guide the selection of mitigation actions that will receive 
funding; ( 4) provisions that the costs of operating the program will be borne by infrastructure 
developers that use the Mitigation Framework to deliver compensatory mitigation; (5) 
monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of mitigation actions funded by the Mitigation 
Framework program; (6) a system to track benefits provided by the Mitigation Framework to 
sage-grouse habitat in Idaho; and (7) periodic evaluation and adaptation of the Mitigation 
Framework program. 

This framework provides only a general outline of a proposed Idaho-based compensatory 
mitigation program. It is intended to assess the level of support for crafting the agreements and 
completing the technical tasks needed to bring the Mitigation Framework into being. 

DISCUSSION 

I. 	 The Role of Compensatory Mitigation in Infrastructure Development and Sage
grouse Conservation 

A. 	 Mitigation Basics 

Broadly defined, "mitigation" refers to a wide range of measures that are taken to avoid, 
minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for the adverse impacts of actions affecting the 
environment. See 40 C.F .R. § 1508.20 (definition of "mitigation" in National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEP A) rules). In this general sense, mitigation should be an integral part of all 
phases of project planning and implementation. 
# 
The focus of this report is on compensatory mitigation - also known as "biodiversity offsets" or 
"offsite mitigation." Compensatory mitigation consists of compensating for residual project 
impacts that are not avoided or minimized by providing substitute resources or habitats, often at 
a different location than the project area. For instance, a project developer may fund the 
restoration of a particular type of habitat in order to replace or "offset" similar habitat that is lost 
as a result of project construction. 
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This Framework adopts an “in-lieu fee” approach to compensatory mitigation.  Under this 
approach, a project developer provides funding to a compensatory mitigation program 
administrator who then distributes the funds to the appropriate government agency, foundation or 
other organization for performance of mitigation actions.  In an in-lieu fee program, the 
responsibility for actually delivering the compensatory mitigation is transferred from the 
developer to the program administrator once the developer provides the necessary funds to the 
in-lieu fee program. 

It is important to emphasize that compensatory mitigation does not relieve project developers 
and permitting agencies of their obligation to avoid and minimize environmental impacts.  This 
Framework endorses the principle known as the “mitigation hierarchy,” which holds that 
decision makers should consider the elements of environmental mitigation in the following order 
of priority: 

1.	 Avoid environmental impacts through project siting and design; 

2.	 Minimize the impacts during construction, operation. maintenance, and decommissioning 
by implementing appropriate conservation measures related to timing and conduct of 
project activities; 

3.	 Restore areas that have been disturbed or otherwise rectify on-site project-related impacts 
to the greatest extent practicable; and 

4.	 Compensate for residual impacts (direct and indirect effects that are not mitigated on-site) 
by providing replacement habitats or other benefits. 

. 
This means that compensatory mitigation is addressed only after efforts to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate the impacts have been addressed.  It also should be noted that significant impacts to 
habitat areas that support special functions and values for sage-grouse may simply not be 
replaceable through mitigation and therefore the best course may be to avoid those areas 
altogether. 

B. Need for an Idaho Compensatory Mitigation Program 

In recent years, the state of Idaho has seen an increase in the number of major infrastructure 
projects proposed in the state’s sagebrush steppe ecosystems.  Several current proposals involve 
high voltage transmission lines that would cross over hundreds of miles of sage-grouse habitat.  
Large scale energy infrastructure projects such as wind farms may also affect large areas of sage-
grouse habitat. 

Where these projects are located at least partially on federally managed public lands they will be 
required by federal law to go through an extensive environmental review process under NEPA 
before relevant federal permits are issued.  The NEPA process requires the permitting agencies 
to consider the projects’ environmental effects (both positive and negative), alternatives, and 
potential mitigation measures.  Impacts on sage-grouse will be one of the topics analyzed in the 
NEPA process. 



 

  

 

 

 

 

Even after efforts are taken to avoid and minimize impacts, it is possible that some of these 
infrastructure projects will degrade some sage-grouse habitat, cause direct sage-grouse mortality, 
or lead to indirect effects such as avoidance of previously occupied habitat.  The extent to which 
project developers and regulators adopt compensatory mitigation as a means to offset these 
impacts is not fully known.  However, it is likely that at least some developers and regulators 
will seek to implement compensatory mitigation to benefit sage-grouse and their habitats. 

Energy companies and other developers face daunting challenges in carrying out compensatory 
mitigation for sage-grouse habitat.  Just identifying specific mitigation actions requires a major 
effort.  Actually implementing sagebrush restoration and enhancement projects is even more 
difficult and expensive – typically involving years of effort and a significant risk of failure.  
Delivering this type of technically complex environmental mitigation may be well outside the 
core business of many infrastructure developers.    

C. Advantages of the Mitigation Framework 

The Mitigation Framework proposes to respond to these challenges by creating a statewide 
program to deliver scientifically sound compensatory mitigation for multiple projects.  Project 
developers and regulators would no longer have to design, fund and implement their own 
mitigation programs.  Instead, they would have the option of contributing money to a central 
fund overseen by agencies with expertise in habitat management and non-governmental partners 
with similar experience. 

This approach to compensatory mitigation offers three major advantages.  The first advantage 
stems from the increased efficiency of an Idaho-wide mitigation program compared with 
fragmented, project-by-project mitigation programs.  Mitigation efforts require a significant 
investment in planning, administration, project oversight, and monitoring.  The Mitigation 
Framework would consolidate these functions, thus avoiding needless duplication. 

The second advantage is that a state mitigation fund can be used for sage-grouse conservation 
more strategically and at a greater scale than project-by-project mitigation.  As described in more 
detail below, the Mitigation Framework would fund sage-grouse habitat protection and 
restoration projects in accordance with a statewide strategy that uses landscape-scale analyses to 
identify the specific measures and habitats that will provide the greatest benefit for Idaho sage-
grouse populations.  This Idaho-based mitigation strategy will be integrated with other 
conservation strategies throughout the range of sage-grouse to ensure that actions taken in Idaho 
benefit the species as a whole.   

Third, this method can engage the capacity and competence of natural resources agencies, local 
governments, private companies, and non-governmental organizations.  The Mitigation 
Framework proposes to enlist these entities in shaping Idaho’s strategy, developing criteria for 
use of the fund, and proposing and implementing habitat protection and restoration projects. 

The benefits of the Mitigation Framework can be summarized as follows: 

Benefits for Project Developers: 

An efficient and reliable mechanism for meeting compensatory mitigation objectives and 
permit conditions; and 



 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Increased certainty regarding project costs. 

Benefits for Regulatory Agencies: 

Increased certainty that in-lieu fees will result in strategic “on-the-ground” mitigation 
actions that benefit sage-grouse. 

Benefits for Sage-Grouse: 

Increased certainty that scientifically sound mitigation actions that benefit sage-grouse 
and offset impacts and habitat losses associated with infrastructure development will be 
implemented. 

D. Ensuring Accountability 

In-lieu fee compensatory mitigation does pose one potentially significant drawback that must be 
acknowledged and addressed:  a poorly designed program may lack accountability for delivering 
meaningful on-the-ground benefits for sage-grouse.  Simply having a project developer 
contribute to an in-lieu fee mitigation account does not by itself compensate for the sage-grouse 
impacts caused by the project.  Actual mitigation is possible only after well-conceived habitat 
protection and restoration projects are planned, funded, implemented, monitored, and successful 
in achieving stated objectives. 

The Mitigation Framework seeks to ensure accountability by adopting a series of rigorous and 
transparent procedures. As described below, the Framework would:  (1) ensure that program 
administration and monitoring functions are adequately funded; (2) provide technically sound 
guidelines for estimating the costs of delivering compensatory mitigation; (3) establish a science-
based statewide strategy to guide the program; (4) develop project selection criteria and a request 
for proposals based on the strategy; (5) require monitoring of the implementation and 
effectiveness of mitigation actions funded by the program; (6) track benefits the Mitigation 
Framework program provides to sage-grouse in Idaho; and (7) require periodic evaluation of the 
program.  Taken together, these procedures provide a high degree of certainty that the Mitigation 
Framework will be able to turn in-lieu fee payments into tangible, lasting compensatory 
mitigation for sage-grouse. 

As described in greater detail in Section E, below, project developers that seek to use the 
Mitigation Framework will need to show two things.  First, they will need to show that their 
projects’ impacts on sage-grouse and their habitats have been evaluated using a scientifically 
sound process. Second, they will need to show that their contributions to the mitigation fund 
reflect the Mitigation Framework’s compensation guidelines to ensure that funding will be 
adequate to offset project impacts.  Having demonstrated those things, the project developers 
should then be able to rely on their in-lieu fee contribution to the mitigation account as satisfying 
their compensatory mitigation objectives or obligations. 



 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  

 

II.  Core Elements of Idaho Sage-Grouse Mitigation Program 

A. Program Objectives 

●	 Provide a credible, efficient, transparent, and flexible mechanism to implement 
compensatory  mitigation;  

●	 Ensure that sage-grouse impacts are offset by mitigation actions that benefit the 
sage-grouse and their habitats; 

●	 Provide increased certainty for developers and agencies; 

●	 Involve private and public partners in crafting solutions; 

●	 Provide developers the opportunity to offset project impacts on sage-grouse and 
sage-grouse habitat, and provide a consistent mitigation mechanism that can be 
evaluated in future reviews of the species’ status; and 

●	 Evaluate issues based on best available scientific information while 
acknowledging and responding to scientific uncertainty. 

B. Scope 

The Mitigation Framework proposes to mitigate for impacts to Idaho sage-grouse and their 
habitats in Idaho. 

The initial focus of the Mitigation Framework is on sage-grouse.  However, this program can be 
readily adapted to provide compensatory mitigation for other sagebrush obligate and associate 
species, such as pygmy rabbits, if project developers and regulators call for such mitigation.  
Whether this Framework is suited for mitigation of impacts to a broader suite of species or 
natural features has not been evaluated.  It should be noted that some subcommittee members 
expect to advocate in other forums that compensatory mitigation should extend beyond sage-
grouse. 

The Mitigation Framework focuses on infrastructure projects because this type of development is 
the most likely to give rise to compensatory mitigation under existing environmental policies.  
As used here, the term “infrastructure” refers to building structures that significantly disturb 
sage-grouse habitat, including but not limited to projects for electricity transmission, energy 
generation, pipeline conveyance, transportation, communications, and similar purposes.   

The Mitigation Framework is not intended to apply to existing projects that are not changing in 
scope or to the renewal of on-going activities, such as grazing permits.  In addition, the 
Framework is not suited to projects with minor impacts because their contributions to the 
mitigation program would be too small to justify the effort needed to establish and administer in-
lieu fee payments. 



 

 

  

 

  

 

C. Integration with Environmental Review Procedures 

The Mitigation Framework does not alter the legal standards or procedures for review and 
approval of infrastructure projects. Rather, the Framework offers an option that project 
developers and/or regulators may choose for implementing mitigation plans and agency permit 
conditions. 

The Mitigation Framework is intended to complement the environmental review process 
conducted pursuant to NEPA and other federal environmental laws as well as county land use 
planning authorities. 

Many energy and other infrastructure projects undergo review and approval at the county level.  
The issues examined and the level of environmental analysis varies widely among individual 
counties and individual developers.  If a county or developer decides to address sage-grouse 
impacts, it will be able to use the Mitigation Framework as a mechanism for meeting 
compensatory mitigation objectives that may arise from the county permitting process. 

D. Mitigation Strategy 

The next step focuses on the Mitigation Team’s task of developing a statewide, science-based 
strategy that will guide the use of the mitigation fund. 

The mitigation program strategy would establish priorities for the use of compensatory 
mitigation funding based on factors/risks identified in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 12-
Month Findings for Petitions to List Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) as 
Threatened or Endangered (USFWS 2010) and in the Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-grouse 
in Idaho (2006).  The strategy sets mitigation priorities with a landscape view of sage-grouse 
needs and highlights mitigation opportunities in Idaho based on best available science.  In setting 
priorities, the strategy considers species and community size, landscape condition, and regional 
context. The strategy is responsive to the threats and risks described in the sage-grouse 12-
month findings.  The strategy will also generally describe the types of mitigation actions, project 
specifications, and best practices that are likely to produce measureable benefits for sage-grouse 
habitat. Finally, the strategy addresses both implementation and effectiveness monitoring 
requirements for mitigation actions funded through the program. 

The Mitigation Framework’s strategy will draw heavily from the State of Idaho’s sage-grouse 
conservation plan but has a narrower focus. It is intended to provide the specific guidance on 
program priorities, accepted mitigation measures, and geographic areas of emphasis that 
potential mitigation project sponsors will need to know when they apply for funds.  The strategy 
plays a crucial role in steering mitigation funding to those activities and places that can provide 
the most effective benefits for Idaho sage-grouse populations consistent with strategies to 
increase the viability of the species throughout its range. 

To this end, the strategy will address one of the major policy questions that arise in the design of 
compensatory mitigation systems:  how closely should the mitigation actions be linked to the 
type and location of the habitat that was originally affected by the infrastructure project. Stated in 
the alternative, does removal of the mitigation action from the area of impact improve the 
effectiveness of or benefit from the action.  Some compensatory mitigation systems place a 
heavy emphasis on this link by favoring “in-kind” and “on-site” compensatory mitigation over 



 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

“out-of-kind” and “off-site” compensatory mitigation.  The subcommittee members generally 
favor an approach that allows funding to flow to the projects and locations within Idaho that will 
provide the greatest overall positive impact on sage-grouse populations.  The Mitigation 
Framework calls for a monitoring program that would assess habitat gains provided by 
mitigation actions and compare them with the mitigation objectives of the participating 
infrastructure projects. The nature and purpose of this monitoring is described more fully in 
Mitigation Program Step 4, below. 

Once the strategy is complete, the Mitigation Team will develop project ranking criteria and 
procedures that will guide the selection of the mitigation actions that will receive funding.  The 
goal is to fund projects that provide high quality, lasting benefits based on landscape scale 
analyses that actually compensate for project impacts. 

E. Compensation Guidelines 

The Mitigation Framework Program will develop guidelines that may be used by developers 
and/or regulators to determine the cost of meeting their compensatory mitigation objectives.  
These compensatory mitigation objectives determine the extent of compensatory mitigation for 
each project and are generally incorporated into project plans or permits. 

The compensation guidelines will provide transparent, technically sound principles for 
determining how much it costs to deliver habitat mitigation for sage-grouse.  In other words, the 
guidelines will represent best estimates of the true cost of implementing the mitigation actions 
needed to meet each project’s compensatory mitigation objectives.  The guidelines may be used 
by the project developer and the Mitigation Framework Program Administrator to establish the 
in-lieu fee that the developer will contribute to the mitigation fund. 

Specific valuation methods will be developed at a later time and will likely draw from 
compensatory mitigation systems used elsewhere in the West.  Although the details have yet to 
be worked out, the following outline illustrates the core concepts and principles (shown in bold 
lettering) that are likely to be employed by the MOA parties in setting the Mitigation 
Framework’s in-lieu fee structure. 

●	 A common unit of measurement would be established for describing and tracking both 
the project impacts and the benefits of any compensatory mitigation actions.  This unit of 
measurement can be a physical unit such as “acres impacted” or more specifically “acres 
of summer brood rearing habitat impacted” or “habitat units” lost.  

●	 While the “common unit of measurement” noted above addresses the area of habitat 
impacted and mitigated, habitat compensation ratios are used to address the quality of 
the habitat affected by the infrastructure project. These ratios could specify the number of 
acres of mitigation required per acre of impacted habitat based on the size, habitat 
quality/condition and function of the impacted habitat; for more critical or important 
habitat, more mitigation acres might be required.  Thus, habitats with higher quality and 
importance could have higher compensation ratios.    

●	 Several factors are taken into account in calculating how much it will cost to actually 
compensate for the acres or habitat units.  The recommended approach is to evaluate on 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 

 
  

the costs of implementing a conceptual portfolio of potential mitigation actions or 
offset activities that provide benefits for sage-grouse.  This portfolio of model projects 
would include a balanced mix of accepted habitat protection and restoration measures 
reflecting the types of projects expected to be funded by the mitigation program (in 
accordance with the strategy discussed above).  Examples of projects in this portfolio 
may include such actions as restoring sagebrush canopy and a native understory on 
recently burned land, improving riparian areas and wet meadows in early brood-rearing 
habitat, conservation easements to prevent habitat loss, and land management practices 
that improve sage-grouse habitat.  Project costs include the full range of expenses needed 
to complete all phases of the mitigation action, including administration and monitoring.  
The average costs of these model mitigation actions per acre or habitat unit is the 
foundation of the in-lieu fee calculation. 

●	 In addition, the in-lieu fee should also be adjusted to take into consideration the issue of 
lag time –the time between when habitat is lost at the impacted site relative to when 
habitat functions are gained at the compensation site.   

●	 The fee also needs to account for contingencies associated with delivering compensatory 
mitigation, including an estimate of the risk of failure (i.e., the probability that offsite 
mitigation will not result in any measureable conservation outcomes) for each mitigation 
site or project.  

●	 In addition to the fee calculated above, costs for establishing and operating the program, 
including travel, technical consultation and monitoring of program effectiveness must be 
included. This overhead fee could range from 5-15% depending on the size and 
complexity of the proposed mitigation program.   

F.	 Program Structure and Oversight 

The Mitigation Framework would be established through a memorandum of agreement (MOA) 
among the entities that would participate in its implementation.  The MOA would define the 
specific roles and responsibilities, procedures, and tasks needed to operate an Idaho-based 
compensatory mitigation program.  The MOA would serve as a joint powers agreement for state 
and local government parties. 

The MOA would establish the following administrative structure for the Mitigation Framework: 

1.	 Core Team:  A core group would oversee the Mitigation Framework program and 
provide policy-level guidance for the Science Team and Fund Administrator, 
described below. The Core Team would be composed of three to seven 
representatives of diverse perspectives among the MOA signatories.   

2.	 Science Team:  A team of experts drawn from MOA signatories and other targeted 
organizations will administer the science-based and technical aspects of the program. 
The Science Team would consist of several individuals with expertise in relevant 
areas such as habitat protection and restoration, landscape ecology/spatial analysis, 
wildlife biology, sage-grouse ecology, project development, and mitigation policy.  



 
 

 
 

 

    
    
  
   
 

 

 

  

 

   

 

The Team would focus on developing the policies and statewide strategy that will 
guide the program, making requests for mitigation project proposals (RFPs), ranking 
mitigation proposals that will receive funding, tracking monitoring reports and project 
benefits, and evaluating program success. 

3.	 Program Administrator:  A program administrator will be responsible for fund 
management and administrative tasks.  The program administrator will provide 
administrative support for the Mitigation Team, manage the mitigation account, and 
administer grants, contracts, and other agreements.    

4.	 Advisory Committee:  A broader advisory committee consisting of agencies, 
companies and organizations with the skills and commitment that will provide useful 
advice to the Core Team regarding the implementation of the Mitigation Framework.  

The specific make up of each of these groups will be determined at a later time.  Potential 
participants in the Mitigation Framework include but are not limited to representatives of: 

State of Idaho:     United States: 
Department of Fish and Game Bureau of Land Management 
Office of Energy Resources U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Office of Species Conservation U.S. Forest Service 
Idaho Department of Lands Natural Resources Cons. Service 

Energy Companies:    Non-Governmental Organizations: 
 Idaho Power     Idaho Conservation League 
 Ridgeline Energy    The Nature Conservancy 

Idaho Tribes     Idaho Counties 
Idaho Sage-Grouse Advisory Committee Public Land Users (e.g., grazing interests) 
Sage-Grouse Local Working Groups 

G. Funding the Mitigation Program 

The costs of administering the program will be sustained by the project developers that seek 
compensatory mitigation.  Therefore, a portion of the in-lieu fee that project developers 
contribute to the mitigation account will be applied for program administration.  As noted above, 
protecting and restoring sagebrush habitats are time consuming and expensive undertakings.  
Ensuring that these activities are conducted with strong oversight should be viewed as an 
exceptionally wise investment. 

III. Mitigation Program Steps 

The Mitigation Framework envisions a five-step process for developing, implementing, and 
monitoring compensatory mitigation. 



  

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

  
 

 

A. Step 1 – Assessment of Project Impacts and Development of Mitigation Objectives 

Assessment of project impacts should be undertaken by the project developers proposing new 
infrastructure projects and the government agencies that conduct environmental reviews of those 
projects. Although the Mitigation Framework process is not responsible for this step, it is 
nevertheless crucial to the integrity of the mitigation program.  Specifically, the Framework’s 
success in achieving its goal of offsetting major infrastructure project impacts on sage-grouse 
depends on an accurate accounting of those impacts. 

For many projects, this analysis will be done as part of the environmental review procedures 
required by NEPA. As noted above, NEPA requires federal agencies to address the full range of 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project, alternatives to the proposed 
action, and potential mitigation before they act on permit applications.     

Once impacts have been assessed and compensatory mitigation objectives set, the project 
developer is ready to engage the Mitigation Framework, starting with determining the 
developer’s in-lieu fee contribution. 

B. Step 2 – Determine the In-lieu Fee Contribution 

The goal of Step 2 is to use valuation techniques, such as the guidelines presented above, to 
convert the complex range of project impacts, including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, 
into monetary terms that become the basis for the in-lieu fee payment. The accepted in-lieu fee 
compensatory mitigation plan could be a condition of the instrument approving the project 
(FONSI, ROD, right-of-way grant, conditional use permit, etc.) and thus legally requires the 
project developer comply with the approved mitigation plan. 

C. Step 3 – Commitment of Mitigation Funds by Project Developer 

Infrastructure project developers can employ the Mitigation Framework by entering into an 
agreement with the program administrator with regard to a specific infrastructure project.  This 
project agreement sets forth the parties’ respective responsibilities, including the project 
developer’s commitment to pay the in-lieu fee.  Importantly, the agreement provides that the 
project developer’s funds can only be used for the purposes set forth in the Mitigation 
Framework.  The agreement may also include “conditions” as requested by regulatory agencies 
or project developers.  For instance, the agreement might provide that the in lieu fee will be used 
to fund mitigation actions in specific geographic areas in order to meet permit requirements.  The 
program administrator, based on consultation with the MOA parties, may decline to enter into an 
agreement that is inconsistent with the Mitigation Framework principles or includes conditions 
that are burdensome or unworkable. 

Once the agreement specifying the payment structure and schedule is signed, the project 
developer makes the required in-lieu fee deposits to an interest bearing account managed by the 
program administrator. 

After the completion of this step, the project developer is no longer engaged in the Mitigation 
Framework – unless it has decided to participate as a MOA party. 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

D. Step 4 – Issue Request for Proposals (RFP) and Select, Implement, and Monitor 

Mitigation Actions
 

At least at annual intervals, the Mitigation Team will issue an RFP that invite private companies, 
non-governmental organizations, and agencies to submit proposals for sage-grouse habitat 
protection, restoration, and/or enhancement actions.  The RFP will provide guidance to 
mitigation project sponsors on program priorities and criteria.  These priorities and criteria will 
be drawn from the mitigation program strategy including identification of geographic areas 
where mitigation might provide the greatest benefits as well as identification of the threats that 
present the highest risk to the species or its core habitat.  The Mitigation Team should also reach 
out to federal, state, and local agencies, non-governmental organizations and the general public 
in order to facilitate discussion, engage stakeholders, raise awareness of the program and 
generate responses to the RFP. 

The RFP will solicit project proposals that contain an operation or implementation plan and 
address at least the following elements: 

•	 Geographic area; 

•	 Threats addressed and how the mitigation action project will offset impacts resulting 
from those threats; 

•	 An analysis of current sage-grouse conditions in the area; 

•	 Resource goals and objectives the mitigation action project will seek to provide; 

•	 A description of any coordination with federal, state, tribal and local resource 
management and regulatory authorities or other stakeholder involvement required to 
complete the mitigation action (e.g., requirement for NEPA compliance or county 
permit); 

•	 A description of recent or proposed projects and events in the vicinity of the proposed 
project, if any, such as fire rehabilitation treatments, restoration or enhancement 
treatments or other activities that complement the effectiveness or intent of the proposed, 
mitigation action; 

•	 A description of the long term protection, management, stewardship for the project being 
implemented, and the entity responsible for these activities; and 

•	 A commitment to periodic evaluation and reporting on the progress of the project in 
meeting stated goals and objectives, including a process for adaptively redirecting the 
project if necessary. 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Working Draft – 12/2/10 

When selecting projects, the Mitigation Team will estimate the biological benefits of the projects 
activities, the likely success of those activities, the duration of benefit expected and measure 
those benefits in relation to the strategy and RFP objectives. 

Mitigation Team and the program administrator will work together on continuing program 
administration and oversight including annual reporting of program activities, expenditures, and 
benefits. An annual program report will describe program activities, budget, and assessment of 
whether the mitigation strategy and associated projects are benefitting sage-grouse and at what 
level or scale. 

The Mitigation Team and/or Program Administrator should implement a monitoring program to 
measure and validate whether project-specific objectives have been met. Monitoring is required 
of all compensatory mitigation actions to determine if the project is meeting its performance 
standards and objectives. As mentioned above, at regular intervals, the total habitat and/or 
population gains provided by the programs will be compared with the habitat/population losses 
associated with the participating infrastructure projects.  The purpose of this comparison is to 
evaluate the mitigation program and make any necessary program adjustments – particularly if 
the monitoring shows that the mitigation benefits are not compensating for habitat losses.  This 
comparison will not be a basis for imposing new, unexpected requirements on the infrastructure 
project developers. 

CONCLUSION 

The framework of policies, principles and procedures outlined above are meant to start a 
dialogue among parties engaged in sage-grouse conservation and infrastructure development.  If 
these parties agree with the Mitigation Subcommittee that there is great value in establishing an 
Idaho-based compensatory mitigation program, then this framework will mark the beginning of 
an inclusive effort to fill in the details and complete the tasks needed to bring such a program 
into being. We have confidence in our collective ability to create a compensatory mitigation 
program that will benefit infrastructure developers, agencies, conservation interests, and – not 
least – Idaho’s sage-grouse. 
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Adaptive Regulatory Trigger Framework 

Population & Habitat Trigger Justification 
Triggers 

Because unexpected events (e.g., wildfire, West Nile Virus) may result in a substantial 

loss of habitat or decline in sage-grouse populations, adaptive management triggers have been 

developed.  These triggers are intended to improve sage-grouse population trends, protect the 

overall baseline population, preserve a buffer population, and conserve sage-grouse habitat.   

The triggers have both population and habitat components.  Population components 

consider population growth and change in lek size.  The habitat component considers loss of 

breeding and/or winter habitat.  Lek size has been related to population change in numerous 

studies (Connelly and Braun 1997, Connelly et al. 2004, Baumgart 2011, Garton et al. 2011).  

Garton et al. (2011) used both characteristics as well as number of active leks to assess change 

for sage-grouse populations throughout the west.  A variety of researchers (Swensen et al. 1987, 

Connelly et al. 2000a, Miller et al. 2011) have shown that loss of winter or breeding habitats 

resulted in decreased sage-grouse populations.  The adaptive management triggers set at a 

lambda value less than one, a 20% decline in males counted on lek routes, and a 20% loss of 

breeding or winter habitat as break points that would initiate a population or habitat trigger. 

Population Growth (Finite Rate of Change) 

Although populations cannot be accurately estimated, lek counts of males provide a 

robust method for assessing population trend and estimating population growth (λ) in an 

unbiased fashion.  Calculating λ (finite rate of change) between successive years for a sage-

grouse population is described in Garton et al.  (2011).  The ratio of males counted in a pair of 

successive years estimates the finite rate of change (λt) at each lek site in that one-year interval. 

These ratios can be combined across leks within a population for each year to estimate λt for the 

entire population (or Conservation Zone) or combined across all leks to estimate λt for the state 

between successive years as: 

n 

∑M i (t +1) 
i=1λ(t) = n 

∑M i (t) 
i=1 



 
  
 
 
 
 

    

 

   

  

  

   

   

    

 

  

    

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

   

   

  

     

 

where M i (t) = number of males counted at lek i in year t, across n leks counted in both years t 

and t+1. Ratio estimation under classic probability sampling designs—simple random, stratified, 

cluster, and probability proportional to size (PPS)—assumes the sample units (leks counted in two 

successive years in this case) are drawn according to some random process but the strict 

requirement to obtain unbiased estimates is that the ratios measured represent an unbiased 

sample of the ratios (i.e., finite rates of change) from the population or other area sampled. This 

assumption seems appropriate for leks and the possible tendency to detect (or count) larger leks 

than smaller leks does not bias the estimate of λt across a population or region (Garton et al. 

2011), but makes it analogous to a PPS sample showing dramatically increased precision over 

simple random samples (Scheaffer et al. 1996). Also precision can be estimated for λ. 

Because small game populations (including sage-grouse) typically fluctuate among years 

due to weather and other environmental variables, a λt for any given year is not very meaningful.  

However, a series of years where λt remains at or above 1.0 indicates a stable to increasing 

population.  Moreover, this situation would also provide strong evidence of the effectiveness of 

conservation actions that may have been employed.  

Males Counted on Leks 

Lek attendance by males has been used as an indicator of population trend in some areas 

since at least the early 1950s.  For many years it was the only indicator used to assess status of 

sage-grouse populations.  However, recent research has shown that male attendance at leks can 

be affected by severity of the previous winter, weather, timing of counts during spring, and a 

variety of other factors (Emmons and Braun 1984, Hupp 1987, Baumgart 2011).  Baumgart 

(2011) indicated the probability of male sage-grouse attending leks in south-central Idaho varied 

among years and appeared to be tied to winter severity. Although lek data provide a powerful 

data set for assessing population trends over time (Garton et al. 2011), counts for a single year 

may not reflect trends very well.  Thus using lek counts as a trigger must consider the inherent 

variation in these counts.  Moreover, males counted on leks appear to have the most value for 



 

 

  

  

  

  

  

 

   

 

  

 

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

  

  

    

  

  

 

assessing population change when used in conjunction with other indicators of population status 

(e.g., finite rate of change).  

Emmons and Braun (1984) reported that lek attendance rates varied from 86% for 

yearling males to 92% for adult males. These rates were pooled over 5 day periods and may have 

overestimated attendance (Connelly et al. 2011). In contrast, Walsh et al. (2004) reported 

average daily male attendance rates of 42% (range = 7-85%) and 19% (range = 0-38%) for adult 

and yearling sage-grouse, respectively but these rates were not adjusted for detection rate and 

were likely biased low (Connelly et al. 2011). Moreover, this study involved very small sample 

sizes (17 adult males, 9 yearling males over 15 leks) and only one breeding season and it was not 

clear whether all leks in the study area were known and sampled.  Preliminary data from Utah 

(D. Dahlgren, personal communication) indicated that in a study area about 30 miles south of 

Idaho male sage-grouse lek attendance rates varied from roughly 60% at the beginning of April 

to about 90% at the end of the month.  Recent findings in Idaho (Baumgart 2011) predicted the 

probability of lek attendance for an adult male following an “average” winter would range from 

0.894 (SE = 0.025) on week 3 (~1 April) to 0.766 (SE = 0.040) on week 8 (~ 5 May).  Published 

information suggests that a change in maximum number of males counted on leks of say 10-15% 

cannot confidently be considered a reflection of population status.  However, a 20% decline in 

maximum number of males counted on leks would likely not be related to lek attendance patterns 

but instead would reflect a population decline. Thus, the trigger was set at 20%.  

Habitat Trigger 

Numerous studies have documented the negative effects of habitat loss including fire and 

energy development on sage-grouse (Connelly et al. 2000b, Fischer et al. 1996, Nelle et al. 2000, 

Doherty et al. 2008), but few studies have related the amount of sagebrush habitat lost to 

population change. In a Montana study area with a non-migratory sage-grouse population, there 

was a 73% decline in breeding males after 16% of the study area was plowed (Swenson et al. 

1987).  Walker et al. (2007) indicated that the lowest probability for lek persistence within a 

landscape occurred where, within 6.4 km of a lek center, the area has < 30% sagebrush. 

Similarly, Wisdom et al. (2011) reported sage-grouse occupying landscapes with <27% 

sagebrush as dominant cover would have a low probability of persistence. Connelly et al. 

(2000a) showed that a fire in 1989 that removed 58% of the sagebrush cover in sage-grouse 



 

  

   

   

 

  

 

 

   

  

 

 

 
   

   
   
   
   

   
 

 

 

   

 

  

   

 

 

 

   

breeding and winter habitat led to an almost 95% decline in the breeding population a few years 

later.  Similarly, a fire that removed about 30% of breeding/winter habitat resulted in substantial 

population declines over the next few years (J. W. Connelly, unpublished data; Table 1).  A 30% 

loss of breeding and winter habitat is thus far the lowest amount of habitat loss for which a 

population response could be detected and landscapes with < 30% area in sagebrush within 6.4 

km of lek center have the lowest probability of lek persistence.  Idaho is taking a more 

conservative approach than suggested by the literature.  A soft trigger is set at a 10% loss of 

breeding or winter habitat in Core or Important management zones of a Conservation Area, 

which initiates a review of the management approach.  A hard trigger is set at a 20% loss of 

breeding or winter habitat within a Core Habitat Zone of a Conservation Area, which 

automatically causes a change in management status of the corresponding Important Habitat 

Zone. 

Table 1.  Nest success (%) in SE Idaho study areas before and after a fire in the Table Butte 
study area.  The fire occurred in August 2000. 

Area 
Year Table Butte Upper Snake 

1999 54 
2000 45 61 
2001a 18 56 
2002 20 65 
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Mapping of Breeding and Winter Use Areas 

Breeding 
We used the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) sage-grouse telemetry database, dating back to 
the early 1990’s, to investigate distances between leks and nests.  . Within the telemetry database, we 
identified each time a nest location was recorded for a radio-collared female but removed duplicate 
telemetry locations for each nest, so there was only 1 location for each nest. Next, we assured that each 
nesting hen had a corresponding capture location recorded. We only included hens that were captured 
during the breeding season (March 1-June 30).  We assumed that the lek closest to the point of capture 
represented the lek where the hen was bred.  We also removed second nest attempts and nests 
recorded in subsequent years for that hen after her initial capture because we did not know what lek 
the hen may have visited following her initial nest attempt. 

For each nest, we used Geospatial Modeling Environment© Version 0.7.2.0 (GME; Beyer 2012) to 
calculate the distance from the lek to the nest.  We divided distances into 1-km categories (i.e. 0-1 km, 
1.1-2 km, etc.) and summed the number of nests in each 1-km category.  These data were used to 
calculate cumulative density curves. We also separated nests by the four Conservations Areas to 
investigate potential geographic variation within the state. 

Statewide, 302 nests qualified for the analysis (Desert n = 34, Mountain Valleys n = 143, Southern n = 85, 
West Owyhee n = 39).  A cumulative density histogram indicates that 80% of nests are within 10 km of 
the capture lek (Figure 1). Histogram results did not differ appreciably among Conservation Areas. 

Based on these data, we assumed that we would capture 80% of the potential nesting areas within 10 
km of active leks. Therefore, we buffered all leks active in 2011 (n = 510) by 10 km to encompass the 
breeding use areas.  We also included 18 additional leks that were surveyed in both 2010 and 2012 (but 
not 2011) that had ≥10 males in at least one of those years and ≥2 males in the other year. 

Winter 
We used a combination of sage-grouse radio-telemetry data and reported winter observations to guide 
mapping of winter use areas.  Winter was defined as December 1–February 28. Observations included 
1) observations recorded by IDFG biologists during big game aerial surveys; 2) observations reported in 
IDFG’s Animal Conservation Database; and 3) GPS data collected from Idaho falconers. 

We used the resulting winter locations (n = 2,691) to model winter use area. We used likelihood cross-
validation in GME to calculate fixed kernel density estimates (Horne and Garton 2006). The resulting 
density contours provide a depiction of winter use areas.  

Combined Breeding and Winter Polygon and Management Zones 

The breeding and winter use polygons were merged in ArcMap™, then overlaid on Core, Important, and 
General Management Zones (Figure 2).  Next we clipped the breeding and winter polygon to Core and 



     
      

   
    

  

 
   

 

  
    

  

       
 

 

  

Important Management Zones.  We clipped out fires in Core and Important zones (1997-2011) (Figure 
3).  We also searched for older fires (1987-1996) in Wyoming big sagebrush habitats that LANDFIRE 
(2010) did not map as sagebrush and removed those fire areas when applicable.  The resulting areas 
were divided into the 4 Conservation Areas and acreage calculated (Table 1). We also calculated the 
number of acres of 2012 in breeding and winter use areas. 
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Table 1.  Acres of breeding and winter use areas in Core and Important Management Zones, and acres (and 
percent) of 2012 fires in breeding and winter use areas. 

Conservation 
Area Total Core 

Breeding & 
winter in 

Core 

2012 fires in 
breeding & 
winter in 

Core 
Total 

Important 

Breeding & 
winter in 

Important 

2012 fires in 
breeding & 
winter in 

Important 
Desert 1,044,332 840,291 51,382 (6%) 751,139 408,605 6,968 (2%) 
Mountain Valleys 1,949,461 1,640,415 384 (0%) 1,728,674 1,013,245 561 (0%) 
Southern 947,800 568,921 6,674 (1%) 975,539 622,806 87,274 (14%) 
West Owyhee 1,738,155 1,416,135 46,035 (3%) 633,855 590,627 7,370 (1%) 

Statewide, n = 302 nests 

1 

0.8 

0.6 

0.4 

0.2 

Figure 1.  Cumulative density histogram for distances between lek and nest. 



 
           Figure 2. Breeding and winter use polygon overlaid on Core, Important, and General Management Zones. 



 
          

  
Figure 3. Breeding and winter use areas in Core and Important Management Zones, with recent fires (1997-
2011) removed. 



 
         

 

 

Figure 4. Breeding and winter use areas in Core and Important Management Zones with 2012 fires. 



    
 

     
        

   
                                

        
                       
 

       

 

 

    

  

  
 

    

     

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

                  
          

 

2012 Sage-grouse and Sharp-tailed Grouse Lek Survey 

 Sage Grouse County: 
Lek Route Name (or enter ‘none’): Date of Survey:
 
Observer: Official Sunrise:
 
Weather (temp, wind, precip, cloud cover): Start Time: End Time: 
Summary: Active Leks Comments: 

Total Males Counted 

Lek Location* 

Time 

Statewide 

Lek ID Lek Name # Males 
# 

Females 

UTM Datum______ 

UTM Zone_______ 
PREFFERED 

WGS 84 Decimal Degrees 

Comments Easting Northing Latitude Longitude 

*Record location if lek has moved, if previously recorded location is inaccurate, or if lek is 
new. The preferred location format is WGS 84 decimal degrees. 



 

 
  
 

  
 

     
    

  
 

 
  

  
  
     
  

GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING SAGE-GROUSE LEK ROUTES
 

Counts of male sage grouse attending leks are used to provide an index to population trends. Routes have been designed to survey grouse 
populations throughout the region. It is important these routes be conducted annually following standardized guidelines to ensure useful, 
quality data. 

1.	 The starting and ending point for each route must remain the same each year. Do not change a route without consulting with the regional 
wildlife staff. 

2.	 Always count all leks encountered along the route. Make an entry on the data sheet for each lek site encountered on the route. If no birds 
are present record a zero. 

3.	 In years of high or increasing grouse numbers, satellite leks may be attended or new leks may form. Stop periodically to look and listen for 
new leks in likely areas. 

4.	 A lek may have more than one activity center (i.e. distinct groups of males). If groups of birds are visible to each other but 
separated by a relatively long distance (e.g. 200 yards), you are still looking at a single lek. 

5.	 Make all counts from ½ hour before sunrise to 1½  hours after sunrise. Do not drive more than 25 mph. 
6.	 Count and report all males observed; numbers of females are recorded in a separate column. 
7.	 Count each lek at least 4 times between 20 March and 30 April (dates may vary with elevation) with approximately 1 week between counts. 
8.	 Avoid making counts during rainy, inclement weather. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 
OCWG Sage-Grouse Management Plan BLM RMP/MFP Consistency Review – J.Beck – 4/25/2013 
 

Owyhee County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction Owyhee RMP Direction  

Owyhee 
RMP 
Compliance 

Bruneau MFP Direction  
Bruneau 
MFP 
Compliance 

Jarbidge RMP Direction Jarbidge RMP 
Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS 

Summary of the direction of the Owyhee County Sage-Grouse Management Plan 
 
Management actions described in the Owyhee County Plan are largely consistent with the existing Bruneau, Jarbidge and Owyhee RMP management direction, with some minor exceptions regarding seeded species, and could be implemented in 
conformance with those RMPs. 
SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT INVENTORY ACTION PLAN 
A. Map locations of all known active and 
historical sage-grouse leks in Owyhee 
County by the end of 2001. 
 

SPSS1. MA 9. Identify, 
protect and enhance key 
sage grouse habitats and 
populations. Guidance for 
enhancement and protection 
is addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement 
in the 1997 Idaho Sage 
Grouse Management Plan 
(March 1998). Subsequent 
guidance may become 
available through 
development of plans by 
local sage grouse working 
groups or similar efforts. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes Each action alternative within the LUPA 
describes a mapping convention for 
GRSG habitat which is based on lek 
locations. IDFG maintains information 
regarding lek locations and population 
monitoring which is described and 
utilized in the adaptive management 
strategies described in Alternatives D & 
E. 

B. Identify and map sage-grouse breeding 
(nesting and early brood) habitat 
associated with active leks by the end of 
2004 

SPSS1. MA 9. Identify, 
protect and enhance key 
sage grouse habitats and 
populations. Guidance for 
enhancement and protection 
is addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement 
in the 1997 Idaho Sage 
Grouse Management Plan 
(March 1998). Subsequent 
guidance may become 
available through 
development of plans by 
local sage grouse working 
groups or similar efforts. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes See above. The adaptive management 
strategy in Alternative E utilizes IDFG 
information with regard to nesting and 
brood-rearing habitat. 

C. Identify and map known sage-grouse 
wintering habitat by the end of 2001. 

SPSS1. MA 9. Identify, 
protect and enhance key 
sage grouse habitats and 
populations. Guidance for 
enhancement and protection 
is addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement 
in the 1997 Idaho Sage 
Grouse Management Plan 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes IDFG also maintains mapping of winter 
habitat that has been utilized in 
developing the GRSG mapping 
designations in the LUPA. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 

Owyhee County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction Owyhee RMP Direction  

Owyhee 
RMP 
Compliance 

Bruneau MFP Direction  
Bruneau 
MFP 
Compliance 

Jarbidge RMP Direction Jarbidge RMP 
Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS 

(March 1998). Subsequent 
guidance may become 
available through 
development of plans by 
local sage grouse working 
groups or similar efforts. 

D. Perform a qualitative assessment of the 
sage-grouse breeding (nesting and early 
brood) habitat associated with active leks. 

Silent Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes This is not specifically addressed within 
the sub regional LUPA and would be 
more appropriate at the site specific 
scale. 

E. Map undesirable disturbance and 
habitat. 

Silent Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes As part of the evaluation for the LUPA, 
USGS and BLM mapped and quantified 
regional impacts and disturbances to 
GRSG that has been included in the 
evaluation. This report is USGS Open-
file Report 2013-1098: Summary of 
Science, Activities, Programs, and 
Policies that influence the rangewide 
conservation of Greater Sage-grouse. 

SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT IMPROVEMENT ACTION PLAN 
A. Grazing Management. 
Sage-grouse habitat condition will be assessed through 
quantitative assessments conducted in accordance with 
the SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT 
INVENTORY ACTION PLAN (Paragraph D) 
on state and private land. Sage-grouse habitat 
conditions on lands managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management will be assessed through the Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management. Standard 8 addresses 
threatened and endangered plants and animals and 
sensitive animals including sage-grouse. If the 
assessment concludes, relative to sage-grouse, that the 
standard is not being met due to livestock grazing, the 
Local Working Group will establish an 
interdisciplinary review (ID) team at the request of an 
affected party. The ID team will normally consist of a 
wildlife biologist, range scientist, livestock management 
specialist, livestock operator(s) and other affected 
interests who wish to participate. The ID team 
structure may be modified by agreement of the affected 
interests if specific participants are not reasonably 
available. Upon review of all quantitative data and 
other available information and following a site visit, 
the ID team will make grazing management 
recommendations to the Local Working Group. This 

VEGE1. MA 7. Implement 
grazing practices designed to 
meet Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health and 
conform to the Guidelines 
for Livestock Grazing 
Management (See Appendix 
L V ST-1). 

Yes Silent Yes Livestock Grazing Management 
Objectives: 
 
The overall objective of the 
range program is to maintain or 
improve the soil, vegetation and 
watershed conditions within the 
resource area and to provide 
forage for livestock, wildlife, and 
wild horses. 
 
Wildlife Management 
Objectives: 
 
Wildlife habitat will be managed 
to maintain or increase wildlife 
numbers over the long term, and 
the total acres of unsatisfactory 
crucial habitat will be reduced 
over the long term. 
 
Management Unit Area  13 (East 
Devil) Objectives 
 
Maintain present areas of sage-
grouse habitat. 

Yes Alternatives A, B, D, E & F would 
address grazing through application of 
the Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management for lands in Idaho. 
Alternative B, D, E & F also include 
specific GRSG management objectives 
for vegetation and livestock that would 
be considered and included within the 
evaluations. Alternative E also includes 
adjustments to livestock grazing as a 
result of adaptive management triggers 
when grazing is determined to be a 
causal factor.  
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Owyhee County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction Owyhee RMP Direction  

Owyhee 
RMP 
Compliance 

Bruneau MFP Direction  
Bruneau 
MFP 
Compliance 

Jarbidge RMP Direction Jarbidge RMP 
Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS 

team will consider both short and long-term benefits to 
sage-grouse and impact on other potentially affected 
species. The team may recommend additional sage-
grouse habitat improvement actions based on 
quantitative assessments and other pertinent data. All 
grazing management recommendations will be developed 
on a site-specific basis with full consultation, cooperation 
and coordination with all affected landowners, 
management agency(s), permittee(s), lessee(s) and other 
affected interests. (Lead: Appropriate land management 
agency or private landowner). (Initiated in 1999 and 
Ongoing)  
 
 

 
Range Resources Management 
Guidelines: 
 
Data from the range inventory, 
actual grazing use studies, forage 
utilization studies, long-term 
trend studies (when available) 
and the evaluation of wildlife 
needs will be used to arrive at 
the adjusted stocking levels. 
 
Terrestrial Wildlife Resources 
Management Guidelines: 
 
Forage/cover requirements will 
be incorporated into allotment 
management plans and will be 
specific to areas of primary 
wildlife use. 
 
Manage all wildlife habitat 
within the resource area to 
provide a diversity of vegetation 
and habitats. 
 
Sage-grouse Resource 
Management Guidelines: 
 
Maintain the density of 
sagebrush canopy coverage at 20 
– 30% within nesting habitats 
and at least 20% in wintering 
habitats. 

B.  Develop maps that identify sage-grouse 
habitat for high priority protection from 
wildfire. 

SPSS1. MA 3.  Protect and 
enhance habitat for a 
diversity of special status 
species through 
implementation of 
management 
actions identified in 
objectives SOIL 1 and 2, 
WATR 1 and 2, VEGE 1, 
RIPN 1, FORS 1 and 2, 
WDLF 1, FISH 1 and 2, 
RECT 3, WNES 1 and 2, 

Yes Silent Yes Fire Control Management: 
 
Full suppression on wild fires 
will be applied to the entire 
resource area. 
 
Appendix F – Fire Management: 
 
Full suppression is aggressive 
action taken on all fires which 
are on or are threatening public 
land with sufficient forces to 

Yes Each of the action alternatives identifies 
areas of highest priority for suppression 
activities to protect GRSG habitat. 
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Owyhee County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction Owyhee RMP Direction  

Owyhee 
RMP 
Compliance 

Bruneau MFP Direction  
Bruneau 
MFP 
Compliance 

Jarbidge RMP Direction Jarbidge RMP 
Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS 

HAZM 1 and ACEC 1. 
 
SPSS1. MA 9. Identify, 
protect and enhance key 
sage grouse habitats and 
populations. Guidance for 
enhancement and protection 
is addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement 
in the 1997 Idaho Sage 
Grouse Management Plan 
(March 1998). Subsequent 
guidance may become 
available through 
development of plans by 
local sage grouse working 
groups or similar efforts. 

contain the fire during the first 
burning period. When multiple 
fires are experienced, 
suppression priority is given to 
fires threatening areas of highest 
value. 
 
Multiple Use Area  10 – Inside 
Desert and West Devil Suppression 
Priority:  
 

1) Private lands and 
structures. 

2) Post Office Historical 
and Cultural Site. 

3) Wildlife Habitat. 
4) WSA boundary 

 
Multiple Use Area 13 – East Devil 
Suppression Priority: 
 

1) Private Property. 
2) Salmon Falls Creek 

Canyon 
3) Crucial wildlife habitat 

and riparian areas. 
4) Recreational Facilities 

 
Multiple Use Areas 15 and 16 – 
Jarbidge Foothills and Diamond A 
Suppression Priorities: 

1) Private lands and 
structures. 

2) Crucial wildlife habitat 
and riparian areas. 

3) Bruneau and Jarbidge 
River Canyons. 

4) Recreational sites. 
C. Fire Rehabilitation. The sites of all future 
wildfires in high priority sage-grouse habitat identified 
in Section C will, regardless of potential for natural 
recovery, be reseeded with sagebrush and, when needed, 
grasses and forbs best adapted to the site to hasten 
recovery of the habitat. (Lead: Appropriate land 
management agency or private landowner). (The action 
has been carried out since 2000 and is ongoing). 

Objective FIRE 2: Decrease 
soil erosion and sediment 
yield, restore forage values, 
and restore upland habitat 
values and riparian values 
using fire rehabilitation 
procedures following a 
wildfire. 

No.  BLM 
decides seed 
mix based 
on ESR plan 
objectives 
and 
vegetative 
community 

Silent No. Violates 
BLM policy 

Sage-grouse Resource 
Management Guidelines: 
 
Seed mixtures for range 
improvement projects and fire 
rehabilitation projects will 
include a mixture of grasses, 
forbs and shrubs that benefit 

No – although 
not specifically 
addressed in the 
Jarbidge RMP, 
the requirement 
to plant sagebrush 
in known winter 
habitat is not in 

Alternatives CB, C, D E & F all 
encourage the use of natives species 
during rehabilitation and restoration 
activities. Alternatives C & F would 
require the use of natives, including 
sagebrush. 
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Fire 2, MA 3.  Apply 
rehabilitation seed mixtures 
to meet watershed, wildlife 
and riparian objectives. 

prior to the 
fire.  Often 
we choose to 
do nothing 
based on the 
potential for 
natural 
recovery.   

sage-grouse. 
 
Fire Management Resource 
Guidelines: 
 
Seedings will include appropriate 
seed mixtures to replace wildlife 
habitat that is burned. 
 
Appendix F – Fire Management: 
 
Multiple Use Areas 6 and 7 – 
Saylor Creek West/Saylor Creek 
East  
 
Seed mix should contain shrub 
component to benefit wildlife 
and improve vegetative 
community. 
 
Multiple Use Area 10 – Bruneau-
Jarbidge-Sheep Creek 
 
Burned areas should be allowed 
to revegetate to native grasses. If 
seeding is necessary, the mix 
should be native species if 
possible, and should improve 
wildlife habitat. Burned areas are 
not rehabilitated in limited 
suppression areas. 
Multiple Use Areas 11 and 12 – 
Inside Desert/ West Devil 
 
Rehabilitation efforts will meet 
wildlife management objectives, 
in addition to providing forage 
for livestock and providing 
ground cover. 
 
Multiple Use Area 13 – East Devil 
 
Rehabilitation of burned areas 
will meet wildlife, as well as 
other resource management 
objectives.  

compliance with 
BLM ESR policy. 
The decision to 
allow natural 
recovery of 
burned areas is 
based on factors 
such as burn 
severity, seed 
availability, pre-
burn vegetation 
and conditions, 
and is made 
following a 
wildfire. 
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Multiple Use Areas 15 and 16 – 
Jarbidge Foothills and Diamond A 
 
In the crucial wildlife winter 
ranges, use seed mixtures which 
benefit wildlife as well as 
livestock. 

D. Sagebrush Restoration. Implement 
sagebrush restoration projects in historical sage-
grouse habitat where historical fires have removed 
sagebrush cover. A minimum of 1,000 acres of 
combined federal, state, and private lands shall be 
targeted for restoration annually with seed mixtures 
that are best for sage-grouse and adapted to the site. 
(Lead: Appropriate land management agency or private 
landowner)  
 

SSPS 1. MA 9. Identify, 
protect and enhance key 
sage grouse habitats and 
populations. Guidance for 
enhancement and protection 
is addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement 
in the 1997 Idaho Sage 
Grouse Management Plan 
(March 1998). Subsequent 
guidance may become 
available through 
development of plans by 
local sage grouse working 
groups or similar efforts. 
 
VEGE 1. MA 3. Implement 
prescribed burning practices 
in areas where it is 
determined that burning 
would improve rangeland 
health and increase native 
plant biodiversity in western 
juniper and big sagebrush 
vegetation types. Mechanical 
and chemical methods may 
also be used. 
 

Yes Objective RM-2: Over the next 15 
years, treat 85,600 acres of suitable 
public land to increase forage 
production and reduce the acreage of 
range in poor condition. 
 
Objective WL-1: Protect and/or 
improve endangered species habitat 
within the Bruneau Planning Unit. 
 
Objective WL-2: Manage sensitive 
species habitat in the BPU to 
maintain or increase existing and 
potential populations. 
 
WL-4.4 Manage 520,000 acres of 
sage grouse range in the BPU to 
improve nesting, brood rearing, and 
winter habitats by: (1) improving all 
poor and fair big sagebrush, 
meadow, and riparian ecological sites 
to good ecological condition, and (2) 
referring to and addressing the 
"Guidelines for Habitat Protection in 
Sage Grouse Range" as published by 
the Western States Sage Grouse 
Committee, June 1974, when making 
management decisions affecting 
areas used by sage grouse in the 
BPU. 

Yes Management Prescriptions: 
 
Multiple Use Area 6 – West Saylor 
Creek 
 
Rehabilitate 150 acres of existing 
burns for terrestrial wildlife. 
 
Multiple Use Area 11 – Inside 
Desert 
 
Interseed or reseed 500 acres 
and rehabilitate 2000 acres of 
existing burns for terrestrial 
wildlife. 
 
Multiple Use Area 12 – West Devil 
 
Interseed or reseed 500 acres 
and rehabilitat 2,500 acres of 
existing burns for terrestrial 
wildlife. 
 
Multiple Use Area 13 – East Devil 
 
Interseed or reseed 1000 acres 
and rehabilitate 150 acres of 
existing burns for terrestrial 
wildlife. 
 
Multiple Use Area 15 – Jarbidge 
Foothills 
 
Interseed or reseed 3,750 acres 
for terrestrial wildlife. 
 
Multiple Use Area 16 – Diamond 
A 

Yes Restoration and rehabilitation of GRSG 
habitat is addressed and promoted in 
Alternatives B, C, D, E & F; however, in 
Alternative C restoration actives would 
be primarily passive recovery. 
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Rehabilitate 1,350 acres of 
existing burns for terrestrial 
wildlife. 
 
Range Resources Management 
Guidelines: 
 
Interseeding and reseeding 
projects in Multiple Use Areas 
with objectives to improve 
ecological condition to benefit 
wildlife or livestock will use 
shrub, forb and grass seed 
moisture that are normally 
found in that type of ecological 
zone///type. 
 
Priority #4 for vegetative 
treatment is areas where 
unacceptable wildlife habitat 
condition exists (appropriate 
seed mixtures for wildlife will be 
used). 
 
Terrestrial Wildlife Resources 
Management Guidelines: 
 
Vegetative manipulation projects 
will be designed to minimize 
impacts and improve wildlife 
habitat by including a variety of 
palatable shrubs, forbs and 
grass. 
 
Sage-grouse Resource 
Management Guidelines: 
 
Seed mixtures for range 
improvement projects and fire 
rehabilitation projects will 
include a mixture of grasses, 
forbs and shrubs that benefit 
sage-grouse. 
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E. Juniper Encroachment. Using the maps 
created by the Habitat Inventory Action Plan, identify 
existing and potential loss of sage-grouse habitat due to 
juniper encroachment. The areas of greatest benefit to 
sage-grouse will be prioritized so that juniper control 
activities can be scheduled. Suitable methods of juniper 
eradication such as prescribed burning, chemical control, 
woodland harvest, chaining, and other mechanical 
means should be evaluated and employed where 
appropriate. Treat and eradicate juniper on a minimum 
of 500 acres of state land (IDL Plan) and 12,000 
acres of federal land (Owyhee RMP) annually to 
enhance sage-grouse habitat by restoring healthy 
sagebrush-grassland communities. (Lead: Appropriate 
land management agency/authority). 

RIPN 1. MA 5. Implement a 
juniper abatement plan for 
appropriate sites on which 
juniper is invading. 
 
SOIL 1. MA6. Implement a 
juniper abatement plan for 
appropriate sites on which 
juniper is invading. 
 
 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes Alternatives A, B, D, E & F all identify 
conifer encroachment and the need to 
remove, to varying levels, conifers from 
GRSG habitat. Alternative C does not 
support the removal of junipers. 

F. Juniper Treatment on Private Land. 
Funding will be identified to develop a 50/50 cost 
share program to assist private landowners in the 
reduction or eradication of seral juniper stands on their 
lands. (Lead: Owyhee LWG) (January 2005 and will 
be ongoing). These projects were demonstrations near 
leks affecting 5,000 acres as of 2012. This work is 
continuing thought the Sage-Grouse Initiative (See 
“Program Funding Action Plan”). 
 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Not Applicable 

G.  Juniper Treatment Grazing Policy. 
Initiate discussions with the BLM to review and seek 
change of the livestock grazing policy for prescribed burn 
programs that prohibits fall grazing use after a burn 
program has been completed. (Lead: Owyhee LWG) 
(Initiated  January 2005 and ongoing). 

LVST 1. MA 7.  Prescribed 
burning practices will be 
used in areas where it is 
determined that burning 
would improve rangeland 
health and increase 
biodiversity in big sagebrush 
and western juniper 
vegetation communities. 
Livestock grazing will be 
adjusted to ensure successful 
prescribed burns. Areas 
prescribed to be burned may 
require rest prior to burning 
and will require rest after 
burning for a minimum of 
two (2) growing seasons. 
Mechanical and chemical 
methods may also be used 
but in very limited areas 
where burning is not an 

No Silent No  Fire Management Resource 
Guidelines: 
 
All grazing licenses issued that 
include areas recently burned 
and/or seeded areas will include 
a statement concerning the 
amount of rest needed in the 
seedings or burn area. Normally 
two years of rest will be 
necessary to protect these areas.   

No This is not a LUP decision. 
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option due to limited fuels 
or safety. 
 
VEGE 1. MA 4 Provide a 
minimum of two growing 
seasons rest from livestock 
grazing and other watershed 
disturbing activities 
following prescribed or wild 
fire.  

H. Forage Reserve Program. Seek sponsors to 
develop a forage reserve program to provide off site 
grazing opportunity when livestock are displaced during 
juniper treatment programs. (Lead: Owyhee LWG; 
ongoing).  
 

LVST 1. MA 13 If the 
opportunity presents itself as 
a result of current active 
permitted use being either 
relinquished or lost for any 
reason then the available 
carrying capacity may be 
utilized to resolve grazing 
issues anywhere within the 
resource area. Livestock 
could be transferred either 
temporarily or permanently 
in order to meet resource 
objectives. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes The opportunity for this activity is 
support in Alternatives A, B, D & F.  

I. Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds. 
Seek additional funding to support the activities of the 
Jordan Valley Cooperative Weed Management Area, 
which is conducting a variety of weed control and/or 
eradication programs throughout the Owyhee River 
Watershed. Encourage the development of additional 
CWMAs in other areas of the County and seek 
additional funding as needed to support those programs. 
(Lead: Owyhee LWG)  

Silent Yes Silent Yes N/A  Alternatives A, B, C, D, E & F support 
this activity with various alternatives 
providing direction regarding 
prioritization of these activities within 
GRSG habitat. 

J. Development. The LWG will provide comment 
and utilize other means as available to supports the 
policies of the Owyhee County Comprehensive Plan and 
Owyhee County Land Use Plan for Federal and State 
Lands to promote economically viable and sustainable 
ranching operations in order to discourage conversion of 
ranchland to rural/remote recreational home 
development. (Lead: Owyhee LWG; ongoing). 

WDLF 1. MA7. Retain all 
public land within crucial 
and other high quality 
wildlife habitats unless 
exchanging for land of equal 
or higher value and acquire 
additional high quality 
habitat through purchase or 
exchange with willing 
landowners. These include 
but are not limited to 
wetland/riparian habitats, 
crucial big game winter 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes Acres of public lands identified for 
disposal may have an impact on this 
activity it is not a forgone conclusion 
that lands disposed would contribute to 
urbanization. Each action alternative 
identifies GRSG habitat for retention 
and therefore the decision authority in 
the LUPA is limited. 
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habitat and isolated tracts 
and shrublands adjacent to 
agricultural areas that 
provide important cover for 
upland game. Isolated tracts 
will be grazed only if needed 
to maintain or improve 
wildlife habitat. 

K. Habitat Fragmentation – The LWG, in 
cooperation with Federal, State, and Private partners, 
will attempt to minimize and/or mitigate habitat 
fragmentation associated with infrastructure 
developments (roads, fences, etc.). 

WDLF 1. MA 5. Design and 
implement vegetation 
treatments to improve 
habitat where juniper or 
shrub density is contributing 
to unsatisfactory habitat 
conditions. All treatments 
will be designed to protect 
scarce, unique and highly 
productive wildlife habitat 
types, retain large 
interconnected blocks of 
more common habitat types 
and accommodate specific 
wildlife habitat requirements 
including migration 
corridors for big game. 
Reseed burns with a variety 
of shrubs, forbs and grasses. 
Rest all burns and seedings 
from livestock grazing for a 
minimum of two growing 
seasons following treatment. 

Yes  Yes Silent Yes Alternatives B, C, D, E & F each 
address various approaches for 
minimizing habitat fragmentation. 

PREDATOR ACTION PLAN  
A. Using radio-telemetry tracking of sage-
grouse, determine the effect of predation 
on sage-grouse (Lead: IDFG). This action 
item cannot be accomplished with the 
current level of telemetry studies and is 
tabled until funding is sufficient to conduct 
more extensive studies. 

SSPS 1. Monitoring. Monitor 
key populations and habitats 
or population/habitat 
objectives as identified in 
AMPs or other activity 
plans. 

 Silent Yes Silent Yes Predation control is managed by IDFG 
and for some avian species USFWS. 
This effort is separate from the LUPA 
and would be consistent with any of the 
alternatives. 

B. Perform artificial nest studies in selected 
parts of Owyhee County to compare 
artificial nest fate in different types of 
habitat. Use established techniques to 
reduce potential biases and to identify 
species of predators involved. (Lead: 
Wildlife Services and IDFG). Complete 

SPSS 1. MA7 Construct 
artificial nesting structures 
for ferruginous hawks and 
other special status species in 
areas where suitable nesting 
sites are determined to be 
limiting. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes See above. 
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initial research by the end of 2002 and 
continue as needed. 
HUNTING ACTION PLAN  
A.  Review harvest data collected annually, 
and if the information indicates a need to 
change hunting season parameters, 
recommend hunting regulation changes in 
March of the following year to the Idaho 
Fish and Game Commission Lead: 
Owyhee LWG and IDFG (Initiated in 2000 
and continuing annually. 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Hunting and setting of seasons is done 
under the discretion and authority of the 
state wildlife agencies – IDFG and MT 
FWP. 

B.  Maintain needed check stations and 
wing barrels. (Lead: IDFG) (Ongoing) 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction See above. 

C. Use a telephone survey of permit 
holders to estimate sage-grouse harvest in 
each county. 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction See above. 

D. Band sage-grouse in selected areas to 
help estimate harvest rates in those areas. 
(Lead: IDFG)  
 

SSPS 1. Monitoring Conduct 
population or habitat 
monitoring on a regular basis 
for selected special status 
species of plants and 
animals. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes While monitoring of the LUPA is 
included as a component for all 
alternatives, the utility in determining 
harvest rates from the proposed 
monitoring may not be appropriate. 

E. Re-evaluate this Hunting Action Plan 
annually. (Lead: IDFG) (Continuing 
annually)  
 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction See hunting above. 

SAGE-GROUSE RESEARCH AND MONITORING ACTION PLAN 
A. Provide a reliable estimate of the 
distribution and populations of sage-
grouse in Owyhee County 

SSPS 1. Monitoring Conduct 
population or habitat 
monitoring on a regular basis 
for selected special status 
species of plants and 
animals. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes The GRSG habitat designations 
described in each action alternative are 
based on habitat and population data 
and modeling which comprise areas that 
have the highest conservation value to 
maintaining sustainable GRSG 
populations and include breeding, late 
brood-rearing and winter concentration 
areas. 

B. Coordinate efforts by IDFG, BLM, 
USAF and others to systematically survey 
(fly or by other means) and/or otherwise 
identify through landowner surveys all 
active leks and historical leks in the county 
by the end of the spring 2004 breeding 
season. (Lead: IDFG, LWG and University 
of Idaho) 

SSPS 1. Monitoring Conduct 
population or habitat 
monitoring on a regular basis 
for selected special status 
species of plants and 
animals. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes The LUPA would not change the 
coordination currently occurring with 
BLM and IDFG in the annual survey of 
leks.  
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C. Determine which sage-grouse 
populations are non-migratory and 
migratory. (Lead: IDFG). (Four areas 
completed or in progress, two areas 
proposed, program is ongoing) 

Silent  Yes Silent Yes Silent  Yes IDFG continues to monitor and survey 
populations to determine life history 
patterns. 

D. Initiate radio-telemetry studies to 
determine causes of sage-grouse chick 
mortality by 2002. (Lead: IDFG). This 
action item cannot be accomplished with 
the current level of telemetry studies and is 
tabled until funding is sufficient to conduct 
more extensive studies. 

Silent Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes IDFG develops and sponsors various 
population monitoring efforts including 
radio-telemetry studies. 

E. Investigate the impact of different 
weather on variation in sage-grouse 
populations in Owyhee County. (Lead: 
IDFG) (ongoing). 

WDLF 1. Monitoring.  
Monitoring includes 
collection of utilization, 
trend, climate, rangeland 
health assessment, and other 
data to assess vegetation 
characteristics as they apply 
to wildlife species and 
wildlife habitat objectives. 

Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes See above.  

F. Investigate the impact of West Nile 
virus on sage-grouse populations in 
Owyhee County (Lead: IDFG) (ongoing). 

Silent Yes Silent Yes Silent Yes See above. 

G. Encourage research on the impacts of 
human physical disturbance on sage-
grouse. (Lead:  Owyhee County Natural 
Resource Committee). (ongoing). 

Silent  Yes Silent Yes Silent  Yes See above. 

H. Investigate the impacts of energy and 
infrastructure development on sage-grouse 
in Owyhee County. 

Objective Land 3.  
Authorize and manage the 
use of public lands for 
rights-of-way, right-of-way 
reservations, easements, 
permits, leases, licenses, 
agreements, etc., except for 
those areas identified as 
exclusion areas. Applications 
for use of the public lands 
will be evaluated on a case 
by case basis using current 
existing laws, regulations, 
and procedures. 

 Silent Yes Silent Yes The LUPA includes monitoring of 
activities addressed by management 
actions, of which infrastructure is a part.  
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PROGRAM FUNDING ACTION PLAN 
A. Obtain funding for juniper eradication 
projects as specified under the Habitat 
Improvement Action Plan beginning 
immediately. (Lead: Fundraising 
Subcommittee). (Ongoing). 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Outside the scope of BLM & Forest 
Service LUP decisions. 

B. Obtain funding for fire rehabilitation 
projects as specified under the Habitat 
Improvement Action Plan beginning 
immediately. (Lead: Fundraising 
Subcommittee). (Ongoing) 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Outside the scope of BLM & Forest 
Service LUP decisions. 

C. Obtain funding for sagebrush 
restoration projects as specified under the 
Habitat Improvement Action Plan 
beginning immediately. (Lead: 
Fundraising Subcommittee). (Ongoing). 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Outside the scope of BLM & Forest 
Service LUP decisions. 

D. Habitat restoration is the best use of 
federal and state dollars and we should 
focus our efforts on this rather than 
predator control and basic telemetry 
studies. However, it is important to keep 
predator control as a tool in our toolbox in 
the future. 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Each action alternative addresses 
priorities for habitat restoration and 
rehabilitation for GRSG habitat. 

E. Point landowners to Sage Grouse 
Initiative (SGI) funding which is available 
through the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. Identify areas where 
SGI funding will have the greatest effect. 

Outside BLM’s Jurisdiction Outside the scope of BLM & Forest 
Service LUP decisions. 
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Custer County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction – Plan Implementation Challis RMP Direction Challis RMP

Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS

Summary of the direction of the Custer County Sage-Grouse Management Plan: 
Management actions described in the Custer County Plan are consistent with the existing Challis RMP management and direction and could be 
implemented in conformance with the Challis RMP. 

The County Plan requires the federal agencies (BLM & Forest Service) to coordinate and maintain communication with the county and the counties’ 
Natural Resources Advisory Committee. As part of this coordination the county requests documentation and research be available to support 
management decisions.  

The county plan uses different terms to designate habitat than described in the EIS (p. 10); however, the geographical designations, while not exact, are 
similar to those described in Alternative E.  

The county plan identifies predation as the primary threat in the county (p. 14). This threat is not shown as a primary threat on other threat descriptions 
(BLM, State, USFWS, Local Working Group). Predator control is not under the jurisdiction or authority of the BLM or FS and a specific alternative to 
address predator control has been eliminated from detailed analysis – see Chapter 2. 
Chapter 3: Plan Area and Habitat 
Characteristics 
Focus “conservation measures…on the 
primary threats as they exist in Custer 
County…” Threats identified in Chapter 4 
Threat Assessment – E. Custer Board of 
County Commissioners – primary threats 
are identified as 1. Excessive predation; 2. 
Improper management of public lands; 3. 
Wild horse and burro and other wildlife 
impacts. 

Silent Yes Threats identified by the Custer Board 
of County Commissioners are different 
than those identified by the USFWS 
2010 Finding, the 2006 Idaho Sage 
Grouse Plan, and the 2007 Challis 
Local Working Group Plan. 

“Occupied sage-grouse habitat is 
categorized into a single delineation in 
Custer County. This will be known as 
suitable habitat….[this includes] All 
habitat that has been identified as either 
having lek’s present or having the 

Silent Yes Alternative C of the Draft Idaho and 
Southwest Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse EIS (DEIS) combines all 
occupied habitat into one single 
category for management. Alternative 
E identifies Core and Important 
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characteristics necessary to support the 
sage-grouse…There is no good estimate of 
total acres of suitable habitat currently 
available. For purposes of discussion the 
areas identified in Appendix D1-D10 as it 
relates to Custer County in the Challis 
Sage-grouse LWG Conservation Plan as 
adopted in 2007 and Figure 3 in the 2009 
amendment to the same plan will be used 
as points of reference.”; “Suitable habitat 
includes all seasonal habitats, including 
breeding habitats, early breeding habitats, 
summer late brood-rearing habitats and 
winter habitats.” 

Habitat Zones most closely aligned 
with the maps referenced from the 
LWG plan. 

Chapter 4: Threat Assessment    
“…the BOCC has determined that the 
primary threats to the Greater Sage-Grouse 
in Custer County are the following: 1. 
Excessive Predation; 2. Improper 
management of public lands (i.e. failure to 
adapt grazing systems and uses in a timely 
manner consistent with weather and 
seasonal changes); 3. Wild Horse and 
Burro and other wildlife impacts. 

 Yes See discussion above regarding threats. 

Chapter 5:  Plan Implementation    
“The BOCC shall be responsible for 
managing and implementing the Plan.” 

Silent No, Outside 
Scope of Plan 

BLM maintains final authority or plans 
and implementation actions on public 
lands and described in the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act; Forest 
Service maintains final authority for 
plans and implementation actions on 
national forest system lands as 
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described in the National Forest 
Management Act. 

A.  Implementation on Public Lands:  The 
principles and policies contained with this 
Plan shall be required for the management 
of sage-grouse and its habitat on public 
lands that contain suitable habitat as 
described in B. Habitat Characteristics. 

Silent The principles 
and policies 
of the Custer 
County 
GRSG Plan, 
while 
consistent 
with the 
Challis RMP, 
are not 
currently 
required 
under that 
plan. 

Requirement on BLM and Forest 
Service administered lands would 
require a land use plan amendment to 
incorporate that guidance. 

B.  Implementation on Private Lands:  For 
private lands in the Plan Area, the 
principles and policies contained within 
this Plan are voluntary and encouraged to 
be implemented through Best 
Management Practices (BMP’s) and 
conservation measures for the 
management of sage-grouse and its habitat 
as defined as suitable habitat and depicted 
in B Habitat Characteristics.  

Silent Implementati
on of 
activities on 
private lands 
is typically 
outside the 
scope of 
BLM 
planning. 

Outside the scope of decisions within 
the EIS. 

C.  “…require federal agencies to 
coordinate their plans and policies with the 
County, and ability to coordinate with state 
agencies, therefore, ensuring that all 
entities with responsibilities for the species 
and habitat are working together…”; 
“Implementation of this plan will be 

Silent Yes BLM’s obligation to coordinate land 
use inventory, planning and 
management activities is described 
under FLPMA Sec. 202 (c)(9)-(9) to the 
extent consistent with the laws 
governing the administration of the 
public lands, coordinate the land use 
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conducted through a formal coordination 
process with all agencies that have 
jurisdiction and/or responsibility for the 
sage-grouse and/or its habitat.” 

inventory, planning, and management 
activities of or for such lands with the 
land use planning and management 
programs of other Federal departments 
and agencies and of the States and local 
governments within which the lands are 
located….In implementing this 
directive, the Secretary shall, to the 
extent he finds practical, keep apprised 
of State, local, and tribal land use plans; 
assure that consideration is given to 
those State, local, and tribal plans that 
are germane in the development of land 
use plans for public lands; assist in 
resolving, to the extent practical, 
inconsistencies between Federal and 
non-Federal Government plans, and 
shall provide for meaningful public 
involvement of State and local 
government officials, both elected and 
appointed, in the development of land 
use programs, land use regulations, and 
land use decisions for public lands, 
including early public notice of 
proposed decisions which may have a 
significant impact on non-Federal 
lands….Land use plans of the Secretary 
under this section shall be consistent 
with State and local plans to the 
maximum extent he finds consistent 
with Federal law and the purposes of 
this Act. 
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D. 1. Annual Review:  Annual Coordination 
review, annual meeting, updates to the 
Plan as needed.  The input shall be 
considered and incorporated where 
appropriate into a formal written Plan 
update to be approved by the BOCC within 
120 days of the submittal date of the 
requested change. 

Silent Yes See coordination responsibilities above. 
Updates to the plan may require land 
use plan amendments to incorporate 
into public land management if and 
when those changes affect land use 
planning level decisions. 

D.2.  New Scientific Information:   If at any 
time between the annual review period 
with federal or state agencies, or private 
entities with property interests in the Plan 
Area become aware of or acquire new 
science regarding the species or its habitat 
in the Plan Area within Custer County that 
may warrant changes to the BMP’s, 
conservation measures or policies within 
this Plan, then they shall submit a written 
report to the County, including the 
scientific review and supporting data, for 
the County’s consideration.  If the BOCC 
finds changes to the Plan are warranted, 
then it can initiate a formal review of the 
Plan in coordination with all entities. 

Silent Yes Yes, see above for description of plan 
changes. 

Chapter 6:  Principles    
C.  Custer County has a population of 
approximately 4,333, and therefore is 
considered a “small local jurisdiction” as 
defined by the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
USC 601).  All proposed rules for the 
purpose of managing the sage-grouse or its 
habitat by federal agencies requires an 
economic analysis and consideration of 

Silent Yes The Social and Economic Analysis has 
been shared with Custer County and 
the County has provided comments to 
the BLM. These comments have been 
incorporated into the social and 
economic analysis as appropriate.   
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that analysis prior to the finalization of the 
proposed rule.  This analysis shall be 
prepared in Coordination with Custer 
County. 
E.  Sage-grouse management decisions 
shall be made based on the best available 
scientific information that is applicable to 
sage-grouse habitat in Custer County.  The 
scientific information used will be 
consistent with standards of the 
Information Quality Act (44 USC 3516) (see 
definitions of Quality, Objectivity, Utility 
and Integrity), as verified by the County. 

Silent Yes Comments on the Administrative Draft 
EIS identified specific concerns over 
cited and referenced scientific literature.  

F.  Land management plans of all 
government agencies that have ownership 
or management responsibilities for the 
lands or species within Custer County shall 
be consistent with the policies set forth in 
this plan subject to valid existing rights. 

Silent Yes Guidance from the county plan is 
incorporated into one or more 
alternatives analyzed in detail within the 
DEIS. 

H.  No policies shall infringe on the 
private property rights of any landowner 
within Custer County.  All species and land 
coverage information gathered on private 
property shall be treated as the property of 
the landowner and shall not be used by any 
private or government entity for any 
purpose unless express, written permission 
has been obtained from the landowner. 

Silent Implementati
on of 
activities on 
private lands 
is typically 
outside the 
scope of 
BLM 
planning. 

Outside the scope of decisions within 
the EIS. 

I.   All sage-grouse habitat and species 
management programs that impact the 
County, administered by federal and state 
agencies, shall be coordinated with Custer 

Silent Yes See coordination discussion above. 
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County, and the data collected by state and 
federal agencies will be shared with the 
County in a timely manner and be 
provided to the County regardless of 
completeness. 
J.  All public lands within the Plan Area 
containing suitable habitat for sage-grouse 
shall be managed to continue the multiple-
uses of the lands as required by 43 USC 
1707(a)(7).  No policies shall be 
implemented that prescribe the 
management of lands for a single purpose, 
but all functions of the land, including 
providing habitat for wildlife and 
supporting the productive uses of its 
resources, shall be considered with the 
objective of balancing and continuing all 
uses of the land.  Unlike public owned land 
where there are many property interest 
holders and the multiple uses must be 
maintained, private land owners have more 
discretion to manage their property for the 
primary purpose of conserving sage-
grouse, if so desired. 

Silent Yes As part of the planning criteria the 
DEIS must follow applicable laws. In 
this case FLPMA directs land use 
planning for resources associated with 
public lands. FLPMA Section 202 (c) In 
the development and revision of land 
use plans, the Secretary shall– 
(1) use and observe the principles of 
multiple use and sustained yield set 
forth in this and other applicable law; 

K.  The ability of wildlife, including sage-
grouse, to habituate to inanimate 
manmade structures and changes to the 
landscape shall be acknowledged. 

Silent Yes Incorporation of applicable scientific 
references – see previous discussion 
regarding use of science. 
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L.  All sage-grouse conservation measures 
enacted on public land or through a federal 
nexus shall be for the purpose of directly 
benefiting the species and its verified 
habitats.  These measures shall be 
scientifically defensible.  All data and 
information used to produce conservation 
measures shall be made available to the 
public and the County and shall be 
coordinated with the County.  Additionally, 
the balance of impacts to other species and 
to human welfare must be weighed prior to 
approval and implementation.  All 
planning efforts shall be governed through 
adaptive management principles to ensure 
that use of the latest scientific research on 
sage-grouse and their habitat, BMP’s, 
technological advances, and incorporation 
of impact avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation opportunities are vetted and 
utilized. 

Silent Yes The purpose and need of the DEIS is 
to address greater sage-grouse habitats. 
See also discussion above regarding 
scientific information. See also 
discussion above regarding 
coordination. The DEIS contains an 
analysis of the social and economic 
environment. Implementation activities 
on Federal lands incorporate adaptive 
management principles as described in 
the Custer County Plan, this would 
apply to all alternatives addressed in the 
EIS, including Alternative A. In 
addition to these principles each action 
alternative (Alts B-F) contains a specific 
adaptive management strategy complete 
with adaptive management thresholds 
(triggers) and response.  

Chapter 7:  Policies    
A.  Predation 
1.  Prior to implementing any conservation 
measures that decrease the productive use 
of the land for the benefit of the sage-
grouse, the impact of predation must be 
considered.  Measures must be put in place 
to control predation to the satisfaction of 
the BOCC, if found to be the cause of the 
impact. 
2.  The BOCC will coordinate with the 

Silent Yes Direct predator control is outside the 
authority of BLM and outside the 
scope of potential decisions for the 
DEIS. Alternative E contains an 
adaptive management approach which 
includes identification of specific 
causes, where ascertainable, and 
appropriate management changes based 
on the identified cause(s). Alternatives 
B, C, D & F include anti perch devices 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 

 R-22  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 
Custer County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction – Plan Implementation Challis RMP Direction  Challis RMP 

Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS 

Idaho Fish and Game to determine 
appropriate predator control measures. 
3.  Encourage private landowners and 
citizens to document predator occurrences 
and provide these to the BOCC so that the 
proper agencies can be notified and 
appropriate control measures 
implemented.  
4.  Anti-perch devices will be encouraged, 
but not required, for all existing and future 
transmission lines and structures that may 
have a deleterious affect on sage-grouse in 
suitable habitat. 

as required design features. Alternative 
E does not require anti perching 
devices although they can be 
implemented as best management 
practices. 

B.  Livestock Grazing 
1.  Maintain sustainable grazing consistent 
with historic land use and ranching 
practices.  
2.  Livestock grazing is an important tool 
to properly manage sage-grouse habitat, 
and should not be removed from the Plan 
Area. 
3.  Any grazing restrictions or conservation 
measures that are implemented through a 
grazing permit shall be based solely on the 
conditions and activities specific to that 
permitted grazing allotment. 
4.  Annual precipitation measurements 
should become a part of annual operating 
plans.  Although the County contains the 
states highest mountain ranges, it receives 
the least amount of precipitation of any 
county in Idaho, and therefore has a 
climate, topography and ecology that is 

Livestock Grazing 
Goal 1 - Rational 1:  Manage livestock 
grazing activities to ensure achievement 
and maintenance of, or significant 
progress toward achieving, fundamentals 
of rangeland health, and standards for 
rangeland health and guidelines for 
livestock grazing management (per 43 
CFR 4180). 
 
Goal 2 - Rationale 2:  Prescribed burns 
and seedings would be done to promote a 
variety of resource objectives including 
ecosystem health and diversity.  See 
Rangeland Vegetation Treatment Projects 
Goal 1, #2 (p. 51) for further criteria). 
Goal 2 – Rationale 3:  Use land 
treatments, range improvements, and 
improved grazing management as tools to 
achieve multiple use objectives.  Evaluate 

Yes Alternatives B, D & E all continue to 
allow for livestock management. These 
alternatives also recognize proper 
livestock grazing as a potential tool to 
utilize in moving towards desired 
vegetation conditions that support 
greater sage-grouse habitat. Alternatives 
B, D, E & F all continue to implement 
Standards for Rangeland Health which 
address conditions at the allotment 
level. All these alternatives also 
incorporate sage-grouse habitat 
management objectives (such as the 
Connelly guidelines) .  
4. How does present drought 
management protocol include or 
incorporate precipitation? 
Actions 6-11 are all included as 
components of Alternative E.  
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unlike any other area with sage-grouse 
habitat.  This uniqueness also contributes 
to areas with above average precipitation 
while areas just over the hill are receiving 
below average precipitation.  If the 
monitoring data shows there is an increase 
in forage that supports additional livestock 
in a suitable habitat area, then increased 
grazing should be considered. If 
monitoring data shows a decrease in forage 
in a suitable habitat area, then a reduction 
in livestock can considered as long as it is 
demonstrated that failure to do so would 
cause a deleterious effect on the sage-
grouse. 
5.  Add sage-grouse guidelines into 
management plans as desired conditions, 
recognizing livestock grazing may not 
always be a causal factor (State Alternative) 
6.  Prioritize completion of land (range) 
health assessments and grazing permit 
NEPA analysis on allotments with 
declining sage-grouse populations, as 
verified by Custer County. 
7.  Allotment Assessments will use 
published Characteristics of sage-grouse 
habitat and comply with 43 CFR 4180.2(c). 
8.  Allotment management changes must 
be tailored to address specific problems 
when the cause of that problem has been 
determined using the best available 
science including the flexibility to change 

existing seedings for retreatment before 
any new seedings are done within a given 
allotment.  Authorize permanent increases 
in livestock preference as a result of range 
improvement projects only after an ID 
team has performed an allotment analysis 
and determined that resource objectives 
have been met. 
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time on a unit, the number of livestock for 
a designated period of time and season of 
use. 
9.  Changes in grazing management 
should only occur when monitoring 
indicates sage-grouse objectives are not 
being met as a result of grazing practices. 
10.  Management changes, when needed, 
must be tailored to specifically address 
habitat objectives that need improvement, 
but should not adversely affect the habitat 
of other species. 
11.  Altering grazing schemes in 
allotments, where needed and appropriate, 
may be facilitated by enhanced grazing 
opportunities with introduced seeding or 
areas with lower values to sage-grouse.  
The unintended consequences of altering 
grazing use, such as possible increased 
risk of wildfire, must be carefully 
considered in any management proposal. 
(State Alternative) 
C.  Wild Horse, Burro and Wildlife 
Management 
1.  The BLM Challis Field Office shall  
follow herd management plans for wild 
horses and stay within appropriate 
management levels 
2.  If it is determined, utilizing the best 
available science and monitoring data, 
including private data, that over grazing is 
causing a deleterious effect on suitable 
habitat, then the impact of wild horses, 

Wild Horses and Burros 
Goal 1:  Maintain a viable population of 
wild horses so as to achieve a thriving 
natural ecological balance in the Herd 
Management Area. 
Rationale:  Required by the Wild Horse 
and Burro Act. 
1.  Manage the wild horse herd for an 
appropriate management level of 185 
animals in accordance with the 1985 U.S. 
District Court Consent Judgment and the 

Yes The DEIS maintains existing guidance 
described in the Challis RMP with 
regard to wild horse herd management 
plans and appropriate management 
levels. Alternative E contains an 
adaptive management approach which 
includes identification of specific 
causes, where ascertainable, and 
appropriate management changes based 
on the identified cause(s). 
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burros and wildlife must be considered 
first before any conservation measures are 
taken to reduce domestic livestock 
grazing.  Only after reductions in wild 
horses, burros and wildlife have been taken 
and not found to sufficiently reduce the 
impact can the reduction of domestic 
livestock be considered. 
3.  If wildlife grazing is determined to be 
the cause of inadequate sagebrush form 
and cover, modifications of herd objectives 
shall be prioritized by the appropriate 
agencies. 

current activity plan for the wild horse 
Herd Management Area.  The herd would 
vary from 185 to about 253 animals 
between roundups.  Adjust horse numbers 
to a lower level if monitoring data show 
that the current appropriate management 
level is causing unacceptable levels or 
resource degradation. 
 
Wildlife Habitat 
Goal 1 - Rationale 3:  Monitor key habitat 
sites to ensure that big game populations 
do not exceed proper levels or damage 
important habitat components.  Design 
monitoring to determine whether big 
game are adversely affecting progress 
toward the riparian and aquatic habitat 
conditions described in Attachment 15. (p. 
127 of the Challis RMP) 

D.  Mineral Development 
1.  Mineral development can occur in 
suitable habitat utilizing best management 
practices and taking all reasonable 
measures to reduce impacts and avoid 
impacts to suitable habitat where possible. 
2.  Conservation measures designed to 
protect suitable habitat shall not affect 
access to any existing or future mining 
claim. 
3.  No federal land mineral withdrawals 
shall be made as an effort to conserve 
suitable habitat.  Full access to all 

Minerals 
Goal 1:  Manage the Federal mineral estate 
in the resource Area for oil, gas, and 
geothermal exploration and development, 
while minimizing adverse impacts to other 
resource values. 
Goal 2:  Provide saleable and non-energy 
leasable minerals to meet local demand, 
while minimizing adverse impacts to other 
resources values. 
Goal 3:  Maintain the availability of public 
lands for locatable mineral exploration and 
development.  Minimize adverse effects of 

Yes Alternative D & E allow for mineral 
development in GRSG habitat with 
application of best management 
practices. 
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resources must be maintained in order to 
ensure a productive economy and the 
health, safety and welfare of the citizens of 
Custer County. 

locatable mineral development.  Minimize 
adverse effects of locatable mineral 
development activity on other resources. 

E.  Recreation 
1.  Any plan for creating new or additional 
recreational opportunities on federal lands 
in suitable habitat must provide Custer 
County a sage-grouse impact analysis for 
review. 
2.  Limit motorized recreational use to 
existing roads, primitive roads, and trails, 
as verified by Custer County in suitable 
habitat. 
3.  Any road, primitive road and trail 
closures must comply with Custer County’s 
Transportation Plan and must be 
coordinated with the BOCC. 
 

Recreation Opportunities and Visitor Use 
Goal 3:  Provide recreation al 
opportunities for the remainder of the 
Resource Area not included in the SRMA, 
including areas specifically for 
unstructured outdoor experiences, trails, 
(e.g., hiking, horseback riding, bicycling), 
recreational mineral collecting , and OHV 
use. 
 
Goal 4:  Enhance recreational 
opportunities through designation of 
additional existing roads into the BLM 
national Backcountry Byways program. 
 
Attempted to obtain a copy of the BOCC 
Transportation Plan and was told the final 
document has not been released. 

Yes Alternatives within the DEIS identify 
all GRSG habitat areas (Alts. B, C, E, 
F) as limited to existing roads and trails. 
Alternative D identifies all lands within 
the Challis Field Office as limited to 
existing roads and trails, where explicit 
decisions RMP have been made to 
manage an area as open, those areas 
will remain open. After the land use 
plan amendment is completed 
comprehensive travel and 
transportation management plans 
would be completed to identify 
designated roads and trails and the 
areas would then be managed as limited 
to designated roads and trails. 
Coordination with Custer County 
would occur as described previously. 

F.  Infrastructure and Roads 
1.  Limit motorized travel to existing roads, 
primitive roads and trails as verified by 
Custer County in suitable habitat. 
2.  Any road, primitive road, or trail 
closures must comply with Custer County’s 
Transportation Plan and must be 
coordinated with the BOCC. 
3.  New infrastructure can be placed in 
suitable habitat, as long as, reasonable 
measures are taken to ensure there will be no 

Transportation 
Goal 1:  Consistent with other resource 
objectives and values, provide an adequate 
road and trail system on the Challis 
Resource  Area’s public lands to (a) satisfy 
the public needs for recreation, 
commodity production, access, and safety, 
and (b) facilitate management of BLM 
resources and programs. 
The Challis Travel Management Plan was 
approved in 2008 and has been 

Yes See travel and transportation discussion 
above. Infrastructure development is 
allowed with restrictions and/or 
conservation measures in Alternatives 
D & E. The best management practices 
identified are included as a component 
of Alternative E. 
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deleterious effect on the sage-grouse, as 
determined by Custer County.  Best 
Management Practices, as defined in the 
State’s Alternative (pg 43) shall be followed. 

implemented. 

G.  Fire Management and Wildfire 
1.  During fuels management project 
design, consider the utility of using 
livestock to strategically reduce fine fuels 
(Diamond at al. 2009), and implement 
grazing management that will accomplish 
this objective (Davies et al. 2011 and 
Launchbaugh et al 2007). 
2.  Prior to prescribed controlled burns 
near suitable habitat, all other fuel 
reduction methods shall be considered. 
3.  In the event of a wildfire, coordinate 
with appropriate agencies in developing 
and implementing rehabilitation plans. 
4.  When pursuing habitat restoration or 
rehabilitation, use native plant species, 
based on availability, and probability of 
successful establishment. 

Fire Management 
Goal 1:  Protect human life, property, and 
valuable resources from wildfire, and 
reduce the impacts of suppression 
activities.  Use prescribed fire to protect 
property and valuable resources, improve 
range and timber resource conditions, and 
perpetuate the natural ecosystem.  

Yes All actions described are included in 
Alternatives B, C, D, E & F. In 
addition Alternative C does not allow 
for prescribed burning as a tool to 
manage GRSG habitat. 

H.  Invasive Species 
1.  The Cooperative Weed Management 
Areas (CWMA), in cooperation with all 
land managers, shall encourage the 
continuing inventory for invasive species. 
2.  Areas of suitable habitat, where non-
natives have invaded, shall be prioritized 
for treatment in coordination with the 
BOCC and the CWMA. 
3.  The County’s Invasive Species Plan 

Goal 1:  Reduce potential for new 
infestations of noxious weeds. 
Goal 2:  Develop an active weed 
inventory program by training public land 
users and BLM personnel in weed 
identification. 
Rationale: 1 – coordinate with Federal, 
State, and local agencies and private 
landowners in the identification of weed 
treatment areas. 

Yes All actions described are included 
within all of the analyzed alternatives. 
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shall be followed when any treatment, 
reseeding or restoration projects occur in 
or around suitable habitat. 
I.  Areas of Critical Concern and 
Wilderness Study Areas 
There shall be no new designations of 
ACEC’s or WSA in Custer County.  If such 
designations are being considered by 
federal land managers, then the county is 
to be informed immediately and the 
consideration of the designation 
coordinated with the County 

Goal 1:  Maintain and protect important 
biological, cultural, scenic, and other 
natural systems or processes by high-
lighting management of areas containing 
these resources. 

No Alternatives B, D & E do not include 
new designations of ACECs. While 
there are alternatives which do not 
identify the designation of new ACECs, 
the FEIS is consistent with FLPMA 
and inconsistent with the Custer 
County ACEC policy, which is 
inconsistent with federal law. This 
inconsistency cannot be resolved at the 
planning scale. 

J.  Monitoring and Habitat Category 
Changes 
A.  All federal and state agencies, with 
management responsibilities in the plan 
area for the species and/or its habitat, shall 
provide the County with an annual update 
of the monitoring programs they have in 
place, data collected and specifics about 
their collection protocols. These agencies 
will inform the County of proposed 
research projects and allow for the 
County's input and collaboration prior to 
implementation.  
B.  All data shall be collected and studies 
prepared using protocols that will ensure 
the quality, utility, objectivity and integrity 
of the information as required under the 
Information Quality Act.  
C.  All data that is gathered in the Plan 
Area shall be shared with the County in a 

Silent Yes See coordination discussion above. 
Alternative B, C, D, E & F all include 
monitoring approaches and protocols 
that are accepted as appropriately 
collecting information within 
acceptable parameters to provide 
information to assess management 
activities described in the DEIS. 
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Custer County Sage-Grouse Management 
Plan Direction – Plan Implementation Challis RMP Direction  Challis RMP 

Compliance Inclusion in Amendment EIS 

timely manner, and supplied to the County 
regardless of its state of completion.  
D.  Private landowners are also encouraged 
to monitor and share data collected on 
private property with the County.  
E.  All data that is shared with the County 
that is not public information will be 
treated as confidential and used by the 
County only to help inform its policies and 
best management practices. 
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S. BLM ACEC Evaluation and Forest Service Zoological Areas 

S.1 Introduction 

During the scoping process for this LUPA/EIS the BLM invited the public to nominate or 
recommend areas on public lands for GRSG and their habitat to be considered as ACECs. 
In response to this invitation, the BLM received ACEC nominations from a number of 
interested organizations. In addition to nominating ACECs on BLM-administered lands, 
during scoping, interested organizations also identified potential GRSG-related RNAs for 
National Forest System lands. 

FLPMA Section 103 (a) defines ACECs as public lands for which special management 
attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or when no development is 
required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic 
values; fish and wildlife resources; or other natural systems or processes or to protect life 
and safety from natural hazards. Section 202(c)(3) of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) requires  that priority be given to the designation and protection 
of areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC). 

Research Natural Areas are areas with valuable ecological resources. These areas are 
protected and maintained in natural conditions, for the purposes of conserving biological 
diversity, conducting non-manipulative research and monitoring, and fostering education.  

The identification and establishment of a national network of RNAs is Congressionally 
mandated  in the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) (36 CFR Sec. 219.25; 36 CFR 
251.23). The need for, and value of, research natural areas has a fundamental basis, as well, 
in NFMA which states that land and resource management plans will include a plan to 
monitor and evaluate the effects of implementing the management plan (36 CFR Sec. 
219.11(d)) 

S.2 ACEC Nominations 

During the scoping process for this LUPA/EIS the BLM received specific ACEC 
nominations in scoping letters submitted by Western Watersheds Project, Wild Earth 
Guardians and the Greater Yellowstone Coalition. The Wild Earth Guardians letter 
represented a consortium of environmental organizations. Nominated ACECs identified by 
Western Watersheds Project contained various amounts and extents of sage-grouse habitat 
and non-habitat. Both Wild Earth Guardians and the Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
nominated areas within identified preliminary priority habitat. The boundary of the and 
GYC externally nominated ACECs were developed through identifying preliminary priority 
habitat within southwestern Montana and the Upper Snake areas, as described in their 
scoping letter. Wild Earth Guardians proposed two separate scenarios: 1) all preliminary 
priority habitat areas excluding significantly impacted lands near active oil and gas wells; and 
2) a system of ACECs to provide for habitat needs of GRSG.  Both of these scenarios were 
evaluated. Under the first scenario all PPH areas were delineated and evaluated and this 
resulted in 16 separate areas in Idaho, Utah and southwestern Montana, grouped by local 
working group area. Under the second scenario BLM evaluated PPH areas to describe a 
system of nominated ACECs which, in addition occurring with PPH areas, also contain 
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relatively intact and high quality habitat. This evaluation resulted in 18 separate areas 
throughout Idaho. 

Using the above mentioned criteria, nearly all identified preliminary priority sage-grouse 
habitat in Idaho and Southwestern Montana was included within an ACEC nomination. 

S.3 ACEC Evaluation Process 

Based on the nominations received, all identified PPH was taken through the evaluation 
process.  

In compliance with BLM Manual 1613-Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, a BLM 
interdisciplinary team conducted an initial evaluation of all GRSG mapped occupied habitat 
to decide which if any areas should be carried forward for further evaluation in the land use 
planning process. The ACEC evaluations were conducted by the BLM’s GRSGS core team, 
which included wildlife biologists and land use planners assigned to the project. Additional 
input was provided by specialists from each Field and District Office that has GRSG habitat 
within their respective boundaries. The BLM’s multi-step evaluation process consisted of: 

1. BLM core team evaluated external ACEC nominations to determine relevance 
and importance. 

2. Habitat was broken down between southwestern Montana and Idaho, and within 
Idaho further delineated according to local working group boundaries. 

3. Draft evaluation tables and maps were created that were reviewed by the full 
BLM IDT and ad hoc IDT members (which includes representatives from each 
field office). 

S.4 Relevance and Importance Criteria 

As mentioned in the introduction, to be considered for designation as an ACEC, an area 
must meet the requirements of relevance and importance as described in the Code of 
Federal Regulations (43 CFR 1610.7.2). The definitions for relevance and importance are as 
follows: 

S.4.1 Relevance 

An area is considered relevant if it contains one or more of the following: 

1. A significant historic, cultural, or scenic value (for example, rare or sensitive 
archaeological resources and religious or cultural resources important to Native 
American Indians). 

2. A fish and wildlife resource (for example, habitat for endangered, sensitive, or 
threatened species or habitat essential for maintaining species diversity). 

3. A natural process or system (for example, endangered, sensitive, or threatened 
plant species; rare, endemic, or relict plants or plant communities; and rare 
geologic features). 
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4. A natural hazard (for example, areas of avalanche, dangerous flooding, landslides, 
unstable soils, seismic activity, or dangerous cliffs). A hazard caused by human 
action could meet the relevance criteria if it is determined through the resource 
management planning process that it has become part of the natural process. 

S.4.2 Importance 

The value, resource, system, process, or hazard described above must have substantial 
significance to satisfy the importance criteria, which generally means it is characterized by 
one or more of the following: 

1. Has more than locally significant qualities that give it special worth, consequence, 
meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern, especially compared with any 
similar resource. 

2. Has qualities or circumstances that make it fragile, sensitive, rare, irreplaceable, 
exemplary, unique, endangered, threatened, or vulnerable to change. 

3. Has been recognized as warranting protection to order to satisfy national priority 
concerns or to carry out the mandates of FLPMA. 

As part of the ACEC evaluation process the BLM determined that the mere presence of 
GRSG or GRSG habitat does not constitute a significant wildlife resource (43 CFR 
1610.7.2). Direction associated with the BLM’s National GRSG planning strategy asked each 
State to identify preliminary priority habitat (PPH). PPH comprises areas that have been 
identified as having the highest conservation value to maintaining sustainable GRSG 
populations. It was determined that areas nominated for ACEC Designation did not meet 
the relevance criteria if they were outside identified preliminary priority habitat. Therefore 
potential ACEC boundaries were identified based on PPH delineated areas.  

As part of the external nominations, proposed ACECs extend across State boundaries. In 
addition Wild Earth Guardians and GYC’s proposals included all PPH independent of 
administrative boundaries, for the purposes of this evaluation proposed ACECs include both 
BLM-administered and National Forest System lands. Forest Service does not designate 
ACECs and therefore any identification of special areas on Forest Service administered lands 
would be referred to as Zoological Areas. 

As a result of the evaluation process, it was determined that 7,272,100 BLM-acres delineated 
into 16 areas met the relevance criteria.  

All areas that met the relevance criteria were determined to have importance because 
protection of GRSG is a national priority for BLM. Table S.1, Potential ACEC and 
Zoological Areas, includes information on each of the individual areas evaluated by the BLM 
and Forest Service. Nominations that met relevance and importance criteria are displayed on 
Maps H.1 – Western Watersheds; H.2 – Greater Yellowstone Coalition and Wild Earth 
Guardians All PPH Areas; H.3 – Wild Earth Guardians System of ACECs.  
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S.5 Zoological Areas 

After the BLM completed its ACEC evaluation process, the Forest Service evaluated GRSG 
habitat adjacent to potential ACECs found to have relevance and importance. The Forest 
Service is considering designating these areas as Zoological Areas to ensure consistent 
management across the landscape. When considering Zoological Areas, the Forest Service is 
not required to go through the same screening criteria that the BLM is required to go 
through when considering ACEC designation. In addition to considering zoological areas 
that are contiguous to BLM-administered lands, the Forest Service is considering designating 
some disconnected GRSG habitat as a zoological area. 
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Table S.1 
Potential ACEC and Zoological Areas (ACEC refers to BLM areas, ZOA refers to Forest Service areas) 

Delineation Name State Description Nominated By Alternative BLM 
Acres 

FS 
Acres 

ID-ACEC-C-01 ID-OR Borderlands 
and Owyhee Front 

Idaho BLM PPH within 
Owyhee and Bruneau 
Field Offices 

Western 
Watersheds Project 

C 
1,795,610 0 

ID-ACEC-C-02 Sagebrush Sea Idaho BLM PPH within the 
southern 2/3 of the 
Jarbidge Field Office 

Western 
Watersheds Project 

C 
765,068 0 

ID-ACEC-C-03 Pahsimeroi Idaho BLM PPH within the 
Pahsimerio area of the 
Challis FO 

Western 
Watersheds Project 

C 
128,579 0 

ID-ACEC-C-04 Canyon/Big Timber 
Project and Birch 
Creek Watershed 

Idaho BLM PPH within the 
Canyon/Big Timber 
Project Area 

Western 
Watersheds Project 

C 
169,796 0 

MT-ACEC-F-01a 
MT-ZOA-F-01a 

Clark Canyon Montana PPH West of Dillon Greater 
Yellowstone 
Coalition & Wild 
Earth Guardians 

F 

198,770 29,845 

MT-ACEC-F-02a 
MT-ZOA-F-02a 

Lima Montana PPH West of I-15 and 
South of Clark 
Canyon Area 

Greater 
Yellowstone 
Coalition & Wild 
Earth Guardians 

F 

54,393 52,698 

MT-ACEC-F-03a 
MT-ZOA-F-03a 

Red Rock  Montana PPH Area primarily 
East of I-15 

Greater 
Yellowstone 
Coalition & Wild 
Earth Guardians 

F 

202,088 83,509 

ID-ACEC-F-01a Owyhee Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 1,796,060 0 

ID-ACEC-F-02a Jarbidge Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 769,426 0 

ID-ACEC-F-03a 
ID-ZOA-F-01a 

Shoshone Basin Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 122,674 66,850 
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Table S.1 
Potential ACEC and Zoological Areas (ACEC refers to BLM areas, ZOA refers to Forest Service areas) 

Delineation Name State Description Nominated By Alternative BLM 
Acres 

FS 
Acres 

ID-ACEC-F-04a 
ID-ZOA-F-02a 

South Magic Valley Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 253,875 134,371 

ID-ACEC-F-05a 
ID-ZOA-F-03a 

Curlew Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 177,791 41,231 

ID-ACEC-F-06a 
ID-ZOA-F-04a 

Mountain Home Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 83,576 15,467 

ID-ACEC-F-07a 
ID-ZOA-F-05a 

North Magic Valley Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 997,642 13,408 

ID-ACEC-F-08a Big Desert Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 559,546 0 

ID-ACEC-F-09a 
ID-ZOA-F-06a 

Upper Snake Idaho PPH within areas 
described in July 2006 
Idaho Sage-Grouse 
Conservation Plan; All 
PPH Areas 

Greater 
Yellowstone 
Coalition;Wild 
Earth Guardians 

F 

936,010 182,093 

ID-ACEC-F-10a 
ID-ZOA-F-07a 

Challis Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 981,609 301,769 

ID-ACEC-F-11a West Central Idaho All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 77,224 0 

ID-ACEC-F-12a 
ID-ZOA-F-08a 

East Idaho Uplands Idaho PPH within areas 
described in July 2006 
Idaho Sage-Grouse 
Conservation Plan; All 
PPH Areas 

Greater 
Yellowstone 
Coalition; Wild 
Earth Guardians 

F 

55,826 1,623 

UT-ZOA-F-01a Sawtooth  Utah All PPH Areas Wild Earth 
Guardians 

 0 71,827 

ID-ACEC-F-01b Tent Creek Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 37,337 0 

ID-ACEC-F-02b Garat 4 Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 27,411 0 

ID-ACEC-F-03b Garat 3 Idaho Extensive System of Wild Earth F 12,776 0 
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Table S.1 
Potential ACEC and Zoological Areas (ACEC refers to BLM areas, ZOA refers to Forest Service areas) 

Delineation Name State Description Nominated By Alternative BLM 
Acres 

FS 
Acres 

ACECs Guardians 
ID-ACEC-F-04b Garat 2 Idaho Extensive System of 

ACECs 
Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 13,166 0 

ID-ACEC-F-05b Garat 1 Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 2,284 0 

ID-ACEC-F-06b Deep Creek Owyhee Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 58,823 0 

ID-ACEC-F-07b Deep Creek Bruneau Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 59,315 0 

ID-ACEC-F-08b Bruneau Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 306,508 0 

ID-ACEC-F-09b Big Springs Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 19,618 0 

ID-ACEC-F-10b Jarbidge Foothills Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 121,711 0 

ID-ACEC-F-11b Shoshone 
Basin/South Hills 

Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 163,182 0 

ID-ACEC-F-12b Sawmill Canyon 
Sage-Grouse 

Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 4,979 0 

ID-ACEC-F-13b Wedge Butte Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 34,268 0 

ID-ACEC-F-14b Wildhorse Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 210,250 0 

ID-ACEC-F-15b Quaking Aspen Butte Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 148,345 0 

ID-ACEC-F-16b Bear Lake Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 42,909 0 
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Table S.1 
Potential ACEC and Zoological Areas (ACEC refers to BLM areas, ZOA refers to Forest Service areas) 

Delineation Name State Description Nominated By Alternative BLM 
Acres 

FS 
Acres 

ID-ACEC-F-17b Table Butte/Camas 
Butte 

Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 72,903 0 

ID-ACEC-F-18b 
ID-ZOA-F01b 

Medicine 
Lodge/Birch Creek 

Idaho Extensive System of 
ACECs 

Wild Earth 
Guardians 

F 112,184 165 
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T. Response to Comments on the Draft Land Use Plan Amendment/Environmental 
Impact Statement 

T.1 Introduction 

After publishing the Draft LUPA/EIS, the BLM and Forest Service held a 90-day public 
comment period to receive comments on the Draft LUPA/EIS. The BLM and Forest 
Service received written comments on the Draft LUPA/EIS by mail, email, and submissions 
at the public meetings and oral comments transcribed at public meetings. Comments 
covered a wide spectrum of thoughts, opinions, ideas, and concerns. The BLM and Forest 
Service recognize that commenters invested considerable time and effort to submit 
comments on the Draft LUPA/EIS and developed a comment analysis methodology to 
ensure that all comments were considered, as directed by NEPA regulations.  

According to NEPA, the BLM and Forest Service are required to identify and formally 
respond to all substantive public comments. The BLM and Forest Service developed a 
systematic process for responding to comments to ensure all substantive comments were 
tracked and considered. Upon receipt, each comment letter was assigned an identification 
number and logged into the BLM’s comment analysis database, CommentWorks, which 
allowed the BLM and Forest Service to organize, categorize, and respond to comments. 
Substantive comments from each letter were coded to appropriate categories based on the 
content of the comment, retaining the link to the commenter. The categories generally 
follow the sections presented in the Draft LUPA/EIS, though some relate to the planning 
process or editorial concerns. 

Comments similar to each other were grouped under a topic heading, and the BLM and 
Forest Service drafted a statement summarizing the issues contained in the comments. The 
responses were crafted to respond to the comments, and, if warranted, a change to the EIS 
was made. 

Although each comment letter was diligently considered, the comment analysis process 
involved determining whether a comment was substantive or nonsubstantive in nature. In 
performing this analysis, BLM and Forest Service relied on the CEQ’s regulations to 
determine what constituted a substantive comment. 

A substantive comment does one or more of the following: 

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information and/or analysis 
in the Draft LUPA/EIS 

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of the information and/or analysis 
in the Draft LUPA/EIS 

• Presents reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the Draft LUPA/EIS 
that meet the purpose and need of the proposed action and addresses significant 
issues 

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the merits of an alternative or alternatives 
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• Causes changes in or revisions to the proposed action 

• Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of the planning process itself 

Additionally, the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) identifies the following types of 
substantive comments: 

Comments on the Adequacy of the Analysis: Comments that express a professional 
disagreement with the conclusions of the analysis or assert that the analysis is inadequate are 
substantive in nature but may or may not lead to changes in the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS. 
Interpretations of analyses should be based on professional expertise. Where there is 
disagreement within a professional discipline, a careful review of the various interpretations 
is warranted. In some cases, public comments may necessitate a reevaluation of analytical 
conclusions. If, after reevaluation, the manager responsible for preparing the EIS 
(Authorized Officer) does not think that a change is warranted, the response should provide 
the rationale for that conclusion. 

Comments That Identify New Impacts, Alternatives, or Mitigation Measures: Public 
comments on a Draft EIS that identify impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures that 
were not addressed in the draft are substantive. This type of comment requires the 
Authorized Officer to determine whether it warrants further consideration. If it does, the 
Authorized Officer must determine whether the new impacts, new alternatives, or new 
mitigation measures should be analyzed in the Final EIS, a supplement to the Draft EIS, or a 
completely revised and recirculated Draft EIS. 

Disagreements with Significance Determinations: Comments that directly or indirectly 
question, with a reasonable basis, determinations regarding the significance or severity of 
impacts are substantive. A reevaluation of these determinations may be warranted and may 
lead to changes in the Final EIS. If, after reevaluation, the Authorized Officer does not think 
that a change is warranted, the response should provide the rationale for that conclusion. 

Comments that failed to meet the above description were considered nonsubstantive. Many 
comments received throughout the process expressed personal opinions or preferences, had 
little relevance to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft LUPA/EIS, represented 
commentary regarding resource management and/or impacts without any real connection to 
the document being reviewed, or were considered out of scope because they dealt with 
existing law, rule, regulation, or policy. These comments did not provide specific 
information to assist the planning team in making changes to the alternatives or impact 
analysis in the Draft LUPA/EIS and are not addressed further in this document. Examples 
of nonsubstantive comments include the following: 

• The best of the alternatives is Alternative D (or A, B, or C). 

• The preferred alternative does not reflect balanced land management. 

• More land should be protected as wilderness. 



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 
Appendix T – Public Comment Response Report  T-3 

• BLM needs to change the Taylor Grazing Act and charge higher grazing fees. 

• I want the EIS to reflect the following for this area: no grazing, no logging, no 
drilling, no mining, and no OHVs. 

• More areas should be made available for multiple uses (e.g., drilling, OHVs, and 
ROWs) without severe restrictions. 

Opinions, feelings, and preferences for one element or one alternative over another, and 
comments of a personal and/or philosophical nature, were all read, analyzed, and 
considered. However, because such comments are not substantive in nature, the BLM and 
Forest Service did not include them in the report and did not respond to them. While all 
comments were reviewed and considered, comments were not counted as “votes.” The 
NEPA public comment period is neither considered an election, nor does it result in a 
representative sampling of the population. Therefore, public comments are not appropriate 
to be used as a democratic decision-making tool or as a scientific sampling mechanism. 

Comments citing editorial changes to the document were reviewed and incorporated. The 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS has been technically edited and revised to fix typographic errors, 
missing references, definitions, and acronyms, and other clarifications as needed. 

Copies of all comment documents received on the Draft LUPA/EIS are available by request 
from the BLM’s Idaho State Office. Comments received by mail, email, and at meetings, or 
delivered orally during the public meetings are tracked by commenter name and submission 
number.  

Campaign Letters 

Several organizations and groups held standardized letter campaigns for the GRSG effort 
through which their constituents were able to submit the standard letter or a modified 
version of the letter indicating support for the group’s position on the BLM and Forest 
Service LUPA actions. Individuals who submitted a modified standard letter generally added 
new comments or information to the letter or edited it to reflect their main concern(s). 
Modified letters with unique comments were given their own letter number and coded 
appropriately. All commenters who used an organization’s campaign letter were tracked in 
the BLM and Forest Service commenter list and are available from the BLM and Forest 
Service upon request.  

How This Appendix is Organized 

This appendix is divided into three main parts. The first part, Introduction, provides an 
overview of the comment-response process. The second part, Issue Topics, Responses, and 
Comments, is organized by the primary topic and then by specific issue subtopics that relate 
to an aspect of NEPA, the BLM and Forest Service planning processes, or specific resources 
and resource uses. The topics are labelled Sections 1 through 25. For example, all comment 
summaries that relate to aspects of the alternatives fall under the heading, “Section 1.3, 
Range of Alternatives.” Comments summaries and responses for baseline information (such 
as the information found in Chapter 3, Affected Environment) and impact analysis 
(Chapter 4) are found under the respective resource topic. For example, comment 
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summaries and responses related to the affected environment and impact analysis on Fire 
and Fuels are under the “Section 7 – Fire and Fuels” heading. Each topic or subtopic 
contains a statement that summarizes all substantive comments received on that topic or 
subtopic and the BLM’s and Forest Service’s response to the summary statement. Excerpts 
of all substantive comments are posted on the project 
website: http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/prog/planning/SG_RMP_rev.html.   

The terms preliminary priority management area (PPMA) and preliminary general 
management area (PGMA) were used in the Draft EIS to describe the relative prioritization 
of areas for GRSG conservation. These are BLM and Forest Service terms used to 
differentiate the degree of managerial emphasis a given area would have relative to GRSG. 
As the BLM and Forest Service moved from a Draft EIS to a Proposed LUPA/Final EIS, 
such prioritizations are necessarily no longer “preliminary” in nature. As such, they have 
been replaced with the terms Priority Habitat Management Area (PHMA) and General 
Habitat Management Area (GHMA). Comments on the Draft LUPA/EIS referred to PPMA 
and PGMA. As such, the summary statements also use these terms. However, responses use 
the terminology used in the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS (PHMA and GHMA). 

The third part, Commenter Lists, provides the names of individuals who submitted unique 
comment letters (not campaign letters) on the Draft LUPA/EIS. Commenters are listed 
alphabetically by the organization name or commenter’s last name.  

  

http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/prog/planning/SG_RMP_rev.html
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CommentWorks® Issue Report 
Initiative: ID-GRSG-AM 
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T.2 Issue Topics, Responses, and Comments 

Section 1 – NEPA 

Summary 
The FEIS needs to identify an Environmentally Preferred Alternative, evaluate the plan 
according to the USFWS's Evaluation Criteria for Conservation Plans, and provide a 
summary comparison of the population effects under each alternative. 

Response 
1. Section 1505.2(b) requires that, in cases where an EIS has been prepared, the Record of 
Decision (ROD) must identify all alternatives that were considered, ". . . specifying the 
alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable." This 
alternative(s) will be identified in the ROD. The range of alternatives includes the GRSG 
conservation measures in A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation 
Measures (NTT 2011) in Alternative B; recommendations from individuals and conservation 
groups in Alternatives C and F; adjustments to the NTT report (NTT 2011) to provide a 
balanced level of protection, restoration, enhancement, and use of resources and services to 
meet ongoing programs and land uses under Alternative D; and inputs from the Idaho and 
Utah Governors' Offices for lands in each state in the sub-region for Alternative E.  

2. The Policy for the Evaluation of Conservation Efforts (PECE) is the USFWS 
responsibility and will be used by USFWS during their evaluation of BLM/FS land use plans 
as appropriate.  

3. The FEIS includes discussion of population effects in Section 4.2. 

Section 1.1 - Public Notification 

Summary 
BLM needs to publish the statistics for people that provided comment letters on the Draft 
EIS, as well as the comments, their responses, and changes made to the document in the 
FEIS. 

Response 
All substantive comments received on the Draft EIS were considered and reviewed for 
information that would result in changes to the document. Comments simply stating a 
preference for or against a specific alternative or opinions without reasonable basis were 
considered non-substantive since they do meet they do not meet the substantive comment 
requirement of BLM Handbook H-1790-1, Section 6.9.2.1. See Chapter 6 for additional 
details on the comment analysis process.  

Form letters, or identical letters submitted by different commenters, were identified as part 
of the DLUPA/DEIS comment response effort. Since these submissions are identical in 
nature, it is adequate for only one “master” form letter to be included as part of the 
comment response effort and reviewed for substantive comments. All form letters will be 
entered into the project decision file and all commenters will be entered into the project 
decision file as having submitted a comment during the DLUPA/DEIS comment period.  
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Index of parties, comments, and responses are provided in the FEIS. Changes made to the 
EIS are summarized in the beginning of each chapter.  

Section 1.2 - Cooperating Agency Relationships 

Summary 
The BLM did not coordinate with state and local agencies that would be affected by the 
actions considered in the EIS, as required by NEPA and FLPMA. Several commenters 
requested additional coordination for BLM to consider. 

Response 
Requirements under FLPMA and the planning regulations are to: 1) coordinate the LUP 
process with LUPs of other agencies, states, and local governments to the extent consistent 
with law; 2) keep apprised of state/local/tribal plans to the extent practical; consider 
state/local/tribal plans that are germane to the BLM LUP; 3) assist in resolving 
inconsistencies with federal LUPs to the extent practicable; 4) provide for meaningful public 
involvement of state/local officials, 5) where possible/appropriate, develop LUPs 
collaboratively with cooperating agencies; 6)  make LUPs consistent with officially approved 
or adopted resource related plans/policies of other feds, states/locals/tribes, to the extent 
such plans/policies are consistent with federal law and the purposes, polices, programs of 
federal law; and 7) make LUPs consistent with state/local tribal plans that are not officially 
approved or adopted, to the maximum extent practical [1610.3-1(a). FLPMA 202(c)(9)].   

The BLM has met these requirements by coordinating with cooperating agencies, including 
other agencies and state and local governments. Cooperating agency relationships are 
described in the Final EIS in Section 6.3.1, Cooperating Agencies. In December 2011, the 
BLM sent letters to five tribal governments within the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Sub-region inviting them to be cooperating agencies. The BLM also sent letters to over 60 
local, state, and federal agencies inviting them to participate as cooperating agencies for the 
LUPA/EIS. To date, 29 agencies agreed to participate on the EIS as designated cooperating 
agencies, and have signed Memoranda of Understanding with the BLM’s Idaho State Office 
(Table 6-5, Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region Cooperating Agency 
Participation). The BLM has considered consistency with other plans in Appendix R. 
Additional details are provided in Chapter 6.   

Section 1.3 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
1. The alternatives fail to meet NEPA adequacy because: a. they (individually or collectively) 
do not meet the purpose and need for the action b. alternatives were all largely the same, and 
that the BLM needed to provide more distinction (range) between them c. BLM needs to 
consider the alternatives presented by Cooperating Agencies and Environmental 
Organizations, including the County alternatives, the Conservation Groups' alternative, and 
alternatives for the listing of the species or not listing the species. d. specifically that 
Alternative D needed to include the Ecological Site Descriptions to provide adequate 
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understanding of the current management e. and the BLM and Forest Service failed to 
adequately define the No Action Alternative.  

2. Commenters also suggested that BLM and Forest Service did not provide adequate 
rationale for the need of the project. 

Response 
1. a. In accordance with NEPA, the BLM and Forest Service have discretion to establish the 
purpose and need for action (40 CFR 1502.13). CEQ regulations direct that an EIS “…shall 
briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in 
proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). Also, under the 
CEQ regulations, the BLM and the Forest Service are required to “study, develop, and 
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which 
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources as provided 
by section 102(2)(E) of the Act [NEPA].” (40 CFR 1501.2(c)). The breadth or narrowness of 
the purpose and need statement has a substantial influence on the scope of the subsequent 
analysis. The purpose and need statement provides a framework for issue identification and 
will inform the rationale for alternative selection. The range of alternatives developed are 
intended to meet the purpose and need and address the issue; thereby providing a basis for 
eventual selection of an alternative in a decision (BLM NEPA handbook and Forest Service 
Handbook 1909.15 – National Environmental Policy Act Handbook Chapter 10 – 
Environmental Analysis). The range of alternatives considered in the EIS meets the purpose 
and need for the planning effort by including conservation measures for GRSG in 
compliance with BLM’s multiple use and sustained yield mission. The range of alternatives is 
described further in response 1.c. As stated in the DLUPA/EIS, the BLM and the Forest 
Service prepared the Idaho LUP amendment with an associated EIS to be applied to lands 
with GRSG habitat.   

b. The BLM and the Forest Service considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the 
GRSG planning process in full compliance with the NEPA. The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 
1502.1) require that the BLM and the Forest Service consider reasonable alternatives that 
would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. 
While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage public lands and GRSG in 
the planning area, the BLM and the Forest Service fully considered the planning issues and 
criteria developed during the scoping process to determine a reasonable range of alternatives. 
As a result, six alternatives were analyzed in detail in the DLUPA/EIS that best addressed 
the issues and concerns identified by the affected public. The range of alternatives in the 
DLUPA/EIS represented a full spectrum of options including a no action alternative 
(current management, Alternative A).  

Additionally, the resulting action alternatives offer a range of possible management 
approaches for responding to planning issues and concerns identified through public 
scoping, and to maintain or increase GRSG abundance and distribution in the planning area. 
While the goal is the same across alternatives, each alternative contains a discrete set of 
objectives and management actions and constitutes a separate LUPA with the potential for 
different long-range outcomes and conditions.  
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The relative emphasis given to particular resources and resource uses differs as well, 
including allowable uses, restoration measures, and specific direction pertaining to individual 
resource programs. When resources or resource uses are mandated by law or are not tied to 
planning issues, there are typically few or no distinctions between alternatives. Meaningful 
differences among the six alternatives are described in the FEIS in Table 2-9, Comparative 
Summary of Allocation Decisions of the Proposed Plan Amendment and Draft Alternatives, 
and in Section 2.8, Draft LUPA/EIS Alternatives.  

c. Based on this alternative development process, the BLM and Forest Service considered 
input from cooperating agencies, environmental organizations, and the public. As described 
in Section 2.8.3, Alternative B, the BLM used the GRSG conservation measures in A 
Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (NTT 2011) to form BLM 
and Forest Service management direction under Alternative B. This is consistent with the 
direction provided in BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 2012-044, which 
states that the BLM must consider all applicable conservation measures developed by the 
NTT in at least one alternative in the land use planning process.  

During scoping for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS, 
individuals and conservation groups submitted management direction recommendations for 
protection and conservation of GRSG and their habitat, including the Sage-grouse Recovery 
Alternative and proposed disturbance cap. The recommendations, in conjunction with 
resource allocation opportunities and internal sub-regional BLM and Forest Service input, 
were reviewed in order to develop BLM and Forest Service management direction for 
GRSG under Alternatives C and F. County plans were evaluated for consistency with 
current LUPs in Appendix R. 

Alternative D incorporates adjustments to the NTT report (NTT 2011) to provide a 
balanced level of protection, restoration, enhancement, and use of resources and services to 
meet ongoing programs and land uses, and was developed in full cooperation with the 
Cooperating Agencies taking note of the agencies’ concerns with socioeconomic issues.  

Alternative E was based on inputs from the Idaho and Utah Governors' Offices for lands in 
each state in the sub-region.  

Whether the GRSG is determined for listing by the USFWS is outside the jurisdiction of the 
BLM and Forest Service and beyond the scope of this EIS. As noted in the Purpose and 
Need, the BLM was to consider regulatory mechanisms that would protect the species and 
its habitat. As such, the BLM and Forest Service did not develop alternatives should the 
USFWS choose to list or not list the GRSG. 

e. Ecological Site Descriptions are not necessary to describe the affected environment, but 
will be considered on a site-specific basis during project implementation as appropriate.   

f. As clarified by the CEQ, the “no action alternative” for a land use plan amendment or 
revision means “no change” from current management or level of management intensity 
(CEQ 40 Questions, Question 3). The no action alternative may be thought of in terms of 
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continuing with the present course of action. The No Action Alternative is described in 
Alternative A, and includes the current management for the programs within the scope of 
the analysis. The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for comparison of the five action 
alternatives to the existing planning decisions. 

2. The purpose and need is provided in Chapter 1. Under FLPMA, the Secretary of the 
Interior, acting through the BLM has the discretion to engage in land use planning whenever 
appropriate for management of the public lands. 

Section 1.4 - Best Available Info Baseline Data 

Summary 
The EIS fails to meet NEPA adequacy for baseline data because the scale of baseline data 
used is too broad, the EIS failed to include the State and Transition models as part of the 
baseline information, and the No Action management actions, as presented, do not explain 
the regulatory mechanisms that are currently available to preserve GRSG habitat. 

Response 
The CEQ regulations require an EIS to "succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) 
to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration. The description shall be no 
longer than is necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives. Data and analyses in a 
statement shall be commensurate with the importance of the impact, with less important 
material summarized, consolidated, or simply referenced. Agencies shall avoid useless bulk in 
statements and shall concentrate effort and attention on important issues" (40 CFR 1502.15). 
Additionally, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS is a 
programmatic NEPA effort to conserve GRSG and its habitat across a broad geographic 
area. As such, the BLM and the Forest Service described the current conditions and trends 
in the affected environment broadly, across a range of conditions, appropriate to program-
level land use planning actions. Existing regulatory mechanisms under the No Action 
Alternative are presented in detail in Appendix U. 

The BLM and the Forest Service complied with these regulations in describing the affected 
environment. The requisite level of information necessary to make a reasoned choice among 
the alternatives in an EIS is based on the scope and nature of the proposed decision. The 
affected environment provided in Chapter 3 and related appendices including Appendices 
Y through CC in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS is 
sufficient to support, at the general land use planning-level of analysis, the environmental 
impact analysis resulting from management actions presented in the DLUPA/EIS. For 
example, listing every water quality-impaired stream within the planning area by name would 
not provide useful information at this broad-scale analysis, particularly where the proposed 
plan alternatives did not vary the level of riparian protections to provide reduced levels for 
non-impaired streams. The riparian protections within each alternative were applied to all 
streams, whether or not they were water quality-impaired.   

As specific actions come under consideration, the BLM and the Forest Service will conduct 
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-level 
actions. Site-specific concerns and more detailed environmental descriptions will be 
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addressed when project-level reviews are tiered to the analysis in this EIS (40 CFR 1502.20, 
40 CFR 1508.28). In addition, the public will be offered the appropriate opportunity to 
participate in the NEPA process for site-specific actions.  

Habitat conditions and trends for each GRSG population area were determined by modeling 
vegetation dynamics, such as wildfire, succession, insects and disease, habitat restoration 
projects (e.g., sagebrush seeding, grass seeding, and herbicide treatment of annual grass), 
prescribed fire, overgrazing, conifer encroachment and treatment, mechanical sagebrush 
treatment, and fuels reduction projects using the VDDT (see Appendix X). 

Section 1.5 - GIS Data and Analysis 

Summary 
Commenters noted several issues with the GIS data and analysis conducted in the Draft 
EIS:  

• The maps and data layers do not provide enough detail to address "local ecological 
site variability". The data are too coarse and do not provide assurances to more 
localized decision making; some habitat areas are inaccurately identified in the maps.  

• BLM used old data layers to develop maps; BLM should use the newer data layers. 

• The BLM needs to be consistent in their edge-mapping across state boundaries when 
there are different data sets used. 

Response 
Before beginning the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS 
and throughout the planning effort, the BLM and the Forest Service considered the 
availability of data from all sources, adequacy of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data 
necessary to support informed management decisions at the land-use plan level. The data 
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the planning area are substantially different than 
the data needed to support site-specific analysis of projects. The LUPA/EIS data and 
information is presented in map and table form and is sufficient to support the broad scale 
analyses required for land use planning.  

Additionally, the BLM and the Forest Service consulted with, collected, and incorporated 
data from other agencies and sources, including but not limited to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and Idaho and Montana state wildlife agencies. These data were used throughout the 
EIS, including Chapters 2, 3, and 4. The Draft EIS notes that the BLM and Forest Service 
would incorporate any refinements or updates if or when the data were made available.  

As a result of these actions, the data gathered by the BLM and the Forest Service is of the 
appropriate scale and provided an adequate analysis that led to an adequate disclosure of the 
potential environmental consequences of the alternatives.  

A land use planning-level decision is broad in scope and, therefore, does not require an 
exhaustive gathering and monitoring of baseline data. The baseline data provides the 
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necessary basis to make informed land use plan-level decisions. Land use plan-level analyses 
are typically broad and qualitative rather than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions 
(BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, B 
at 29; Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 – Land Management Planning). The BLM and the 
Forest Service will conduct subsequent project-specific NEPA analyses for projects 
proposed for implementation under the land use plan, which may include but are not limited 
to fuels treatment, habitat restoration, and conifer removal. The subsequent NEPA analyses 
for project-specific actions will tier to the land-use planning analysis and evaluate project 
impacts at the appropriate site-specific level (40 CFR 1502.20, 40 CFR 1508.28). The public 
will have the appropriate opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for site-specific 
actions. 

Between the Draft and Final EIS, the BLM and Forest Service worked closely to resolve 
differences between GRSG habitats across state boundaries. These refinements are reflected 
in the Final EIS maps and GIS calculations and described in Appendix N.   

Section 1.6 - Indirect Impacts 

Summary 
BLM's overall impact analysis is deficient in the following areas: 

1. Lack of discussion for where, when, and how BLM will have sufficient funding to 
implement the actions 

2. The analysis does not distinguish between the effects of each alternative 

3. The BLM and Forest Service did not fully analyze the No Action alternative by not 
acknowledging the existing laws and actions already in place that would manage the habitat. 

Response 
1. As a landscape level planning effort, none of the alternatives authorize site-specific 
activities on public lands. The agencies’ selection of an alternative does not authorize 
funding to any specific project or activity nor does it directly tie into the agencies’ budgets as 
appropriated annually through the Federal budget process. As a consequence, agencies’ costs 
and differences in program costs across alternatives have not been quantified. Information 
has been presented in several resource impact sections on the types of costs that might be 
associated with various GRSG conservation measures.  

2. Tables 2-12 and 2-13 in the FEIS, when combined with the effects analysis in Chapter 4, 
adequately compares the effects between alternatives.  

3. All alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, are subject to existing laws as 
described in Sections 1.6 and 1.7. The No Action Alternative is described in Section 2.8.1, 
Tables 2-9, 2-10, and 2-11, and Appendix U. The No Action Alternative is analyzed under 
each resource in Chapters 4 and 5 and summarized in Tables 2-12 and 2-13. 
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Section 1.7 - Cumulative Impacts 

Summary 
The EIS cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate because it does not adequately identify the 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, present a comprehensive listing of the effects 
across all sub-regions, nor analyze how the alternatives' actions would affect actions and 
decisions in neighboring states/jurisdictions. 

Response 
The BLM and the Forest Service thoroughly explained its consideration and analysis of 
cumulative effects in the Draft and Final LUPA/EIS in Chapter 5 and has augmented this 
analysis for the FEIS. The Draft and Final LUPA/EISs considered the present effects of 
past actions, to the extent that they are relevant, and present and reasonably foreseeable (not 
highly speculative) Federal and non-Federal actions, taking into account the relationship 
between the proposed alternatives and these reasonably foreseeable actions. This discussion 
summarizes CEQ guidance from June 24, 2005, stating that "[g]enerally, agencies can 
conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects 
of past actions without delving into the historical details of individual past actions." This is 
because a description of the current state of the environment inherently includes the effects 
of past actions. Information on the current conditions is more comprehensive and more 
accurate for establishing a useful starting point for cumulative effects analysis. The BLM and 
the Forest Service explicitly described their assumptions regarding proposed projects and 
other reasonably foreseeable future actions. On Forest Service-administered lands, 
reasonably foreseeable actions are those that would occur under their current land use plans 
from a broad-scale perspective.  

The BLM and the Forest Service have complied fully with the requirements of 40 CFR 
1508.7 and prepared a cumulative impact analysis to the extent possible based on the broad 
nature and scope of the proposed management options under consideration at the land use 
planning level.  

The DLUPA/EISs contains a qualitative discussion of cumulative effects at the WAFWA 
Management Zone scale to set the stage for a more quantitative analysis to be contained in 
the Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment/FEIS. Additional quantitative cumulative analysis 
was added to the Final EIS in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts. 

Section 1.9 - Mitigation Measures 

Summary 
1.  The BLM needs to include a monitoring, mitigation, and adaptive management 
plan/framework in the FEIS that will include specific criteria for determining GRSG 
conservation success and how the disturbance percentages will be calculated. 

2. BLM needs to clarify the relationship between the disturbance thresholds and the 
monitoring framework. 
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3. The BLM needs to release the mitigation strategy for public review. 

Response 
Mitigation and monitoring frameworks were introduced in the DEIS in Chapter 2 and in 
Appendices F and E, respectively. An Adaptive Management strategy was also introduced 
in Chapter 2 of the DEIS. A more detailed mitigation framework, monitoring framework, 
and adaptive management strategy has been incorporated into Chapter 2 of the FEIS and 
Appendices J, E, and G, respectively.  

Mitigation will be applied to all implementation actions/decisions that take place on Federal 
lands within GRSG habitat during the life of this plan. Mitigation has been further defined as 
Regional Mitigation and the Framework is in Appendix J. The Regional Mitigation 
Framework was developed to follow the BLM’s Regional Mitigation Manual MS-1794, 
Forest Service Handbook FSH 1909.15, and CEQ 40 CFR 1508.20.  

The Mitigation Framework, through the mitigation hierarchy, guides the BLM and Forest 
Service. The hierarchy direction is to first, avoid impacts entirely by not taking a certain 
action or parts of an action, second, if unable to avoid, minimize impacts by limiting the 
degree or magnitude of an action or parts of an action, and lastly, if avoidance or minimizing 
is not possible, compensate impacts associated with future implementation actions. If 
residual impacts to GRSG from implementation-level actions remain after applying 
avoidance or minimization measures, then compensatory mitigation projects will be used to 
offset the residual impacts in an effort to achieve the land use plan goals and objectives. As 
articulated in Appendix J, compensatory mitigation will occur on sites that have the 
potential to yield the greatest conservation benefit to GRSG, regardless of land ownership. 
These sites should be sufficiently “durable.” According to BLM Manual Section 1794, 
durability is defined as “the administrative, legal, and financial assurances that secure and 
protect the conservation status of a compensatory mitigation site, and the ecological benefits 
of a compensatory mitigation project, for at least as long as the associated impacts persist. 

Specific mitigation strategies, based on the Framework, will be developed by regional teams 
(at the WAFWA Management Zone level) within one year of the issuance of the Record of 
Decision. These strategies will guide the application of the mitigation hierarchy to address 
GRSG impacts within that WAFWA Management Zone. The WAFWA Management Zone 
Regional Mitigation Strategy will be applicable to BLM and Forest Service lands within the 
zone’s boundaries. Subsequently, the BLM's and Forest Service's NEPA analyses for 
implementation-level decisions that might impact GRSG will include analysis of mitigation 
recommendations from the relevant WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation 
Strategy(ies).  

The Monitoring Framework in Appendix E outlines the methods that the BLM and Forest 
Service will use to monitor and evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of the 
planning strategy and the land use plans to conserve the species and its habitat. The 
regulations for the BLM (43 CFR 1610.4-9) and the Forest Service (36 CFR 219.12) require 
that land use plans establish intervals and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and 
evaluations, based on the sensitivity of the resource to the decisions involved.  
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Implementation monitoring results will provide information to allow the BLM and Forest 
Service to evaluate the extent that the decisions from the BLM and Forest Service LUPs to 
conserve GRSG and their habitat have been implemented. Effectiveness monitoring will 
provide the information to evaluate whether BLM and Forest Service actions achieve the 
objective of the planning strategy (BLM IM 2012-044) and the conservation measures 
contained in the land use plans to conserve GRSG populations and their habitats.  

Monitoring efforts will include data for measurable quantitative indicators of sagebrush 
availability, anthropogenic disturbance levels, and sagebrush conditions. This information 
will assist the BLM and the Forest Service with identifying whether or not they are achieving 
their land use plan goals and objectives, reaching an adaptive management soft or hard 
trigger, as well as providing information relative to the disturbance cap. Specifically, habitat 
degradation (percent of human activity in a biologically significant unit), habitat availability 
(percent of sagebrush in a biologically significant unit), and habitat degradation intensity 
(density of energy facilities and mining locations) will be gathered to inform the disturbance 
cap measurement (Proposed Plan action AD-1).  

Adaptive management is a systematic approach for improving resource management by 
learning from management outcomes. An adaptive approach involves exploring alternative 
ways to meet management objectives, anticipating the likely outcomes of alternatives based 
on the current state of knowledge, implementing one or more of these alternatives, 
monitoring to learn about the impacts of management actions, and then using the results to 
update knowledge and adjust management actions accordingly.  

Incorporating adaptive management into the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater 
Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS will ensure a degree of certainty that the decisions in the plan will 
effectively contribute to the elimination or adequate reduction of one or more threats to the 
GRSG and its habitat. The adaptive management approach incorporates a set of triggers in 
the plan, a soft and hard trigger. These triggers were developed to inform the BLM and 
Forest Service as to when the Federal agency needs to respond (take action) to address a 
declining trend in GRSG or GRSG habitat figures.  

Soft triggers represent an intermediate threshold indicating that management changes are 
needed at the project/implementation level to address habitat and population losses. Hard 
triggers represent a threshold indicating that immediate action is necessary to stop a severe 
deviation from GRSG conservation goals and objectives as set forth in the BLM and Forest 
Service plans. The adaptive management soft and hard triggers and land use planning 
responses to these triggers are described and analyzed fully in this EIS (Proposed Plan 
actions AM-1 through AM-16).  

The agencies will use the data collected from monitoring (Appendix E) to identify any 
changes in habitat conditions related to the goals and objectives of the plan. The BLM and 
Forest Service will use the information collected through monitoring to determine when 
adaptive management triggers are met. 
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Section 2 – FLPMA 

Summary 
The DLUPA/EIS has failed to comply with the multiple-use mandates found in the BLM’s 
FLPMA and the Forest Service’s Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act because it has put 
protecting GRSG and GRSG habitat above legal requirements for balanced management. 

Response 
FLPMA (Section 103(c)) defines "multiple use" as the management of the public lands and 
their various resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet 
the present and future needs of the American people. Accordingly, the BLM is responsible 
for the task of striking a balance among the many competing uses to which public lands can 
be put. The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all uses be allowed on all 
areas of the public lands. The purpose of the mandate is to require the BLM to evaluate and 
choose an appropriate balance of resource uses which involves tradeoffs between competing 
uses. The FLPMA also directs the BLM to develop and periodically revise or amend its 
Resource Management Plans (RMPs), which guide management of BLM-administered lands, 
and provides an arena for making decisions regarding how public lands would be managed 
and used.  

Consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–531), the 
Forest Service manages National Forest System land to sustain the multiple use of its 
renewable resources in perpetuity while maintaining the long-term health and productivity of 
the land. Resources are managed through a combination of approaches and concepts for the 
benefit of human communities and natural resources. Land management plans guide 
sustainable, integrated resource management of the resources within the plan area in the 
context of the broader landscape, giving due consideration to the relative values of the 
various resources in particular areas. The Forest Service is required by statute to have a 
national planning rule: the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 
1974, as amended by the National Forest Management Act of 1976, requires the Secretary of 
Agriculture to issue regulations under the principles of the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act 
of 1960 for the development and revision of land management plans.  

The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS is a targeted 
amendment specifically addressing goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve 
GRSG and to respond to the potential of its being listed (see Section 1.2, Purpose and 
Need). Both, the Forest Service’s and BLM’s planning processes allow for analysis and 
consideration of a range of alternatives in the DLUPA/EIS that identified and incorporated 
conservation measures to conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat and to eliminate, 
reduce, or minimize threats to this habitat to ensure that a balanced management approach 
was recommended. The DLUPA/EIS included alternatives (Section 2.8) that provided a 
greater and lesser degree of restrictions in various use programs, but would not eliminate or 
invalidate any valid existing development rights.  

Additionally, the BLM and the Forest Service developed the Idaho and Southwestern 
Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS with involvement from cooperating agencies, 
including the USFWS, NRCS, and Idaho Department of Fish and Game, to ensure that a 
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balanced multiple-use management strategy to address the protection of GRSG while 
allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable resources on the public lands. 

Section 2.2 - Consistency with other state, county, or local plans 

Summary 
The BLM's actions considered in the alternatives conflict with local and state agency plans 
and policies; furthermore, the BLM did not review all of the county and state plans to ensure 
that conservation measures are as consistent as possible with other planning jurisdictions. 

Response 
To the extent possible under existing law, the BLM's land use plans must be consistent with 
officially approved or adopted resource-related plans of Indian tribes, other Federal agencies, 
and State and local governments (see 43 CFR 1610). The BLM has worked closely with State 
and local governments during preparation of the Draft LUPA/EIS. The LUPA/EIS lists the 
cooperating agencies actively involved in the planning process in Section 6.3. The BLM 
requested the state, county, and tribal government cooperating agencies assist in the 
consistency reviews by reviewing the range of alternatives associated with the Draft 
LUPA/EIS and identify potential inconsistencies between the alternatives and each agency’s 
applicable plans. This allows the state, local, and tribal cooperating agencies to use their 
special expertise regarding the familiarity with their own state, local, or tribal plans. On the 
local level, it is a county’s responsibility to accurately identify and communicate any 
inconsistencies between that county’s plan and the proposed alternative.  

The BLM works to find a balance among uses and needs as reflected in these local 
government plans and has done so in the preparation of the LUPA/EIS; a list of these plans 
can be found in Section 1.7, Relationship to Other Policies, Plans, and Programs. The BLM 
is aware that there are specific state laws and local plans relevant to aspects of public land 
management that are discrete from, and independent of, federal law. However, BLM is 
bound by federal law. As a consequence, there may be inconsistencies that cannot be 
reconciled. The FLPMA and its implementing regulations require that BLM's land use plans 
be consistent with officially-approved state and local plans only if those plans are consistent 
with the purposes, policies, and programs of federal laws and regulations applicable to public 
lands. Where officially-approved state and local plans or policies and programs conflict with 
the purposes, policies, and programs of federal law applicable to public lands, there will be 
an inconsistency that cannot be resolved. With respect to officially-approved state and local 
policies and programs (as opposed to plans), this consistency provision only applies to the 
maximum extent practical.  While county and federal planning processes, under FLPMA, are 
required to as integrated and consistent as practical, the federal agency planning process is 
not bound by or subject to state or county plans, planning processes, policies, or planning 
stipulations. The BLM has considered consistency with other plans in Appendix R and 
there are no known inconsistencies with state and local plans. Clarification has been added in 
the FEIS in Section 6.3.1.  

The BLM coordinates with cooperating agencies commensurate with each agency's 
recognized jurisdiction or expertise. In areas where the States of Idaho and Montana has 
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clear jurisdiction, such as wildlife populations, the BLM has worked closely with that State 
agency. In cases where a county or agency has expertise, such as local county socioeconomic 
information, the BLM has worked closely with the group to incorporate the information into 
the EIS.  

Section 2.4 - Planning Regs 43 CFR 1600 

Summary 
The BLM did not provide an explanation for how and why they defined the planning area as 
they did. 

Response 
The framework for the scope of analysis for the project is based upon the BLM and the 
Forest Service Planning and NEPA manual and handbooks definitions of the planning, 
decision, and analysis areas. Specifically, Forest Service Manual 1900-Planning Chapter, Zero 
Code defines the Area of Analysis as “The geographic area within which ecosystems, their 
components, or their processes are evaluated during analysis and development of one or 
more plans, plan amendments, or plan revisions. This area may vary in size depending on the 
relevant planning issue. For a plan, an area of analysis may be larger than a plan area. For 
development of a plan amendment, an area of analysis may be smaller than the plan area and 
include multiple ownerships.”  

The definition of a Planning Area is the geographic area within which the BLM will make 
decisions during a planning effort. A planning area boundary includes all lands regardless of 
jurisdiction; however the BLM will only make decisions on lands that fall under the BLM’s 
jurisdiction (including subsurface minerals). Unless the State Director determines otherwise, 
the planning area for a RMP is the geographic area associated with a particular field office 
(43 CFR 1610.1(b)). State Directors may also establish regional planning areas that 
encompass several field offices and/or states, as necessary. For this EIS, decision area 
includes those BLM and Forest Service lands and mineral estates within the sub-region 
boundaries. 

Further details regarding delineation of the planning area and the GRSG habitats within it 
are presented in Section 1.1, Section 2.6, Section 2.8, and Appendix N.  

Section 3 - Other Laws 

Summary 
The BLM has failed to document how the EIS and/or actions considered in the EIS comply 
with other laws, including all Onshore Orders regulating oil and gas development, the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 and Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 2000, the Taylor 
Grazing Act, the Mining and Minerals Policy Act, the Information Quality Act, the Wild 
Horse and Burro Act, other multiple use mandates (e.g., Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 
1960, Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, National Forest 
Management Act of 1976), and compliance with other federal agency regulations. 
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Response 
In the Final EIS, Section 1.6, Development of Planning Criteria, the BLM has a criterion 
stating that all BLM alternatives would comply with existing laws, regulations, and policies. 
The BLM and Forest Service have reviewed all actions in the Proposed LUPA and found 
them to be consistent and within the bounds of all required laws, regulations, and policies. 

Section 4 - Sage Grouse 

No comments are associated with this issue. 

Section 4.1 - NTT report/findings 

Summary 
Commenters contended that the National Technical Team (NTT) report is not based on the 
best available science, contains technical and methodological errors, is not based on local 
conditions, and has not undergone adequate peer review. Commenters questioned why the 
NTT report was used when the IM requiring its use has expired. 

Response 
The NTT was formed as an independent, science-based team to ensure that the best 
information about how to manage the GRSG is reviewed, evaluated, and provided to the 
BLM and the Forest Service in the planning process. The group produced a report in 
December 2011 that identified science-based management considerations to promote 
sustainable GRSG populations. The NTT report (NTT 2011) used the best current scientific 
knowledge to guide the BLM and Forest Service planning efforts through management 
considerations to ameliorate threats, focused primarily on priority GRSG habitats on public 
lands. The NTT report cited 122 references including published papers from the formal 
scientific literature such as Journal of Wildlife Management, Conservation Biology, 
Biological Conservation, Wildlife Biology, BioScience and others, as well as graduate theses 
and dissertations, conservation strategies, FWS 2010 finding, and others representing the 
best available science. The NTT report was intended to be used at a programmatic scale and 
may not reflect local conditions. 

The BLM used the NTT report per BLM IM 2012-044 to construct an alternative that would 
meet the purpose and need. This report was not the only source of information for 
developing a range of alternatives (see Section 4.5, Range of Alternatives, in this 
report). BLM is implementing IM 2012-044 through the GRSG planning effort. When an 
IM expires without being superseded, it can still be applicable and provide guidance to the 
BLM. The fact that IM 2012-044 expired does not mean the BLM has no authority to 
continue to analyze the conservation measures identified in the NTT Report.  The BLM is 
appropriately considering and evaluating the measures in the NTT Report, in addition to any 
other relevant science, through the GRSG planning process. 
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Section 4.2 – BER 

Summary 
The BER contains outdated baseline literature and the EIS should be updated 
with suggested literature. 

Response 
A baseline environmental report, titled Summary of Science, Activities, Programs, and 
Policies That Influence the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) (referred to as the BER), was released on June 3, 2013, by the U.S. Geological 
Survey. The peer-reviewed report summarizes the current scientific understanding about the 
various impacts to GRSG populations and habitats and addresses the location, magnitude, 
and extent of each threat. The data for this report were gathered from BLM, Forest Service, 
and other sources and were the best available at the range-wide scale at the time collected. 
The report provides a framework for considering potential implications and management 
options, and demonstrates a regional context and perspective needed for local planning and 
decision-making. 

Of the suggested studies and references put forth by the commenters, the BLM reviewed 
them to determine if they: (1) presented new information that would need to be 
incorporated into the Proposed LUPA/FEIS, (2) were references were already included in 
the Draft LUPA/EIS, or (3) provided the same information as already used or described in 
the Draft LUPA/EIS. The BLM determined that several of these references contained new 
or relevant information (e.g., regarding noise impacts), and subsequently clarified the 
baseline in Chapter 3, analysis in Chapter 4, and updated the references cited in Chapter 7 
of the Proposed LUPA/FEIS. In some cases, the additional literature was essentially the 
same as the sources used in the Draft LUPA/EIS or did not provide additional relevant 
information and was therefore not incorporated in the Proposed LUPA/FEIS. 

Section 4.3 – COT 

Summary 
Commenters had two distinct views regarding the COT report. One group considered the 
report overly biased and not representative of the best available information. The other 
group suggested the DEIS was not fully consistent with the COT report habitat mapping 
and therefore requires revision to address those deficiencies. 

Response 
In March 2012, the FWS initiated a collaborative approach to develop range-wide 
conservation objectives for GRSG to inform the 2015 decision about the need to list the 
species and to inform the collective conservation efforts of the many partners working to 
conserve the species. In March 2013, this team released the Conservation Objectives Team 
(COT) report based upon the best scientific and commercial data available at the time that 
identifies key areas for GRSG conservation, key threats in those areas, and the extent to 
which they need to be reduced for the species to be conserved. Key areas across the 
landscape that are considered “necessary to maintain redundant, representative, and resilient 
populations” are identified within the COT Report. The USFWS in concert with the 
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respective state wildlife management agencies identified these key areas as Priority Areas for 
Conservation (PACs). All or portions of PACs are encompassed in the GRSG management 
areas under each alternative. Acres of GRSG management areas within PACs under each 
alternative are presented by GRSG analysis area in Table 4-16. The COT report serves as 
guidance to Federal land management agencies, State GRSG teams, and others in focusing 
efforts to achieve effective conservation for this species.  

Table 2-12 demonstrates how the BLM and Forest Service management actions under each 
alternative address the threats to the populations in the Idaho and southwestern Montana 
sub-region. In Idaho, Core and Important Habitat Zones under Alternative E were used to 
derive the PACs in the COT. The BLM and Forest Service have continued to work with the 
USFWS and State agencies to develop a proposed plan.  

Section 4.4 - Policy Guidance  

Summary 
The USFWS will evaluate the BLM and Forest Service plans in accordance with applicable 
laws and policies, including USFWS’s Policy for Evaluation of Conservation Efforts as 
appropriate. 

Response 
The BLM and Forest Service are working closely with the USFWS to ensure certainty of 
implementation and effectiveness to the extent possible. However, certain management 
actions, such as restoration activities, are contingent on funding availability and thus some 
uncertainty remains. 

Section 4.5 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
Commenters proposed revisions or requested additional details and clarifications to the 
alternatives related to GRSG. Topics of concern included:  

• The size of lek buffers  

• Need for and size of disturbance cap  

• Restrictions on wind energy development  

• Noise restrictions  

• Livestock grazing management changes  

• Inadequate description of adaptive management and monitoring  

• Need for an improved definition of no net unmitigated loss  

• Leasable mineral restrictions  

• Juniper removal  
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• Existing and new fencing as they relate to sage-grouse strikes and mortality  

• Lack of active habitat restoration  

• Habitat monitoring  

Commenters were concerned about greater sage-grouse habitat mapping, including 
suggesting clarifications or revisions to the habitat map and concerns about using the map 
for site-scale projects.  

Commenters were also concerned that Manual 6840 was not used as the baseline policy 
governing present GRSG conservation in the No Action alternative.  

Response 
As noted above in the response in Section 1.3, Range of Alternatives, of this report, Section 
2.4 of the FEIS describes how the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
LUPA/EIS planning team employed the BLM and Forest Service planning process to 
develop a reasonable range of alternatives for the LUPA and worked closely with the State 
with assistance from the USFWS. 

Meaningful differences among the six alternatives are described in the FEIS in Table 2-9, 
Comparative Summary of Allocation Decisions of the Proposed Plan Amendment and Draft 
Alternatives, and in Section 2.8, Draft LUPA/EIS Alternatives. The issues below have been 
addressed in management actions and associated appendices prepared for the proposed plan 
and analyzed in Chapter 4.  

Regarding the following issues: 

• Lek buffers have been revised in the FEIS; in undertaking BLM management 
actions, and consistent with valid and existing rights and applicable law in 
authorizing third-party actions, the BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified 
in the USGS Report “Conservation Buffer Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-
Grouse – A Review” (Open File Report 2014-1239) in accordance with Appendix 
B.  

• Additional specificity regarding the disturbance cap has been further explained in the 
FEIS; the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS includes a 3 percent disturbance cap at the 
Biologically Significant Unit (BSU) and project scale. Specific language has been 
included in the Proposed LUPA alternative (see Chapter 2, Proposed Plan action 
AD-1), as well as additional guidance for how the disturbance cap would be 
implemented and accounted for and what data is appropriate for determining 
disturbance (see Appendix G). 

• Restrictions on wind energy development are described in the Proposed Plan, action 
LR-2. 

• Noise and seasonal stipulations for both construction and long-term implementation 
of land use activities have been included in the FEIS (Appendices B and C).  
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• Livestock grazing management changes are described in the Proposed Plan actions 
RM-1 through RM-19 and include additional guidance provided for incorporating 
GRSG decisions into livestock grazing authorizations.  

• Additional detail regarding adaptive management is provided in the Proposed Plan 
actions AM-1 through AM-16 and Appendix G. Monitoring is described in the 
Proposed Plan actions MON-1 through MON-7 and Appendix E. In the Proposed 
LUPA, additional clarifications are provided for the mitigation, monitoring, and 
adaptive management. See also response to comments in Section 1.9, Mitigation 
Measures, of this report. 

• No net unmitigation loss has been removed from the Proposed Plan. Additional 
specificity regarding net conservation gain has been further explained in the FEIS in 
MIT-3, Chapter 8, and Appendix J. Additionally, the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 
includes guidance for net conservation gain when mitigating adverse impacts on 
GRSG. 

• Leasable mineral restrictions are described in the Proposed Plan actions FLM-1 
through FLM-7 and NEL-1 through NEL-3. 

• Juniper removal is described in VEG-8. 

• The BLM and Forest Service used the latest science in developing management 
actions related to fences that adequately address collision risk. No change has been 
made to the document regarding this issue in the FEIS (see Proposed Plan action 
RM-14). 

• Site-specific projects are not identified in the broad-scale plan, but there are a 
number of restoration actions described in the Proposed Plan in the wildfire and 
vegetation management actions. 

• The BLM and Forest Service, in coordination with the state, have clarified 
monitoring and mapping expectations in the FEIS (Appendices E and F). 

A description of the habitat mapping process for each alternative was presented in Section 
2.6 of the DEIS, Detailed Description of Alternatives. The Proposed Plan describes updates 
to the map in MA-5 through MA-8 and Appendix F. 

Section 1.6.1 states that the LUPA would comply with all applicable BLM policies and 
guidance, including BLM Manual 6840. Section 2.7.3 describes consistency of the mitigation 
strategy with BLM Manual 6840. 

Section 4.6 - Best Available Info Baseline Data 

Summary 
Commenters suggested new or additional literature for the BLM and Forest Service to 
consider in the DLUPA/EIS related to:  
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• Determination of GRSG population size and trends 

• Effects of livestock grazing, predation, drought, noise, and anthropogenic 
development  

• Appropriate lek buffers and disturbance cap to incorporate  

• Mitigation  

• Hunting 

• Accuracy of the habitat mapping  

• Infrastructure  

• West Nile virus 

Response 
As described in Section 1.4 of this comment report, the BLM and the Forest Service used 
the most recent and best information available that was relevant to a land-use planning-level 
analysis including the Baseline Environmental Report (BER; Manier et al. 2013), NTT report 
(NTT 2011), and COT report (USFWS 2013). Additionally, the BLM and the Forest Service 
consulted with, collected, and incorporated data from other agencies and sources, including 
but not limited to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 
scientific literature, field and district office data.  

Of the suggested studies and references put forth by the commenters, the BLM reviewed 
them to determine if they: (1) presented new information that would need to be 
incorporated into the Proposed LUPA/FEIS, (2) were references were already included in 
the Draft LUPA/EIS, or (3) provided the same information as already used or described in 
the Draft LUPA/EIS. The BLM determined that several of these references contained new 
or relevant information (e.g., regarding noise impacts), and subsequently clarified the 
baseline in Chapter 3, analysis in Chapter 4, and updated the references cited in Chapter 7 
of the Proposed LUPA/FEIS. Inclusion of this information does not present a seriously 
new or different picture of the impacts from what was analyzed in the DEIS and/or that 
information submitted/used in the PRMP would not result in impacts that were not 
previously considered and analyzed within the spectrum of the alternatives in the DEIS. In 
some cases, the additional literature was essentially the same as the sources used in the Draft 
LUPA/EIS or did not provide additional relevant information and was therefore not 
incorporated in the Proposed LUPA/FEIS. 

A description of the habitat mapping process for each alternative was presented in the DEIS 
in Section 2.6, Detailed Description of Alternatives. 

Section 4.7 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The BLM and Forest Service should conduct additional, more comprehensive analysis of the 
impacts on GRSG to provide more substantiated conclusions.  
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Commenters provided suggestions on how to improve or modify the impact analysis for 
GRSG in several topic areas including:  

• Hunting  

• Predation  

• Anthropogenic disturbance, disturbance caps, and lek buffers  

• Expanding on beneficial effects on GRSG from range improvements  

• GRSG population size and trend  

• Livestock grazing, fences, and trailing  

• Noise as related to low-level military overflights  

• Success of habitat improvement projects  

• Prescribed fire  

• Herbicides  

• West Nile virus  

• More detailed analysis of Alternative A  

• Climate change  

• Need to identify areas for restoration  

• Coal suitability  

The EIS fails to provide justification as to why “withdrawal from mineral entry” is necessary 
to protect GRSG and its habitat when the same objective can be achieved through 
avoidance, minimization of impacts, and mitigation of impacts within the designated areas. 

Response 
The LUPA/FEIS provides an updated and expanded discussion of the environmental 
consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of the presented alternatives. As described 
in Section 2.12.1, coal was not an issue for analysis. As required by 40 CFR 1502.16, the 
LUPA/FEIS provides a discussion of the environmental impacts of the alternatives 
including the proposed action, any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided 
should the alternatives be implemented, the relationship between short-term uses of man’s 
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any 
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources should the proposal be implemented. 
The LUPA/FEIS provided sufficiently detailed information to aid in determining whether to 
proceed with the proposed plan in a manner such that the public could have an 
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with the alternatives, in 
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. 
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Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than quantitative or 
focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter II, 
A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV, B at 29; Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 – Land 
Management Planning). The DLUPA/EIS contains only planning actions and does not 
include any implementation actions. Therefore, effects on GRSG population levels are not 
required to be quantified as part of the impact analysis. A more quantified or detailed and 
specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the decision included implementation 
actions. As specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration, the BLM and 
the Forest Service will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project 
and implementation-level actions. The site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis 
and expand the environmental analysis when more specific information is known. In 
addition, the public will be offered the appropriate opportunity to participate in the NEPA 
process for implementation actions.  

Impacts from the alternatives on GRSG are described in Section 4.2 of the FEIS. While a 
land use planning-level action is broad in scope and, therefore, does not require site-specific 
impact analysis, a thorough review of the EIS’s impact analysis relevant to GRSG was found 
to need additional information and support for the conclusions/findings. The BLM and the 
Forest Service have updated this information in the Proposed LUPA/FEIS to provide the 
necessary information to make informed land use plan-level decisions (Section 4.2). This 
includes revisions to discussions pertaining to those topics in the bulleted list above. 

BLM considered a range of alternatives for locatable minerals management in Chapter 2, 
including recommendation for withdrawal and application of RDFs to the extent consistent 
with applicable law.  The FEIS considers impacts of the Proposed Plan decisions to 
recommend withdrawals and to implement mitigation measures in Chapters 4 and 5.  

Section 4.8 - Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The BLM and Forest Service need to provide additional analysis regarding the cumulative 
effects of livestock grazing and land treatments. In addition, the agencies should predict 
GRSG population changes based on expected cumulative actions. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.7 of this comment report, the BLM and Forest Service analyzed 
cumulative effects to GRSG in the DLUPA/EIS in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. The BLM and 
Forest Service expanded and quantified cumulative impacts for the proposed LUPA/FEIS 
in Chapters 5.1.6 and 5.1.10. These sections have a subheader for Grazing/Free-Roaming 
Equids where livestock grazing is addressed. The subheaders for Spread of Invasive Plants 
and Conifer Encroachment address land treatments. Section 4.7 of this comment report 
describes how land treatments and domestic livestock were addressed in the Environmental 
Consequences section of the DEIS. The DLUPA/EIS considered the present effects of past 
actions, to the extent that they are relevant, and present and reasonably foreseeable (not 
highly speculative) Federal and non-Federal actions, taking into account the relationship 
between the proposed alternatives and these reasonably foreseeable actions. This discussion 
summarizes CEQ guidance from June 24, 2005, stating that "[g]enerally, agencies can 
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conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects 
of past actions without delving into the historical details of individual past actions." This is 
because a description of the current state of the environment inherently includes the effects 
of past actions. Information on the current conditions is more comprehensive and more 
accurate for establishing a useful starting point for cumulative effects analysis. The BLM and 
the Forest Service explicitly described their assumptions regarding proposed projects and 
other reasonably foreseeable future actions. On National Forest System lands, reasonably 
foreseeable actions are those that would occur under their current land use plans from a 
broad-scale perspective.  

The BLM and Forest Service have complied with the requirements of 40 CFR 1508.7 and 
prepared a cumulative impact analysis based on the broad nature and scope of the proposed 
management options under consideration at the land use planning level.  Therefore, effects 
on GRSG population levels are not required to be quantified as part of the cumulative 
impact analysis. 

 Section 4.9 - Mitigation Measures 

Summary 
The BLM and Forest Service mitigation strategy is inadequate or needs clarifications. Topics 
of concern include: 

• Certainty that mitigation will be implemented 

• Lack of scientific evidence that mitigation and habitat restoration results in greater 
sage-grouse population increases 

• Adequacy of the monitoring program 

• Effectiveness of compensatory mitigation 

• How mitigation proposals will be evaluated 

• Siting of mitigation actions 

• Durability of mitigation investments 

• Consideration of using mitigation banks 

• Creation of a mitigation program 

• Framework behind exceptions and associated mitigation, e.g., science behind 
allowing exceptions; offsetting losses and prove mitigation is successful 

• Need for mitigation given the restrictive management in the alternatives 

• Link between compensatory mitigation and adaptive management 
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Response 
A more detailed mitigation framework, monitoring framework, and adaptive management 
strategy have been incorporated into the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS, Section 2.7, Adaptive 
Management, Monitoring, and Mitigation and Appendices J, E, and G.  

Further detailed descriptions of the mitigation, monitoring, and adaptive management 
frameworks are available in Section 1.9, NEPA Mitigation Measures, of this report. 

Section 5 – ACECs 

Section 5.1 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
Issue 1: In the Draft EIS/LUPA, the BLM and Forest Service did not accurately or 
consistently represent the number of ACECs being proposed under each alternative, 
particularly Alternative C.  

Issue 2: Alternatives in the Draft EIS/LUPA do not provide an adequate range of 
management actions for ACECs by only considering new ACECs under two of the action 
alternatives (Alternatives C and F).  

Issue 3: Whether through ACECs or another administrative designation, the BLM and 
Forest Service must ensure any administrative designation established for the protection of 
sage-grouse habitat will provide adequate non-discretionary protections. 

Response 
Response 1: The FEIS has been revised to ensure consistent representation of proposed 
ACECs under Alternatives C and F in Table 2-9, Table 2-11, and Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 
4.13. 

Responses 2 and 3: As noted in Section 1.3, NEPA Range of Alternatives, of this report, the 
alternatives, including the management actions for the ACEC program, meet the purpose 
and need for the EIS. Alternatives within the EIS have established that not all protective 
management for the GRSG is limited to ACEC designation. Only Alternatives C and F 
proposed to establish new ACECs for the protection and management of the GRSG. While 
the other alternatives do not propose such designations, existing ACECs would be carried 
forward. Further, the other alternatives still contain similarly specific management 
prescriptions to manage and protect the GRSG and its habitat that would be equivalent to 
protections afforded via an ACEC or other designations. The Proposed Plan includes 
management area designations for SFA, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA which are all intended 
to help conserve, enhance and/or restore GRSG habitat. 
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Section 6 - Climate Change 

Section 6.4 - Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The EIS does not adequately address the cumulative effects of climate change on GRSG or 
GRSG habitat, including the cumulative effects of livestock grazing on vegetation 
communities and the likelihood of a changing climate to result in an increase in invasive 
weeds.   

Response 
Assessing the impacts of grazing on climate change is outside the scope of this document, 
except as it pertains to reducing impacts on GRSG and GRSG habitat within the planning 
area and in consideration of valid existing rights and the BLM’s multiple use mandate under 
FLPMA. The PRMP/FEIS does disclose the potential effects associated with global climate 
change on GRSG habitats in Section 4.2. However, pursuant to 40 CFR 1500.1(b), 
information must be "of high quality" in order to be considered in the analysis. As explained 
in Section 4.1 of the EIS, it is speculative to attempt to predict the specific nature or 
magnitude of such changes.  

Section 7 - Fire and Fuels  

Section 7.1 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
The BLM and Forest Service should examine the location and size of proposed fuel breaks 
in further detail as fuel breaks in large areas of intact sagebrush limit fire and related habitat 
destruction. Specifically, one commenter requests use of green-strips, including non-native 
species, for fuel breaks. Use of prescriptive fire as a management tool should be further 
examined. 

Timelines for long-term fire management measures should be established in the FEIS. One 
commenter recommends that measures be implemented one year after the ROD. 
Implementation details of fire control measures should be specified. The BLM and Forest 
Service should acknowledge the importance of flexibility in fire management plans in the 
FEIS and allow for on-the-ground decision-making for effective fire management. Language 
within alternatives should be revised for clarity. 

Response 
Before using prescribed fire, the BLM assesses local conditions for potential invasive plant 
invasion. Section 4.6.2, Nature and Types of Effects, notes that while prescribed fire does 
have beneficial uses, the presence of invasive plants and the potential for invasive plants to 
spread after a prescribed fire would need to be evaluated on a site-specific basis. Alternatives 
B and E specifically note that prescribed burns should occur at higher elevation in the 
absence of cheatgrass. If the BLM were to use prescribed fire, the area would be evaluated 
on a site-specific basis with the intention of preventing cheatgrass invasion. The Proposed 
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Plan includes a suite of fire management decisions to address fuels management described in 
Section 2.6, including implementation of the FIAT, supporting development and 
implementation of the RFPAs, utilizing a full range of fire management strategies and tactics 
through strategic wildfire suppression planning, and use of targeted grazing as a fuels 
treatment.   

Section 7.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
The FEIS should include citations indicating that implementation of fuel breaks in sagebrush 
systems reduces the rate of fire spread. In addition, citations should be provided to support 
the use of prescribed fire to improve GRSG habitat. The BLM and Forest Service should 
recognize livestock grazing as an effective fire management tool due to its role in controlling 
invasive plants and decreasing fuel loads. 

Response 
The EIS affected environment section provides the appropriate information for the scope 
and scale of the project (see Section 1.4, NEPA Baseline Information of this report). 
However, upon BLM and Forest Service reviews and public comment suggestions, some 
sections in Chapter 3 have been updated and revised to include clarifications or new 
information. Section 4.2.2, Nature and Type of Effects, has been updated to include 
information about fuel breaks and prescribed fire, and to clarify the relationship between 
livestock grazing and fire. 

Section 7.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The DEIS does not contain sufficient analysis of indirect impacts of reduced grazing on fuel 
loads and related wildfire risk. Additionally, the analysis of impacts of fire suppression 
activities should be reexamined. It is particularly important that this analysis is clarified as 
lack of sufficient regulatory mechanisms for wildland fire was cited as a primary threat to 
GRSG in the FWS listing decision. 

Response 
The impact analysis provides the appropriate information for the scope and scale of the 
project (see Section 1.6, NEPA Impact Analysis, of this report). The Proposed Plan includes 
a suite of fire management decisions described in Section 2.6, including implementation of 
the FIAT, supporting development and implementation of the RFPAs, utilizing a full range 
of fire management strategies and tactics through strategic wildfire suppression planning, 
and use of targeted grazing as a fuels treatment. Upon BLM and Forest Service reviews and 
public comment suggestions, some sections in Chapter 4 have been updated and revised to 
include clarifications to the text. Section 4.2.2 in the FEIS has been revised to clarify the 
impacts of reduced grazing on fuel loads.  

In addition, impacts analysis discussion has been modified to clarify the impacts of different 
suppression measures proposed by the alternatives. 
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Close coordination with federal, state, and private firefighting personnel, local fire 
departments and local expertise, such as RFPAs, will improve strategies for initial attack and 
developing comprehensive suppression strategies to minimize and reduce the size of 
wildfires threatening PHMA and IHMA following ignition. The creation of RFPAs will 
ensure better and faster initial attack on wildfires threatening PHMA and IHMA through the 
employment of additional trained firefighters and resources in rural parts of the GRSG 
Management Area. 

Section 8 - Fish and Wildlife  

Section 8.1 - ESA Consultation 

Summary 
The BLM fails to address avoiding the potential to list the GRSG under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) and that the bird does not meet the criteria to be listed under the ESA.   

Response 
As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.1, Background, in the FEIS, this plan amendment effort is 
the result of the December 2011, BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy 
(BLM 2011). The Strategy responds to the March 2010, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) 12-Month Finding for Petitions to List the Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) as Threatened or Endangered (75 Federal Register 13910, March 23, 2010) 
(2010 Finding). In the 2010 Finding, the USFWS concluded that GRSG was “warranted, but 
precluded” for listing as a threatened or endangered species. 

Section 9 - Lands and Realty 

Summary 
The BLM should prohibit the construction of new permanent infrastructure within lands 
specially designated for GRSG protection, because studies show GRSG avoid areas with 
development.   

Response 
The alternatives consider a range of alternatives regarding ROW avoidance and exclusion as 
presented in Table 2-11 of the FEIS. Additionally, the Proposed LUPA SFA, PHMA, and 
GHMA are designated as avoidance areas for high voltage transmission line ROWs, except 
for the transmission projects specifically identified in the Proposed LUPA alternative. All 
authorizations in these areas, other than the excepted projects, must comply with the 
conservation measures outlined in this proposed plan, including the RDFs and avoidance 
criteria presented in the Proposed Plan actions AD-3 and AD-4 of the Final EIS. The BLM 
is currently processing applications for Gateway West and Boardman to Hemingway 
Transmission Projects and the NEPA review for this project is well underway. The BLM is 
analyzing GRSG mitigation measures through the project’s NEPA review process, which 
will include analysis of conservations measures (see Section 4.8). 
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Section 9.1 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
Commenters requested clarification regarding: types of exclusions, valid existing rights, 
aboveground fiber optic lines, and disposal under current land use plans.  

Commenters also suggested additions to the range of alternatives considered and provided 
information on the feasibility of the alternatives (e.g., co-location, perch diverters, and 
burying lines).  

Commenters noted that the document has contradicting management actions regarding 
geothermal development between lands and minerals sections. 

Commenters noted that Alternative E did not adequately address the purpose and need. 

Response 
The BLM and the Forest Service considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the 
GRSG planning process in full compliance with the NEPA. The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 
1502.1) require that the BLM and the Forest Service consider reasonable alternatives that 
would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. 
While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage public lands and GRSG in 
the planning area, the BLM and the Forest Service fully considered the planning issues and 
criteria developed during the scoping process to determine a reasonable range of alternatives. 
The BLM believes the range of alternatives meets the purpose and need for this effort. As a 
result, six alternatives were analyzed in detail in the DLUPA/EIS that best addressed the 
issues and concerns identified by the affected public. The range of alternatives in the 
DLUPA/EIS represented a full spectrum of options including a no action alternative 
(Alternative A).  

Proposed avoidance and exclusion area designations vary by alternative, as presented in 
Tables 2-9 and 2-11 of the FEIS. Under Alternative D, all new ROWs, unless specifically 
excluded, would be avoided, whenever possible, see D-LR-3. Required design features that 
would apply to specific types of facilities in GRSG habitat are located in Appendix B.  

The Draft LUPA/EIS included an alternative that allows for placement of fiber optic lines 
on existing infrastructure (Alternative D, Actions LR-6 and LR-7 in Table 2-11 of the 
FEIS).  

Under Alternative D, LR-9 (see Table 2-11), new power lines outside of existing ROWs, 
would be buried, where feasible. Reclamation of lands, once facilities are removed, are part 
of standard BMPs, shown in Appendix B of the FEIS. Amendments to existing facilities 
that are otherwise excluded may be allowed under Alternative D, LR-6. Under Alternative D, 
lands currently identified for retention within priority GRSG habitat would be retained 
unless disposal of those lands would increase the extent or provide for connectivity of 
priority habitat (D-LR -19 and D-LR-21). Alternatives A through F propose retention of all 
utility corridors (Table 2-11 of the FEIS).  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 

 T-38 

Lands and minerals management actions did contradict on the topic of geothermal 
development (D-LR-3, page 2-162 of the DEIS and D-MLM-1, page 2-180 of the DEIS) 
and the FEIS corrects this contradiction.  

The first of the assumptions under Lands and Realty Assumptions, Section 4.8, is that BLM 
and the Forest Service will recognize valid existing rights, as long as those ROWs comply 
with the terms and conditions of their ROW grant. The agencies will consider all safety 
concerns into all decisions to authorize a pipeline, including burying a transmission line.  

See also Section 9, Lands and Realty, of this report, which further explains changes made to 
the Proposed LUPA alternative for allocations and management actions.  

Section 9.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
Commenters raised concerns with the baseline assumption (as noted in Ellis 1984 and 
Connelly et al. 2000) that power lines and other vertical structures increase perching 
opportunities for raptors and increase the potential for GRSG to abandon leks.  

Commenters suggested that the BLM and the Forest Service should have considered several 
additional references in their analysis, related to the relationship between GRSG and 
transmission lines. For example, commenters noted the DEIS did not include studies that 
found underground powerlines have more environmental impacts than overhead powerline 
placement. 

Commenters questioned the data in Table 3-36 of the DEIS, which includes the acreage of 
transmission lines within GRSG habitat. 

Response 
Many reports have been prepared for the development of management recommendations, 
strategies, and regulatory guidelines. The National Technical Team report (NTT 2011), 
Conservations Objectives Team (COT; FWS 2013), and the Summary of Science, Activities, 
Programs and Policies that Influence the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse 
(also referred to as the Baseline Environmental Report [BER]; Manier et al. 2013) are the 
most widely used reports that have been incorporated in BLM and Forest Service EISs that 
address the effects of implementing GRSG conservation measures on lands they manage. 
Additionally, the BLM and the Forest Service developed the Idaho and Southwestern 
Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS with involvement from cooperating agencies, 
including Idaho Department of Fish and Game to ensure that a balanced multiple-use 
management strategy to address the protection of GRSG while allowing for utilization of 
renewable and nonrenewable resources on the public lands. 

Management actions included in the Draft LUPA/EIS for the underground placement of 
powerlines are intended to reduce the potential for long-term impacts on GRSG habitat and 
species viability. Literature referenced in the FEIS demonstrates that overhead powerlines 
provide perching opportunities for ravens and other avian predators.  
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The BLM and Forest Service has reviewed scientific literature provided by commenters 
regarding the effects of powerlines on GRSG, buffers, perch diverters, and overhead versus 
burying lines, and the EIS has been revised, as appropriate in Section 4.2. Inclusion of this 
information does not present a seriously new or different picture of the impacts from what 
was analyzed in the DEIS and/or that information submitted/used in the PRMP would not 
result in impacts that were not previously considered and analyzed within the spectrum of 
the alternatives in the DEIS. 

Transmission acreages came from the peer-reviewed Baseline Environmental Report 
(Manier et al. 2013). 

Section 9.3 - Impact Analysis 

Response 
As described in Section 1.6 of this report, the DLUPA/EIS provides an adequate discussion 
of the environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of the presented 
alternatives. As required by 40 CFR 1502.16, the DLUPA/EIS provides a discussion of the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the alternatives be implemented, the 
relationship between short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of 
resources that would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. The 
DLUPA/EIS provided sufficiently detailed information to aid in determining whether to 
proceed with the preferred alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an understanding of the 
environmental consequences associated with the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 
1502.1. 

Impacts to wind energy were discussed in the Draft LUPA/EIS Chapter 4, page 4-331. 
BLM groups Alternative A and Alternative E together in regards to impacts on wind energy. 
Under Alternative E, the BLM and the Forest Service would limit impacts from wind and 
solar energy development through the use of triggers in addition to the general stipulations 
identified in the GRSG section, as well as required design features. This is clarified in the 
FEIS (see Section 4.2.5). 

Management actions included in the Draft LUPA/EIS for the co-location of new 
infrastructure in existing ROWs are intended to reduce the amount of surface disturbance in 
GRSG habitat and concentrate new development in habitat areas already affected by 
anthropogenic activities. The BLM and Forest Service recognize that co-location is not 
feasible in all circumstances, particularly for new powerlines. Requirements for colocation 
have been clarified in the proposed plan (AD-3 through AD-5). 
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Section 10 - Leasable Minerals  

Section 10.1 - Range of alternatives 

Summary 
The DEIS needs a better explanation on how valid existing rights are defined and how they 
will be protected, including fringe or preference right leases. The alternatives need to follow 
the NTT report recommendations more closely, as well as reflect current USFWS policy 
recommendations.  

The BLM needs to clarify the location of non-leased Known Phosphate Areas in relation to 
GRSG habitat. The plan is potentially more restrictive to phosphate leasing than a listing 
under the ESA and did not properly define the environmental baseline for leasable 
minerals. Without prohibiting new phosphate mining in GRSG habitat, the LUPA does not 
protect GRSG from the potential impacts of selenium being released to the environment 
and poisoning wildlife, including GRSG, through transport in air and water and subsequent 
bioaccumulation. The EIS fails to explain or discuss the authority that the BLM has to close 
public lands to leasable mineral prospecting and leasing under the LUPA process under 
Alternatives B, C and D. 

The reliance upon vague RDFs under Alternative D is a failure of the BLM to adopt best 
science that calls for specific restrictions based on observed GRSG response to surface 
disturbances. 

Response 
The BLM and the Forest Service considered a reasonable range of alternatives during 
the GRSG planning process in full compliance with the NEPA. The CEQ regulations (40 
CFR 1502.1) require that the BLM and the Forest Service consider reasonable alternatives 
that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment. While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage public lands 
and GRSG in the planning area, the BLM and the Forest Service fully considered the 
planning issues and criteria developed during the scoping process to determine a reasonable 
range of alternatives. As a result, six alternatives were analyzed in detail in the 
DLUPA/DEIS that best addressed the issues and concerns identified by the affected public. 
The DLUPA/DEIS includes alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of 
restrictions in various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid existing 
development rights. All plan decisions would be subject to valid existing rights. BLM agrees 
that it cannot impose an NSO on an existing lease. A definition of valid and existing rights 
has been added to the glossary in the FEIS.  

Figure 3-13 has been improved to show phosphate lease status and KPLAs relative to 
GRSG habitat. There is no PHMA in the "phosphate patch” and IHMA only in the KPLA 
west of Bear Lake. There is some GHMA, northwest of Soda Springs, but not within 
KPLAs.  
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There are no existing leases in the ACECs proposed by Alternative C in the DEIS. In 
Alternative F (Figures 2-45 and 2-46 in the DEIS), there are existing geothermal leases in 
the Raft River Valley, in the South Magic Valley ACEC (ID-04). There is moderate oil and 
gas potential in the Bear Lake part of the East Idaho Uplands proposed ACEC (ID-12). 
There are geothermal leases in the West Central proposed ACEC (ID-11). 

Selenium bioaccumulation is not identified by the US Fish and Wildlife Service or the NTT 
Report as a major threat to GRSG and is not part of the conservation strategy being applied 
by the BLM. No change to the EIS has resulted from this comment.  

According to 43 CFR 3501.17 and H-1601-1, Land Use Planning, the BLM has the authority 
to close areas to non-energy leasable mineral prospecting and leasing. The regulations 
providing this authority do not need to be described in the EIS because they are outlined in 
the CFR and describing all governing regulations in the EIS would be impracticable. 
KPLAs are areas known to contain a valuable deposit of phosphate. Their only significance 
is that those lands must be leased competitively. A person can obtain a non-competitive 
phosphate lease on lands outside KPLAs, but only through a successful prospecting 
program. 

Upon review of the preferred alternative, public comments, and coordination with project 
cooperating agencies, the Proposed LUPA includes allocations for PHMA and SFA to be 
closed for non-energy leasable minerals, while IHMA and GHMA would be open.  

The RDFs were adopted from BMPs in Appendix D of the NTT report.  In that appendix, 
it states that "BMPs are continuously improving as new science and technology become 
available and therefore are subject to change.  Include from the following BMPs those that 
are appropriate to mitigate effects from the approved action." Wording from NNT report 
has been added to the discussion of RDFs in the FEIS.  

Section 10.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
The oil and gas conditions in the Payette area are different than those studied in the NTT 
report and should not be used as baseline data. The impacts described by Johnson et al. 2011 
are overstated and should be replaced by information from Coates et al. 2013. 

Response 
The reasonably foreseeable development scenario for oil and gas assumes a conventional oil 
and gas field, as unconventional fields have not been discovered nor are they anticipated to 
be discovered in Idaho. The current development occurring in the Payette area of Idaho is 
not within GRSG habitat.  

Under the Proposed LUPA, areas within SFAs would be open to fluid mineral leasing and 
development and geophysical exploration subject to NSO without waiver, exception, or 
modification. Areas within PHMA and IHMA would be open to mineral leasing and 
development and geophysical exploration subject to NSO with a limited exception (FLM-3). 
GHMA would be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration 
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subject to CSU which includes buffers, seasonal timing restrictions and standard 
stipulations. Additionally, the Proposed LUPA would incorporate required design features 
and best management practices appropriate to the management area as COAs when post 
leasing activity is proposed into any post-lease authorizations. 

Section 10.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The analysis in the DEIS describing impacts on leasable mineral development is insufficient. 

Response 
The acres of unleased KPLA land unavailable for development by alternative has been 
corrected in the Chapter 4 tables in the FEIS. The section describing the impacts from 
leasable minerals management for Alternative E has been revised. The impacts of non-
energy leasable minerals management actions to socio-economics have been included in the 
FEIS and the impacts with respect to disturbance caps have been analyzed in more detail.  

Section 10.4 - Cumulative impact analysis 

Summary 
The DEIS did not adequately analyze cumulative impacts of management actions on leasable 
mineral development, including impacts to the Western Phosphate Field, the American 
agriculture industry, and national food security. 

Response 
The BLM and the Forest Service thoroughly explained their consideration and analysis of 
cumulative effects in the LUPA/FEIS in Section 5.2.8. The LUPA/FEIS considered the 
present effects of past actions, to the extent that they are relevant, and present and 
reasonably foreseeable (not highly speculative) Federal and non-Federal actions, taking into 
account the relationship between the proposed alternatives and these reasonably foreseeable 
actions. This discussion summarizes CEQ guidance from June 24, 2005, stating that 
"[g]enerally, agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the 
current aggregate effects of past actions without delving into the historical details of 
individual past actions." This is because a description of the current state of the environment 
inherently includes the effects of past actions. Information on the current conditions is more 
comprehensive and more accurate for establishing a useful starting point for cumulative 
effects analysis. The BLM and the Forest Service explicitly described their assumptions 
regarding proposed projects and other reasonably foreseeable future actions. On National 
Forest System lands, reasonably foreseeable actions are those that would occur under their 
current land use plans from a broad-scale perspective.  

The cumulative impacts on the Western Phosphate Field, unleased KPLAs, socio-economic 
impacts from loss of phosphate resources, reasonably foreseeable actions, and proposed 
conservation measures are considered and reflected in Sections 5.2.8 and 5.2.14 (minerals 
and socio-economics cumulative impacts, respectively). 
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Section 11 - Livestock Grazing 

Summary 
Commenters noted that retirement of grazing permits is not necessarily permanent and 
highlighted several effects of permit retirement. Further, there is a limit to BLM's ability to 
devote grazing districts to purposes other than grazing. 

Response 
FLPMA grants the Interior Secretary the authority to make land use planning decisions, 
taking into consideration multiple use and sustained yield, present and potential uses of the 
land, relative scarcity of values, and long-term and short-term benefits, among other 
resource values (43 USC 1711 Sec 201 (a)). BLM land use planning regulations, found at 43 
CFR § 4100.0-8 provides that the BLM shall manage livestock grazing on public lands in 
accordance with applicable land use plans. The BLM may designate lands as "available" or 
"unavailable" for livestock grazing through the land use planning process (H-1601, Land Use 
Planning Handbook, Appendix C). A decision to make lands unavailable for livestock 
grazing is not permanent. It is subject to reconsideration, modification and reversal in 
subsequent land use plan decisions. BLM land use plans may make some, or all, of the land 
within grazing districts unavailable for grazing during the life of the plan. Further, land use 
plans may impose restrictions and limitations on grazing or any other grazing management 
related action intended to achieve the land use planning goals and objectives (H-1601, Land 
Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C). 

A "chiefly-valuable-for-grazing" determination was originally made for most of the public 
lands pursuant to the Taylor Grazing Act ("TGA," see, 43 USC § 315a). This determination 
need only be revisited when the Secretary is considering creating or changing grazing district 
boundaries. Such a determination is neither required nor appropriate when establishing 
grazing levels within a district during FLPMA land use planning. (See USDI Solicitor 
Opinion, "Clarification of M-37008, May 13, 2003"). This RMP is not considering creating 
or changing grazing district boundaries. Although lands have been identified as "chiefly-
valuable-for-grazing" per the TGA for purposes of establishing grazing districts within the 
public domain. This TGA determination does not contradict the BLM’s authority or 
responsibility to manage those lands to achieve resource condition goals and objectives 
identified during land use planning as required by FLPMA’s multiple use and sustained yield 
mandate. 

Section 11.1 - Range of alternatives 

Summary 
Multiple commenters requested that the alternatives require closure of voluntarily 
relinquished allotments. Commenters questioned why changes to grazing management are 
needed when livestock grazing is not listed as a primary threat to GRSG. More than one 
commenter noted that grazing should only be restricted where it can be shown that grazing 
is directly related to the failure to meet GRSG habitat objectives. Additionally, commenters 
stated that the DEIS failed to consider increased grazing and question the rationale behind 
this decision. Some commenters also requested additional consideration of reduced grazing 
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levels and utilization levels, as well as temporary or permanent closure of all or some GRSG 
habitat to grazing.  

Several commenters requested that the LUPA/EIS provide specifics regarding habitat 
assessment schedules and application of standards, use ecological site descriptions, require 
immediate application of certain terms and condition to permits, and impose grazing 
restrictions for priority or general habitat. 

Response 
The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS planning team 
employed the BLM and Forest Service planning process to develop a reasonable range of 
alternatives for the LUPA. See response in Section 1.3 NEPA Range of Alternatives of this 
report. The DEIS analyzed a range of alternatives including no grazing and a 25 percent 
reduction in grazing. Reduction in AUMs under Alternative F would be specified in site 
specific decisions at the permit renewal level. Language in the FEIS for Alternative F 
reduction has been clarified. The Proposed Plan includes direction to consider retirement of 
allotments that become vacant or grazing preferences that are relinquished. If a permit or 
lease is voluntarily relinquished, 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 (Section 2.6.2).    

Livestock grazing is identified by USFWS as a threat to GRSG in the March 23, 2010 
Federal Register Notice, and therefore it is addressed in this LUPA. Existing regulatory 
mechanisms, including the fundamentals for rangeland health, would continue to provide the 
basis for managing grazing in GRSG habitat. However, the Proposed Plan would provide 
additional consistency in application of BLM rangeland health standards and guidelines 
relative to GRSG habitat, and would provide additional guidance for prioritizing land health 
assessments and review of grazing permits to ensure that grazing management is compatible 
with attainment of GRSG habitat objectives within the planning area. In addition, RDFs and 
best management practices would be adopted to reduce effects of range improvements and 
livestock trailing across public lands. Grazing use would be modified when it is identified as 
the cause for not meeting GRSG objectives. The intent of the land use plan amendment is to 
change management under all resource programs, where necessary, to benefit GRSG habitat. 
Standards and Guidelines assessments result in a determination of causal factors for non-
achievement of any applicable standard, including standards for wildlife habitat. Where 
livestock management is determined to be a causal factor for non-achievement of a standard, 
management must be modified to conform with applicable guidelines. Increased grazing was 
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis as described in Section 2.12.3. 

The BLM is required to follow the grazing regulations, including the decision process at 43 
CFR 4160, when modifying permit or leases. Upon BLM review of the public comments and 
input from cooperating agencies, the Proposed LUPA (see management actions RM-1 
through RM-19) includes additional guidance as to how the BLM will incorporate GRSG 
decisions from the amendment into grazing permits and leases. 
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Section 11.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
Multiple commenters asserted and presented citations supporting their position that grazing 
has the potential to benefit GRSG by controlling cheatgrass and reducing wildfire risk. 
Other commenters presented citations supporting the position that grazing damages GRSG 
habitat and increases cheatgrass risk.  

Several commenters requested more detailed information about current grazing management 
and habitat conditions in the planning area.  

Other commenters noted the importance of ranching in the local economy, and also that 
ongoing collaboration between private ranchers and federal agencies has helped preserve 
GRSG habitat and should be acknowledged in the EIS. 

Response 
Before beginning the LUPA/EIS and throughout the planning effort, the BLM and the 
Forest Service considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy of existing data, 
data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support informed management decisions at the 
land-use plan level. The BLM and the Forest Service also used the most recent and best 
information available that was relevant to a land-use planning-level analysis (refer to 
response in Section 1.4, NEPA Baseline data- Best Available Science, in this report for 
additional information).  

Section 3.3, discusses the current level of grazing in the planning area and management 
systems in place. Impacts of current and historic grazing on other resource and resource uses 
are discussed under the appropriate resource and resource use headings (i.e. Section 3.2, 
Special Status Species - Greater Sage-Grouse). Section 4.2.2 in the DEIS provides an 
overview of the ecological impacts of livestock grazing. The DEIS analyzed the effects of no 
grazing and reduced grazing on components of sage-grouse habitat, including changes in 
wildfire risk and cheatgrass incursion.  

See changes to Section 3.7, Wildland Fire Management, for additional discussion of 
cheatgrass-wildfire dynamics.  

Discussion of socioeconomic impacts of current grazing operations in the planning area is 
discussed in Section 3.23, Socioeconomics.  

Additional language has been added to the FEIS (Section 4.5) recognizing the role of Rural 
Fire Protection Associations and other collaboration efforts 

Section 11.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
Some comments detailed beneficial impacts of grazing, and the adverse impacts of grazing 
restrictions to livestock operations, Rangeland Fire Protection Associations, and the local 
economy.  
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One commenter notes that limitations on water developments can have impacts on grazing 
management and need to be clarified and analyzed in greater detail.  

Response 
Impacts to livestock grazing from current livestock grazing management are addressed in 
Section 4.6 of the FEIS. Impacts to the socioeconomic aspect of livestock grazing are 
discussed in Section 4.15 of the FEIS.  

While a land use planning-level action is broad in scope and, therefore, does not require site-
specific impact analysis, a thorough review of the EIS’s impact analysis relevant to grazing 
and indirect socioeconomic impacts and was found to need additional information and 
support for the conclusions/findings. The BLM and the Forest Service have updated this 
information in the Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment/FEIS to provide the necessary 
information to make informed land use plan-level decisions (see changes in Section 4.15). 
Impacts to Rangeland Fire Protection Associations are discussed in Section 4.5, Wildland 
Fire Management. BMPs for livestock developments including water have been revised in 
the FEIS and related impacts on livestock grazing management have been clarified.  

Section 12 - Locatable Minerals 

Section 12.4 - Cumulative impact analysis 

Summary 
The DLUPA/DEIS fails to adequately analyze the cumulative impact of locatable mineral 
withdrawals across the GRSG range. 

Response 
Due to the variation in types of minerals and occurrence and development potential across 
the range, and the types of data available for the planning area compared to the entire GRSG 
range, cumulative impact analysis across the entire GRSG range would not provide 
meaningful, appropriate analysis. The total number of acres proposed for withdrawal under 
certain alternatives is included in each of the Great Basin sub-region Draft LUPA/EISs. The 
Draft LUPA/EIS has met the NEPA/CEQ requirements for cumulative impacts analysis in 
each of the respective sub-regional EISs. Information explaining the rationale behind the 
chosen geographic extent of the cumulative impact analysis area has been added to Section 
5.3.8, Locatable Minerals, of the Final EIS. 

Section 13 - Recreation 

Section 13.1 - Range of alternatives 

Summary 
In the LUPA/EIS, the BLM and Forest Service should incorporate additional management 
actions (e.g. Special Recreation Permit/Special Use Permit stipulations, OHV noise 
regulations, seasonal restrictions on OHV events near leks, rerouting of OHV events away 
from leks, and hunting) to limit the potential for impacts on GRSG from recreation 
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activities. Any management actions limiting recreation activities in GRSG habitat should be 
based on the best available science with proven habitat conservation results. 

Response 
The EIS considers an adequate range of alternatives to protect GRSG, including varying 
levels of restriction on recreational activities and Special Recreation Permits/Special Use 
Permits (see Table 2-11 and proposed plan management REC-1 and REC-2). During 
subsequent implementation-level travel management planning, new travel management plans 
would evaluate vehicle routes and determine the need for permanent or seasonal road 
closures, and mode of travel (e.g. motorcycle, ATV, and UTV) restrictions, including speed. 
New travel management plans would evaluate vehicle routes and determine the need for 
permanent or seasonal road closures, and mode of travel (e.g. motorcycle, ATV, and UTV) 
restrictions during subsequent implementation level travel management planning,. 43 CFR 
8340 requires all OHVs to comply with state laws including noise and spark arrester 
requirements (see proposed plan management TM-3, TM-4, and Appendix L). 

Sections 1.5.3 and 2.11.2 of the FEIS describe why detailed analysis of hunting and 
elimination of hunting are outside the scope of this planning effort.  

Section 14 - Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice  

Section 14.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The socioeconomic analysis in the DEIS is overly broad and does not provide sufficient 
analysis of impacts to individuals, local communities or counties. The DEIS should 
also expand analysis of the restrictive management actions on planning area operators, 
communities and services including but not limited to grazing operators and mining. 

Finally, the analysis methodology is inadequate to provide a comprehensive analysis of 
direct, indirect, and cumulative analysis of the socioeconomic impacts on the planning area 
communities. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.6, of this report, the DLUPA/EIS provides an adequate discussion 
of the environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of the presented 
alternatives. As required by 40 CFR 1502.16, the DLUPA/EIS provides a discussion of the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the alternatives be implemented, the 
relationship between short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of 
resources that would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. The 
DLUPA/EIS provided sufficiently detailed information to aid in determining whether to 
proceed with the preferred alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other 
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an understanding of the 
environmental consequences associated with the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 
1502.1.  
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Impacts were considered on numerous resources, resource uses, and socioeconomic 
conditions, which included grazing, recreation, and mineral development, among others 
(Section 4.15 of the FEIS). A county by county IMPLAN analysis is less desirable or not 
feasible for those resources analyzed with IMPLAN, as the input data is often not available 
at the county level. In addition, a discussion of impacts at the county level does not capture 
the indirect and induced impacts that occur beyond county borders. 

The DLUPA/EIS describes the methodology and assumptions used for conducting the 
impact analysis (see Section 4.15.1 and Appendices AA and BB of the FEIS). The 
methodology and assumptions provide an adequate starting point for discussion of the 
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of the presented alternatives. 
As required by 40 CFR 1502.24, the DLUPA/EIS identified methodologies used and made 
reference to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the analysis. 
Based on these methodologies and assumptions, the DLUPA/EIS provided sufficiently 
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with the preferred alternative 
or make a reasoned choice among the other alternatives in a manner such that the public 
could have an understanding of the environmental consequences associated with the 
alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. 

Section 15 - Soil 

Section 15.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
One commenter notes that the DEIS lacks references to support discussion of macrobiotic 
crusts. 

Response 
Chapters 3 and 4 in the FEIS have been revised to include additional references to support 
the discussion of macrobiotic crusts. 

Section 16 - Travel Management 

Section 16.1 - Range of alternatives 

Summary 
The Draft LUPA/EIS failed to consider a full suite of travel management-related 
management actions that would protect GRSG habitat while allowing for continued 
administrative access, particularly for existing livestock grazing permittees. Commenters 
proposed that management actions should be included in the proposed plan to prohibit and 
reclaim/restore roads in GRSG habitat, limit motorized events, close PPH to OHV use, 
apply additional seasonal travel restrictions, and apply a maximum route density within 
proximity of leks in PPH and PGH. Commenters also requested that proposed management 
actions preserve motorized access on existing routes per the 3-State OHV and National 
Route Designation decisions and maintain administrative access in grazing allotments. 
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Response 
Section 1.4 of the FEIS describes how the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse LUPA/EIS planning team employed the BLM and Forest Service planning process 
to develop a reasonable range of alternatives for the LUPA. The BLM and Forest Service 
complied with NEPA and the CEQ implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500 in the 
development of alternatives for this Draft LUPA/EIS, including seeking public input and 
analyzing reasonable alternatives. The alternatives include management options for the 
planning area that would modify or amend decisions made in the field office RMPs, as 
amended, to meet the planning criteria, to address issues and comments from cooperating 
agencies and the public, or to provide a reasonable range of alternatives. Since this is a plan 
amendment to address GRSG conservation, many decisions from the field office RMPs are 
acceptable and reasonable. In these instances, there was no need to develop alternative 
management prescriptions. 

Closure to OHV use was considered but eliminated from detailed analysis as described in 
Section 2.11.4. During subsequent implementation-level travel management planning new 
travel management plans would evaluate vehicle routes and determine the need for 
permanent or seasonal road closures, and mode of travel (e.g. motorcycle, ATV, and UTV) 
restrictions, including noise levels and speed. The route designation process will be 
completed as subsequent implementation level planning using current travel management 
policies and will include public and local agency involvement. Addressing these issues at the 
implementation level allows the BLM and Forest Service to take new information into 
account as it becomes available. 

Needs for administrative access to valid existing rights, grandfathered uses, or permitted 
activities would be taken into consideration during site-specific NEPA analysis. Restrictions 
applied to recreational OHV use may not apply to permitted administrative uses. 

The BLM and Forest Service have not added a restriction that would limit road densities to 
less than 0.09 km per km2 (Wisdom et al. 2011) in GRSG habitat because the threshold 
established by Wisdom used coarse road data. When taking into consideration actual road 
density information, use of this threshold is not appropriate. Based on the GRSG 
Monitoring Framework, the Proposed LUPA includes surface disturbance direct areas of 
influence when calculating acreage for the disturbance cap, which would include 
consideration of existing disturbance (e.g., existing roads) when determining whether a 
project should be deferred or permitted.    

Section 16.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
Chapter 3 of the Draft LUPA/EIS does not depict the number of acres designated as open 
to cross-country motorized travel. 

Response 
Current travel management designation acres have been added to Section 3.10 of the FEIS. 
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Section 16.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
For various reasons, commenters asserted that the Draft LUPA/EIS did not adequately 
analyze the impacts of proposed management actions on travel management. For example, 
commenters contend that the analysis is not based on sound science or is narrowly focused 
and uses studies that only demonstrate the negative effects from OHV use; does not 
adequately describe the magnitude of OHV vs. “naturally occurring” impacts across 
alternatives; and does not distinguish between motorized and non-motorized impacts. 
Commenters further request the BLM and Forest Service consider conducting site-specific 
studies to support proposed management and assert that there would be indirect effects (e.g., 
ban on new road construction) incurred by existing ROW authorization holders by deferring 
travel management planning. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.6 of this comment report, the LUPA/FEIS provides an adequate 
discussion of the environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of the 
presented alternatives. Further, as described in Section 1.4 of this comment report, the BLM 
used the most recent and best available information that was relevant to a land use planning-
level analysis.  

The mechanism being used to determine landscape-level travel area designations 
(open/limited/closed) is 43 CFR 8340 which regulates OHV travel on public lands.  BLM 
does not have a similar regulation for non-motorized travel. Non-motorized travel can be 
regulated through supplementary rules. Supplemental rules and site specific route 
designations will be addressed at the implementation level in the future. 

New construction related to power line access would be exempted under 43 CFR 8340.05 
(3). 

While multiple studies on OHV use have been cited, BLM is using the BLM Travel 
Management Manual and Handbook (M-1626 & H-83421) to address travel planning in the 
EIS and will continue to use the same policy for future implementation and planning. 

Section 16.5 - Mitigation measures 

Summary 
The LUPA/EIS should adopt additional travel-related mitigation measures to educate the 
public and prevent the spread of invasive species from travel-related sources through 
mitigation measures such as those described at playcleango.org. 

Response 
The BLM and Forest Service reviewed the measures provided by commenters on 
playcleango.org. the measures were found to be the similar to those already provided in 
Appendix B, RDFs, of the Proposed LUPA/FEIS. Results from reviewing the impact 
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analysis confirmed that the outcomes from the suggested mitigation measures would be the 
same as those described in the Draft LUPA/EIS, therefore no change is needed. 

Section 17 - Tribal Interest 

Section 17.1 - Consultation requirements 

Summary 
The BLM should consider additional areas for ACEC designation and should consult with 
the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes about these designations. 

Response 
Alternatives within the EIS have established that not all protective management for the 
GRSG is limited to ACEC designation. Alternatives C and F proposed to establish new 
ACECs for the protection and management of the GRSG. While the other alternatives do 
not propose such designations, they still contain similarly specific management prescriptions 
to manage and protect the GRSG and its habitat that would be equivalent to protections 
afforded via an ACEC or other designations. The Proposed Plan includes management area 
designations for SFA, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA which are all intended to help conserve, 
enhance and/or restore GRSG habitat. The BLM and Forest Service recognize 
their responsibility to ensure that meaningful consultation and coordination concerning 
GRSG planning is conducted with federally recognized tribes, including the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes, to consider tribal treaty rights and trust resources. Tribal consultation is 
described in Chapter 6 of the FEIS.  

Section 17.4 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The BLM must ensure tribes, in particular the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe, maintain 
opportunities to access the public domain, exercise off-reservation treaty rights, and 
continue their traditional customs and practices.   

Response 
The BLM and Forest Service recognize their responsibility to consider potential impacts to 
Tribal resources. The environmental baseline for tribal interests is presented in Section 3.17. 
Existing treaty rights will be respected throughout the planning and implementation 
processes. Tribal consultation is described in Chapter 6 of the FEIS. 

Section 18 - Vegetation Sagebrush 

Section 18.1 - Range of alternatives 

Summary 
Commenters recommended that the preferred alternative include: 

• Specific vegetation treatment acreage objectives 

• Passive sagebrush restoration 
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• Limitations on vegetation treatments in sagebrush areas. To meet COT report 
objectives, include regulatory mechanisms to avoid sagebrush removal or 
manipulation in sage-grouse breeding or wintering habitats with minor exceptions. 

• Establish priorities for pinyon-juniper removal including reduced grazing in 
conjunction with pinyon-juniper treatment. 

• Restore non-native seedings to increase GRSG habitat 

• Apply additional restrictions for herbicide application in GRSG habitat 

• Commit to a program to plan, fund, execute and monitor large scale integrated 
invasive species infestation and eradication projects in a measurable timeframe. 

• Include specific objectives to measure success in invasive species eradication 

Response 
As described in Section 1.3 of this comment report, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS planning team employed the BLM and Forest Service 
planning process to develop a reasonable range of alternatives for the LUPA.  

Some of the recommended components were addressed in the DEIS and additional 
information has been included in the FEIS as detailed below. 

• Specific vegetation treatment acreage objectives are presented in the vegetation 
modeling results (Table 2-5). Additionally, the Proposed LUPA includes a 
vegetation objective stating that in all SFAs and PHMAs, the desired condition is to 
maintain a minimum of 70 percent of lands capable of producing sagebrush with 10 
to 30 percent sagebrush canopy cover. The attributes necessary to sustain these 
habitats are described in Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (BLM Tech 
Ref 1734-6). 

• Passive sagebrush restoration is included in Alternative C of the DEIS. In some 
areas passive restoration may not be sufficient to improve GRSG habitat and active 
restoration may be necessary (Davies et al. 2011) (see pp 4-8, 4-9, 4-54, and 4-101 of 
the DEIS). 

• Limitations on vegetation treatments (e.g., prescribed fire) in sagebrush areas, 
including winter range, is included in Alternative D (See FM-2, FM-6, FM-13, and 
VEG-2 in Table 2-11 of the FEIS). To meet COT report objectives, include 
regulatory mechanisms to avoid sagebrush removal or manipulation in sage-grouse 
breeding or wintering habitats with minor exceptions. In addition, VEG-2 states: 
Implement vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation projects to enhance sagebrush 
cover or to promote diverse and healthy grass and forb understory to achieve the 
greatest improvement in GRSG habitat based on Wildfire and Invasive Species 
Assessments, HAF assessments, other vegetative assessment data and local, site 
specific factors that indicate sagebrush canopy cover or herbaceous conditions do 
not meet habitat management objectives (i.e. is minimal or exceeds optimal 
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characteristics). This may necessitate the use of prescribed fire as a site preparation 
technique to remove annual grass residual growth prior to the use of herbicides in 
the restoration of certain lower elevation sites (e.g., Wyoming big sagebrush) but 
such efforts will be carefully planned and coordinated to minimize impacts to GRSG 
seasonal habitats. 

• Priorities for pinyon-juniper removal are addressed in the DEIS. BLM and Forest 
Service would remove standing and encroaching trees within at least 3 km 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 resources 
permit (see Appendix B). Management changes to grazing could be considered 
under proposed plan management action VEG-4. 

• Alternative C in the DEIS supports restoration of native vegetation to areas that 
have been seeded with non-native species (C-VG-7, Table 2-11 of the FEIS). The 
proposed plan provides direction for restoring non-native seedings (see VEG-7). 

• Herbicide/Pesticide BMPs are covered under the Vegetation Treatment PEIS (BLM 
2007). The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS tiers 
to the analysis in this document. 

• This EIS is intended to provide guidance regarding treatment methods, priorities, 
objectives, and the conditions under which these treatment objectives would occur. 
Specifics regarding treatment effectiveness, funding and implementation would be 
covered in site-specific management actions. BLM and Forest Service would follow 
agency-specific monitoring requirements. 

Section 18.2 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
The DEIS fails to provide adequate baseline information related to sagebrush vegetation. 
Commenters questioned the source of BLM data and requested the FEIS utilize additional 
baseline data on cheatgrass extent and evaluate effectiveness of continuing programs against 
weeds and juniper encroachment. Commenters provided additional literature to consider. 
Commenters also advocated an adaptive approach to vegetation management based on site-
specific habitats.  

Response 
As described in Section 1.4 of this comment report, the BLM and Forest Service considered 
the availability of data from all sources, adequacy of existing data, data gaps, and the type of 
data necessary to support informed management decisions at the land use plan-level. 

Adaptive management has been incorporated into the Proposed LUPA, as noted above in 
Section 1.9, Mitigation Measures. The Proposed LUPA incorporates hard and soft triggers, 
and were developed to inform the BLM and Forest Service as to when the Federal agency 
needs to respond (take action) to address a declining trend in GRSG or GRSG habitat. 
Adaptive management would allow BLM increased flexibility to adjust programs based on 
data collected during operation, to respond to changing conditions and improve 
effectiveness of vegetation management programs. 
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The BLM and Forest Service has clarified the vegetation modeling and data sources in 
Appendix X.  

Section 18.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
Commenters express concern about unintended or undesirable impacts of vegetation 
management programs to control weeds or restore sagebrush habitat. The DEIS 
inadequately analyzes impacts from vegetation restoration. 

Response 
As described in Section 1.6 of this comment report, the DLUPA/EIS provides an adequate 
discussion of the environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of the 
presented alternatives. The Proposed Plan includes a vegetation management program 
intended to 1) reconnect and expand areas of higher native plant community 
integrity/rangeland health; 2) increase the amount and functionality of seasonal GRSG 
habitats; and 3) maintain a minimum of 70 percent of lands capable of producing sagebrush 
with 10 to 30 percent sagebrush canopy cover in all SFA and PHMA (Section 2.6.2). 
Impacts from vegetation management and vegetation restoration are analyzed in Sections 
4.2 and 4.3 of the FEIS.  

Section 18.4 - Cumulative impact analysis 

Summary 
BLM’s cumulative impacts analysis for vegetation failed to consider the impacts of limited 
resources on GRSG protection. 

Response 
Funding and availability of resources is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Section 18.5 - Mitigation measures 

Summary 
Commenters requested detailed plans of action and clarification on mitigation and 
monitoring, including timing of re-seeding and restoration after fire.  

Response 
Mitigation is detailed in Appendix J. The Mitigation Framework is incorporated in the 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS and was developed to 
achieve a net conservation gain to the species by implementing conservation actions. 
Regional mitigation is a landscape-scale approach to mitigating impacts to resources. This 
involves anticipating future mitigation needs and strategically identifying mitigation sites and 
measures that can help achieve the greatest conservation benefit for GRSG and its habitats.  

If impacts to GRSG or its habitat from authorized land uses remain after applying avoidance 
and minimization measures, then compensatory mitigation projects will be used to fully 
offset impacts to achieve conservation benefits. Any compensatory mitigation will be 
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durable, timely, and in addition to that which would have resulted without the compensatory 
mitigation. 

Specific mitigation strategies, based on the Mitigation Framework, will be developed by 
regional teams within one year of the issuance of the Record of Decision and be consistent 
with the BLM’s Regional Mitigation Manual MS-1794, Forest Service Handbook FSH 
1909.15, and CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1508.20.  

Mitigation measures for specific projects are implementation-level decisions and will be 
included in site-specific analysis which is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Section 19 - Vegetation Riparian 

Section 19.1 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
The BLM and Forest Service should consider additional management approaches for 
riparian vegetation, including removal of invasive tamarisk, limitations on or removal 
of livestock grazing, and maintenance of GRSG habitat objectives.    

Response 
As described in Section 1.3 of this comment report, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS planning team employed the BLM and Forest Service 
planning process to develop a reasonable range of alternatives for the LUPA. 
Habitat objectives for riparian areas are described in HM-OBJ-2 and Table 2-3. A 
reasonable range of management for riparian areas is presented in Table 2-11, LG/RM-29 
through LG/RM-33. 

Section 19.2 - Best Available Info Baseline Data 

Summary 
The BLM should disclose baseline data related to Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) of 
riparian areas in GRSG habitat and the BLM should address whether PFC protects stability 
of riparian habitat for GRSG.  

The BLM should also modify current PFC assessment methods to address GRSG needs, 
and should focus on site-specific management of riparian habitat to balance competing uses. 

Response 
Comprehensive PFC data is not available on a sub-regional level but is displayed when 
available.  

PFC of riparian systems according to BLM Manual 1737 includes stabilization of 
streambanks, maintenance of ponding, reduction in erosion, and other features beneficial to 
GRSG. Modifications to PFC methods and descriptions of site-specific management are 
outside the scope of this planning effort. 
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Section 19.5 - Mitigation Measures 

Summary 
The BLM should modify current PFC assessment methods to address GRSG needs. In 
addition, the BLM should focus on site-specific management of riparian habitat to balance 
competing uses. 

Response 
PFC of riparian systems according to BLM Manual 1737 includes stabilization of 
streambanks, maintenance of ponding, reduction in erosion, and other features beneficial to 
GRSG.  

Adaptive management has been incorporated into the Proposed LUPA, as noted above in 
Section 1.9, Mitigation Measures. The Proposed LUPA incorporates hard and soft triggers, 
and were developed to inform the BLM and Forest Service as to when the Federal agency 
needs to respond (take action) to address a declining trend in GRSG or GRSG habitat. 
Adaptive management would allow BLM increased flexibility to adjust programs based on 
data collected during operation, to respond to changing conditions and improve 
effectiveness of vegetation management programs. Site-specific management is outside the 
scope of this effort. 

Section 20 - Water 

Section 20.3 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The EIS fails to address impacts on the soil and watershed conditions resulting from 
grazing-sourced manure, soil erosion and pathogen contamination under each alternative 
and to provide appropriate mitigation measures. Such an analysis should include a list of 
impaired waters and the sources of contamination for those waters. The EIS also fails to 
address the negative impact on GRSG of restricting or removing water developments under 
Alternative D. 

Response 
During preparation of the EIS, it was determined that impacts on soil and water from 
management actions in the LUPA would be negligible or beneficial and thus did not warrant 
an extensive analysis in Chapter 4. Analysis of impacts on soil and water would be 
conducted during the NEPA review of implementation-level projects. 

Section 4.2.2 has been revised to include impacts from restriction/removal of water 
developments. 

Section 21 - Wild Horse and Burros 

Summary 
Livestock and wild horses were inappropriately grouped together in management actions. 
Some commenters were also concerned with the 25 percent proposed reduction of AML 
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under Alternative F and the basis for reduction; they requested reevaluation of reduction 
based on the fact that wild horse habitat overlaps a minimal percentage of GRSG habitat.  

The proposed management should provide flexibility to increase AML/AUM and/or open 
HAs if data becomes available demonstrating that genetic viability of wild horses and burros 
is threatened.  

Commenters also stated that the preferred alternative would give the BLM too much 
discretion to reduce AMLs or zero out HMAs which would violate the BLM's legal mandate 
to protect WHB. 

Response 
The BLM and the Forest Service considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the 
GRSG planning process in full compliance with the NEPA. See Section 1.3, NEPA Range 
of Alternatives, in this report for a expanded explanation on what constitutes a reasonable 
range of alternatives. The Proposed Plan includes direction to manage HMAs in GRSG 
habitat within established AML ranges to achieve and maintain GRSG habitat objectives. 
Wild horse and burro management, such as conducting rangeland health assessments, 
gathers and population growth suppression techniques, AML adjustments, and GRSG 
habitat monitoring, would be prioritized in SFA (Section 2.6.2). 

The BLM protects, manages, and controls wild horses in accordance with the Wild Free-
Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-195, as amended), the purpose of 
which is to "manage wild horses and burros within herd management areas (HMAs) 
designated for their long-term maintenance, in a manner designed to achieve and maintain a 
thriving natural ecological balance (TNEB) and multiple use relationships." The FLPMA 
directs the BLM to manage wild horses and burros as one of numerous multiple uses 
including mining, recreation, domestic grazing, and fish and wildlife. It also required a 
current inventory of wild horses and burros. Additional guidance is found in 43 CFR 4700, 
Protection, Management, and Control of Wild Free-roaming Horses and Burros.  

Adjusting AML and/or opening HAs is outside the scope of this project. However, 
adjusting AML does fall within the legal mandate of the BLM to protect WHB and other 
resources. Through the BLM's program of monitoring and analysis of data, AMLs have been 
established and will continue to be adjusted based on available data. AMLs can be adjusted 
based on the limitations and capability of the range, including the four habitat components 
(forage, water, cover, and space), while managing for healthy populations of WHBs in 
balance with other uses and resources (including GRSG). An explanation of the relationship 
between AMLs and AUMs has been included in the FEIS in Section 3.6. 

Section 21.1 - Best available information baseline data 

Summary 
The BLM should provide documentation of critical genetic data on each of the wild horse 
and burro herds in the planning area. This will provide BLM basis for identifying which 
HMAs would not be feasible to place AML reductions on while maintaining genetically 
viable herds. The BLM should also provide exact population data for all wild horse 
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populations in HMAs and HAs and clearly defined maps of HMAs and HAs. Finally, any 
land policy changes resulting from the GRSG plan must be in conformance with the 
National Academy of Sciences 2013 recommendations for reform of the federal wild horse 
management program. 

Response 
The prerequisite level of information necessary to make a reasoned choice among the 
alternatives in an EIS is based on the scope and nature of the proposed decision. The 
baseline data provided in Chapter 3 and various appendixes in the Draft LUPA/DEIS is 
sufficient to support, at the general land use planning-level of analysis, the environmental 
impact analysis resulting from management actions presented in the Draft LUPA/DEIS. A 
land use planning-level decision is broad in scope and, therefore, does not require an 
exhaustive gathering and monitoring of baseline data (see response to Section 1.4 in this 
report for more details).  

Much of the data in the DLUPA/EIS is presented in qualitative and map form, and is 
sufficient to support the coarse-scale analyses required for land use planning. The FEIS 
includes a map of HMAs and HAs (Figure 3-2). Population data is included in Table 3-19 
of the DEIS. These maps and tables have been reviewed for accuracy prior to inclusion in 
the FEIS.  

Genetic documentation of WHB is an ongoing implementation level process used to 
monitor the genetic health of BLM’s wild horse and burro populations (see BLM IM 2009-
061). 

The National Academy of Sciences report has been considered in the development of the 
FEIS and actions appropriate to the land management planning level included as 
appropriate. Findings of the National Academy of Sciences would also be considered under 
separate site-specific NEPA actions.  

Section 21.2 - Impact Analysis 

Summary 
The impacts on GRSG from wild horses and burros are not distinguished from livestock 
which inaccurately portrays the threat from wild horses and burros.  

The DEIS contains contradictions, such as where the DEIS states that "Under all 
alternatives, no direct change would occur to areas allocated as HMAs/WHBTs for wild 
horses and burros", then the report proceeds to summarize how every single alternative 
would restrict wild horse and burro usage in their own federally designated habitats.  

Response 
The DLUPA/EIS provides an adequate discussion of the environmental consequences, 
including the cumulative impacts, of the presented alternatives for a land use planning effort 
(see detailed response in Section 1.6, NEPA Impacts Analysis of this comment report). 



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 
Appendix T – Public Comment Response Report  T-59 

Within the DEIS, the BLM and Forest Service did analyze impacts on WHB and domestic 
livestock grazing separately and also analyzed the impacts on GRSG from WHB and 
domestic livestock grazing separately. Impacts on GRSG from WHB and domestic livestock 
grazing are identified in Section 4.2 of the DLUPA/DEIS. Impacts on WHB from GRSG 
management strategies are identified in Section 4.4 of the Proposed LUPA/FEIS.  

BLM appropriately analyzed the impacts to WHB from actions not related to changes in 
AML.  

Text in the WHB impact section has been reviewed and relationship between allocation and 
management actions clarified in the FEIS.  

Section 22 – Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 

Section 22.1 - Range of Alternatives 

Summary 
All lands with wilderness characteristics that overlap with GRSG habitat represent good 
opportunities for GRSG conservation and should be analyzed to see how managing those 
lands to protect wilderness characteristics would coincide with GRSG conservation. The 
BLM should consider lands with wilderness protection as an alternative to ACEC protection 
for some areas. 

The BLM should complete lands with wilderness characteristics inventories and the DEIS 
should consider potential lands with wilderness characteristics in the scope of this process. 

Response 
Per BLM Manual 6320, Considering Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the BLM Land 
Use Planning Process, “In some circumstances, consideration of management alternatives 
for lands with wilderness characteristics may be outside the scope of a particular planning 
process (as dictated by the statement of purpose and need for the planning effort).  For 
example, a targeted amendment to address a specific project or proposal may not in all 
circumstances require consideration of an alternative that would protect wilderness 
characteristics.  In these situations, the NEPA document associated with the plan 
amendment must still analyze effects of the alternatives on lands with wilderness 
characteristics.” Therefore, while the alternatives do not include management decisions 
explicitly for lands with wilderness characteristics, impacts on lands with wilderness 
characteristics are analyzed in Section 4.14 and Section 5.3.12. 

Section 22.2 - Best Available Info Baseline Data 

Summary 
The BLM should work with Upper Snake Field Office staff to ensure lands with wilderness 
characteristics inventories and management are consistent between this EIS/LUPA and the 
Upper Snake RMP. 

The BLM must provide a map of the lands with wilderness characteristics and where it 
overlaps with priority habitat. If the BLM does not complete lands with wilderness 
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characteristics inventories, the BLM should use GIS to inventory roadless areas and consider 
these as potential lands with wilderness characteristics for planning purposes. 

The FEIS should explain how the BLM will comply with the 2014 appropriations bill for the 
Department of the Interior, Environment and Related Agencies and with Secretary Salazar’s 
Secretarial Order No. 3310. 

Response 
BLM Upper Snake Field Office continues to evaluate lands with wilderness characteristics 
within the planning area.  Decisions related to lands with wilderness characteristics will be 
addressed in the Upper Snake LUP/EIS. 

Per BLM Manual 6320, Considering Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the BLM Land 
Use Planning Process, “In some circumstances, consideration of management alternatives 
for lands with wilderness characteristics may be outside the scope of a particular planning 
process (as dictated by the statement of purpose and need for the planning effort). For 
example, a targeted amendment to address a specific project or proposal may not in all 
circumstances require consideration of an alternative that would protect wilderness 
characteristics. In these situations, the NEPA document associated with the plan 
amendment must still analyze effects of the alternatives on lands with wilderness 
characteristics.”  

The BLM is not making decisions on lands with wilderness characteristics in this planning 
effort.  Doing so is outside the purpose and need and scope of this EIS. As noted in Section 
1.3, NEPA Range of Alternatives, of this report, the alternatives meet the purpose and need 
for the EIS. Alternatives within the EIS have established that not all protective management 
for the GRSG is limited to identification of lands with wilderness characteristics and can be 
accomplished through other means. However, while the alternatives do not include 
management decisions explicitly for lands with wilderness characteristics, impacts on lands 
with wilderness characteristics are analyzed in Section 4.14 and Section 5.3.12. 

Secretarial Order 3310 (issued in December of 2010) was never implemented, the 
Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act of 2011 (PL112-10) 
prohibited the use of funds to implement the Secretarial Order during fiscal year 2011. The 
primary direction under S.O. 3310 was the designation of "Wild Lands" that were to be 
derived from wilderness characteristics inventories. Since that time BLM has provided 
additional policy in 2012 in the form of Manuals 6310 and 6320 which excludes any 
designation of "Wild Lands" but continues to provide direction for the inventory of public 
lands for wilderness resources under FLPMA sections 201 and 202 which is considered 
appropriate under the Appropriations Act of 2014. 

Section 23 - Predation 

Summary 
Some commenters state that the BLM does not adequately address the threat of predation or 
fully analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of predation on GRSG populations; 
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predation was identified as a threat by the state of Idaho. Others question the analysis of 
impacts from anthropogenic structures on predation of GRSG, given that the USFWS did 
not identify predation as a primary threat to GRSG. 

Response 
As stated in Section 2.11.3 in the Proposed LUPA/FEIS, predator removal is outside the 
scope of LUPA. The threat of predation is described in Section 3.2.1 and the potential 
effects of predation on GRSG populations are addressed in Section 4.2.  

The BLM and the Forest Service have authority to manage the habitat and have provided an 
updated analysis in Section 4.2 of the FEIS to describe how the numerous management 
actions across the range of alternatives could affect the habitat and indirectly the effects of 
predation. Altering the sagebrush habitat of the GRSG can create an influx of predators into 
an area and lead to a population decline. Roads, fences, power lines, and other infrastructure 
as well as the development of trails and other disturbances may improve access for potential 
predators near GRSG habitat and increase risks to the species. 

Section 24 – Noise 

Summary 
Noise studies cited in the DEIS are not public and therefore the results are not 
reproducible; alternative data should be utilized. 

Response 
Blickley et al.'s research on noise and GRSG has since been published: 

Blickley  J.L, D. Blackwood, and G.L. Patricelli. 2012. Experimental evidence for the effects 
of chronic anthropogenic noise on abundance of greater sage-grouse at leks. Conservation 
Biology Vol 26. No 3. 461-471. This literature has been added to Section 4.2 in the FEIS. 
Inclusion of this information does not present a seriously new or different picture of the 
impacts from what was analyzed in the DEIS and/or that information submitted/used in the 
PRMP would not result in impacts that were not previously considered and analyzed within 
the spectrum of the alternatives in the DEIS. 

Section 25 - Weeds 

Summary 
Issue 1: The BLM and Forest Service should analyze past vegetation treatment programs and 
commenters recommended scientific literature on effects of vegetation treatments.  

Issue 2: The EIS should include baseline data on cheatgrass in planning area.  

Issue 3: Partnerships with private landowners to control cheatgrass should be considered in 
the FEIS. 

Response 
Response 1: As described in Section 1.4 of this comment report, the BLM and Forest 
Service considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy of existing data, data 
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gaps, and the type of data necessary to support informed management decisions at the land 
use plan-level. 

As a result of these actions, the BLM and Forest Service gathered the necessary data 
essential to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives analyzed in detail in the 
DLUPA/EIS. The BLM and Forest Service utilized the available data to provide an 
adequate analysis that led to an adequate disclosure of the potential environmental 
consequences of the alternatives in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the EIS.  

Analysis of proposed weed treatment methods tiers off of analysis in the Final Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western States 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) [BLM 2007]. 

Response 2: Potential occurrence of cheatgrass has been modeled (Section 3.3.5 of the 
FEIS), and acres of cheatgrass potential in GRSG habitat are shown in the DEIS based on 
Manier et al. 2013 (see Table 3-15, Acres of Cheatgrass Potential within GRSG Habitat) 
Information presented is appropriate for the planning level actions and analysis and accurate, 
comprehensive data across the sub-region are not readily available. Further analysis will 
occur on a site-specific basis at the implementation level.  

Response 3: Cooperation with all landowners would be undertaken as feasible and is 
included in the range of alternatives. 

T.3 Commenter Lists 

Organizations, Conservation Groups, Businesses 
Livestock Association 
Agrium Conda Phosphate Operations 
American Bird Conservancy 
American Exploration and Minind Association 
Arimo Corporation 
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
AWHP 
Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 
Beaverhead County Commission 
Beaverhead Outdoors Association 
BlueRibbon Coalition, Inc. 
Board of Cassia County Commissioners 
Brackett Livestock Inc. 
Capital Trail Vehicle Association (CTVA) 
Cassia County Commissioners 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Central Idaho Rangelands Network (CIRN) 
Challis Local Working Group 
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Organizations, Conservation Groups, Businesses 
Custer County Commissioners 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Department of Defense 
Double M Farm 
DreamCatcher Wild Horse and Burro Sanctuary 
EPA, region 10 
Faulkner Land and Livestock 
Gooding Soil and Water Conservation District 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
Guerry, Inc 
Gusman Livestock Co. 
Hagenbarth Livestock 
Helmick Ranch 
Holland Ranch Company, HRL, Inc. 
Idaho Cattle Association 
Idaho Conservation League 
Idaho Farm Bureau 
Idaho Mining Association 
Idaho Native Plant Society 
Idaho Power 
Idaho Recreation Council 
Idaho State Senate 
Idaho Wildlife Federation 
Idaho Woll Growers Association 
Industrial Minerals Association 
Intermountain Range Consultants 
International Mountain Bicycling Association 
Ireland Bank 
J Lazy S Angus Ranch 
J.R. Simplot Company 
Jaca Livestock 
Jarbidge Sage-Grouse Working Group 
Jefferson County 
Jerome County 
Jerome Peterbilt 
Lava and Sage Group 
Madision County Board of Commissioners 
Magic Valley Cattle Association 
Makale Livestock LLC 
Matador Cattle Company 
Mom and Pop Products 
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Organizations, Conservation Groups, Businesses 
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
Montana Wollgrowers Association 
Montana Petroleum Assoc 
Motorcycle Industry Council 
Mountain Home Local Working Group 
Murdock Brothers Ranch 
Natioanl Mining Association 
North Magic Valley LWG 
NorthWestern Energy 
NRCS 
Owhyhee County Farm Bureau 
Owyhee Cattlemen's Association 
Owyhee County 
Pale Horse Cattle Co. 
Percy Ranch 
Petan Company of Nevada, Inc 
Pioneer PR and Development LLC. Trifold Media 
Company 
Prairie Falcon Audubon 
Prescott Land and Livestock 
Public Lands Advocacy 
Public Lands Council/National Cattlemen's Beef 
Association 
Rabo AgriFinance 
Recreational Off-Highway Vehicle Association 
Rocky Mountain Power 
Sage Hen 
Sagebrush Habitat Conservation Fund 
Salmon Falls Land and Livestock Co. 
SBS Associates LLC 
Shaw Cattle Co 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
Simplot Livestock Co. 
Soda Springs Plant 
Southwestern Montana Stockman's Asociation 
Specialty Vehicle Institute of America 
Spencer Ranch Inc. 
SS Cattle Company LLP 
Stevenson Intermountain Seed, Inc. 
The Nature Conservancy 
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Organizations, Conservation Groups, Businesses 
The University of Montana-Western 
The Wilderness Society 
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership 
Twin Falls Highway District 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 
Washington County Commissioners 
Weiser River Cattle Association 
Western Counites Alliance 
Western Energy Alliance 
Western Range Service 
Western Watersheds Project 
WHE/AWHPC 
Wild Earth Guardians 
Wood River Soil and Water Conservation District 
Y-3 II Ranch 

 
Individuals 
Albee, Stanley 
Anderson, Jason 
Auld, Misty 
Baker, Bill 
Baker, Sarah D. 
Baldwin, Cody & Polly 
Balfour, Douglas J. 
Barkell, Larry W. 
Barnard, Sue Ellen 
Bauchman, Stephen 
Bean, Von 
Bennett, Aron 
Bodker, Greg 
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U. Detailed No Action Alternative 

U.1 Existing GRSG Guidance in Land Use Plans 

U.1.1 Introduction 

Nearly all LUPs within the Idaho and southwestern Montana sub-region have some 
guidance regarding GRSG and/or sagebrush habitats. These goals, objectives, and actions 
for BLM and objectives, standards, and guidelines for the Forest Service are presented by 
LUP in Table U-1 below.  

Table U-1 
GRSG and Sagebrush Habitat Guidance in Land Use Plans 

Bureau of Land Management 
Bruneau Field Office – Bruneau MFP 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Objective (WL-4): Manage upland game and waterfowl habitats in the BPU to increase populations of the 
highly desired species. 
Action (WL-4.4): Manage 520,000 acres of sage grouse range in the BPU including those areas under 
Wilderness IMP classification and within IMP management guidelines to improve nesting, brood rearing and 
winter habitats.    
Action (WL-4.4(1)): To improve the quality of sage grouse nesting and brood rearing habitats, all poor and 
fair big sagebrush, meadow, and riparian ecological sites should be improved and managed for good 
ecological condition, based on the SCS ecological site classification system.   
Action (WL-4.4(2)): When making management decisions affecting areas used by sage grouse in the BPU, 
refer to and address the “Guidelines for Habitat Protection in Sage Grouse Range” as published by the 
Western States Sage Grouse Committee, June, 1974.  Significant among these are: 

a) Manage sage grouse habitat by maintaining the density of sagebrush canopy cover at 20-30% within 
nesting habitats and at least 20% in present wintering habitats and in areas known to have supported 
wintering concentrations within the previous ten years.  Canopy cover should not be confused with 
hiding cover.   

b) Designate sage grouse nesting and wintering habitat as “active” wildfire suppression areas wherein fire 
suppression activities are geared to fire behavior and the potential resource threat from any fire after it 
has been initially evaluated.  If significant sage grouse cover is destroyed by any fire, sagebrush seed will 
be included in any mixture used in fire rehabilitation projects, seeded at a rate sufficient to reestablish 
suitable cover for sage grouse.   

c) In brood rearing areas where the big sagebrush canopy cover is 20% or greater, improve herbaceous 
vegetation by sagebrush manipulation and seeding of small irregular areas.  These manipulations must 
not however, reduce the existing sagebrush canopy below 10%.  Carefully evaluate the sage grouse 
response of these habitat manipulations before expanding the program to a large scale.   Prescribed 
burning in most cases will be used for the cover alteration.   

d) No rehab projects will be implemented where live sagebrush crown cover is less than 20%, or on steep 
upper slopes (20% + gradient) where big sagebrush is 12 inches or less in height.   

e) Range vegetal control/rehab projects within two miles of known strutting grounds will be limited to 
practices which also enhance sage grouse habitat since this area constitutes the breeding complex for 
sage grouse.   

f) No vegetal control using herbicides will be conducted along streams, meadows, or secondary 
dry/intermittent drainages.  A minimum of a 100 yard strip of living sage will be retained on each edge 
of meadows and drainages. 

g) Restrict during March-May any intensive disturbance activities such as gravel pit operation or ORV 
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Table U-1 
GRSG and Sagebrush Habitat Guidance in Land Use Plans 

races within 2 miles of sage grouse strutting grounds and avoid the establishment of major roads within 
½ mile. 

h) Restrict vehicular traffic to existing roads from November 1 to February 28 in sage grouse wintering 
habitats. 

i) Retain in public ownership all tracts of land on which strutting grounds are located and all lands within 
a two-mile radius of those strutting grounds, but allow exchanges if higher quality habitat can be 
acquired and such exchanges are in the public interest. 

j) Prescribed burning shall be the primary tool for habitat improvement. 
Livestock Grazing 
Action (RM1.1): Implement AMPs on 14 allotments and less-intensive management on 5 allotments (Overlay 
RM-4).  Allotments are listed in priority order.  Adjust management or exclude grazing on sage grouse brood-
rearing areas to improve habitat.  Design grazing management to improve crucial antelope winter/early spring 
ranges.  Establish grazing systems and seasons to meet bighorn sheep requirements. 
Burley Field Office - Cassia RMP 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Objective: Management Areas 2, 4, 7, 10: Maintain or improve sage grouse winter habitat and sage grouse 
strutting/brood-rearing habitat.  (# of acres of habitat is identified in each Management Area in the LUP) 
Action: Management Areas 9, 11, 13: Maintain or improve sage grouse brood-rearing habitat. (# of acres of 
habitat is identified in each Management Area in the LUP) 
Action: Allow for limited vegetation manipulation in areas of known sage-grouse brood-rearing areas and 
winter areas. Refer to Sage-grouse Management in Idaho, Wildlife Bulletin Number 9, Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game 1981, for habitat requirements for sage-grouse.  
Livestock grazing 
Action: Implement livestock grazing systems that will provide a 20-40% canopy cover of brush, an average 
plant height of 20” and 50% average utilization of grass understory in upland game habitat areas. 
Fluid Minerals (Oil and Gas, Tar Sands, and Geothermal Resources) 
Action: Management Area 4: Open to leasing subject to the following stipulation: No 
exploration/development work in sage grouse strutting/brood-rearing habitat from April 11 through June 15. 
Action: Management Areas 2, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13: Open to leasing subject to the following stipulation:  No 
exploration/development work in sage grouse strutting/brood-rearing habitat from April 1 through June 15. 
Burley Field Office - Twin Falls MFP 
General Wildlife 

1. Through the use of intensive grazing management systems maintain and enhance nesting-brood rearing 
complexes and wintering areas for sage grouse.  

2. Limited work will be permitted along streams, meadows or secondary drainages (dry and intermittent). 
A 100-yard strip (minimum) of living sagebrush will be retained on each edge of meadows and 
drainages for protection of sage grouse habitat. Install protective fencing on selected springs, seeps, 
meadows, and well overflow areas, as they become identified, to protect succulent forage and improve 
sage grouse habitat. 

3. Give sage grouse nesting, brood-rearing, and winter habitat needs priority consideration in these habitat 
areas. The guidelines developed by IDFG will guide the habitat management of these areas. Maintain 
existing range improvement practices that exist within these habitat areas.  The key in determining the 
nesting-brood rearing habitat sites will be the location of leks relative to the 2-mile radius rule. Multiple 
use management of these areas will aim at maintaining adequate nesting cover. Brood-rearing needs in 
these are will strive to maximize succulent forbs and insects. management of wintering areas will be to 
maintain adequate sagebrush cover in identified winter areas.  
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GRSG and Sagebrush Habitat Guidance in Land Use Plans 

4. Provide improved upland game bird habitat by planting vegetation which will out compete noxious 
weeds, are non-spreading in nature but will provide the same benefits as many of the noxious weeds. 
Until this can be accomplished, herbicide and pesticide use will have to be selective.  

5. Enhance upland game habitat by developing the following wildlife enclosures. 
6. Implement the following cooperative farm agreements to enhance upland game bird habitat.  
7. All land treatment proposals affecting brushy islands or buffer strips, should receive multiple resource 

input to assure consideration of the wildlife habitat needs and keep the needed patches and islands of 
brush habitat. The existing islands and leave areas from the initial projects will remain leave areas in 
future maintenance unless wildlife input indicates that the areas are not critical habitat, in which case 
treatment can be done in a manner that benefits the wildlife values. 

8. Improve upland game habitat by making all existing and future water developments available to all 
upland game birds. Improve the Chukar habitat by installing permanent water sources in Chukar range. 
Construct and install bird guzzlers along Salmon Falls Creek Rim for Chukar an near the juniper trees 
by Mule Creek for quail. Install additional guzzlers as locations become identified.  

9. Provide upland game habitat, primarily pheasants and public hunting areas, by: maintaining small 
isolated parcels of public land which are surrounded by private land in public ownership  (these tracts 
must be in legal subdivision); in all future desert land entries, Carey Act, public sales, land exchanges, 
etc.; retain  a minimum of  15 percent of the land in public ownership; retain the following isolated 
parcels in public ownership and maintain them in their present condition until such time when the 
surrounding private land goes in to agriculture.  

10. Improve and maintain terrestrial, aquatic and wetland-riparian habitat for upland games species 
throughout the planning unit.  

11. Acquire the following parcel of land to provide additional upland game habitat: T 10 S, R 18 E, Section 
11 N 1/2  N1/2 SE ¼ 

12. Maintain and enhance habitat for sharptailed grouse through the use of intensive grazing management 
systems. Maintenance of a 12 inch high grass understory is important. Maintain present cover on public 
lands adjacent to dry land grain fields. Protect grass areas intermixed with bitterbrush and sagebrush in 
draws and small canyons with dense stands of berry producing vegetation. 

13. Allow vehicular use and oil and gas exploration without restriction except during the period from 
March 15 through June 15 in critical sage grouse nesting-brood rearing complexes. During this period, 
vehicular use will be limited to existing roads and trails.                                        

14. Close critical sage grouse wintering areas to snowmobiling.  
15. Determine the boundary of each agricultural trespass, determine the party in violation, settle the 

damages due the government based on fair market value:  1.) Terminate the unauthorized use by one of 
the following actions. Restore the land to its prior stat for multiple resource management. 2.) Enter 
into cooperative wildlife farming agreement. Use the Sieks Act authority where applicable.3.) Enter into 
an agricultural lease with multiple resource values identified and collect fair market value rental for the 
government. 4.) Dispose of the farmed land to the private sector through public sale.  Sites containing 
any of the following criteria will be retained in public ownership for multiple use resource management:    
a. cultural or archeological   b. natural history values c. threatened or endangered plant species  d. 
threatened or endangered animal species and their habitats e. critical wildlife habitat such as mule deer 
winter, sage grouse winter, pheasant winter,  pheasant nesting, etc.              

16. Modify multiple-use recommendation to finalize the Twin Falls Off-Road Vehicle Designation Plan 
based on the Step recommendations. Complete the designation plan and an EA through public review 
as needed local motorcycle and 4-wheel clubs. Change the ORV limitation in mule deer critical winter 
range from the date November 1 to November 15. Designate area between powerline and Salmon Falls 
Creek as limited to existing roads and trails (Accept CRM-1.5 WL-4.2).  Limit ORV use in sage grouse 
nesting and strutting areas (Accept WL-2.12). 
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17. Practice limited fire suppression on the existing seedings and proposed seedings with modifications as 
shown  in RM-2.3 RM2.4 and RM-2.5 Multiple Use Recommendations that provide for normal fire 
suppression on sage grouse ranges antelope and mule deer winter ranges, mule deer critical summer 
range and isolated tracts 

18. Do not use aerial retardant on resource value Class II lands except when needed to protect or ensure 
the safety of private property, structures, livestock, general public and fire suppression personnel. Do 
not use aerial retardant on any open waters such as reservoirs ponds, streams and springs. Aerial 
retardant can be used to aid in protecting identified sage grouse, antelope and mule deer winter areas, 
mule deer critical summer range and isolated tracts. 

19. Modify the multiple use recommendation to include all the identified area and to agree with the range 
multiple use recommendation RM-2.7 RM2.7 says practice limited fire suppression on existing seedings 
and proposed seedings with the modifications shown inRM-2.3 RM-2.4 and RM2.5.  Aggressive fire 
suppression will be initiated to protect wildlife values on sage grouse strutting grounds, antelope and 
mule deer winter range, mule deer critical summer range and on the Twin Falls-Cassia Isolated Sikes 
Act Tracts. Fire management will consult closely with the area manager on actions in these areas. 

Twin Falls District - Fire Management Direction Amendment 
Wildland Fire Management 
GOAL: Maintain, protect, and expand sage grouse source habitats. 
Action: Suppress wildland fires in source habitats (Figure 3-3), except where WFU would benefit habitat. 
Action: Allow WFU in sage grouse source habitats for the benefit of the habitat only after site specific project 
level coordination with IDFG (Figure 3-3). 
Action: Conduct vegetation treatments in areas that pose a wildland fire risk to source habitats. 
Action: Treat areas within source habitats that have low resiliency (i.e., areas characterized by low species 
diversity, undesirable composition, and dead or decadent sagebrush). 
Action: When multiple wildland fire ignitions occur, the criteria for establishing suppression priorities would 
follow the two prioritization criteria described under Section 2.4.4.1, followed by the 
following prioritization: 
• Minimize risks to sage-grouse source, key, and restoration habitats. 
• Minimize risks to habitats occupied by T&E species. 
• Minimize risks to resources where changes in fuel accumulation and fire occurrence have occurred (i.e., 
FRCC 2 and FRCC 3 areas). 
Action: Use AMR to wildland fire in all sage grouse restoration and key habitats and healthy wildlife habitats. 
GOAL: Treat sage grouse key and restoration habitats to expand source habitats. Improve and maintain sage 
grouse Restoration (R1-3) and key habitats. 
Action: Use appropriate management response to wildland fire in all sage grouse restoration and key habitats 
and healthy wildlife habitats. 
Action: WFU may be allowed in historically frequent fire regimes to restore fire's natural role and in sage 
grouse restoration and key habitats for the benefit of the habitat only after site specific project level 
consultation/collaboration with IDFG (Figure 3-3). 
Action: Conduct vegetation treatments in restoration and key habitats to reduce risk of wildland fire and 
reconnect restoration and key habitats. 
Action: Treat areas of restoration and key habitats that have low resiliency characterized by low species 
diversity. 
Action: T&E and Candidate species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, and conservation 
strategies will be protected as specified in their respective plans/agreements/strategies. These protections 
include such measures as adequate habitat and range for a given species, including mitigation measures for 
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multiple land use activities authorized by the BLM. 
Action: R.1 PRESCRIBED FIRE: Leave adequate untreated sagebrush areas for loafing/hiding cover near 
leks for sage-grouse. 
Action: R.1 PRESCRIBED FIRE: Avoid the use of prescribed fire or other sagebrush treatments in habitats 
prone to the expansion or invasion of cheatgrass or other invasive species unless adequate measures are taken 
to control the invasive species and ensure subsequent dominance by desirable perennial species. In many—if 
not most—cases, this will likely require chemical treatments and reseeding. 
Action: R.2 ANNUAL GRASSLANDS 
Seed used in sage-grouse habitat restoration seedings, burned area rehabilitation projects, 
and hazardous fuels/wildland urban interface projects will be tested and certified as weed-free, based on 
prevailing agency policy and protocol. Private landowners are encouraged to use only certified seed, as well. 
Action: R.2 ANNUAL GRASSLANDS 
Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency to facilitate firefighter safety; reduce the risk of 
extreme fire behavior; reduce the risk and rate of fire spread to stronghold, key, and restoration habitats(sic 
sage-grouse); reduce fire frequencies; and shorten the fire season. 
Action: R.2 ANNUAL GRASSLANDS 
Human activities such as fence and pipeline maintenance or construction, facility maintenance, utility 
maintenance, or any project or related work at or within 1 km (0.6 miles) of occupied leks that results in or 
will likely result in disturbance to lekking birds should be avoided from approximately 6:00 PM to 9:00 AM. 
In general, this guideline should be applied from March 15 through May 1 in lower elevation habitats and 
March 25 through May 15 in higher elevation habitats. 
Action: R.4 CONIFER ENCROACHMENT 
Remove Douglas fir or other conifers where they are encroaching on wet meadows, riparian areas, or 
sagebrush stands that provide potential sage-grouse habitat. 
Action: R.4 CONIFER ENCROACHMENT 
Remove juniper, Douglas fir, pinyon pine, or other trees within at least 100 m (330 ft) or an 8-acre area of 
occupied sage-grouse leks. The purpose of this procedure is to reduce perching opportunity for raptors or 
other avian predators within view of leks. Techniques could include chainsaw, chipper, or other suitable 
mechanical means. Ensure cutting and slash disposal is completed between approximately July 15 and January 
30 to minimize disturbance to grouse that may be in the vicinity (e.g., males at leks, nesting females, and 
young broods). This practice serves to reduce raptor predation on sage-grouse by eliminating potential 
perches, thereby improving survival, recruitment, and productivity. It may be particularly valuable where 
avian predation may be of greater concern such as in areas with fragmented habitat, nearby infrastructure 
features, and/or in the case of small, isolated sage-grouse populations. 
Action: R.4 CONIFER ENCROACHMENT 
Where juniper or other conifer species have encroached upon sagebrush communities at larger scales, employ 
prescribed fire, chemical, mechanical (e.g., chaining, chipper, chainsaw, or commercial sale), or other suitable 
methods to reduce or eliminate juniper. Priority should be given to areas where there is a strong likelihood for 
recovery of perennial herbaceous vegetation or where preparatory and follow-up actions (e.g., control of 
invasive species and seeding) are likely to be successful. Whenever possible, but especially if sagebrush habitat 
is limited locally, use juniper-control techniques that are least disruptive to the affected stand of sagebrush. 
For example, if junipers are only scattered, and the associated sagebrush community is otherwise relatively 
healthy, cutting junipers with chainsaws will remove the encroachment threat while allowing for immediate 
use of the sagebrush by sage-grouse. In all cases, control efforts should be planned using interdisciplinary 
expertise. 
GOAL: Protect and enhance sage grouse stronghold habitats.  
Action: Suppression Priorities: Minimize risk to source, key, and restoration sage grouse habitat.  Minimize 
risk to threatened, endangered, and candidate species habitat. Minimize risk to resources where changes in 
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fuel accumulation and fire occurrence have occurred. 
Action: Design vegetation treatments potentially affecting Greater sage-grouse (in Low-elevation Shrub, Mid-
elevation Shrub, and Mountain Shrub), conservation measures identified in Appendix R would be considered. 
Action: Manage fuels and fire across the sagebrush steppe landscape to provide habitat for a variety of 
sagebrush-obligate wildlife species as well as other resource benefits. Progress made toward DFC would 
result in improved habitat for sagebrush steppe obligate species. 
Challis Field Office – Challis RMP 
Special status species 
Goal: Maintain populations of special status species and/or their habitat over the range of natural distribution 
and habitat conditions. Eliminate the need for listing of sensitive and candidate species and contribute to 
recovery of listed species by increasing the number or size of populations or by removing threats to species 
and their habitats. 
Objective: Within 10 years, develop BLM Species Management Plans or other types of conservation plans for 
at least five of the species inventoried under Special Status Species, Goal 1, #4 and 5 above. 
Wildlife Habitat 
Objective: In the following wildlife habitat areas, unless NEPA analysis and consultation with the IDFG 
determine that restrictions on a permitted activity are not necessary, BLM permitted activities (other than 
permitted livestock use, unless restricted elsewhere) would 
be (1) restricted to prevent disturbance during the specified crucial periods, and (2) designed to eliminate 
adverse effects (in consultation with the IDFG and other interested publics): 
Habitat Area Restricted Period 
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 3/I-5/15 
Sage Grouse Nesting/Brood-rearing Areas 4/15-6/30 
Dillon Field Office – Dillon RMP 
Travel and Transportation 
See Appendix X pg. 214 
Roads and Motorized Vehicles  
Issue: Roads may increase sage grouse mortality through collisions with vehicles, displacement because of human disturbance, or 
other factors.  

1. Identify, map, quantify, and evaluate impacts of existing roads, including 2-tracks, in relation to known 
lek locations and sage grouse winter ranges.  
2. Consider impacts to sage grouse when designing new roads and modifying existing roads.  

3. Consider seasonal use restrictions or signing to avoid disturbance of critical times, such as winter and 
nesting periods. 
Issue: Roads and their associated disturbances and cumulative effects contribute to the loss of habitat and declining sage grouse 
populations.  
1. Develop a transportation management plan across ownership boundaries in critical sage grouse habitats.  
2. Participate in travel planning efforts and educate the general public about the impacts of roads on sage 

grouse and critical habitat.  
3. Consider buffers, removal, realignment, or seasonal closures where appropriate to avoid degradation of 

habitat.  
4. Re-vegetate closed roads with plant species beneficial to sage grouse.  
5. Close and re-vegetate travel ways in sage grouse habitats where appropriate.  
6. Provide sage grouse habitat information during the planning phases of transportation development, 
working with MDOT, FHWA, industry, counties, etc. 
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Recreation and Visitor Services 
Appendix X pp. 214  Recreational Disturbance of Sage Grouse 
 
Issue: Management of lek viewing may be necessary.  
Action 5. Issue special use permits for certain activities with distance and timing restrictions to maintain the 
integrity of breeding habitat. 
Lands and Realty 
See appendix X pg. 213 
Powerlines and Generation Facilities  
Issue: Existing power lines near a lek, brood-rearing habitat, or winter habitat increases the risk of predation on sage grouse by 
raptors.  
1. Document the segment(s) of line causing problems.  
2. Determine by cooperative action- agencies, utilities, and landowners- whether or not modification of poles 

to limit perching will prevent electrocution of raptors and decrease predation on sage grouse.  
3. Emphasize the following if perch prevention modifications do not work to protect sage grouse and sage-

brush habitat:  
a) reroute the line using distance, topography, or vegetative cover; or  
b) bury the line.  

4. Explore opportunities for technical assistance and funding.  
5. Remove power line when use is completed. 
Issue: Existing power line is causing consistent or significant collision mortality on sage grouse.  
1. Document the segment(s) of line causing consistent or biologically significant mortality- with agencies, 

utilities, and landowners cooperating in the effort.  
2. Initiate collision prevention measures using guidelines (Avian Power Line Action Committee 1994) on 

identified segments. Measures are subject to restriction or modification for wind and ice loading or other 
engineering concerns, or updated collision prevention in-formation.  

3. Remove power lines that traverse important sage grouse habitats when facilities being serviced are no 
longer in use or when projects are completed. 
Range Management 
Pg. 69 Action 3 - identifies SG habitat as priority habitat. 
3 Consider the following habitats priority wildlife habitats:  

• all listed and special status species habitats, with grizzly bear and lynx receiving the most emphasis in 
coniferous forest habitats, and sage grouse receiving the most emphasis in sagebrush steppe habitats  

• coniferous forest and sagebrush habitats that pro-vide important big game winter habitat  
• sagebrush habitats that provide bighorn sheep year-long or seasonal habitats  
• sagebrush habitats that provide sage grouse breeding, early brood rearing, or winter habitat  
• mountain mahogany and sagebrush steppe habitat associations in the Lima Sweetwater Breaks key 

raptor management area  
• all riparian and wetland habitats 
4 Consider the following species priority wildlife species:  

• all listed and special status species, with grizzly bear, lynx, and sage grouse receiving the most emphasis  
• bighorn sheep  

 
Pg. 73 Actions 42, 43, 44 
Sagebrush Steppe Wildlife Habitats  
42. Use the National and Montana sage grouse conservation strategies (see Appendix X) as the basis to 

address habitat management in the watershed planning process and in project level analysis.  
43. Manage sagebrush habitats so that mid-scale level shrub cover includes a mix of height classes with 
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herbaceous understory adequate for meeting seasonal habitat requirements for sage grouse and other 
wildlife species that use sagebrush habitat including wintering antelope and mule deer.  
• In habitats with predominately mountain big sage-brush, manage sites with the potential to support 

sagebrush in a manner that maintains > 70 percent of those areas in canopy closure of 5 to 25 
percent.  

• In habitats that include predominately Wyoming big sagebrush, manage sites with ecological potential to 
maintain sagebrush over at least 60 per-cent of those areas in a canopy closure of 5 to 25 percent.  

• Maintain an herbaceous understory emphasizing multiple species of native forbs and grasses, 
recognizing that herbaceous productivity decreases at >10-15 percent canopy cover.  

• Emphasize restoration and rehabilitation of sage-brush in areas that are capable of supporting sage-
brush and contribute to the distribution and connectivity of patches.  

44. When making project decisions located in sage grouse habitats, objectives for sage grouse habitats and 
relevant information about sage grouse seasonal habitat will be considered when determining the desired 
resource condition. If specific issues regarding sage grouse are identified, applicable conservation actions or 
guidelines will be reviewed by interdisciplinary teams and considered in the decision-making process. None of 
the conservation actions or guidelines in the Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage Grouse 
in Montana will be construed as mandatory or standards. 
Appendix X – pg. 208  
Grazing Management  
Issue: Conflicting priorities for land uses, species, and habitats.  

1. Use scientific data and historic information to establish baseline information when evaluating soil 
conditions and ecological processes and when monitoring seasonal sage grouse habitats.  

2. Set specific habitat objectives and implement appropriate grazing management to achieve those objectives 
and maintain or improve vegetation condition and trends. 
Appendix X pg. 208 action 3  
Grazing Management  
Issue: Conflicting priorities for land uses, species, and habitats. 
3. Offer private landowners incentives when and where appropriated to achieve sage grouse objectives. 
Appendix X pg. 208 
Issue: Some sagebrush communities may have been significantly altered by past grazing management practices.  

1. Implement appropriate grazing management strategies and range management practices where soil 
conditions and ecological processes will support sage grouse and desired commodities and societal values.  

2. Establish suitable goals for sagebrush communities that have deteriorated to such an extent that livestock 
management alone may not contribute to habitat objectives. 
Pg. 55 
Goal 
Restore and maintain riparian wetland areas so that at least 955 miles of streams and 2,050 acres of wetlands 
are in proper functioning condition. Design management to achieve objectives (Desired Future Conditions) 
or initiate an upward trend in 20 years.  
 
Appendix X - Grazing Mngmt pg. 209 
Issue: Riparian areas (wet meadows, seeps, streams) are important resources for sage grouse and livestock.  
1. Design and implement livestock grazing management practices (riparian pastures, seasonal grazing, 

development of off-stream water facilities, etc.) to achieve riparian management objectives.  
2. Modify or adapt pipelines and natural springs, where practical, to create small wet meadows as brood 

habitat.  
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3. ensure the sustainability of desired soil conditions and ecological processes within upland plant 
communities following implementation of strategies to protect riparian areas. This can be achieved by:  
• protecting natural wet meadows and springs from over-use while developing water for livestock, and  

• plan the location, design, and construction of new fences to minimize impacts on sage grouse. 
Pg 51 Action 14 
Improve existing seedings that are not meeting range-land health standards for plant vigor and density by 
implementing grazing management systems or re-seeding with appropriate species of natives or cultivars. 
Focus restoration of any existing seedings on areas containing high resource values and/or priority habitats 
and species. Allow the use of all available tools. 
 
Appendix X pg. 215 
Issue: The age distribution of sagebrush may have been altered by management, such as a young stand recovering from disturbance 
or a mature stand with poor regeneration.  

1. Map and inventory areas believed to be deficient in quality of habitat or exhibiting poor health.  
2. Evaluate the site potential and desired condition, and develop specific objectives accordingly within 
specific landscapes.  
3. If sagebrush is lacking:  

a) develop and implement grazing practices that influence sagebrush growth,  
b) inter-seed historical breeding and winter habitats with the appropriate sagebrush species,  
c) identify and promote seed sources for habitat restoration efforts,  
d) encourage the voluntary use of sagebrush in habitat incentive programs, such as the Conservation 
Reserve Program, and work to develop additional funding sources for such programs,  
e) reclaim and/or re-seed areas disturbed by treatments when necessary, and  

f) promote sage plantings, where appropriate, on project areas occurring within sage grouse habitats. 
 
Issue: The plant community has been altered and lack a diverse herbaceous understory.  

1. Map and inventory areas believed to be important sage grouse breeding habitats.  
2. Evaluate the site potential and desired condition within the context of a larger landscape.  
3. Develop and implement techniques to increase herbaceous diversity and density in sagebrush-steppe 
within ecological limits.  
4. Ensure that grazing practices allow plants to grow to seed ripe on a rotational basis.  
5. Adjust livestock grazing management when necessary, such as the season of use/projects, to promote 
forb establishment and recruitment.  
6. Identify large areas of introduced plant species, such as crested wheat, and determine if restoration 
efforts are deemed appropriate.  

7. Inter-seed appropriate breeding habitats with forbs as identified by the specialists and affected interests. 
Pg. 73 Action 44 
 
44. When making project decisions located in sage grouse habitats, objectives for sage grouse habitats and 
relevant information about sage grouse seasonal habitat will be considered when determining the desired 
resource condition. If specific issues regarding sage grouse are identified, applicable conservation actions or 
guidelines will be reviewed by interdisciplinary teams and considered in the decision-making process. None of 
the conservation actions or guidelines in the Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage Grouse 
in Montana will be construed as mandatory or standards. 
Issue: It is important to maintain viable sagebrush habitat and populations of sage grouse while eradicating infestations of 
noxious weeds.  
1. Employ integrated weed management treatment methods such as a combination of biological and cultural, 

such as grazing, mowing, or seeding treatments in con-junction with herbicides to manage weeds in sage 
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grouse habitat.  
2. Use the most selective herbicides where chemical treatment is appropriate, to minimize loss of non-target 

plant species.  
3. Restore plant communities with desired species adapted to the site, using proven management techniques 

where biologically feasible. A restoration program may be necessary if conditions prevent natural plant 
species.  

Appendix X pg. 211 
Issue: Water discharge and impoundments can degrade or inundate breeding, nesting, and winter habitat.  
1. Design impoundments and mange discharge so as not to degrade or inundate leks, nesting sites, and 

wintering sites.  
2. Protect natural springs from any source of disturbance or degradation from energy-related activities. 
Appendix X pg 209 
Issue: Potential for sage grouse to be disturbed or displaced by concentrations of livestock near leks or winter habitat.  
1. Discourage concentration of livestock on leks or other key sage grouse habitats.  

• Avoid placement of salt or mineral supplements near leks during the breeding season (March-June), and  
• Avoid supplemental winter feeding of livestock , where practical, on sage grouse winter habitat and around 
leks 
 
Issue: Existing fences near breeding, brood-rearing, or winter habitats can increase the risk of collision mortalities and /or 
predation on sage grouse by hawks, eagles, and ravens by providing perches.  

1. If portions of existing fences are found to pose a significant threat to sage grouse as strike sties or 
raptor perches, mitigate through moving or modifying posts, implementation of predator control 
programs, etc. Actions may include increasing the visibility of the fences by flagging or by designing 
“take-down” fences.  

2. Offer private landowners incentives when and where appropriate to achieve sage grouse objectives. 
Fluid Minerals 
RMP Final EIS Alt. C  
Pg. 53 Table 6 lists stipulations that were analyzed.  
Winter/Spring habitat – NL 
Leks – NL ½ mile buffer 
Breeding habitat – NSO 
 
NL = no lease 
NSO = no surface occupancy 
 
Under Alternative C, 80 percent (1,086,596 acres) of the planning area would not be available for oil and gas 
leasing. This includes all the lands identified in Alternative B, plus lands in these additional locations: 
• Sage Grouse Winter/Spring Range 
• Lands within 1/2 mile of Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds (leks) 
Appendix X.  pg 210-211 
Mining and Energy Development  
Issue: Energy development may adversely affect sage grouse.  
1. Work cooperatively – agencies, utilities, and landowners – to identify and map important seasonal ranges 

for sage grouse.  
2. Complete a broad scale assessment to identify important areas that require additional protection or 

conservation during land use planning and leasing of energy reserves.  
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3. Prioritize areas relative to their need for protection – ranging from complete protection to availability for 
moderate to high levels of energy development.  
4. Encourage development in incremental stages to stagger disturbance (federal leases range from 3-10 
years); design schedules that include long-term strategies to localize disturbance and recovery within 
established zones over a staggered time frame.  
5. Provide technical assistance to private landowners who lease privately owned fee minerals.  
6. Use off-site mitigation, such as the creation of sage-brush habitat, or purchase conservation easements 
with industry dollars to offset habitat losses.  
7. Remove facilities and infrastructure when use is completed.  
8. Enhance our understanding of the effects of energy development through:  
a) pre-activity inventory,  
b) monitoring over the life of the development, and  

c) Annual evaluations. 
 
Issue: Increased roads, pipelines, and power lines can fragment sagebrush habitats.  

1. Develop a comprehensive infrastructure plan prior to energy development activities to minimize road 
densities.  
2. Avoid locating roads and power lines in crucial sage grouse breeding, nesting, and wintering areas.  
3. See conservation actions for siting and constructing power lines.  

4. Use minimal surface disturbance to install roads and pipelines and reclaim site of abandoned wells to 
natural communities. 
 
Issue: Energy-related facilities located within 2 miles of a sage grouse lek can degrade habitat quality within existing leases.  
1. Locate storage facilities, generators, and holding tanks outside the line of sight and sound of important 

breeding habitat.  
2. Minimize ground disturbance in sagebrush stands with documented use by sage grouse:  

a) breeding habitat – the lek and associated stands of sagebrush,  
b) nesting habitat – stands of sagebrush within 2 miles of a lek, and  
c) wintering habitat – sagebrush stands with documented winter use by sage grouse with portions that 

would remain above the snow even during years of deep-snow conditions.  
3. Concentrate energy-related facilities when practicable. 
Wildland Fire Management 
Appendix X pg.207 
Conservations measures for 
Fire Management  
Issue: Reduction of sagebrush by prescribed fire.  
1. Sites should not be burned unless:  

a) biological and physical limitations of the site and impact on sage grouse are identified and 
considered,  
b) management objectives for the site, including those for wildlife, are clearly defined,  
c) potential for weed invasion and successional trends are well understood, and  
d) capability exists to manage the post-burn site properly, including a funded monitoring schedule, to 
achieve a healthy sagebrush community.  

2. Develop local or regional guidelines, such as the Beaverhead-Deer Lodge Forest/FWP guidelines in the 
intermountain valleys, or consider the following guide-lines if fire is used as a tool elsewhere:  

a) analyze cumulative effects of sagebrush treatment by considering ecological units, evaluate the 
degree of fragmentation, and maintain a good representation of mature sagebrush,  
b) predict effects for the length of time necessary for sagebrush to return to desired condition for 
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deter-mine treatment types and intervals,  
c) identify suitable patch size based on site-specific characteristics of the natural community and treat 
patches in a mosaic pattern that provides sagebrush cover for snow capture, hiding cover, and a seed 
source,  
d) use available literature to research the effects of fire on sagebrush communities,  
e) use caution in reducing sagebrush cover in and following drought periods,  
f) work cooperatively with public agencies, academia, and private landowners to establish 
conservation objectives for the project area, and  
g) map all burns within one year of treatment, monitor vegetative response, and develop a GIS layer 
of burn history.  

3. Develop treatments to improve habitats over the long term if sagebrush stands do not meet objectives for 
sage grouse, such as confining treatments to small patches.  
4. Consider mechanical treatment as the primary method and prescribed fire as a secondary method to 
remove conifers that encroach on sage grouse habitat, except where forested habitat is limited.  
5. Avoid treatments to sage grouse habitat in areas that are susceptible to invasion by cheatgrass or other 
invasive plant species. Treatment will be accompanied by restoration, and reseeding if necessary, to re-
establish native vegetation. 
6. Protect sagebrush along riparian zones, meadows, lakebeds, and farmlands that include important sage 

grouse habitat:  
a) winter habitat,  
b) breeding habitat, and  
c) nesting habitat.  

7. Wash vehicles and heavy equipment for fires prior to arrival at a new location to avoid introduction for 
noxious weeds. 
 
Livestock Grazing  
Pg 43 Action 16  
16. Rest vegetation treatment areas (e.g., prescribed burns) from livestock grazing up to one year prior to 
treatment (if necessary) to maintain fine fuels for burning, and for a minimum of two growing seasons 
following treatment to promote recovery of vegetation. Livestock rest for less than two growing seasons 
could be justified on a case-by-case basis. 
Appendix X pg.208 
Conservations measures for 
Fire Management  
Issue: Reduction of sagebrush by wildfire.  
1. Schedule annual coordination meetings – with appropriate resource staff including fie specialists, wildlife 

biologists, and range ecologists – to incorporate new sage grouse habitat and other wildlife habitat 
information needed to set wildfire suppression priorities related to resources. Distribute updates to fire 
dispatchers for initial attack planning.  

2. Identify the location of know sage grouse habitat and other wildlife habitats of concern, such as latitude 
and longitude with a polygon and radius, to avoid disturbance or degradation by temporary facilities, such 
as fire camps, staging areas, and helibases.  

3. Incorporate known sage grouse habitat information into each Wildfire Situation Analysis to help determine 
appropriate suppression plans and prioritize multiple fires.  

4. Retain unburned areas of sage grouse habitat, such as interior islands and patches between roads and fire 
perimeter, unless compelling safety, resource protection, or control objectives are at risk. 
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Appendix X pg.208 
Issue: Rehabilitation and restoration of sagebrush grass-lands.  
1. Assure that long-term wildfire rehabilitation objectives are consistent with the desired natural plant 

community.  
2. Re-vegetate burned sites in sage grouse habitat within one year unless natural recovery of the native plant 

com-munity is expected. Areas disturbed by heavy equipment will be given priority consideration.  
3. Emphasize native plant species adapted to the site that are readily available and economically and 

biologically feasible.  
4. Monitor the site and treat for noxious weeds.  
5. Allow a minimum of two growing seasons of rest from grazing by domestic livestock unless there are 
specific restoration objectives using livestock. 
 
WAFWA guidelines are incorporated in Appendix X and include restoration guidelines. 
Four Rivers Field Office - Cascade RMP 
Wildlife – Sage-grouse 
Action: No sagebrush control work would be allowed on sage grouse nesting and wintering habitat where live 
sagebrush canopy cover is less than 20%. 
Action: Treatment measures should be applied in irregular patterns using topography and other ecological 
considerations to minimize adverse effects to the sage grouse resource. 
Action: Where fire is used as a habitat management tool, it should be used in such manner as to result in a 
mosaic pattern of shrubs and open areas, with openings, optimally from 1 to 10 acres in size. 
Action: Maintain the density of sagebrush canopy coverage at 20-30% within nesting habitats and at least 
20% in wintering habitats. 
Action: No control of sagebrush would be considered in any area known to have supported important 
wintering populations of sage grouse in the past 10 years. 
Action: Seed mixtures for range improvement projects and fire rehabilitation projects will include a mixture 
of grasses, forbs and shrubs that benefit sage grouse. 
Action: Improve sage grouse brood rearing habitat where sagebrush canopy cover is greater than 20% by 
removing sagebrush in small irregular areas and then reseeding. 
Action: Sage Grouse Winter Range Occupancy Restrictions for Oil, Gas, Geophysical Exploration and 
Development and Major Construction 12/1 to 2/15 Entire Habitat Area 
Action: Sage Grouse Breeding Grounds Occupancy Restrictions for Oil, Gas, Geophysical Exploration and 
Development and Major Construction2/15 to 6/30 Entire Habitat Area 
Action: Sage Grouse Nesting/Brood Rearing Occupancy Restrictions for Oil, Gas, Geophysical Exploration 
and Development and Major Construction 4/15/6/30 2-mile radius from lek 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Objective: Manage 185,860 acres of sage grouse habitat to improve brooding and nesting habitat. 
Four Rivers Field Office – Kuna MFP 
Wildlife 
Objective WL-1: Protect and/or improve endangered species habitat within the Kuna Planning Unit. 
Objective WL-2: Manage sensitive species habitat in the KPU to maintain or increase existing and potential 
populations. 
WL-4.4 Manage 83,600 acres of sage grouse range to improve nesting, brood rearing, and winter habitats by: 
(1) improving all poor and fair big sagebrush, meadow, and riparian ecological sites to good ecological 
condition, and (2) referring to and addressing the "Guidelines for Habitat Protection in Sage Grouse Range" 
as published by the Western States Sage Grouse Committee, June 1974, when making management decisions 
affecting areas used by sage grouse in the KPU. 
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Livestock Grazing 
RM1.1 Implement AMPs on 7 allotments and less-intensive management on 19 allotments (Overlay RM-4). 
Allotments are listed in priority order. Adjust management or exclude grazing on sage grouse brood-rearing 
areas to improve habitat. Design grazing management to improve crucial antelope winter/early spring ranges. 
RM-1.8 Treat an estimated 4,600 acres (2,900 acres brush control and 1,700 acres brush control and 
reseeding) to reduce invasion of less desirable species, improve range condition, and increase grazing capacity, 
subject to the following conditions: 
a. If sprays are used, maintain a buffer of 150 feet around perennial streams and riparian habitat. 
b. Allow for a sufficient forage-to-cover ratio to meet wildlife needs in winter ranges for mule deer, antelope, 
and sage grouse. 
c. Design projects with irregular control lines, feathered edges, and natural contours. On sites treated by 
mechanical means, drainages and occasional brush islands will be left untreated. 
Four Rivers Field Office - Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area 
Vegetation - General 
Goal: The uplands would provide habitats to increase the populations of shrub obligate animals. 
Goal: Sagebrush and salt desert shrub communities would be the dominant vegetation type and would 
include a mosaic of multi-aged shrubs, forbs, and native and adapted non-native perennial grasses. 
Objective: Limit further loss of existing native shrub habitat to no more than 30,000 acres and increase the 
acres of restored shrub habitat. 
Wildlife 
Goal: The distribution, abundance, and quality of wildlife habitats would be maintained or improved to 
provide food, cover, and space for healthy populations of game and nongame wildlife through the seasons, as 
well as through various life stages. 
Goal: Distribution and condition of habitats would contribute to the long-term viability of federally listed and 
BLM sensitive species and to their resilience to environmental change. 
Convert approximately 100,000 acres of annual grasslands to a perennial plant community through a 
combination of biological, chemical, and mechanical fuels management projects. This is in addition to habitat 
restoration projects. 
Jarbidge Field Office - Jarbidge RMP 
Vegetation - Rangeland 
Action: No chemical control of sagebrush will be allowed. 
Goal: Manage all ecological sites on mule deer, pronghorn, elk, bighorn sheep and sage grouse habitat 
currently in fair or poor ecological condition, for good ecological condition. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Goal: Protect and enhance endangered, threatened, and sensitive species habitats in order to maintain or 
enhance existing and potential populations within the planning area. 
Objective: Where applicable, “Guidelines for Habitat Protection in Sage Grouse Range” and “Sage Grouse 
Management Practices” (Technical Bulletin No. 1) – Western States Sage Grouse Committee, June 1974, and 
1982 respectively, will be followed. 
Action: No control work would be allowed where live sagebrush cover is less than 20%. 
Action: Treatment measures should be applied in irregular patterns using topography and other ecological 
considerations to minimize adverse effects to the sage grouse resource. 
Action: Maintain the density of sagebrush canopy coverage at 20-30% within nesting habitats and at least 
20% in wintering habitats. 
Action: No control of sagebrush would be considered in any area known to have supported important 
wintering populations of sage grouse in the past 10 years. 
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Action: Seed mixtures for range improvement projects and fire rehabilitation projects will include a mixture 
of grasses, forbs, and shrubs that benefit sage grouse. 
Action: Improve sage grouse brood rearing habitat where sagebrush canopy cover is greater than 20% by 
removing sagebrush in small irregular areas and then reseeding. 
Action: Wildlife Habitat Occupancy Restrictions: No occupancy in sage grouse winter range (entire habitat 
area) from December 1 through February 15. 
Action: Wildlife Habitat Occupancy Restrictions: No occupancy in sage grouse breeding grounds (entire 
habitat) from February 15 through June 30. 
Action Wildlife Habitat Occupancy Restrictions: No occupancy in sage grouse nesting/brood rearing habitat 
within 2 miles radius from a lek from April 15 through June 30. 
Goal: Priority for habitat management will be given to habitat for listed and candidate threatened or 
endangered species and sensitive species. 
Livestock Grazing 
Objective: Maintain present levels of upland game bird nesting and cover habitat. 
Lands and Realty 
Action: Any public lands where rare, endangered, threatened, or sensitive species of plant or animal are 
known to live (or nest) would be found unsuitable for disposal, unless mitigation is possible. 
Fluid Minerals 
Action: Occupancy for oil and gas activities will be restricted in crucial wildlife habitats as shown in Table 1. 
(see sage-grouse section for occupancy restrictions).  
Owyhee Field Office – Owyhee RMP 
Soil and Water 
Action: Implement a juniper abatement plan for appropriate sites on which juniper is invading. 
Wildlife 
Action: Design and implement vegetation treatments to improve habitat where juniper or shrub density is 
contributing to unsatisfactory habitat conditions. All treatments will be designed to protect scarce, unique and 
highly productive wildlife habitat types, retain large interconnected blocks of more common habitat types and 
accommodate specific wildlife habitat requirements including migration corridors for big game. Reseed burns 
with a variety of shrubs, forbs and grasses. Rest all burns and seedings from livestock grazing for a minimum 
of two growing seasons following treatment.   
Action: Retain all public land within crucial and other high quality wildlife habitats unless exchanging for land 
of equal or higher value and acquire additional high quality habitat through purchase or exchange with willing 
landowners. These include but are not limited to wetland/riparian habitats, crucial big game winter habitat 
and isolated tracts and shrublands adjacent to agricultural areas that provide important cover for upland 
game. Isolated tracts will be grazed only if needed to maintain or improve wildlife habitat. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, sage-grouse 
Objective (SPSS 1): Manage special status species and habitats to increase or maintain populations at levels 
where their existence is no longer threatened and there is no need for listing under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended.  See Tables SPSS-1 and SPSS-2. 
Action (9): Identify, protect, and enhance key sage grouse habitats and populations.  Guidance for 
enhancement and protection is addressed in the Memorandum of Agreement in the 1997 Idaho Sage Grouse 
Management Plan (March 1998).  Subsequent guidance may become available through the development of 
plans by local sage grouse working groups or similar efforts. 
Action (1): Prepare, revise, and implement Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) and other resource activity 
plans and cooperate in the development and implementation of Recovery Plans, Conservation Agreements 
and Strategies and species management plans to ensure that objectives for special status plant and animal 
species are incorporated and met. 
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Action (4): Acquire additional high quality habitat for special status species through purchase or exchange 
with willing landowners. 
Wildland Fire Management 
Objective (FIRE 5): Modify standard suppression techniques to protect sensitive resource values. 
Action (2): Use any and all available fire suppression techniques to protect the Silver City area, cultural 
ACECs, and unique wildlife habitat areas. 
Pocatello Field Office - Pocatello RMP and Malad MFP 
Wildlife - Malad 
Objective: Improve and maintain the sage grouse habitat to support current sage grouse population numbers 
(1200 birds on public lands) through 1985. 
Decision: At least 20% of live vegetation left within land treatment projects will be composed of sagebrush 
where sage grouse needs have been identified.  A 100 yard sage brush buffer will be retained along meadows 
and perennial drainages. 
Decision: Vegetative control will exclude known sage grouse winter areas. 
Wildlife - Pocatello 
Objective: Improve 3,126 acres of sage grouse and sharp-tailed grouse seasonal ranges from fair to good 
ecological range condition. 
Wildland Fire Management – Malad & Pocatello 
Goal: Protect and enhance sage grouse source habitats as well as enhance key ecological components in plant 
and animal communities. 
Objective: Maintain, protect, and expand sage grouse source habitats. 
Action: Suppress wildland fires in source habitats, except where WFU would benefit habitat. 
Action: Allow WFU in sage grouse habitats for the benefit of the habitat only after site-specific project level 
coordination with IDFG. 
Action: Conduct vegetation treatments in areas that pose a wildland fire risk to source habitats. 
Action: Treat areas with source habitats that have low resiliency (i.e., areas characterized by low species 
diversity, undesirable composition, and dead or decadent sagebrush) 
Action: Following wildland fire, WFU and prescribed fire treatments, use chemical, mechanical, and seeding 
treatments with appropriate plant materials to attempt to stabilize sites and prevent dominance of invasive, 
annual vegetation, and noxious weeds. 
Action: Use native plant materials where determined to be appropriate and practical at the project-
implementation level. 
Objective: Treat sage grouse key and restoration habitats to expand source habitats.  Improve and maintain 
sage grouse Restoration (R1-3) and key habitats. 
Action: Use AMR to wildland fire in all sage grouse restoration and key habitats and healthy wildlife habitats. 
Action: WFU may be allowed in historically frequent fire regimes to restore fire’s natural role and in sage 
grouse restoration and key habitats for the benefit of the habitat only after site-specific project level 
consultation/collaboration with IDFG. 
Action: Conduct vegetation treatments in restoration and key habitats to reduce risk of wildland fire and 
reconnect restoration and key habitats. 
Action: Treat areas of restoration and key habitats that have low resiliency characterized by low species 
diversity. 
Objective: Apply Greater sage-grouse conservation measures and management restrictions for fire 
suppression and fire and non-fire vegetation treatments for the following disciplines: 
Action: Implement the following Greater sage-grouse conservation measures: 
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Conservation Measures Considered in Developing Vegetation Treatments Potentially Affecting Greater Sage-
Grouse 
Prescribed Fire 
• Prior to planning prescribed burns or other vegetation management treatments in sagebrush 

communities, ensure that sage-grouse seasonal habitats have been mapped (see 5.3.2 for additional 
discussion of mapping). 

• Once seasonal habitats have been mapped, ensure that proposed project areas have been evaluated on 
the ground in the context of the appropriate seasonal habitat characteristics (see 5.3.2). 

• Avoid the use of prescribed fire and other sagebrush-reduction projects in areas where sagebrush is 
limiting on the landscape or in habitats that currently meet, or are trending toward meeting, breeding or 
winter habitat characteristics. 

• If the analysis shows that a vegetation treatment may still be advisable, design habitat-manipulation 
projects to achieve the desired objectives, considering the following: 

 Where prescribed burning, or other treatments, in sage-grouse habitats may be warranted (e.g., 
sagebrush cover exceeds desired breeding or winter habitat characteristics; understory does not meet 
seasonal habitat characteristics and restoration is desired; there is a need to restore ecological processes; 
or a proposed treatment site is in an exotic seeding being managed for overall sage-grouse benefits on 
the surrounding landscape). 

 Project design should be done with interdisciplinary input and in cooperation with IDFG. 
 Ensure that any proposed sagebrush treatment acreage is conservative in the context of surrounding 

seasonal habitats and landscape. 
 Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a manner that promotes use by sage-

grouse (see Connelly 2000 for additional discussion). 
 Leave adequate untreated sagebrush areas for loafing/hiding cover near leks for sage-grouse. 
• Evaluate and monitor prescribed burns, and other treatments, as soon as possible after treatment and 

periodically thereafter to determine whether the project was successful and is meeting or trending 
toward desired objectives. 

• Avoid the use of prescribed fire or other sagebrush treatments in habitats prone to the expansion or 
invasion of cheatgrass or other invasive species unless adequate measures are taken to control the 
invasive species and ensure subsequent dominance by desirable perennial species. In many—if not 
most—cases, this will likely require chemical treatments and reseeding. 

• Plan, execute, and monitor prescribed fires in a manner that provides for adequate control and 
provision for contingency resources. 

• Ensure that burn plans address the importance of preventing escaped fires when prescription fires are 
planned in the vicinity of stronghold and key habitat. 

 
Annual Grasslands 
• Local working groups (LWG), land management agencies, IDFG, and other partners should work 

closely together to identify and prioritize annual grassland areas for restoration. Work cooperatively to 
identify options, schedules, and funding opportunities for specific projects. 

• In general, the priority for implementation of specific sage-grouse habitat restoration projects in annual 
grasslands should be given first to: 

 Sites adjacent to or surrounded by sage-grouse stronghold habitats, then 
 Sites outside stronghold habitats but adjacent to or within approximately two miles of key habitat, and 
 Sites beyond two miles of key habitat. The intent here is to focus restoration outward from existing, 

intact habitat. 
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• All seeding project designs should include measures for noxious weed control and monitoring for at 
least 3 years following implementation. 

• Seed used in sage-grouse habitat restoration seedings, burned area rehabilitation projects, and 
hazardous fuels/wildland urban interface projects will be tested and certified as weed-free, based on 
prevailing agency policy and protocol. Private landowners are encouraged to use only certified seed, as 
well. 

• In designing rehabilitation and restoration projects, use the best available science relative to seeding 
technology and plant materials. Use of NRCS's "VegSpec" website may be helpful. VegSpec is a web-
based decision support system that assists land managers in the planning and design of vegetation 
establishment practices. VegSpec uses soil, plant, and climate data to select plant species that are site-
specifically adapted, suitable for the selected practice, and appropriate for the purposes and objectives 
for which the planting is intended.  (See http://plants.usda.gov). 

• Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency to facilitate firefighter safety; reduce the 
risk of extreme fire behavior; reduce the risk and rate of fire spread to stronghold, key, and restoration 
habitats; reduce fire frequencies; and shorten the fire season. 

• Where rangelands are dominated by annuals (such as cheatgrass) or where they border farmlands or 
railroad right-of-ways, convert cheatgrass areas to perennials, or establish buffers of perennial species 
to reduce the risk of fire spread from railroad or agriculture-related activities (e.g., sparks from trains, 
field burns, burn barrels), where appropriate and feasible. 

• To discourage the spread of invasive annuals and noxious weed seed, require the washing of fire 
vehicles (including undercarriage) prior to deployments and prior to demobilization from wildfire 
incidents. 

• Human activities such as fence and pipeline maintenance or construction, facility maintenance, utility 
maintenance, or any project or related work at or within 1 km (0.6 miles) of occupied leks that results 
in or will likely result in disturbance to lekking birds should be avoided from approximately 6:00 PM to 
9:00 AM. In general, this guideline should be applied from March 15 through May 1 in lower elevation 
habitats and March 25 through May 15 in higher elevation habitats. 

 
Perennial Grasslands 
• LWGs, land management agencies, IDFG, and other partners should work closely together to identify 

and prioritize perennial grasslands (exotic versus native) where plant species diversity or sagebrush is 
limiting on the landscape. Further, they should work cooperatively to identify options, schedules, and 
funding opportunities for reestablishing sagebrush in higher priority areas. 

• When seeding sagebrush, source-identified, tested seed adapted to local conditions should be used. 
• One or more of the following approaches for restoring sagebrush should be considered to improve 

likelihood of success (see Dalzell 2004 and Monsen et al. 2004): 
• Use of the "Oyer" compact row seeder, which compacts soil and presses seed into the surface. 
• Use of the Brillion cultipacker seeder, where seed is broadcast over the surface followed by 

cultipacking. 
• Transplant bare-root or containerized stock in small critical areas to establish a seed source.  
• Use the "mother plant" technique, and transplant bare-root or containerized stock in select locations 

throughout the area to establish a seed source. 
• For large areas (e.g., large wildland fires), aerial seed onto a rough seedbed (Monsen et al. 2004) 

coupled with one or more of the above options. 
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• In established stands of introduced perennial grasses, transplant sagebrush into strategic patches or 
strips in critical sites or throughout the area. Scalp spots or strips to reduce grass competition prior to 
planting. Or, as an alternative to scalps, consider the use of herbicides (see Monsen et al. 2004, Volume 
3). 

• Where the diversification of crested wheatgrass or similar seedings with native species of grasses, forbs, 
and/or shrubs is desired, Pellant and Lysne (2005) recommend a three-step process:  

• Reduce competition of crested wheatgrass to facilitate the establishment and persistence of the desired 
species. Possibilities include use of livestock, capitalizing on drought episodes that reduce grass vigor, 
herbicides such as glyphosate, and mechanical treatments.  

 Introduce desired, site-adapted species through drill seeding; aerial seeding followed by harrow, 
cultipacker or chaining; livestock trampling; or transplanting container stock, bareroot stock, or 
individual plants from native sources ("wildings"). Lambert (2005) provides descriptions, 
recommended seeding rates, and other useful information for nearly 250 species of native and non-
native grasses, forbs, and shrubs. 

 As part of post-treatment management, ensure that livestock grazing and rest intervals are matched 
with the phenology and life history characteristics of the desired/seeded/transplanted species. 
Implement monitoring to clearly document how, what, when, and where treatments were implemented. 
Follow up with suitable effectiveness monitoring to document success of the treatments relative to 
project objectives. 

 
Conifer Encroachment 
• LWGs, land management agencies, IDFG, and other partners should work closely together to identify 

and prioritize conifer encroachment areas for further management action. Work cooperatively to 
identify options, schedules, and funding opportunities for specific projects. For western juniper, Miller 
et al. (2005) provide Guidelines for Selecting the Most Appropriate Management Actions, pages 54–57. 

• IDFG, land management agencies, LWGs, and other partners should work closely together to identify 
leks where conifer encroachment may be affecting lek attendance or nearby habitat quality. 

• Remove Douglas fir or other conifers where they are encroaching on wet meadows, riparian areas, or 
sagebrush stands that provide potential sage-grouse habitat. 

• Remove juniper, Douglas fir, pinyon pine, or other trees within at least 100 m (330 ft) or an 8-acre area 
of occupied sage-grouse leks. The purpose of this procedure is to reduce perching opportunity for 
raptors or other avian predators within view of leks. Techniques could include chainsaw, chipper, or 
other suitable mechanical means. Ensure cutting and slash disposal is completed between 
approximately July 15 and January 30 to minimize disturbance to grouse that may be in the vicinity 
(e.g., males at leks, nesting females, and young broods). This practice serves to reduce raptor predation 
on sage-grouse by eliminating potential perches, thereby improving survival, recruitment, and 
productivity. It may be particularly valuable where avian predation may be of greater concern such as in 
areas with fragmented habitat, nearby infrastructure features, and/or in the case of small, isolated sage-
grouse populations. 

• Where juniper or other conifer species have encroached upon sagebrush communities at larger scales, 
employ prescribed fire, chemical, mechanical (e.g., chaining, chipper, chainsaw, or commercial sale), or 
other suitable methods to reduce or eliminate juniper. Priority should be given to areas where there is a 
strong likelihood for recovery of perennial herbaceous vegetation or where preparatory and follow-up 
actions (e.g., control of invasive species and seeding) are likely to be successful. Whenever possible, but 
especially if sagebrush habitat is limited locally, use juniper-control techniques that are least disruptive 
to the affected stand of sagebrush. For example, if junipers are only scattered, and the associated 
sagebrush community is otherwise relatively healthy, cutting junipers with chainsaws will remove the 
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encroachment threat while allowing for immediate use of the sagebrush by sage-grouse. In all cases, 
control efforts should be planned using interdisciplinary expertise. 
Where juniper control around leks is planned, monitor leks for at least three consecutive years post-
treatment to document effects on lek attendance. Ideally, two to three years of pre-treatment 
monitoring is also recommended, but this may not always be feasible. 

Suppression Restrictions 
Fire Management 
• A Wildland Fire Situation Analysis will be initiated as per the Redbook (Interagency Standards for Fire 

and Aviation Operations). 
• Interagency cooperation will be maintained to facilitate coordinated fire management activities across 

administrative boundaries. 
• Wildland fire suppression activities will continue to exercise Tribal trust responsibilities. 
• In the event a wildland fire escapes initial attack, a BLM resource advisor will be assigned to ensure that 

resource management concerns are adequately addressed and that necessary mitigation occurs. If one 
of the following is being threatened or has the potential to be threatened, the appropriate manager will 
be notified with the following information and a resource advisor will be dispatched: 1) Public health 
and safety, 2) WUI, 3) Sage grouse habitat and, 4) Any ACEC, Resource Natural Area (RNA), 
congressionally delegated watershed or any other area of significant concern. 

• Prior to wildland fire season potential areas of conflict between archeological resources and wildland 
fire suppression activities should be identified. 

 
Noxious Weeds 
• To minimize spread of noxious weeds, equipment used for extended attack or Type I/II incidents 

should be cleaned before arriving on-site and prior to leaving the incident. Staging areas and fire camps 
should avoid sites with noxious weed infestations. 

 
Vegetation 
• Blading should occur on existing roads where possible. Blading through undisturbed areas, especially 

those supporting native cover types, should be avoided unless necessary to protect life, property, or 
resource values. 

 
Wildlife 
• When conducting fire suppression actions, species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, 

Partners in Flight species, and Birds of Conservation Concern will be protected as specified in their 
respective plans and or agreements.  

• Establishment of control lines, base camps, and support facilities in known SSS habitat will be avoided 
unless life and property are threatened. 

 
Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
 
The following restrictions apply to Proposed, Threatened, Endangered and Candidate species and to 
“designated” critical habitat. 
 
• Fire fighter safety and public safety are top priorities in response to fire suppression. At no time will 

the activities described in this EIS compromise fire fighter safety and public safety. 
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• The BLM will coordinate annually with the USFWS to update species status in the planning area. 
• Field Managers will ensure resource staff initiates emergency consultation with the USFWS whenever 

suppression activities may impact listed species habitat and, more specifically, during emergency 
suppression actions to protect life and property. 

• Control lines, base camps, support facilities, and other suppression-related facilities should not be 
established within: 

▪ 1/2 mile of known bald eagle or yellow-billed cuckoo nests (February 1-August 15) 
▪ 1 mile of occupied gray wolf den sites (April 15 - June 30) 
▪ 300 feet of occupied Ute ladies'-tresses habitat 
▪ 300 feet of all water bodies and springs occupied by T & E and Candidate species 
▪ Secure habitat within designated grizzly bear management unit (BMU). 
• Minimum Impact Suppression Techniques (MIST) guidelines will be followed in occupied T&E and 

Candidate species habitat where appropriate (Appendix T in Interagency Standards for Fire and 
Aviation Operations, 2005). MIST guidelines direct suppression techniques, procedures, tools, and 
equipment that least impact the environment. Wet-lining (using water to soak/saturate fuels) is the 
preferred fireline construction tactic.  

• Field Managers will assign a Resource Advisor or other designated representative as per the current 
Red Book guidance. 

▪ BLM will notify USFWS when appropriate to discuss T&E species mitigation within the suppression 
area to assure conservation practices are being followed to avoid adverse effects. 

▪ When Incident Management Teams (IMTs) are required, the Resource Advisor will brief the IC about 
conservation measures needed to avoid adverse effects. 

• Where grizzly bears may reasonably occur: 
▪ The BLM Resource Advisor will brief all fire crews on general operating procedures including proper 

bear safety, sanitation, and food storage.  
▪ Incident Commanders, Fire Management Officers, and Scouts should be equipped with and trained to 

use bear deterrent spray. 
▪ Garbage should be disposed of in bear-proof containers when possible and removed from camps daily, 

preferably in the evening.  
• No water-dipping by helicopters will occur within 1/2 mile of any occupied bald eagle nest. 
• Fuel storage, fuel trucks, and refueling activities will not occur within 300 feet of live waters containing 

T&E and Candidate species. The current Planning Area Hazardous Material plan will be followed to 
ensure T&E and Candidate species and habitat will not be adversely affected in the event of a spill. 

• Dozer blading should not occur within 300 feet of perennial streams or their tributaries occupied by 
T&E and Candidate species.  

• Drafting equipment for pumps will be properly screened to prevent entrapment of T&E fish species. 
Maximum screen mesh size shall be 3/32-inch diameter. 

• Any sump created by blocking flow in any occupied T&E habitat will be performed in coordination 
with a natural resource specialist to prevent dewatering. 

• If chemical products will be injected into the system, water will not be pumped directly from the 
streams. If chemicals are needed, water will be pumped from a portable tank, or a backflow check valve 
will be used. 

• Application of retardant or foam (aerial or ground) will be avoided within 300 feet of perennial streams 
or their tributaries occupied by T&E and Candidate species pursuant to the current Red Book 
guidance. 

• To minimize spread of noxious weeds, equipment used for extended attack or Type I/II incidents 
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should be cleaned before arriving on-site and prior to leaving the incident. Staging areas and fire camps 
will avoid sites with noxious weed infestations. 

 
TES Reporting Requirements 
 
Because of the programmatic nature of this EIS process, the exact timing, site-specific suppression methods, 
location, and size of fires are currently unknown. In order to monitor the impacts of wildland fire-
suppression activities, the Level I team will meet immediately after the fire season to review a summary of 
activities (fire suppression) that may have occurred in or adjacent to T&E and Candidate habitat. If the Level 
I team identifies fire-suppression activities for which more information is needed to ascertain potential effects 
to the environmental baseline for a particular listed or candidate species, BLM will provide a report providing 
the necessary information identified by the Level I team to the USFWS Snake River Fish and Wildlife Office 
or the Eastern Idaho Field Office no later than December 31 for the preceding 12-month period. The types 
of information that may be needed include: 
 
• The location, timing, size, intensity, and suppression activities used for each fire.  
• Any mitigations used during fire-suppression activities to avoid effects to T&E and Candidate species 

and habitat, any T&E and Candidate species or habitat affected, and the estimated extent of effects. 
• Results of post-fire reviews and monitoring. 

Fire and Non-Fire Vegetation Treatment Restrictions 
Fire and non-fire vegetation treatment restrictions will be applied to site-specific restoration and hazardous 
fuels reduction treatment actions for the following disciplines: 
 

• Vegetation  
• Air Quality 
• Cultural Resources and Historic Trails 
• Hazardous Materials and Abandoned 

Mine Sites 
• Livestock Grazing 
• Placeholder Species 

• Recreation 
• Riparian Areas 
• Special Designations 

(WSAs, ACECs) 
• Visual Resources 
• Wildlife 
• Threatened, Endangered, 

and Candidate Species 
 
The following fire and non-fire vegetation treatment restrictions will be applied to site-specific restoration 
and hazardous fuels reduction treatment actions occurring throughout the Planning Area, consistent with 
NFP policy and LUP direction. 
 
Vegetation Management 
• No chemical treatment would conflict with existing or future national vegetative treatment guidance.  

To reduce potential resource impacts from chemical treatments, herbicide use would conform to 
application criteria described in the 1991 document, Environmental Impact Statement for Vegetation 
Treatment on BLM Lands in Thirteen Western States or in subsequent revisions and/or replacements 
of this document. Use would conform to instructions from BLM Manual 9011 Chemical Pest Control, 
as well as label restrictions and current policies and state statutes. In addition, the prescription for 
herbicide application (desired, optimum environmental conditions) would evaluate off-site migration 
and non-target species by assessing wind speed and direction, temperature, precipitation forecast, soil 
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infiltration potential, constraints on overland water transport due to precipitation or flooding, 
establishment of riparian buffer strips, and risk to special status species. Fishery and/or wildlife 
biologists would assist project planners in selecting appropriate herbicides for use among or near 
terrestrial and aquatic flora and fauna sensitive to herbicides. 

• The economic effects of alternative fuels management practices would be considered. Local 
involvement and economic benefits from fuels reduction projects would be promoted. 

• Collaboration with local partners to assess WUI areas would be continued, and existing mitigation 
plans would be updated to implement fuels treatments. 

• There would be no Healthy Forest Restoration Act treatments in old-growth forests. 
• Vegetation treatment activities would continue to exercise Native American Tribal trust responsibilities. 
• Fuels treatments would be utilized to reduce the overall threat of the establishment and spread of 

noxious/invasive plant species.  
• The economic effects of alternative fuels management practices would be considered. Local 

involvement and economic benefits from fuels reduction projects would be promoted.  
• Collaboration with local partners to assess WUI areas and to update existing County Wildfire 

Protection Plans (CWPPs) would continue. 
 
Wildlife 
• Seasonal guidelines may be applied if needed to mitigate the impacts to big game species from planned 

fuels management and vegetation treatments as specified in the LUPs identified in Table 1.2. 
• Restrictions may be imposed on fuels management and vegetation treatment projects in areas 

supporting nesting raptors as per amended LUPs (Table 1.2). Treatment proposals would be 
coordinated with IDFG.  

• Species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, Partners in Flight species, and Birds of 
Conservation Concern will be protected as specified in their respective plans/agreements. 

• Habitat Conservation Assessment and Conservation Strategies have been prepared and are currently 
being implemented for the following BLM sensitive species: Townsend's big-eared bat, wolverine, 
spotted bat, white headed woodpecker, trumpeter swan, northern goshawk, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, greater sage grouse (Idaho plan pending), mountain quail, Idaho dunes tiger beetle, Bonneville 
cutthroat trout, bull trout, Yellowstone cutthroat trout, red band trout and leather sided chub. 

• Vegetation treatments proposed in areas supporting sage grouse and sharp-tailed grouse would be 
coordinated with IDFG and would be implemented under LUP guidance or restrictions.  

• Seasonal guidelines may be applied to mitigate the impacts to big game species from planned vegetation 
treatments as specified in LUPs.  

• During implementation, the Proposed Plan Amendment directs collaboration with the appropriate 
local, state, and federal agencies to promote public education on species at risk, including their 
importance to the human and biological community and the rationale behind the protective measures 
that would be applied to their habitats. 

 
Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
 
The following restrictions apply to proposed habitats occupied by T&E and Candidate species and designated 
critical habitat. 
• Treatment activities may occur near or adjacent to T&E and Candidate species habitat and will be 

designed to minimize or mitigate impacts to habitat occupied by T&E and Candidate species and 
designated critical habitat so that the species or their habitats will not be adversely affected. All related 
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fire and non-fire vegetation treatment activities in areas that may affect T&E and Candidate species 
would be conducted in consultation with USFWS. Further, all such activities would be designed and 
implemented in such a manner that potential impacts to T&E and Candidate species from disturbance 
or habitat modification would be extremely unlikely to occur or would be so small as to not be 
meaningfully measured, detected, or analyzed. 

• T&E and Candidate species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, and conservation strategies 
will be protected as specified in their respective plans/agreements/strategies. These protections include 
such measures as adequate habitat and range for a given species, including mitigation measures for 
multiple land use activities authorized by the BLM. 

• Herbicide applicators will obtain a weather forecast for the area prior to initiating a spraying project to 
ensure no extreme precipitation or wind events could occur during or immediately after spraying. 
Aerial application of herbicides will not occur during periods of inversion. Spraying will follow label 
instructions. 

• Fuels management and vegetation treatment activities would be conducted according to standards and 
guidelines in The Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan, 1986. The planning area within the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem would conduct fuels management and vegetative treatments according to 
standards and guidelines in the Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Management Plan (Greater 
Yellowstone Bald Eagle Working Group 1996). No vegetation treatment activities would occur within a 
one-half-mile radius of bald eagle nesting zones from February 1 to July 31. No activities would occur 
within one half mile (direct line of site) or one quarter mile of winter bald eagle concentration sites 
from November 1 to March 1. 

• Riparian cottonwood forests with willow understories that may be impacted by fuels management and 
vegetation treatments would be surveyed for yellow-billed cuckoos prior to initiating project activities.  
When developing vegetation treatment projects, no ground-based application of herbicides would 
occur from May 1 to August 31 within 200 feet of occupied yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 

• Aerial application of chemicals would not occur from May 1 to August 31 within one-half mile of 
occupied yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 

• Fuels management and vegetation treatment areas within the BMUs would be coordinated with U.S. 
Forest Service activities to comply with road density restrictions and number and juxtaposition of 
management activities with BMUs, as provided for in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993) 
or the Final Conservation Strategy for the Grizzly Bear in the Yellowstone Area (USFWS 2003). 

• When developing vegetation treatment projects, open and total motorized access routes or trail density 
within BMUs would not increase. When developing vegetation treatment projects within BMUs, the 
Bureau will coordinate with the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee to develop/implement sanitation 
guidelines. 

• Gray wolf (Canis lupus) populations in the area, which includes portions of the Planning Area, have 
been designated as experimental/nonessential. Presence or absence of gray wolf dens or rendezvous 
sites in fuels management or vegetation treatment areas would be determined prior to initiating 
projects.  In the event active den or rendezvous sites are established within the planning area, 
vegetation treatments would be designed and implemented to minimize noise disturbance or habitat 
modifications within one mile of the den or rendezvous sites from April 15 to June 30. 

• Fuels management and vegetation treatments that may occur within the Little Lost River drainage 
would be conducted according to standards and guidelines developed for bull trout (Salvelinus 
confluentus) Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas on BLM lands within the geographic range of bull 
trout (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1999a, 2002). 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 

 U-24  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table U-1 
GRSG and Sagebrush Habitat Guidance in Land Use Plans 

• No aerial application of herbicides would occur within one half mile of all water bodies and springs 
containing listed snails, Columbia spotted frog, and bull trout. 

• No ground-based applications of herbicides, surfactants, or adjuvants would occur within 100 feet of 
perennial streams or their live water tributaries occupied by listed snails, Columbia spotted frog, and 
bull trout. 

• Dozer blading would not occur within 300 feet of streams that have habitat occupied by T&E or 
Candidate Species. 

• Ground-disturbing activities other than tree and shrub planting will not occur within 300 feet of all 
water bodies and springs containing listed snails, Columbia spotted frog and bull trout. 

• No aerial application of herbicides would occur within one-half mile of all water bodies and springs 
containing listed snail, Columbia spotted frog and bull trout species. 

• Treatments will follow PACFISH/INFISH guidelines in bull trout habitat. 
• For those portions of the Snake River drainages where fuels management and vegetation treatments 

have the potential to effect populations of T&E Snake River mollusks, the Bureau will consult with the 
Service to ensure mitigation measures are adequate to avoid adverse effects to Snake River mollusks. 

Salmon Field Office – Lemhi RMP 
Vegetation – General  
Action: 
1. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game shall be given at least two years notice prior to any vegetation 
manipulation project. 
2. Brush control projects will be designed to maximize edge effect to the extent possible. Islands of untreated 
sagebrush will be incorporated into project design as necessary to provide cover for sage grouse and other 
species. 
3. Proposed brush manipulation projects on sage grouse winter and/or nesting range or antelope winter 
and/or fawning range must have a predicted neutral or beneficial effect on these species. 

a. The sagebrush canopy cover will not be reduced below 10 percent on sage grouse brood rearing areas. 
b. The sagebrush canopy cover will not be reduced below 20 percent on sage grouse nesting and 
wintering areas. 
c. The sagebrush canopy cover will not be reduced below 10 percent on general antelope ranges. Winter 
ranges and spring fawning areas will not be treated unless overall benefits to antelope will result. 

4. Brush control proposals within 2 miles of known strutting grounds will be subject to on-site inspection by 
BLM and Idaho Department of Fish and Game personnel to determine prohibited areas. 
5. As a rule, no brush control will be allowed within 100 yards of streams, meadows, or secondary drainages 
(dry and intermittent). The desirability of increasing or decreasing the width on specific areas will be 
determined via on-site evaluation by BLM and Idaho Department of Fish and Game personnel. 
6. A mixture of grasses, forbs, and shrubs (if appropriate) will be used in all range rehabilitation or 
improvement projects. 
Wildlife 
Objective: Provide forage for 9,350 deer, 2,194 elk, 2,950 antelope, and 200 bighorn sheep. Improve 4,000 
acres of elk winter/spring range; 17,000 acres of deer, antelope, and sage grouse seasonal ranges; and 22,000 
acres of non—game habitat from fair to good ecological range condition to good. Improve 7,320 acres of 
seasonal elk and bighorn sheep ranges.  Provide a more consistent water supply on 81,000 acres of antelope, 
sage grouse, and non-game habitat in the Gilmore and Muddy Creek area. Preserve habitat values of 30 small 
isolated seeps and wet meadows created by livestock water developments. Enhance big game movement and 
safety. Protect the future integrity of the elk breeding area in McDevitt Creek and antelope migration corridor 
near Center Ridge. Enhance the integrity and availability of 69,057 acres of crucial habitat of raptors, 
waterfowl, elk, and other wildlife. Improve the quality of 10,400 acres of crucial elk and bighorn habitat. 
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Action: Crucial habitat will be enhanced through adoption of no surface occupancy restrictions on 69,057 
acres available for mineral leasing. The quality of 8,800 acres of big game habitat will be improved through 
restrictions on livestock use and timber management and harvest. 
Action: Seasonal restrictions will continue to be applied where they are needed to mitigate the impacts of 
human activities on important seasonal wildlife habitat. Approximately 60 percent (226,000 acres) of the 
resource area lies within areas potentially subject to restriction. During any given year, the authorized officer 
may waive seasonal restrictions if actual conditions do not warrant them. 
Seasonal wildlife restrictions related to GRSG: 
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 03/01 — 04/30 
Sage Grouse Nesting & Brood-rearing 04/30 — 06/30 
Livestock Grazing (Range Management) 
Action: All new fence construction will comply with the Lemhi Resource Area fencing policy dated May 20, 
1983 which is as follows: 
 
It shall be standard policy for the Lemhi Resource Area that: 
 
A. All wire fences constructed subsequent to this policy statement shall be 3 wire only. 
B. Wire spacing shall be as follows: 

a. Top wire shall be set no higher than 38” from ground level. 
b. Bottom wire shall be smooth and set at a minimum of 18” from ground level. 
c. Midwire shall be set at 26” from ground level unless: 

1. Bighorn sheep are involved (34”) 
2. Fence is adjustable for antelope (29”) 

C. All new fences shall be flagged (e.g. cloth strips, survey flagging) between every other post. 
Shoshone Field Office - Craters of the Moon National Monument RMP 
Vegetation - General 
Goal: There is no net loss, and preferably a net gain, of sagebrush steppe communities over the life of the 
plan.  
Goal: Continuity of habitat for special status species and general wildlife are emphasized. 
Action: VEG-2: Existing sagebrush steppe communities will be protected to prevent loss of shrub cover and 
managed to promote a diverse, desirable grass and forb understory. 
Action: VEG-3: Annual grasslands and highly 
degraded sagebrush steppe communities will be restored to achieve a mosaic of shrubs, forbs, and grasses 
capable of 
sustaining native animal populations 
Action: VEG-4: Restoration projects will be prioritized relative to locations of key Greater sage-grouse 
habitats and population strongholds. Emphasis will be on projects that restore annual grasslands and 
degraded sagebrush steppe communities, as well as enlarging 
and connecting habitats in good condition. 
Action: VEG-5: National and Idaho state habitat guidelines for Greater sage-grouse and sagebrush steppe 
obligates developed by interagency working groups regarding composition and structure of 
sagebrush habitats on a landscape scale will be adopted to guide sagebrush steppe management.  
Action: VEG-8: Aggressive protection of existing sagebrush steppe communities and proactive restoration of 
areas with poor to fair biotic integrity through both active and passive means (see Figure 6) will be 
emphasized. 
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Action: VEG-9: Approximately 80,000 acres of BLM-administered land (11% of the entire Monument) will 
be restored. About 31,000 acres of annual grassland and 49,000 acres of highly degraded low elevation 
sagebrush steppe (poor to fair biotic integrity) will be treated to control cheatgrass and restore big sagebrush 
cover with a perennial understory. 
Action: VEG-10: All special status species in the Monument will be inventoried with monitoring plans 
established, particularly when and where adverse impacts may occur. 
Action: VEG-11: Actions and stipulations necessary to protect special status species and their habitats will be 
made part of land use authorizations (e.g., limiting fragmentation of special status species populations when 
considering road maintenance) and fire planning. 
Action: VEG-12: Use of native plants will be emphasized in rehabilitation and restoration projects, and only 
native plants will be used for rehabilitation or restoration projects within the Pristine Zone. Integrated weed 
management principles will be used to: 
• detect and eradicate all new infestations of noxious weeds; 
• control existing infestations; and 
• prevent the establishment and spread of weeds within and adjacent to the planning area. 
Action: Restoration treatments in areas supporting sage-grouse wintering habitats would be limited from 
December 1 through March 1. 
Action: Restoration treatments in areas supporting sage-grouse breeding habitat would be limited from March 
1 through April 30, and grouse nesting habitat April 30 through June 15. 
Action: Sage-grouse Key and Source habitats would be maintained and enhanced when possible within Low- 
and Mid-Elevation Shrub types. Restoration treatments would generally be limited in habitats supporting live 
sagebrush communities. Treatments to enhance and restore habitat would be focused in areas where the 
sagebrush component is lost or dead and the understory degraded. 
Wildlife  
Goal: High-quality habitats for sagebrush obligate species are provided. 
Action: WLIFE-7: Actions and stipulations necessary to protect special status species and their habitats will 
be made part of land use authorizations (e.g., limiting fragmentation of special status species populations 
when considering road maintenance) and fire planning. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Goal: Greater sage-grouse restoration habitat (R1 & R2) will achieve significant progress towards 
reclassification as Key habitat.  
Goal: Species composition in key Greater sage grouse habitat will reflect site potential. 
Action: WLIFE-8: Active and historic leks will be protected from disturbance during the Greater sage-grouse 
breeding season. Some examples of potential protective measures as presented in the Idaho Sage-grouse 
Advisory Committee’s 2006 Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in Idaho include the following: 
• Apply use restrictions where needed and appropriate on existing roads or trails near occupied leks to 
minimize nonessential activity between 6:00 PM to 9:00 AM (in general this guideline should be applied from 
approximately March 15 through May 1). 
• Avoid human activities such as fence maintenance or construction or any project or related work at or near 
(1 km or 0.6 mile) occupied leks that results in or will likely result in disturbance to lekking birds, between 
6:00 PM to 9:00 AM (in general this guideline should be applied from approximately March 15 through May 
1). 
• Avoid creating unnecessary disturbances related to livestock management activities near occupied leks 
whenever possible. 
• Improve the dissemination of information to elementary and high school students, hunters, resource user 
groups, and others to increase their understanding of Greater sage-grouse and sagebrush steppe conservation 
issues. 
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• Monitor leks in a manner that minimizes disturbance to Greater sage-grouse following established protocol 
(Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee 2006, Sections 
5.2.1.1 and 5.2.1.2). 
 
Note: Road closures or restrictions during the Greater sage-grouse breeding season 
will not apply to agency (BLM and NPS) vehicles, including Idaho Department of Fish and Game vehicles 
and personnel who conduct necessary Greater sage-grouse inventory. 
Action: WLIFE-9: Consistent with Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management (USDI BLM 1997) determinations, livestock grazing management will be modified as 
necessary to ensure that key Greater sage-grouse habitat achieves site potential. 
Wildland Fire Management 
Action: VEG-16: Wildland fire will be suppressed to protect life and property, healthy sagebrush steppe 
communities, recent rehabilitation and restoration projects, cultural sites, and the Little Cottonwood 
Creek watershed. 
Action: VEG-17: Fire will be managed to maximize protection and restoration of sagebrush steppe in the 
Passage and Primitive Zones. 
Action: VEG-20: In the event of wildland fire, burned areas will be rehabilitated when necessary to restore 
the appropriate mosaic of sagebrush species and subspecies, along with a diverse perennial understory, and to 
suppress invasive and noxious weeds. 
Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 
Action: The NEPA Analysis which accompanies the Comprehensive TMP will include, at a minimum, 
cumulative effects assessments of road density and fragmentation of sage-grouse habitat. 
Shoshone Field Office - Magic MFP 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Goal: Habitat Improvement 
Objective: Establish vegetation…in conjunction with existing brush along Magic Reservoir. 
Action: Provide adequate forage for sage grouse broods. 
Goal: Habitat Maintenance  
Objective: Determine winter use and strutting areas for maintenance of habitat. 
Action: Inventory to determine if there is winter sage-grouse use within close proximity to their strutting 
grounds. If winter use is identified, adequate sagebrush should be maintained within the use areas. 
Action: All sagebrush control projects that lie within 2-mile radius of sage-grouse strutting grounds will be 
designated…to not have any adverse impacts on nesting grouse. 
Action: Maintain sagebrush within the 2-mile radius of sage-grouse strutting grounds. 
Goal: Habitat Expansion 
Objective: Establish a 10-15% density of summer succulent forbs approximately 14,000 acres. 
Action: Sage-grouse summer habitat would be expanded. 
Wildland Fire Management 
Goal: Control big sagebrush only with chemicals or fire where it will not impair adequate nesting success of 
Sage grouse. 
Objective: Maintain sagebrush within 2-mile radius of known grouse strutting grounds. 
Goal: Control big sagebrush using chemicals or fire. 
Objective: Maintain sagebrush outside of the 2-mile radius of known grouse strutting grounds. 
Action: Strive for about 50% reduction in the amount of big sagebrush. 
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Livestock Grazing 
Goal: Artificial Treatment (Brush Control) 
Objective: Improved forage and range conditions. 
Action: Coordination/Planning on brush control within areas inside the identified primary nesting areas for 
sage grouse. 
Action: Brush control designed such that they will not have any adverse impacts on nesting grouse. 
Shoshone Field Office - Sun Valley MFP 
Vegetation – Rangeland 
Goal:  (NC, BW, & M) Appendix 1 of MFP Decision Number 6, Habitat Management – Vegetation 
Manipulation 
Objective: Maintain crucial habitat 
Action: Every effort should be made to delay sheep bands from utilizing known sage grouse nesting areas 
until about the first week in June, or until young sage grouse have hatched in the particular locality. 
Action: Livestock should not be permitted to heavily use known important sage grouse wintering areas. 
Action: No sagebrush should be treated or removed until a comprehensive multiple-use management plan 
(MFP) has been formulated for the area. 
Action: Sagebrush control should include provisions for long-term quantitative and qualitative measurements 
of vegetation before and after control to acquire data on the effects of wildlife habitat. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife, Sage-grouse 
Goal:  (NC, BW, & M)  Appendix 1 of MFP, Habitat Management – Vegetation Manipulation 
Objective: Maintain crucial habitat 
Action: No control work should be considered where live sagebrush cover is less than 20%, or on steep 
upper slopes with skeletal soils where big sagebrush is 12 in. or less in height. 
Action: Control of vegetation within the breeding complex should not be undertaken within 2 miles of leks, 
or on nesting and brood areas. 
Action: No control of sagebrush should be considered in any area known to have supported important 
wintering concentrations of sage grouse within the past 10 years. 
Action: When sagebrush control is found to be unavoidable in sage grouse range, all treatment measures 
should be applied in irregular patterns using topography and other ecological considerations to minimize 
adverse effects to the sage grouse resource. 
Wildland Fire Management 
Goal: (NC, BW, & M) Appendix 1 of MFP, Habitat Management – Vegetation Manipulation 
Action: No winter burns of sagebrush habitat in identified important wintering sites. 
Action: Fire should be avoided during spring/summer when it could destroy … young sage grouse. 
Shoshone Field Office - Bennett Hills/Timmerman Hills MFP 
Soil & Water - WATERSHED in MFP 
Objective: Selectively control heavy stands of brush which are competing with or have replaced herbaceous 
vegetation desirable for watershed protection in the following delineated areas.  (W 1.4.) 
Action: Selective brush control may be undertaken within two-mile radius of sage grouse strutting grounds, 
sage grouse wintering areas, and deer winter range subject to coordinated assessment by the Area Manager 
and Wildlife Biologist. 
Vegetation – General  
Action: Forbs composition at the desired level of 20-25% is the accepted Wildlife Recommendations for the 
entire area.  This goal puts additional constraints on spraying of sagebrush with chemicals which also reduce 
forbs.  It may be that some reduction could be accepted for the short term if long term benefits in forb 
production could be attained.  Another possible mitigating measure might be to aerial seed some forbs 
following sagebrush spray project. 
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Vegetation – Rangeland 
Dempsey Allotment:  Action: Coordinate land treatment proposal in the allotment where critical deer winter 
range sage grouse range and lands potentially valuable for agriculture have not been identified to assure all 
multiple use conflicts are mitigated prior to project implementation Criteria to be used in mitigating conflicts 
are found in Appendix I MFP Step II, See Step II Overlay for coordinated control areas. 
Indian Allotment: Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range. 
Clover Creek Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range. 
Davis Mountain Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range. See 
Appendix I, MFP Step II. 
Black Canyon Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range and 
strutting grounds.  See Appendix 1, MFP Step II. 
Rattlesnake Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range and nesting 
areas. See criteria in Appendix I, MFP Step II. 
North Shoshone Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range and 
nesting grounds.  Refer to criteria in Appendix 1, MFP Step II. 
Kinzie Butte Allotment:  Action: Allow selective brush control within two mile radius of sage grouse strutting 
grounds. 
Marsh Spring Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment within 2 mile radius of sage grouse 
strutting grounds.  See criteria referred to in 2 above. 
Macon Flat Allotment:  Action: Allow coordinated land treatment on sage grouse winter range and nesting 
grounds.  Refer to criteria in #2 above. 
Picabo Cattle Allotment - Action: Selectively control sagebrush to increase livestock forage, improve 
watershed conditions, and improve species composition for sage grouse brood rearing within the accepted 
guidelines (RM Appendix II) for 
sagebrush control. 
Tikura Allotment - Action: Selectively control sagebrush to increase livestock forage, improve watershed 
conditions, and improve species composition for sage grouse brood rearing within the accepted guidelines 
(RM Appendix II) for 
sagebrush control. 
Richfield Allotment - Action: Selectively control sagebrush to increase livestock forage, improve watershed 
conditions, and improve species composition for sage grouse brood rearing within the accepted guidelines 
(RM Appendix II) for sagebrush control. 
Tack Allotment - Action: Selectively control sagebrush to increase livestock forage, improve watershed 
conditions, and improve species composition for sage grouse brood rearing within the accepted guidelines 
(RM Appendix II) 
for sagebrush control. 
Timmerman Hills Sheep Allotment - Action: Selectively control sagebrush to increase livestock forage, 
improve watershed conditions, and improve species composition for sage grouse breed rearing within the 
accepted guidelines (RM Appendix I) for sagebrush control. 
Wildlife – Sensitive Species – Sage-grouse 
Goal: Sage grouse are an important wildlife resource within the planning area in which most of the birds live 
their entire life cycle.  The objective is to increase the huntable population of this species within the area. (p. 
4) 
Objective: The three key habitat requirements of this species are strutting and nesting areas brood rearing 
areas and winter areas. The strutting grounds should not be disturbed and adequate sagebrush cover should 
be maintained within the nesting areas to provide for nesting sage grouse. (p. 4) 
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Objective: In the brood rearing areas the key factor is wet meadow areas which provide succulent forage 
during the summer months.  These areas should be maintained and improved.(p. 4) 
Objective: Since the primary ingredient in the sage grouse winter diet is sagebrush it will be necessary to 
maintain adequate brush within the winter areas to provide for the anticipated population of sage grouse.(p. 4) 
Objective: Improve 283,000 acres of sage grouse brood rearing habitat in the Bennett Hills and Timmerman 
Hills Planning Units in order to provide adequate food, cover, and water for prehunting season population of 
20,000 sage grouse by 1990.  (WL 6.) 
Action: Selectively reduce sagebrush throughout those portions of sage grouse brood rearing habitat that does 
not encompass either critical deer winter range or winter sage grouse habitat. (WL 6.1.) 
Objective: Manage the existing sagebrush on 283,000 acres of nesting habitat and 38,000 acres of winter 
habitat in order to provide the necessary nesting cover and winter forage and cover for prehunting season 
population of 20,000 sage grouse in the two planning units.  (WL 7.) 
Action: Selectively control sagebrush within 2-mile radius of strutting grounds in a manner that will not 
adversely impact present and future nesting sage grouse populations.   
Action: Selective brush control may be under taken on sage grouse wintering areas only after careful 
consideration that remaining sagebrush habitat will be adequate for projected sage grouse populations.  (WL 
7.1.) 
General wildlife 
Objective: Manage the upland game bird habitat throughout the two planning units and provide diversity of 
vegetative species in order to provide variety of habitats for the five species of upland game birds.  (WL 8.) 
Action: Establish livestock grazing systems in order to establish diverse vegetative composition 15-20 percent 
shrubs, 20-25 percent forbs, and 50-65 percent grasses throughout the upland game bird habitat.  (WL 8.3.3) 
Objective: Upland Game Birds:  An important part of their (sic upland game birds) habitat requirements can 
be provided on the National Resource Land by maintaining sagebrush for escape and winter cover. (pp. 4-5) 
Action: Small parcels of National Resource Land identified as having important upland game habitat and 
situated adjacent to private land will be retained in public ownership and managed for upland game birds. 
Objective: Forbs and grasses are also an important component of the life cycle of the upland game bird 
species. Consideration of this need should be part of the development of the allotment management plans in 
those areas which lie adjacent to the developed agricultural lands. (p. 5) 
Shoshone and Burley Field Offices - Monument RMP 
Vegetation - Rangeland 
Action: "Sage Grouse Management in Idaho" (Autenrieth 1981) will be used as a reference to assist in the 
design of proposed projects in sage grouse habitat.  
Action: Where wildlife habitat is a major consideration, areas will be burned to create a mosaic of shrubby 
and herbaceous vegetation. Burned areas will be rested from livestock grazing for two growing seasons 
following treatment. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife – Sage-grouse 
Objective: Protection of brush pockets will be important in maintaining or enhancing habitat for sage grouse, 
pronghorn, mule deer, and non-game wildlife. 
Action: Maintain and enhance sage grouse habitat by maintaining adequate, suitable areas of brush and 
providing additional forbs for brood rearing. 
Action: A Sage Grouse Habitat Management Plan will be prepared to guide management in the sage-grouse 
winter habitat area covering about 67,000 acres in Laidlaw Park, Little Park, and Paddleford Flat west of 
Carey.   
Action: Suitable forbs will be included in range seedings in this area. 
Goal: Monitoring and evaluation will be conducted to determine whether the RMP decisions are being 
implemented, whether the objectives of the RMP are being accomplished, and whether the RMP continues to 
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be consistent with related plans. If a variation warranting management concern is found, the reasons for the 
variation will be examined and corrective actions will be taken as appropriate. 
Objective: Variation From RMP Warranting Management Concern - Any decrease below1982 sage-grouse 
population levels. 
Action: Monitoring lek trends annually. 
Objective: Variation From RMP Warranting Management Concern - More acres of brush burned than 
planned for brush control. 
Action: Monitor nesting and winter habitats through analysis of fire reports. 
Objective: Variation From RMP Warranting Management Concern - 20 percent decrease in key species. 
Action: Monitor nesting and winter habitats by measuring frequency of key forbs. 
Action: Priority will be given to habitat for listed candidate, threatened and endangered species and sensitive 
species. 
Wildland Fire Management 
Objective: Protection of brush pockets will be important in maintaining or enhancing habitat for sage grouse, 
pronghorn, mule deer, and non-game wildlife. 
Upper Snake Field Office – Upper Snake RMP 
Vegetation - General 
Action: Use chemical, mechanical, seeding, and prescribed fire treatments as appropriate to achieve DFC. In 
perennial grass, invasive annual grasses, and juniper-invaded cover types, restore the sagebrush steppe with an 
aggressive sagebrush seeding effort, using the appropriate sagebrush subspecies for the treatment area. 
Action: Conduct fire/non-fire vegetation treatments in non-WUI areas with the following goals: 
• Diversify perennial grass to speed reestablishment of sagebrush cover.  
• Enhance structural and species diversity in degraded low-elevation sagebrush steppe. 
• Reduce shrub and juniper density in mid-elevation shrub. 
• Reduce invasive species or noxious weeds in all vegetation types. 
• In mountain shrub, rejuvenate old, decadent shrubs and increase cover and density of desirable 

herbaceous species. 
Action: Design vegetation treatments in concert with wildlife species and their season of use (e.g., winter, 
lekking, transitional, nesting, hibernation) while maintaining required habitat characteristics such as but are 
not limited to: 
• Providing cover for wildlife 
• Maintaining diversity 
• Treating in a mosaic pattern 
• Providing travel corridors 
• Mimicking natural historic disturbances (e.g., fingering, uneven patches). 
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Action: As appropriate, to move vegetation cover types towards the DFC, use various methods (e.g., 
prescribed fire, mechanical, chemical, WFU) to treat on an annual basis the following footprint acres. 
 

Cover Type Acres treated 
Wyoming/Basin Big 
Sagebrush 

45,010–49,750 

Mountain Big Sagebrush 8,165–9,025 
Low Sagebrush 95–105 

 
 
Vegetation - Rangeland 
Objective: Control invasive species/noxious weeds and poisonous plants to decrease the overall number of 
areas occupied.  Minimize the likelihood of introduced now species of invasive species/noxious weeds and 
prevent weeds from becoming established. 
Action: Priority treatment areas include: 
• Wilderness study areas/areas of critical environmental concern/research natural areas 
• Special status species (SSS) habitats 
Special Status Species – Wildlife - Sage-grouse 
Goal: Ensure public lands are managed to conserve species and their habitats, while providing for favorable 
conditions that support their continued existence. 
Objective: Maintain, improve, or increase habitat for sensitive species to prevent them from becoming listed 
species (i.e. Federal T&E). 
Action: Maintain existing partnerships and establish new partnerships (e.g., Greater sage-grouse working 
groups, IDFG, local cave groups) that help manage sensitive species habitat on BLM-administered public 
lands. Coordinate with state and other federal agencies to support research efforts, develop partnerships, and 
develop outreach and educational opportunities to inform the public about sensitive species habitats and 
populations. 
Action: Pursue conservation easements, land acquisitions, cooperative management efforts, and other 
programs to support conservation of sensitive species and linkage corridors to improve habitat connectivity. 
Action: Reduce impacts to sensitive species habitat by implementing measures such as but not limited to: 
• Implement distance and timing stipulations. 
• Consider placement of, rerouting, modifying, or removing infrastructure (e.g., facilities, powerlines, 

pipelines, fence lines) or project location. 
• Consider placement of range improvements. 
Action: Inventory potential habitat and monitor population trends. 
Action: Permitted/authorized activities (mining, recreation, land use authorizations, grazing, etc.) within 
sensitive species habitat may be modified (e.g., closed, limited or restricted access, season of use) to reduce 
potential conflicts or impacts (e.g., disturbance, habitat degradation). 
Action: Manage livestock grazing in special status species habitat according to Standard 8 (Special Status 
Species) under Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. 
Objective: Maintain, improve, or increase habitat for sensitive species to preclude them from becoming listed 
species (i.e., federally threatened or endangered). 
Action: Manage Greater sage-grouse habitat consistent with appropriate conservation plans (e.g., 
Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in Idaho [ISAC 2006]), local working group (e.g., Upper 
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Snake, Challis, Eastern Idaho Uplands, Big Desert, and Magic Valley) and IDFG conservation strategies (e.g., 
Idaho Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy [IDFG 2005a]), including future revisions or 
amendments, and current BLM guidance, by: 
• Reducing/controlling invasive species/noxious weeds 
• Reducing/limiting disturbance during breeding, nesting, and early brood rearing 
• Establishing setbacks or buffers 
• Maintaining/improving habitats through proactive vegetation treatments  
• Maintaining nesting habitat 
• Applying livestock management techniques (e.g., sheep-bedding, herding, salting, water hauling, varying 

season of use, adjusting livestock numbers, developing alternative sources of water, and converting 
spring developments to a closed system). 

Action: Limit physical, mechanical, and audible disturbance within 0.5 miles of active leks from March 
through June (Sharp-tailed Grouse) 
Wildland Fire Management 
Action: In designing vegetation treatments in Low- and Mid-elevation Shrub and Mountain Shrub that could 
potentially affect Greater Sage-grouse, conservation measures would be implemented. 
Objective: Maintain, protect, and expand Greater sage-grouse stronghold/source habitats. 
Action: Conduct vegetation treatments in areas that pose a wildland fire risk to Greater sage-grouse Key 
habitat. 
Action: Strategically place treatments on a landscape scale to prevent wildland fire from spreading into intact 
sagebrush steppe habitat (e.g., leks, breeding or brood rearing area) or WUI. 
Action: WFU may be allowed in historically frequent fire regimes to restore fire’s natural role and in Greater 
sage-grouse habitat for the benefit of the habitat only after site-specific project-level coordination with the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 
Action: Suppress wildland fires in stronghold/source habitats, except where WFU would benefit habitat. 
Goal: Protect and enhance sage grouse source habitats as well as enhance key ecological components in plant 
and animal communities. 
Objective: Make progress towards DFC in the low-elevation shrub, perennial grass, invasive annual grass, 
mid-elevation shrub, mountain shrub, and juniper vegetation types. 
Action: In perennial grass, invasive grass, and juniper invaded cover types, restore sagebrush steppe with an 
aggressive sagebrush seeding effort, using the appropriate sagebrush subspecies for the treatment area. 
Objective: Maintain, protect, and expand sage grouse source habitats. 
Action: Allow WFU in sage grouse habitats for the benefit of the habitat only after site-specific project level 
coordination with IDFG. 
Objective: Treat sage grouse key and restoration habitats to expand source habitats.  Improve and maintain 
sage grouse Restoration (R1-3) and key habitats. 
Action: Use AMR to wildland fire in all sage grouse restoration and key habitats and healthy wildlife habitats. 
Action: WFU may be allowed in historically frequent fire regimes to restore fire’s natural role and in sage 
grouse restoration and key habitats for the benefit of the habitat only after site-specific project level 
consultation/collaboration with IDFG. 
Action: Conduct vegetation treatments in restoration and key habitats to reduce risk of wildland fire and 
reconnect restoration and key habitats. 
Objective: Apply Greater sage-grouse conservation measures and management restrictions for fire 
suppression and fire and non-fire vegetation treatments. 
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Action: Implement the following suppression restrictions: 
Fire Management 
• In the event a wildland fire escapes initial attack, a BLM resource advisor will be assigned to ensure that 

resource management concerns are adequately addressed and that necessary mitigation occurs. If one of 
the following is being threatened or has the potential to be threatened, the appropriate manager will be 
notified with the following information and a resource advisor will be dispatched: 1) Public health and 
safety, 2) WUI, 3) Sage grouse habitat and, 4) Any ACEC, Resource Natural Area (RNA), congressionally 
delegated watershed or any other area of significant concern. 

Noxious Weeds 
• To minimize spread of noxious weeds, equipment used for extended attack or Type I/II incidents should 

be cleaned before arriving on-site and prior to leaving the incident. Staging areas and fire camps should 
avoid sites with noxious weed infestations. 

Special Designations (WSAs, ACECs) 
• Fire camps and staging areas should be placed outside of special management areas. 
• Use of natural firebreaks and existing roads and trails to contain a wildland fire would be encouraged. 
• The resource values, hazards present, and management prescriptions within specific areas would be 

evaluated when applying guidelines to ACECs. 
Vegetation 
• Blading should occur on existing roads where possible. Blading through undisturbed areas, especially 

those supporting native cover types, should be avoided unless necessary to protect life, property, or 
resource values. 

Wildlife 
• When conducting fire suppression actions, species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, 

Partners in Flight species, and Birds of Conservation Concern will be protected as specified in their 
respective plans and or agreements.  

• Establishment of control lines, base camps, and support facilities in known SSS habitat will be avoided 
unless life and property are threatened. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
The following restrictions apply to Proposed, Threatened, Endangered and Candidate species and to 
“designated” critical habitat. 
• The BLM will coordinate annually with the USFWS to update species status in the planning area. 
• Field Managers will ensure resource staff initiates emergency consultation with the USFWS whenever 

suppression activities may impact listed species habitat and, more specifically, during emergency 
suppression actions to protect life and property. 

• Minimum Impact Suppression Techniques (MIST) guidelines will be followed in occupied T&E and 
Candidate species habitat where appropriate (Appendix T in Interagency Standards for Fire and Aviation 
Operations, 2005). MIST guidelines direct suppression techniques, procedures, tools, and equipment that 
least impact the environment. Wet-lining (using water to soak/saturate fuels) is the preferred fireline 
construction tactic.  

• Field Managers will assign a Resource Advisor or other designated representative as per the current Red 
Book guidance. 
o BLM will notify USFWS when appropriate to discuss T&E species mitigation within the suppression 

area to assure conservation practices are being followed to avoid adverse effects. 
o When Incident Management Teams (IMTs) are required, the Resource Advisor will brief the IC 

about conservation measures needed to avoid adverse effects. 
• To minimize spread of noxious weeds, equipment used for extended attack or Type I/II incidents should 
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be cleaned before arriving on-site and prior to leaving the incident. Staging areas and fire camps will 
avoid sites with noxious weed infestations. 

Action: Implement the following fire and non-fire vegetation restrictions: 
Vegetation Management 
• No chemical treatment would conflict with existing or future national vegetative treatment guidance.  To 

reduce potential resource impacts from chemical treatments, herbicide use would conform to application 
criteria described in the 1991 document, Environmental Impact Statement for Vegetation Treatment on 
BLM Lands in Thirteen Western States or in subsequent revisions and/or replacements of this 
document. Use would conform to instructions from BLM Manual 9011 Chemical Pest Control, as well as 
label restrictions and current policies and state statutes. In addition, the prescription for herbicide 
application (desired, optimum environmental conditions) would evaluate off-site migration and non-
target species by assessing wind speed and direction, temperature, precipitation forecast, soil infiltration 
potential, constraints on overland water transport due to precipitation or flooding, establishment of 
riparian buffer strips, and risk to special status species. Fishery and/or wildlife biologists would assist 
project planners in selecting appropriate herbicides for use among or near terrestrial and aquatic flora and 
fauna sensitive to herbicides. 

• Fuels treatments would be utilized to reduce the overall threat of the establishment and spread of 
noxious/invasive plant species.  

Livestock Grazing 
• All treatment areas would be rested from livestock grazing until project-specific monitoring identified in 

site-specific project plans and/or NEPA documents show that resource objectives have been met. 
Resumption of grazing would be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

Placeholder Species 
• Plant materials used in re-vegetation actions would be native when appropriate and practical. However, 

desirable non-native species may be used in re-vegetation actions on harsh or degraded sites, when native 
seed is not available, or where they would structurally mimic the natural plant community and prevent 
soil loss and invasion by exotic annual grasses and noxious weeds. The species used would be those that 
have the highest probability of establishment on these sites. These "placeholders" would maintain the 
area for potential future native restoration. Native seed would be used more frequently and at larger 
scales as species adapted to local areas become more available.  

Wildlife 
• Species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, Partners in Flight species, and Birds of 

Conservation Concern will be protected as specified in their respective plans/agreements. 
• Habitat Conservation Assessment and Conservation Strategies have been prepared and are currently 

being implemented for the following BLM sensitive species: Townsend's big-eared bat, wolverine, 
spotted bat, white headed woodpecker, trumpeter swan, northern goshawk, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, greater sage grouse (Idaho plan pending), mountain quail, Idaho dunes tiger beetle, Bonneville 
cutthroat trout, bull trout, Yellowstone cutthroat trout, red band trout and leather sided chub. 

• Vegetation treatments proposed in areas supporting sage grouse and sharp-tailed grouse would be 
coordinated with IDFG and would be implemented under LUP guidance or restrictions.  

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
The following restrictions apply to proposed habitats occupied by T&E and Candidate species and designated 
critical habitat. 
• Treatment activities may occur near or adjacent to T&E and Candidate species habitat and will be 

designed to minimize or mitigate impacts to habitat occupied by T&E and Candidate species and 
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designated critical habitat so that the species or their habitats will not be adversely affected. All related 
fire and non-fire vegetation treatment activities in areas that may affect T&E and Candidate species 
would be conducted in consultation with USFWS. Further, all such activities would be designed and 
implemented in such a manner that potential impacts to T&E and Candidate species from disturbance or 
habitat modification would be extremely unlikely to occur or would be so small as to not be meaningfully 
measured, detected, or analyzed. 

• T&E and Candidate species with recovery plans, conservation agreements, and conservation strategies 
will be protected as specified in their respective plans/agreements/strategies. These protections include 
such measures as adequate habitat and range for a given species, including mitigation measures for 
multiple land use activities authorized by the BLM. 

• Herbicide applicators will obtain a weather forecast for the area prior to initiating a spraying project to 
ensure no extreme precipitation or wind events could occur during or immediately after spraying. Aerial 
application of herbicides will not occur during periods of inversion. Spraying will follow label 
instructions. 

Action: Implement the following Greater sage-grouse conservation measures: 
Prescribed Fire 
• Prior to planning prescribed burns or other vegetation management treatments in sagebrush 

communities, ensure that sage-grouse seasonal habitats have been mapped (see 5.3.2 for additional 
discussion of mapping). 

• Once seasonal habitats have been mapped, ensure that proposed project areas have been evaluated on 
the ground in the context of the appropriate seasonal habitat characteristics (see 5.3.2). 

• Avoid the use of prescribed fire and other sagebrush-reduction projects in areas where sagebrush is 
limiting on the landscape or in habitats that currently meet, or are trending toward meeting, breeding or 
winter habitat characteristics. 

• If the analysis shows that a vegetation treatment may still be advisable, design habitat-manipulation 
projects to achieve the desired objectives, considering the following: 
o Where prescribed burning, or other treatments, in sage-grouse habitats may be warranted (e.g., 

sagebrush cover exceeds desired breeding or winter habitat characteristics; understory does not meet 
seasonal habitat characteristics and restoration is desired; there is a need to restore ecological 
processes; or a proposed treatment site is in an exotic seeding being managed for overall sage-grouse 
benefits on the surrounding landscape). 

o Project design should be done with interdisciplinary input and in cooperation with IDFG. 
o Ensure that any proposed sagebrush treatment acreage is conservative in the context of surrounding 

seasonal habitats and landscape. 
o Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a manner that promotes use by sage-

grouse (see Connelly 2000 for additional discussion). 
o Leave adequate untreated sagebrush areas for loafing/hiding cover near leks for sage-grouse. 

• Evaluate and monitor prescribed burns, and other treatments, as soon as possible after treatment and 
periodically thereafter to determine whether the project was successful and is meeting or trending toward 
desired objectives. 

• Avoid the use of prescribed fire or other sagebrush treatments in habitats prone to the expansion or 
invasion of cheatgrass or other invasive species unless adequate measures are taken to control the 
invasive species and ensure subsequent dominance by desirable perennial species. In many—if not 
most—cases, this will likely require chemical treatments and reseeding. 

• Plan, execute, and monitor prescribed fires in a manner that provides for adequate control and provision 
for contingency resources. 

• Ensure that burn plans address the importance of preventing escaped fires when prescription fires are 
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planned in the vicinity of stronghold and key habitat. 
Annual Grasslands 
• Local working groups (LWG), land management agencies, IDFG, and other partners should work closely 

together to identify and prioritize annual grassland areas for restoration. Work cooperatively to identify 
options, schedules, and funding opportunities for specific projects. 

• In general, the priority for implementation of specific sage-grouse habitat restoration projects in annual 
grasslands should be given first to: 
o Sites adjacent to or surrounded by sage-grouse stronghold habitats, then 
o Sites outside stronghold habitats but adjacent to or within approximately two miles of key habitat, 

and 
o Sites beyond two miles of key habitat. The intent here is to focus restoration outward from existing, 

intact habitat. 
• All seeding project designs should include measures for noxious weed control and monitoring for at least 

3 years following implementation. 
• Seed used in sage-grouse habitat restoration seedings, burned area rehabilitation projects, and 

hazardous fuels/wildland urban interface projects will be tested and certified as weed-free, based on 
prevailing agency policy and protocol. Private landowners are encouraged to use only certified seed, as 
well. 

• In designing rehabilitation and restoration projects, use the best available science relative to 
seeding technology and plant materials. Use of NRCS's "VegSpec" website may be helpful. VegSpec is a 
web-based decision support system that assists land managers in the planning and design of vegetation 
establishment practices. VegSpec uses soil, plant, and climate data to select plant species that are site-
specifically adapted, suitable for the selected practice, and appropriate for the purposes and objectives for 
which the planting is intended.  (See http://plants.usda.gov). 

• Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency to facilitate firefighter safety; reduce the risk 
of extreme fire behavior; reduce the risk and rate of fire spread to stronghold, key, and 
restoration habitats; reduce fire frequencies; and shorten the fire season. 

• Where rangelands are dominated by annuals (such as cheatgrass) or where they border farmlands or 
railroad right-of-ways, convert cheatgrass areas to perennials, or establish buffers of perennial species to 
reduce the risk of fire spread from railroad or agriculture-related activities (e.g., sparks from trains, field 
burns, burn barrels), where appropriate and feasible. 

• To discourage the spread of invasive annuals and noxious weed seed, require the washing of fire vehicles 
(including undercarriage) prior to deployments and prior to demobilization from wildfire incidents. 

• Human activities such as fence and pipeline maintenance or construction, facility maintenance, utility 
maintenance, or any project or related work at or within 1 km (0.6 miles) of occupied leks that results in 
or will likely result in disturbance to lekking birds should be avoided from approximately 6:00 PM to 9:00 
AM. In general, this guideline should be applied from March 15 through May 1 in lower elevation 
habitats and March 25 through May 15 in higher elevation habitats. 

Perennial Grasslands 
• LWGs, land management agencies, IDFG, and other partners should work closely together to identify 

and prioritize perennial grasslands (exotic versus native) where plant species diversity or sagebrush is 
limiting on the landscape. Further, they should work cooperatively to identify options, schedules, and 
funding opportunities for reestablishing sagebrush in higher priority areas. 

• When seeding sagebrush, source-identified, tested seed adapted to local conditions should be used. 
• One or more of the following approaches for restoring sagebrush should be considered to improve 
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likelihood of success (see Dalzell 2004 and Monsen et al. 2004): 
• Use of the "Oyer" compact row seeder, which compacts soil and presses seed into the surface. 
• Use of the Brillion cultipacker seeder, where seed is broadcast over the surface followed by cultipacking. 
• Transplant bare-root or containerized stock in small critical areas to establish a seed source.  
• Use the "mother plant" technique, and transplant bare-root or containerized stock in select locations 

throughout the area to establish a seed source. 
• For large areas (e.g., large wildland fires), aerial seed onto a rough seedbed (Monsen et al. 2004) coupled 

with one or more of the above options. 
• In established stands of introduced perennial grasses, transplant sagebrush into strategic patches or strips 

in critical sites or throughout the area. Scalp spots or strips to reduce grass competition prior to planting. 
Or, as an alternative to scalps, consider the use of herbicides (see Monsen et al. 2004, Volume 3). 

• Where the diversification of crested wheatgrass or similar seedings with native species of grasses, forbs, 
and/or shrubs is desired, Pellant and Lysne (2005) recommend a three-step process:  

• Reduce competition of crested wheatgrass to facilitate the establishment and persistence of the desired 
species. Possibilities include use of livestock, capitalizing on drought episodes that reduce grass vigor, 
herbicides such as glyphosate, and mechanical treatments.  
o Introduce desired, site-adapted species through drill seeding; aerial seeding followed by harrow, 

cultipacker or chaining; livestock trampling; or transplanting container stock, bareroot stock, or 
individual plants from native sources ("wildings"). Lambert (2005) provides descriptions, 
recommended seeding rates, and other useful information for nearly 250 species of native and non-
native grasses, forbs, and shrubs. 

o As part of post-treatment management, ensure that livestock grazing and rest intervals are matched 
with the phenology and life history characteristics of the desired/seeded/transplanted species. 
Implement monitoring to clearly document how, what, when, and where treatments were 
implemented. Follow up with suitable effectiveness monitoring to document success of the 
treatments relative to project objectives. 

Conifer Encroachment 
• LWGs, land management agencies, IDFG, and other partners should work closely together to identify 

and prioritize conifer encroachment areas for further management action. Work cooperatively to identify 
options, schedules, and funding opportunities for specific projects. For western juniper, Miller et al. 
(2005) provide Guidelines for Selecting the Most Appropriate Management Actions, pages 54–57. 

• IDFG, land management agencies, LWGs, and other partners should work closely together to identify 
leks where conifer encroachment may be affecting lek attendance or nearby habitat quality. 

• Remove Douglas fir or other conifers where they are encroaching on wet meadows, riparian areas, or 
sagebrush stands that provide potential sage-grouse habitat. 

• Remove juniper, Douglas fir, pinyon pine, or other trees within at least 100 m (330 ft) or an 8-acre area of 
occupied sage-grouse leks. The purpose of this procedure is to reduce perching opportunity for raptors 
or other avian predators within view of leks. Techniques could include chainsaw, chipper, or other 
suitable mechanical means. Ensure cutting and slash disposal is completed between approximately July 15 
and January 30 to minimize disturbance to grouse that may be in the vicinity (e.g., males at leks, nesting 
females, and young broods). This practice serves to reduce raptor predation on sage-grouse by 
eliminating potential perches, thereby improving survival, recruitment, and productivity. It may be 
particularly valuable where avian predation may be of greater concern such as in areas with fragmented 
habitat, nearby infrastructure features, and/or in the case of small, isolated sage-grouse populations. 

• Where juniper or other conifer species have encroached upon sagebrush communities at larger scales, 
employ prescribed fire, chemical, mechanical (e.g., chaining, chipper, chainsaw, or commercial sale), or 
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other suitable methods to reduce or eliminate juniper. Priority should be given to areas where there is a 
strong likelihood for recovery of perennial herbaceous vegetation or where preparatory and follow-up 
actions (e.g., control of invasive species and seeding) are likely to be successful. Whenever possible, but 
especially if sagebrush habitat is limited locally, use juniper-control techniques that are least disruptive to 
the affected stand of sagebrush. For example, if junipers are only scattered, and the associated sagebrush 
community is otherwise relatively healthy, cutting junipers with chainsaws will remove the encroachment 
threat while allowing for immediate use of the sagebrush by sage-grouse. In all cases, control efforts 
should be planned using interdisciplinary expertise. 

• Where juniper control around leks is planned, monitor leks for at least three consecutive years post-
treatment to document effects on lek attendance. Ideally, two to three years of pre-treatment 
monitoring is also recommended, but this may not always be feasible. 

Livestock Grazing 
Action: Manage livestock grazing consistent with the Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in Idaho 
(ISAC 2006) and local working group plans (e.g., Big Desert Plan), implementing conservation measures such 
as, but not limited to:  
• Implementing grazing management systems (e.g., herding, rest rotation, deferred rotation) to ensure 

adequate nesting habitat within the breeding landscape 
• Adjusting grazing use distribution to benefit occupied Greater sage-grouse breeding habitat, through 

herding, salting, and water source management (e.g., turning troughs/pipelines on/off, extending 
pipelines/moving troughs) 

• Identifying and/or developing strategically located forage reserves 
• Moving sheep bedding grounds away from Greater sage-grouse leks 
• Placing salt/mineral supplements in existing disturbed sites, areas with reduced sagebrush cover, seedings, 

or cheatgrass sites 
• Considering the impact of range improvement placement on Greater sage-grouse 
• Modifying fences when impacts to Greater sage-grouse are identified. 
Fluid Minerals (Oil and Gas, Tar Sands, and Geothermal Resources) 
Action: Identify the following lands as open to leasing, subject to seasonal and controlled surface use 
restrictions (≈560,560 acres). These restrictions would be changed only by waiver, exception, or modification 
as outlined by the criteria listed in Appendix Process for Fluid Mineral  
Leasing. 
Seasonal wildlife guidelines (Approximately 456,560 acres): 
• Greater sage-grouse strutting and nesting areas—activity allowed 6/16 to 1/30 (lands in the Big Lost 

MFP [BLM 1983]) 
• Sharp-tailed grouse and Greater sage-grouse strutting grounds—activity allowed 5/1 to 3/1 (lands in the 

Medicine Lodge RMP) 
• Sharp-tailed grouse and Greater sage-grouse nesting and brood rearing areas—activity allowed 7/1 to 5/1 

(lands in the Medicine Lodge RMP) 
• Sharp-tailed grouse and Greater sage-grouse winter range—activity allowed 4/1 to 12/1 (lands in the 

Medicine Lodge RMP) 
• Sharp-tailed and Greater sage-grouse nesting and brood rearing areas within the Tex Creek Wildlife 

Management Area—activity allowed 7/1 to 3/31 
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Mineral Materials 
Action: Develop conditions of approval that require operators to comply with mineral material regulations to 
protect the following surface resource values:  
• Sharp-tailed grouse and Greater sage-grouse strutting, nesting, and brood rearing areas 
• Sharp-tailed grouse and Greater sage-grouse winter range 
• Special status species habitats. 
Forest Service 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest – Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Plan 
Vegetation – Forest & Woodlands 
Objective: Grassland/Shrubland/Riparian: Reduce conifer encroachment on 74,000 acres of riparian areas, 
shrublands, and grasslands. 
Wildlife 
Goal: Sage Grouse: Sagebrush habitat supports sage grouse and pygmy rabbit populations by providing 
suitable sage grouse brood-rearing habitat on at least 40% of the sagebrush habitat within 18 kilometers of 
documented active or inactive sage grouse leks and the area mapped as potential pygmy rabbit habitat. 
Objective: Sage Grouse: Maintain or improve sagebrush height, and canopy and grass-forb canopy of 
sagebrush habitat, emphasizing habitat within 18 kilometers of documented active or inactive sage grouse leks 
and the area mapped as potential pygmy rabbit habitat. 
Sensitive and Federally Listed Species: Information in the following sources should be considered when 
designing projects that may affect sensitive species or federally listed species. 

• Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage Grouse in Montana 
Standard 8: Within 18 kilometers of documented active or inactive sage grouse leks, do not remove sagebrush 
within 300 meters of riparian zones, meadows, lakebeds or farmland, unless site specific analysis indicates 
such removal promotes achievement of the sagebrush habitat goal. Springs developed for livestock water in 
these areas must be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows. 
Boise National Forest – Boise National Forest Plan 
Vegetation – General  
Desired Condition - Grassland and Shrubland Vegetation:  
Chapter 3, p. III-29 (Vol. 1, FLRMP) 
Grasslands and shrublands exhibit variable patterns of multiple-aged shrubs, grasses, and forbs.  Shrublands 
are found in mosaics of canopy closures across the landscape, reflecting a combination of successional 
development, disturbance regimes and management activities.  Some mid- to high-elevation grasslands are 
primarily meadow complexes that are dominated by sedges, rushes, grasses, and forbs.   

Appendix A - Vegetation, p. 17 (Vol. 2, FLRMP) 

Shrublands:  Shrublands occur on areas not classified as forestland and where shrub cover has the potential to 
be >10 percent. Desired conditions have been developed for some shrubland communities that occur on the 
Forest. The shrubland groups reflect the LANDFIRE Environmental Site Potentials (ESPs) (refer to the 
Vegetation Classification section for descriptions of shrubland types). Like the forested vegetation, these 
groupings reflect similar environmental characteristics, site productivity, and disturbance regimes. Table A-9 
displays the fire regimes for the shrubland communities.  

Table A-9. Shrubland environmental site potential groups by fire regime 
Fire Regime Shrubland Environmental Site Potential Group 
Mixed1 Low Sagebrush 

Mixed1-Mixed2 Mountain and Wyoming Big Sagebrush 
Montane Shrub 
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Desired Condition Ranges for Sagebrush Species: 

Mt. Big Sagebrush:   
Grass/Forb = <10% Canopy Cover over 13-33% of area. 
Low = 10-25% Canopy Cover over 27-47% of area. 
Moderate = 26-35% Canopy Cover over 12-32% of area 
High = >36% Canopy Cover over 8-28% of total area 
Wyoming Big Sagebrush: 
Grass/Forb = <10% Canopy Cover over 25-30% of area. 
Low = 10-25% Canopy Cover over 20-35% of area. 
Moderate = 26-35% Canopy Cover over 13-33% of area 
High = >36% Canopy Cover over 12-32% of total area 
Low Sagebrush: 
Grass/Forb = <10% Canopy Cover over 0-20% of area. 
Low = 10-25% Canopy Cover over 80-100% of area. 
Moderate = 26-35% Canopy Cover over 0% of area 
High = >36% Canopy Cover over 0% of total area 
Guideline: VEGU06 - When sagebrush cover types are determined to need rest from livestock grazing 
following a wildfire, areas should be rested for a minimum of two growing seasons.  Evaluate whether 
additional rest is needed after two growing seasons.  Base this determination on the following factors: 
a) The ecological status of the sagebrush community prior to the wildfire, 
b) How long the sagebrush community had a density or canopy closure greater than 15 percent prior to the 

wildfire, 
c) The severity and intensity of the fire,  
d) The amount, diversity, and recovery of forbs, grasses and palatable shrubs that are present after 2 years of 

rest in relation to desired conditions.  
In areas other than sagebrush cover types, an appropriate rest period should be determined.  Base this 
determination on the following factors:  soil conditions, the amount, diversity and recovery of forbs, grasses, 
and palatable shrubs in relation to the desired condition that are present after the 2 years of rest. 
Guideline: BTGU03 - When available and not cost-prohibitive, seeds and plants used for seedings and 
plantings in revegetation projects should originate from genetically local sources of native species.  When 
project objectives justify the use of non-native plant materials, documentation explaining why non-natives are 
preferred should be part of the project planning process. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife - Sage-grouse 
Objective: TEOB07 - During fine-scale analyses, identify practices or facilities that are adversely affecting 
TEPC species or their habitats, and prioritize opportunities to mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, 
adverse effects to TEPC species. 
Objective: TEOB19 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where TEPC species occur, identify opportunities to 
maintain desired habitat conditions or restore degraded habitat for TEPC species. 
Objective: TEOB28 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where dispersed and developed recreation practices 
or facilities are identified as a potential concern or problem contributing to adverse effects to TEPC species 
or degradation of their habitats, evaluate and document where the problems are and prioritize opportunities 
to mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, adverse effects to TEPC species.   
Standard: TEST04 - Management actions that have adverse effects on Proposed or Candidate species or their 
habitats, shall not be allowed if the effects of those actions would contribute to listing of the species as 
Threatened or Endangered under the ESA. 
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Standard: TEST05 - For management actions that include application of insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, 
or rodenticides, mitigation shall avoid or minimize adverse effects on TEPC species or their habitats. 
Standard: TEST06 - Management actions shall be designed to avoid or minimize adverse effects to listed 
species and their habitats.  For listed fish species, use Appendix B for determining compliance with this 
standard. 
Standard: TEST12 - Mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, management actions within known nest or 
denning sites of TEPC species if those actions would disrupt reproductive success during the nesting or 
denning period.  During project planning, determine sites, periods, and appropriate mitigation measures to 
avoid or minimize effects. 
Standard: TEST13 - Mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, management actions within known winter 
roosting sites of TEPC species if those actions would adversely affect the survival of wintering or roosting 
populations.  During project planning, determine sites, periods, and appropriate mitigation measures to avoid 
or minimize effects. 
Standard: TEST29 - Avoid or minimize adverse effects from locatable mineral operations to TEPC animal 
species or their habitats. 
Guideline: TEGU03 - Management actions in occupied Proposed or Candidate species habitat should be 
modified or relocated if the effects of the actions would contribute to a trend toward ESA listing for these 
species. 
Guideline: TEGU05 - The Forest should cooperate with USFWS and NMFS as appropriate by providing 
information, data, and assistance for the evaluation of species that are petitioned, or proposed, or candidates 
to be listed under the ESA, and for evaluation of proposed critical habitat. 
Guideline: TEGU06 - Coordinate with Forest resource specialists to consider TEPC habitat needs when 
designing and implementing management activities that may affect TEPC species and their habitats. 
Guideline: TEGU08 - Fire Resource advisors should be trained in techniques to mitigate, through avoidance 
or minimization, adverse effects to TEPC species. 
Guideline: TEGU10 - Land exchanges that would result in a net loss of quality or quantity of habitat for 
TEPC species should not be considered unless benefits of the exchange outweigh the benefits to those 
species in the long term. 
Guideline: TEGU12 - Where the authority to do so was retained, proposed or existing special use 
authorizations should be issued, re-issued, or amended upon expiration, only if adverse effects of the 
authorizations on TEPC species can be minimized. 
Management Area Direction 
The Lower South Fork Boise River MA on the Mountain Home Ranger District: 
• Vegetation Objective 0133 - Within the 1992 Foothills Fire area, maintain existing and newly established 
shrub stands in the Mountain Big Sagebrush and Bitterbrush vegetation groups to improve shrub diversity. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 0140 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 0156 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 0157 - Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage grouse habitat. 
• Fire Management Objective 0159 - Limit the use of prescribed fire in existing and newly established stands 
of mountain big sagebrush and bitterbrush within the 1992 Foothills Fire area in order to restore canopy 
closure, and restore or maintain shrub diversity. 
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Caribou-Targhee National Forest – Caribou National Forest Revised Forest Plan 
Special Status Species – Wildlife - Sage-grouse 
Objective: Sage Grouse: Within five years of signing the ROD, map functional and degraded sage grouse 
nesting and winter habitat within 5 miles of known leks.  Identify opportunities to increase quality or quantity 
of that habitat 
Action: Standard: In project analyses affecting the habitats listed below, assess impacts to habitat and 
populations for the following management indicator species: 

• Grassland and open canopy sagebrush habitats--Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 
• Sagebrush habitats--Sage Grouse 
• Mature and old forest habitats--Northern Goshawk 

Action: Standard: Cooperate with other state and federal agencies and private landowners to survey, 
inventory, and manage habitats for sage grouse and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
Action: Guideline: Current guidelines for sage and sharp-tailed grouse management, such as Connelly et al. 
(2000), should be used as a basis to develop site-specific recommendations for proposed sagebrush treatments 
Action: Guideline: Management activities should consider proximity to active lek locations during site-specific 
project planning.  Those within 10 miles of an active sage grouse lek and 2 miles of active sharp-tailed grouse 
leks should be considered further for suitability as grouse habitat 
Action: Guideline: If management activities would impact courtship, limit physical, mechanical, and audible 
disturbances in the breeding complex during the breeding season (March to May) within three hours of 
sunrise and sunset each day. 
Action: Guideline: Where management actions will disturb nesting grouse, avoid manipulation or alteration of 
vegetation during the nesting period (May to June 
Action: Guideline: In sagebrush habitats, manage herbaceous cover to conceal nests through the first 
incubation period for ground and low shrub-nesting birds.  It is assumed that proper use of rest-rotation or 
deferred-rotation grazing should meet these conditions, although not every year on every area (Idaho Partners 
in Flight 2000) 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest - Curlew National Grassland Management Plan 
Vegetation - Rangeland 
Grassland-wide Goal: Sagebrush is managed to maintain current levels of sagebrush in the >15% canopy 
cover class--about 60% of the Grassland. Emphasis will be on creating and maintaining areas suitable for sage 
grouse nesting habitat over the long term. 
Grassland-wide Standard: Conduct a risk assessment for all sagebrush herbicide treatments, including aerial 
applications, using the most current Multi-Regional Risk Assessment. 
Grassland-wide Standard: Areas where threetip sagebrush (Artemisia tripartita), rabbitbrush, and horsebrush 
have canopy cover values of greater than 5 percent will be carefully evaluated before treatment due to their 
ability to sprout after disturbance. 
Grassland-wide Guideline: Emphasize native plant species where they would meet the desired resource 
conditions. Introduced species may be used in project seedings: (1) where native species would not meet the 
objectives of erosion control, such as in high use or impact areas, and where the effects on local, native flora 
is minimal; (2) on sites that are currently dominated by introduced species and the use of non-native species 
has not degraded the adjacent native flora; (3) on sites where the management objective is to use non-native 
species in one area to prevent degradation of other natural areas; or (4) when native seed is unavailable or 
cost prohibitive. 
Grassland-wide Goal: Manage sagebrush community habitats to reduce fragmentation and maintain or restore 
connectivity at the Grassland level. 
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Grassland-wide Objective: Assess the changes to sagebrush habitats in the Greater Curlew Valley, including 
canopy cover, adjacent land use, understory conditions, every five years. Coordinate this effort with the 
Natural Resource Conservation Service and Greater Curlew Valley Sage Grouse Local Working Group. 
Grassland-wide Guideline: Identify and maintain those habitats that have sagebrush with native understory 
vegetation. 
Grassland-wide Guideline: Manage for a mosaic of age and structural sagebrush communities across the 
Grassland in patches of at least 320 acres. 
Guidelines: Prescription 6.5 – Rangeland Vegetation And Upland Bird Habitat Management, Vegetation 
Consider maintaining dense (>15%) sagebrush cover adjacent to private land that has less sagebrush than is 
desirable for quality sage grouse habitat.  
Grassland-wide Goal: Habitat conditions on the Grassland contribute to sustaining populations of sage and 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse in the Greater Curlew Valley. 
Special Status Species – Wildlife - Sage-grouse 
Grassland-wide Goal: Continue coordination with the Greater Curlew Valley Sage Grouse Local Working 
Group and other interested parties to manage sage grouse populations on the Curlew National Grassland. 
Grassland-wide Goal:  Maintain and increase, where possible, the distribution and abundance of sage grouse. 
Grassland-wide Objective: Develop a map in cooperation with Idaho Department of Fish and Game to 
identify functional and degraded breeding habitat and winter habitat within two years of signing the Record 
of Decision. 
Grassland-wide Standard: The habitat requirements of management indicator species (MIS) will be 
considered in all resource development projects. The MIS for sagebrush habitat is sage grouse and for 
riparian/wetland areas is a breeding bird complex. 
Grassland-wide Guidelines: Management activities will consider proximity to active lek locations during site-
specific project planning. 
Grassland-wide Guidelines: If management actions would impact courtship, limit physical, mechanical and 
audible disturbances within the breeding complex during the breeding season 
(March – May) within three hours of sunrise or sunset. 
Grassland-wide Guidelines: Where management actions may disturb nesting grouse, avoid manipulation or 
alteration of vegetation during the nesting period (May-June). 
Standard: Prescription 6.5 – Rangeland Vegetation And Upland Bird Habitat Management, Wildlife 
Do not treat sagebrush within 0.25 miles of an active sage grouse lek.  
Guideline: Prescription 6.5 – Rangeland Vegetation And Upland Bird Habitat Management, Wildlife 
Time treatment practices to provide the least impact to wildlife with emphasis on upland game birds.  
Guideline: Prescription 6.5 – Rangeland Vegetation And Upland Bird Habitat Management, Wildlife 
Current guidelines for sage and sharp-tailed grouse management will be used as a basis to develop site-
specific recommendations for proposed sagebrush treatments.  Lek buffers as described in the most current 
guidelines do not apply to the Grassland, because of the highly fragmented nature of the area and the distance 
that hens are known to move to nest (Biologist Meeting 10/24/01).  Rationale for deviation from the other 
guidelines will be identified in the site-specific project analysis.   
Guideline: Prescription 6.5 – Rangeland Vegetation And Upland Bird Habitat Management, Wildlife 
When implementing vegetation seeding treatments, provide for a seed mix with species that are preferred by 
native upland birds during the pre-nesting, nesting and brood-rearing periods, where possible.  See Appendix 
C. 
Cultural Resources and Tribal Coordination 
Goal: Grassland-wide Desired Future Conditions: Functional restoration of the ecosystem provides the 
capability to support harvestable levels of species of interest to the tribes. 
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Recreation and Visitor Services 
Grassland-wide Guidelines: Manage dispersed recreation use such that activities do not adversely impact 
wildlife species such as upland game birds during critical periods of the annual life cycle. 
Other Administrative Designations 
Standards: Prescription 3.4.1 – Special Wildlife Areas, Vegetation: Native and non-native grass, forb and 
shrub species will be used in the composition for revegetation after disturbance and reflect those species 
preferred by native grouse for pre-nesting, nesting and brood rearing.  
Salmon-Challis National Forest – Salmon National Forest Plan 
Wildlife 
Goal: Provide habitat of sufficient quantity and quality to sustain populations of management indicator 
species (p. IV-1) 
Action: Habitat for each vertebrate wildlife species on the Forest will be managed to insure viable or target 
populations (p. IV-19). 
Livestock Grazing 
General Direction: Coordinate range improvement and management activities with wildlife habitat needs, 
especially on key habitat areas such as winter ranges, calving areas, riparian areas, and sage-grouse leks (p. IV-
22). 
Salmon-Challis National Forest – Challis National Forest Plan 
Wildlife and Fish 
Goal 1: Provide habitat to ensure viability and recovery of threatened and endangered and Forest Service 
sensitive plants and animals. 
Objective 1 – Implement the T&E Recovery Plans as they are approved 
Goal 2 – Maintain or improve the current productivity level of wildlife and fish habitat 
Objective 4 – Place priority on improving essential wildlife and fish habitats (e.g., aspen, mahogany, riparian, 
aquatic) and seasonal ranges. 
Objective 5 – Manage Forest vegetation to provide habitat diversity for all species 
Emphasize habitat improvement for Threatened and Endangered Species, Forest Service Sensitive, and 
economically and socially important species 
The Elk Habitat Relationships for Central Idaho, Guidelines for Management of Pronghorn Antelope and 
the Western State Sage Grouse Guidelines will be used as guides. 
Management Area Direction – East Fork: Maintain or improve quality of wet meadows, springs, mule deer 
and elk winter range, elk calving and sage grouse brood-rearing areas. 
Inventory wildlife habitat with emphasis on refining winter ranges, key sage grouse seasonal ranges, 
riparian areas, wet meadows, aspen types and on identifying improvement needs 
Within key sage grouse habitat, manage to increase forbs and provide adequate sagebrush cover 
Management Area Direction – South Lost River: Cooperate with Idaho Department Of Fish and Game in 
transplant of Bighorn sheep and sage grouse. Use Sage Grouse Workshop Guidelines in identifying criteria 
for Habitat evaluation. 
Management Area Direction – Sawmill Canyon: Maintain quality and use of MIS big game and grouse 
summer forage areas, emphasizing complexes comprising moist habitats. Protect moose and elk calving and 
grouse brood-rearing areas. 
Management Area Direction- Antelope Creek: Improve quality and use of big-game winter range and other 
critical habitat; emphasize complexes compromising moist habitats. Sage-grouse Workshop Guidelines should 
be used as a guideline. 
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Sawtooth National Forest – Sawtooth National Forest Revised Forest Plan 
Vegetation - General 
Shrubland desired conditions are represented by canopy cover of shrubs based on the following groupings: 
 Grass/Forb = <10% canopy cover 
 Low = 10–25% canopy cover 
 Moderate = 26–35% canopy cover 
 High = ≥36% canopy cover 
 

Table A-11. Desired Condition Ranges for Low Sagebrush Environmental Site Potential Groups 
Canopy Cover Percent of Area 
Grass/Forb 0–20 
Low 80–10 
Moderate 0 
High 0 

 

Table A-12. Desired Condition Ranges for Mountain Big Sagebrush and/or Basin Big Sagebrush ESP 
Groups 
Canopy Cover Percent of Area 
Grass/Forb 13–33 
Low 27–47 
Moderate 12–32 
High 8–28 
 

Table A-13. Desired Condition Ranges for Wyoming Big Sagebrush 
Canopy Cover Percent of Area 
Grass/Forb 25–30 
Low 20–35 
Moderate 13–33 
High 12–32 
 

Table A-14. Desired Condition Ranges for Montane Shrub Environmental Site Potential Groups 
Canopy Cover Percent of Area 
Grass/Forb 0 
Low 5–25 
Moderate 5–25 
High 60–80 
 
 
Special Status Species – Wildlife – Sage-grouse 
Desired Condition:  The amount, distribution, and characteristics of source habitat are present at levels 
necessary to support persistence of native and desired non-native wildlife species within their respective 
ranges across the planning unit. For Region 4 Sensitive species, management actions retain desired source 
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habitat conditions, or lead to restoration of those conditions. Habitat conditions contribute to the persistence 
of species and do not lead to listing under the ESA or as a Region 4 
Sensitive Species. Human activities do not affect source environments in a manner that prevents wildlife 
populations from attaining desired distribution and abundance during critical life stages.  Habitat conditions 
support sustainability of species of socio-economic and tribal interest.  
Goal: TEGO02 - Habitat within the respective ranges of Proposed or Candidate species contributes to 
keeping them from becoming listed under ESA. 
Goal: TEGO04 - Environmental conditions and habitat components support reproductive needs important 
to sustainable populations of Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, and Candidate (TEPC) species. 
Goal: TEGO05 - Well-distributed habitat capable of maintaining self-sustaining, complex interacting groups 
of TEPC species exists within their respective ranges across the planning unit. 
Goal: TEGO06 - Habitat capable of maintaining stable or increasing trends in abundance of TEPC species in 
all recovery units within the planning unit exists. 
Objective: TEOB01 - Continue to map and update locations of species occurrence and habitat for TEPC 
species during fine- or site/project-scale analyses.  Incorporate information into a coordinated GIS database 
and coordinate with the Idaho Conservation Data Center. 
Objective: TEOB02 - Cooperate with USFWS and NMFS to develop an Information and Education 
program for special use authorizations within TEPC habitat. 
Objective: TEOB03 - Identify and reduce road-related effects on TEPC species and their habitats using the 
Watershed and Aquatic Recovery Strategy (WARS), the Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Restoration Strategy and 
Source Environment Restoration Strategy, and other appropriate methodologies. 
Objective: TEOB05 - Coordinate with research for TEPC species to determine basic life history requirements 
and potential effects from management activities.  Coordinate efforts and information with the Idaho 
Conservation Data Center, universities, Forest Service Research Stations, etc. 
Objective: TEOB07 - During fine-scale analyses, identify practices or facilities that are adversely affecting 
TEPC species or their habitats, and prioritize opportunities to mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, 
adverse effects to TEPC species. 
Objective: TEOB11 - Update appropriate NRIS database modules for TEPC species and their habitats on a 
biennially basis to incorporate latest field data. 
Objective: TEOB14 - During mid- or project-scale analysis, identify and prioritize opportunities for 
restoration of habitat linkage zones for terrestrial TEPC species to promote genetic integrity and species 
distribution (refer to Wildlife Source Environment Restoration Strategy Map in Appendix E). 
Objective: TEOB18 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where TEPC species occur, identify opportunities to 
maintain desired habitat conditions or restore degraded habitat for TEPC species. 
Objective: TEOB21 - Develop Integrated Weed Management plans to maintain or restore habitats for TEPC 
plants and other native species of concern where they are threatened by noxious weeds or non-native invasive 
plants. 
Objective: TEOB22 - Develop operational resources (maps, keys, desk guides, etc.) within 1 year of signing 
the ROD, to coordinate TEPC species concerns and practical mitigations, and include those resource tools in 
the Fire Management Plan. Consult with NMFS and USFWS on operational resources on an annual basis.  As 
part of this process consider the following relative to initial attack: 

a) How these resource tools will be provided to initial attack personnel. 
b) Locations or identification of occupied TEPC plant habitat, TEPC fish-bearing streams, surface 

water with direct delivery to TEPC fish bearing streams and associated RCAs. 
c) Criteria and potential mitigation concerning decisions to place incident bases, camps, helibases, 

helispots, and other centers for incident activities within occupied TEPC plant habitat or RCAs. 
 

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 
June 2015 

 U-48  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table U-1 
GRSG and Sagebrush Habitat Guidance in Land Use Plans 

d) Criteria and potential mitigation concerning decisions to use draft hoses in TEPC fish- bearing 
streams that do not have appropriate screening. 

e) Criteria and potential mitigation concerning decisions to use chemical retardant, foam or other 
additives in RCAs where surface waters have direct delivery to TEPC fish-bearing streams. 

f) Criteria and potential mitigation concerning decisions to use heavy equipment in RCAs. 
Objective: TEOB25 - Use land acquisition, exchange, and conservation easements, where appropriate, to 
meet riparian and aquatic goals and objectives, and to facilitate restoration of TEPC species habitat. 
Objective: TEOB26 - Where the authority to issue special-use authorizations and agreements was not 
retained (i.e., FERC, mineral leases), work with permit holders to negotiate changes to meet TEPC species 
desired habitat conditions. 
Objective: TEOB27 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where dispersed and developed recreation practices 
or facilities are identified as a potential concern or problem contributing to adverse affects to TEPC species 
or degradation of their habitats, evaluate and document where the problems are and prioritize opportunities 
to mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, adverse effects to TEPC species.   
Standard: TEST04 - Management actions that have adverse effects on Proposed or Candidate species or their 
habitats, shall not be allowed if the effects of those actions would contribute to listing of the species as 
Threatened or Endangered under the ESA. 
Standard: TEST05 - For management actions that include application of insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, 
or rodenticides, mitigation shall avoid or minimize adverse effects on TEPC species or their habitats. 
Standard: TEST12 - Mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, management actions within known nest or 
denning sites of TEPC species if those actions would disrupt reproductive success during the nesting or 
denning period.  During project planning, determine sites, periods, and appropriate mitigation measures to 
avoid or minimize effects. 
Standard: TEST13 - Mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, management actions within known winter 
roosting sites of TEPC species if those actions would adversely affect the survival of wintering or roosting 
populations.  During project planning, determine sites, periods, and appropriate mitigation measures to avoid 
or minimize effects. 
Standard: TEST29 - Avoid or minimize adverse effects from locatable mineral operations to TEPC animal 
species or their habitats. 
Guideline: TEGU02 - For proposed actions that may affect potential habitat of TEPC species, identify 
potential habitat and determine species presence within or near the project area.  Document the rationale for 
not identifying potential habitat and determining species presence for TEPC species in the project record. 
Guideline: TEGU03 - Management actions in occupied Proposed or Candidate species habitat should be 
modified or relocated if the effects of the actions would contribute to a trend toward ESA listing for these 
species. 
Guideline: TEGU05 - The Forest should cooperate with USFWS and NMFS as appropriate by providing 
information, data, and assistance for the evaluation of species that are petitioned, or proposed, or candidates 
to be listed under the ESA, and for evaluation of proposed critical habitat. 
 Guideline: TEGU06 - Coordinate with Forest resource specialists to consider TEPC habitat needs when 
designing and implementing management activities that may affect TEPC species and their habitats. 
Guideline: TEGU08 - Fire Resource advisors should be trained in techniques to mitigate, through avoidance 
or minimization, adverse effects to TEPC species. 
Guideline: TEGU10 - Land exchanges that would result in a net loss of quality or quantity of habitat for 
TEPC species should not be considered unless benefits of the exchange outweigh the benefits to those 
species in the long term. 
Guideline: TEGU12 - Where the authority to do so was retained, proposed or existing special use 
authorizations should be issued, re-issued, or amended upon expiration, only if adverse effects of the 
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authorizations on TEPC species can be minimized. 
Rangeland Resources 
Guideline: RAGU05 - Where rangeland facilities or practices have been identified as potentially contributing 
to the degradation of water quality, aquatic species, wildlife species of concern, or occupied sensitive or watch 
plant habitat, facilities and practices causing degradation should be considered for relocation, closure, or 
changes in management strategy, alteration, or discontinuance.   
Recreation and Visitor Services 
Objective: REOB01 During fine-scale analyses in areas where recreation facilities are identified as a potential 
concern or problem contributing to degradation of water quality, aquatic species, wildlife species of concern 
or occupied sensitive or Watch plant habitat, evaluate and document the location of the facilities causing 
degradation and prioritize opportunities to mitigate effects.  (REOB01).   
Objective: REOB20 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where recreational trails are identified as a potential 
concern or problem contributing to degradation to other resources, evaluate and document the location of 
the trail degradation and prioritize opportunities to mitigate effects. 
Guideline: REGU07 Where recreation facilities or practices have been identified as potentially contributing to 
degradation of water quality or aquatic species, wildlife species of concern or occupied sensitive and watch 
plant habitat, facilities and practices causing degradation should be considered for relocation, closure, changes 
in management strategy, alteration, or discontinuance.   
Lands and Realty 
Guideline: LSGU01 - Acquisitions of land and interest in lands should be guided by the following criteria: 

Priority 1 Acquisitions: (not listed in any order of priority) 
a) Lands and associated riparian ecosystems on water frontage such as lakes and major streams. 
b) Critical habitat lands needed for protection of TEPC fish, wildlife, or plant species. 
c) Other environmentally sensitive lands, such as important wetland and riparian areas.    
d) Lands needed for the protection of significant historical or cultural resources when these 

resources are threatened or when management may be enhanced by public ownership. 
e) Lands that enhance recreation opportunities, public access, and protection of aesthetic values. 
f) Lands needed for protection and management of administrative and Congressionally designated 

areas. 
g) Lands needed to reduce expenses of both the Forest Service and the public in administration and 

utilization.  Consolidation of split estates. 
h) Lands with water rights that can be used to accomplish purposes for which the National Forest 

was created, or related resource obligations. 
Priority 2 Acquisitions:  (not listed in any order of priority) 

a) Key tracts of an ecosystem that are not urgently needed, but will promote more effective 
management of the ecosystem and will meet specific needs for vegetative management, 
watershed management, research, public recreation, or other defined management objectives.  
Generally, these tracts will support consolidation objectives. 

b) Buffer lands needed for protection of lands acquired for purposes listed above. 
c) Lands needed to protect resource values by eliminating or reducing fire risks, soil erosion and 

occupancy trespass. 
Priority 3 Acquisitions: 

 All other lands desirable for inclusion in the National Forest System. 
Locatable Minerals 
Objective: MIOB08 -  During fine-scale analyses in areas where mine facilities are identified as a potential 
concern or problem contributing to degradation of water quality, aquatic species, wildlife species of concern 
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or occupied sensitive or Watch plant habitat, evaluate and document where the contributing mine facilities are 
and prioritize opportunities to mitigate effects.  
Guideline: MIGU11 - Where mine facilities or practices have been identified as potentially contributing to 
degradation of water quality, aquatic species, wildlife species of concern, or occupied sensitive and watch 
plant habitat, facilities and practices causing degradation should be considered for relocation, closure, changes 
in management strategy, alteration, or discontinuance. 
Travel and Transportation 
Objective: FROB12 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where roads and facilities are identified as a potential 
concern or problem contributing to degradation of water quality, aquatic species, wildlife species of concern 
or occupied sensitive or Watch plant habitat, evaluate and document where the contributing facilities are and 
prioritize opportunities to mitigate effects. 
Management Area Direction 
Management Areas on the Minidoka District: MA-11 – Rock Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-
228-237) 
• Vegetation Objective 1116 - Restore and maintain sagebrush and bitterbrush composition, age class, and 
canopy cover components (as described in Appendix A) in the Low Sage, Basin Big Sage, and Mountain Big 
sagebrush vegetation groups, with emphasis on improving wildlife winter ranges and sage grouse habitat near 
the Forest Service boundary. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1124 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A. Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
• Rangeland Resources Objective 1141 – When possible, modify developed springs and other water sources 
to restore natural free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1142 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-12 – Cottonwood Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-238-245) 
• Vegetation Objective 1215 - Restore shrub composition in the Low Sage, Basin Big Sage, and Mountain Big 
Sagebrush cover types; with emphasis on improving wildlife winter ranges in areas degraded by increasing 
juniper cover. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1225 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore cover conditions. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1233 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-13 – Trapper Creek/Goose Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-246-255) 
• Vegetation Objective 1321 - Restore canopy covers to desired conditions, as described in Appendix A, 
within the Basin Big Sagebrush, Low Sage, and Mountain Big Sagebrush vegetation groups where these 
groups have been altered. 
• Non-native Plants Objective 1327 - Reduce cheatgrass by restoring native perennial grass/forb composition 
of plant communities in the Low Sage, Basin Big Sage, Pinyon-Juniper, and Mountain Big Sagebrush 
vegetation groups below 6,000 feet elevation. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1329 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
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• Rangeland Resources Objective 1342 - Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore natural free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage-grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1344 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-14 – Shoshone Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-256-262) 
• Vegetation Objective 1048 - Restore and maintain sagebrush and bitterbrush composition, age class, and 
canopy cover components (as described in Appendix A) in the Low Sage, Basin Big Sage, and Mountain Big 
sagebrush vegetation groups, with emphasis on improving wildlife winter ranges and sage grouse habitat near 
the Forest Service boundary. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1413 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions.  
• Rangeland Resources Objective 1418 – Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore natural free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage-grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1419 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-15 – Albion Mountains (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-264-271) 
• Vegetation Objective 1513 - Restore mountain big sagebrush canopy cover to desired conditions, as 
described in Appendix A, in Robinson Creek headwaters, Big Rocky Creek, Summit Creek, North and South 
Carson Creeks, Myers Canyon, and Fairchild Creek. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1524 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
MA-16 – Howell Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-272-281) 
• Vegetation Objective 1618 - Restore Mountain Big Sagebrush canopy cover to desired conditions, as 
described in Appendix A, in Broad Hollow, Brim Canyon, and Cooney Hollow. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1631 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
• Rangeland Resources Objective 1644 - Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1645 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks 
MA-17 – Independence Lakes (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-282-289) 
• Vegetation Objective 1712 - Restore and maintain shrubland communities, particularly the Basin Big Sage 
vegetation group, as described in Appendix A. 
• Vegetation Objective 1713 - Restore Mountain Big Sagebrush canopy cover and juniper densities to desired 
conditions, as described in Appendix A, in the Dry Creek area to address fire hazard. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1725 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore cover conditions. 
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• Rangeland Resources Objective 1736 - Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1737 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-18 – Raft River (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-290-299) 
• Vegetation Objective 1818 - Restore and maintain species composition, productivity, vigor, and canopy 
cover (as described in Appendix A) of the Mountain Big Sagebrush vegetation group in the George Peak, The 
Meadows, and the Rosevere Point areas. 
• Wildlife Resources Objective 1826 - Restore or maintain sage grouse habitat through shrubland vegetation 
management. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1828 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
MA-19 – Black Pine (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-300-309) 
• Vegetation Objective 1917 - Restore canopy cover, as described in Appendix A, within the Mountain Big 
Sagebrush and Pinyon-Juniper cover types in the southern and western portions of the management area. 
• Vegetation Objective 1919 - Evaluate the need for sagebrush re-establishment in the northern portion of 
the management area that burned in 1999 and 2000. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 1929 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
• Rangeland Resources Objective 1933 - Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore natural free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 1934 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-20 – Sublett (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-310-317) 
• Vegetation Objective 2013 - Restore canopy cover to desired levels (described in Appendix A) within the 
Basin Big Sagebrush and Mountain Big Sagebrush vegetation communities. Restore native perennial 
grass/forbs composition of plant communities in these same areas 
• Vegetation Objective 2014 - Restore riparian vegetation along Sublett Creek through management of 
dispersed recreation and livestock grazing. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 2017 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush described in Appendix A. Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, actions should be designed to 
maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
• Rangeland Resources Objective 2025 - Whenever possible, modify developed springs and other water 
sources to restore free-flowing water and wet meadows in sage grouse habitat. 
• Rangeland Resources Guideline 2026 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
MA-05 – Little Wood River (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-144-163) 
• Vegetation Objective 0532 - Restore structure and species composition in the Alpine Meadows, Dry 
Meadows, and Mountain Big Sagebrush vegetation groups in the Little Wood River and Copper Creek 
drainages where these groups have been altered due to fire exclusion and permitted and recreational livestock 
grazing. 
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• Wildlife Resources Guideline 0541 - Management actions in sage-grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage-
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
Management Areas on the Fairfield District: MA-07 – Little Smokey Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 
pages III-164-173) 
• Vegetation Objective 0720 - Restore the herbaceous component of the Mountain Big Sagebrush 
communities adjacent to riparian areas in narrow drainages. 
• Vegetation Objective 0721 - Restore hydric and woody shrub species composition and density in bottom 
riparian areas within the Grindstone Creek, Carrie Creek, Worswick Creek, Red Rock Creek, Rosetta Creek, 
Wood Gulch, Camp Creek, Sawmill Creek, and Cannonball Creek drainages, where vegetation has been 
altered by livestock grazing. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 0727 - Management actions in sage-grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage-
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, actions should be designed to 
maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
MA-09 – Lime Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-208-217) 
• Vegetation Objective 0917 - Restore the herbaceous plant ground cover component of the Mountain Big 
Sagebrush vegetation group in the South and North Fork Lime Creek drainages. 
• Wildlife Resources Guideline 0924 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
MA-10 – Soldier Creek/Willow Creek (Sawtooth LRMP, Volume 1 pages III-218-227) 
Vegetation Objective 1016 - Restore and maintain canopy closures (as described in Appendix A), and restore 
the herbaceous plant ground cover component of low-elevation benches and slopes within the Mountain Big 
Sagebrush vegetation group to reduce the effects of fire exclusion and livestock use in the Soldier Creek and 
Willow Creek areas. 
Vegetation Objective 1016 - Restore and maintain canopy closures (as described in Appendix A), and restore 
the herbaceous plant ground cover component of low-elevation benches and slopes within the Mountain Big 
Sagebrush vegetation group to reduce the effects of fire exclusion and livestock use in the Soldier Creek and 
Willow Creek areas. 
Wildlife Resources Guideline 1024 - Management actions in sage grouse habitat should be designed to meet 
the desired conditions for sagebrush, as described in Appendix A.  Where greater than 40 percent of the sage 
grouse habitat in the management area has less than 10 percent canopy cover, management actions should be 
designed to maintain or restore canopy cover conditions. 
Rangeland Resources Guideline 1042 - When constructing or reconstructing fences, design or relocate them 
to avoid potential sage grouse mortality near leks. 
Targhee National Forest 
Vegetation – Rangeland (“non-forested”) 
Goal: Use vegetation management to achieve a broad array of multiple-use and ecosystem management 
objectives, including maintenance, improvement, and restoration of  
• forest health,  
• scenic viewsheds and corridors,  
• wildlife habitat effectiveness and quality,  
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• hazardous fuels reduction,  
• biological diversity of plant and animal communities, riparian and watershed health and function,  

vegetation structure, composition, and distribution in larger landscapes  
Guideline: Sagebrush/grassland habitats. Within big sagebrush (Artemisia tridenta & varieties)/grassland 
habitats strive for canopy coverage distributions on a subwatershed basis (generally 2,000 to 6,000 acres in 
size) of  

• Less than five percent of a subwatershed in a less than five percent canopy coverage class.  
• Seventy-five percent of a subwatershed in a well distributed mosaic of canopy coverage. ranging from 

5-30 percent. 
• Twenty percent of a subwatershed in a greater than 30 percent canopy coverage class. 
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Executive Summary 
 
In September 2011,  Idaho BLM completed initial efforts to model greater sage-grouse (sage-
grouse) priority areas and general areas (PAs and GAs) for Idaho, using Western Association of 
Fish and Wildlife Agencies’ Sage-grouse Management Zone IV for the analysis boundary, to 
provide regional context.  This initial effort mapping effort is referred to hereinafter after as 
Version 1, and is described in detail in Chapter 1. The delineation of PAs in Version 1 was based 
solely on sage-grouse breeding bird (lek) density and lek connectivity models described in the 
literature.  Sage-grouse GAs were modeled using BLM’s Currently Occupied Habitat map and a 
sage-grouse population persistence model, which is essentially an index of sagebrush cover on 
the landscape. Version 1 was used during winter 2012 for public scoping for BLM and U.S. 
Forest Service (FS) sage-grouse planning strategy effort.  
 
While the Version 1 map provided a repeatable means for displaying sage-grouse preliminary 
priority areas based on lek information, additional internal discussions and input from local and 
regional sage-grouse experts and others identified a need for refinements.  This led to an update, 
referred to hereinafter as Version 2, described in detail in Chapter 2.  In Version 2, the terms 
Preliminary Priority Habitat and Preliminary General Habitat (PPH/ PGH) were formally 
adopted, to provide consistency with terminology in BLM national policy.  New information 
incorporated into Version 2,  includes 1) additional lek data,  2) seasonal habitat information, 
3)identified movement and migration corridors, 4) addition of local sage-grouse priority areas of 
the Challis Local Working Group, 5) areas of habitat connectivity, 6), incorporation of 
refinements suggested by the U.S. Forest Service, and 7) exclusion of modeled agricultural and 
timber lands.   
 
In addition to refining the sagebrush components of PPH and PGH in greater detail in Version 2, 
we also incorporated certain potential restoration habitats as a subset of PPH. Many of these 
areas, currently characterized as perennial grasslands or conifer encroachment areas, have 
recently undergone (or may, in the foreseeable future) various efforts to enhance or restore 
habitat extent or improve connectivity. The final, overall map for PPH/PGH Version 2 is shown 
in Chapter 2, Figure 8.  Figure 9 provides additional detail regarding the various vegetation 
categories of PPH including sagebrush, perennial grassland and conifer encroachment. 
 
To facilitate future discussions of possible conservation actions or activities within PPH and 
PGH, Chapter 3 provides general suggestions for consideration.  Depending on the nature and 
extent of sage-grouse habitat conditions locally and on the broader landscape, conservation 
efforts in some PPH or PGH areas may require more of a focus on habitat maintenance, to retain 
current habitat values. Conversely, other areas may require more of a focus on habitat 
improvement or restoration.  Alternative approaches or strategies for management of PPH/PGH 
may also be identified as BLM and conservation partners move forward with sage-grouse 
conservation efforts. 
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Introduction  
 
In March 2010, U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Washington Office Instruction 
Memorandum (IM) 2010-071 (Bureau of Land Management 2010) directed field office 
managers to implement appropriate conservation actions in priority sage-grouse habitat.  
Subsequent guidance (Washington Office IM 2012-043) provided interim conservation measures 
for use within preliminary priority habitat (PPH) and preliminary general habitat (PGH) areas, 
while BLM is amending land use plans. PPH is defined as areas that have been identified as 
having the highest conservation value to maintaining greater sage-grouse populations; PGH is 
defined as areas of occupied seasonal or year-round habitat outside of priority habitat.  
 
The purpose of this paper is 1) to document the background, rationale and processes used in 
identifying greater sage-grouse (sage-grouse) PPH and PGH for Idaho; and, 2) to describe 
preliminary considerations for use of this information in conservation planning.   
 
Many areas of sage-grouse habitat in Idaho are contiguous with habitats in the neighboring states 
of Utah, Nevada, Oregon, and Montana.  Therefore we chose to use the Western Association of 
Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Sage-grouse Management Zone IV (MZ IV; Figure 1) as 
the primary analysis boundary, to provide a regional context for Idaho’s PPH and PGH.  While 
MZ IV encompasses the vast majority of the sage-grouse habitat in Idaho, it excludes habitat in 
the Bear Lake Plateau area located in the extreme southeastern portion of the state.  This area is 
associated with WAFWA MZ II (Wyoming Basin) so PPH/PGH in that part of Idaho was 
identified separately. 
 
It should be noted that due to the regional scale of the analysis and nature of the modeling 
techniques used, PPH and PGH may encompass inclusions of non-habitat especially at finer, 
more local scales.  Consequently, additional information including local knowledge will be 
necessary when planning more site specific conservation efforts and in interpreting PPH/PGH.   
 
The process leading to the most current (April 2012) PPH/PGH map involved two versions.  
Version 1 was completed in September 2011, and relied solely on sage-grouse breeding bird 
density and lek connectivity information for delineating priority areas.  Early in the process we 
assigned the terms “Priority Area” (PA) and “General Area” (GA) for simplicity. These labels 
are retained in the forthcoming discussion and associated map figures for Version 1 to maintain 
the integrity of the original documentation, metadata and map labels.  Version 1 also was used as 
the basis for Idaho’s PPH/PGH map shown during public scoping for BLM’s sage-grouse 
planning strategy in winter 2012.  
 
Version 2 was completed in April 2012, following scoping, and incorporated additional 
important information provided by Idaho Department of Fish and Game, BLM, US Forest 
Service and others, including sage-grouse seasonal habitats, movement corridors, habitat 
connectivity, locally important leks and telemetry data.  Version 2 also incorporates filters for 
agriculture and timber lands, excluding those areas from PPH/PGH, and more closely aligns with 
Idaho’s “Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map” which has been in use since 2000, for general 
conservation planning purposes.  Overall, Version 2 provides a more detailed and comprehensive 
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portrayal of preliminary PPH/PGH in the state, and is intended to replace Version 1 in its 
entirety.   
 
Background-Related Mapping Efforts 
 
Other sage-grouse habitat mapping efforts over the past decade have guided sage-grouse 
conservation planning in Idaho, and provide important context for the sage-grouse habitat 
mapping/modeling efforts described in this document. 
 
Idaho Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map: In 2000, Idaho BLM drafted “A Framework to Assist 
in Making Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments for BLM-Administered Public Lands in Idaho- 
Sage-grouse” (Sather-Blair et al. 2000). This document, released to Idaho BLM field offices via 
Idaho BLM IM 2000-059 (Bureau of Land Management, 2000) outlined recommended field 
protocols for assessing sage-grouse habitats and also described a process for mapping sage-
grouse habitat and potential restoration areas at the broad scale, to aid in conservation planning 
in the state.  The resulting Idaho Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map (sometimes referred to 
informally as the “Key habitat map”) has been updated annually since that time, based primarily 
on wildfire polygons, expert opinion and/or other new information.  However, this map displays 
only general habitats (i.e.,  key habitat, defined as areas of generally in-tact sagebrush that 
provide  sage-grouse habitat during some portion of the year, and potential restoration areas 
comprised of perennial grasslands, annual grasslands and conifer encroachment areas.).  It does 
not reflect the relative importance or priority of those habitat areas with respect to sage-grouse 
population characteristics.  
 
Sage-grouse Strongholds and Isolated Populations: Additional state and federal agency 
collaborative mapping efforts in Idaho during the past decade identified sage-grouse population 
areas assumed to be “strongholds” or “isolated populations”, based on local biological expertise 
and lek information. This map was briefly utilized by Idaho BLM and conservation partners as a 
means to identify potentially important population areas as well as several presumed isolated 
populations. However, this map was never updated from the original version (c.a. 2002) due to a 
lack of adequate sage-grouse population-level information, and has since been abandoned 
pending the availability of more suitable and defensible population data and analytical 
techniques.  
 

Seasonal Habitat Models: In 2006, the Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee (SAC) completed 
the “Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in Idaho” (State Plan; Idaho Sage-grouse 
Advisory Committee 2006), which incorporated recent science and conservation measures into a 
more comprehensive state-level sage-grouse conservation plan. Recognizing the limitations of 
the Idaho Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map, the SAC recommended in a 2009 update to 
Chapter 6 of the State Plan, that Idaho “continue to explore and review emerging remote-sensing 
tools and products that would have the capability and accuracy to refine or replace the Sage-
grouse Habitat Planning Map.” As a follow-up to that recommendation, Idaho BLM and Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) embarked on a Challenge Cost Share project in 2010 to 
model sage-grouse general habitat and seasonal habitats using telemetry, observational, land 
cover and climatic data.   These spatial models (Knetter et al., in progress) may be useful in 
future refinements to sage-grouse habitat maps and models. 
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Breeding Bird Density: To provide a more consistent analytical foundation and to further 
promote the mapping of sage-grouse priority habitats at the state level, the BLM Washington 
Office in 2010 entered into an Assistance Agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) to model sage-grouse “breeding bird density”, or “BBD”  at three scales: 1) across the 
range of the species; 2) by WAFWA sage-grouse management zone; and 3) by individual state, 
following Doherty et al. (2011).   
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Chapter 1: Version 1- September 2011- Modeling Sage-grouse 
Priority and General Areas (PAs and GAs)  
 
Study Area: Stiver et al. (2006) identified seven “sage-grouse management zones” (Figure 1) 
within the geographic distribution of the greater sage-grouse, based on sage-grouse populations 
and subpopulations occurring within seven floristic provinces (Connelly et al. 2004). These 
zones reflect ecological issues and similarities conducive to more effective and efficient 
conservation planning.   
 
Idaho is almost entirely within MZ IV with the exception of a small corner of southeastern 
Idaho.  Zone IV also includes portions of southwestern Montana, northwestern Utah, northern 
Nevada and southeastern Oregon.  While Idaho comprises the majority of MZ IV, numerous 
sage-grouse leks and potentially important habitats and populations/subpopulations occur in 
proximity to Idaho’s border in the adjoining MZ IV states.  Therefore, Idaho BLM chose to 
expand its priority area analysis to incorporate available sage-grouse and habitat information for 
those adjoining states. This approach has important conservation implications in that it 
incorporates aspects of interstate population and habitat connectivity that would be overlooked if 
we limited the scale of analysis to Idaho.  A regional approach to sage-grouse conservation 
planning such as this warrants consideration by other states that are a part of multi-state 
WAFWA management. 
 
Methods and Results: A primary goal in modeling draft PAs and GAs was to integrate currently 
available population and habitat data and current modeling techniques into a transparent and 
repeatable framework.  A second goal was to ensure that the draft PAs and GAs were driven by 
the biology and ecology of sage-grouse. Lek data were acquired, with permission, from state 
wildlife agencies within MZ IV.  For habitat data, BLM Idaho used the BLM currently occupied 
habitat (COH) model (Durtsche et al. 2009) and assumed for purposes of this analysis that the 
COH product provides a reasonable portrayal of occupied sage-grouse habitat across the range of 
the species. Other seamless sage-grouse habitat models were not available however new habitat 
models can be considered and incorporated into the PA analysis as they become available. 
 
In modeling sage-grouse PAs, BLM Idaho used 1) a Breeding Bird Density (BBD) index of 
sage-grouse abundance based on male attendance at leks, and 2) lek connectivity to inform the 
broader spatial distribution of leks.  BLM Idaho assumed that BBD adequately informs the PA 
model as to the relative “importance” of areas with respect to recent breeding bird numbers. Lek 
connectivity informs the PA model as to the likely, longer-term connectedness between leks, 
assuming that leks in proximity to one another are more “connected” than those farther apart 
(Knick and Hanser 2011).  Spatial data on sage-grouse late brood-rearing, fall or winter habitats 
were not readily available, and therefore not included in the model.  However, given the buffers  
(6.4 km and 8.5 km) used in the BBD component and the 18 km window of the lek connectivity 
analysis, a significant portion of these non-breeding habitats are likely included. 
 
Breeding Bird Density: BBD analyses involve ranking leks by attendance (e.g. highest to lowest 
numbers of males) and summing the number of males until a desired percent-population 
threshold is met (e.g., the top 25%, 50%, 75%  etc., of the population). With lek locations and 
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abundance being large drivers in the model, BBD results are, by definition, highly correlated 
with breeding habitat.  
 
We evaluated two BBD methods:  1) the original Doherty et al. (2011) model which uses a 10-
year time period (2001-2010), the most recent average annual maximum lek counts, and a 
minimum male count =1 to identify high male abundance areas and 2) a modified Doherty 
version using a more restricted rule set of a 5 year time period (2006-2010), maximum lek count 
over the 5-yr period, and minimum male count of 2. This modified rules et incorporates the 
assumptions  currently used to designate “occupied leks” in Idaho by IDFG.  In both methods we 
followed the Doherty et al. (2010) lek buffering approach (add 74.6 – 76.0). Specifically, leks in 
the 1-75% BBD percentiles were buffered by 6.4 km (4 miles) to account for a majority of 
nesting areas and 76-100% BBD percentiles were buffered by 8.5 km (5.3 miles (Doherty et al. 
2010 citing Holloran and Anderson 2005), since leks in those classes tend to be farther apart, in 
lower densities, and potentially in more fragmented habitat.   
 
We compiled 2001 – 2010 male Sage-grouse lek attendance data within MZ IV from state fish 
and wildlife agencies in Idaho, Nevada, Utah, Oregon, and Montana.  A total of 1,655 leks were 
analyzed to evaluate the original Doherty et al. (2010) method and n=1,481 leks for the modified 
version (Figure 2). Summary statistics for both datasets were evaluated based on the average and 
range of male lek counts by lek and the total maximum male lek counts across all leks. While the 
modified Doherty method identified fewer total leks, the average male counts and total males 
were highest of the two datasets, better reflecting current populations.  In addition, we had 
concerns with the longer term, ten-year dataset regarding lek location reliability, and variable 
survey efforts or techniques (i.e., ground vs. aerial) across MZ IV.  As a result, we selected the 
modified Doherty method for the subsequent BBD analysis.  
 
To allow incremental examination of the entire BBD profile, we developed a Python-based 
model to spatially delineate BBD at 1 percent intervals.  We then quantified the amount of 
greater sage-grouse COH using a modification of Durtsche et al. (2009) at each BBD percent to 
identify potential patterns or thresholds of COH and non-habitat across the entire BBD profile 
(Figure 3).   The Durtsche et al. (2009) COH map likely underestimates habitat since COH in 
recent wildfires (since 2006) was omitted from this dataset.  Therefore, we used burn severity 
data from the USGS Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity site (www.mtbs.gov) to update the 
COH map (Figure 4).  Fire polygons (30m pixels) classified as 1=no burn, or 2=low severity 
were reclassified to the pre-fire land cover type and identified as either COH or not.  These areas 
were then added to the original Durtsche et al. (2009) map.  For this exercise, we assumed that 
areas of low burn severity retained largely the same habitat as before the burn (i.e. patchy burn 
with small unburned areas).  Due to our limited ability to effectively characterize “burn severity” 
in shrub ecosystems, it is likely that COH in the low severity category is overestimated.   
 
Our results indicate no significant pattern or threshold in COH across the BBD percentage 
profile (Figure 3).  Therefore, we examined two potential thresholds: 1) the BBD 75% value and 
associated proportion of COH and 2) the associated BBD percent that encompasses 80% of the 
COH. The 75% BBD captures approximately 60% of the available COH (~40% of available 
non-habitat) in MZ IV. The remaining 40% habitat (which occurs outside the 75% BBD) is 
likely the more fragmented habitat (Doherty et al. 2011).  The 90% BBD is required to capture 

http://www.mtbs.gov/
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80% of available COH; however, there is a much higher proportion (70%) of non-habitat 
included, suggesting that the use of the 90% BBD would lead to overstating priority area 
boundaries.  Since BBD is highly correlated with breeding habitat and the BBD 75% class 
captures the “top” 75% of males along with 60% of the COH, we recommend that the BBD 75% 
threshold be used as the “high abundance” (or “population”) component of our priority area 
mapping effort. This threshold provides a meaningful baseline population component for the PA 
analysis, by conservatively encompassing the least fragmented breeding habitats that are of 
greatest importance for conservation. 
 
Lek Connectivity:  We used the more inclusive Doherty et al. (2010) rule set (i.e., 10 year 
timeframe, 1 male minimum) to identify lek points for the lek connectivity analysis.  We 
assumed that this more comprehensive, ten-year dataset would yield a more realistic connectivity 
extent since the sage-grouse is a relatively long-lived bird, and the modified 5-year dataset may 
not be sufficient for this purpose.  We used a kernel density analysis to create a utilization 
distribution surface.  We modified Hagen (2011) and populated a 1 km grid with lek presence 
and analyzed kernel density using a neighborhood of 18 km.  Knick and Hanser (2011) found an 
18 km area to be a reliable connectivity threshold for greater sage-grouse (GSG; i.e., leks within 
18 km of one another tend to be more connected than those farther out). The resulting “surface” 
was used to categorize 2 levels of connectivity: 75% (local connectivity) and 90% 
(seasonal/migratory connectivity) utilization distributions (Figure 5 A and B).  Local lek 
connectivity (75% utilization contour) appears to encompass the “general” lek distribution 
patterns across MZ IV; therefore, we recommend that local connectivity be used to represent the 
“lek connectivity” component of our priority area mapping effort. 
 
The connectivity analysis assumed straight-line distances among lek points. Therefore, similar to 
the BBD analysis, some areas of non-habitat are encompassed within the resulting polygons. In 
addition, the connectivity analysis does not account for topography, thus overestimating 
connectivity results in linear basin and range systems (e.g., the Challis/Salmon area).  For 
example, applying the 18 km connectivity neighborhood to leks occurring within narrow valley 
bottoms, that average only12 km in width, likely captures some adjacent areas of nonhabitat on 
nearby steep, timbered or rocky slopes. 
 
MZ IV Sage-grouse Priority Area Delineation: For PA delineation, we integrated aspects of 
“population” and “habitat”.  To portray a population context, we intersected the 75% breeding 
density polygons with the 75% utilization local connectivity polygon (Figure 6).  For context, the 
resulting PAs are also shown overlapping the 2010 version of the Idaho age-grouse Habitat 
Planning Map (Figure 7; BLM 2010b).  
 
For each PA polygon within MZ IV, we then assigned a unique alpha identification code and 
calculated summary statistics.  Summary statistics included total polygon area, total number of 
leks, maximum male attendance, average maximum male attendance and standard deviation, as 
well as total area and percent of COH within the polygon (Table 1).   We then used total 
maximum male attendance to rank the 30 priority area polygons.  In aggregate, the PA polygons 
capture approximately 94% of the identified MZ IV male lek population.  Additional statistics 
found in Table 1 are also reported to help inform future PA and GA evaluations.  
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MZ IV Sage-grouse General Area Delineation: We used sage grouse population persistence 
methods (modified Aldridge et al., 2008)) to inform GSG General Area delineations within MZ 
IV.  We evaluated long-term sage-grouse population persistence as a function of sagebrush cover 
on the landscape. We analyzed sage-grouse population persistence based on the availability of 
sagebrush within a defined area, under the assumption that the modified COH model served as 
an adequate representation of sage-grouse habitat/sagebrush within the analysis area.  Based on 
recent lek connectivity work (Knick and Hanser 2011), 18 km was assumed to be an effective 
distance for characterizing local lek connectivity over most of MZ IV.  However, in the linear 
basin and range systems (e.g., the Challis/Salmon region in Idaho) general valley floor width was 
less than 18 km (range 8 – 16 km) and could potentially overestimate persistence.  Therefore, we 
selected a smaller 12 km distance to more accurately reflect available area. We used the USGS 
National Hydrologic Dataset 4th order hydrologic units to identify the linear basin and range 
systems within MZ IV (Figure 8 A). We resampled the modified 2009 COH model (30m) to 1 
km (with an inclusion threshold of 50% COH).  The resulting 1 km grid cells (value 1, 0) were 
then analyzed using a moving window analysis and separate 12 km and 18 km neighborhoods 
(Figure 8 B).  The resulting combined map “surface” was then used to categorize persistence 
probability. Areas of 25-65% probability represent Low sage-grouse population persistence over 
the long-term, and areas > 65% probability represent High sage-grouse population persistence 
(Aldridge et al. 2008) (Figure 8 B).   
 
We used a persistence threshold of ≥25% to identify the General Area polygons within MZ IV 
(Figure 8 C).  All or portions of certain GA polygons may be important to sage-grouse in terms 
of connectivity between PA polygons or as refugia in the event of stochastic events in PAs. In 
some cases, areas are designated as GAs because lek data are lacking due to limited surveys, 
resulting in BBD or connectivity values that are too low to be captured by the PA model.  
 
Management Zone IV PAs and GAs shown in Figure 9 spatially depict those areas in the MZ IV 
landscape where sage-grouse conservation efforts might be focused to greater or lesser degrees, 
depending on management and policy objectives. Given limited resources, conservation efforts 
generally should focus first on habitats occurring within the PA areas.  It must be recognized 
though, that given the population-centric nature of the PA model and associated analysis buffers, 
areas of sage-grouse habitat as well as non-habitat are included in those polygons.  
Consequently, finer-scale habitat information will be necessary at the local, site-specific level. It 
is also important to recognize that depending on the area of the map or specific PA or GA under 
consideration, there may be differing management opportunities, strategies, and decision-space 
for the conservation of sage-grouse.  Portions of some PAs or GAs are likely very crucial to local 
or regional sage-grouse populations or for maintaining connectivity.  To identify these areas, 
additional information is required and is discussed below,  
 
To further refine our understanding of the spatial context of PAs and GAs across MZ IV, and to 
facilitate discussions of potential management activities within or among these areas, we 
examined the contribution of a suite of variables to assist in identifying important conservation 
areas. We combined our continuous persistence, connectivity, and BBD model surfaces to create 
a single, composite view of the MZ IV landscape.  We combined the full range of persistence 
probability (1-100%) information with lek connectivity (1-100%) and finally the BBD data (with 
lek counts normalized from 1-100).  The resulting map (Figure 10) displays the full range of 
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surface values to help provide additional spatial context, inform conservation efforts within PA 
polygons, and to assist in the development of subsequent finer-scale management strategies.  In 
Figure 10, “hotspots” of blue colors indicate those areas of greater relative “importance”, to 
sage-grouse in MZ IV, where the combination of lek connectivity, BBD and population 
persistence on the landscape appears to be comparatively high relative to other areas of the map. 
 
Priority Area and General Area Delineation for the Bear Lake Plateau (MZ II): The Bear Lake 
Plateau area of extreme southeastern Idaho occurs outside of the MZ IV analysis area discussed 
above.  Due to floristic similarities and a closer association with populations and habitats in 
adjacent areas within Utah and Wyoming, this portion of Idaho is encompassed by the adjacent 
Wyoming Basin MZ II. While available sage-grouse population and habitat information for this 
portion of Idaho are somewhat limited, the area nonetheless contains potentially important sage-
grouse habitats and populations that should be considered by conservation planners and 
managers in Idaho.  
 
Logistical and time limitations precluded us from developing a full MZ II analysis; therefore, we 
incorporated other available data to develop the PA map for this portion of southeastern Idaho.  
We examined BBD results (Doherty et al. 2011) for MZ II and Key Habitat data from Idaho’s 
2010 Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map.  Specifically, we selected the 75% BBD polygons 
occurring within the Bear Lake Plateau area and merged them with the Idaho Key Habitat data.  
We then applied a 1 km buffer to the 75% BBD to assist in aggregating the polygons. Any Key 
Habitat polygons intersecting and extending beyond the 75% BBD polygon were included as 
part of the final Bear Lake Plateau PA (Figure 11).  Remaining key habitat areas not intersected 
by the 75% BBD and associated 1 km buffer were designated as sage-grouse GAs. Figure 12 
displays the full, composite map of MZ IV and Bear Lake Plateau PAs and GAs. 
 
Initial Delineation of Preliminary Priority and Preliminary General Habitat: 
 
On December 9, 2011, the BLM and US Forest Service published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the 
Federal Register inviting the public to participate in public scoping meetings to evaluate greater 
sage-grouse conservation measures in land use plans throughout Idaho and Southwestern 
Montana, and elsewhere within the general range of the species.  A sixty-day scoping period for 
this effort commenced on January 9, 2012.  In conjunction with scoping, Idaho BLM made 
available to the public a map of PPH/PGH for the Idaho/SW Montana planning subregion 
(Figure 13).  The Idaho portion of this map was derived by clipping the Idaho “PA and GA” 
areas of the Sage-grouse MZ IV map developed during the Version 1 mapping effort and joining 
them to Montana’s sage-grouse core areas. The subsequent revision of the Version 1 map is 
described in the Version 2 discussion later in this document. 

____________________________________ 
 
 
  



11 

Chapter 1 Tables and Figures: 

Table 1.  Summary statistics for area, lek attributes 2006-2010 and currently occupied habitat (COH) information associated 
with sage-grouse Priority Areas.  Priority areas are sorted by total max male count. 

1Data represents total of max counts 2006-2010 for leks identified using the modified Doherty 2010 method.  
2Modified Durtsche 2009 GSG Currently Occupied Habitat was resampled from 30m to 90m for computational purposes  
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Figure 1. Sage-grouse management zones (Stiver et al. 2006) within the  
geographic distribution of the greater sage-grouse, based on sage-grouse  
populations and subpopulations occurring within seven floristic provinces,  
as described in Connelly et al. (2004). The Management Zone IV  
analysis area includes portions of southern Idaho, southwestern Montana,  
northwestern Utah, northern Nevada and southeastern Oregon 
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Figure 2.  Management zone IV sage-grouse lek location data (2001 – 2010) used to evaluate high male 
abundance areas using the Doherty 2010 method (n = 1,655 leks; blue symbols) and the modified rule set  
version (2006-2010) (n = 1,481 leks; black symbols).  
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Figure 3.  BBD percentiles (left) ranging from dark red to light brown.  The dark areas essentially show the 
“best of the best” areas, based on maximum count data at leks 2006-2010.  The darkest areas capture the top 
25% of the leks and breeding habitat; darker brown to light brown areas capture 50, 75 and 100% of the 
data, respectively.  The graphs on the right show the relationship between Breeding Bird Density (BBD) 
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Figure 4. The Durtsche et al. (2009) Greater Sage-grouse Currently Occupied Habitat (COH) map did not include any areas of 
recent fire (since 2006) (red polygons).  Therefore, we used Burn Severity data from USGS Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity 
(www.mtbs.gov) to update the map.  Within fire polygons, areas (30m pixels) classified as 1=no burn, or 2-low severity were 
reclassified to the pre-fire land cover type and identified as either GSG COH or not.  These areas were then added to the original 
Durtsche et al. 2009 map.  Note that due to our limited ability to effectively characterize ‘burn severity” in shrub ecosystems, it is 
likely that we are overestimating COH in the low severity category.  But for this exercise, we assumed that areas of low burn 
severity retained largely the same habitat as before the burn (i.e. patchy burn). 
 

http://www.mtbs.gov/
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A         B 
 
 
 
 
  

 
Figure 5.  Sage-grouse lek connectivity surface (A).  Two utilization levels of connectivity are shown in image B: 75% Local 
Connectivity (brown) and the larger 90% Regional Connectivity (yellow) (following Hagen 2011).  
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  Figure 6.  Sage-grouse priority areas delineated in Management Zone IV.  Priority areas (red) were 
delineated by intersecting the 75% connectivity and 75% breeding bird density (BBD) polygons.  The 
letter in each polygon denotes the polygon “name”.   
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Figure 7.  Management zone IV sage-grouse Priority Area (PA) polygons overlain on the 2010 Idaho 
Sage-grouse Habitat Planning Map.  The red areas show key habitat (areas of generally in-tact sagebrush 
that provide habitat for sage-grouse at some point during the year. The green, yellow, and blue areas 
respectively show areas of perennial grassland, annual grassland and conifer encroachment restoration potential. 
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Figure 8.  Habitat-based sage-grouse persistence probability surface (modified Aldridge et al. 2008) for 
management zone IV. (A) Persistence surface represents the relative amount of GSG currently occupied 
habitat (COH) within an 12 km neighborhood for the identified basin and range subset (combined blue 
polygons) and 18 km for the remaining portion of management zone IV.  (B) Combined Persistence 
probability categorized as Low (25-65%, light green) and high (>65%, dark green). (C) General Area 
designations for sage-grouse in management zone IV (data represents persistence value ≥ 25%). Priority 
Areas have been clipped out of the image.  
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Figure 9.  Identified Greater Sage-grouse Priority Areas (PA) and General Areas (GA) in management  
zone IV.  
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Figure 10. Combined lek connectivity, habitat-based persistence probability, and Breeding Bird  
Density (BBD) data for MZ IV.  Map surface colors indicate Low (light yellow) to High (dark blue)  
combined value rating for these three factors, overlain by sage-grouse Priority Area (PA) boundaries.   
Blue to dark blue areas appear to be of high relative importance for conservation and may warrant  
particular attention during conservation planning efforts.  
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Figure 11.  Bear Lake Plateau area (MZ II).  Sage-grouse Priority Area (PA) for Idaho 
is represented by the bright green polygon.  Note the 2010 Idaho Key Habitat polygons (shaded red) 
that are encompassed within the green PA polygon. The colored circles represent Breeding Bird  
Density results (Doherty et al. 2010) for Management Zone II:  25% BBD (dark red), 50% (red), and  
75% (light brown). 
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Figure 12.  Draft Sage-grouse Priority Area and General Area Designations for Management 
Zone IV and Idaho – Bear Lake Plateau (MZ II). 
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 Figure 13.  Sage-grouse Preliminary Priority Habitat and Preliminary General  
 Habitat map Provided During Scoping for the BLM Sage-grouse Planning Strategy.   
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Chapter 2: Version 2 -April 2012- Refinements to Sage-grouse Preliminary 
Priority Habitat (PPH) and Preliminary General Habitat ( PGH) in Idaho 
 
Introduction: In response to additional input from local and regional sage-grouse and habitat experts, new 
spatial data, and public comments, we initiated a refinement of the Version 1 analysis.  Specifically, our 
refinements focused on 1) further evaluation of the population components (leks and lek counts) in the original 
analysis and 2) incorporation of additional data to inform the sagebrush component of PPH, including: i) 
seasonal habitat information (e.g., fall, winter, late brood), ii) identified movement and migration corridors, iii) 
addition of local sage-grouse priority areas, iv) incorporation of additional areas of habitat connectivity, v) 
incorporation of recommendations arising from  FS review, and  vi) exclusion of modeled agricultural and 
timber lands.  
 
In addition to revising PPH/PGH in Version 2 as described above, we also incorporated certain perennial 
grassland and conifer encroachment “potential restoration areas” as a subset of PPH. Many of these potential 
restoration habitat types have recently (or may in the foreseeable future) undergone various efforts to enhance 
or restore habitat extent or improve connectivity.  Since these potential restoration habitats are typically 
intermixed with or in proximity to preliminary priority sagebrush areas, and since the potential restoration areas 
themselves may be used in varying degrees by grouse, managing these areas as a component of PPH may be 
important to the long-term sustainability of sage-grouse populations in the state.  The importance of these 
potential restoration habitats is also underscored by the fact that Idaho appears to have lost approximately two-
thirds of its sage-grouse habitat since pre-settlement times, thus emphasizing  the need for ongoing restoration 
efforts (especially to recover sagebrush) and appropriate management of remaining  habitats. 
 
Additional population information: BLM and IDFG Field staff identified a subset (n=10) of “important” high 
male attendance leks that were not previously captured in the Version 1 PA designations (Figure 1).  All of 
these leks occurred within the 75% BBD coverage, however were not captured in the initial analysis because 
they did not intersect w/ the 75% utilization lek connectivity surface.  The revised 2011PA polygons were then 
used to provide the foundation for the following integration of additional available sage-grouse habitat and 
related information, described below.   
 
Additional habitat information:  A combination of Key Habitat (Sather-Blair et al., 2000; ISAC 2006; BLM 
2012), recently mapped winter and/or breeding habitat (Burak and Moser 2009; NMV LWG 2011), local sage-
grouse priority areas previously identified spatially by the Challis Local Working Group, known migration 
movement corridors, and the revised 2011PA polygons were used to further refine the Preliminary Priority 
Habitat (PPH) and Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) boundaries. The following criteria were used: 

 
a. Any Key Habitat (Sather-Blair et al., 2000; ISAC 2006: BLM 2012) inclusions or portions extending 

beyond the revised 2011 PA polygon boundaries were identified as PPH: 1) if the extension 
connected to an adjacent revised 2011 PA polygon and/or 2) extended out to the intersection of the 
Persistence boundary, to exclude areas of low (<25%) persistence (see Chapter 1 - MZ IV Sage-
grouse General Area Delineation for Persistence discussion, and Figure 2, this chapter).  
 

b. Any identified sage-grouse winter or breeding (Spring) habitat areas within or extending beyond the 
revised 2011 PA boundary were identified as PPH (Figure 3). 

 
c. Priority Areas identified by the Challis Sage-grouse Local Working Group within or extending 

beyond the revised 2011 PA boundary were identified as PPH (Figure 4). 
 

d. Sage-grouse movement and migration areas were identified using a combination of expert opinion 
(primarily discussions with Dr. Jack Connelly) and telemetry location information.  Telemetry data 
spanned a 15 - 20 year period representing targeted local sage-grouse studies and was used to 
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provide “general” support of sage-grouse movement patterns. Migration and movement areas were 
identified that connected revised 2011 PPH polygons as well as any identified Key habitat, crucial 
winter, breeding, or Local Working Group identified priority areas (Figure 5) 

  
e. Any Key Habitat (Sather-Blair et al., 2000; ISAC 2006; BLM 2012) not connected to the revised 

2011 PPH (polygons) or extending beyond the Persistence model’s 25% boundary was identified as 
Preliminary General Habitat (PGH). 

 
f. Any PGH (from >25% Persistence model) occurring within the revised 2011 PA polygons was 

retained as PGH. 
 
 
Incorporation of Potential Restoration Areas into PPH: In addition to refinement of the sagebrush 
component of PPH as described above, we also included certain “potential restoration” habitat types into PPH 
(Figure 6).  These were restricted to identified perennial grasslands and areas of conifer encroachment and 
correspond to those areas shown in BLM 2012 (and as defined in Sather-Blair et al 2000 and ISAC 2006).   
The following criteria were used: 
 

a. Any Potential Restoration area Type R1 (perennial grassland) or R3 (conifer encroachment) 
occurring within the revised 2011 PA polygons was identified as PPH. 
 

b. Any R1 or R3 Habitat occurring outside the revised 2011 PA polygons was identified as Preliminary 
General Habitat (PGH). 

 
Incorporation of U.S. Forest Service edits:  National Forests within Idaho reviewed draft revised PPH/PGH 
data during April 2012.  Suggested edits, based on local seasonal habitat information were provided to BLM in 
a geodatabase format by the FS Geospatial Technology Service Center.  Polygons were attributed by the FS as 
either 1) breeding habitat, 2) breeding/summer/early fall habitat, 3) breeding/summer/early fall/ fall/winter 
habitat; 4) summer/early fall habitat or 5) summer/early fall/fall/winter habitat. We then applied the following 
rule set to allow for incorporation of FS edits without otherwise compromising other important components of 
the PPH/PGH analysis. 
 

a. An initial assumption was made that polygons containing the terms” breeding” and/or “winter” 
habitat in the “season” data field, were relatively more important than other seasonal habitats, and 
therefore constituted PPH.  Polygons with no reference to breeding or winter habitats in the “season” 
field and polygons where seasonal descriptors were lacking (n=3; acre total ~500) constituted PGH.  
Following this initial characterization, we then applied the following rule set: 

i. Polygons identified as “breeding” and/or “winter” habitat were attributed as PPH.  
Remaining seasonal habitats were attributed as PGH. 

ii. Polygons identified as PGH that intersected existing PPH were attributed as PPH. 
 

b. If Forest Service polygons occurred within areas of migration/movement/connectivity concern, they 
were attributed as PPH. 

 
Incorporation of Agriculture and Conifer Filters to Refine PPH and PGH: The final step in refining the 
PPH areas involved applying both an agricultural and conifer filter to exclude those areas from the final PPH 
product (Figure 7).  Agricultural and conifer land cover types were mapped using the Landfire v1.01 land cover 
dataset.  For computational purposes the 30m land cover data was resampled to 90m.  Separate 1 km moving 
window analyses were used to sum agriculture and conifer occurrence, respectively across Idaho.  A 25% 
threshold value (representing 25% occurrence in the 1 km2 window) was used as the agricultural filter.  
Aldridge et al. (2008) reported that sage-grouse extirpations were more likely to occur in areas where cultivated 
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crops exceeded 25% of a 30 km landscape. A 50% threshold value (representing 50% occurrence in the 1 km2 
window) was used as the conifer filter.  Doherty et al. (2008) reported that sage-grouse avoided coniferous 
habitats at a 0.65-km2 scale.   
 
Any areas of sagebrush, perennial grass, or conifer that were contained within the  above agriculture or conifer 
filters were incorporated into PGH to provide additional context at more local scales and to acknowledge that 
these edge areas or inclusions, while influenced by conifer or agriculture, may still be utilized by sage-grouse to 
some degree.  
 
Summary: The Version 2, April 2012 Preliminary Priority Habitat designation encompasses three 
subcategories of habitat including 1) sagebrush, 2) perennial grassland potential restoration areas, and 3) conifer 
encroachment potential restoration areas that are assumed to be relatively important for sage-grouse 
conservation planning efforts based on the above analysis and assumptions.   Summary statistics for habitat 
acreages, land status, and leks are provided in Tables 1 and 2.  Figure 8 displays PPH with the three 
subcategories merged, for simplicity, along with PGH.  Figure 9 displays the three subcategories of PPH 
separately, in addition to PGH.   

____________________________________ 
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Chapter 2 - Tables and Figures: 
 
Table 1. Version 2 (April 2012) Preliminary Priority Habitat and General Habitat Acreage and Lek  
Summary Information. 
  
 
Category Idaho 

Total 
Preliminary 
Priority 
Habitat 

Preliminary 
Priority 
Habitat 
(BLM Admin) 

Preliminary 
General 
Habitat 

Preliminary 
General 
Habitat 
(BLM Admin) 

Sagebrush 
  

  
9,311,962 ac 

  
8,159,000 
(~88%) 

  
5,037,000 ac  
(~62%) 

  
1,222,000 ac 
(~13%) 

 
 225,000 ac 
(~18%) 

  
Combined 
Sagebrush  
Perennial 
grassland  
Conifer 
encroachment 

  
13,460,181 ac 
  

  
10,522,384 ac 
(~78%) 

  
6,790,000 ac  
(~65%) 

  
4,553,000 ac  
( ~34%) 
Includes acres from 
Persistence>25% 

 
1,758,000 ac 
(~39%) 

           
Number of 
Leks (Idaho) 

848 leks 776 leks 
(~92%) 

506 leks 
(~65%) 

 52 leks 
(~6%) 

12 leks 
(~23%) 

Male MaxCount 
(Idaho) 

20,204 males 18,479 males  
(~91%) 

11,724 males 
(~63%) 

 1,323 males 
(~7%) 

339 males 
(~26%) 
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Table 2. Version 2 (April 2012) Preliminary Priority Habitat and General Habitat Land Ownership Summary. 
These data are for illustrative purposes only.  Inclusion in PPH or PGH is partly a function of the relatively 
broad scale nature of the analysis, and is not intended to imply endorsement by specific land owners or 
agencies. 
 

Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) 
OWNERSHIP ACRES PPH % of PPH OWNERSHIP ACRES PGH % of PGH 
BLM 6,789,794 65 BLM 1,758,132 39 
BOR 1,326 <1 BOR 21,972 <1 
   CORPS. 

ENGINEERS 
2,939 <1 

DOE 377,828 4 DOE 182,455 4 
HSTRCWTR 1,340 <1 HSTRCWTR 2,422 <1 
INDIAN RES. 143,949 1.4 INDIAN RES. 10,672 <1 
DOI 
Bankhead-
Jones 

56,507 <1 DOI 
Bankhead-Jones 

6,916 <1 

USDA 
Bankhead-
Jones 

38,025 <1 USDA 
Bankhead-Jones 

7,862 <1 

MILITARY 11,142 <1 MILITARY 37,714 <1 
NPS 27,313 <1 NPS 222,669 5 
NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 

204 <1 NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE 
REFUGE 

3,149 <1 

OTHER 60,637 <1 OTHER 29,449 <1 
PRIVATE 1,655,919 16 PRIVATE 1,243,058 27 
STATE 616,088 6 STATE 338,264 7 
STATE IDFG 23,954 <1 STATE IDFG 24,765 <1 
STATE 
PARKS 

2,178 <1 STATE PARKS 5,149 <1 

USFS 715,276 7 USFS 655,635 14 
MISC 904 <1    
GRAND 
TOTAL 

10,522,384 100 GRAND 
TOTAL 

4,553,224 100 
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Table 1. Version 2 (April 2012) Preliminary Priority Habitat and General Habitat Summary Information. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   Figure 1.  Important areas of high male lek attendance (blue circles) that were added as PPH  
   polygons in Version 2 (April 2012).  The purple/pink areas show the original (Version 1, 2011) PA/GA. 
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Figure 2.  Identified Key Habitat that occurs within the revised 2011 PA polygons (red) or connects among polygons was 
delineated as PPH.  Key habitat areas extending beyond the revised 2011 PA polygon and contained within the 
Persistence 25% surface (green) were also included as PPH. Other identified seasonal and/or high importance areas within 
or outside Key habitat were also included as PPH.  
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A-Winter 

 
 
B – Breeding 

 
Figure 3. Identified sage-grouse winter (A) and breeding (B) areas. 
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    Figure 4. Identified Sage-grouse Local Working Group Priority areas.  
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 B 

 
Figure 5.  A - Important sage-grouse movement and migration areas identified from expert opinion  
and telemetry location information.  B – Winter (yellow) and Breeding (blue) season telemetry location  
used to visually examine movement and migration areas. 
 
 
 
  



35 
 

 
Figure 6. Perennial grasslands and conifer encroachment areas occurring within the revised 2011 PA polygons (red) were 
delineated as Preliminary Priority Habitat areas for the 2012 revision.  Areas outside the polygons were delineated as 
Preliminary General Habitat.  Data represents perennial grassland, conifer encroachment, and some Persistence >25%. 
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B 

 
Figure 7.  A – Agricultural filter: B – Conifer filter.  Vegetation data was obtained from Landfire v1.01. 
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Figure 8.  2012 Sage-grouse Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) and Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) in Idaho.  2012 Preliminary General Habitat represents  
the remaining sagebrush, perennial grassland, conifer encroachment, and some Persistence >25% not accounted for in the 2012 Preliminary Priority  
Habitat.(Version 2 April 2012). 
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Figure 9.  2012 Preliminary Priority Habitat and Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) areas in Idaho.  PPH includes important sagebrush areas as well as perennial  
grassland and conifer encroachment areas that are priority restoration areas. (Version 2 April 2012).  
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Chapter 3: Management Approaches for Consideration  
 
The information presented in this paper should not be construed as policy. It is primarily intended to 
complement and provide spatial context for interim national BLM sage-grouse policy and a framework for 
further conservation planning efforts.  Specifically, this information can provide helpful context for analyses 
and decisions associated with future project-level work, authorizations, activity planning or land-use planning 
that may affect sage-grouse or sage-grouse habitat on BLM lands in Idaho. To inform future discussions of 
possible management actions for the various PPH or PGH (or portions thereof), we suggest considering two 
general approaches, as a starting point.   
 
Habitat Maintenance Focus: In some areas, the focus of sage-grouse habitat conservation may best be achieved 
by an effort to maintain or protect the current extent and health of sagebrush landscapes and sage-grouse 
population connectivity. These areas might include PPH or portions of PPH that currently provide relatively 
important, intact sage-grouse habitat and are therefore important for sustaining sage-grouse populations into the 
future.  Examples of management actions could include: 1) the establishment of exclusion zones for certain 
types of actions (e.g., energy development), or sage-grouse “conservation areas”,  Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern, or other protective designations to minimize or reduce anthropogenic impacts; 2) 
application of more stringent project stipulations or protective buffers;  and 3) provide aggressive and proactive 
approaches to wildfire suppression, establishment of strategic fuel breaks, implementation of juniper/conifer  
control activities, or other protective or maintenance measures appropriate for the landscape.   
 
Habitat Improvement Focus: In some areas, the focus of sage-grouse habitat conservation may best be achieved 
by an effort to restore the extent and ecological health of sagebrush landscapes to improve sage-grouse habitat 
quality, quantity and population connectivity.  These would be comprised of PPH and/or PGH that currently are 
constrained due to concerns with habitat quality, fragmentation or other factors that could be ameliorated with 
restoration activities or other approaches.  Management actions could focus on efforts to restore sagebrush 
and/or the herbaceous components of the habitat, reduce conifer expansion, and protection of restoration 
investments (i.e., aggressive wildfire suppression).  
 
Future Modeling Opportunities: Given the repeatable and transparent analytical framework described in 
earlier chapters, we can readily incorporate other geospatial landscape metrics, threat information, or other data 
as they become available. For example, we could incorporate information on the Human Footprint (Leu et al. 
2008), or Core Patch Size Distribution using Patch Analyst for ArcGIS. Other class or landscape metrics (e.g., 
habitat connectivity, fragmentation or aggregation indices, edge density, etc.) could also be explored to further 
characterize the nature and context of our connectivity polygons.   
 
In the near future, we will have the opportunity to incorporate sage-grouse seasonal habitat models currently 
under development for Idaho and MZ IV by IDFG (Knetter and Svancara, in progress) using a Maximum 
Entropy (MAXENT) climate envelope characterization of sage-grouse habitat. We anticipate these will be 
helpful in further informing sage-grouse conservation at multiple scales.  
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Greater Sage-Grouse Core Areas Designation 
for Montana Version 1.0 

Appendix 1 to Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation 
Strategy 

Definition, Methods, and Numerical Results  
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 

Jan 13, 2009 

Objective: Designate sage-grouse core areas in Montana that support the greatest sage-grouse 
abundance or are important for maintaining sage-grouse distribution.  

Definition: Sage-grouse core areas are habitats associated with 1) Montana’s highest densities of 
sage-grouse (25% quartile), based on male counts and/or 2) sage-grouse lek complexes and 
associated habitat important to sage-grouse distribution.  

Methods and Criteria for #1 in the Definition 

1. Identifying Highest Density: Two different point density estimation methods (noted 
below) were used to identify the highest densities of displaying male sage-grouse based 
upon lek locations. Both techniques identified the same lek complexes as having the 
highest densities at the 25% quartile. 

a. Audubon (K. Doherty) used a 6440-m circular neighborhood analysis (Spatial 
Analyst Tools ArcGIS 9.2) at 1-km grid cell size. The maximum male count 
available between 2005 and 2007 was used to evaluate male density. The 
resulting surface was randomly sampled using 50,000 points to determine the 
quartile breakpoints.  

b. Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) used a Fixed Kernel Density Estimator 
(Hawths Tools, ArcGIS 9.2) with a bivariate normal kernel and a smoothing 
factor of 10,000 at a 500-m cell size. The kernel was weighted based upon the 
average of the highest male count for each year from 1998 through 2008. The 
quartile boundaries are provided by the program. 

 

2. Focus Area: Lek complexes and associated habitats, typically within a 10-km search 
radius of leks in the complex, defined the outside boundaries of this analysis. In some 
instances, habitat associated with a core lek complex may have extended beyond 10 km. 
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Overlaying documented seasonal habitats connected to and extending beyond these areas 
and manual editing were necessary to incorporate these exceptions. 

 

3. Habitat Suitability Analysis: For the purposes of this analysis, unsuitable habitats and 
suitable habitats within or adjacent to core areas were generally defined as follows: 
 

a. Unsuitable Habitat  
• Cultivated row-crop parcels >600 acres 
• Areas where 75% or more of the surrounding 1,000 acres are cultivated 

land* 
• Areas where 20% or more of the surrounding 1,000 acres are forested 

habitat* 
• Areas where 75% or more of the surrounding 1,000 acres exceeded a 

terrain ruggedness threshold of 13.** 

Note: This criteria was not included for intermountain valleys of southwestern 
Montana because of the unique topographic features and demonstrated habitat use 
by sage-grouse. 

 * Land cover values were obtained from the National Land Cover Dataset 
(NLCD). Analyses were based upon a 30-m grid cell. Percentages are based on a 
2-km x 2-km search window (1,000 acres).  
 ** Terrain ruggedness is the standard deviation of elevation surrounding an 
area based upon a 30-m grid cell. The threshold was chosen based on 95% of leks 
having a value of 13 or lower. 

b. Suitable Habitat  
• Areas where 75% or more of the surrounding 1,000 acres had a 10% or 

greater probability of supporting a sage-grouse lek. 
1. The majority of core area boundaries were based upon this 

delineation.  
2. The probability used is based upon a habitat suitability model that 

used lek locations to identify suitable habitat. This model was 
produced by the Montana Natural Heritage Program. See "Surveys 
for Grassland Birds of the Malta Field Office-BLM, including a 
Seven-year Study in North Valley County, April 2008" at the 
Montana Natural Heritage Program, Publications, Birds webpage. 
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Methods and Criteria for #2 in the Definition 

1. Key areas for maintaining sage-grouse distribution in Montana are among the highest 
50% density (50% quartile, using methods described above) occurring in the outer 
boundaries of the sage-grouse’s range in Montana. 

2. Key habitat corridors important for conductivity and sage-grouse distribution beyond 
Montana are also included under this definition (e.g., portions of northern Valley 
County). 

3. Non-habitats and habitat boundaries within or adjacent to core areas follow the same 
criteria as under #3 above.  

Refinement Process:  

1. Field biologists from FWP and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) reviewed printed 
maps showing the habitat parameters described above to identify outer boundaries of core 
areas and determined general accuracy of designated non-habitats. Printed maps were at a 
scale of 1:200,000. 

2. Based upon those biologists expert opinion, refinements were made to the core area 
boundaries. This allowed for inclusion of nesting and brood rearing areas not captured by 
the lek driven model. 

3. Telemetry data was utilized to refine core area boundaries in southwestern Powder River 
and southeastern Bighorn counties and Beaverhead and Madison counties to help refine 
mapping of core habitats in these areas. Data from Powder River and Bighorn counties 
was obtained from research done by Dr. Dave Naugle, University of Montana. Data from 
Beaverhead and Madison counties was obtained from research done by the BLM. 

4. The mapped habitat, refinements based upon biological expert opinion and integration of 
existing research data were incorporated to develop Version 1.0. 

5. As additional information becomes available, Core Area designations will be refined.  

Numerical Results:  

Core Areas mapped as Version 1.0 include 56% of the state’s sage-grouse leks (953 of 1,693 
leks) and 71% of displaying males based on average male counts over the last 10 years (13,439 
of 18,910 sum of average males). 
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Version 1 - Revised as of 8/15/13 

Draft Standards and Guidelines for GRSG Amendment for the Land and 
Resource Management Plans in Idaho and Southwest Montana for the 

Preferred Alternative - Alternative D  

Boise National Forest 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest 

Caribou-Targhee National Forest  

Curlew National Grassland 

Salmon-Challis National Forest Service 

Sawtooth National Forest 

Note – all of the following standards and guideline apply to all GRSG habitat unless a specific 
Management Area is identified. 

D-SSS-1: Greater Sage-grouse Management Area Designation 

Designate Preliminary Priority Management Areas (PPMA), Preliminary Medial Management Areas 
(PMMA), and Preliminary General Management Areas (PGMA) (see Table 2-18).  

PPMA includes areas that have the highest conservation value to GRSG. Key characteristics include 
areas of higher lek attendance and lek connectivity, lower habitat fragmentation, important 
movement corridors and winter habitat. PMMA includes areas of moderate to high conservation 
value to GRSG that are generally adjacent to PPMAs but reflect reduced GRSG population and/or 
habitat characteristics. PGMA is occupied (seasonal or year‐round) habitat outside of PPMA and 
PMMA. 

D-WFM-1: Wildfire Suppression Standard 

Having provided for firefighter and public safety, property protection, and threatened and 
endangered species habitat protection, PPMA is the highest priority for conservation during fire 
suppression decision making, followed by PMMA and then PGMA. Suppress wildland fires in intact 
GRSG habitats and utilize appropriate management response where needed to restore, enhance, 
maintain and improve GRSG habitat. 

D-LG/RM-16:  Livestock Grazing Standard  

Manage grazing permits to maintain vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and 
structure consistent with appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential. 
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D-LG/RM-35:  Fence Construction Guideline 

Avoid building new permanent fences within 2 km of occupied leks, high density fence areas or 
winter concentration areas. If this is not feasible, ensure that high risk segments are marked with 
collision diverter devices or as latest science indicates. Utilize temporary fencing (e.g., ESR, drop 
down fencing) where applicable and appropriate to meet management objectives. 

D-LG/RM-43:  New Livestock Water Developments Standard  

New water developments must benefit, maintain, or have a neutral effect on PPMA and PMMA 
(such as by shifting livestock use away from critical areas). New developments that divert surface 
water in PPMA, PMMA and PGMA must be designed to maintain integrity and functionality of 
riparian or wetland vegetation and hydrology.  

D-RC-3:  Recreation Special Use Permit Seasonal Restrictions Standard 

Incorporate seasonal restrictions for authorized activities to minimize impacts to GRSG and/or 
their habitat. 

D-RC-4:   Recreation Sites and Activities Standard 

Design and manage recreation activities and developed recreation sites and facilities within lands not 
designated as a recreation management area to minimize adverse effects to GRSG by directing use 
away from sensitive areas. 

D-TM-10: Winter Travel Restriction Standard 

Limit snow machine travel to existing routes in GRSG wintering areas from November 1 through 
March 31.  

D-LR-1:  Solar and Wind Energy Development Restriction Standard 

In PPMA - Do not authorize solar and wind energy development in PPMA. In PMMA - Do not 
allow solar and wind energy development where adverse effects cannot be mitigated. Ancillary 
facilities such as roads, electric lines, etc. may be authorized provided there is no net loss of GRSG 
habitat through mitigation. In PGMA - Avoid authorizing solar and wind energy development. 

D-LR-3:  New ROW, Easement, and Land Special Use Permit Restriction Standard 

In PPMA, do not authorize new transmission facilities greater than 50kV, wind energy testing and 
development, commercial solar development, commercial geothermal development, nuclear 
development, oil and gas development, mineral development, airports, ancillary facilities associated 
with any of the aforementioned development, paved roads and graded gravel roads, landfills or 
hydroelectric projects.  

In PPMA, PMMA and PGMA, unless otherwise restricted, avoid authorizing new permanent ROW, 
easement and land special uses. Land authorizations that are temporary in nature (e.g., film permits, 
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apiaries), that do not result in loss of GRSG habitat are exempt from mitigation requirements 
regarding habitat loss (except for timing restrictions). Site new authorizations or facilities, not 
otherwise excluded, outside the 3 km (1.86 miles) occupied lek avoidance buffer areas unless a 
greater or lesser distance is required, based on topographic features or other mitigating factors. If 
new distribution lines cannot be sited outside the 3 km buffer, they should be buried or designed to 
minimize use by avian predators. 

In PPMA and PMMA, new ROW, easement, and land use authorizations may not result in a net loss 
of GRSG habitat. 

D-LR-17: Land Ownership Adjustment Guideline  

Retain public ownership of GRSG habitat. Allow consideration of Federal land sale or exchange 
where there is mixed ownership and land exchanges would allow for additional or more contiguous 
federal ownership patterns within GRSG habitat.  

Allow consideration of land exchanges containing historically low-quality GRSG habitat in exchange 
for lands of higher quality habitat, lands that connect seasonal GRSG habitats or lands providing for 
threatened and endangered species. These potential exchanges should lead to an increase in the 
extent or continuity of or provide for improved connectivity of GRSG habitat. Higher priority will 
be given to exchanges for those intact areas of sagebrush that will contribute to the expansion of 
PPMA sagebrush areas currently in public ownership. Lower priority will be given to those lands 
that will promote enhancement in PPMA and PGMA areas.  

D-MLS-12: Fluid Minerals Lease Restrictions Standard 

In PPMA and PMMA, do not allow new leases in areas of no and low potential for the discovery of 
fluid minerals (see Table 2-18). In areas of moderate and high potential for the discovery of fluid 
minerals, allow leasing and require CSU, timing restrictions in breeding and winter habitat, 
disturbance density not to exceed 1/640 acres, maximum 3% disturbance/section, and NSO within 
0.6 mile of occupied or undetermined status leks.  

In PGMA, allow leasing and require: 

• Timing limitations in breeding and winter habitat,  

• 0.6 mile NSO near occupied and undetermined status leks, and  

• Implementation of appropriate BMPs. 

D-MLS-13: Fluid Minerals Geophysical Exploration Timing Restriction Standard 

Apply seasonal timing restrictions to exploration activities. 

D-MLM-3:  Locatable Minerals Mitigation Standard 

In PMMA, require off-site mitigation if effects to GRSG PPMA habitat are unavoidable.  
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D-MSM-1: Common Variety Mineral Materials Standard  

Do not authorize new common variety mineral pits within 3 km of an occupied lek (see Table 2-18). 
Require seasonal timing restrictions on both new and existing community pits. 

D-MNL-1: Non-Energy Minerals New Lease Restrictions Standard 

In PPMA and PMMA – Do not allow prospecting or new leases (see Table 2-18) except for lease 
modifications and fringe leases where valid existing rights may be affected. In PPMA, PMMA and 
PGMA where leasing is allowed, require CSU, timing restrictions and CSU. 

D-MNL-2: Non-Energy Minerals New Lease Restrictions Standard  

For existing (undeveloped) and new non-energy mineral leases, require timing restrictions (seasonal 
and daily) when exploration activities or initial mine development is proposed, as appropriate. Also 
require restoration of habitat or off-site mitigation, if on-site restoration is not feasible. 

D-MSE-2: Surface Disturbance Standard for Non-federal Subsurface Minerals 

In PPMA, where the federal government owns the surface, and the mineral estate is in non-federal 
ownership, require the mineral estate owner to apply a timing restriction stipulation, COAs, and 
restrict activities within 3 km (1.86 miles) of an occupied lek, when concurring to the approval of 
authorizations for mineral-related surface disturbance.   
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X. Great Basin Vegetation Modeling using Vegetation Dynamics Development Tool 

X.1 Introduction 

Numerous factors influence sagebrush dynamics in the Great Basin.  Each year acres of 
sagebrush increase in density, or are burned, grazed, converted to invasive annual grass, 
damaged by insects and disease, encroached by conifers, or altered by various management 
treatments.  Due to the importance of sagebrush cover for greater sage-grouse, a process to 
account for all of these changes in sagebrush communities is important in evaluating trends 
of greater sage-grouse habitat.  The greater sage-grouse land use plan amendments being 
developed and analyzed in each sub-regional EIS in the Great Basin each have different 
alternative approaches to management of greater sage-grouse habitat.  Alternatives propose 
actions that will influence the extent and distribution of sagebrush.  In order to evaluate and 
compare the estimated effects of each alternative, a team of vegetation ecologists 
representing each sub-regional EIS in the Great Basin was assembled.  The team used the 
Vegetation Dynamics Development Tool (VDDT, copyright 1995-2003, ESSA 
Technologies, Vancouver, BC) to accomplish this task.  This modeling effort does not 
include changes in habitat conditions associated with permitted activities such as  
infrastructure development, travel management, or mineral development. 

X.2 Methods 

The Great Basin Region planning area was divided into Analysis Areas based upon the 
Population/subpopulation areas from the Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-Grouse and 
Sagebrush Habitats (Connelly et al. 2004).  These polygons were overlaid on the PPH/PGH 
layers identified by each state to ensure all habitat was included.  The acreage calculations 
were based on the underlying PPH/PGH.  Attachment A shows this base map. 

Existing vegetation was determined using a combination of LANDFIRE, local knowledge, 
GAP analysis, SENS Map in Nevada, and ILAP in Oregon (each state process is described 
in Attachment B).  These acres were estimated for each vegetation class in each vegetation 
model in each analysis area.   Five models were developed to characterize the vegetation:   

• Low Sagebrush (shallow, dry) 

• Wyoming Big Sagebrush (warm, dry) 

• Mixed Sagebrush 

• Mountain Big Sagebrush with conifer(cool, moist) 

• Mountain Big Sagebrush without conifer (cool, moist)  

Each model has different states or conditions of the vegetation, which are called classes.  
The classes were designed to best represent both the available vegetation data for the 
planning area, as well as the sage-grouse habitat requirements. The following are the classes 
for each Model: 
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Low Sagebrush 

1. Early Seral: <10% sagebrush cover 

2. Late Seral: >10% sagebrush cover 

3. Late Seral with conifer: >10% sagebrush with >10% conifer 

4. Annual Grass 

Wyoming Big Sagebrush 

1. Early Seral: <10% sagebrush cover 

2. Mid Seral: 10-30% sagebrush cover 

3. Late Seral: >30% sagebrush cover 

4. Late Seral with conifer: >30% sagebrush cover with >10% conifer cover 

5. Annual Grass 

6. Exotic Perennial Grass 

Mixed Sagebrush 

1. Early Seral: <10% sagebrush cover 

2. Mid Seral: 10-30% sagebrush cover 

3. Late Seral: >30% sagebrush cover 

4. Late Seral with conifer: >30% sagebrush cover with >10% conifer cover 

Mountain Big Sagebrush with conifer 

1. Early Seral: <10% sagebrush cover 

2. Mid Seral: 10-30% sagebrush cover 

3. Late seral: >30% sagebrush cover 

4. Late Seral with conifer: >30% sagebrush cover with >10% conifer cover 

5. Annual Grass 

Mountain Big Sagebrush without conifer 

1. Early Seral: <10% sagebrush cover 

2. Mid Seral: 10-30% sagebrush cover 

3. Late seral: >30% sagebrush cover 

4. Annual Grass 
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The following natural and background disturbances were applied to the models:  stand 
replacement wildfire, mosaic wildfire, overgrazing, insects and disease, and conifer 
encroachment.  The rates of occurrence of these disturbances varied by model in order to 
reflect the variable rates for each of the vegetation types represented by these models.  
Several web meeting/conference calls were conducted to gain consensus among the team 
members on which models to develop, what disturbances/succession processes to include 
and determine what amount should be included in each model.  The initial foundation was 
the Biophysical Settings for applicable sagebrush sites from LANDFIRE.  Each team 
member had the opportunity to bring their local knowledge and experience to the discussion 
and changes were made to reflect that experience.   

After agreement was reached on these rates, a review of the models and disturbance rates 
was conducted by the Science Review Team.  This team made several suggestions that were 
incorporated into the models. 

Wildfire history data (1980-2012) was used from the National Interagency Fire Center to 
determine the average annual acreage burned in each area, magnitude of extreme fire years, 
and frequency of extreme years.  The size and extent of fires vary significantly from year to 
year, with most acres burned occurring on few years that represent extreme conditions; 
therefore using an average fire size would not accurately represent the influence of fire on 
the landscape.   Due to the short time period in the fire history data (32 years) the data was 
reviewed and the most extreme year (most acres burned) and the smallest fire year (fewest 
acres burned) were dropped.  The presence of only 1 extreme year in the data set does not 
indicate the interval between extreme events unless 2 data points are found within the fire 
history range. Therefore it is not accurate to make assumptions about an extreme event 
occurring every 32 years.  Annual wildfire probability for each class in each model was 
estimated based on mean fire return interval (MFRI) information gained from LANDFIRE 
and adjusted based on team members’ experience.  The variability in year-to-year fire totals 
did not alter the long term fire probabilities derived from MFRI.   

X.3 Model Outputs 

Alternative A in each Sub-Regional EIS is the No-Action or Current Management 
Alternative.  This alternative represents the existing rates of conifer treatment, sagebrush 
mechanical treatment, prescribed fire, herbicide treatment, grass seeding, sagebrush seeding, 
and firebreak utilization.  In order to display current vegetation conditions, acres of each 
type of treatment were collected from the field and input into VDDT.  Field monitoring data 
was used to determine the success rates for grass seeding, herbicide application, and 
sagebrush seeding.  These treatments are all considered as one package of restoration 
treatments in the models to avoid double counting acres and thereby overestimating their 
positive benefit to vegetation.  Firebreak utilization was not directly input to the model, but 
was assumed to be correlated to the existing rates of wildfire in areas where the firebreaks 
are used. 

Upon completion of the Current Management Alternative, the model output reports were 
reviewed by the team as well as field staff from BLM and FS to ensure the results reflected 
existing levels of treatment, current vegetation and results of treatment.  This review resulted 
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in re-running the models four times in order to capture changes suggested by the reviewers.  
Changes made included:  modification of treatment success rates to reflect field monitoring, 
removal of double counted acres of treatment when multiple treatment occurred, and errors 
found within models estimating rates of vegetation change. 

An interdisciplinary team conference call/meeting was held with vegetation and wildlife staff 
to determine the Desired Conditions that would be applied to each analysis area.  We 
determined that 70% of an area should be in 10-30% sagebrush canopy cover.  This 
determination was made after a discussion of the Guidelines to Manage Sage-Grouse Populations 
and Their Habitats (Connelly et al. 2000) and the National Technical Team Report (NTT 
2011).  Connelly et al. suggested 80% of an area should have 10-30% sagebrush cover and 
the National Technical Team Report suggested 50-70% of an area should have 10-30% 
sagebrush cover.   

The modeling team then reviewed the amount of each analysis area that currently has 10-
30% sagebrush cover.  Vegetation treatment projects were then modeled to determine the 
amount of a particular treatment necessary to move the vegetation conditions to the Desired 
Conditions.  The amount of treatment varied by the amount of departure of the area from 
Desired Conditions and the vegetation dynamics of the area.  The team reviewed amounts of 
acres available for treatment when developing these treatments to avoid the error of 
proposing treating acres that did not exist.  When analysis areas had Current Conditions at or 
above 70% no additional treatment projects were proposed.   The model outputs for this 
phase of the analysis are called Proposed Action.  These treatment acres may be used to 
develop objectives in the Sub-regional Alternative D such as:   

• “In the North Snake Population area, treat 10,000 acres annually of annual 
grass.”  

• “In the North Snake Population area, treat 1000 acres annually of phase 1 
conifer encroachment.”  

Alternatives will be compared by the amount of each Population Area in suitable habitat 
condition (10-30% sagebrush cover) projected to occur in 50 years. 

X.4 Model Assumptions: 

Alternative A:  No Action:  Natural and background disturbances equal to historical 
averages, vegetation treatments equal to current management rates. 

Alternative B – NTT:  The modeling team reviewed any actions proposed by this 
alternative and attempted to quantify the effect of implementation of these actions in order 
to model the effects of these actions on vegetation.  The following are actions found within 
the NTT that were included in the modeling for Alternative B: 

• Natural and background disturbances same as Alt A except 50% less wildfire in 
Wyoming sage model to estimate the effect of fuels projects. 
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• No Prescribed Fire in <12” precipitation areas Wyoming sagebrush.   

• Desired Condition to maintain 70% of area in 10-30% shrub cover 

• Conifer encroachment treatment included 

• Annual grass restoration included:  Herbicide treatment, grass and sagebrush 
seeding 

Alternative C:  The modeling team reviewed actions proposed and modeled the following: 

• Natural and background disturbances  

• No Prescribed Fire in <12” precipitation areas 

• Restore all crested wheatgrass seedings to native vegetation 

• Maintain 80% of area in 10-30% shrub cover 

• No livestock grazing 

• Wildfire increased 25% due to lack of maintenance of existing fuel breaks, and 
no additional constructed 

• Invasive annual grass would increase due to minimal use of herbicide for 
treatments resulting in a 50% decline in restoration treatment success 

Alternative D:  The modeling team reviewed actions proposed and modeled the following:   

• Maintain 70% of area in 10-30% sagebrush cover 

• Natural and background disturbances same as Alt A except 50% less wildfire in 
Wyoming sage model to estimate the effect of fuels projects.  

• Desired Condition to maintain 70% of area in 10-30% shrub cover 

• Conifer encroachment treatment included 

• Annual grass restoration included:  Herbicide treatment, grass and sagebrush 
seeding 

Alternative E:  The modeling team reviewed actions proposed and modeled the following: 

• Each Sub-regional EIS has a different Alt E.  Modeling was changed by Sub-
region to reflect those differences.  

• In general, this alternative was modeled similar to Alternative D 

Alternative F: 

• Natural and background disturbances same as Alt A except 50% less wildfire in 
Wyoming sage model to estimate the effect of fuels projects.  
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• No Prescribed Fire in <12” precipitation areas Wyoming sagebrush.  

• Livestock grazing reduced by 50%.  

• Desired Condition to maintain 70% of area in 10-30% shrub cover 

• Conifer encroachment treatment included 

• Annual grass restoration included:  Herbicide treatment, grass and sagebrush 
seeding 

Team Members:   

• Craig Morris, Planning Analyst, Intermountain Region, USFS, Ogden, Utah 

• Rob Mickelsen, Ecosystem Branch Chief, Caribou-Targhee NF and Curlew NG, 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 

• Louisa Evers PhD. Fire Ecologist, Oregon State Office, BLM, Portland, Oregon 

• Don Major, Landscape Ecologist, Idaho State Office BLM, Boise, Idaho 

• Paul Makela, Wildlife Biologist, Idaho State Office BLM, Boise, Idaho 

• Paul Roush, Consultant, retired BLM 

• Wayne Padgett, Landscape Ecologist, Utah State Office BLM, Salt Lake City, 
Utah 

• Jeremy Sisneros, Fire Ecologist, Utah State Office BLM, Salt Lake City, Utah 

• Kelly Bockting, Wildlife Biologist, Dillon Field Office, BLM, Dillon, Montana 

• Art Rohrbacher, Wildlife Biologist, Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF, Dillon, Montana 

Science Review Team: 

Jeanne C. Chambers, Ph.D. 
USDA Forest Service 
Rocky Mountain Research Station 
920 Valley Road 
Reno, NV 89512 
(775) 784-5329 (office) 
(775) 224-1854 (cell) 
jchambers@fs.fed.us 
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Stephen C. Bunting, Ph.D. 
Forest, Rangeland, and Fire Sciences 
875 Perimeter Drive MS 1135 
University of Idaho 
Moscow, ID 83844 
Phone: 208-885-7103 
Fax: 208-885-6564 
sbunting@uidaho.edu 

Peter Weisberg, Ph.D. 
Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences  
University of Nevada, Reno 
Mail Stop 0186 
Location KRC 126 
Reno, Nevada  
Phone:  (775) 784-7573 
pweisberg@cabnr.unr.edu 
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Attachment A Population Area Map 
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Attachment B-Idaho/Southwest Montana 

Greater Sage-grouse Habitat Characterization for Use in Non-Spatial Vegetation Modeling 
in the Idaho/Southwestern Montana Analysis Area  

Vegetation Data 

We evaluated available vegetation information to identifying the sagebrush habitat types and 
associated vegetation cover classes required by the modeling effort.  These included Landfire (v115), 
ReGAP, and a site potential based evaluation of Idaho’s Priority and General Sage-grouse Habitat 
(D. Major pers com).  Upon evaluation and acknowledgment of the numerous limitations of 
available data, we determined the most effective approach would incorporate the following criteria: 
1) dataset covers the entire sub-regional project area, 2) the vegetation data has an associated 
accuracy assessment;, and 3) data provides appropriate resolution of sagebrush habitat types and 
associated cover classes for the VDDT models.  The Landfire raster data sets (Existing Vegetation 
Type, Biophysical Site Type, and Existing Vegetation Cover) best met our criteria and the general 
objective of the modeling effort.  The above Landfire datasets were clipped to the combined Priority 
and General Habitat data for Idaho and Montana to serve as our vegetation basemaps for 
subsequent analysis.   

GSG Habitat Characterization 

To facilitate characterization of sage-grouse habitat classes we developed a crosswalk from Landfire 
Existing Vegetation Type (EVT) to a NVCS Macro-group characterization of Tall Sagebrush and 
Dwarf Sagebrush (See Table 1).  For the purposes of this effort, the Semi-Desert Macro-group was 
included and merged into the Tall Sage Group.  In addition we also identified the need for a 
Shallow/Dry Low Sagebrush Group.  We used NRCS Soils Data (SSURGO) to identify a select 
group of ecological site types and associated soil conditions (shallow soils, precipitation zone ≤ 12 
inches, small statured native grass spp)(Table 2). The process involved reclassifying any Tall 
Sage/Dwarf Sage pixels contained within the Shallow/Dry Low sage polygons to Shallow/Dry Low 
Sage. The resulting Macrogroup raster was combined (raster calculator) with the Landfire Existing 
Vegetation Cover data to categorize the following cover classes within the Tall Sage, Dwarf Sage, 
and Shallow/Dry Low sage groups (Class A = herbaceous cover 0-100%; Class B = shrub cover 10 
– 30%; Class C = shrub cover >30%).   

Conifer encroachment (Class D = tree cover >10%) was determined using 2 analyses: 1) 
identification of any Tall Sage, Dwarf Sage, or Shallow/Dry Low Sage occurring within the GSG 
Priority Habitat – Conifer Encroachment Category. The process involved reclassifying any Tall 
Sage/Dwarf Sage pixels contained within the Conifer Encroachment Category polygon to Class D; 
and 2) identification of pixels classified as Juniper and/or conifer in the Landfire EVT raster (see 
Table 2 for select types) that were also classified as a sagebrush habitat type in the Landfire 
Biophysical Site Potential (BPS)raster(See Table 3 for select types).  The resulting rasters were 
combined, reclassified and added back to the base Macrogroup raster.  

Soil temperature regime was selected as the primary filter to separate the lower productivity 
warm/dry sagebrush characterized by soil temperature regime-mesic (WYO Model) from the higher 
productivity cool moist sagebrush soil temperature regime – frigid (MTN Model).  Specifically, we 
characterized NRCS SSURGO soil mapunits into 2 soil temperature groups, mesic and frigid/cryic 
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and converted the resulting polygon into a raster dataset.  The resulting soil temperature raster was 
then combined (raster calculator) with the base Macrogroup raster to provide the habitat base for 
our WYO and MTN and MIX VDDT models.  No soil temperature regime was evaluated for the 
Shallow/Dry Low sagebrush (LOW) model.  Soil temp regime was used as it represents a finer-scale 
soils-based attribute important to ecological site characterization and is less variable than available 
precipitation information (PRISM). Soil temp regime information was not available on most USFS 
lands and a few smaller areas.  In these locations, we used general elevation and precipitation 
information to describe general proportions of the soil temperature regimes.   

Annual Grass –  Landfire has a designated Invasive Annual Grass vegetation type (999), however 
subsequent updates (“refreshes”) had resulted in incorrect classification of numerous large fires as 
Invasive Annual Grass (999) within our vegetation analysis extent.  Therefore, we reclassified any 
Landfire Invasive Annual Grass as Class A <10% cover and used the Landfire BPS to determine 
Tall or Dwarf sagebrush group assignment.  To more accurately reflect Annual Grass (Class E) for 
our models we opted to use the Annual Grass (R2 Category) information available in the2011 Idaho 
Sage-grouse Key Habitat data.  R2 Areas represented in the Key Habitat data typically represent past 
fires in sagebrush habitat and associated multi-year monitoring of annual grass establishment in 
these areas.  Annual Grass polygons were identified within our Sage-grouse Population boundaries 
and/or adjacent (out to 2 kilomenters) to the GSG Priority/General habitat polygons.  The resulting 
polygons were used as a mask to extract areas classified as a sagebrush habitat type in the Landfire 
Biophysical Site Potential (BPS)raster(See Table 3 for select types).  The resulting raster was 
reclassified to appropriate VDDT Model and exported to excel for calculation of acreages for model 
Class E = Annual Grass.  Environmental conditions across most of the Montana portion of the sub 
region afford  limited suitability for annual grass establishment, and were not examined.  

Table 1 
Landfire Existing Vegetation Types (and associated NVCS Group) identified for Greater Sage-

grouse habitat characterization 

Macro-Group EVT Value Landfire Existing Vegetation Type 
Tall Sagebrush Group(169) 2079 Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Steppe 

 2080 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland 
 2123 Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland 
 2125 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Steppe 
 2126 Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe 
 2220 Artemesia tridentate spp. Vaseyena Shrubland 

Alliance 
   

Dwarf Sagebrush Group(170) 2124 Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe 
 2065 Colorado Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush Shrubland 
 2065 Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland 
 2072 Wyoming Basin Dwarf Sage Shrubland and Steppe 
   

Semi-desert (171) 2135 Semi-Desert Grassland 
 2127 Semi-Desert Shrub Steppe 
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Table 2 
Ecological Site Types associated with the Shallow/Dry 

Low Sagebrush Vegetation Model 

SSURGO Ecological Site Type 
Cold Gravelly 8-12 ARNO4/HECOC8 
Shallow Calcareous Loam 10-16 ARARN/PSSPS 
Shallow Stony 8-10 ARNO4/ACTH7-SPCR 
Very Shallow 12-20 ARRI2/POSE 
Very Shallow Stony 8-12 ARNO4/ACTH7 
Very Shallow Stony Loam 10-14 ARAR8/POSE-PSSPS 
Windswept Ridge 8-11 ARFR4/POSE 
Windswept Ridge 12-20 ARNO/PSSPS 
Windswept Ridge 12-22 ARFR4-ARAR8/POA 

 

Table 3 
Landfire Biophysical Site Types/Groups identified for Greater Sage-grouse Invasive Annual Grass 

evaluation 

BPS_CO
DE BPS_NAME GROU

PID GROUPNAME 

10010 Inter-Mountain Basins Sparsely Vegetated Systems 100 Sparsely Vegetated 

10620 Inter-Mountain Basins Curl-leaf Mountain Mahogany 
Woodland/Shrubland 164 

Cur-leaf Mountain 
Mahogany-Mountain Big 
Sagebrush 

10640 Colorado Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush Shrubland 166 Bigelow Sage-Low Sage4 
10650 Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland 167 Low Sage-Scabland Sage5 
10790 Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Shrubland 177 Black Sage-Low Sage3 

10800 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland 178 Wyoming Big Sage-Spiny 
Hopsage1 

10801 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland-Basin 
Big Sagebrush 179 Basin Big Sage-

Greasewood4 

10802 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland-
Wyoming Big Sagebrush 179 Wyoming Big Sage-Indian 

Ricegrass4 

10800 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland 180 Wyoming Big Sage-
Rubber Rabbitbrush4 

11230 Columbia Plateau Steppe and Grassland 218 Indian Ricegrass-
Squirreltail4 

11240 Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe 219 Low Sage-Idaho Fescue3 

11250 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Steppe 220 Wyoming Big Sage-
Wheatgrass3 

11250 Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Steppe 221 Wyoming Big Sage-
Wheatgrass4 

11260 Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe 222 
Mountain Sagebrush-
Blubunch Wheatgrass-
Idaho Fescure4 
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Table 4 
Landfire Existing Vegetation Types/Groups identified for Greater Sage-grouse Conifer 

Encroachment evaluation 

Value Existing Vegetation Type System Group 
2016 Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Pinyon-Juniper Woodland 
2017 Columbia Plateau Western Juniper Woodland/Savanna Juniper Woodland/Savanna 
2019 Great Basin Pinyon Juniper Woodland Pinyon Juniper Woodland 

2045 Northern Rocky Mountain Dry-Mesic Montane Mixed 
Conifer Forest 

Douglas-fir-Ponderosa Pine-
Lodgepole Pine Forest and 
Woodland 

2053 Northern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine Woodland Ponderosa Pine Forest, 
Woodland, Savanna 

2054 Southern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine Woodland Ponderosa Pine Forest, 
Woodland, Savanna 

2115 Inter-Mountain Basins Juniper Savanna Juniper Woodland/Savanna 

2165 Northern Rocky Mountain Foothill Conifer Woodland 
Steppe Douglas-fir Forest/Woodland 

2166 Middle Rocky Mountain Montane Douglas-fir Forest and 
Woodland Douglas-fir Forest/Woodland 

2203 Juniperous occidentalis Woodalnd Alliance Juniper Woodland/Savanna 
2227 Pseudotsuga menziesii Forest Alliance Douglas-fir Forest/Woodland 
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Attachment B-Utah 

Development of Data for VDDT Sage Grouse Habitat Models  

LANDFIRE data were used to define the vegetation cover types that occupy sage grouse population 
areas in Utah.  In order to do this the LANDFIRE Existing Vegetation Type (EVT), Biophysical 
Setting (BPS), and/or BPS Groups were used as the basis to determine which cover types would be 
included in which models.  Especially because Wyoming and mountain big sagebrush species are 
mapped at all elevations in LANDFIRE, it was felt that steps needed to be taken to separate these 
species on an ecological basis. Goodrich and others (1999) found that annual precipitation for 
Wyoming big sagebrush populations was between 6.8 and 12.6 inches. The authors found that 
mountain big sagebrush occurred in zones where annual precipitation was between 11.8 and 27.7 
inches.  According to these authors, plants intermediate to Wyoming and mountain big 
sagebrush occur in areas with precipitation that ranges from 8.1 to 14.6 inches.  Their data 
suggested that the pinyon-juniper belt in Utah was between 9 and 15 inches of annual precipitation.  
Payne (1980) suggested that the Intermountain pinyon-juniper zone fell between 10 and 14 inches 
annual precipitation.  The Utah BLM State Office has a precipitation GIS layer1 that breaks the 
landscape into 0-2, 2-4, 4-6, etc. inch breaks, which didn’t allow us to use the 9 or 15 inch levels in 
our analysis.  For this reason, the following rules were established.  

 Below 10 inches annual precipitation, all sagebrush was considered to be Wyoming big 
sagebrush; 

 Anything between 10 inches (about 2 inches less than the minimum amount listed for 
mountain big sagebrush) and 14 inches (about 2 inches more than the maximum 
precipitation for Wyoming big sagebrush, was considered to be a transition zone where 
either species could possibly occur;  

 Within that 10-14 inch zone, the LANDFIRE EVT (Existing Vegetation Type), BPS 
(Biophysical Setting), and/or Group types were used to make the determination 
regarding species that occur;  

 Any sagebrush that occurred in the zones above 14 inches was considered to be 
mountain big sagebrush; and finally 

 Low sagebrush was low sagebrush, regardless of the precipitation zone if occurred in. 

Following these rules, the following sagebrush zones were established:  

 Zone 1 – Precipitation < 10 inches. Non-Seral Zone in which there is insufficient 
precipitation for juniper to grow.  Wyoming big sagebrush is the only big sagebrush that 
can occur with this low amount of precipitation 

 Zone 2 – Precipitation 10-14 inches. Seral Zone in which there is sufficient precipitation 
for juniper to grow.  In this transition zone, both Wyoming and mountain big sagebrush 
species can occur.  

1 blm\dfs\ut\loc\GisData\ut\so\data\AirClimate\precip_ut250 
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 Zone 3 – Precipitation 14-28 inches. Non-Seral Zone in which there is too much 
precipitation for juniper to be considered as a universal late seral species that replaces 
sagebrush.  Only where juniper is the existing vegetation (EVT), what is considered a 
seral community.  This zone is above where Wyoming big sagebrush is likely to occur, so 
all big sagebrush communities are considered to be mountain big sagebrush.  

 Zone 4 – Precipitation > 28 inches.  Non-Seral Zone in which there is too much 
precipitation for juniper to be a late seral species.  Only where juniper is the existing 
vegetation (EVT), what is considered a seral community.  This is considered to be the 
cool, moist mountain big sagebrush zone.  

Members of our GIS staff were able to combine (union) our EVT, BPS, and SClass (Cover Class) 
layers so that each polygon had the attributes needed to make the determinations needed for sage 
grouse habitat modeling.  Then, the occupied habitat was selected from the layers that came out of 
this process, and were again unioned with a precipitation layer that broke the State into the zones 
listed above (<10, 10-14, 14-28, >28 inches).  It was the combination of all this information that was 
used to determine which models to develop and apply for the VDDT habitat modeling process used 
in the sage grouse EIS.  

Key to Models Used with LANDFIRE Data 

1 Precipitation < 10 inches  2 
1 Precipitation > 10 inches 8 
   

2 EVT is Juniper dominated  3 
2 EVT is not Juniper dominated 5 
   

3 BPS and/or Group Juniper dominated Not Modeled 
3 BPS low or big sagebrush dominated (non-seral communities) 4 
   

4 BPS and/or Group dominated by any big sagebrush Wyo-Seral 
4 BPS and/or Group dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Seral 
   

5 EVT is one of the non-native types 6 
5 EVT is not one of the non-native types 7 
   

6 BPS and/or dominated by any big sagebrush Wyo-Non Seral 
6 BPS and/or dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Non Seral 
   

7 EVT dominated by any big sagebrush Wyo-Non Seral 
7 EVT dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Non Seral 
   

8 Precipitation 10-14 inches (seral communities) 9  
8 Precipitation > 14 inches 17 
   

9 EVT is Juniper dominated  10 
9 EVT is not Juniper dominated 12 
   

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 

 X-14  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Key to Models Used with LANDFIRE Data 

10 BPS and/or Group Juniper dominated Not Modeled 
10 BPS low or big sagebrush dominated (seral communities) 11 

   
11 BPS and/or Group dominated by any big sagebrush 12 
11 BPS and/or Group dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Seral 

   
12 BPS and/or Group dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush Wyo-Seral 
12 BPS and/or Group dominated by Mountain big sagebrush Mtn-Seral 

   
13 EVT is one of the non-native types 14 
13 EVT is not one of the non-native types 17 

   
14 BPS and/or Group dominated by any big sagebrush 15 
14 BPS and/or Group dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Seral 

   
15 BPS and/or Group dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush Wyo-Seral 
15 BPS and/or Group dominated by Mountain big sagebrush Mtn-Seral 

   
16 EVT dominated by any big sagebrush 17 
16 EVT dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Seral 

   
17 BPS and/or Group dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush Wyo-Seral 
17 BPS and/or Group dominated by Mountain big sagebrush Mtn-Seral 

   
18 Precipitation 14-28 inches  19 
18 Precipitation > 28 inches 25 

   
19 EVT is Juniper dominated (seral communities) 19 
19 EVT is not Juniper dominated (non-seral communities) 22 

   
20 BPS and/or Group Juniper dominated Not Modeled 
20 BPS low or big sagebrush dominated (non-seral communities) 21 

   
21 BPS and/or Group dominated by any big sagebrush Mtn-Seral 
21 BPS and/or Group dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Seral  
   

22 EVT is one of the non-native types 23 
22 EVT is not one of the non-native types 24 

   
23 BPS and/or dominated by any big sagebrush Mtn-Non Seral 
23 BPS and/or dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Non Seral 

   
24 EVT dominated by any big sagebrush Mtn-Non Seral 
24 EVT dominated by any low sagebrush Low-Non Seral 

   
25 EVT is Juniper dominated  26 
25 EVT is not Juniper dominated 28 
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Key to Models Used with LANDFIRE Data 

26 BPS and/or Group Juniper dominated Not Modeled 
26 BPS low or big sagebrush dominated (non-seral communities) 27 

   
27 BPS and/or Group dominated by any big sagebrush Cool Mtn-Seral 
27 BPS and/or Group dominated by any low sagebrush Cool Low-Seral  
   

28 EVT is one of the non-native types 29 
28 EVT is not one of the non-native types 30 

   
29 BPS and/or dominated by any big sagebrush Cool Mtn-Non Seral 
29 BPS and/or dominated by any low sagebrush Cool Low-Non Seral 

   
30 EVT dominated by any big sagebrush Cool Mtn-Non Seral 
30 EVT dominated by any low sagebrush Cool Low-Non Seral 

 

Literature Cited 
Goodrich, S.; D. McArthur; A.H. Winward. 1999. Sagebrush Ecotones and Average Annual Precipitation. 

pp. 88-94. In: McArthur, E. Durant; Ostler, W. Kent; Wambolt, Carl L., comps. 1999. 
Proceedings: shrubland ecotones; 1998 August 12-14; Ephraim, UT. Proc. RMRS-P-11. 
Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research 
Station. 299 p. 
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Attachment B-Nevada-California 

VDDT Modeling Procedures for Nevada 

Vegetation Data 

The Nevada team considered available vegetation layers to determine which would be most effective 
in identifying the sagebrush habitat types pertinent to the modeling effort. These included xxxxx   
The Nevada Heritage synthesis vegetation map (raster data) was selected as it provided the best 
resolution of sagebrush habitat types pertinent to the required  model inputs. The plant cover report 
for the Humboldt Toiyabe National  Forest Land Use Plan Revision (2005) served as a relevant 
proxy for distributing crown cover classes among the sagebrush types. Subpopulation areas were 
derived from the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (Connelly et al 2004).  Other 
BLM data included polygon data showing areas above 6,500 feet elevation, and fire history data 
which also included other sources.  

The vegetation map was clipped using the sub population areas and the raster data converted to 
polygons.  Vegetation types that didn’t include Low Sage, Mountain Sage, Wyoming Sage, Pinyon 
pine, or juniper were deleted.  All vegetation types that contained Mountain sage were merged into 
the Mountain sage classification.  All vegetation types containing Wyoming sagebrush (minus any 
that had mountain sage) were merged into the Wyoming sagebrush classification.  Low sage was 
handled the same (minus Wyoming and mountain sagebrush).  All Pinyon and Juniper types were 
merged together..  

All the fires since 2000 were combined.  All the fires above 6,500 feet elevation were “erased” using 
the 6,500 foot elevation database under the assumption that habitat at these elevations would 
recover following fire.   The remaining fires were used to “erase” any vegetation type under the fire 
perimeters.  To define possible sage grouse habitat that had been burned, a lower elevation (1500 
meters, or approx. 4,900 feet) was selected and all fire perimeters below this elevation were erased 
under the assumption that habitat conversion was occurring at these lower elevations.  The fire 
perimeters were then inserted into the vegetation types as annual grasses.  Total acres  of all 
vegetation type was calculated using GIS.  A dbase file type was exported for the next step.  

Using the USFS crown cover report, percentages of crown cover by vegetation type were developed 
for each of the ranger districts.  The adjacent or otherwise appropriate ranger district values were 
used for the subpopulation areas.  In the absence of adjacent USFS crown cover information, fire 
histories, elevation, precipitation, and landform were considered to match similar USFS areas for the 
Montana Mountain and the CA/NV/OR subpopulation areas.   

Low crown cover (<10%) for pinyon-juniper woodlands was considered as invasive conifer.  

Total acres of low, mountain, and Wyoming sagebrush vegetation types were multiplied by the 
percentage of the low, medium, or high crown cover from the USFS crown cover report to develop 
crown class acreage starting points for the model, yielding total acres for each vegetation and crown 
cover classification.   
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Additionally, total acres of conifer invasion and annual grass conversion for each sagebrush 
vegetation type were calculated, based on the percent of each sagebrush type in each subpopulation 
area.  

Point Fire data 

Fire data was obtained from BLM Western Great Basin weather prediction meteorologist.  Lat/long 
data were converted to decimal degree lat/long.  Fires without spatial information were deleted.  
Fires with locational information outside of Nevada were removed.  Locational data were spatially 
joined to sub population areas.  The total sub population acres field was added and wildfire acres 
calculated for each subpopulation.  The dbase file was imported into excel.   
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Attachment B-Oregon 

Determining Acres of Each Sagebrush Group by Subpopulation 

Vegetation data used came from the Integrated Landscape Assessment Project (ILAP), an American 
R and Recovery Act (ARRA)-funded project that, among other deliverables, provided a vegetation 
map of the semi-arid lands in Oregon and Washington.  Louisa Evers and GIS staff Jeanne Keyes 
and Maria Fiorella in the Oregon State Office compared ILAP, LANDFIRE, and ReGAP 
vegetation layers to NAIP imagery to determine which layer best captured juniper and annual 
grasses.  While all vegetation layers had relatively significant problems in identifying these two key 
vegetation types and the four layers compared at relatively low agreement between them, we 
determined that ILAP best captured the general extent of juniper encroachment and annual grasses.  

Ideally, each sagebrush modeling group could be identified on the basis of soil moisture and 
temperature regime and ecological site description.  However, lack of a complete soils layer and 
ecological site descriptions for eastern Oregon and the nature of the ILAP data table necessitated a 
non-spatial approach to determining which ILAP polygons belonged to which sagebrush modeling 
group and which successional class/community phase.  The ILAP data table listed the four most 
common species and approximate canopy cover, although how these data were determined is not 
known.  Certain species were used as indicators for which sagebrush group a given polygon 
belonged in and canopy cover was used to determine successional stage.  Occasionally the indicators 
were ambiguous, requiring the use of professional judgment based on all four species.  In a few 
cases, either the species or the canopy cover for that species was erroneous; either 1) it was not 
possible to determine which was in error or 2) it was clear that both were in error.  For example, 
stiff sagebrush cannot reach >20% canopy cover given the type of sites it is associated with, so 
either the sagebrush species was misidentified or the canopy cover was.  

Sagebrush Groups 

Cool-Moist sagebrush group indicators – mountain big sagebrush, antelope bitterbrush, Idaho 
fescue, Idaho fescue-bluebunch wheatgrass, cool and moist site indicator forbs 

Warm-Dry sagebrush group indicators – Wyoming big sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, Thurber’s 
needlegrass, needle-and-thread, bluebunch wheatgrass, bluebunch wheatgrass-Idaho fescue, crested 
wheatgrass 

Shallow-Dry sagebrush group indicators – low sagebrush, stiff sagebrush, black sagebrush, bluegrass 
species 

Because the sagebrush groups in Oregon are tied to site productivity, the sagebrush species was used 
in combination with the herbaceous species to determine group membership.  For example, a 
polygon with either low sagebrush or Wyoming big sagebrush and Idaho fescue as the first and 
second species were assigned to the Cool-Moist group.  Mountain big sagebrush and Thurber’s 
needlegrass as the first and second species were assigned to the Warm-Dry group.  Wyoming big 
sagebrush and Sandberg’s bluegrass as the first and second species was assigned to the Shallow-Dry 
group.  
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Polygons with western juniper as the first or second species could be assigned to any sagebrush 
group, but the bias was to assign it to the Cool-Moist group.  Juniper would be assigned to either of 
the other two groups based on the herbaceous layer (lack of high productivity indicators).  

Polygons with annual grass as the first or second species could be assigned to any sagebrush group, 
but the bias was to assign it to the Warm-Dry group unless higher or lower productivity indicators 
were the first, second, or third species listed.  

Polygons with salt-tolerant or halophytic species, willow, cottonwood, other conifer species, and wet 
meadow species were excluded.  

Successional Classes 

Early Seral Class Indicators: sagebrush cover is <10% or sagebrush is not listed.  Rabbitbrush may 
be the first or second species listed.  Juniper and annual grasses either not listed or present only in 
trace amounts.  

Mid-seral Class Indicators: sagebrush cover is 10-30%, juniper not listed or present only in trace 
amounts.  Annual grasses the third or fourth species listed.  This class includes at-risk community 
phases for annual grasses.  

Late Seral Class Indicators: sagebrush cover >30% in the Cool-Moist and Warm Dry Sagebrush 
groups, >10% in the Shallow-Dry group.  Juniper and annual grasses either not listed or the third or 
fourth species listed.  This class includes Phase I juniper and at-risk community phases for annual 
grasses.  

Late Seral with Conifer Class Indicators:  Juniper the first or second species listed; sagebrush may or 
may not be present and cover is variable.  Annual grasses may or may not be present.  This class 
includes Phase II and Phase III juniper encroachment and old growth juniper.  

Annual Grass Class Indicators:  Annual grasses the first or second species listed.  

Exotic Perennial Grass Class Indicators:  Crested wheatgrass the first or second species listed.  This 
class not used in the final models.  
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Greater Sage-grouse Habitat Characterization for Use in Non-Spatial Vegetation Modeling 
across the Great Basin 

Don Major1, Rob Mickelsen2, Craig Morris3 

1Sundance Consulting Inc., Boise, Idaho  

2USFS 

3USFS  

Vegetation Data 

We evaluated available vegetation information developed for the Greater Sage-grouse Regional and 
Sub-regional efforts to identify the sagebrush habitat types and associated vegetation cover classes 
required in our modeling effort.  We determined the most effective approach would incorporate the 
following criteria: 1) dataset covers the entire western region, 2) the vegetation data has an associated 
accuracy assessment, and 3) data provides appropriate resolution of sagebrush habitat types and 
associated cover classes for the VDDT models.  The baseline vegetation data sets developed for the 
region-wide Disturbance Monitoring and Vegetation Basemap Team (**) met these criteria.  The 
datasets were developed using Landfire v12 (updated through 2010) data products and consisted of 
1) existing sagebrush base,  2) conifer base, 3) potential sagebrush base (for details on methodology 
see Appendix – Vegetation Basemap in Disturbance Monitoring Report).  In addition, we used 
Landfire v12 Existing Vegetation Type to identify Invasive Annual grass and Introduced Crested 
Seedings.  Existing Vegetation Cover was used to identify sage-grouse cover class characteristics 
required for the modeling effort.  The above datasets were combined and clipped to BLM and USFS 
ownership within each Sub-regional Area (Oregon, Idaho/Montana, Utah, Nevada/California) to 
serve as our sagebrush modeling basemaps for subsequent analysis.   

GSG Habitat Characterization for Vegetation Models 

We modified the sagebrush modeling basemap to facilitate characterization of sage-grouse habitat 
and associated development classes identified in our models.  We modified the Soil Moisture and 
Temperature Regime data (Chambers et al 2014, Fire and Invasives Team Report, 2014) to identify 4 
Vegetation Model Types – Warm/Dry sagebrush, Mixed sagebrush, Mountain sagebrush w/conifer, 
and Mountain sagebrush no conifer (Table 1). In addition we identified the need for a Low 
Sagebrush Group.  We used the Landfire v12 Biophysical Settings dataset and selected low 
sagebrush vegetation groups (Table 2).  The resulting Model Group raster was combined (raster 
calculator) with the Landfire Existing Vegetation Cover data to categorize the following cover 
classes within the Low sage [LOW], Warm/Dry Sage[WARM/DRY], Mixed Sage[MIX], Mountain 
Sage w/ conifer[MTN7], and Mountain sage no conifer[MTN8] (Class A = herbaceous cover 0-
100%; Class B = shrub cover 10 – 30%; Class C = shrub cover >30%).  To identify Annual Grass 
and Crested Seeding, we assigned any Landfire Introduced Upland Vegetation -Annual Grassland 
(evt code 3181) or – Perennial Grassland Forbland (evt code 3182)  that had a sagebrush site 
potential to Class Invasive Annual and Class CWG Seeding, respectively.  Conifer encroachment 
(Class D = tree cover >10%) was determined using the Conifer base dataset subset to areas with 
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sagebrush site potential.   The resulting rasters were combined, reclassified and added back to the 
base Model Group raster.  

Soil Moisture Temperature information was limited in some higher elevation areas or shrubland-
forest transitional areas.  Therefore we incorporated 30 year average annual precipitation data 
(PRISM ppt 30yr normal 800m2 annual) to inform any unclassified sagebrush pixels in our Model 
Group dataset.  Specifically, we set the following criteria:  Average annual precipitation 14 – 28 
inches = MTN7; Average annual precipitation ≥ 28 inches = MTN8. Results were reclassified and 
added back to the base Model Group raster.  

Additional Filters 

To provide a biologically meaningful geographic extent, we filtered the final sagebrush modeling 
basemap to Greater sage-grouse population Areas and associated Priority Areas for Conservation 
(PACs) from the Conservation Objectives Team Report (USFWS, 2014). The above datasets were 
combined and clipped to BLM and USFS ownership within each Sub-regional Area (Oregon, 
Idaho/Montana, Utah, Nevada/California) to serve as our sagebrush modeling basemaps for 
subsequent acreage reporting and analysis. 
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Table 1 
VDDT Model Groups associated with predominant sagebrush ecological types in Sage-Grouse 

Management Zones III, IV, V, and VI based on soil temperature and soil moisture regimes, 
typical characteristics, and resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasive annual grasses 

(modified from Chambers et al. 2014, Miller et al. 2014 a,b). 

Ecological type Characteristics VDDT Model 
Cold and Moist  
(Cryic/Xeric)  

Ppt: 14 inches +  
Typical shrubs: Mountain big sagebrush, snowfield sagebrush, 
snowberry, serviceberry, silver sagebrush, and/or low sagebrushes  

MTN8, LOW 

Cool and Moist  
(Frigid/Xeric)  

Ppt: 12-22 inches  
Typical shrubs: Mountain big sagebrush, antelope bitterbrush, 
snowberry, and/or low sagebrushes  
Piñon pine and juniper potential  
in some areas  

MTN7, LOW 

Warm and Moist  
(Mesic/Xeric)  

Ppt: 12-16 inches  
Typical shrubs: Wyoming big sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, 
Bonneville big sagebrush, and/or low sagebrushes  
Piñon pine and juniper potential in some areas  

MIX, LOW 

Cool and Dry  
(Frigid/Aridic)  

Ppt: 6-12 inches  
Typical shrubs: Wyoming big sagebrush, black sagebrush, and/or low 
sagebrushes  

WARM/DRY, 
LOW 

Warm and Dry  
(Mesic/Aridic, 
bordering on Xeric)  

Precipitation: 8-12 inches  
Typical shrubs: Wyoming big sagebrush, black sagebrush and/or low 
sagebrushes  

WARM/DRY, 
LOW 

 

Table 2 
Landfire 120 Potential Vegetation Types identified for the 

Greater Sage-grouse LOW Sagebrush model.   

BPS Value Landfire Potential Vegetation Type 
10640 Colorado Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush Shrubland 
10650 Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland 
10790 Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Steppe 
11240 Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe 
11262 Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe - 

Low 
 

Datasets Used in the Vegetation Analysis 

From Disturbance Monitoring and Baseline Vegetation Teams (Spring 2014) 

Landfire 18 Class EVT (Current) related to sagebrush systems  [dataset:  
lf_evt_v12_sagebrush_recode] 

Landfire BPS (Potential) Associated with the 18 Class EVT above  [dataset: 
lf_bps_v12_sagebrush_recode] 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 

 X-24  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Binary  Landfire 18 Class informed w Dev/Ag/Fires/Conif-sage  [dataset: 
2010_existing_sagebrush_base] 

Binary Conifer in Sage (near neighbor analysis w/ State bio acceptance) [dataset: 
lf_evt_v12_conifers_binary] 

Data from Fire/Invasives (FIAT) Team  

SSURGO Soil Temperature/Moisture Regimes (Chambers et al 2014)     

[dataset:  SGMZ_SSURGO_temp_moist_regimes_v2.gdb] 

Additional spatial data 

Landfire Annual Grass Only [dataset:  ] 

Landfire EVC (Cover) associated w/ the above Landfire Binary Sagebrush Basemap [dataset: 
US_120_EVC] 

PRISM  [dataset: PRISM_ppt_30yr_normal_800mM2_annual_bil]     

Management Scale Information filters 

GSG PAC Boundaries    [dataset:  
GSGCOT_ALL_PAC_Atts_Albers_Dis_2014] 

GSG Population boundaries   [dataset:  
COT_SG_Populations_2014_WAFWA_UT] 

Subregional EIS Boundaries   [dataset:  EISSubmittedBoundaries_mrg_dis] 

State Boundaries    [dataset:  States5_ESRI_2008_Albers] 

Surface Mgmt Boundaries (including FS Forests/Districts; BLM District/Field Offices)  

[dataset:  SMA_Dec2013_Monitoring_AOI_cli] 

BLM – Subset: Agency: BLM, DOE, DOI,OTHFE 

USFS – Subset: Agency: FS, USDA 

USFS – For USFS Forest Name [dataset:  USFS_GRSG_FS_Boundaries_Aug262013_Dissolved] 

Utah specific to inform COT PAC and COT POP  [dataset: UT_AltF_VDDT] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest Service have prepared amendments to their 
respective land use plans (LUPs). These documents provide direction for the conservation of 
Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus, GRSG) and analyze the environmental effects 
that could result from implementing the proposed plan. This land use plan amendment (LUPA) 
addresses GRSG habitat within Idaho, southwestern Montana, and the Sawtooth National Forest 
within Utah. The LUPA covers BLM-administered lands in the Bruneau Field Office, Burley Field 
Office, Challis Field Office, Four Rivers Field Office, Jarbidge Field Office, Owyhee Field Office, 
Pocatello Field Office, Salmon Field Office, Shoshone Field Office, and Upper Snake Field Office 
in Idaho and the Butte Field Office1 and Dillon Field Office in Montana. The LUPA covers 
National Forest System lands in the Boise National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, 
Salmon-Challis National Forest, and Curlew National Grassland in Idaho, the Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest (BDNF) in Montana, and the Sawtooth National Forest in Utah. The 
Proposed LUPA focuses on addressing public comments and comments from the States of Idaho 
and Montana, while continuing to meet the BLM’s and Forest Service’s legal and regulatory 
mandates. 
 
The purpose of this biological assessment (BA) is to review the Proposed LUPA to determine the 
extent that implementing the LUPA may affect proposed, threatened, and endangered species and 
proposed or designated critical habitat in the planning area. Because the LUPA is a planning 
document, this BA focuses on the effects of management actions that will be implemented. 
 
Under provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 [US Code] USC, 
Section 1531 et seq.), federal agencies are directed to conserve threatened and endangered (T&E) 
species and their habitats. Section 7(a)(1) states that all federal agencies should use “their 
authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation 
of endangered species and threatened species….” Thus, the conservation and recovery of T&E 
species is not simply the responsibility of the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), but of all 
federal agencies. To meet this requirement, the BLM and Forest Service, through their LUPs, would 
implement management actions, standards and guidelines, protective stipulations, conditions of 
approval (COAs), conservation measures, required design features (RDFs), best management 
practices (BMPs), mitigation, habitat restoration, and protections. 
 
Section 7(c) of the ESA requires the BLM to complete a BA to determine the effects of 
implementing a resource management plan (RMP) on listed species, based on compliance with 
Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Federal agencies are required to 
consider, avoid, or prevent adverse impacts on fish and wildlife species. The agencies are also 
required to ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of T&E species or their critical habitat. The ESA requires action agencies, such 
as the BLM and Forest Service, to not only consult or confer with the USFWS when there is 
discretionary federal involvement or control over the action, but to ensure that resources are 
afforded adequate consideration and protection. Formal consultation becomes necessary when the 
action agency requests consultation after determining that the proposed action is likely to adversely 
                                                 
1 Butte Field Office-administered lands are not included as part of the analysis in this LUPA/EIS except as required in 
the GRSG cumulative effects analysis. For additional information, please see Chapter 1 of the FEIS. 
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affect listed species or critical habitat, or the aforementioned federal agencies do not concur with 
the action agency’s finding (USFWS 1998).  
 
This programmatic BA provides documentation and analysis for the proposed action to meet the 
federal requirements and agreements set forth among the federal agencies. It addresses proposed 
and federally listed T&E species and proposed or designated critical habitat. It has been prepared 
under the 1973 ESA Section 7 regulations, as amended, in accordance with the 1998 procedures set 
forth by USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service. The BLM and Forest Service, in 
coordination with the USFWS, conducted an analysis of the effects of the proposed LUPA on listed 
species.  

Purpose and Need for GRSG LUPA  
The BLM and Forest Service have prepared a LUPA with associated environmental impact 
statements (EISs) for LUPs containing GRSG habitat. This is in response to the need to inform the 
USFWS’s March 2010 “warranted, but precluded” ESA listing decision. The inadequacy of 
regulatory mechanisms was identified as a significant threat in the USFWS finding on the petition 
to list the GRSG. The need is to ensure that the BLM and Forest Service have adequate regulatory 
mechanisms in the LUPs for consideration by USFWS a year in advance of its anticipated 2015 
listing. The USFWS identified the principal regulatory mechanisms for the BLM and the Forest 
Service as conservation measures embedded in LUPs. Changes in management of GRSG habitats 
are necessary to avoid the continued decline of populations that are anticipated across the species’ 
range. This LUPA will focus on areas affected by threats to GRSG habitat identified by the USFWS 
in the March 2010 listing decision. 
 
The purpose of the LUPA is to identify and incorporate appropriate conservation measures in LUPs 
to conserve, enhance, or restore GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or minimizing threats to 
that habitat. Changes in the BLM and Forest Service management of GRSG habitats are anticipated 
to have a considerable beneficial impact on present and future GRSG populations and could reduce 
the need to list the species as threatened or endangered under the ESA. This is because the BLM 
and Forest Service administer a large portion of GRSG habitat in the affected states. 

Description of Planning Area 
The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region includes BLM-administered and National Forest 
System lands in Idaho and southwestern Montana, excluding the Idaho panhandle. The specific 
field offices and national forests included in the planning area are: Bruneau Field Office, Burley 
Field Office, Challis Field Office, Four Rivers Field Office, Jarbidge Field Office, Owyhee Field 
Office, Pocatello Field Office, Salmon Field Office, Shoshone Field Office, Upper Snake Field 
Office, Boise National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Curlew National Grassland, 
Salmon-Challis National Forest, and Sawtooth National Forest in Idaho; Butte Field Office, Dillon 
Field Office, and BDNF in southwestern Montana; and the portion of the Sawtooth National Forest 
within Box Elder County in Utah. A map of the planning area is provided as Figure 1, Idaho and 
Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Amendment EIS Planning Area Boundaries.  
 
There are approximately 77,800 acres of BLM-administered lands in Elko County, Nevada, north of 
the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest and south of the Idaho-Nevada state line adjacent to the 
Bruneau and Jarbidge Field Offices in Idaho. For purposes of the GRSG LUPAs in Idaho and in 
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Nevada, planning for these lands will occur through the Nevada and Northeastern California 
Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA, and the regulatory measures and decisions that are put in place for the 
GRSG through the Record of Decision (ROD) will be implemented and administered by the 
Jarbidge and Bruneau Field Offices in Idaho. Therefore, the decision and planning areas for the 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana GRSG LUPA end at the Idaho/Nevada state line and will not 
include lands in Nevada; however, maps will continue to include these Nevada lands as part of the 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region based on the recognized administrative boundary. 
 
Range-wide, approximately 52 percent of sagebrush habitat within GRSG management zones is on 
BLM-administered land, and approximately 8 percent is on National Forest System land; within the 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region, approximately 51 percent of sagebrush habitat is on 
BLM-administered land and 10 percent is on National Forest System land. The planning area for 
the Idaho and Southwestern Montana GRSG LUPA/EIS is composed of land administered by the 
BLM, the Forest Service, and state and federal agencies, as well as private lands (Table 1). 
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Figure 1. Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Amendment EIS 
Planning Area Boundaries 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 11 
 
 

Table 1. Priority, important and general habitat management areas (acres) by administrative unit.  

Surface Land Management 
PHMA1 
(acres) IHMA     (acres) 

GHMA     
(acres) Total Area (acres) 

BLM Total 4,627,161 2,737,637 2,205,311 9,570,109 
BLM – Idaho 4,166,554 2,737,637 1,957,753 8,861,944 

Bruneau Field Office 941,756 106,203 129,785 1,177,744 
Burley Field Office 103,980 257,640 173,022 534,642 
Challis Field Office 335,317 313,514 111,218 760,049 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 86,146 392,318 478,464 
Jarbidge Field Office 421,265 380,472 116,476 918,213 
Owyhee Field Office 649,265 357,049 158,289 1,164,603 
Pocatello Field Office 31,070 179,424 111,800 322,294 
Salmon Field Office 94,393 207,800 34,052 336,245 
Shoshone Field Office 776,376 257,277 583,529 1,617,182 
Upper Snake Field Office 813,132 592,112 147,264 1,552,508 

BLM – Montana 460,607 0 247,558 708,165 
Butte Field Office2 0 0 25,608 25,608 
Dillon Field Office 460,607 0 221,950 682,557 

Forest Service Total 564,583 415,262 579,990 1,559,835 
Forest Service - Idaho 330,302 415,262 345,987 1,091,551 

Sawtooth National Forest 58,722 151,883 231,795 442,400 
Boise National Forest 0 21,045 57,035 78,080 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest 56,642 75,604 29,911 162,157 
Salmon-Challis National Forest 214,938 166,730 27,246 408,914 

Forest Service - Montana 162,366 0 234,003 396,369 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest 162,366 0 234,003 396,369 

Forest Service - Utah 71,915 0 0 71,915 
Sawtooth National Forest 71,915 0 0 71,915 
Other Agencies Total 2,351,717 1,536,213 3,424,696 7,312,626 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 39,628 0 1,194 40,822 
National Park Service 0 232 128 360 
Department of Energy 108,119 329,615 120,976 558,710 
Department of Defense 12 11,143 2,447 13,602 
Bureau of Reclamation 3,023 820 2,094 5,937 
Indian Tribe 189,037 145,278 9,297 343,612 
Idaho State  363,287 259,532 428,238 1,051,057 
Montana State  224,942 0 172,371 397,313 
Private 1,331,180 762,487 2,391,503 4,485,170 
Other 92,489 27,106 296,448 416,043 

Total Acres: 7,543,461 4,689,112 6,209,997 18,442,570 
1 PHMA = priority habitat management area; IHMA = important habitat management areas; GHMA = general habitat 
management area 
2 Butte Field Office-administered lands are not included as part of the analysis in this LUPA/EIS except as required in 
the cumulative effects analysis. 
 
Source: BLM 2015 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
As a result of public comments, best available science, cooperating agency coordination, and 
internal review of the Draft LUPA/EIS, the BLM and Forest Service have developed the Proposed 
LUPAs/Final EISs (FEISs). 
 
The proposed plans incorporate the following GRSG goals: Conserve, enhance, and restore the 
sagebrush ecosystem upon which GRSG populations depend in an effort to maintain and/or 
increase their abundance and distribution, in cooperation with other conservation partners. There 
are two selected actions, one for the BLM and one for the Forest Service. Largely, the two plans are 
the same. There are minor differences between the plans, primarily due to land management 
planning terminology. For the full details of each agency’s proposed plan, please refer to Chapter 2 
of the FEIS. (For purposes of USFWS review, the BLM and Forest Service plans are included as 
Appendices D and E, respectively.)  
 
GRSG Habitat Management Area Definitions 
GRSG habitat management areas are shown in Figures 2 and 3, and are defined as follows: 
 

• Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMAs, analogous to core habitat zones)–Areas 
identified by the BLM and Forest Service, in coordination with respective state wildlife 
agencies, as having the highest conservation value to maintaining sustainable GRSG 
populations. These areas include breeding, late brood-rearing and winter concentration 
areas. 

• Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMAs, analogous to Preliminary Medial 
Management Areas, Preliminary Restoration Management Areas, and Important Habitat 
Zones) –High value habitat and populations that provide a management buffer for the 
priority and sagebrush focal management areas and connect patches of priority and 
sagebrush focal management areas. IHMA encompass areas of generally moderate to high 
conservation value habitat and/or populations. In some conservation areas, they may 
include areas beyond those identified by USFWS as necessary to maintain redundant, 
representative, and resilient populations. The areas are typically adjacent to priority and 
sagebrush focal management areas but generally reflect somewhat lower GRSG population 
status or reduced habitat value due to disturbance, habitat fragmentation, or other factors. 
No IHMA are designated within the southwestern Montana portion of the planning area. 

• General Habitat Management Areas (GHMAs, analogous to general habitat zones) –
Areas identified by the BLM and Forest Service, in coordination with respective state 
wildlife agencies, as those areas outside of priority and sagebrush focal management areas 
and occupied by GRSG seasonally or year-round. 

• Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAs) –a subset of PHMA, identified by the USFWS, that are 
considered most vital to the species’ persistence and therefore  require the strongest levels 
of protection. 
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Figure 2. Idaho/Southwest Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Habitats 
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Figure 3. Idaho/Southwest Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Habitats and BLM/Forest Service 
Boundaries 
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The proposed plans seek to allocate resources among competing human interests and land uses and 
the conservation of natural resource values, including GRSG habitat. At the same time, they would 
sustain and enhance ecological integrity across the landscape, including plant, wildlife, and fish 
habitat. The plans incorporate adjustments made in response to public comments on the Draft 
LUPA, as well as cooperating agency input. Conservation measures are focused on PHMAs, 
IHMAs, and GHMAs as well as active leks (regardless of which type of habitat the active lek is in). 
Conservation measures are presented in categories of established program areas. The program areas 
are similar, but are not exactly the same, for each agency. 
 
BLM program areas are: 

• Special Status Species 
• Vegetation 
• Wildland Fire Management 
• Livestock Grazing 
• Wild Horses and Burros 
• Lands and Realty 
• Minerals 
• Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management 
• Recreation and Visitor Services 

 
Forest Service program areas are: 

• General Greater Sage-grouse 
• Adaptive Management 
• Lands and Realty 
• Wind and Solar 
• Greater Sage-grouse Habitat 
• Livestock Grazing 
• Fire Management 
• Wild Horse and Burro 
• Recreation 
• Roads/Transportation 
• Minerals 

SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS 
 
This BA provides detailed analyses of all federally listed (endangered or threatened) species, 
proposed species, and designated or proposed critical habitat that may be affected by the actions 
proposed in the Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse RMP/LMP Amendments 
document. Development of this BA was guided by the regulations on Interagency Cooperation 
(Section 7 of the ESA) in 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402 and BLM Manual 6840. 
 
The USFWS list of threatened, endangered, and proposed species is composed of plants, birds, 
mammals, amphibians, fish, and invertebrates. We conducted a review of those species or critical 
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habitat that may occur in the action area2 or be affected by activities associated with the Proposed 
Plan in the FEIS. Occurrence and habitat information was gathered from the July 2014 Idaho 
Natural Heritage Program data, slickspot peppergrass habitat data from Idaho BLM, consultation 
with local biologists, and various planning documents and previous BAs from each of the 
management units involved. 
 
Tables 2 and 3 list USFWS threatened, endangered, and proposed species that may be present or are 
known to be present within the planning area and designated or proposed critical habitat for those 
species. The species and critical habitat in Tables 2 and 3 were considered in this analysis and 
compared to the five criteria listed below. The criteria were used to identify species or proposed or 
designated critical habitat that would experience “no effect” from the implementation of the 
Proposed Plan and could therefore be eliminated from detailed analysis. These numerical categories 
below are referred to as Evaluation Criteria in the tables: 

1. Action area is outside species’ range. 
2. Potential habitat for the species does not exist within GRSG habitat (sagebrush-steppe) 

or is outside the elevation range of the GRSG. 
3. The type or intensity of the activity in the proposed action is expected to have no 

impact/effect on these species or their habitat. 
4. No overlap between critical habitat polygons and GRSG priority, important, or general 

habitat management areas (HMAs). 
5. Critical habitat polygons may overlap with GRSG priority, important, or general HMAs, 

but primary constituent elements (PCEs) do not overlap; no “essential features” of 
critical habitat will be affected. 

 

                                                 
2 Action area = BLM-administered and National Forest Service System lands within the Land Use Plan Amendment 
boundary. 
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Table 2. USFWS endangered, threatened, and proposed species and critical habitat that may be present on BLM-administered lands in 
the action area and that may be influenced by the proposed plan. 

Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 
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Mammals 
Grizzly bear (T) 
Ursus arctos horribilis 

Contiguous, relatively 
undisturbed mountainous 
habitat with considerable 
topographic and vegetative 
diversity. Range includes 
portions of Idaho, Montana, 
Washington, and Wyoming.  

        X  X NA See detailed 
analysis below 

Canada lynx (T) 
Lynx canadensis 

Montane and subalpine 
coniferous forests above 
4,000 feet; lodgepole pine, 
subalpine fir, and 
Engelmann spruce.  

  X    X X   X 3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

                                                 
3 E = Endangered; P-E = Proposed Endangered; T = Threatened; P-T = Proposed Threatened 
 
4 Sources include September 24, 2013 letter from Jerry Foss (BLM) to Brian Kelly (USFWS Ecological Services); May 29, 2014 email from Barbara Schmidt 
(USFWS) to Brent Ralston (Idaho State Office, BLM); Final Draft, 2014 BLM – Idaho Special Status Species table provided to the Idaho-Southwest Montana 
BA Team, via email, by Scott Hoefer (BLM), July 24, 2014 
FO = Field Office; NF = National Forest; X = Either Documented or Suspected; S = Species is suspected or potential habitat exists within the unit; D = Species 
or habitat documented within the unit; NA = Not applicable. 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 18 
 
 

Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Initial 
Biological 

Determination 
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Canada lynx 
(Lynx canadensis) 
Designated Critical 
Habitat 

There is no overlap of 
critical habitat and PHMA, 
IHMA, and/or GHMA within 
the action area. 

           4  No effect 

Northern Idaho ground 
squirrel (T) 
Spermophilus 
brunneus brunneus 

Known to occur in dry 
meadows surrounded by 
ponderosa pine and 
Douglas fir forests in 
Adams and Valley Counties 
of western Idaho. 

         X  2 No effect 

Birds 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 
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Biological 
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Red knot (P-T) 
Calidris canutus rufa Migrant shorebird that 

breeds in Canadian Arctic 
and winters in South 
America. Within the action 
area, known only to occur 
as a migrant stopover in 
Madison County, Montana. 

          X 3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo (T) 

 

Requires large blocks of 
riparian woodlands within 
low to moderate elevation 
arid to semiarid 
landscapes. Historic 
breeding range within 
western North America 
includes areas west of the 
crest of the Rocky 
Mountains in Canada and 
the United States, and 
portions of Mexico.  

X X X X X X X X X X  3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Initial 
Biological 

Determination 
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Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus  
Proposed Critical 
Habitat 

PCEs include the following: 
1) Riparian woodlands of 
mixed willow-cottonwood 
and/or mesquite-thorn 
patches > 325 ft. wide and 
200 acres or > in extent; 2) 
Presence of a prey base 
consisting of large insect 
fauna and tree frogs in 
breeding areas during the 
nesting season and in post-
breeding dispersal areas; 
3) dynamic riverine 
processes that allow 
riparian habitat to 
regenerate regularly, 
resulting in multiple age 
classes. Approximately 405 
acres of critical habitat 
overlap with PHMA on the 
Shoshone Field Office. 

       X    5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Fish 
Bull trout (T) 
Salvelinus confluentus Cold-water fish of relatively 

pristine stream and lake 
habitats in western North 
America (Washington, 
Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, 
Montana and western 
Canada). 

X  X X   X  X X  3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Initial 
Biological 

Determination 
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Bull trout  
Salvelinus confluentus 
Critical Habitat 

See Appendix A for PCEs 
of bull trout critical habitat. 
About 507 acres of lake 
and 432 miles of streams 
designated as critical 
habitat overlap PHMA, 
IHMA, and/or GHMA. 

X  X X   X  X   5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Chinook salmon (T) 
Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha –  
Snake River 
spring/summer run 

This evolutionarily 
significant unit (ESU), 
includes naturally spawned 
spring/summer-run 
Chinook salmon originating 
from the mainstem Snake 
River and the Tucannon 
River, Grande Ronde 
River, Imnaha River, and 
Salmon River subbasins. It 
also includes spring/ 
summer-run Chinook 
salmon from 11 artificial 
propagation programs. 

  X    X     3 No Effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Chinook salmon (T) 
Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha –  
Snake River 
spring/summer run 
Critical Habitat 

PCEs include: 1) spawning 
and juvenile rearing areas, 
2) juvenile migration 
corridors, 3) areas for 
growth and development to 
adulthood, and 4) adult 
migration corridors. There 
is no overlap between 
chinook snake river 

  X    X X  X  5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Initial 
Biological 

Determination 
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spring/summer run critical 
habitat watersheds and 
PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA.. 

Sockeye salmon (E) 
Oncorhynchus nerka 
Snake River 

This ESU includes naturally 
spawned anadromous and 
residual sockeye salmon 
originating from the Snake 
River basin, and also 
sockeye salmon from one 
artificial propagation 
program. 

  X    X     3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Sockeye salmon (E) 
Snake River 
Critical Habitat 

PCEs include: 1) spawning 
and juvenile rearing areas, 
2) juvenile migration 
corridors, 3) areas for 
growth and development to 
adulthood, and 4) adult 
migration corridors. 
Counties containing critical 
habitat within the planning 
area consist of Morrow, 
Umatilla, Wallowa, and 
Asotin.  

  X    X X    5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Steelhead (T) 
Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Snake River Basin 

Distinct population segment 
(DPS) includes naturally 
spawned anadromous 
steelhead originating below 

  X    X     3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 
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Biological 

Determination 
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natural and manmade 
impassable barriers from 
the Snake River basin, and 
also steelhead from six 
artificial propagation 
programs. 

Steelhead  
Snake River Basin 
Critical Habitat 

PCEs include: 1) 
freshwater spawning sites, 
2) freshwater rearing sites, 
3) freshwater migration 
corridors, 4) and 5) 
estuarine and nearshore 
marine areas free of 
obstruction and excess 
predation, and 6) offshore 
marine areas supporting 
growth and maturation. 
There is no overlap of 
critical habitat and PHMA, 
IHMA, or GHMA.. 

  X    X X  X  5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Invertebrates 

Banbury Springs limpet 
(E) 
Lanx sp. 

Only known to occur in four 
isolated springs in a small 
area along the Middle 
Snake River. Inhabits 
spring run habitats with 
well-oxygenated water on 
boulder or cobble 
substrates.  

       X    3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 
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Bliss Rapids Snail (T) 
Taylorconcha 
serpenticola 

This snail occurs on stable 
cobble-boulder size 
substrate in flowing waters 
of unimpounded reaches of 
the mainstem Snake River 
and in a few spring habitats 
in the Hagerman Valley. 

X X  X    X  X  3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Bruneau hot 
springsnail (E) 
Pyrgulopsis 
bruneauensis 

Found only in geothermal 
springs and seeps along an 
8-kilometer length of the 
Bruneau River in 
Southwest Idaho. It prefers 
wetted rock faces of 
springs and flowing water, 
with large cobbles and 
boulders. 

X   X        3 No Effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Snake River Physa 
snail (E) 
Physa natricina 

The species occurs on the 
undersides of gravel-to-
boulder size substrate in 
swift current in the 
mainstem Snake River. 

X X  X X   X  X  3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Plants 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
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Slickspot peppergrass 
(P-E) 
Lepidium papilliferum 

Slickspots occur within 
sagebrush-steppe, 
characterized by a near-
surface distribution of 
soluble sodium salts, thin 
vesicular surface crusts, 
and shallow well-developed 
argillic horizons or layers 
that are impermeable when 
wet. The species’ range is 
restricted to the volcanic 
plains of southwest Idaho, 
occurring primarily in the 
Snake River Plain and its 
adjacent northern foothills, 
with a single disjunct 
population on the Owyhee 
Plateau. This species is 
present in GRSG HMAs on 
Jarbidge and Four Rivers 
Field Offices. 

   D      D  NA See detailed 
analysis below 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 
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Biological 
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Slickspot peppergrass 
(P-E) 
Lepidium papilliferum 
Proposed Critical 
Habitat 

PCEs include 1) 
ecologically functional 
“slickspots” with high 
sodium and clay content 
with a specific 3-layered 
horizonation, and sparse 
vegetation, 2) relatively 
intact, native Wyoming big 
sagebrush vegetation 
surrounding the slickspots, 
3) a diversity of native 
plants appropriate for 
supporting slickspot 
peppergrass pollinators, 
and 4) sufficient pollinators 
for successful seed 
production, mainly wasps, 
flies, and bees. See the 
Species Information and 
Critical Habitat section for a 
more detailed PCE 
description. About half of 
the proposed critical habitat 
overlaps with GRSG HMAs 
on BLM lands, and most of 
the overlap is in the 
Jarbidge Field Office area. 

   D      D  NA See detailed 
analysis below 
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Species (Status3) Habitat Description and 
Range 

Units in which the species is known or suspected to be present in 
the action area or contain suitable or critical habitat in the action 

area4 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Initial 
Biological 

Determination 
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Ute ladies’-tresses (T) 
Spiranthes diluvialis Occurs in Colorado, Idaho, 

Montana, Nebraska, 
Nevada, Utah, Washington, 
and Wyoming. Found in 
moist meadows associated 
with perennial stream 
terraces, floodplains, and 
oxbows; seasonally flooded 
river terraces; sub-irrigated 
or spring-fed abandoned 
stream channels and 
valleys; lakeshores; and 
human-modified wetlands 
(720-7,000 feet). There are 
no known occurrences 
overlapping GRSG HMAs 
on BLM or Forest Service 
lands, but there may be 
suitable habitat within these 
action areas. However, the 
riparian habitat where it 
may occur is not likely to be 
affected by the proposed 
LUP amendments.  

     D   D  D NA See detailed 
analysis below 
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Table 3. USFWS endangered, threatened and proposed species and critical habitat that may be present associated with Forest Service 
lands in the action area and that may be influenced by the proposed plan. 

Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Initial Biological 
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Mammals 

Grizzly bear (T) 
Ursus arctos horribilis Contiguous, relatively 

undisturbed mountainous 
habitat with considerable 
topographic and vegetative 
diversity. Range includes 
portions of Idaho, Montana, 
Washington, and Wyoming.  

 D   D 

 

NA See detailed 
analysis below 

Canada lynx (T) 
Lynx canadensis Montane and subalpine 

coniferous forests above 4,000 
feet; lodgepole pine, subalpine 
fir and Engelmann spruce.  

D D  D  

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

                                                 
5 E = Endangered; P-E = Proposed Endangered; T = Threatened; P-T = Proposed Threatened 
6 Sources include September 24, 2013 letter from Jerry Foss (United States Department of the Interior [USDI] Bureau of Land Management) to Brian Kelly 
(USDI Fish and Wildlife Ecological Services); May 29, 2014 email from Barbara Schmidt (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service) to Brent Ralston (Idaho State 
Office, USDI Bureau of Land Management); Final Draft, 2014 BLM – Idaho Special Status Species table provided to the Idaho-Southwest Montana BA Team, 
via email, by Scott Hoefer (BLM), July  
24, 2014 
FO = Field Office; NF = National Forest; X = Either Documented or Suspected; S = Species is suspected or potential habitat exists within the unit; D = Species 
or habitat documented within the unit 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Initial Biological 
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Canada lynx 
Lynx canadensis 
Proposed Critical 
Habitat 

There is no overlap of critical 
habitat and Priority, Important 
and/or General HMAs within the 
action area. 

     

 

4 No effect 

Northern Idaho ground 
squirrel 
Spermophilus 
brunneus brunneus 

Known to occur in dry meadows 
surrounded by ponderosa pine 
and Douglas-fir forests in 
Adams and Valley Counties of 
western Idaho. 

D     

 

2 No effect 

Birds 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Initial Biological 
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Red knot (P-T) 
Calidris canutus rufa Migrant shorebird that breeds in 

Canadian Arctic and winters in 
South America. Within the 
action area, known only to 
occur as a rare migrant 
stopover in Madison County, 
MT. 

     

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo (T) 
Coccyzus americanus 

Requires large blocks of 
riparian woodlands within low to 
moderate elevation arid to 
semiarid landscapes. Historic 
breeding range within western 
North America includes areas 
west of the crest of the Rocky 
Mountains in Canada and the 
United States, and portions of 
Mexico. 

     

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Initial Biological 
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Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus  
Proposed Critical 
Habitat 

PCEs include the following: 1) 
Riparian woodlands of mixed 
willow-cottonwood and/or 
mesquite-thorn patches > 325 
ft. wide and 200 acres or > in 
extent; 2) Presence of a prey 
base consisting of large insect 
fauna and tree frogs in breeding 
areas during the nesting season 
and in post-breeding dispersal 
areas; 3) dynamic riverine 
processes that allow riparian 
habitat to regenerate regularly, 
resulting in multiple age 
classes. Approximately 405 
acres of critical habitat overlap 
with PHMAs on the BLM 
Shoshone Field Office.  

     

 

5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Fish 

Bull trout (T) 
Salvelinus confluentus Inhabit cold, complex and 

relatively pristine stream and 
lake habitats. D  D D D 

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Initial Biological 
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Bull trout  
Salvelinus confluentus 
Critical Habitat 

See Appendix A for PCEs of 
bull trout critical habitat. About 
507 acres of lake and 432 miles 
of streams designated as 
critical habitat overlap Priority, 
Important and/or General 
HMAs. 

X  X X X 

 

5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Chinook salmon (T) 
Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha  
Snake River 
spring/summer run 

This ESU, includes naturally 
spawned spring/summer-run 
Chinook salmon originating 
from the mainstem Snake River 
and the Tucannon River, 
Grande Ronde River, Imnaha 
River, and Salmon River 
subbasins. It also includes 
spring/summer-run Chinook 
salmon from 11 artificial 
propagation programs. 

D  D D  

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Chinook salmon  
Snake River 
spring/summer run 
Critical Habitat 

PCEs include: 1) spawning and 
juvenile rearing areas, 2) 
juvenile migration corridors, 3) 
areas for growth and 
development to adulthood, 4) 
adult migration corridors. There 
is no overlap between chinook 
snake river spring/summer run 
CH watersheds and Priority, 
Important, or General HMAs. 

 

X  X X  

 

5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 33 
 
 

Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Sockeye salmon (E) 
Oncorhynchus nerka 
Snake River 

 

This ESU, includes naturally 
spawned anadromous and 
residual sockeye salmon 
originating from the Snake 
River basin, and also sockeye 
salmon from one artificial 
propagation program. 

 

  D D  

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Sockeye salmon  
Snake River 
Critical Habitat 

PCEs include: 1) spawning and 
juvenile rearing areas, 2) 
juvenile migration corridors, 3) 
areas for growth and 
development to adulthood, 4) 
adult migration corridors. 
Counties containing critical 
habitat within the planning area 
consist of Morrow, Umatilla, 
Wallowa, and Asotin. There is 
no overlap between 8th-code 
watersheds containing critical 
habitat and sage-grouse 
Priority, Important, or General 
HMAs. 

  X X  

 

5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Steelhead (T) 
Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Snake River Basin 

 

DPS includes naturally 
spawned anadromous 
steelhead originating below 
natural and manmade 
impassable barriers from the 
Snake River basin, and also 
steelhead from six artificial 

D  D D  

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 34 
 
 

Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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propagation programs. 

Steelhead  
Snake River Basin 
Critical Habitat 

PCEs include: 1) freshwater 
spawning sites, 2) freshwater 
rearing sites, 3) freshwater 
migration corridors, 4) and 5) 
estuarine and nearshore marine 
areas free of obstruction and 
excess predation, and 6) 
offshore marine areas 
supporting growth and 
maturation. There is no overlap 
of critical habitat and Priority, 
Important, or General HMAs. 

X  X X  

 

5 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Invertebrates 

Banbury Springs limpet 
(E) 
Lanx sp. 

Only known to occur in four 
isolated springs in a small area 
along the Middle Snake River. 
Inhabits spring run habitats with 
well oxygenated water on 
boulder or cobble substrates.  

     

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 35 
 
 

Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Bliss Rapids Snail (T) 
Taylorconcha 
serpenticola 

This snail occurs on stable 
cobble-boulder size substrate in 
flowing waters of unimpounded 
reaches of the mainstem Snake 
River and in a few spring 
habitats in the Hagerman 
Valley. 

     

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Bruneau Hot 
springsnail (E) 
Pyrgulopsis 
bruneauensis 

Found only in geothermal 
springs and seeps along an 8-
kilometer length of the Bruneau 
River in Southwest Idaho. It 
prefers wetted rock faces of 
springs and flowing water, with 
large cobbles and boulders. 

     

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Snake River Physa 
snail (E) 
Physa natricina 

The species occurs on the 
undersides of gravel-to-boulder 
size substrate in swift current in 
the mainstem Snake River. 

     

 

3 No effect (See 
Appendix A) 

Plants 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Slickspot peppergrass 
(P-E) 
Lepidium papilliferum 

Slickspots within sagebrush-
steppe, characterized by a 
near-surface distribution of 
soluble sodium salts, thin 
vesicular surface crusts, and 
shallow well-developed argillic 
horizons or layers that are 
impermeable when wet. The 
species’ range is restricted to 
the volcanic plains of southwest 
Idaho, occurring primarily in the 
Snake River Plain and its 
adjacent northern foothills, with 
a single disjunct population on 
the Owyhee Plateau. This 
species is present in GRSG 
HMAs only on Jarbidge and 
Four Rivers Field Offices. 

     

 

1 
No Effect 

(for Forest Service 
Units) 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Slickspot peppergrass 
(P-E) 
Lepidium papilliferum 
Proposed Critical 
Habitat 

PCEs include 1) ecologically 
functional “slickspots” with high 
sodium and clay content with a 
specific 3 layered horizonation, 
and sparse vegetation, 2) 
relatively intact, native 
Wyoming big sagebrush 
vegetation surrounding the 
slickspots, 3) a diversity of 
native plants appropriate for 
supporting slickspot 
peppergrass pollinators, and 4) 
sufficient pollinators for 
successful seed production, 
mainly wasps, flies, and bees. 
See the Species Information 
and Critical Habitat section for a 
more detailed PCE description.  

Proposed critical habitat for 
slickspot peppergrass does not 
occur on National Forest lands. 

     

 

4 
No Effect 

(for Forest Service 
units) 
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Species (Status5)  
 Habitat Description and 

Range 
Units in which the species is known or suspected to 
be present in the action area, and/or containing 
suitable or critical habitat in the action area6  
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Ute ladies’-tresses (T) 
Spiranthes diluvialis Occurs in Colorado, Idaho, 

Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, 
Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming. Found in moist 
meadows associated with 
perennial stream terraces, 
floodplains, and oxbows; 
seasonally flooded river 
terraces; sub-irrigated or spring-
fed abandoned stream 
channels and valleys; 
lakeshores; and human-
modified wetlands (720-7,000 
feet). There are no known 
occurrences overlapping GRSG 
HMAs on BLM or FS lands, but 
there may be suitable habitat 
within these action areas. 
However, the riparian habitat 
where it may occur is not likely 
to be affected by the proposed 
LUP amendments. 

 D S S  

 

NA See detailed 
analysis below 
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SPECIES INFORMATION AND CRITICAL HABITAT 

A. Terrestrial Wildlife  

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

Habitat Description 
 

The grizzly (or brown) bear was once found in a wide variety of habitats including open 
prairie, brushlands, riparian woodlands, and semidesert scrub. Most populations require 
vast areas of suitable habitat to prosper. They forage for wild fruits, nuts, bulbs, roots, 
insect larvae in logs, and carcasses of elk, deer and cattle. This species is common only 
in habitats where food is abundant and concentrated, including white-bark pine, berries, 
and salmon or cutthroat runs, and where conflicts with humans are minimal. Research 
indicates it is important to maintain areas where grizzly bears can forage for a 24 to 48 
hour period secure from human disturbance. 
 
Winter dens are dug in north-facing slopes or more often at the base of large trees in 
areas away from humans in late fall or winter after snow has begun to fall. (BLM 2004) 

 
The grizzly has a broad range of habitat tolerance. Contiguous, relatively undisturbed 
mountainous habitat having a high level of topographic and vegetative diversity characterizes 
most areas where the species remains (USFWS 1993). Secure habitat consists of areas larger 
than 10 acres and more than 500 meters (1,650 feet) from a motorized access route or recurring 
helicopter flight line (Forest Service 2006).  
 
Throughout the year, grizzly bears occupy a mosaic of dissimilar habitat types. Seasonal use of 
these types depends on availability of preferred foods, which are affected by weather, elevation, 
topography, precipitation, and temperature. The search for energy‐rich food appears to be a 
driving force in grizzly bear behavior, habitat selection, and intra/inter‐species interactions. Upon 
emergence from the den, they seek lower-elevation drainage bottoms, avalanche chutes, and 
ungulate winter ranges where their food requirements can be met. Throughout late spring and 
early summer, they follow plant maturity back to higher elevation. In late summer and fall, there 
is a transition to fruit and nut sources, as well as other plant materials. This is a generalized 
pattern, however, and it should be kept in mind that bears are individuals trying to survive and 
will go where they can best meet their food requirements. Specific to the Greater Yellowstone 
Area, four seasonal foods have been identified as being important to the population: ungulates 
(primarily elk and bison, but also deer and moose), spawning cutthroat trout, seeds of whitebark 
pine, and army cutworm moths (ICST 2007).  
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Status, Distribution, and Designated or Proposed Critical Habitat 
 
On July 28, 1975, the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) was designated as threatened 
throughout its range in lower 48 states.  
 
On March 22, 2007, the USFWS announced that the Yellowstone DPS of grizzly bears were a 
recovered population no longer meeting the ESA definition of threatened or endangered.  
 
On September 21, 2009, the Federal District Court in Missoula issued an order enjoining and 
vacating the delisting of the Yellowstone DPS grizzly bear population.  
 
The grizzly bear is listed as threatened throughout its range in the lower 48 states. Populations in 
the Yellowstone DPS and the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) are increasing in 
size and expanding in area (Forest Service 2012). 
 
The historic range of the grizzly bear in the continental United States extended from the central 
Great Plains, west to California, and south to Texas and Mexico. Between 1800 and 1975, 
grizzly bear populations in the lower 48 states declined from over 50,000 to less than 1,000 
animals. As Euro-American settlement expanded westward, the grizzly bear was extirpated from 
most of its historical range.  
 
In the lower 48 states, there are seven ecosystems recognized as grizzly bear primary 
conservation areas (PCAs). Five of these ecosystems are known to currently support grizzly 
bears: Yellowstone (northwest Wyoming, eastern Idaho, and southwest Montana), Northern 
Continental Divide (north–central Montana), Selkirk Mountains (northern Idaho, northeast 
Washington, and southeast British Columbia), Cabinet–Yaak (northwest Montana, northern 
Idaho), and North Cascades (north–central Washington). The two remaining ecosystems, 
Bitterroot (east–central Idaho, western Montana) and San Juan Mountains (Colorado), currently 
do not contain grizzly bears. Critical habitat has not been designated or proposed for the grizzly 
bear. The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement action area overlaps with the Yellowstone Ecosystem. 

Grizzly Bear General Management Direction 

1993 Recovery Plan 
In 1993, the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993) outlined a strategy to recover grizzly 
bears built on the concept of recovery zones. Recovery zones were established to identify areas 
necessary for the recovery of the species and are defined as the area in each grizzly bear 
ecosystem within which the population and habitat criteria for recovery are measured. Areas 
within the recovery zones are to be managed to conserve grizzly bear habitat and managed 
primarily for grizzly bear habitat. The recovery zones are areas adequate for managing and 
promoting the recovery and survival of these grizzly bear populations (USFWS 1993). The 
recovery zones contain large portions of federal lands, including wilderness and national park 
lands, which are protected from the influence of many types of human uses occurring on lands 
elsewhere. All federal lands within recovery zones, including multiple use lands, are managed 
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with grizzly bear recovery as a primary factor, in accordance with the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Guidelines (IGBC 1986). As anticipated in the recovery plan, the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear 
Ecosystem (YGBE) grizzly bear population has responded favorably to these conditions.  
 
Grizzly bears outside the recovery zones probably experience a higher level of adverse impacts 
due to land management actions than do grizzly bears inside recovery zones. The recovery plan 
outlined that such areas would not be managed primarily to provide or conserve grizzly bear 
habitat. Thus, we expect grizzly bears will occur at lower densities outside the recovery zones 
than within the recovery zones as a result of suboptimal habitat conditions, including higher road 
densities, fewer areas secure from motorized access, and more human presence and activity. The 
recovery plan anticipated that grizzly bears can and will exist outside recovery zone lines in 
many areas, but that the grizzly bears residing within the recovery zone were crucial to recovery 
goals and hence delisting. While land management direction outside of recovery zones may have 
adverse effects on some of the individual grizzly bears using those areas area now and into the 
future, land management within the recovery zones will continue to favor the needs of grizzly 
bears. 
 
In 2013, the Service proposed a draft revised supplement to the 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Plan (USFWS 2013a). The supplement would revise the demographic recovery criteria for the 
Yellowstone ecosystem. Included within this draft revised supplement, a monitoring area is 
designated, within which all demographic criteria would be assessed. The areas within which 
mortalities are counted against the mortality limits for independent females and males and 
dependent young would be revised to be the same area where population size is estimated. 
Grizzly bear mortalities would no longer count against sustainable mortality limits in areas 
outside of this monitoring area. Conversely, grizzly bears observed outside of this monitoring 
area would not count toward the estimates of population size. Mortalities outside of the 
monitoring area would continue to be recorded and reported. Also, grizzly bear occupancy would 
not be actively discouraged outside of the monitoring area, but management emphasis would be 
on conflict response. 

2007 Conservation Strategy 
In 2007, the Final Conservation Strategy for the Grizzly Bear in the Greater Yellowstone Area 
(ICST 2007) was released to guide management and monitoring of the YGBE grizzly bear 
population and its habitat upon recovery and delisting. The Yellowstone Conservation Strategy 
identified a PCA, which is the same area as the YGBE Recovery Zone identified in the 1993 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993). 
 
Within this strategy, management direction is described for both the PCA and adjacent areas 
within the Greater Yellowstone Area. The habitat standards identified in the Yellowstone 
Conservation Strategy, including Secure Habitat7, Developed Sites8, Food Storage Order, and 
Livestock Allotments, would be maintained at identified levels inside the PCA. In addition, 

                                                 
7 Those areas more than 500 meters (550 yards) from a motorized access route during the non-denning period. They 
are especially important to the survival and reproductive success of grizzly bears, especially adult females. 
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several other habitat factors, including Major Foods, would be monitored and evaluated. Habitat 
standards and habitat criteria monitoring focus on areas within the PCA. The goal is to maintain 
or improve habitat conditions existing as of 1998, as measured within each subunit within the 
PCA.  
 
Secure Habitat Standard: The percent of secure habitat within each bear management unit 
(BMU) must be maintained at or above levels that existed in 1998. Permanent changes to secure 
habitat may occur provided that replacement secure habitat of equivalent habitat quality is 
provided in the same grizzly subunit. Temporary reductions in secure habitat can occur if only 
one project is active per grizzly subunit at any one time, total acreage within a given BMU does 
not exceed 1 percent of the acreage of the largest subunit within the BMU, and secure habitat is 
restored within one year after completion of the project. 
 
Developed Site Standard: The number and capacity of developed sites within the PCA will be 
maintained at or below the 1998 level with the following exceptions: any proposed increase, 
expansion, or change of use of developed sites from the 1998 baseline in the PCA will be 
analyzed, and potential detrimental and positive impacts will be documented through biological 
evaluation or assessment by the action agency. 
 
Livestock Allotment Standard: Inside the PCA, no new active commercial livestock grazing 
allotments will be created, and there will be no increases in permitted sheep Animal Months 
from the 1998 baseline. Existing sheep allotments will be monitored, evaluated, and phased out 
as the opportunity arises with willing permittees. 
 
The Yellowstone Conservation Strategy states that state grizzly bear management plans, forest 
plans, and other appropriate planning documents will provide specific management direction for 
the adjacent areas outside the PCA. 
 
The documents listed above that have been developed since the 1993 Recovery Plan are draft or 
in various stages of implementation. However, at this time, the Service holds that the strategies 
described in these documents, as updated, reflect the best available science on grizzly bear 
recovery (USFWS 2013b). 

                                                                                                                                                             
8  Sites on public land developed or improved for human use or resource development such as campgrounds, 
trailheads, lodges, administrative sites, service stations, summer homes, restaurants, visitor centers, and permitted 
resource development sites such as oil and gas exploratory wells, production wells, plans of operation for mining 
activities, work camps, etc. 
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Figure 4. Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem Recovery Zone (i.e., Primary Conservation 
Area/PCA) 
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Status of the Grizzly Bear in the YGBE9 
The 9,209-square-mile YGBE recovery zone includes portions of Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho 
(Figure 4), portions of six National Forests (Beaverhead‐Deerlodge, Bridger‐Teton, Custer, 
Gallatin, Shoshone, and Targhee), Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, John D. 
Rockefeller Memorial Parkway, portions of adjacent private and state lands, and lands managed 
by the BLM. Grizzly bears also frequently use areas outside the defined YGBE recovery zone. 
 
Population recovery criteria are measured within the recovery zone and an adjacent 10‐mile 
buffer. A large proportion of the Yellowstone grizzly bear population occurs within the recovery 
zone. A large proportion of the grizzly bears in the YGBE recovery zone occur on protected 
lands in Yellowstone National Park, but grizzly bears also inhabit large areas outside the park 
boundary. Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks make up 39.4 percent of the YGBE 
recovery zone. Private holdings and other ownership make up 2.1 percent of the recovery zone, 
and the remaining 58.5 percent occurs on National Forest System lands. National Park Service 
and National Forest System lands support roughly 89 percent of the currently known distribution 
of the grizzly bears in the YGBE recovery zone. Grizzly bears also frequently occur in and use 
areas adjacent to the recovery zone. 
 
The YGBE recovery zone is subdivided into smaller units to facilitate both the assessment of 
projects and recovery objectives. Eighteen BMUs were formally delineated throughout the 
YGBE. BMUs were designed to: 
 

• Assess the effects of existing and proposed activities on grizzly bear habitat without 
having the effects diluted by consideration of too large an area; 

• Address unique habitat characteristics and grizzly bear activity and use patterns; 
• Identify contiguous complexes of habitat which meet year‐long needs of the grizzly bear; 

and 
• Establish priorities for areas where land use management needs would require cumulative 

effects assessments. 
 
Three demographic criteria that were formerly in the 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 
1993) have been reevaluated and updated. The second criterion pertaining to the distribution of 
females with offspring remains unchanged, while the first and third criteria pertaining to the 
minimum allowable number of females with cubs of the year and sustainable mortality limits 
have been revised and updated to reflect current methods based on the best available science 
(USFWS 2007). The current demographic recovery criteria to be appended to the 1993 Recovery 
Plan include the following: 
 

• Demographic Recovery Criterion 1 – Maintain a minimum of 48 females with cubs of the 
year in the Greater Yellowstone Area, as indicated by the model‐averaged Chao2 
estimate for that year. The number of females with cubs of the year cannot drop below 48 
for any 2 consecutive years. 

                                                 
9 Source: USFWS (2013a), unless otherwise noted 
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• Demographic Recovery Criterion 2 – Sixteen of 18 BMUs within the recovery zone must 
be occupied by females with young, with no two adjacent BMUs unoccupied, during a 6‐
year sum of observations. This criterion is important as it ensures that reproductive 
females occupy the majority of the recovery zone and are not concentrated in one portion 
of the ecosystem. 

• Demographic Recovery Criterion 3 – For independent females (at least 2 years old), the 
current annual mortality limit not to be exceeded in 2 consecutive years and including all 
sources of mortality is 9 percent of the total number of independent females. For 
independent males (at least 2 years old), the current annual mortality limit not to be 
exceeded in 3 consecutive years and including all sources of mortality is 15 percent of the 
total number of independent males. 

• For dependent young (less than 2 years old), the current annual mortality limit not to be 
exceeded in 3 consecutive years and including only known and probable human‐caused 
mortalities is 9 percent of the total number of dependent young. 

 
The first and third criteria were changed because the Service no longer considers the 1993 
recovery plan criterion the best scientific method available. The Chao2 estimator is now used to 
calculate the total number of independent females from sightings and re‐sightings of females 
with cubs. This allows calculation of total population size instead of the minimum population 
size used in the 1993 method. Also, we can now calculate unknown and unreported mortalities, 
which allows more conservative mortality management based on annually updated information 
rather than the estimate of unknown and unreported mortality used in the 1993 recovery plan. 
Data on the reproductive performance of Yellowstone grizzly bears, survival rates of cub and 
yearling Yellowstone grizzly bears, the trajectory of the Yellowstone grizzly bear population 
under alternate survival rates, and the impacts of spatial and environmental heterogeneity on the 
Yellowstone grizzly bear demographics has been improved and updated.  
 
Based on verified sightings of females with cubs of the year during 2013 and using the Chao2 
method, it was determined that the model-averaged number of females with cubs of the year was 
59 (95% CI 49-72) and exceeded the demographic objective of 48 specified in the demographic 
criteria for the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE). Using this number, the estimated 
Yellowstone grizzly bear population size for 2013 was 629 (95% CI = 566-693) based on 
previous demographic protocols and 741 (95% CI = 660-821) based on updated protocols. In 
addition to the Chao2 estimate, the number of females with cubs of the year was also estimated 
based on a mark-resight technique that does not include the underestimation bias of the Chao2 
technique. The result of that estimate was 109, excluding observation at army cutworm moth 
aggregation sites; 14 additional females with cubs of the year were observed during moth site-
only flights. The 3-year moving average (using 2011-2013 results) was 79 unique females with 
cubs of the year (95% interquartile range = 46-126) (Haroldson and Dickinson 2014). 
 
Based upon the revised recovery criteria, independent females, males, and dependent young 
mortality limits were met in 2013 (IGBST 2014). Independent female and dependent young 
mortality limits were met in 2012, while independent male mortality limits were exceeded 
(IGBST 2013). The dependent young mortality limit was met in 2011, while independent female 
mortality was exceeded (IGBST 2012a). Independent male mortality was only fractionally 
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exceeded (less than one bear) in 2011. The criteria states that independent female mortality 
cannot be exceeded in 2 consecutive years and that independent male mortality cannot be 
exceeded in 3 consecutive years. Because the thresholds for dependent young has been met in 
each of the last three years and independent female mortality was not exceeded in 2012 or 2013, 
the revised demographic recovery criteria are met for dependent young and independent females. 
Since the thresholds for independent male mortality have been exceeded in only two of the three 
previous consecutive years (2011 and 2012), the revised demographic recovery criteria are also 
met for independent male grizzly bears. GYE grizzly bear demographic workshops have recently 
taken place to complete a demographic review of the GYE grizzly bear population. The 
objectives of the workshops were to revise current protocols for estimating population size of the 
GYE grizzly bear population; reevaluate current mortality limits as necessary based on a revised 
estimate of population size and updated demographic analyses; and discuss the possibility of 
zoning the ecosystem for mortality limits given the expanding population (IGBST 2012b). 
 
Access management has long been an important tool for conserving grizzly bears and their 
habitat. The BMUs in the YGBE were further divided into smaller units, termed subunits. 
Subunits are approximately the size of an adult female grizzly bear home range and provide the 
basic scale for the analysis of impacts associated with access management and vegetation 
management projects. 
 
Overall, conditions for grizzly bears related to access management in the YGBE are excellent 
(USFWS 2013b). The YGBE recovery zone, for example, contains large amounts of secure 
habitat and very low total and open road densities in the majority of the subunits (USFWS 
2013b). In 2013, for the entire YGBE recovery zone, the mean secure habitat was 87.0 percent, 
the mean open motorized access route density was 9.9 percent in season one (March 1 ‐ July 15) 
and 10.9 percent in season two (July 16 ‐ November 30), and the mean total motorized access 
route density was 5.4 percent (USFWS 2013b). 
 
The YGBE grizzly bear population has increased from estimates as low as 136 individuals when 
listed in 1975 to more than 580 animals as of 2004; this population had been increasing since the 
mid‐1990s and was increasing at 4 to 7 percent per year. The population growth rate for the 
recent period is now stable to slightly increasing. The range of this population also has increased 
dramatically, as evidenced by the 48 percent increase in occupied habitat since the 1970s. 
Yellowstone grizzly bears continue to increase their range and distribution annually, and grizzly 
bears in the Yellowstone area now occupy habitats they have been absent from for decades. 
Roughly 90 percent of females with cubs occupy the PCA (i.e., recovery zone), and about 10 
percent of females with cubs have expanded out beyond the PCA within the ecosystem.  
 
The YGBE overlaps with portions of the GRSG action area on the Upper Snake and Dillon Field 
Offices and the Beaverhead-Deerlodge and Caribou-Targhee National Forests. 

Status of the Grizzly Bear in the Upper Snake Field Office and Associated 
Management Direction 
The Upper Snake Field Office (FO) manages approximately 2,460 acres of public land within the 
5,894,400-acre Greater Yellowstone PCA that encompasses northwestern Wyoming, eastern 
Idaho, and south-central Montana. With an increasing grizzly bear population, the area used by 
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grizzly bears is expanding outside of the recovery zone. Within areas most likely to be used by 
grizzly bears in the future, the Upper Snake FO manages approximately 24,710 acres of public 
land, which consist of small, scattered parcels interspersed with other federal, private, and state 
lands. 
 
Not all of the BLM-administered land within the PCA in the Upper Snake FO is suitable habitat 
for grizzly bears. It consists of small, isolated parcels with existing infrastructure that is not 
compatible with grizzly bear occupancy. None of the BLM-administered lands within the Upper 
Snake FO have been identified as providing ungulates, spawning cutthroat trout, seeds of 
whitebark pine, or army cutworm moths for grizzly bears. 
 
The Upper Snake FO administers about 600 acres that have been identified as secure grizzly bear 
habitat within the recovery zone. Approximately 2,000 acres within the recovery zone were 
designated as the Henry’s Lake ACEC in 1997. The intent of the ACEC was to recognize and 
conserve rare wetland vegetation communities, special status species and their habitats, including 
grizzly bears, and recreational values while maintaining multiple use activities on public lands 
administered by the BLM. 
 
No grizzly bears have been killed by humans, nor have any humans been killed or injured by 
grizzly bears, on BLM-administered lands within the Upper Snake FO. One grizzly 
bear/livestock incident occurred in 2011 on BLM-administered lands in the Teton Basin area 
outside of the recovery zone. This involved a grizzly bear eating a domestic cow carcass. It was 
not determined whether the grizzly bear killed the cow, and no action was taken to capture or 
move the bear. 
 
Within the GRSG action area, 4,637 acres of occupied grizzly bear habitat overlap with PHMA, 
and 116,166 acres overlap with IHMA in the Upper Snake FO. There is no overlap between 
occupied grizzly bear habitat and GHMA (Figure 5). In addition, 8 acres of the recovery zone 
overlap with IHMA on the Upper Snake FO, and 36 acres overlap with GHMA (Figure 6). 
 
Management direction for the Upper Snake FO is contained in the Medicine Lodge Resource 
Management Plan (BLM 1985). 
 
To the extent practicable, management actions within occupied grizzly bear habitat will be 
consistent with the goals and objectives in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan [USFWS 1993] and 
the guidelines developed through the Interagency Wildlife Monitoring Program for mineral 
exploration and development (BLM 1985, page 27).
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Figure 5. Grizzly bear occupied habitat with respect to Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater 
Sage-Grouse LUPA and EIS action area. 
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Figure 6. Grizzly bear recovery zone with respect to Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse LUPA and EIS action area.  
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Status of the Grizzly Bear in the Dillon Field Office and Associated Management 
Direction 

Grizzly bear observations on public lands in the Dillon Field Office have been rare until 
the mid-1990s, and were confined to the Centennial Mountains and areas adjacent to the 
Gravelly Range. As the grizzly population in Yellowstone has increased, bears have 
expanded into adjoining habitat outside the Yellowstone recovery zone, or primary 
conservation area (PCA). The Centennial Valley and the area surrounding the Gravelly 
and Snowcrest Ranges are now considered as an area where grizzly bear are likely to 
occur as an extension of bear habitat in the Yellowstone ecosystem. Within this area, the 
most suitable habitat is available in BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) around Axolotl 
Lakes, E.F. Blacktail, and the Centennial Mountains. The Barton-Idaho area east of 
Ruby Reservoir provides potential habitat adjacent to occupied grizzly bear habitat on 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF lands in the Gravelly Range and Greenhorn Mountains. 
Other habitat along the Continental Divide, in the Tendoy Mountains including the 
Maiden Peak area, and the Big Hole Divide support occasional grizzly bear use. Most 
observations appear to be of individual animals that are simply wandering into potential 
habitat. 
 
Distribution information about grizzly bear has been derived from interagency 
monitoring and conservation strategy documents, and discussions with district biologists 
for adjoining BD NF lands. BLM has not conducted any inventories or monitoring 
specifically to identify grizzly bear occurrences or map suitable habitat on public lands. 
(BLM 2004) 

 
The Dillon Field Office does not contain land within the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Zone (USFWS 2004a). Outside of the Yellowstone PCA, grizzly bears will be allowed to expand 
into biologically suitable and socially acceptable areas, but these areas are not considered as 
essential to recovery (USFWS 2004a). The objective is to maintain existing resource 
management and recreational uses and to allow agencies to respond to demonstrated problems 
with appropriate management actions.  
 
Within the GRSG action area, 108,059 acres of occupied grizzly bear habitat overlap with 
PHMA, and 71,091 acres overlap with GHMA in the Dillon Field Office; there is no overlap 
between occupied grizzly bear habitat and IHMA (Figure 5). 
 
Grizzly bear management direction for the Dillon Field Office (BLM 2006) is shown in the 
following table: 
 
Table 1. Dillon Field Office Resource Management Plan Direction Specific to the Grizzly Bear and 
Potential for Effect 

Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

Apply the following special management in Centennial No: There is very little 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

the ACEC boundary to protect the habitat it 
contains for grizzly bear, lynx, and wolf, its 
use as a wildlife migration corridor, its 
outstanding scenic value, and the only known 
occurrence in Montana of Whipple’s 
beardtongue (in the Taylor Mountain area). 
a. Incorporate landscape design principles into 
vegetation treatments to maintain scenic 
values. 
b. Do not authorize new permanent roads 
within the ACEC to maintain unfragmented 
habitat for wildlife migration. 
c. Evaluate proposed activities, including 
backcountry helicopter operations and winter 
recreational use, for their potential to affect 
important and relevant values in the area and 
do not permit any activities that interfere with 
protection of those values. 
d. Allow livestock use as currently authorized. 
Evaluate any proposed changes in grazing, 
including time and intensity of use, for 
impacts on relevant and important values and 
allow if relevant and important values in the 
ACEC are maintained or enhanced. 
e. Do not allow conversion of grazing permits 
from cattle to sheep to avoid potential 
conflicts with grizzly bear. 

Mountains 
ACEC, page 
21 

overlap of GRSG 
management area with the 
Centennial Mountains ACEC 
(13,073 acres of PHMA). 
 
a. There is nothing proposed 
within the GRSG LUPA 
decision that will prevent the 
incorporation of landscape 
design principles into 
vegetation treatments. 
b. The GRSG LUPA decision 
will not authorize new roads 
within GRSG habitat. Rather, 
it will generally limit roads or 
require co-location of new 
roads with existing 
infrastructure for special use 
authorization.  
c. GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, and 
guidelines are not expected to 
negatively affect important 
and relevant values in the 
ACEC. Furthermore, grizzly 
habitat will be addressed at 
the site-specific level, and 
compatibility between ACEC 
direction, grizzly guidelines, 
and GRSG direction will be 
sought. 
d. Changes in grazing 
management through grazing 
authorization modifications 
may be implemented when 
livestock management 
practices are determined to not 
be compatible with meeting or 
making progress towards 
achievable GRSG habitat 
objectives. 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 
e. Potential modifications 
include, but are not limited to, 
changes in: season or timing 
of use; numbers of livestock; 
distribution of livestock use; 
duration and/or level of use;  
kind of livestock (e.g., cattle, 
sheep, horses, or goats); 
voluntary measures such as 
temporary non-use; and 
grazing schedules. See the 
effects analysis section below. 

19: Authorize no new domestic sheep permits 
or conversion of cattle permits to sheep within 
areas depicted on Map 33 in the RMP that 
contain suitable grizzly bear and wolf habitat 
(also known as the wildlife dispersal/ 
migration corridors in the Centennial 
Mountains, Snowcrest Mountains, Gravelly 
Range, Greenhorn Mountains, Axolotl Lakes 
area, and along the Continental Divide from 
Monida to Lemhi Pass). 

Livestock 
Grazing 
Action, page 
43 

Yes: Potential modifications 
include changes in kind of 
livestock. See the effects 
analysis section below. 

20: Implement food storage strategies from 
the Southwest Montana State Grizzly 
Management Plan (MT FWP 2002) on BLM 
lands in the Grizzly Bear use areas outside of 
the Yellowstone Recovery Zone if grizzly 
bears are delisted. Until the grizzly bear is 
delisted, monitor the South Madison 
campground and undeveloped sites in the East 
Fork of the Blacktail and the Axolotl Lakes 
area for food storage problems related to 
grizzly bear use and the potential need for 
bear proof trash containers. Post major public 
land trailheads and access points in these 
areas and in the Centennial Mountains to ad-
vise recreationists about proper food storage 
to avoid back country conflict. 

Recreation 
Action, page 
54 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
the implementation of food 
storage strategies. 

3: Consider the following habitats priority 
wildlife habitats: 
• all listed and special status species habitats, 
with grizzly bear and lynx receiving the most 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

emphasis in coniferous forest habitats, and 
sage-grouse receiving the most emphasis in 
sagebrush steppe habitats 
• coniferous forest and sagebrush habitats that 
provide important big game winter habitat 
• sagebrush habitats that provide bighorn 
sheep year-long or seasonal habitats 
• sagebrush habitats that provide sage-grouse 
breeding, early brood rearing, or winter 
habitat 
• mountain mahogany and sagebrush steppe 
habitat associations in the Lima Sweetwater 
Breaks key raptor management area 
• all riparian and wetland habitats 

Actions, page 
69 

the consideration of priority 
wildlife habitats, and it is 
consistent with grizzly bear 
and lynx receiving the most 
emphasis in coniferous forest 
habitats, and GRSG receiving 
the most emphasis in 
sagebrush steppe habitats. 

4: Consider the following species priority 
wildlife species: 
• all listed and special status species, with 
grizzly bear, lynx, and sage-grouse receiving 
the most emphasis 
• bighorn sheep 
• migratory birds listed on the USFWS 
Region 10 Birds of Conservation Concern list 
and in Montana Bird Conservation Plan (see 
Appendix R of the RMP). 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 
Actions, page 
69 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
the consideration of priority 
wildlife species. 

32: Consult with the USFWS when impacts 
are anticipated to threatened or endangered 
species or designated habitat. 
a. Use the interagency analysis screens for 
T&E species to facilitate consistent 
consultation and streamline consultation on 
actions that have insignificant or discountable 
effects (see Appendix S). 
b. Use the analysis screens for bald eagle, 
gray wolf, and grizzly bear in Appendices S, 
T, and U in conjunction with the joint BLM-
FS evaluation form to evaluate proposed 
actions and projects to determine effects and 
the need for additional consultation with the 
USFWS. 
 
Analysis Screen Part 1 (Appendix V, page 
188). (1) The area must be in compliance with 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 
Actions, page 
71 

Yes: Analysis screen for the 
grizzly bear will be used in the 
analysis: 
 
Analysis Screen Part 1 
(Appendix B): Grizzly bears 
and their habitat will be 
addressed, as necessary, at the 
site-specific level and, at this 
time, there is no reason to 
believe that GRSG LUPA 
decision goals, objectives, 
desired conditions, standards, 
or guidelines utilized for 
individual projects will 
preclude compliance with 
appropriate access 
management, food storage 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

the appropriate access management direction. 
(2) Human foods, livestock feed, garbage, and 
other attractants must be managed by the 
application of an adequate “food storage rule” 
similar to the NCDE or Yellowstone food 
storage orders. If no specific rule exists for the 
area, use of either the Yellowstone or NCDE 
order will be considered adequate. (3) Projects 
that involve seeding or planting of grasses, 
forbs, or shrubs must do so in a manner that 
will tend not to attract bears into areas where 
increased mortality risk or interaction between 
bears and people is likely. 
 
Analysis Screen Part 2 (Appendix V, pages 
189-191). The Screening Criteria Table 
displays activities and criteria that, when met, 
will allow the project to meet “screening 
elements.” If the project does not meet the 
identified criteria, the project should proceed 
through the established consultation process. 

order, and avoidance of 
human/bear interaction 
direction. 
 
Analysis Screen Part 2 
(Appendix C): Based on the 
types of actions applicable to 
the GRSG LUPA decision 
(prescribed fire, range, roads 
and road maintenance, and 
weed control), at this time, it 
appears that the GRSG LUPA 
decision meets the screening 
criteria leading to a “Not 
Likely to Adversely Affect 
(NLAA) determination for the 
grizzly bear. Please refer to 
the effects analysis section 
below for additional 
discussion. 

34: Implement the following nondiscretionary 
terms and conditions to ensure that actions 
conducted under the plan do not result in 
unexpected consequences that affect more 
grizzly bears or impart additional effects to 
grizzly bears than anticipated in the USFWS 
biological opinion of October 29, 2004 
(incidental take of no more than two bears 
over the life of the plan as a result of 
habituation and/or food conditioning of 
grizzly bears or conflicts with livestock, an 
unquantifiable level of take from 
displacement effects of road densities and 
activity in project areas, and no more than one 
bear over the life of the plan as a result of 
conflicts with sheep used for BLM weed 
control projects): 
• If more than ten miles of road construction 
is planned or completed annually, BLM 
Dillon Field Office will consult with the 
USFWS. 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 
Actions, pages 
71-72 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
the implementation of the 
nondiscretionary terms and 
conditions. 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

• Temporary roads will be closed and 
reclaimed within two years following the end 
of road use or project completion. 
• The BLM will maintain an up-to-date record 
of grizzly bear management actions that take 
place on BLM lands or as a result of activities 
authorized by BLM Dillon Field Office. 
• If an incident of depredation or use of 
improperly stored food items results in 
removal of a grizzly bear, BLM shall follow 
the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 
(IGBC) guidelines in reporting the incident to 
the USFWS. 
• BLM shall report any depredation or food 
storage incidences to the USFWS Montana 
Ecological Services Sub-office in Billings, or 
Montana Ecological Services Field Office in 
Helena in addition to the reporting required in 
the IGBC guidelines. 
• To monitor changes in road densities and 
potential effects on grizzly bear or their 
habitat, BLM will provide an annual report to 
the USFWS documenting: 
a. the number of miles of new road 
constructed 
b. the number of miles of road closed to 
public use and reclaimed 
c. the number of miles of temporary road on 
the landscape, and length of time since 
construction of the temporary road 
d. how open road densities may have changed 
relative to target densities of one mile per 
square mile within the analysis area for 
projects. (USFWS recommends the use of 6th 
code hydrologic units for an unbiased and 
consistent analysis of open road density, using 
the unit containing the project and the 
adjoining 3-6 units with similar habitat). 
35: Require the following measures for any 
projects located in areas where grizzly bear 
use is known or likely to occur (see Map 34) 
where domestic sheep are used to control 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines do not specifically 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

noxious weeds: 
• Domestic sheep grazing to control noxious 
weeds will not be used where previous 
livestock depredations have occurred from 
grizzly bears or wolves. 
• Domestic sheep will be removed from a 
project area if depredation or encounters 
occur from grizzly bears or wolves. 
• Any contracts or agreements to use domestic 
sheep grazing to control noxious weeds will 
specify that no control actions against grizzly 
bears or wolves will be requested by the 
contractor if depredations or encounters occur 
as part of the weed grazing action. Any 
encounters with wolves or grizzly bears will 
be reported to Montana Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks (Montana FWP) and the Unites States 
Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services. 
• Domestic sheep will be herded, and will be 
attended by guard dogs at all times. 
• Temporary, predator-proof electric fencing 
will be used to protect night bedding areas 
where potential for predation by wolves and 
grizzly bears exists. 

Actions, page 
72 

propose to utilize domestic 
sheep to control invasive 
species, and there are 
currently no site-specific 
proposals. In addition, grizzly 
habitat will be addressed at 
the site-specific level, and 
compatibility between grizzly 
bear actions and GRSG 
direction will be sought. 

36: Implement the following conservation 
actions recommended by USFWS as 
discretionary actions to minimize or avoid 
adverse effects of a proposed action on listed 
species or critical habitat, to help implement 
recovery plans, or to develop information: 
• Participate in ongoing interagency efforts to 
identify, map, and manage linkage habitats 
essential to grizzly bear movement between 
ecosystems. (Contact the USFWS grizzly bear 
recovery coordinator office at (406) 243-4903 
for more information). 
• Continue to manage road access on BLM 
lands to achieve lower road densities where 
possible. 
• Manage garbage food and livestock feed 
storage to prevent access to bears to benefit 
grizzly bears as well as black bears and other 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 
Actions, page 
72 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
the implementation of the 
conservation actions 
recommended by USFWS as 
discretionary actions to 
minimize or avoid adverse 
effects of a proposed action on 
grizzly bears. In addition, 
grizzly habitat will be 
addressed at the site-specific 
level, and compatibility 
between grizzly bear actions 
and GRSG direction will be 
sought. 
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Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

carnivores. Reduction in human/carnivore 
interactions will also increase public safety. 
• Where grizzly bear use is known or likely to 
occur and where practicable, delay 
disturbance activities during the spring in 
spring habitats to minimize displacement of 
grizzlies. 
• Include security cover needs for grizzly 
bears in timber and vegetation management 
activity plans to increase the utility of habitat 
for grizzly bears across the Dillon planning 
area. Specifically, adjust the size and shape of 
cutting and harvest units to reduce the 
distance to cover, adjust edges, and leave 
patches of trees and understory within cutting 
units to reduce line-of-sight distances. 
37: Reinitiate consultation with USFWS if: 
• The amount or extent of incidental take is 
exceeded. In instances where the amount or 
extent of incidental take is exceeded, any 
operations causing such take must cease 
pending reinitiation. 
• New information reveals an agency action 
may affect listed species or critical habitat in a 
manner or to an extent not considered in this 
opinion 
• An agency action is subsequently modified 
in a manner that causes an effect on the listed 
species or critical habitat that was not 
considered in the USFWS Biological Opinion 
on the Dillon RMP 
• A new species is listed or critical habitat 
designated that may be affected 

General 
Wildlife and 
Special Status 
Species 
Actions, page 
72 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
reinitiation of consultation 
with USFWS if the amount or 
extent of grizzly bear 
incidental take is exceeded or 
an agency action is 
subsequently modified in a 
manner that causes an effect 
on grizzly bears that was not 
considered in the USFWS 
Biological Opinion on the 
Dillon RMP. GRSG 
conservation measures are not 
expected to result in incidental 
take or an effect on grizzly 
bears beyond what was 
specified in the 2004 RMP 
BO. However, site-specific 
analysis will be conducted and 
a decision will be made at that 
time. Critical habitat has not 
been designated for the grizzly 
bear. 
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Dillon Field Office RMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

Management and Monitoring of Grizzly 
Bear/Human Conflicts: Outside the PCA, 
state management plans will direct the 
management of nuisance bears. Management 
of nuisance bears usually falls into one or 
more of the following categories: 
• Removing or securing the attractant 
• Deterring the bear from the site through the 
use of aversive conditioning techniques 
• Capturing and relocating the nuisance bear 
• Removing the bear from the wild, including 
lethal control 
The focus and intent of nuisance grizzly bear 
management inside and outside the PCA will 
be predicated on strategies and actions to 
prevent grizzly bear/human conflicts. It is 
recognized that active management aimed at 
individual nuisance bears will be required in 
both areas. Management actions outside the 
PCA will be implemented according to state 
management plans. These actions will be 
compatible with grizzly bear population 
management objectives for each state for the 
areas outside the PCA. 
 
In circumstances that result in a nuisance bear 
situation outside the PCA, more consideration 
will be given to existing human uses. Site-
specific conflict areas within and outside the 
PCA will be documented and prioritized to 
focus proactive management actions to 
minimize grizzly bear/human conflicts and 
address existing and potential human 
activities that may cause future conflicts. Past 
conflict management has demonstrated that 
grizzly bears can coexist with most human 
activities. Management of all nuisance bear 
situations will emphasize resolving the human 

Conservation 
Actions for 
Grizzly Bears 
(CAGB)10 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
management and monitoring 
of grizzly bear/human 
conflicts or the use of state 
management plans to manage 
nuisance bears outside the 
PCA. In addition, proposed 
GRSG direction is not 
expected to result in 
circumstances that result in a 
nuisance bear situation outside 
the PCA. 

                                                 
10 CAGB = Conservation actions for grizzly bears. The following excerpts from the Yellowstone Conservation 
Strategy and Grizzly Bear Management Plan for Southwestern Montana are pertinent to grizzly bear management in 
the Dillon Field Office (USDI Bureau of Land Management 2006, Appendix V). 
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Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

cause of the conflict. Relocation and removal 
of grizzly bears may occur if other 
management actions are not successful. 
 
Before any removal, except in cases of human 
safety, management authorities will consult 
with each other prior to judging the adequacy 
of the reason for removal. Captured grizzly 
bears identified for removal may be given to 
public research institutions or public 
zoological parks for appropriate non-release 
educational or scientific purposes as per 
regulations of states and national parks. 
Grizzly bears not suitable for release, 
research, or educational purposes will be 
removed as described in appropriate state 
management plans or in compliance with 
national park management plans. All grizzly 
bear relocations and removals will be 
documented and reported annually in the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team Annual 
Report. 
Montana FWP will seek to maintain road 
densities of one mile or less per square mile of 
habitat as the preferred approach. This is the 
goal of the statewide elk management plan 
(including the southwestern Montana areas 
covered by this plan). The goal seeks to meet 
the needs of a variety of wildlife while 
maintaining reasonable public access. If 
additional management is needed based on 
knowledge gained as bears reoccupy areas, it 
should be developed and implemented by 
local groups as suggested in this plan. 

CAGB Yes: The GRSG LUPA 
decision will not authorize 
new roads in GRSG habitat. 
Rather, it will generally limit 
them. This may benefit grizzly 
bears where habitat overlaps. 
See the effects analysis 
section below. 
 

1. Identify and evaluate, for each project 
proposal, the cumulative effects of all 
activities, including existing uses and other 
planned projects. Potential site-specific effects 
of the project being analyzed are a part of the 
cumulative effects evaluation which will 
apply to all lands within a designated 
“biological unit”. A biological unit is an area 

CAGB No: A cumulative effects 
analysis is being completed at 
this GRSG LUPA decision 
planning level and will be 
completed for each project 
occurring at the site-specific 
level. 
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of land which is ecologically similar and 
includes all of the year-long habitat 
requirements for a sub-population of one or 
more selected wildlife species. 
2. Avoid human activities, or combinations of 
activities, on seasonally important wildlife 
habitats that may result in an adverse impact 
on the species or reduce long-term habitat 
effectiveness. 

CAGB No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines within sagebrush 
habits are not expected to 
negatively affect habitats 
seasonally important to 
grizzly bears.  

3. Base road construction proposals on a 
completed transportation plan which 
considers important wildlife habitat 
components and seasonal use areas in relation 
to road location, construction period, road 
standards, seasons of heavy vehicle use, road 
management requirements, and more. 

CAGB Yes: The GRSG LUPA 
decision will not authorize 
new roads within GRSG 
habitat. Rather, it will 
generally limit them. This 
may benefit grizzly bears 
where habitat overlaps. See 
the effects analysis section 
below. 

4. Use minimum road and site construction 
specifications based on projected 
transportation needs. Schedule construction 
times to avoid seasonal-use periods for 
wildlife as designated in species-specific 
guidelines. 

CAGB Yes: GRSG LUPA decision 
RDFs for road construction 
occurring within the analysis 
area will complement this 
direction which could benefit 
grizzly bears. See the effects 
analysis section below. 

5. Locate roads, drill sites, landing zones, etc., 
to avoid important wildlife habitat 
components based on site-specific evaluation. 

CAGB No: GRSG LUPA decision 
RDFs will complement this 
direction. 

6. Roads that are not compatible with area 
management objectives, and are no longer 
needed for the purpose for which they were 
built, will be closed and reclaimed. Native 
plant species will be used whenever possible 
to provide proper watershed protection on 
disturbed areas. Wildlife forage and/or cover 
species will be used in rehabilitation projects 
where appropriate. 

CAGB Yes: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, and 
guidelines will complement 
this direction, which could 
benefit grizzly bears. See the 
effects analysis section below. 

7. Impose seasonal closures and/or vehicle 
restrictions based on wildlife, or other 

CAGB No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
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resource needs, on roads that remain open and 
enforce and prosecute illegal use by off-road 
vehicles if given authority. Montana FWP will 
actively work to secure authority through the 
appropriate process and identify funding to 
support enforcement efforts. 

conditions, standards, 
guidelines, and RDFs will 
complement this direction. 

8. Montana FWP supports the U.S. Forest 
Service and BLM restrictions banning all off-
road/trail use. 

CAGB NA: This is a Montana FWP 
position statement. 

9. Efforts will be directed towards improving 
the quality of habitat in site-specific areas of 
habitually high human-caused bear mortality. 
Increased sanitation measures, seasonal road 
closures, etc., could be applied. 

CAGB No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
this direction. 

 
In addition, it contains a grizzly bear screening process (BLM 2006, Appendix V, and 
Appendices B and C in this document) intended to facilitate ESA processing of project 
consultation requirements for minor projects, when a “no effect” or “not likely to adversely 
affect” determination is “clearly” the appropriate conclusion. Projects not meeting or included in 
the criteria presented must follow standard processes for conducting project analysis, BA 
development, and consultation. The GRSG LUPA decision has been screened (see table above) 
using these criteria to estimate its potential for effects on grizzly bears. 
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Figure 7. Centennial Mountains ACEC with respect to Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse LUPA and EIS action area.  

 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 63 
 
 

Status of the Grizzly Bear on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest and 
Associated Management Direction 
The Forest Plan revision process occurred over an 8-year period from 2002 to 2010, with the first 
Record of Decision signed in January 2009, and a second Record of Decision signed in February 
2010. The BDNF entered into early consultation with the Montana Field Office of the USFWS 
on the forest plan revision process in 2003. Consultation on the 2009 Revised Forest Plan for the 
Yellowstone DPS of grizzly bears was completed in August 2010. 
 
The BDNF 2009 Revised Forest Plan incorporated the 2006 Forest Plan Amendment for Grizzly 
Bear Habitat Conservation for the Greater Yellowstone Area National Forests (Forest Service 
2006). The 2006 Forest Plan Amendment adopted the habitat standards and other relevant 
provisions of the March 2003 Final Conservation Strategy for the Grizzly Bear in the 
Yellowstone Ecosystem (2003 Conservation Strategy). The 2006 Forest Plan Amendment 
encompasses the former Beaverhead National Forest, though the primary focus of the 2006 
Forest Plan Amendment is on the conditions and actions that occur within the PCA of the 
YGBE. With the reclassification of the grizzly bear as threatened in 2009, the BDNF retained the 
direction of the 2006 Forest Plan Amendment and 2003 Conservation Strategy in the 2009 
Revised Forest Plan. The 2006 Forest Plan Amendment and 2003 Final Conservation Strategy 
apply only to the area of the former Beaverhead National Forest. 
 
Within the GRSG action area, 60,727 acres of occupied grizzly bear habitat overlap with PHMA, 
and 81,664 acres overlap with GHMA in the BDNF (Figure 5); there is no overlap between 
occupied grizzly bear habitat and IHMA on the BDNF. There is no overlap between the Grizzly 
Bear Recovery Zone and GRSG habitat occurring on the BDNF (Figure 6). 
 
Table 2. Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 
Grizzly Bear Habitat Conservation Goals, Standards, and Guidelines and Potential for Effect 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge LRMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

Manage grizzly bear habitat within the 
Primary Conservation Area to sustain the 
recovered Yellowstone grizzly bear 
population. Outside the Primary Conservation 
Area in areas identified in state management 
plans as biologically suitable and socially 
acceptable for grizzly bear occupancy, 
accommodate grizzly bear populations to the 
extent that accommodation is compatible with 
the goals and objectives of other uses. 

Goal, 
Appendix G, 
Page 5 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA (i.e., 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone) 
and the GRSG LUPA 
decision action area on the 
BDNF (Figure 6). In addition, 
GRSG LUPA goals, 
objectives, desired conditions, 
standards, or guidelines will 
not preclude accommodation 
of grizzly bear populations 
outside of the PCA, to the 
extent that accommodation is 
compatible with the goals and 
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Beaverhead-Deerlodge LRMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 
objectives of other uses. 

Inside the Primary Conservation Area, 
maintain the percent of secure habitat in BMU 
subunits at or above 1998 levels. Projects that 
change secure habitat must follow the 
Application Rules. 

Standard 1, 
Appendix G, 
page 5 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA and the 
GRSG LUPA decision action 
area on the BDNF. 

Inside the Primary Conservation Area, 
maintain the number and capacity of 
developed sites at or below 1998 levels, with 
the following exceptions: any proposed 
increase, expansion, or change of use of 
developed sites from the 1998 baseline in the 
Primary Conservation Area is analyzed and 
potential detrimental and positive impacts on 
grizzly bears are documented through a 
biological evaluation or assessment. Projects 
that change the number or capacity of 
developed sites must follow the Application 
Rules. 

Standard 2 – 
Developed 
Sites, 
Appendix G, 
page 5 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA and the 
GRSG LUPA decision action 
area on the BDNF. 

Inside the Primary Conservation Area, do not 
create new active commercial livestock 
grazing allotments, do not increase permitted 
sheep animal months from the identified 1998 
baseline, and phase out existing sheep 
allotments as opportunities arise with willing 
permittees. 

Standard 3 – 
Livestock 
Grazing, 
Appendix G, 
page 5 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA and the 
GRSG LUPA decision action 
area on the BDNF. 

Coordinate with state wildlife management 
agencies to apply Conservation Strategy 
nuisance bear standards. 

Standard 5 – 
Nuisance 
Bears, 
Appendix G, 
page 5 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
coordination with state 
wildlife management agencies 
to apply Conservation 
Strategy nuisance bear 
standards. 

Inside the Primary Conservation Area, 
minimize grizzly bear/human conflicts using 
food storage, information and education, and 
other management tools. 

Standard 6 – 
Food Storage, 
Appendix G, 
page 5 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA and the 
GRSG LUPA decision action 
area on the BDNF. 

Inside the Primary Conservation Area, use 
localized area restrictions to address conflicts 
with winter use activities, where conflicts 

Guideline 1 – 
Winter 
Motorized 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA and the 
GRSG LUPA decision action 
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Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

occur during denning or after bear emergence 
in the spring. 

Access, 
Appendix G, 
Page 5 

area on the BDNF. 

Inside the Primary Conservation Area, cattle 
allotments or portions of cattle allotments with 
recurring conflicts that cannot be resolved 
through modification of grazing practices may 
be retired as opportunities arise with willing 
permittees. Outside the Primary Conservation 
Area in areas identified in state management 
plans as biologically suitable and socially 
acceptable for grizzly bear occupancy, 
livestock allotments or portions of allotments 
with recurring conflicts that cannot be 
resolved through modification of grazing 
practices may be retired as opportunities arise 
with willing permittees. 

Guideline 2 – 
Livestock 
Grazing 
Access, 
Appendix G, 
Page 6 

Inside the PCA: No. There is 
no overlap between the PCA 
and the GRSG LUPA 
decision action area on the 
BDNF. 
 
Outside of the PCA: Yes. 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, 
objectives, desired conditions, 
standards, or guidelines will 
not preclude retiring livestock 
allotments or portions of 
allotments outside the PCA 
with recurring conflicts that 
cannot be resolved through 
modification of grazing 
practices. In addition, GRSG 
LUPA decision direction that 
modifies livestock 
management practices to 
benefit GRSG or their habitat, 
including voluntary 
retirement of vacant 
allotments, could complement 
protection of grizzly bears 
and their habitat. See the 
effects analysis section below. 

Outside the Primary Conservation Area in 
areas identified in state management plans as 
biologically suitable and socially acceptable 
for grizzly bear occupancy, emphasize proper 
sanitation techniques, including food storage 
orders, and information and education, while 
working with local governments and other 
agencies. 

Guideline 3 – 
Food Storage, 
Appendix G, 
Page 6 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude 
emphasis of proper sanitation 
techniques, including food 
storage orders, and 
information and education. 

Inside and outside the Primary Conservation 
Area in areas identified in state management 
plans as biologically suitable and socially 
acceptable for grizzly bear occupancy, 

Guideline 4 – 
Food Sources, 
Appendix G, 
Page 6 

No: There is no overlap 
between the PCA and the 
GRSG LUPA decision action 
area on the BDNF. 
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Beaverhead-Deerlodge LRMP Direction Type/Location Need for Additional 
Analysis (Yes/No) and 
Rationale 

maintain the productivity, to the extent 
feasible, of the four key grizzly bear food 
sources as identified in the Conservation 
Strategy. Emphasize maintaining and restoring 
whitebark pine stands inside and outside the 
Primary Conservation Area. 

 
The GRSG LUPA decision 
action area is unlikely to 
contain whitebark pine stands. 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, 
objectives, desired conditions, 
standards, or guidelines will 
not preclude maintenance of 
the productivity, to the extent 
feasible, of ungulates, 
cutthroat trout, army cutworm 
moths, or whitebark pine 
seeds. 

 
Likewise, the 2010 Biological Assessment and corresponding Biological Opinion for Effects of 
the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (USFWS 2010a) for the BDNF on Grizzly 
Bears only applies to a portion of the BDNF. The 2010 Biological Opinion only applies to the 
area of the Yellowstone DPS, which encompasses the Madison, Gravelly, and Tobacco Root 
landscapes in their entirety and a small portion of the Jefferson River and Upper Clark Fork 
landscapes. The small portion of the Jefferson River and Upper Clark Fork landscapes in the 
Yellowstone DPS is National Forest System lands in the Highland Mountains south of and 
bounded by Interstate highways 15 and 90. 
 
An additional BA was prepared in 2012 to supplement the BA prepared for the 2010 consultation 
on the Yellowstone DPS; new information demonstrated that grizzly bears from the NCDE and 
other grizzly bear ecosystems are advancing on to the northern tier of the BDNF, and the BDNF 
reinitiated consultation based on the new information. For purposes of reinitiation of 
consultation, the USFWS referred to two analysis areas on the BDNF: the Yellowstone analysis 
area (the area used for analysis in 2010 consultation) and the west and north analysis area 
(WNAA), which includes the areas of the BDNF west and north of the Yellowstone analysis 
area. 
 
Grizzly bears currently occupy the southeast and northwest portions of the BDNF. The 
Yellowstone DPS is in the southeast portion of the BDNF, and the Madison and Gravelly 
mountain ranges are currently occupied by grizzly bears. To our knowledge, the Tobacco Root 
and Highland Mountains (also within the Yellowstone DPS) are not occupied by grizzly bears at 
this time (Forest Service 2012). 
 
Grizzly bears are gradually moving south onto the BDNF from the NCDE and other grizzly bear 
ecosystems. At this time, it appears that grizzly bears are using the northern portions of the 
BDNF in the Boulder River, Clark Fork-Flints, and Upper Rock Creek landscapes (Forest 
Service 2012).  
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The Biological Opinion (USFWS 2013b) specifies the amount or extent of take anticipated 
for the Yellowstone Analysis Area and WNAA of the Forest Plan: 
 
First surrogate measures of incidental take - access management: 
If permanent increases in linear road density depart from conditions described in the BO (pages 
79-80) over the life of the Revised Forest Plan (15 years), then the level of incidental take 
anticipated in the first surrogate measure of take would be exceeded, and therefore the level of 
take exempted would be exceeded. 
 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines are not 
expected to result in incidental take. The decision will not authorize new roads or trails within 
GRSG habitat. Rather, it will generally limit them. This may benefit grizzly bears where habitat 
overlaps. See the effects analysis section below. 
 
Second surrogate measure of incidental take – temporary roads 
The Forest has estimated that 70 miles of temporary roads may be constructed across the Forest 
over the life of the Revised Forest Plan. If the Forest constructs more than 70 miles of temporary 
motorized routes over the life of the Revised Forest Plan, then the level of incidental take 
anticipated by the USFWS in their second surrogate measure of take would be exceeded, and the 
level of take exempted would be exceeded. 
 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines are not 
expected to result in incidental take. The decision will not authorize new roads or trails within 
GRSG habitat. Rather, it will generally limit them. This may benefit grizzly bears where habitat 
overlaps. See the effects analysis section below. 
 
Third surrogate measure of incidental take – access management/winter motorized use 
The timeframe between the third week in March and the winter use season ending date of May 
15 is the timeframe where the potential exists for interactions between snowmobiles and recently 
emerged female grizzly bears with cubs. This timeframe represents the third surrogate measure 
of incidental take anticipated as a result of the Revised Forest Plan. 
 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines are not 
expected to result in incidental take. The decision will not authorize new roads or trails within 
GRSG habitat. Rather, it will generally limit them. This may benefit grizzly bears where habitat 
overlaps. See the effects analysis section below. 
 
Fourth surrogate measure of incidental take – acres of denning habitat open to 
snowmobiling during the life of the Revised Forest Plan 
In the Yellowstone analysis area, approximately 55,026 acres of denning habitat will be open to 
snowmobiling during the life of the Revised Forest Plan. In the WNAA, approximately 228,356 
acres of denning habitat will be open to snowmobiling during the life of the Revised Forest Plan. 
These acres represent our fourth surrogate measure of the incidental take that the USFWS 
anticipates as a result of the Revised Forest Plan. 
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GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines are not 
expected to result in incidental take. The decision will not authorize new roads or trails within 
GRSG habitat. Rather, it will generally limit them. This may benefit grizzly bears where habitat 
overlaps. See the effects analysis section below. 
 
Fifth surrogate measure of incidental take - harm 
The USFWS anticipates that the fifth surrogate measures of incidental take resulting from the 
Revised Forest Plan in the form of harm is proportional to the number of grizzly bears that are 
removed or killed within the each of the analysis areas for defense of human life or property, as a 
result of obtaining anthropogenic food or other attractants due to inadequate storage. 
 
GRSG LUPA decision conservation measures are not expected to result in incidental take. LUPA 
decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines utilized for individual 
projects will not preclude compliance with existing food storage order and avoidance of 
human/bear interaction direction. 
 
West and North Analysis Area (WNAA) 
Should more than one grizzly bear be killed or removed from either analysis area of the Forest at 
any time during for the life of the Revised Forest Plan because it has become habituated in 
relation to food and attractant storage, incidental take will be exceeded and the Forest must 
reinitiate consultation with the USFWS. Additionally, should the level of incidental take 
associated with food and attractant storage reach, but not exceed, the anticipated incidental take 
level for either area, the Forest should informally consult with the USFWS regarding the 
adequacy of existing mechanisms to minimize potential take. 
 
GRSG LUPA decision conservation measures are not expected to result in incidental take. LUPA 
decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines used for individual 
projects will not preclude compliance with existing food storage order and avoidance of 
human/bear interaction direction. 
 
Sixth surrogate measure of incidental take - the number of grizzly bears that are killed 
within the action area as a result of livestock grazing 
The USFWS anticipates take in the form of harm to grizzly bears as a consequence of livestock 
grazing and the associated livestock management operation in habitats commonly used by 
grizzly bears. The habitat modification of adding a significant, anthropogenic food source that 
results in the death or injury of bears can itself be considered “take” in the form of harm. The 
likely depredation of some of the permitted livestock represents an impairment of natural feeding 
behavior that will in some cases ultimately lead to management removal or death of grizzly 
bears. 
 
Should more than two grizzly bears in the Yellowstone analysis area or one grizzly bear within 
the WNAA be killed or removed as a result of management action related to livestock grazing 
within the action area during the life of the Revised Forest Plan, incidental take will be exceeded 
and the Forest must reinitiate consultation with the USFWS. Additionally, should the level of 
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incidental take associated with the Revised Forest Plan reach, but not exceed, the anticipated 
incidental take level, the Forest should informally consult with the USFWS regarding the 
adequacy of existing mechanisms to minimize potential take. 
 
Although GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines 
are not expected to result in incidental take, changes in grazing management through grazing 
authorization modifications may be implemented when livestock management practices are 
determined to not be compatible with meeting or making progress towards achievable GRSG 
habitat objectives. Potential modifications include, but are not limited to, changes in: season or 
timing of use; numbers of livestock; distribution of livestock use; duration and/or level of use; 
kind of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, or goats); voluntary measures such as temporary 
non-use; and grazing schedules. See the effects analysis section below. 

Status of the Grizzly Bear on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest and Associated 
Management Direction 
 
Within the GRSG action area, 150 acres of occupied grizzly bear habitat overlap with IHMA on 
the Caribou-Targhee National Forest; there is no overlap between occupied grizzly bear habitat 
and PHMA or GHMA on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest (Figure 5). In addition, 92 acres 
of the Grizzly Recovery Zone overlap with IHMA on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, and 
2 acres of the Grizzly Recovery Zone overlap with GHMA (Figure 6). 
 
Although portions of the Forest are within three BMUs (Henry’s Lake BMU, which is divided 
into 2 subunits; Plateau BMU, which is divided into 2 subunits; and Bechler-Teton BMU, which 
is not divided into subunits), all overlap between the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, GRSG 
action area, and Grizzly Recovery Zone falls within the Henry’s Lake BMU and Henry’s Lake 1 
Subunit (Figure 6).
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Targhee National Forest LRMP Direction Specific to Grizzly Bears and Potential for Effect 
 
Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

Relevant Forestwide Standards and Guidelines - Wildlife 
Problem grizzly bears will be 
addressed according to the IGBC 
nuisance bear guidelines (IGBC 
1994)  

General Habitat 
Standard, Page III-16 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not preclude or 
conflict with implementation 
of this standard. 

Habitat conditions will be sufficient 
to sustain a recovered population of 
grizzly bears 

Goals – Grizzly Bear 
Habitat, Page III-17 

Yes: There is a total of 158 
acres of overlap of occupied 
grizzly habitat with GRSG 
management areas (149 acres 
IHMA, 9 acres GHMA) on the 
CTNF.  

Allow for unhindered movement of 
bears (continuity with Yellowstone 
National Park and adjacent 
BMUs) 

Goals – Grizzly Bear 
Habitat, Page III-17 

No: There is little expected 
disturbance expected on the 
small area of overlap. 

Meet recovery criteria in the current 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan 

Objectives - Grizzly 
Bear Habitat, Page III-
17 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with meeting this objective. 

Implement guidelines developed by 
the IGBC 

Objectives - Grizzly 
Bear Habitat, Page III-
17 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines are not expected to 
conflict with implementation 
of the IGBC guidelines. 
Furthermore, grizzly bear 
habitat will be addressed at the 
site-specific level, and 
compatibility between grizzly 
bear guidelines and GRSG 
direction will be sought. 

Provide safe, secure sites for nuisance 
bears as defined by Interagency 
Grizzly Bear Guidelines 

Objectives - Grizzly 
Bear Habitat, Page III-
17 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with meeting this objective. 

Achieve the road density standards in 
the BMUs within three years of the 

Objectives - Grizzly 
Bear Habitat, Page III-

No: GRSG LUPA decisions 
will not approve new roads 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

implementation of the ROD in 
coordination with USFWS and State 
Wildlife agencies 

18 within GRSG habitat. Rather, 
it will generally limit them.  

Develop fire management plans for 
each of the BMUs to address 
wildfires and prescribed fires 

Objectives - Grizzly 
Bear Habitat, Page III-
18 

Yes: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with meeting this objective 
and will likely complement it 
by maintaining, improving, or 
restoring sagebrush habitat. 
Please see the effects analysis 
section below. 

The grizzly bear education program 
will focus on residents in residential 
and summer home areas, 
developed recreation site users, 
wilderness users, hunters, outfitters 
and guides, and permittees 
(Guideline) 

Grizzly Bear Habitat 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Page III-18 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with implementation of this 
guideline. 

Those areas shown as Management 
Situation 3 (MS3) habitat on Map #5 
of the 1985 Forest Plan 
will continue to be managed as MS3 
habitat (Standard) 

Grizzly Bear Habitat 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Page III-18 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with implementation of this 
standard. 

Relevant Forestwide Standards and Guidelines – Forest Use and Occupation 
The Forest road and trail system is 
cost effective and integrates human 
needs with those of other 
resource values, particularly grizzly 
bear, elk, and native cutthroat trout 

Forest Use and 
Occupation – Access 
Goals, Page III-23 

No: The GRSG LUPA 
decision will not approve new 
roads within GRSG habitat. 
Rather, it will generally limit 
them.  

Elk vulnerability is decreased and 
grizzly bear security is increased 

Forest Use and 
Occupation – Access 
Goals, Page III-23 

No: The portion of the GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include forested 
areas, including juniper. 

2. Administrative Use on Restricted 
Roads and Trails and in Restricted 
Areas 
 
A. The Open Road and Open 
Motorized Trail Route Density 

Forest Use and 
Occupation – Access 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Page III-23 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with implementation of these 
standards. 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

Standards prescribed for each 
prescription area do not restrict 
responses to emergency events to 
protect human life, property values 
and structures, and forest resources. 
Responses to emergency events 
include law enforcement, search and 
rescue, and fire suppression (S) 
 
B. Prudent cross-country motorized 
access is allowed to implement 
projects consistent with prescription 
objectives, in all prescription areas 
except for grizzly bear core areas and 
designated wilderness. 
Administrative uses, including, but 
not limited to, planned project work 
such as firewood harvest, timber 
sales, tree planting, prescribed burns, 
wildland survey, or fish and wildlife 
habitat improvements on restricted 
roads, trails or areas will only be 
allowed under the following 
conditions: 
1) Any motorized vehicle access on a 
restricted road or trail or in a 
restricted area will be for official 
administrative business only and must 
be approved by the District Ranger 
2) When motorized vehicle access on 
a restricted road or trail or area is 
necessary, a sign will be posted while 
project work is being accomplished 
3) Motorized vehicle access on a 
restricted road or trail or area will be 
allowed by permit under the 
following conditions when approved 
by the Forest Supervisor or District 
Ranger: 
a. Project work is one mile or 30 
minutes’ walk or greater 
b. Equipment is being used that is 
unreasonable to carry to the project 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

work site 
c. Contract inspectors working with 
contractors who have motorized 
equipment and vehicles which are 
necessary for the contract work 
 
This direction (in Item 2B, above) 
supersedes direction in access tables 
for individual prescriptions (S) 
 
C. Needs for motorized cross-country 
administrative access will be 
presented and considered in analysis 
documents for proposals, including, 
but not limited to, prescribed burning, 
fish and wildlife habitat 
improvement, timber sales, and 
personal use firewood harvest. The 
proposal will limit access to that 
reasonably needed to conduct the 
project. Prudent cross-country access 
to implement these projects may be 
allowed consistent with project-level 
NEPA decisions and prescription 
objectives in all prescription areas 
except for grizzly bear core areas and 
designated wilderness. This direction 
supersedes direction in access tables 
for individual prescriptions (S) 
Figures appearing in the access tables 
for individual prescriptions represent 
direction for those prescription areas. 
If no figure appears, refer to the 
following direction (S): 
 
Total Motorized Access Route 
Density11 for Henry’s Lake BMU 
Subunit 1: 1.0 mi/mi2 

Forest Use and 
Occupation – Access 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Page III-24 

Yes: The GRSG LUPA 
decision will not authorize 
new roads within GRSG 
habitat. Rather, it will 
generally limit them. This may 
benefit grizzly bears where 
habitat overlaps. See the 
effects analysis section below. 

                                                 
11 Includes all open and restricted roads and motorized trails. Density may be displayed as follows: 1) Density 
(miles/square mile) for an analysis area (such as a watershed or a management prescription area); or 2) Density is 
displayed as a percentage of the analysts area in a defined density category (example. 20% ~2.0 miles per square 
mile). 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

 
Open Road and Open Motorized Trail 
Route Density12 for Henry’s Lake 
BMU Subunit 1: 0.6 mi/mi2 
Relevant Forestwide Standards and Guidelines – Production of Commodity Resources 
C.3. Do not convert from a cattle 
allotment to a sheep allotment within 
bighorn sheep habitat or in grizzly 
bear management prescriptions (S) 

Allotment 
Management Planning 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Page III-30 

Yes: Will likely apply to MA 
5.3.5 and potential 
modifications to allotments, 
including “kind of livestock” 

Relevant Subsections: 
There is overlap between the GRSG action area and the Following Subsections: Lemhi-Medicine 
Lodge (19,279 acres of overlap with IHMA and 57,367 acres of overlap with PHMA); 
Centennial Mountains (745 acres of overlap with GHMA; 9,606 acres of overlap with IHMA; 84 
acres of overlap with PHMA); Island Park (1 acre of overlap with GHMA; 3,039 acres of 
overlap with IHMA); and Caribou Range Mountains (17,664 acres of overlap with GHMA) 
Lemhi/Medicine Lodge Subsection  N/A No: No subsection 

management direction specific 
to grizzly bear 

Any activities will need to address 
concerns associated with grizzly bear. 

Centennial Mountains 
Subsection Desired 
Future Condition, Page 
III-42 

No: The purpose of this 
analysis is to assess the 
potential effects of GRSG 
LUPA decision goals, 
objectives, desired conditions, 
standards, and guidelines on 
grizzly bears. Furthermore, 
grizzly bears and their habitat 
will be addressed at the site-
specific level, and 
compatibility between grizzly 
bear management direction 
and GRSG management 
direction will be sought at that 
time. 

To better manage grizzly bear habitat, 
all sheep allotments on the Island 
Park Ranger District will be phased 
out on an opportunity basis. Domestic 
sheep grazing within the grizzly bear 
recovery area will be managed 

Island Park Subsection 
Standard, Page III-44. 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines for range 
management/livestock grazing 
will not conflict with 

                                                 
12 Includes all open roads and open motorized trails. Density may be displayed as follows: 1) Density (miles/square 
mile) for an analysis area (such as a watershed or a management prescription area); or 2) Density is displayed as 
a percentage of the analysis area in a defined density category (example. 20% > 2.0 miles per square mile). 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

according to Management Situation 2 
guidelines and will be phased out on 
an opportunity basis. When all sheep 
allotments in the portion of the 
subsection within the grizzly bear 
recovery area have been vacated, all 
of the allotments will be closed in 
that portion of the subsection. The 
intent of not closing these individual 
allotments as they are vacated is to 
provide an opportunity to minimize 
conflicts between grizzly bears and 
domestic sheep in the event of an 
encounter with grizzlies on sheep 
allotments. (S) 
A. Opportunities to vacate an 
allotment include such events as 
nonuse violations, term permit 
waivers where the permit is waived 
back to the government, resource 
protection, or permit actions resulting 
in cancellation of the permit. If 
opportunities do not arise, then efforts 
will be made to relocate or 
accommodate sheep to other areas 
B. Vacated allotments in these areas 
will be made available as needed to 
resolve grizzly bear/sheep conflicts in 
other sheep allotments in Situation 2 
habitat. 

implementation of these 
standards. 

Important Forestwide objectives in 
this subsection focus on grizzly bear 
habitat management and elk. Road 
closures and vegetation treatments 
aimed at improving cover and 
maintaining forest health are 
opportunities to achieve these 
objectives. 

Island Park Subsection 
Desired Future 
Condition, Page III-48. 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
will not approve new roads 
within GRSG habitat. Rather, 
it will generally limit them.  
 
The portion of the GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include forested 
areas, including juniper. 

Caribou Range Subsection N/A No: No subsection 
management direction specific 
to grizzly bear. 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

Grizzly Bear-Themed Management Areas 
Management Area 2.6.1 (a) Grizzly 
Bear Habitat (No ASQ, No Cross-
Country, No Sheep) 

Grizzly Bear Habitat 
Forest Use and 
Occupation (Access) 
Standard and 
Production of 
Commodity Resources 
(Range and Timber) 
Standards, Page III-98  

No: No overlap between this 
management area and GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
(Figure 9) 

Management Area 2.6.2 Grizzly Bear 
Core Area 

Grizzly Bear Core 
Area Goals, 
Objectives, and 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Pages III-
98 through III-100 

No: No overlap between this 
management area and GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
(Figure 9) 

Management Area 2.6.5 Grizzly Bear 
Security Area 

Grizzly Bear Security 
Area Goals and 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Pages III-
101 through III-103 

No: No overlap between this 
management area and GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
(Figure 9) 

Management Area 5.3.513 Grizzly Bear Habitat (NIC for ASQ, No Cross Country, Phase out 
Sheep) 
1 Make nonfederal lands within this 
area a high priority for acquisition 

MA 5.3.5 Goal, Page 
III-147 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines are not expected to 
conflict with implementation 
of this goal. 

2. Maintain grizzly bear security 
through a low density of open, 
motorized roads and trails. 

MA 5.3.5 Goal, Page 
III-147 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
will not approve new roads 
within GRSG habitat. Rather, 
it will generally limit them.  

3. Manage recreation to minimize 
grizzly conflicts with humans 

MA 5.3.5 Goal, Page 
III-147 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
recreation goals, objectives, 
desired conditions, standards, 
and guidelines that manage 
existing recreation uses to 
minimize adverse effects on 
GRSG or their habitat, or 

                                                 
13 The Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 habitat apply to this management 
prescription, except that livestock grazing in existing Management Situation 2 habitat will continue to be 
managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines. 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 
prevent construction of new 
recreation facilities in PHMA 
and IHMA, will not conflict 
with managing recreation to 
minimize grizzly bear 
conflicts with humans. 

Wildlife habitat improvement 
projects will maintain or improve 
grizzly bear habitat. Vegetation 
manipulation to improve grizzly bear 
habitat includes treatment to maintain 
long-term ecosystem vegetation 
patterns. 

MA 5.3.5 Goal, Page 
III-147 

No: The portion of the GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include forested areas 
that are primary grizzly bear 
habitat. In addition, GRSG 
LUPA decision vegetation and 
fuels management goals, 
objectives, desired conditions, 
standards, and guidelines that 
conserve, enhance, and restore 
GRSG habitat will not conflict 
with this goal. They may, if 
anything, benefit grizzly 
secondary habitat. 

Effects of proposals will be analyzed 
at multiple scales. Analysis areas will 
follow ecological boundaries, 
watersheds, and topographic breaks. 
Cumulative effects will be analyzed 
on no less than a BMU subunit scale. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
Guideline, Page III-147 

No: Site-specific proposals 
will be analyzed according to 
LRMP MA direction. 

Insects and disease are allowed to 
play their natural role in ecosystem 
development, unless this conflicts 
with the maintenance of grizzly bear 
habitat. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
– Insects and Disease 
Guideline, Page III-147 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, and 
guidelines will not conflict 
with this guideline. 

Prescribed fire is allowed to maintain 
or improve grizzly habitat 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
– Fire/Fuels Guideline, 
Page III-147 

No: The portion of the GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include forested areas 
that are primary grizzly bear 
habitat. In addition, GRSG 
vegetation and fuels 
management goals, objectives, 
desired conditions, standards, 
and guidelines that conserve, 
enhance and restore GRSG 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 
habitat will not conflict with 
this goal. And, if anything, 
might complement this 
guideline within grizzly bear 
secondary habitat. 

All operating plans and special use 
permits will specify measures to meet 
grizzly bear management goals and 
objectives for grizzly bear habitat. 
The following will be required:  
 
1. Temporary cessation or 
modification of permitted activities 
will occur to resolve grizzly bear 
conflicts. 
2. Human food, refuse, and prepared 
livestock/pet foods associated with 
the permitted activity will be made 
unavailable to grizzlies through 
proper storage, handling, and 
disposal. Proper storage includes a) 
inside a bearproof container, b) 
suspended horizontally from adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-
sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other 
methods approved by the District 
Ranger. The exception is when the 
food is being eaten or prepared for 
eating, or when food and similar 
organic matter is being transported. 
Unburned human foods, garbage or 
other refuse will be carried off the 
forest as often as practical. 
3. Any observation of grizzly bear or 
grizzly bear sign will be reported to 
the District Ranger as soon as 
practical. 
4. Access roads that are not open on 
the travel plan will be low standard 
roads and gated to allow access only 
to the operators. Nonwinter 
motorized use behind locked gates is 
authorized only for permitted 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Physical Elements 
(Minerals/Geology) 
Standard, Page III-148 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, and 
guidelines will not conflict 
with this standard because it 
will not authorize operating 
plans or special use permits. 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

activities. 
Maintain snag habitat at greater than 
60 percent of the biological potential 
for woodpeckers. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
– Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-148 

No: The portion of the GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include forested areas 
that are primary grizzly bear 
habitat. 

Environmental analysis areas (for 
NEPA purposes) will be at least 
7,000 acres in size. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-148 

No: The GRSG LUPA 
decision analysis area is 
roughly 49 million acres in 
size. 

Long-term activities14 must be 
concentrated in activity areas on an 
annual basis between April 1 and 
September 15. Each activity area 
shall not exceed 7,000 acres in size 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Standard, 
Page III-148 

No: Only eighty-seven acres 
of important GRSG habitat 
and two acres of general 
habitat overlap with MA 5.3.5. 
In addition, GRSG LUPA 
decision timing restrictions are 
limited to the lekking season 
(March 15 – May 15), which 
will only slightly overlap with 
this direction. 

Long-term activities should be 
concentrated in space and be of as 
short a duration as is practical. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-148 

Long-term activity areas should 
generally follow ecological 
boundaries, watersheds, and 
topographic breaks. Activity areas 
should be distributed such that no less 
than 7,000 acres lie between them. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-148 

Inventory, monitoring, and short-term 
activities15 should be concentrated in 
time and space. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-148 

Short-term management activities MA 5.3.5 Ecological 

                                                 
14 Long-term activities, for purposes of this prescription, are those activities which may last more than one field 
season, or may be expected to recur in different areas year after year. They may occur over a larger geographic area 
than short-term activities. These include timber sales, firewood harvesting, prescribed burns, road reclaiming, tree 
thinning, and trail construction. 
15 Short-term activities, for purposes of this prescription, are those activities that are typically accomplished within 
one field season and will not necessarily recur on an annual basis. These activities generally occur over a more 
limited spatial extent than long-term activities. These include tree planting, trail maintenance, spraying weeds, and 
range maintenance activities. 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

should be planned to be concentrated 
in one consecutive 30-day period. 
Exceptions should be implemented 
over as short a duration as is 
practical. 

Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-149 

Management activities may take 
place during winter (December 15 to 
April 1) and shall be addressed on a 
case-by-case basis. The primary 
concern during the winter will be the 
changes the activity may have on 
habitat quality and quantity. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Guideline, 
Page III-149 

Administrative Responsibilities - 
emergency cessation or modification 
of activities will occur when those 
activities are in conflict with grizzly 
bear management objectives. 
Scheduled activities will not occur 
during the season of bear use in areas 
where foraging opportunities are 
limited in their availability, in area, or 
time. 

MA 5.3.5 Ecological 
Processes and Patterns 
- Biological Elements 
(Wildlife) Standard, 
Page III-149 

No: Only 87 acres of IHMA 
and 2 acres of GHMA overlap 
with MA 5.3.5. Therefore, it is 
unlikely that GRSG LUPA 
decision goals, objectives, 
desired conditions, standards, 
or guidelines will conflict with 
grizzly bear management 
objectives. However, LRMP 
consistency will be 
determined and addressed for 
site-specific proposals. 

Please refer to Table in LRMP stating 
season, type of access (pedestrian; 
horse/pack stock; mountain bike; 
motorized, by type), cross-country 
travel (yes/no/n/a), and road and trail 
travel (yes/no). 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation - 
Access Standard. Page 
III-149 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not authorize 
new types of access or change 
existing access. 

New or relocated roads should meet 
the following guidelines: 
1. Avoid high quality (such as 
whitebark pine habitat) grizzly bear 
habitat 
2. Minimize sight lines on temporary 
roads and skid trails 
3. Revegetate temporary roads 
following use 
4. Follow minimum required 
construction standards 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation –
Roads Guideline. Page 
III-149 

No: The GRSG LUPA 
decision will not approve new 
roads within GRSG habitat. 
Rather, it will generally limit 
them. In addition, the portion 
of the GRSG action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include forested 
areas. 

Motorized administrative use on 
restricted roads and restricted 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation - 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 81 
 
 

Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

motorized trails by personnel of 
resource management agencies is 
acceptable at low-intensity levels as 
defined in existing cumulative effects 
analysis models. This includes 
contractors and permittees in addition 
to agency employees (See Roads and 
Trails in the LRMP Glossary for 
definitions). 

Roads Standard. Page 
III-149 

conditions, standards, or 
guidelines are not expected to 
result in motorized 
administrative use on 
restricted roads and motorized 
trails beyond what is 
acceptable at low-intensity 
levels. 

Special Use Activities which 
adversely affect grizzly bear 
populations or their habitat will not 
be permitted. 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation – 
Recreation (Special 
Uses) Standard. Page 
III-150 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, and standards and 
guidelines will not conflict 
with this standard.  

New or relocated trails will avoid 
high-quality grizzly bear habitat 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation – 
Recreation (Trails) 
Guideline. Page III-150 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not authorize 
new trails. However, travel 
management goals and 
objectives that address travel 
management planning and 
design to minimize negative 
effects to wildlife or their 
habitats will complement this 
guideline.  

New or relocated trails will be located 
so as to minimize the risk of 
human/bear interactions (for example, 
do not place trails along roaring 
streams where bears cannot hear 
humans approaching) 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation – 
Recreation (Trails) 
Guideline. Page III-150 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primitive 
motorized. 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation – 
Recreation (ROS) 
Guideline. Page III-150 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with the current ROS 
guideline for MA 5.3.5. 

VOQ - Retention to partial retention. 
 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation – 
Recreation (VOQ) 
Guideline. Page III-150 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with the current VOQ 
guideline for MA 5.3.5. 

No new interpretation/enhancement 
of cultural sites 

MA 5.3.5 Forest Use 
and Occupation – 
Heritage Standard. 
Page III-150 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, or 
guidelines will not conflict 
with this heritage resource 
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Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 
standard. 

Forestwide standards and guidelines 
apply for the management of 
domestic sheep grazing in 
Management Situation 2, grizzly bear 
habitat. 

MA 5.3.5 Production 
of Commodity 
Resources – Range 
Guideline, Page III-150 

Please see Relevant 
Forestwide Standards and 
Guidelines – Production of 
Commodity Resources section 
above. 

Cattle grazing is allowed. Allotment 
Management Plans will specify 
measures to meet agency grizzly 
goals and objectives. 

MA 5.3.5 Production 
of Commodity 
Resources – Range 
Standard, Page III-150 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, and 
guidelines will not conflict 
with this standard; the GRSG 
LUPA decision will not 
authorize livestock grazing. 

Permittee’s full compliance in 
meeting grizzly bear management 
goals and objectives for grizzly 
bear habitat will be a condition of the 
permit. In addition, the following will 
be required: 
1. Temporary cessation or 
modification of permitted livestock 
grazing activities will occur to 
resolve grizzly bear conflicts with 
humans or livestock. 
2. Livestock carcasses will be 
disposed of or rendered unattractive 
to bear within 24 hours after they are 
discovered. Disposal may include 
removing the carcass from the area, 
burning, using an acceptable chemical 
repellent, or other methods approved 
by the District Ranger. Disposal shall 
be in accordance with other 
governing agencies such as the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
in order to determine cause of death 
for reimbursement purposes. 
3. Human food, refuse, and prepared 
livestock/pet foods associated with 
the livestock operation will be made 
unavailable to grizzlies through 
proper storage, handling, and 
disposal. Proper storage includes a) 

MA 5.3.5 Production 
of Commodity 
Resources – Range 
Standard, Pages III-150 
through III-151 

No: GRSG LUPA decision 
goals, objectives, desired 
conditions, standards, and 
guidelines will not conflict 
with this standard; the GRSG 
LUPA decision will not 
authorize livestock grazing. 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 83 
 
 

Targhee National Forest LRMP 
Direction 

Type/Location Need for Additional Analysis 
(Yes/No) and Rationale 

inside a bearproof container, b) 
suspended horizontally from adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored in a hard 
sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other 
methods approved by the District 
Ranger. The exception is when the 
food is being eaten or prepared for 
eating, or when food and similar 
organic matter is being transported. 
Unburned human foods, garbage, or 
other refuse will be carried off the 
Forest as often as practical. 
4. High quality food production areas 
for grizzlies (wet alpine and subalpine 
meadows, stream bottoms, aspen 
groves, and other riparian areas) will 
receive special grazing direction such 
as light, once-over grazing, special 
utilization standards, or complete 
closure. These sites and their 
corresponding direction will be 
identified in the Annual Operating 
Plan. 
5. Livestock depredation believed to 
be associated with bears will be 
reported within 24 hours after they 
are discovered to the District Ranger 
and the proper State agencies.  
6. Any observation of grizzly bear or 
grizzly bear sign will be reported to 
the District Ranger as soon as 
practical. 
7. Any action taken by the permittee 
or their agents which violates the 
ESA will be grounds for cancellation 
of their grazing permit. 
Please refer to LRMP, Pages III-150 
through III-151 

MA 5.3.5 Production 
of Commodity 
Resources – Timber 
Standards and 
Guidelines, Pages III-
150 through III-151 

No: The portion of the GRSG 
LUPA decision action area 
overlapping the Targhee NF 
does not include timber (i.e., 
juniper). 
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Figure 8. Caribou-Targhee National Forest LRMP subsections with respect to Idaho-Southwestern 
Montana GRSG LUPA and EIS action area.  
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Figure 9. Caribou-Targhee National Forest LRMP grizzly bear-themed prescriptions with respect 
to Idaho-Southwestern Montana GRSG LUPA and EIS action area.  
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2007 Conservation Strategy Direction 
The following direction only applies to the portions of the action area within the PCA. 
 
Secure Habitat Standard 
The percent of secure habitat within each bear management subunit must be maintained at or 
above levels that existed in 1998. Application rules, criteria, and definitions are provided in the 
Conservation Strategy on pages 39-42 and will not be repeated here. According to the 
application rules for secure habitat, activities that do not require road construction, 
reconstruction, opening a permanently restricted road, or recurring helicopter flight lines at low 
elevation do not detract from secure habitat. Examples of such activities include thinning, tree 
planting, prescribed fire, trail maintenance, and administrative studies/monitoring. 
Activities should be concentrated in time and space to the extent feasible to minimize 
disturbance. There is no road construction, reconstruction, opening a permanently restricted road, 
or recurring helicopter flight lines at low elevation associated with this project. Therefore, this 
project meets all of the direction for maintaining secure habitat. 
 
The Conservation Strategy provides the following information with regard to access conditions 
and secure habitat in several BMUs on the Forest: “Several other subunits were listed as needing 
improvement in the 2000 Draft Conservation Strategy (Plateau #1, Plateau #2, and Henry’s Lake 
#1). The draft stated that upon full implementation of the access management changes in the 
revised Targhee Forest Plan, those subunits will be acceptable for mean open motorized access 
route density, total motorized access route density, and secure habitat. Those access management 
changes have been fully implemented and those subunits are no longer identified as having 
potential for improvement. This is due to road decommissioning that was completed following 
the signing of the 1997 revised Targhee Forest Plan and the 1999 FEIS for the Targhee Travel 
Plan (Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Analysis (motorized road and trail travel plan).”  
 
Developed Site Standard 
The number and capacity of developed sites within the PCA will be maintained at or below the 
1998 level with some following exceptions. The GRSG LUPA decision will not authorize 
construction of developed sites although it will place limitations on construction of new sites. 
Please see the effects analysis section below. 
 
Food Storage Order Standard  
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, or guidelines are not 
expected to preclude compliance with the food storage order; therefore, no additional analysis is 
necessary at this time. 
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Livestock Allotment Standard 
Inside the PCA, no new active commercial livestock grazing allotments will be created, and there 
will be no increases in permitted sheep Animal Months (AMs) from the identified 1998 baseline.  
 
The GRSG LUPA decision will not authorize livestock grazing. However, changes in grazing 
management through grazing authorization modifications may be implemented when livestock 
management practices are determined to not be compatible with meeting or making progress 
towards achievable GRSG habitat objectives. Potential modifications include, but are not limited 
to, changes in season or timing of use; numbers of livestock; distribution of livestock use; 
duration and/or level of use; kind of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, or goats); voluntary 
measures such as temporary non-use; and grazing schedules. Therefore, additional analysis is 
necessary and provided below. 
 
Four Key Food Sources 
Four seasonal foods have been identified as being important to the grizzly bear population: 
winter killed ungulates, spawning cutthroat trout, seeds of whitebark pine, and alpine moth 
aggregation sites. The action area has none of these four seasonal foods. Therefore, the project 
will have no effect on these four seasonal foods, and project activities will not prevent grizzly 
bears from having access to these four seasonal foods that exist in other areas of the ecosystem. 
 
Life History 
 
Grizzly bears are in the family Ursidea. Grizzly bears are generally larger than black bears and 
can be distinguished by having longer front foot claws (2 to 4 inches), a distinctive shoulder 
hump, rounded ears that are proportionately smaller than the black bear, and a dished-in profile 
between the eyes and end of the snout. Pelage coloration is highly variable, ranging from light 
brown to nearly black. Guard hairs are often paled at the tips and give the bear a grizzled 
appearance. Spring shedding, new growth, nutrition, and climate all influence coloration. 
 
Grizzly bears are generally larger than black bears, with longer, curved claws, distinctive 
humped shoulders, and a concave face. Pelage coloration is variable. In the continental US, male 
grizzly bears average 400 to 600 pounds and females average 250 to 300 pounds. An occasional 
male may attain 800 to 1,000 pounds. Adults stand 3.5 to 4.5 feet at the hump and rear up to 
more than 8 feet on their hind legs. 
 
In the continental US, the average adult male grizzly bear weighs between 400 to 600 pounds, 
and the average female weighs between 250 to 350 pounds. Grizzly bears are long-lived, and 
many individuals live over 20 years. Adult bears are individualistic in behavior and normally are 
solitary wanderers. Females with cubs and bears defending food supplies are common causes of 
confrontation between humans and bears. 
 
Home ranges of adult bears may overlap. The home ranges of adult male grizzly bears are 
generally two to four times larger than those of adult females. The home ranges of females are 
smaller while they have cubs but increase when the cubs become yearlings. Home ranges vary in 
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relation to food availability, weather conditions, and interactions with other bears. Home ranges 
are larger in the GYE compared to the more productive habitats in the northern ecosystems. 
 
The age of first reproduction and litter size varies and may be related to the nutritional state of 
the female bear. The age at first reproduction averages 5.5 years and ranges from about 3.5 to 8.5 
years. Reproductive intervals for females average 3 years, and litter size averages 2 cubs (1 to 4 
cubs per litter). The limited reproductive capacity of grizzly bears precludes rapid increases in 
population. Grizzly bears have one of the lowest reproductive rates among terrestrial mammals. 
During a female’s lifetime, if she has litters of two cubs with a 50:50 sex ratio, and a 50 percent 
survivorship of young to age 5.5 years, at best a breeding female can replace herself with one 
other breeding age female in the first decade of her life. 
 
Adult bears are normally solitary except for breeding and while the female cares for cubs. The 
young will stay with the female for approximately two years. Siblings may stay together for 
several years after being weaned. 

Grizzly bears excavate dens as early as September or prior to entry in November. Dens are 
usually dug on steep slopes where wind and topography cause an accumulation of deep snow and 
where snow is unlikely to melt during warm periods. Dens are generally found at high elevations 
well away from human activity and development. 

Grizzly bears are opportunistic feeders and will prey or scavenge on almost any available food. 
Plants with high crude protein content and animal matter are the most important food items. The 
search for food has a prime influence on grizzly bear movements. Upon emergence from the den 
grizzlies move to lower elevations, drainage bottoms, avalanche chutes, and ungulate winter 
ranges where their food requirements can be met. Throughout spring and early summer grizzly 
bears follow plant phenology back to higher elevations. In late summer and fall, there is a 
transition to fruit and nut sources, as well as herbaceous materials. This is a generalized pattern, 
and it should be noted that bears will go where they can best meet their food requirements. 

The grizzly bear has a broad range of habitat tolerance. Occupied habitat is generally 
characterized as contiguous, relatively undisturbed mountainous habitat with considerable 
topographic and vegetative diversity. Historical declines are related to habitat loss and human-
caused mortality. 

The management of human use levels through access route management is one of the most 
powerful tools available to balance the needs of grizzly bears with the activities of humans. 
Secure habitat for grizzly bears is accomplished through managing access routes at low levels. 
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Threats 
 
Historical declines are related to habitat loss and direct and indirect human-caused mortality 
(USFWS 1993). Human-caused mortality can be classified into six major categories: 1) direct 
human/bear confrontations (hikers, backpackers, photographers, hunters, etc.); 2) attraction of 
grizzly bears to improperly stored food and garbage associated with towns, subdivisions, farms, 
hunter camps, campers, etc.; 3) careless livestock husbandry, including the failure to dispose of 
dead livestock in a manner that minimizes grizzly interactions; 4) protection of livestock; 5) loss 
of grizzly bear habitat for economic values; and 6) lawful and illegal hunting. The first five 
reduce space and increase the potential for human/bear conflicts (USFWS 1993). Reducing 
grizzly bear/human conflicts and grizzly bear/livestock conflicts have been important 
management goals in the Yellowstone recovery area.  

B. Plants  

Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum) 

Habitat Description 
 
Slickspot peppergrass occurs in close association with slickspots. These are visually distinctive 
openings characterized by natric soils and distinct clay layers. They tend to be highly reflective 
and relatively light in color, making them easy to detect on the landscape. Slickspots are 
distinguished from the surrounding sagebrush matrix as having the following characteristics: 
microsites where water pools when rain falls; sparse native vegetation, distinct soil layers with a 
columnar or prismatic structure, higher alkalinity and clay content, and natric properties; and 
reduced levels of organic matter and nutrients due to lower biomass production (Fisher et al. 
2006). Slickspots have a smooth, pan-like surface that is structureless and slowly permeable 
when wet but moderately hard and cracked when dry (Fisher et al. 2006). Most slickspots are 
between 10 and 20 square feet in size. Slickspot peppergrass has infrequently been documented 
outside of slickspots on disturbed soils, such as along graded roadsides and badger mounds. 
These are rare observations, and the vast majority of plants are found within slickspots.  
 
The native, semiarid sagebrush-steppe habitat of southwestern Idaho where slickspot peppergrass 
is found can be divided into two plant associations: Wyoming big sagebrush-Thurber’s 
needlegrass and Wyoming big sagebrush-bluebunch wheatgrass habitat types (Moseley 1994). 
Menke and Kaye (2006) describe high-quality matrix habitat conditions for slickspot peppergrass 
as sagebrush-steppe habitat in late seral condition, and Fisher et al. (1996) note that “habitat with 
vigorous slickspot peppergrass populations has not been recently burned, is not heavily grazed, 
has an understory of native bunchgrasses, and a well-developed microbiotic soil crust.” Moseley 
(1994) suggests that slickspot peppergrass serves as an indicator species for the health of the 
sagebrush-steppe ecosystem in the western Snake River Plain. 
 
A well-developed microbiotic soil crust (also known as a biological soil crust) is one component 
of quality habitat for slickspot peppergrass. Such crusts are commonly found in semiarid and arid 
ecosystems and are formed by living organisms, primarily bryophytes, lichens, algae, and 
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cyanobacteria, that bind surface soil particles together (Moseley 1994). Biological soil crusts 
play an important role in stabilizing the soil and preventing erosion, increasing the availability of 
nitrogen and other nutrients, and regulating water infiltration and evaporation levels. In addition, 
an intact biological soil crust appears to aid in preventing the establishment of invasive plants 
(Brooks and Pyke 2001). These crusts are sensitive to disturbance that disrupt crust integrity, 
such as compression due to livestock trampling or off highway vehicle use, and are subject to 
damage by fire.  

Status and Distribution 
 
Slickspot peppergrass was listed as a threatened species under the ESA of 1973, as amended, in 
October 2009 (USFWS 2009a). On August 8, 2012, the United States District Court for the 
District of Idaho ordered that the final rule listing slickspot peppergrass as a threatened species 
be vacated and remanded for further consideration consistent with the court’s decision. On 
February 12, 2014, the USFWS published a Federal Register notice that addressed the Court’s 
request that a specific definition of foreseeable future for slickspot peppergrass be provided. In 
addition, the USFWS proposed that threatened status be reinstated for slickspot peppergrass 
under the ESA. A final decision on the USFWS’s proposal to reinstate slickspot peppergrass as 
threatened under the ESA is anticipated in 2015. 
 
Slickspot peppergrass is restricted to small slickspot microsites on the Boise Foothills, Snake 
River Plains, and Owyhee Plateau physiographic regions, from southern Payette County, 
northwest of Caldwell, to near Glenn’s Ferry, and southward to a disjunct population around 
Juniper Butte in southwestern Owyhee County. It occurs on the Four Rivers and Jarbidge Field 
Offices, and is not suspected to occur on any other BLM field offices or on national forests.  

Habitat category definitions and mapped distribution  
Six slickspot peppergrass habitats are defined in the 2014 slickspot peppergrass Conservation 
Agreement (BLM 2014). Four of those habitat categories are used in this analysis to estimate the 
proportions of slickspot peppergrass and its habitats that would be affected by the proposed 
LUPA. The habitat category definitions are: 
 

• Element occurrences: Areas where slickspot peppergrass exists and has been documented 
or identified as an element occurrence. Element occurrences are defined by grouping 
occupied slickspots that occur within 1 kilometer of each other; all occupied slickspots 
within a 1-kilometer distance of another occupied slickspot are aggregated into a single 
element occurrence. 

• Occupied habitat: Occurrences plus the area generally within a 0.5-mile buffer around the 
occurrences that is important to maintain or improve habitat integrity and pollinator 
populations necessary for species conservation. As currently mapped, these areas may or 
may not contain additional slickspots, slickspot peppergrass plants, or non-habitat beyond 
the included occurrence areas. Further refinement of occupied habitat may be 
accomplished through field surveys considering existing resource conditions as well as 
specific habitat quality and integrity. 

• Potential habitat: Areas within the known range of slickspot peppergrass that have certain 
general soil and elevation characteristics that indicate the potential for the area to support 
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slickspot peppergrass, although the presence of suitable slickspots or the plant is 
unknown. These currently mapped areas meet the following criteria: 

o Natric and natric-like soils forming “slickspots” and associated soil series, or 
phases thereof, which support Loamy 7- to 10-inch and 10- to 13-inch Wyoming 
big sagebrush ecological sites (Major Land Resource Areas 11-Snake River 
Plains, and 25-Owyhee High Plateau) and have a aridic bordering on xeric soil 
moisture regime; and 

o 2,200 to 5,400 feet elevation. 
• Slickspot peppergrass habitat: Potential habitat areas with Wyoming big sagebrush 

ecological sites that through Stage 1 surveys have documented slickspot microsites 
(natric and natric-like soil types) within 2,200 feet and 5,400 feet elevation in southwest 
Idaho. Slickspot peppergrass habitat includes areas with slickspots of unknown 
occupancy and in some cases may be dominated by nonnative vegetation such as annual 
grasses or crested wheatgrass. In addition, to maintain ecological continuity, if there is 
less than 0.5 mile between areas defined as slickspot peppergrass habitat, then the entire 
area is considered slickspot peppergrass habitat. Surveyed potential habitat not meeting 
these criteria will no longer be considered habitat for slickspot peppergrass. 

 
Initial slickspot peppergrass habitat mapping of the above categories has been done. Results of 
Stage 1 field surveys of modeled potential habitat in 2012 have indicated that no suitable 
slickspots occur on the Bruneau Field Office because the slickspots observed there have different 
clay layers, more rock armoring, and a flatter shape than slickspots occupied by slickspot 
peppergrass (BLM 2012). Slickspot peppergrass habitat has been initially evaluated in Stage 1 
surveys for the Four Rivers Field Office, resulting in some areas of previously mapped slickspot 
peppergrass potential habitat being determined to be slickspot peppergrass habitat. There is no 
available information at this time on the extent of slickspot peppergrass habitat on the Jarbidge 
Field Office, so its potential habitat areas remain classified as slickspot peppergrass potential 
habitat. 
 
Overlap between the currently known habitat categories and GRSG habitats (PHMA, IHMA, and 
GHMA) has been identified. Within GRSG HMAs influenced by the currently proposed LUPA 
(lands on which BLM or Forest Service have decision authority), there are no occurrences, 
critical habitat, occupied habitat, or potential habitat on Forest Service lands. Where BLM has 
decision authority on lands overlapping GRSG HMAs, 646 acres of element occurrences are on 
the Four Rivers Field Office and 614 acres of element occurrences are on the Jarbidge Field 
Office, but 10,428 acres (89 percent) do not overlap GRSG HMAs at all. For slickspot 
peppergrass occupied habitat within GRSG HMAs on BLM-administered lands, 5,568 acres are 
on the Four Rivers Field Office and 55,301 acres are on the Jarbidge Field Office, leaving 64,196 
acres (51 percent) outside GRSG HMAs. Slickspot peppergrass potential habitat on BLM-
administered  lands within GRSG HMAs occurs on 250 acres on the Four Rivers Field Office 
and 283,717 acres on the Jarbidge Field Office, leaving 405,661 acres (59 percent) outside 
GRSG HMAs. Finally, the areas identified as slickspot peppergrass habitat on BLM-
administered lands are all on the Four Rivers Field Office, with 40,823 acres in GRSG HMAs, 
leaving the remaining 190,375 acres (82 percent) outside GRSG HMAs. 
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Lands administered by the BLM with slickspot peppergrass habitats are summarized in the 
following tables. 
 
Table 3. BLM-administered slickspot peppergrass element occurrences. 

BLM Field Office GRSG Habitat Management Area 
(HMA) 

Acres 

Four Rivers Field Office GHMA 646 
Jarbidge Field Office PHMA 6 
Jarbidge Field Office IHMA 608 
All Field Offices No HMA overlap 10,428 

TOTAL  11,688 

 
Table 4. BLM-administered slickspot peppergrass occupied habitat (includes element occurrences 
plus 0.5-mile buffer). 

BLM Field Office GRSG Habitat Management Area 
(HMA) 

Acres 

Four Rivers Field Office IHMA 102 
Four Rivers Field Office GHMA 5,466 
Jarbidge Field Office PHMA 1,710 
Jarbidge Field Office IHMA 53,591 
All Field Offices No HMA overlap 64,196 

TOTAL  125,065 
 
Table 5. BLM-administered slickspot peppergrass potential habitat. 

BLM Field Office GRSG Habitat Management Area 
(HMA) 

Acres 

Four Rivers Field Office IHMA 10 
Four Rivers Field Office GHMA 240 
Jarbidge Field Office PHMA 53,643 
Jarbidge Field Office IHMA 164,201 
Jarbidge Field Office General HMA 66,025 
All Field Offices  No HMA overlap 290,626 

TOTAL  574,745 
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Table 6. BLM-administered slickspot peppergrass habitat (confirmed). 

BLM Field Office GRSG Habitat Management Area 
(HMA) 

Acres 

Four Rivers Field Office IHMA 5,918 
Four Rivers Field Office GHMA 34,905 
All Field Offices No HMA overlap 190,375 

TOTAL  231,198 
 

Life History 
 
Slickspot peppergrass is a tap-rooted annual or biennial plant, averaging 2 to 8 inches, but 
occasionally reaching 16 inches high. The species flowers once and then dies. The annual form 
of the plant flowers, sets seed, and dies in one growing season. The biennial form initiates 
growth in the first year as a vegetative rosette but does not flower until the second growing 
season. Biennial rosettes must survive generally dry summer conditions, and consequently many 
die before flowering and producing seed. Although annual forms generally outnumber biennials 
(Moseley 1994), they produce fewer seeds than the biennials (Meyer et al. 2005). The proportion 
of annuals versus biennials in a population can vary greatly from year to year, as can the 
presence of any plants at all. Although the low permeability of slickspots appears to help hold 
moisture (Moseley 1994), once the thin crust dries out, slickspot peppergrass seedling survival 
depends on their ability to extend taproots into the argillic horizon (soil layer with high clay 
content) to extract moisture from the deeper natric zone. 
 
Although slickspot peppergrass is able to self-pollinate, it is primarily an outcrossing species 
requiring pollen from separate plants for more successful seed production. Known slickspot 
peppergrass pollinators include several families of bees, beetles, flies, and other insects 
(Robertson and Klemash 2003).  
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Figure 10. Slickspot peppergrass habitat categories and GRSG HMAs 

Threats 
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The primary threat to slickspot peppergrass is the present or threatened destruction, modification, 
or curtailment of its habitat and range due to the increased frequency and extent of wildfires 
under a fire regime modified and exacerbated by the spread of invasive plants, particularly 
nonnative annual grasses such as cheatgrass. Other threats include human development, potential 
seed predation by harvester ants, and habitat fragmentation and isolation of small populations 
(USFWS 2009a). The threats of urban and rural development, agriculture, and infrastructure 
development are more substantial in the Boise Foothills and Snake River Plains regions, while 
very little of this development has happened in the Owyhee Plateau region (where most of the 
overlap with GRSG habitat occurs). Additional impacts on slickspot peppergrass habitat can 
result from livestock grazing, off-highway vehicle use, and infestation of habitats by nonnative 
invasive species and potentially invasive plants such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage 
kochia, which are sometimes proposed for use in vegetated fuel breaks. 
 

Slickspot Peppergrass Proposed Critical Habitat 
 
Critical habitat was proposed for the slickspot peppergrass on May 10, 2011, and the specific 
areas were revised in February 2014 (USFWS 2014a). The PCEs for slickspot peppergrass 
(USFWS 2011) include the following: 
 

1. Ecologically functional microsites or “slickspots” that are characterized by: 
a. A high sodium and clay content and a three-layer soil horizonation sequence, 

which allows for successful seed germination, seedling growth, and maintenance 
of the seed bank. The surface horizon consists of a thin, silty, vesicular, pored 
(small cavity) layer that forms a physical crust (the silt layer). The subsoil horizon 
is a restrictive clay layer with an abrupt boundary with the surface layer that is 
natric or natric-like in properties (a type of argillic (clay-based) horizon with 
distinct structural and chemical features) (the restrictive layer). The second 
argillic subsoil layer (that is less distinct than the upper argillic horizon) retains 
moisture through part of the year (the moist clay layer); and 

b. Sparse vegetation with low to moderate introduced invasive, nonnative plant 
species cover. 

2. Relatively intact, native Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis (Wyoming big 
sagebrush) vegetation assemblages, represented by native bunchgrasses, shrubs, and 
forbs, within 250 meters of Lepidium papilliferum element occurrences to protect 
slickspots and Lepidium papilliferum from disturbance from wildfire, slow the invasion 
of slickspots by nonnative species and native harvester ants, and provide the habitats 
needed by L. papilliferum’s pollinators. 

3. A diversity of native plants whose blooming times overlap to provide pollinator species 
with sufficient flowers for foraging throughout the seasons and to provide nesting and 
egg-laying sites; appropriate nesting materials; and sheltered, undisturbed places for 
hibernation and overwintering of pollinator species. In order for genetic exchange of 
Lepidium papilliferum to occur, pollinators must be able to move freely between 
slickspots. Alternative pollen and nectar sources (other plant species within the 
surrounding sagebrush vegetation) are needed to support pollinators during times when 
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Lepidium papilliferum is not flowering, when distances between slickspots are large, and 
in years when L. papilliferum is not a prolific flowerer. 

4. Sufficient pollinators for successful fruit and seed production, particularly pollinator 
species of the sphecid and vespid wasp families, species of the bombyliid and tachinid fly 
families, honeybees, and halictid bee species, most of which are solitary insects that nest 
outside of slickspots in the surrounding sagebrush-steppe vegetation, both in the ground 
and within the vegetation. 

 
The distribution of land ownership in the full extent of slickspot peppergrass proposed critical 
habitat is presented in the table below, and the extent of slickspot peppergrass proposed critical 
habitat in relation to GRSG habitats (priority, important, and general HMAs) is represented in 
Figure 11. About 50 percent of the proposed critical habitat (30,625 of 61,311 acres) is within 
GRSG habitats on BLM-administered lands. The majority of this overlap (27,523 acres IHMA 
and 194 acres PHMA) occurs in the Jarbidge Field Office near Juniper Butte, and the remainder 
of the overlap (2,908 acres GHMA) occurs in the Four Rivers Field Office between Mountain 
Home and Glenn’s Ferry. 
 
Table 7. Slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat land ownerships 

Ownership Acres 

Bureau of Land Management 52,533 
Bureau of Reclamation 366 
Private 3,771 
State of Idaho 4,641 

TOTAL 61,311 
 
The table below displays the acreage of slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat in relation 
to GRSG HMAs. 
 
Table 8. BLM-administered slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat. 

BLM Field Office GRSG Habitat Management Area 
(HMA) 

Acres 

Four Rivers Field Office GHMA 2,908 
Jarbidge Field Office PHMA 194 
Jarbidge Field Office IHMA 27,523 
All Field Offices No HMA overlap 21,908 

TOTAL  52,533 
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Figure 11. Slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat with respect to Idaho-Southwestern 
Montana GRSG LUPA and EIS action area.  
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Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) 

Habitat Description 

When Ute ladies’-tresses was listed in 1992, it was known primarily from moist meadows associated with 
perennial stream terraces, floodplains, and oxbows at elevations between 4,300 and 6,850 feet (USFWS 
1992). Surveys since 1992 have expanded the number of vegetation and hydrology types occupied by Ute 
ladies’-tresses to include seasonally flooded river terraces, subirrigated or spring-fed abandoned stream 
channels and valleys, and lakeshores (USFWS 2014d). This species was originally thought to be limited 
to undisturbed riparian habitats but is now known to occur in agricultural lands and managed riparian 
systems where frequent human-influenced disturbance events such as mowing, prescribed fire, and 
livestock grazing can simulate natural early to mid-seral conditions (Fertig et al. 2005). Additional 
populations have been discovered along irrigation canals, berms, levees, irrigated meadows, excavated 
gravel pits, roadside barrow pits, reservoirs, and other human-modified wetlands. Currently, the known 
elevation range of the species is from 720 to 7,000 feet (USFWS 2014d). 

Status and Distribution  

Ute ladies’-tresses was listed as threatened in 1992. In 2004, the USFWS issued a petition to delist the 
species and initiate a 5-year review (USFWS 2004b). The associated status review is ongoing. When first 
listed, the species was known only from Colorado, Nevada, and Utah, but additional populations have 
since been discovered in Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, Washington, and Wyoming. 

Populations and Habitat within the Analysis Area 

Figure 12 shows the known populations of Ute ladies’-tresses in the analysis area. In Montana, Ute 
ladies’-tresses grows along major river drainages on private and state lands in Beaverhead, Broadwater, 
Gallatin, Jefferson, and Madison Counties. The nearest occurrence to GRSG HMAs in Montana is over 2 
miles from the GHMA, in Madison County. 

In Idaho, this species is found along major river drainages in the eastern portion of the state (Bingham, 
Bonneville, Fremont, Jefferson, and Madison Counties). Some populations are found on BLM and Forest 
Service lands (Dillon, Pocatello, and Upper Snake Field Offices, and Caribou-Targhee National Forest), 
but none are within GRSG HMAs. The closest known location is over 0.6 mile from the IHMA, in 
Fremont County. 

Although the extent and specific locations are not known, it is likely that some areas of suitable habitat 
for Ute ladies’-tresses do exist within GRSG HMAs because some wetland habitats are included. The 
areas most likely to support populations (riparian areas along major river drainages) have mostly been 
excluded from GRSG HMAs.  
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Figure 12. Ute ladies’-tresses occurrences within the Idaho-Southwestern Montana GRSG LUPA 
and EIS action area. 

Life History 
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Ute ladies’-tresses is a long-lived perennial forb that probably reproduces exclusively by seed (USFWS 
2014d). As with other orchid species, Ute ladies’-tresses seeds are microscopic, dust-like, and readily 
dispersed by wind or water. It is hypothesized that germinated seedlings must quickly establish a 
symbiotic relationship with mycorrhizal soil fungi in order to survive. The absence or rarity of appropriate 
fungal symbionts in the soil may be a major factor limiting the establishment of new Ute ladies’- tresses 
populations. New vegetative shoots are produced in October and persist through the winter as small 
rosettes. These resume growth in the spring and develop into short-stemmed, leafy, photosynthetic plants. 
Depending on site productivity and conditions, vegetative shoots may remain in this state all summer or 
develop inflorescences. Vegetative individuals die back in the winter to subterranean roots or persist as 
winter rosettes. Across its range, Ute ladies’-tresses blooms from early July to late October. Flowering 
typically occurs earlier in sites that have an open canopy and later in well-shaded sites. Bees are the 
primary pollinators of Ute ladies’-tresses, particularly solitary bees in the genus Anthophora, bumblebees 
(genus Bombus), and occasionally nonnative honeybees (Apis mellifera) (Sipes and Tepedino 1995). Of 
these species, Anthophora terminalis is apparently the most effective pollinator. 

Threats 

Threats to Ute ladies’-tresses include competition from invasive species, vegetation succession, 
construction, hydrologic changes, grazing, recreation, urbanization, flooding, haying/mowing, natural 
herbivory, loss of pollinators, and drought (Fertig et al. 2005). General threats present in 1992 (habitat 
loss and modification, overcollection, competition from exotic weeds, and herbicides) continue to exist, 
but competition from invasive plants, vegetative succession, changes in hydrology (through flood control 
and dewatering), habitat disturbance associated with road construction, and impacts from recreation 
(mostly from camping and foot traffic) are now the most widespread potential threats (Fertig et al. 2005). 
Off-road vehicles are identified as a threat to several occurrences along the Snake River in Idaho (Fertig 
et al. 2005). 

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MECHANISMS OF 
PROGRAM AREAS WITH RESPECT TO PLANTS 

Actions Evaluated and General Effects  
 
Because the proposed LUPAs do not propose any specific ground-disturbing actions, there 
would be no direct effects to any threatened, endangered, or proposed species (listed species). 
The environmental baseline is set by the existing conditions, including the current authorized 
activities and programs already analyzed and for which there has been consultation within the 
jurisdiction of each LUP. Various activities, including grazing, mining, recreation, travel 
management, invasive species control, and others, are already analyzed at the LUP level. Each 
activity may also have been assessed for environmental impacts through project-level, site-
specific NEPA analysis. Examples of these are Allotment Management Plans, Noxious Weed 
Control Plans, or Travel Management Plans. All of the associated conservation measures 
concerning listed species would still be valid. Because existing LUP programs have already gone 
through Section 7 consultations, only the additional effects associated with the GRSG LUPAs 
are addressed in this analysis. 
 
Programmatic plans are considered permissive in that they allow but do not authorize or approve 
any site-specific projects or actions. They are much like zoning ordinances under which future 
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decisions are made. Decisions at the LUP level establish goals and objectives, identify the types 
of activities that are allowed or prohibited in specific areas, may specify management standards 
and minimum habitat condition goals either unit wide or for specific areas, and may establish a 
monitoring and evaluation program. This BA does not analyze site-specific actions. Effects 
determinations made in this document should not be assumed to relate to site-specific projects. In 
the future, during project-level environmental planning and analysis, site-specific actions will 
continue to be analyzed to identify possible effects on listed species. Site-specific analysis of 
such actions may identify potential effects on listed species even when this programmatic 
assessment determines no effect. As part of any future project-level environmental analysis, 
specific conservation measures and strategies to alleviate any potential adverse effects may be 
developed as the details of the future proposed actions become available.  
 
The proposed actions were evaluated for possible indirect effects on listed plants. Many of the 
amendment actions are restrictive of anthropogenic disturbances for the benefit of GRSG, 
reducing the potential impacts from various activities on GRSG and its habitat. Some examples 
of restrictive actions are to not construct new recreation facilities (e.g., campgrounds, trails, 
trailheads, staging areas) within PHMA and IHMA unless the development would have a net 
conservation gain to GRSG habitat (BLM REC-2 and FS GRSG-R-GL-002-Guideline), to not 
approve new site authorizations for salable minerals in PHMA (BLM SAL-1), to not exceed a 3 
percent disturbance cap within the biologically significant unit (BLM AD-1 and FS GRSG-GEN-
ST-001-Standard), and all of the energy and minerals conservation measures. No adverse effects 
on listed plants are expected from these types of actions because these restrictive measures 
would only reduce potential impacts on GRSG habitats, and these same measures may also 
benefit listed plants by reducing the likelihood of potential impacts in those areas. However, 
these possible beneficial effects would occur in the future as individual projects are proposed or 
leases and permits are reissued, and so the effects would not be contemporaneous with the 
LUPAs, and are not considered in this analysis. 
 
Many other proposed management actions for GRSG establish guidance for resource 
management planning and establish priority and emphasis for sound GRSG habitat management. 
One example is stated in BLM WFS-6: Suppression priorities: Firefighter and public safety 
followed by property are the highest priority for protection during suppression activities. 
Maintaining GRSG habitat will be prioritized immediately after human life and property, 
commensurate with threatened and endangered species habitat or other critical habitats to be 
protected. This is an action that prioritizes the implementation of an existing program. T&E 
species already have a priority for protection in wildfire suppression below firefighter and public 
safety and property protection. This measure says to include GRSG (currently a candidate 
species) at the same priority level as T&E species.  
 
Some proposed management actions for GRSG are more directive in nature, presenting 
somewhat specific actions to benefit GRSG. One such action, to “work with ROW holders to 
retrofit existing towers and structures consistent with required design features (RDFs)” (BLM 
LR-12) has potential to impact listed plants from personnel and vehicles accessing the towers, if 
the plants are present in the ROW corridors where retrofit activities are needed. This action is 
reasonably certain to occur, and disturbances to vegetation would be from vehicle access along 
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the right-of-way roads, possibly including parking the vehicles off the roads near each tower, and 
from foot traffic near the towers during retrofit activities. If present in these areas, listed plants 
may be damaged by the crushing action of vehicle tires and foot traffic. This is the one action 
identified as possibly having negative effects on listed plants from this programmatic decision. 
However, the effects from this action are discountable based on the extremely small likelihood 
that effects on listed plants would occur. 
 
Restrictions for off-road vehicle use may provide a beneficial effect on listed plant species by 
reducing impacts from this activity. BLM TM-1 states: Limit off-highway vehicle motorized 
travel within Idaho BLM Field Offices to existing roads, primitive roads, and trails in areas 
where travel management planning has not been completed or is in progress. This excludes 
areas previously designated as open through a land use plan decision or currently under review 
for designation as open, currently being analyzed in ongoing RMP revision efforts in the Four 
Rivers, Jarbidge and Upper Snake Field Offices. Upon completion of travel management plans 
the designation would change to limited to designated roads, primitive roads and trails. Where 
travel management planning has not been completed or is in progress, and listed plant habitats 
are present, there may be a reduction of impacts from off-road vehicle use. Restricting motorized 
travel as described above would occur soon after the decision to amend LUPs, and so this 
possible benefit would be contemporaneous with the decision action. This is the only action 
identified as possibly having a contemporaneous beneficial effect on listed plants. 
 
These actions have potential to benefit listed plants and their habitats in the future by reducing 
impacts from livestock grazing and invasive plants. Changes in livestock grazing may or may not 
occur, depending on whether current management is meeting or making progress toward GRSG 
habitat objectives. Both of the above measures would be implemented in the future, probably a 
considerable time after the decision to amend LUPs, and so any beneficial effects on listed plants 
would not be contemporaneous with the decision. 
 
There is also potential for further specific actions to be proposed when implementing GRSG 
conservations measures. At this programmatic planning level, we are unable to effectively 
analyze effects from future actions not specifically identified in this programmatic decision, 
because the actions are unknown or too speculative to allow any meaningful analysis of their 
effects. Many actions are simply too vague to analyze their effects at this time. For example, 
BLM WFP-9 states to implement activities identified within the FIAT [Fire and Invasive 
Assessment Team] Assessments, BLM VEG-1 states to implement habitat rehabilitation or 
restoration projects in areas that have potential to improve GRSG habitat using a full array of 
treatment activities as appropriate, including chemical, mechanical, and seeding treatments, and 
BLM INV-4 says to require project proponent to ensure that noxious weed and invasive species 
caused as a result of the project are treated to eliminate establishment on the disturbed project 
construction areas for at least 3 years and monitored and treated during the life of the project. 
BLM RM-1 (and a similar measure, FS GRSG-LG-GL-001-Guideline) states that “existing 
active AUMs for livestock grazing within the planning area would not be changed at the broad 
scale, though the number of AUMs available on an allotment may be adjusted based on site-
specific conditions to meet management objectives during term permit renewals, AMP 
development, or other appropriate implementation planning. Additionally, temporary 
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adjustments can be made annually to livestock numbers, the number of AUMs, and season of use 
in accordance with applicable regulations. Changes in livestock grazing may or may not occur, 
depending on whether current management is meeting or making progress toward GRSG habitat 
objectives. It is not known whether such actions would take place, and if so, it is not known 
when, where, or how the possible actions might occur. Beneficial effects, such as reduced 
impacts from grazing and invasive species, are possible from these actions, but the extent of 
benefit and likelihood of occurrence are too speculative to quantify. Although there is also 
potential for some negative effects on listed species from additional proposed actions, significant 
effects would be highly unlikely due to avoidance or other mitigations based on current laws, 
agency regulations, and other conservation measures in place to protect them. Any possible 
effects from future proposed actions would be addressed in site-specific analysis at the project 
level when reasonably certain, explicit actions are identified and proposed.  
 
Sagebrush focal areas (SFA) are considered to be a subset of PHMA, and would be managed the 
same as PHMA with the exception of a few additional restrictions. Because the management of 
SFA would be the same or more restrictive than PHMA, the same effects on plant species are 
expected, and SFA is not evaluated separately from PHMA in the effects analysis for plants. 

ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION BY SPECIES 

A. Terrestrial Wildlife  

Grizzly Bear 

Direct and Indirect Effects by Program Area 

1. Recreation/Travel 
 
Existing recreation uses and sites will be managed to minimize adverse effects on GRSG or their 
habitat through incorporation of RDFs, buffers, and seasonal restrictions. The GRSG LUPA 
decision will not authorize new recreation facilities; however, it will place limitations upon them. 
New recreation facilities (e.g., campgrounds, trails, trailheads, staging areas) will not be 
constructed within PHMA and IHMA unless the development would have a neutral effect or be 
beneficial to GRSG habitat (such as concentrating recreation, diverting use away from critical 
areas, etc.); or the new construction replaces existing facilities and reduces impacts from the 
existing facilities, or unless the development is required for visitor safety or resource protection. 
It is too speculative at this time to determine whether or not prohibiting construction of new 
recreation facilities within PHMAs and IHMAs would push the construction of developed sites 
into preferred grizzly habitat. However, site-specific analysis will occur for applicable projects, 
and a determination for grizzly bear will be made at that time. 
 
The GRSG LUPA decision will not authorize new roads. Rather, it will limit new road 
construction and existing road use. Conservation measures specific to travel management would 
limit off-highway vehicle motorized travel within Idaho BLM Field Offices to existing roads, 
primitive roads, and trails in areas where travel management planning has not been completed or 
is in progress. This excludes areas previously designated as open through a LUP decision or 
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areas that are under review for designation as open, currently being analyzed in ongoing RMP 
revision efforts in the Four Rivers, Jarbidge, and Upper Snake Field Offices. Upon completion of 
travel management plans, the designation would change to limited to designated roads, primitive 
roads, and trails. In general, actions that limit roads or place restrictions on motorized travel have 
the potential to benefit grizzly bears by increasing the amount of available secure habitat. 

2. Lands and Realty/Infrastructure 
 
With respect to lands and realty and infrastructure management, conservation measures that 
apply to developed sites or road construction would be those with potential to affect grizzly 
bears. The GRSG LUPA decision will not authorize new roads within GRSG habitat. Rather, it 
will generally limit the existing amount of roads or require colocation of new roads with existing 
infrastructure for special use authorization. This may benefit grizzly bears by increasing the 
amount of secure habitat where grizzly bear habitat overlaps with GRSG habitat. PHMA will be 
designated and managed as ROW avoidance areas and exclusion areas for utility-scale wind and 
solar testing and development and for nuclear and hydropower energy development. Developing 
commercial service airports and facilities or new or expanded landfills will not be allowed in 
PHMA. IHMA will be designated and managed as ROW, wind and solar testing and 
development, nuclear and hydropower development, commercial service airports and facilities, 
and new or expanded landfills avoidance areas. GHMA will be designated and managed as open 
(avoidance in Montana) to ROW development, wind and solar testing and development 
(avoidance in Montana), nuclear and hydropower development, commercial service airports and 
facilities, and new or expanded landfills with proposals subject to RDFs, buffers, and seasonal 
timing restrictions. In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA and SFAs, new infrastructure will be 
collocated with existing infrastructure to limit disturbance to the smallest footprint, or where it 
best limits impacts on GRSG or its habitat. 
 
It is too speculative at this time to determine whether or not exclusion or avoidance of new 
infrastructure (i.e., developed sites) within PHMA and IHMA would push the construction of 
developed sites into preferred grizzly habitat. However, site-specific analysis will occur for 
applicable projects, and a determination for grizzly bear will be made at that time. 

3. Range 
 
In general, range management and livestock grazing conservation measures will be neutral to 
beneficial to grizzly bears because they will either maintain existing conditions or reduce the 
amount of livestock grazing. Generally speaking, existing areas designated as available or 
unavailable for livestock grazing will be maintained. Existing active AUMs for livestock grazing 
within the planning area will not be changed at the broad scale, though the number of AUMs 
available on an allotment may be adjusted based on site-specific conditions to meet management 
objectives during appropriate implementation planning. Additionally, temporary adjustments can 
be made annually to livestock numbers, the number of AUMs, and season of use in accordance 
with applicable regulations. Range management/livestock grazing conservation measures include 
conducting land health assessments and establishing forage reserves to facilitate restoration and 
rehabilitation efforts in GRSG habitats. When livestock management practices are determined to 
not be compatible with meeting or making progress towards achievable habitat objectives, 
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changes in grazing management may be made through grazing authorization modifications or 
allotment management plan implementation. Potential modifications include, but are not limited 
to, changes in: 1) Season or timing of use; 2) Numbers of livestock; 3) Distribution of livestock 
use; 4) Duration and/or level of use; 5) Kind of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, or goats); 6) 
Voluntary measures such as temporary non-use; and 7) Grazing schedules (including rest or 
deferment).  
 
When an allotment in either PHMA or IHMA becomes vacant or grazing preference is 
relinquished, the BLM will consider retiring the allotment or grazing preference in whole or in 
part or converting the area to a forage reserve/buffer when doing so would maintain or enhance 
GRSG habitat. When an allotment in GHMA becomes vacant or grazing preference is 
relinquished, the BLM will consider converting the allotment to a forage reserve/buffer to use 
during fire rehabilitation or restoration efforts when such actions will result in a net benefit to 
GRSG habitat and other priority resources. In particular, permit modifications resulting in 
reductions of numbers of livestock or retirement/conversion of allotments could benefit grizzly 
bears by reducing the potential for grizzly bear/livestock conflicts. However, without site-
specific projects identified at this time, it is too speculative to determine the potential extent of 
this benefit. Although grazing authorization modifications could include proposals for changes in 
kind of livestock that could negatively impact grizzly bears by increasing the potential for 
livestock/grizzly conflicts (i.e., sheep), it is too speculative to determine whether or not these 
types of proposals will actually occur or where they will occur. Site-specific analysis will be 
conducted at the project level, and a determination of effect will be made at that time. 
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4. Energy and Minerals 
 
In general, energy and minerals conservation measures are expected to be neutral to beneficial on 
grizzly bears because they will either maintain existing conditions or improve GRSG sagebrush 
habitats. Following is a summary of GRSG LUPA energy and minerals direction. In Idaho, areas 
within PHMA and IHMA will be open to fluid mineral leasing and development and geophysical 
exploration subject to no surface occupancy (NSO) with a limited exception: A lease waiver, 
exception, or modification to the NSO stipulation may be considered where a portion of the 
proposed lease is determined to be in non-GRSG habitat, the area is not used by GRSG, or the 
proposed lease would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on GRSG or its habitat. 
Idaho GHMA would be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration 
subject to buffers, seasonal timing restrictions, and standard stipulations. In Montana, areas 
within PHMA will be open to leasing subject to NSO. No waivers, exceptions, or modifications 
would be allowed unless approved by the State Director. GHMA would be open to leasing 
subject to buffers, seasonal timing restrictions, and standard stipulations. 
 
Lands will remain open (except SFA) to locatable mineral entry in all management areas. 
Reasonable and appropriate RDFs and BMPs will be applied as COAs to prevent unnecessary or 
undue degradation of GRSG habitat when a Plan of Operations is submitted for BLM or Forest 
Service approval. 
 
For salable minerals, no new site authorizations will be approved in PHMA. New site 
authorizations could be considered in IHMA, provided the Anthropogenic Disturbance 
Development Criteria can be met and subject to RDFs, buffers, and seasonal timing restrictions. 
Sales from existing community pits within PHMA and IHMA will be subject to seasonal timing 
restrictions. GHMA will be open to new site authorizations subject to RDFs, buffers, and 
seasonal timing restrictions. Existing sites will be open to new sales subject to seasonal timing 
restrictions. Salable mineral pits no longer in use will be restored to meet GRSG habitat 
management objectives. Reclamation bonding will require restoration of GRSG habitat on new 
site authorizations for mineral material pits in IHMA. 
 
For mineral split estates in which the BLM owns the mineral estate and there is a non-federal 
surface owner, stipulations, BLM will apply conservation measures and design features 
consistent with those applied to BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands in coordination 
with the surface owner. For mineral split estates in which the BLM owns the surface and there is 
a non-federal mineral estate owner, the BLM will recommend timing restrictions, COAs, and 
buffers around occupied leks to the state regulatory entity and mineral estate owner when 
concurring with the approval of authorizations for mineral-related surface disturbance on lands 
within GRSG habitat. 
 
Without identified site-specific projects, it is too speculative at this time to determine the 
potential for or extent of any benefits on grizzly bears. However, site-specific analysis will be 
conducted, and a determination of effects for the grizzly bear will be made at that time. 
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5. Fire/Fuels Management 
 
Fire and fuels conservation measures with potential to impact grizzly bears include prescribed 
fire, coordination with federal, state, and local jurisdictions on fire and litter prevention programs 
to reduce human caused ignitions, and fuels treatments. Prescribed fire will be restricted in 
GRSG wintering or breeding and nesting habitat unless it reduces the potential for wildfire. In 
PHMA, SFA, and GHMA, prescribed fire will only be used if it is necessary to facilitate site 
preparation for restoration of GRSG habitat consistent with desired condition. The associated 
NEPA analysis must identify how GRSG desired conditions would be met, why alternative 
techniques were not selected, and how potential threats to GRSG habitat would be minimized. 
 
In PHMA, IHMA, GHMA, and SFA, fuels treatments will be designed and implemented to 
reduce the potential for start, spread, and intensity of wildfire in high-risk areas (i.e., areas of 
increased potential for ignition and in areas where there is a potential for wildfire that would be 
difficult for suppression resources to contain and control). Fuel treatments will be designed 
though an interdisciplinary process to expand, enhance, maintain, and protect GRSG habitat. 
This process will consider a full range of cost-effective fuel reduction techniques, including 
chemical, biological (including grazing and targeted grazing), mechanical, and prescribed fire 
treatments. 
 
Fuel breaks would incorporate existing vegetation treatments (seedings), or they would be 
located adjacent to existing linear disturbance areas, where appropriate. Fuel breaks should be 
placed in areas with the greatest likelihood of compartmentalizing a fire and foster suppression 
options to protect existing intact habitat. 
 
Targeted grazing as a fuels treatment to adjust the vegetation conditions to reduce the potential 
start and spread of unwanted wildfires may be implemented within existing grazing 
authorizations if feasible. Such authorizations include temporary nonrenewable authorizations or 
contracts, agreements, or other appropriate means separate from existing grazing authorizations 
and permits. Targeted grazing to achieve fuels management objectives should conform to the 
following criteria:  

• Targeted grazing should be implemented strategically on the landscape and directly 
involve the minimum footprint and grazing intensity required to meet fuels management 
objectives.  

• Allow conformance to the applicable Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management (Idaho or Montana) at the assessment scale.  

• Where feasible and applicable, coordinate with the grazing permittee to strategically 
reduce fuels through livestock management within the Mandatory Terms and Conditions 
of the applicable grazing authorizations. 

 
Using native seeds for fuels management treatment will be prioritized based on availability, 
adaptation (site potential), and probability of success. Nonnative seeds could be used to meet 
GRSG habitat objectives to trend toward restoring the fire regime where probability of success or 
native seed availability is low or not economical. Fire-resistant native and nonnative species will 
be used when reseeding, as appropriate, to provide for fuel breaks. 
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The effectiveness of fuels projects, including fuel breaks, will be maintained to ensure long-term 
success, including persistence of seeded species or other treatment components, while 
maintaining the integrity of adjacent vegetation. 
 
Generally speaking, fuels treatments will maintain, improve, or restore sagebrush habitat, 
benefitting all species that use sagebrush habitat, including grizzly bears. Targeted grazing fuels 
treatments will be implemented within existing grazing authorizations, when feasible. It is too 
speculative to know whether or not this would be proposed within occupied grizzly bear habitat 
and whether or not it would lead to an increase in livestock grazing that could negatively impact 
grizzly bears. Similarly, it is too speculative to know where fuels management treatments would 
occur or the types of species that would be proposed for seeding and whether or not they would 
be palatable forage species that could have the potential to negatively impact grizzly bears. In all 
instances, site-specific analysis will be conducted, and a determination of effects for the grizzly 
bear will be made at that time. 
 
Coordinating with federal, state, and local jurisdictions on fire and litter prevention programs to 
reduce human-caused ignitions would complement existing grizzly bear food storage orders 
designed to prevent human/bear interactions and conflicts, thereby having the potential to benefit 
grizzly bears. However, because no site-specific projects have been identified, it is too 
speculative to determine the potential extent of this benefit. 

6. Habitat Restoration and Vegetation Management 
 
Like fire and fuels treatments, habitat restoration and vegetation management treatments will 
generally maintain, improve, or restore sagebrush habitat. This will benefit species that utilize 
sagebrush habitat, including grizzly bears. Adequate rest from livestock grazing will be provided 
to allow natural recovery of existing vegetation and successful establishment of seeded species. 
Livestock management on adjacent unburned areas will be adjusted, as appropriate, to mitigate 
the effect of the burn on local GRSG populations. Habitat rehabilitation or restoration projects 
will be implemented in areas that have the potential to improve GRSG habitat. These projects 
will use a full array of treatment activities, as appropriate, including chemical, mechanical, and 
seeding treatments. Vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation projects will be implemented to 
enhance sagebrush cover or to promote diverse and healthy grass and forb understory to achieve 
the greatest improvement in GRSG habitat. Prescribed fire may need to be used as a site 
preparation technique to remove annual grass residual growth prior to applying herbicides in the 
restoration of certain lower-elevation sites (e.g., Wyoming big sagebrush). Such efforts will be 
carefully planned and coordinated to minimize impacts on GRSG seasonal habitats. 
 
Native seeds will be required for restoration based on availability, adaptation (ecological site 
potential), and probability of success. Nonnative seeds may be used as long as they support 
GRSG habitat objectives. Nonnative seeds may be used to increase probability of success, when 
adapted seed availability is low, or to compete with invasive species, especially on harsher sites. 
 
Management changes in restoration and rehabilitation areas will be implemented, as necessary, 
to maintain suitable GRSG habitat, improve unsuitable GRSG habitat, and ensure long-term 
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persistence of improved GRSG habitat. Management changes could be considered during 
livestock grazing permit renewals, travel management planning, and renewal or reauthorization 
of rights-of-way. 
 
During land health assessments, the compatibility of existing nonnative seedings for GRSG 
habitat will be evaluated. This evaluation will determine whether to keep nonnative seedings as a 
component of a grazing system, to develop a forage reserve, or to be used as a fuelbreak or 
during restoration development. If nonnative seedings do not contribute to a grazing system, are 
not suitable for a forage reserve, and are not suitable fuelbreaks, the nonnative seedings in and 
adjacent to PHMA will be evaluated to determine if they should be diversified or converted to 
native grasses, forbs, and shrubs, including sagebrush. 
 
Using prescribed fire in GRSG habitat will be avoided unless evaluation of site-specific 
conditions demonstrates that there would be a net benefit for GRSG. If prescribed fire is used in 
GRSG habitat, the NEPA document will include an analysis that indicates how GRSG goals and 
objectives will be addressed and met by its use, why alternative techniques were not selected, 
and a risk assessment to address how potential threats to GRSG habitat would be minimized.  
 
It is too speculative to know where habitat restoration or vegetation management treatments 
would occur, the types of species that would be proposed for seeding, and whether the seedings 
would be palatable forage species that could have the potential to negatively impact grizzly 
bears. In all instances, site-specific analysis will be conducted, and a determination of effects for 
the grizzly bear will be made at that time. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
To evaluate cumulative effects, future state, tribal, local, or private actions that are reasonably 
certain to occur within the action area are identified, and their effects are added to the anticipated 
effects of the current proposal. The GRSG LUPA action area includes GRSG habitats within 
BLM-administered and National Forest System lands. The only state or private projects that 
would occur on these lands would have some type of federal nexus and would require separate 
Section 7 consultation. Therefore, no cumulative effects are expected as part of this project. 
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Summary and Determination of Effects on Grizzly Bear 
 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, and guidelines that could 
have any bearing on the major threats to grizzly bears, including secure habitat, developed sites, 
food storage, livestock grazing, and four key food sources, are expected to be neutral, result in 
beneficial effects, or are too speculative in the absence of site-specific proposals to analyze at 
this time.  
 
With respect to recreation and travel management and lands and realty and infrastructure 
management, the GRSG LUPA decision will not authorize new roads. Rather, it will limit new 
road construction and existing road use, which could benefit grizzly bears by increasing the 
available amount of secure habitat. It is too speculative to determine whether or not prohibiting 
construction of new recreation facilities or infrastructure within PHMA and IHMA would push 
the construction of developed sites into preferred grizzly habitat. 
 
In general, range management and livestock grazing conservation measures will be neutral to 
beneficial to grizzly bears, because they will either maintain existing conditions or reduce the 
amount of livestock grazing permit modifications. This will reduce the number of livestock or 
retire or convert allotments, which could benefit grizzly bears by reducing the potential for 
grizzly bear/livestock conflicts. Without site-specific projects identified at this time, it is too 
speculative to determine the potential extent of this benefit. Although grazing authorization 
modifications could include proposals for changes in the kind of livestock and thus could 
negatively impact grizzly bears by increasing the potential for livestock/grizzly conflicts (i.e., 
sheep), it is too speculative to determine whether or not these types of proposals will actually 
occur or where they would occur.  
 
In general, energy and minerals conservation measures are expected to be neutral to beneficial on 
grizzly bears, because they will either maintain existing conditions or improve GRSG sagebrush 
habitats. Without identified site-specific projects, it is too speculative to determine the potential 
for or extent of any benefits on grizzly bears.  
 
Generally speaking, fuels treatments will maintain, improve, or restore sagebrush habitat, 
benefitting all species that use sagebrush habitat, including grizzly bears. Targeted grazing fuels 
treatments will be implemented within existing grazing authorizations, when feasible. It is too 
speculative to know whether or not this would be proposed within occupied grizzly bear habitat 
and whether or not it would lead to an increase in livestock grazing that could negatively impact 
grizzly bears. Similarly, it is too speculative to know where fuels management treatments would 
occur, the types of species that would be proposed for seeding, and whether or not they would be 
palatable forage species that could have the potential to negatively impact grizzly bears. 
Coordinating with federal, state, and local jurisdictions on fire and litter prevention programs to 
reduce human-caused ignitions would complement existing grizzly bear food storage orders that 
are designed to prevent human/bear interactions and conflicts, thereby having the potential to 
benefit grizzly bears. However, without site-specific projects identified, it is too speculative to 
determine the potential extent of this benefit. 
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Like fire and fuels treatments, habitat restoration and vegetation management treatments will 
generally maintain, improve, or restore sagebrush habitat, benefitting species that utilize 
sagebrush habitat, including grizzly bears. However, it is too speculative to know where habitat 
restoration or vegetation management treatments would occur, the types of species that would be 
proposed for seeding, and whether or not they would be palatable forage species that could have 
the potential to negatively impact grizzly bears.  
 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement decision, and associated actions occurring on the Upper 
Snake or Dillon Field Offices or the Beaverhead-Deerlodge or Caribou-Targhee National 
Forests, may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, the grizzly bear or its habitat. 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, and guidelines that could 
have any bearing on the major threats to grizzly bears, including secure habitat, developed sites, 
food storage, livestock grazing, and four key food sources, are expected to be neutral, result in 
beneficial effects, or are too speculative in the absence of site-specific proposals to analyze at 
this time. Furthermore, adverse effects would likely be avoided because site-specific analysis and 
mitigation would occur at the project level. 

B. Plants 

Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum) 

Land Use Plan Consultation History 
 
On January 24, 2004, the USFWS published its decision to withdraw the proposal to list 
slickspot peppergrass as endangered in the Federal Register. The species was subsequently 
dropped from inclusion in BLM’s efforts to consult on existing LUPs. 
 
On August 19, 2005, the US District Court for the District of Idaho reversed the decision to 
withdraw the proposed rule to list slickspot peppergrass as endangered, with directions that the 
case be remanded to the Secretary of the Department of the Interior for reconsideration of 
whether a proposed rule listing the slickspot peppergrass as either threatened or endangered 
should be adopted. 
 
On August 15, 2006, the BLM and USFWS entered into a consultation agreement to provide for 
effective and efficient Section 7 consultation for slickspot peppergrass on existing Idaho BLM 
LUPs, pursuant to a National Agreement regarding plan- and program-level consultations. 
 
On August 22, 2006, the BLM and USFWS entered into a conservation agreement to implement 
conservation measures for slickspot peppergrass through implementation of LUPs. 
 
On January 12, 2007, the USFWS published its decision to withdraw the proposal to list 
slickspot peppergrass under the ESA in the Federal Register, and efforts to complete Section 7 
consultation on existing LUPs and ongoing actions for slickspot peppergrass ceased. 
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On June 4, 2008, the US District Court for the District of Idaho reversed the decision to 
withdraw the proposed rule, with directions that the case be remanded to the USFWS for further 
consideration consistent with the court’s opinion. 
 
On August 27, 2009, the BLM and USFWS entered into an updated Conservation Agreement to 
implement conservation measures for slickspot peppergrass through implementation of LUPs. 
 
On October 8, 2009, the USFWS published its decision to list slickspot peppergrass as threatened 
under the ESA in the Federal Register. 
 
On November 30, 2009, the USFWS completed formal consultation for the Jarbidge RMP, the 
Kuna Management Framework Plan, the Cascade RMP, and the Snake River Birds of Prey 
National Conservation Area RMP on the effects of LUP programs on slickspot peppergrass. The 
USFWS concurred with the BLM determination that these LUP programs may affect, and are 
likely to adversely affect, the species. The USFWS Biological Opinion concluded that continued 
implementation of the existing LUP programs with conservation measures will not jeopardize the 
survival and recovery of slickspot peppergrass (USFWS 2009b). 
 
On August 8, 2012, the US District Court for the District of Idaho ordered that the final rule 
listing slickspot peppergrass as a threatened species be vacated and remanded for further 
consideration consistent with the court’s decision. 
 
On February 12, 2014, the USFWS published a Federal Register notice that addressed the US 
District Court for the District of Idaho’s request that a specific definition of foreseeable future 
for slickspot peppergrass be provided. In addition, the USFWS proposed that threatened status be 
reinstated for slickspot peppergrass under the ESA. A final decision on the USFWS’s proposal to 
reinstate slickspot peppergrass as threatened under the ESA is anticipated in 2015. 
 
On September 14, 2014, a conservation agreement was signed between the Bureau of Land 
Management, Idaho State Office, and the USFWS, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office, to provide for 
the conservation of slickspot peppergrass related to existing Idaho BLM LUPs and a subset of 
ongoing actions (BLM 2014).  

2014 Slickspot Peppergrass Conservation Agreement 
 
Included in the Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendments 
and Environmental Impact Statement are RDFs. One of the RDFs mandates that the conservation 
agreement for slickspot peppergrass and its specific conservation measures and implementation 
actions be included in its entirety with the decision for the Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater 
Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendments. In addition, any future updates or revisions to the 
slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement would also be adopted as binding management 
direction. Particularly relevant conservation measures from the agreement pertaining to each 
program area are presented below within each program area heading. 
 
On September 14, 2014, a conservation agreement was signed between the Bureau of Land 
Management, Idaho State Office, and the USFWS, Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office, to provide for 
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the conservation of slickspot peppergrass related to existing Idaho BLM LUPs and a subset of 
ongoing actions (BLM 2014). The conservation agreement and associated conservation measures 
guide the BLM management actions and serve as a basis for consultation or conference on these 
LUPs between the BLM and the USFWS regarding slickspot peppergrass, a species proposed for 
listing under the ESA, as amended. 
 
There are three LUPs that are addressed under the scope of the conservation agreement—the 
1983 Kuna Management Framework Plan, the 1987 Jarbidge RMP, and the 1988 Cascade RMP. 
At the time these LUPs were prepared, there was no requirement to consult with the USFWS on 
slickspot peppergrass. LUP revisions are in progress for the Jarbidge Field Office and the Four 
Rivers Field Office that will update and replace these three LUPs. The BLM and the USFWS 
will consult on these revised LUPs when they are at the appropriate state of development and 
depending on the outcome of the proposed reinstatement of slickspot peppergrass as a threatened 
species under the ESA. The conservation agreement also addresses ongoing actions authorized 
by the BLM, including livestock grazing, rights-of-way activities, and military training. 
 
The conservation measures describe desired recovery and conservation objectives, with 
corresponding implementation actions. The conservation measures replace or create guidance 
within the LUPs regarding programmatic management direction for slickspot peppergrass. It is 
the intent of the BLM and the USFWS that specific conservation measures will be fully 
implemented, and that the conservation agreement will remain in effect and binding on both 
parties until such time as new LUPs or amendments are prepared, Section 7 compliance is 
completed, as appropriate, and Records of Decision are signed. At that time, programmatic 
management direction for slickspot peppergrass will be included in the new or revised LUP or 
amendment, and the conservation agreement, or portions thereof in the case of programmatic 
amendments, will no longer apply to the planning area. Programmatic planning conservation 
measures include those that are needed for consultation at all planning levels, including future 
LUPs, ongoing activities, and proposed projects. For example, the conservation agreement is not 
applicable to the Snake River Birds of Prey planning area, because Section 7 consultation has 
been completed on the 2008 Snake River Birds of Prey RMP, which contains management 
direction for slickspot peppergrass similar to what is found within Appendix A of the 2006 
version of the conservation agreement. Additionally, the conservation measures associated with 
the agreement may be modified based on current USFWS analysis of new information and 
assessment of threats being conducted as part of the listing determination process. Any additional 
information that becomes available prior to completing the LUPs that may enhance conservation 
of the species may trigger an update of conservation measures within the agreement. Such new 
information may be provided when the species is listed, critical habitat is designated, and a 
recovery plan is completed. 
 
While a high priority for the BLM, both the BLM and the USFWS recognize that funding 
constraints may affect the ability to implement specific conservation measures as planned. BLM 
will work to leverage stakeholder partnerships to allow for flexible cost recovery associated with 
conservation actions. Where funding is lacking, the BLM and the USFWS will cooperate to set 
priorities and adjust dates for accomplishment. In addition, minor modifications to conservation 
measures may be necessary as the conference process progresses. Any modification must be 
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agreed to by the BLM and the USFWS and shall not materially alter the meaning or intent of a 
conservation measure as stated at the time of signature of this agreement. 
 
Conservation measures were developed for each LUP program and sub-program covered by the 
conservation agreement. Responsibilities for implementing the actions are indicated, along with 
time frames for implementation. Most of the conservation measures will be implemented as 
standard operating actions conducted during day-to-day management activities. In addition, LUP 
conservation measure guidance and direction will be applied to ongoing actions. However, as 
site-specific information will be available for the ongoing actions, additional conservation 
measures may be considered. 
 
In the conservation agreement, measures common to all program areas are specified for Special 
Status Animal and Plant Management. These measures are summarized below: 

1. BLM will cooperate with others to: 
a. Develop and use survey protocols consistent with the USFWS Rare Plant Survey 

Guidelines to conduct Stage 1, 2, and 3 surveys. 
b. Refine slickspot peppergrass habitat and potential habitat maps, and identify and 

map slickspot peppergrass occurrences. 
c. Regularly monitor slickspot peppergrass population trends and land health 

conditions on BLM lands, and follow current monitoring protocols. Land health 
conditions include forb diversity to support pollinators and habitat for slickspot 
peppergrass. 

d. Participate in research essential to conservation of the species. 
e. Continue to support seed banks in a long-term seed storage facility. 
f. Support the establishment and maintenance of new populations in habitat 

categories for slickspot peppergrass. 
2. BLM will ensure that ongoing federal actions support or do not preclude species 

conservation in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. This includes surveying, 
reviewing activities, and modifying activities as necessary to avoid or minimize negative 
impacts and, where feasible, promote species conservation. Section 7 compliance will be 
completed for activities that may affect slickspot peppergrass and its habitat. Where 
habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass exist, BLM will conserve remaining stands of 
sagebrush and native vegetation in making activity plan and project-level decisions. 

3. BLM will ensure that new federal actions support or do not preclude species conservation 
in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. This includes surveying as needed, 
modifying activities to avoid or minimize negative impacts, and, where feasible, promote 
species conservation. Section 7 compliance will be completed for activities that may 
affect slickspot peppergrass and its habitat. Where habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass exist, BLM will conserve remaining stands of sagebrush and native 
vegetation in making activity plan and project-level decisions. 

Direct and Indirect Effects by Program Area 
 
The effects of current LUP programs on slickspot peppergrass have already been addressed at the 
LUP level in previous Section 7 consultation for the Jarbidge RMP, the Kuna Management 
Framework Plan, the Cascade RMP, and the Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation 
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Area RMP, and it was determined that the existing LUP programs may affect, and are likely to 
adversely affect, slickspot peppergrass. The USFWS Biological Opinion concluded that 
continued implementation of the existing LUP programs with conservation measures will not 
jeopardize the survival and recovery of slickspot peppergrass (USFWS 2009b). The current 
programs are not being reevaluated with this analysis. Only the effects of the proposed LUP 
amendments are addressed here. 

1. Recreation/Travel 
 
Off-road vehicle use is the main threat to slickspot peppergrass in this program area, as such use 
may directly impact individuals through mechanical damage or deep burying of a portion of the 
seed bank and may cause degradation of habitat by damaging the soil characteristics and 
biological soil crust. In addition, vehicle use on and off roads and trails is a major contributor to 
the spread of nonnative invasive plants, one of two primary threats identified by the USFWS to 
slickspot peppergrass.  
 
Off-road vehicle impacts are mainly known to occur on the Four Rivers Field Office. Off-road 
vehicles are not a concern on the Jarbidge Field Office, where the majority of slickspot 
peppergrass populations and habitat overlap with the action area; however, off-road vehicle uses 
could become a concern in the future. 
 
With this proposed action, no additional travel or vehicle uses are proposed. BLM TM-1 states: 
Limit off-highway vehicle motorized travel within Idaho BLM Field Offices to existing roads, 
primitive roads, and trails in areas where travel management planning has not been completed 
or is in progress. This excludes areas previously designated as open through a land use plan 
decision or currently under review for designation as open, currently being analyzed in ongoing 
RMP revision efforts in the Four Rivers, Jarbidge and Upper Snake Field Offices. Upon 
completion of travel management plans the designation would change to limited to designated 
roads, primitive roads and trails. Where travel management planning has not been completed or 
is in progress, and slickspot peppergrass habitat categories are present, there may be a reduction 
of impacts from off-road vehicle use. If any areas of slickspot peppergrass habitat categories 
within GRSG HMAs are currently open to off-road vehicle use, restrictions would be placed on 
vehicles to use only existing routes, becoming effective at the time of this decision. This would 
provide a small and contemporaneous beneficial effect on slickspot peppergrass and its habitat 
by reducing the likelihood of damage from off-road vehicles. 
 
Additional beneficial effects may occur in the future as a result of restrictive or guidance 
conservation measures; however, the actions and resulting benefits would take place in the 
future, probably a considerable time after the decision to amend LUPs, and so these possible 
beneficial effects would not be contemporaneous with the decision. Furthermore, most actions 
that may result from implementing the proposed LUP amendments are highly speculative. The 
type of activity, locations, timing, and methods of implementation are not known, nor is whether 
the actions would even be needed. Examples of these speculative actions in the 
Recreation/Travel program area include: BLM REC-1, manage existing recreation uses and sites 
to minimize adverse effects on GRSG or their habitat through incorporation of RDFs, buffers 
and seasonal restrictions; BLM REC-2, limit construction of new recreation facilities; BLM 
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TM-2, consider temporary travel closures or restrictions; and BLM TM-4, plan and design 
travel systems to minimize adverse effects on GRSG (including a statement to give special 
attention to protect endangered or threatened species and their habitats).  
 
There is the potential for indirect effects (effects caused by the action, but later in time) from 
future site-specific ground-disturbing actions relating to the recreation and travel program. 
However, at this programmatic planning level, these future project actions are unknown and are 
not reasonably certain to occur; therefore; any possible effects are too speculative to evaluate at 
this time. All future site-specific projects will include an environmental analysis through the 
NEPA process and ESA Section 7 consultation. Potential negative effects on slickspot 
peppergrass would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated through site-specific analysis at the 
project level. 
 
The 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement, which is included in this decision as an 
RDF, would be followed for any proposed activities in slickspot peppergrass habitat categories. 
It contains additional direction to avoid or minimize impacts from developed and dispersed 
recreation use areas through public education or closures as needed to protect the species and its 
habitat. With implementation of the conservation agreement, new development of recreation 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities in habitat categories of slickspot peppergrass would 
be avoided if negative impacts are expected. Commercial and noncommercial recreation permits 
would also be subject to restrictions or denial of authorizations for activities if negative impacts 
are anticipated. Travel management activities would also be subject to restrictions to reduce 
ground disturbance if negative impacts on habitat categories are occurring or anticipated. In 
addition, compliance checks would be performed on OHV closures to protect occupied habitat. 

Recreation/Travel Summary 
 
One conservation measure for GRSG is specific and would likely be implemented soon after the 
decision (BLM TM-1, restricting motorized vehicle travel to existing roads and trails). This 
measure would provide a contemporaneous beneficial effect on slickspot peppergrass and its 
habitats within affected areas of GRSG HMAs by reducing the likelihood of impacts from off-
road vehicle use in areas where new vehicle restrictions overlap slickspot peppergrass habitat 
categories. Possible effects from the proposed conservation measures concerning other potential 
activities in the recreation and travel program area are not considered in this analysis and 
determination of effects, because specific activities are unknown and too speculative to be 
meaningfully addressed. 

2. Lands and Realty 
 

The lands and realty program area has potential to impact slickspot peppergrass by authorizing 
changes in land use (possibly resulting in infrastructure and facility development and associated 
loss of habitat and/or damage to individuals), by changing land ownership (possibly resulting in 
decreased protection of listed species), and by administering the use of rights-of-way. 
 
The proposed conservation measures for GRSG in the Lands and Realty program area state that 
existing ROWs, developing new or amended ROWs, utility-scale (20 MW) wind and solar 
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testing and development, nuclear and hydropower energy development, developing commercial 
service airports and facilities, and developing new landfills would all be subject to RDFs, which 
includes the slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement. Retaining or acquiring federal 
ownership of priority or important HMAs may benefit slickspot peppergrass in the future by 
reducing the likelihood of its habitat being converted to agriculture, urbanization, or other uses. 
All but one of the actions related to the lands and realty program area are unknown or too 
speculative at this time to be meaningfully addressed in this programmatic analysis. Any possible 
effects from future proposed actions would be addressed in site-specific analyses when explicit 
actions are identified and proposed for implementation. 
 
The one conservation action in the lands and realty program area that may affect slickspot 
peppergrass is BLM LR-12, which states to “work with ROW holders to retrofit existing towers 
and structures consistent with RDFs.” This action is reasonably certain to occur. Implementing 
this action would involve transporting personnel and supplies to each tower or structure needing 
to be retrofitted. The minimal disturbance to vegetation would be from vehicle access along the 
right-of-way roads, possibly including parking the vehicles off the roads near each tower, and 
from foot traffic near the towers during retrofit activities. There have been extremely rare 
instances where slickspot peppergrass plants have been found outside slickspots. Specifically, 
only a few individuals were documented on graded roadsides and badger mounds. These 
instances do not represent viable, long-term occurrences due to the lack of appropriate habitat 
components that would support a persistent population. If they are present along right-of-way 
roads or near towers, slickspot peppergrass individuals may be damaged by the crushing action 
of vehicle tires and foot traffic. Because of the extremely rare occurrence of slickspot 
peppergrass outside slickspots, it is highly unlikely that individuals would be present on or 
directly adjacent to right-of-way roads or near existing towers. Thus, the likelihood of damage to 
the plants is extremely small, and is therefore discountable. In addition, the unlikely, but possible 
impacts on slickspot peppergrass individuals due to this action would not significantly impact 
any local populations, because the adjacent core habitats would be unaffected.  
 
The slickspot peppergrass conservation measures in the conservation agreement state that private 
lands containing slickspot peppergrass habitat categories would be acquired where feasible, and 
that occupied slickspot peppergrass habitat in federal ownership would be retained unless such a 
transfer would result in a net benefit to the species. 

Lands and Realty Summary 
 
One proposed conservation measure for GRSG (BLM LR-12, retrofitting existing towers and 
structures) is reasonably certain to occur and may impact slickspot peppergrass plants that might 
occur on roadsides or near towers. It is highly unlikely that plants would occur in areas affected 
by vehicles accessing the sites or foot trampling near the towers; thus, the possible adverse 
effects are discountable. Possible negative effects from other future actions within the lands and 
realty program area are not considered in this analysis and determination of effects, because 
specific actions are undecided and too speculative to be meaningfully addressed. 

3. Range 
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Livestock grazing is currently authorized in many areas affected by the proposed LUP 
amendments. Livestock grazing and trampling can cause degradation or loss of habitat, impact 
the seedbank, crush plants, introduce nonnative plant competitors, degrade the integrity of 
slickspots, and redistribute organic matter through deposition of feces.  
 
Active AUMs for livestock grazing would remain the same, though the number of AUMs 
available on an allotment may be adjusted based on site-specific conditions to meet management 
objectives during term permit renewals, AMP development, or other appropriate implementation 
planning. Additionally, temporary adjustments can be made annually to livestock numbers, the 
number of AUMs, and season of use in accordance with applicable regulations (BLM RM-1). 
BLM RM-6 states, When livestock management practices are determined to not be compatible 
with meeting or making progress towards achievable habitat objectives following appropriate 
consultation, cooperating and coordination, implement changes in grazing management through 
grazing authorization modifications, or allotment management plan implementation. The habitat 
assessment framework, or other BLM or Forest Service approved methodology, would be used 
to determine whether vegetation structure, condition, and composition are meeting GRSG habitat 
objectives, including riparian and lentic areas (BLM RM-4). BLM RM-5 states, When modifying 
grazing management, analyze indirect effects to habitat, including changes in fuel loading and 
wildfire behavior. When GRSG habitat objectives are not being met or progress toward them is 
not being made, potential modifications may include changes in season or timing of use, 
numbers or distribution of livestock, duration and/or level of use, kind of livestock, and possible 
periods of rest or deferment. These possible changes may reduce the likelihood of negative 
impacts on slickspot peppergrass and its habitat due to potential reductions in livestock use. 
Possible changes in timing of use could either increase or decrease the likelihood of negative 
impacts on soils or slickspot peppergrass individuals. However, because potential changes to 
current livestock grazing are undecided and speculative at this time, the type and extent of effects 
on slickspot peppergrass cannot be meaningfully evaluated. Effects from these possible changes 
would be evaluated when the details of such actions become available. With implementation of 
conservation measures in the slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement as an RDF, further 
evaluation of effects on slickspot peppergrass would occur with the continued livestock grazing. 
 
In addition to the slickspot peppergrass conservation measures in the conservation agreement 
that are common to all program areas, specific measures for livestock grazing direct the BLM to 
manage livestock grazing and trailing to conserve suitable habitat conditions for slickspot 
peppergrass while implementing rangeland health standards and guidelines, and to apply the 
included direction in Implementation of Annual Grazing Adaptive Management (an appendix to 
the conservation agreement) when modifying livestock grazing. Surveys in slickspot peppergrass 
habitat categories would be conducted as needed. More specific measures include the following 
actions: 

• As part of range readiness assessments, delay livestock turnout when saturated soils are a 
negative factor in slickspot peppergrass species conservation. 

• Minimize gathering livestock in element occurrences. 
• Avoid impacts on element occurrences from herd movement through rested and deferred 

pastures. 
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• Trailing permits will not be authorized through element occurrences unless conducted on 
existing roads. In the Jarbidge Field Office of the Twin Falls District, no livestock trailing 
will be authorized through element occurrences, proposed critical habitat, or occupied 
habitat. In the Four Rivers Field Office of the Boise District, livestock trailing permits 
will not be authorized through element occurrences, proposed critical habitat, or occupied 
habitat unless conducted on existing roads or historic routes described within the Four 
Rivers Field Office 2012 livestock trailing consultation with USFWS. 

• Sheep grazing permits will be modified to restrict bedding, trailing, or watering herds 
within 1/2 mile of element occurrences. 

• Supplements will be placed at least 1/2 mile from element occurrences. Supplements will 
be placed so that livestock are drawn away from the element occurrences and avoid 
trailing through the element occurrences en route to the supplement or a water source. 

• No new domestic horse AUMs will be authorized in pastures containing element 
occurrences to avoid trampling impacts. 

• As part of adaptive management, the BLM will conduct scheduled compliance 
inspections in pastures with occupied habitat. 

 
There is the potential for indirect effects from future site-specific ground-disturbing actions 
relating to the range program area, such as adjusting locations of salt placements, fences, and 
water developments. However, at this programmatic planning level, these future project actions 
are unknown and not reasonably certain to occur, and any possible effects are too speculative to 
evaluate at this time. All future site-specific projects will include an environmental analysis 
through the NEPA process and ESA Section 7 consultation. Potential negative effects on 
slickspot peppergrass would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated through site-specific analysis at 
the project level and implementation of the slickspot peppergrass conservation measures. 

Range Summary 
 
Possible changes to livestock grazing may reduce or increase the likelihood of negative impacts 
on slickspot peppergrass and its habitat due to potential reductions or changing the timing of 
livestock use. There is also potential for positive or negative effects from changes to locations of 
salt placements, fences, and water developments. However, because potential changes to current 
livestock grazing are undecided and speculative at this time, the type, location, timing, and extent 
of effects on slickspot peppergrass cannot be meaningfully evaluated at this planning level. 
Therefore, these potential effects are not considered in the determination of effects for this 
programmatic decision. 

4. Energy and Minerals 
 
The energy and minerals program may cause degradation or loss of habitat, impacts on the 
seedbank, crushing of slickspot peppergrass plants, and introduction of nonnative plants due to 
ground disturbance from mining activities, including road construction and pipelines. 
 
Changes in current management of mineral leases would include only restrictions to these uses, 
and implementing all RDFs are often specified. Any unchanged management would be a 
continuation of current management; thus, the proposed LUP amendments would not be 
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authorizing an increase of these uses. Conservation measures proposed for GRSG include the 
following: 

• BLM AD-1 limits anthropogenic disturbance to 3 percent as calculated within the 
biologically significant unit. 

• BLM Fluid Minerals FLM-1: Idaho: Areas within PHMA and IHMA would be open to 
mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration subject to NSO with a 
limited exception (FLM-3). GHMA would be open to mineral leasing and development 
and geophysical exploration subject to CSU, which includes buffers, seasonal timing 
restrictions, and standard stipulations.  

• BLM Salable Minerals SAL-1: In PHMA, no new site authorizations would be approved. 
In IHMA and GHMA, new site authorizations could be considered provided the 
Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria (AD-4) can be met, and subject to 
RDFs, buffers, and seasonal timing restrictions. Sales from existing community pits 
within PHMA and IHMA would be subject to seasonal timing restrictions. GHMA would 
be open to new site authorizations subject to RDFs, buffers, and seasonal timing 
restrictions. 

• BLM Non-Energy Leasables (NEL)-1: PHMA would be closed to leasing. In IHMA and 
GHMA, areas within Known Phosphate Leasing Areas (KPLAs) will remain open to 
leasing subject to standard stipulations. PHMA outside of KPLAs are closed to leasing 
and prospecting. IHMA areas outside of KPLAs are open to prospecting and subsequent 
leasing provided the Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria (AD-4) and the 
anthropogenic disturbance cap (AD-1) can be met. RDFs, buffers, and seasonal timing 
restrictions shall be applied to prospecting permits. Exceptions to closures in PHMA and 
IHMA may be made for lease modifications and fringe leases where valid existing rights 
may be affected. In GHMA, lands outside KPLAs are available for prospecting and 
subsequent leasing and initial mine development subject to RDFs, buffers, timing 
restrictions (seasonal and daily), and standard stipulations. 

 
Since the current RDFs include implementation of the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation 
agreement, the following specific measures in that agreement would be required: 

• Approve plans of operations or allow notice-level operations (for locatable minerals, 
saleable minerals, and leasable minerals) so as not to preclude species habitat 
conservation. This includes management of physical facilities, as well as disturbances to 
the species resulting from human uses. 

o To the extent allowed by law, modify [existing] plans of operation or notice-level 
operations (for locatable minerals) that may have negative impacts on the species 
or its habitat. For notice-level operations, notify the operator that modifications to 
proposed activities will be required to avoid negative impacts. 

o To the extent allowed by law, avoid approving plans of operation or notice-level 
operations (for locatable minerals) that may have negative impacts on the species 
or its habitat. For notice-level operations, notify the operator that modifications to 
proposed activities will be required to avoid negative impacts. If a plan of 
operations is to be approved in or adjacent to habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass, apply stipulations to support or to not preclude species conservation. 
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o Modify existing mineral leases (for salable and leasable minerals) if negative 
impacts are occurring. 

o Avoid development of saleable or leasable minerals in or adjacent to habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass if negative impacts are expected. If a minerals 
lease or sale is to be issued in or adjacent to habitat, apply stipulations to support 
or to not preclude species conservation. 

 
There is the potential for indirect effects from future site-specific ground-disturbing actions 
relating to the energy and minerals program area, such as development of extraction facilities 
and access roads. However, at this programmatic planning level, these future projects actions are 
currently unknown and not reasonably certain to occur, and any possible effects are too 
speculative to evaluate at this time. All future site-specific projects will include an environmental 
analysis through the NEPA process and ESA Section 7 consultation. Potential negative effects on 
slickspot peppergrass would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated through site-specific analysis at 
the project level and implementation of the slickspot peppergrass conservation measures. 
 
With implementation of the proposed conservation measures, the slickspot peppergrass 
conservation measures, and RDFs, impacts from new and currently authorized mining activities 
may be reduced or prevented. However, these possible reductions or avoidance of potential 
impacts are unidentified at this time and would occur at some unknown time in the future; any 
beneficial effects would not be contemporaneous with this decision. Potential beneficial effects 
from the action with respect to energy and mineral development are therefore not considered for 
the determinations in this programmatic-level analysis but will be addressed in subsequent site-
specific analyses. 

5. Fire/Fuels Management 
 
Fire is one of the two primary threats to slickspot peppergrass because it can alter soil 
characteristics, promote establishment and spread of invasive nonnative plants such as cheatgrass 
and medusahead, and negatively affect its pollinators’ habitats, as well as destroy the current 
season’s seed production. Fire suppression activities include creating fire breaks, fire camps, and 
staging areas, potentially causing degradation or loss of slickspot peppergrass habitat, impacts on 
the seedbank, crushing of plants, reduced slickspot integrity, and introduction of nonnative 
plants. The use of fire retardant may add nutrients to slickspot peppergrass habitat and may 
improve conditions for plant competitors. Fuels management activities such as prescribed fire 
and creating vegetated fuel breaks may also cause degradation or loss of slickspot peppergrass 
habitat, impacts on the seedbank, crushing of plants, reduced slickspot integrity, and introduction 
of nonnative plants such as forage kochia and intermediate wheatgrass as well as invasive 
species. In addition, wildfire restoration/rehabilitation (including Emergency Stabilization and 
Rehabilitation [ESR]) activities may cause degradation or loss of slickspot peppergrass habitat, 
impacts on the seedbank, crushing of plants, and introduction of nonnative plants. Because all of 
these potential fire and fuels management activities are unknown at this time, their type, location, 
and timing is too speculative to allow a meaningful analysis at this programmatic planning level. 
Potential negative effects on slickspot peppergrass would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated 
through site-specific analysis at the project level and implementation of the slickspot peppergrass 
conservation measures. 
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Wildfire Management 
 
The proposed wildfire preparedness/prevention measures do not specify any actions that would 
predictably affect management of slickspot peppergrass. BLM WFP-9 states to “implement 
activities identified within the FIAT Assessments,” but the potential activities are unknown at this 
time. Proposed wildfire suppression measures include completing FIAT Assessments to identify 
priority areas and establish strategies for fuels management, suppression, and restoration 
activities, with an analysis of response times and water capacity for suppression purposes (BLM 
WFS-1, WFS-2, WFS-3). During high fire danger, measures specify staging initial attack and 
securing additional resources closer to priority areas identified in the Wildfire and Invasive 
Species Assessments, based on anticipated fires and weather conditions, with particular 
consideration of the West Owyhee, Southern, and Desert Conservation Areas to ensure quicker 
response times in or near GRSG habitat (BLM WFS-4). At some unknown time in the future, the 
large area of disjunct occurrences of slickspot peppergrass near Juniper Butte could benefit from 
additional fire suppression resources providing quicker response times in the Southern 
Conservation Area by reducing fire impacts on occurrences and habitat categories in these areas.  
 
The 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement contains the following applicable 
measures: 

• Fire suppression efforts will be conducted, as possible, to protect habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass. Place a high priority on protecting habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass. 

o Fire Management Plans will include Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that 
address conservation of slickspot peppergrass. 

o BLM will provide adequate fire suppression coverage at all stations to meet 
management objectives with the intent to suppress 90 percent of fires to the 
acreages specified in the fire management plans for slickspot peppergrass. As 
funding allows, BLM will maintain existing remote fire guard stations easily 
accessible to occupied habitat (for example, Juniper Butte fire guard station) and 
explore opportunities to establish additional stations to provide better initial attack 
and reduced response times for wildfires in slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

o Apply minimum impact suppression tactics (MIST) in habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass, as appropriate. Consult with resource advisors to determine 
where MIST tactics should be applied to avoid or minimize negative impacts. 

o Although MIST are preferred, aggressive fire suppression tactics (e.g., blade 
lines, back fires, etc. in habitat) may be applied if element occurrences are 
threatened. 

o Do not locate fire base camps, staging areas, and fueling areas within occupied 
habitat. 

• As needed, coordinate with appropriate agency personnel regarding fire suppression 
activities in or adjacent to habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

o BLM and cooperators will expand on and continue to provide special status plant 
and habitat awareness training to fire resource advisors, Incident Commanders, 
Engine Operators, and Fire Operations Supervisors. 
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o BLM and cooperators will distribute maps and inform fire crews on locations of 
the element occurrences to maximize fire protection and to avoid or minimize 
impacts from fire suppression activities. 

• When developing wildland fire use plans, do not allow wildland fire use in habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

 
Along with implementation of the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement, the 
proposed management actions under the wildfire management program area could reduce 
negative impacts from wildfire damage and suppression activities and may benefit slickspot 
peppergrass and its habitats at some unknown time in the future. Because slickspot peppergrass 
habitat categories overlap with GRSG habitats, measures that manage wildfires and suppression 
activities to protect GRSG habitats may also generally benefit slickspot peppergrass habitats in 
these areas of overlap. However, because the potential benefits would occur at some unknown 
time in the future, the beneficial effect would not be contemporaneous with this decision. 

Fuels Management 
 
For fuels management activities, the proposed LUP amendments include conservation measures 
that emphasize maintenance, protection, and expansion of sagebrush ecosystems, as well as 
reduction of wildfire threats (BLM FM-1). Fuels management strategies would be developed as 
part of FIAT Assessments, and fuel treatments would be designed through an interdisciplinary 
process to benefit GRSG habitats, including considering a full range of methods such as grazing, 
targeted grazing, prescribed fire, chemical, biological, and mechanical techniques (BLM FM-6). 
Existing and proposed linear ROWs could be considered for use and maintenance as vegetated 
fuel breaks in appropriate areas (BLM FM-7). Fuel breaks would incorporate existing vegetation 
treatments (seedings) or would be located adjacent to existing linear disturbance areas where 
appropriate (BLM FM-8). The use of native seeds would be prioritized for fuels management 
treatment based on availability, adaptation (site potential), and probability of success. Where 
probability of success or native seed availability is low or non-economical, nonnative seeds may 
be used to meet GRSG habitat objectives to trend toward restoring the fire regime. When 
reseeding, fire-resistant native and nonnative species would be used, as appropriate, to provide 
for fuel breaks (BLM FM-13).  
 
The 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement contains the following applicable 
measures: 

• Prescribed fire in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass will only be used as a tool 
for assisting with species conservation (for example, a burn in preparation to decrease 
cheatgrass litter before herbicide application, or to clear fencelines of accumulated 
windblown weeds). 

• Avoid fuels management projects in occupied and critical habitat, unless such projects 
would enhance species conservation or are necessary for hazardous fuels reduction near 
the urban interface. Implement protection measures to avoid or minimize negative 
impacts on the species. In critical and occupied habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass, design native seed mixes that emphasize locally adapted plant material that 
will promote species conservation. When appropriate, use native plant materials and seed 
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during project activities, and select species that benefit slickspot peppergrass insect 
pollinators.  

• Because of potential negative impacts on habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass 
from linear fuel breaks, which can act as weed dispersal corridors, the following 
measures will be applied in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass: 

o BLM will monitor the effectiveness of existing fuel breaks (location, dry fuel 
load, and weed composition) in protecting habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass.  

o BLM may create and maintain fuel breaks where frequent fires can threaten 
habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. New fuel breaks in habitat categories 
for slickspot peppergrass will be designed to conserve and/or enhance species 
habitat. Where appropriate and where objectives will be met, native vegetation 
should be emphasized in the creation of new fuel breaks. Other fuel break 
methods may include mowing or brown strips. If native vegetation or seed will 
not meet objectives, or site disturbance or site conditions preclude their use, fuel 
breaks may include nonnative, noninvasive species that will not invade slickspots.  

o Potentially invasive nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage 
kochia will not be used within 1.5 miles of element occurrences. When used in 
fuel break projects, control measures for potentially invasive nonnative species 
such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia will be incorporated into 
project design features. 

o Consider actions to repair or restore fuel breaks so they function as desired. 
o In addition to the reduction in fuels associated with appropriately managed 

livestock grazing, BLM may create fuel breaks using techniques such as mowing 
or targeted grazing to strategically reduce fuel loads where frequent fires can 
threaten habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass if the benefit of these actions 
can be demonstrated to outweigh the risks to slickspot peppergrass and its habitat. 

 
With implementation of the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement, the proposed 
management actions under the fuels management program area may reduce negative impacts 
from fuels management activities, mainly by limiting the negative effects from potentially 
invasive nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia, and by preventing 
or reducing the likelihood of wildfires damaging slickspot peppergrass occurrences and habitat 
categories.  

Wildfire Restoration/Rehabilitation – Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation 
 
The proposed LUP amendments include the following conservation measures for post-wildfire 
activities: 

• Use the findings and restoration/rehabilitation strategy developed as part of the FIAT 
Assessment process to determine if GRSG rehabilitation actions are needed, based on 
ecological potential, and direct ESR (BLM) or Burned Area Emergency Restoration 
(BAER) (Forest Service) actions after fire (BLM ESR-1). 

• Incorporate GRSG Habitat Management Objectives into ESR/BAER plans based on site 
potential and in accordance with the restoration/rehabilitation strategy (BLM ESR-2). 
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• Provide adequate rest from livestock grazing to allow natural recovery of existing 
vegetation and successful establishment of seeded species within burned/ESR areas. All 
new seedings of grasses and forbs should not be grazed until at least the end of the 
second growing season, and longer as needed to allow plants to mature and develop 
robust root systems, which will stabilize the site, compete effectively against cheatgrass 
and other invasive annuals, and remain sustainable under long-term grazing management. 
Adjust other management activities, as appropriate, to meet ESR objectives (BLM ESR-
3). 

• Adjust, as appropriate, livestock management on adjacent unburned areas to mitigate the 
effect of the burn on local GRSG populations (BLM ESR-4). 

 
The 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement contains the following applicable 
measures: 

• Implement ESR activities to consider slickspot peppergrass in and adjacent to slickspot 
peppergrass habitat rehabilitation. 

o Wildfires within habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass will be evaluated for 
ESR treatments, regardless of size, with an emphasis on retaining native plant 
resiliency, including early seral native grasses, forbs, and biological soil crusts. 

o As needed, protect disturbed and recovering areas using temporary closures or 
other measures. BLM will continue to rest areas from land use activities to meet 
ESR objectives as defined through ESR plans. 

o BLM ESR efforts for slickspot peppergrass, subject to funding availability, should 
enhance shrub establishment and forb diversity. BLM will implement the 
following measures during fire ESR efforts: 
 BLM will use seeding techniques that minimize soil disturbance; such 

techniques may include minimum-till drills and rangeland drills equipped 
with depth bands when ESR projects have the potential to impact occupied 
or proposed critical habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

 BLM will use native plant materials and seed during ESR activities. BLM 
will include native forbs in seed mixtures that will benefit slickspot 
peppergrass insect pollinators commensurate with ESR program policy. 

 If native plant materials and seed are not available, or where site capability 
precludes the use of natives due to past disturbances, noninvasive, 
nonnative species may be used for stabilization activities in habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

 In slickspot peppergrass habitat and potential habitat, nonnative species 
are acceptable for stabilization activities where site disturbances exceed 
the capability for extant native vegetation to regenerate. Potentially 
invasive nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage 
kochia will not be used within 1.5 miles of element occurrences. Within 
slickspot peppergrass habitat and potential habitat, potentially invasive 
nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia may 
be used for stabilization activities that are specifically designed as 
greenstrip fuel break projects, if an environmental analysis determines that 
the benefits of their use outweigh the risk of invasion to slickspot 
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peppergrass and its habitat relative to other alternative fuel break methods. 
For these projects, environmental analyses will use the best available 
scientific and biological information, current BLM and USFWS guidance, 
and will incorporate a comprehensive monitoring strategy. 

 
With implementation of the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement, the proposed 
management actions under the wildfire restoration/rehabilitation – ESR program area could 
potentially reduce negative impacts from ESR activities, and therefore may reduce the risks to 
slickspot peppergrass. The main contributors to the potential reduction of negative effects would 
be to limit the use of potentially invasive nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and 
forage kochia, to use seeding techniques that minimize ground disturbance, and to protect 
disturbed and recovering areas using temporary closures or other measures. Closures may 
include resting burned and adjacent areas from livestock grazing, or limiting public access. As 
compared with the current management direction, the proposed conservation measures for 
GRSG, including implementing the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement, would 
provide a benefit to slickspot peppergrass and its habitat categories by reducing threats from 
post-wildfire management activities. 

Fire/Fuels Management Summary 
 
In the fire/fuels management program area, no ground-disturbing activities would be authorized 
by the proposed LUP amendments. These program activities may cause degradation or loss of 
slickspot peppergrass habitat, impacts on the seedbank, crushing of plants, reduced slickspot 
integrity, and introduction of nonnative plants. However, the type, location, and timing of 
potential activities are unknown and speculative at this time, preventing a meaningful analysis of 
effects at this programmatic planning level. Therefore, these potential impacts are not considered 
in the determination of effects. Any future project proposals, including actions involving ground 
disturbance, vegetation management, and seedings, would be subject to site-specific 
environmental analysis at the project level and Section 7 consultation as necessary. They would 
also be subject to the applicable conservation measures in the 2014 slickspot peppergrass 
conservation agreement. 
 
Potentially beneficial effects may result from the fire/fuels management program area; however, 
because the potential benefits would occur at some unknown time in the future, the beneficial 
effects would not be contemporaneous with this decision. Proposed management actions under 
the wildfire management program area could reduce negative impacts from wildfire damage and 
suppression activities, which may benefit slickspot peppergrass and its habitats. Conservation 
measures for the fuels management program area may reduce negative impacts from fuels 
management activities, mainly by limiting the negative effects from potentially invasive 
nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia, and by preventing or 
reducing the likelihood of wildfires damaging slickspot peppergrass occurrences and habitat 
categories. Conservation measures for the wildfire restoration/rehabilitation – ESR program area 
could potentially reduce negative impacts from ESR activities by limiting the use of potentially 
invasive nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia, using seeding 
techniques that minimize ground disturbance, and protecting disturbed and recovering areas 
using temporary closures or other measures. 
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6. Habitat Restoration and Vegetation Management 
 
The proposed LUP amendments contain several conservation measures for GRSG concerning 
habitat restoration and vegetation management. Habitat restoration and vegetation management 
projects for GRSG could involve a variety of methods, including chemical, mechanical, and 
seeding treatments. Such activities may include herbicide application, prescribed fire, cutting of 
encroaching juniper, and managing native seed resources. Potential negative effects from these 
activities include possible damage from herbicides, degradation or loss of slickspot peppergrass 
habitat, impacts on the seedbank, crushing of plants, reduced slickspot integrity, and introduction 
of nonnative plants. Possible beneficial effects may result from general enhancement of 
sagebrush habitats, including possible enhancement of forb species important for slickspot 
peppergrass pollinators and possible reductions of invasive plant species. It is important to keep 
in mind that although some of the following measures may appear to be proposing specific 
activities, no site-specific actions are being proposed. The type, location, and timing of future 
habitat restoration and vegetation management activities are unknown and too speculative to 
allow a meaningful analysis of effects at this programmatic planning level. Further analysis of 
any future projects will include Section 7 consultation if necessary, and site-specific 
environmental analysis and determination of effects will occur when the details of such 
proposals become available. In addition, the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement 
would be implemented, as it is included in the current proposal as an RDF.  
 
The following conservation measures for GRSG are proposed for any future habitat restoration 
and vegetation management activities: 

• Implement habitat rehabilitation or restoration projects in areas that have potential to 
improve GRSG habitat using a full array of treatment activities as appropriate, including 
chemical, mechanical, and seeding treatments (BLM VEG-1). 

• Implement vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation projects to enhance sagebrush cover 
or to promote diverse and healthy grass and forb understory to achieve the greatest 
improvement in GRSG habitat based on FIAT Assessments, HAF assessments, other 
vegetative assessment data and local, site-specific factors that indicate sagebrush canopy 
cover or herbaceous conditions do not meet habitat management objectives (i.e., is 
minimal or exceeds optimal characteristics). This may necessitate the use of prescribed 
fire as a site preparation technique to remove annual grass residual growth prior to the 
use of herbicides in the restoration of certain lower-elevation sites (e.g., Wyoming big 
sagebrush), but such efforts will be carefully planned and coordinated to minimize 
impacts on GRSG seasonal habitats (BLM VEG-2). 

• Require use of native seeds for restoration based on availability, adaptation (ecological 
site potential), and probability of success. Nonnative seeds may be used as long as they 
support GRSG habitat objectives to increase probability of success, when adapted seed 
availability is low or to compete with invasive species especially on harsher sites (BLM 
VEG-3). 

• Implement management changes in restoration and rehabilitation areas, as necessary, to 
maintain suitable GRSG habitat, improve unsuitable GRSG habitat, and to ensure long-
term persistence of improved GRSG habitat. Management changes could be considered 
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during livestock grazing permit renewals, travel management planning, and renewal or 
reauthorization of rights-of-way (BLM VEG-4). 

• Consider establishing seed harvest areas that are managed for seed production to provide 
a reliable source of locally adapted seed to use during rehabilitation and restoration 
activities (BLM VEG-5). 

• Allocate use of native seed to GRSG or ESA-listed species habitat in years when 
preferred native seed is in short supply. This may require reallocation of native seed from 
ESR (BLM) and/or BAER (Forest Service) projects outside of PHMA or IHMA to those 
inside it. Reestablishment of appropriate sagebrush species/subspecies and important 
understory plants, relative to site potential, shall be the highest priority for rehabilitation 
efforts (BLM VEG-6). 

• During land health assessments evaluate the compatibility of existing nonnative seedings 
for GRSG habitat to keep as a component of a grazing system, development of a forage 
reserve, or to be used as a fuelbreak or during restoration/diversification for GRSG 
habitat improvement. Where appropriate and feasible, diversify seedings, or restore to 
native vegetation when potential benefits on GRSG habitat outweigh the other potential 
uses of the nonnative seeding, with emphasis on PHMA and IHMA. Allow recolonization 
of seedings by sagebrush and other native vegetation (BLM VEG-7). 

 
These conservation measures are generally compatible with management of slickspot 
peppergrass habitat categories, in that they would promote healthy sagebrush communities that 
are important for conservation of slickspot peppergrass. Additional conservation measures in the 
2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement address concerns from upland vegetation 
management activities: 

• Although non-chemical methods will be the preferred approach in occupied habitat, when 
appropriate, projects involving the application of pesticides (including herbicides, 
fungicides, and other related chemicals) in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass 
that may affect the species will be analyzed at the project level and designed such that 
pesticide applications will support conservation and minimize risks of exposure. Site-
specific stipulations will be developed locally using these criteria: 

o Evaluate the benefits and risks of vegetation treatment, including the following: 
application methods; pesticides, carriers, and surfactants used; needed treatment 
buffers; and use of non-chemical weed control (for example, biocontrols, hand 
pulling). 

o Apply appropriate spatial and temporal buffers to avoid species’ exposure to 
harmful chemicals. 

o Explore opportunities to eradicate competing nonnative invasive plants in habitat 
categories for slickspot peppergrass where slickspots are being invaded by such 
plants. 

o Implement appropriate revegetation and weed control measures to reduce the risks 
of nonnative invasive plant infestations following ground/soil-disturbing actions 
in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass. 

o BLM will provide Unites States Department of Agriculture APHIS with the 
location of habitat categories of slickspot peppergrass. Mormon cricket, 
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grasshopper, or other insect control in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass 
will only include those methods that minimize impacts on the plant’s pollinators. 

• Where needed and feasible, coordinate with adjacent land owners and local governments 
regarding control of noxious weeds in upland areas through cooperative weed 
management programs. [BLM will] take advantage of coordination opportunities as they 
arise. 

• BLM will promote diversity, richness, and health of native plant communities to support 
pollinators and habitat for slickspot peppergrass. BLM will focus slickspot peppergrass 
habitat conservation and restoration efforts in habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass 
to encourage connectivity among populations through the following measures: 

o Where habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass exist, BLM will conserve 
remaining stands of sagebrush and native vegetation in making activity plan and 
project-level decisions. 

o BLM will select and implement specific projects to restore habitat categories for 
slickspot peppergrass in degraded areas as funding allows, such as planting shrubs 
and forbs and controlling weeds, within and adjacent to occupied habitat. 

o Vegetation treatment projects undertaken in habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass will be compatible with species habitat restoration objectives. 

o When conducting vegetation treatment projects in habitat categories for slickspot 
peppergrass, BLM will use seeding techniques that minimize soil disturbance 
such as minimum-till drills and rangeland drills equipped with depth bands, use 
native plant materials and seed during restoration activities, and select native 
forbs that benefit slickspot peppergrass insect pollinators. 

• (From Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Management program area) Any restoration efforts 
for wildlife within habitat categories for slickspot peppergrass will be compatible with 
the species’ habitat requirements. 

 
There is the potential for indirect effects from future site-specific ground-disturbing actions 
relating to the habitat restoration and vegetation management program area, such as prescribed 
fire, mechanical vegetation treatments, herbicide application, and associated vehicle access. At 
this programmatic planning level, these future project actions are unknown and not reasonably 
certain to occur, and any possible effects are too speculative to evaluate at this time. All future 
site-specific projects will include an environmental analysis through the NEPA process and ESA 
Section 7 consultation. Potential negative effects on slickspot peppergrass would be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated through site-specific analysis at the project level and by implementing 
the slickspot peppergrass conservation measures. 
 
Some negative impacts on slickspot peppergrass habitat categories may potentially occur with 
future project implementation, most likely from mechanical ground disturbance, herbicide 
application, use of ground-disturbing seeding or planting techniques, and competition from 
invasive or potentially invasive, nonnative plant species. The 2014 slickspot peppergrass 
conservation agreement provides direction to evaluate and weigh the benefits of these activities 
against the potential negative effects, and to explore less damaging methods such as biocontrol 
and hand-pulling. Appropriate spatial or temporal buffers would also be implemented during 
chemical applications to avoid or minimize exposure of slickspot peppergrass plants or seeds. 
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Although some localized negative effects on slickspot peppergrass and its pollinators may 
potentially occur from implementing habitat restoration and vegetation management projects, 
significant negative effects are highly unlikely. Any habitat-disturbing activities would be 
subject to site-specific, project-level environmental analysis (including Section 7 consultation as 
needed), and appropriate mitigation measures would be applied in accordance with the 2014 
slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement (or updated version, as applicable). In addition, 
there may be long-term benefits from these activities because they would promote healthier, 
more resilient sagebrush communities by maintaining healthy sagebrush communities with fewer 
nonnative, invasive species. 

Invasive Species 
 
Although there are many references to invasive species management in several other program 
areas, there are also a few conservation measures in the proposed LUP amendments specific to 
the invasive species topic. They include the following: 

• Incorporate results of the FIAT Assessments into projects and activities addressing 
invasive species (BLM INV-1). 

• Implement noxious weed and invasive species control using integrated weed management 
actions per national guidance and local weed management plans for Cooperative Weed 
Management Areas in cooperation with State and Federal agencies, affected counties, and 
adjoining private lands owners (BLM INV-2). 

• Conduct integrated weed management actions for noxious and invasive weed populations 
that are impacting or threatening GRSG habitat quality using a variety of eradication and 
control techniques, including chemical, mechanical, and other appropriate means (BLM 
INV-3). 

• Require project proponent to ensure that treatments of noxious weeds and invasive 
species caused as a result of the project are treated to eliminate establishment on the 
disturbed project construction areas for at least 3 years and monitored and treated during 
the life of the project (BLM INV-4). 

 
Most of the above measures are already integrated into the existing invasive species program 
activities. The requirement to treat noxious weeds and invasive species for at least 3 years after 
project disturbances further specifies a minimum time period to conduct control treatments, and 
thus may result in improved conditions of slickspot peppergrass habitat categories after any 
authorized disturbances. 
 
Additional conservation measures in the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement that 
address concerns from invasive species include measures already presented under the various 
program areas above. The proposed LUP amendments, in concert with the 2014 slickspot 
peppergrass conservation agreement as an RDF, may result in reduced impacts from invasive 
plant species. One particular concern, already discussed in the wildfire management, fuels 
management and wildfire restoration/rehabilitation - ESR program areas above, is for the 
intentional use of potentially invasive species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia 
to provide greenstrip fuel breaks. In order for potentially invasive nonnative species to be used, 
an environmental analysis must determine that the benefits of their use outweighs the risk of 
invasion to slickspot peppergrass and its habitat relative to other alternative fuel break methods. 
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If used, a comprehensive monitoring strategy would be implemented, and control measures for 
the potentially invasive species would be incorporated into project design features. Potentially 
invasive nonnative species would not be used within 1.5 miles of slickspot peppergrass element 
occurrences. 
 
The dominance of cheatgrass in an area may also be positively related to the density of Owyhee 
harvester ants (Pogonomyrmex salinus), which represent an emerging threat to slickspot 
peppergrass. The replacement of sagebrush by annual grasses such as cheatgrass apparently 
creates conditions favorable to nesting of the native harvester ant, leading to expanded range and 
density of this potentially important seed predator of slickspot peppergrass (USFWS 2009a). 
There are potential negative consequences for plant reproduction and maintenance of the 
slickspot peppergrass seed bank due to Owyhee harvester ants removing mature, seed-bearing 
fruits from the plants or removing seeds already dropped to the ground and returning them to 
their nests outside the slickspot habitats. 

Habitat Restoration and Vegetation Management Summary 
 
With this decision, no specific habitat restoration and vegetation management activities are 
proposed. At this programmatic planning level, future habitat restoration and vegetation 
management actions are unknown and not reasonably certain to occur. Any possible effects are 
too speculative to meaningfully evaluate at this time. All future site-specific projects will include 
an environmental analysis through the NEPA process and ESA Section 7 consultation. 
 
Even though the type, location, timing, and extent of effects are not possible to analyze at this 
time, it is possible that some negative impacts on slickspot peppergrass habitat categories may 
potentially occur with future project implementation, most likely from mechanical ground 
disturbance, herbicide application, use of ground-disturbing seeding or planting techniques, and 
competition from invasive or potentially invasive, nonnative plant species. Although invasive 
and potentially invasive nonnative species will likely remain on the landscape and continue to 
impact slickspot peppergrass populations and habitat categories, their effects may possibly be 
reduced by the proposed increase of emphasis on invasive species control and the particular 
conservation measures required by the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement. 
Because specific future projects are unknown, these potential effects are not considered in the 
determination of effects for this proposed action. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
To evaluate cumulative effects, the future state, tribal, local, or private actions that are 
reasonably certain to occur within the action area are identified, and their effects are added to the 
anticipated effects of the current proposal. The action area for the current proposal is limited to 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA occurring on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands. No state, 
tribal, local, or private lands exist within the action area, and no state, tribal, local, or private 
actions are planned or expected to occur in the action area. Only federal actions are expected to 
occur in the action area; therefore, no cumulative effects are expected. 
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Summary and Determination of Effects on Slickspot Peppergrass 
 
The decision to adopt the proposed LUP amendments does not propose any ground-disturbing 
actions. Some site-specific activities in support of GRSG habitat management may be proposed 
that have some future potentially negative impacts on slickspot peppergrass habitat categories 
(e.g., establishing vegetated fuel breaks with potentially invasive plant species, using mechanical 
methods or chemical applications for habitat restoration and vegetation management projects, or 
relocating salt placements and water developments relating to livestock grazing). However, the 
type, location, timing, and extent of such activities are unknown at this time and are too 
speculative to allow a meaningful analysis of their effects. Because specific future projects are 
unknown, these potential effects are not considered in the determination of effects for this 
proposed action. All future site-specific projects will include an environmental analysis through 
the NEPA process and ESA Section 7 consultation. Potential negative effects on slickspot 
peppergrass would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated through site-specific analysis at the 
project level and by implementing the slickspot peppergrass conservation measures.  
 
The 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement is included in this decision as an RDF 
and would be followed for any proposed activities in slickspot peppergrass habitat categories. 
The slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement measures common to all program areas state 
that surveys would be conducted, habitat categories would be mapped, and population trends 
would be monitored. In addition, ongoing federal actions would be reviewed and modified as 
necessary to avoid or minimize negative impacts, and Section 7 compliance would be completed 
for activities that may affect slickspot peppergrass and its habitat.  
 
One conservation measure for GRSG is specific and would likely be implemented soon after the 
decision (BLM TM-1, restricting motorized vehicle travel to existing roads and trails). This 
measure would provide a contemporaneous beneficial effect on slickspot peppergrass and its 
habitats within affected areas of GRSG HMAs by reducing the likelihood of impacts from off-
road vehicle use in areas where new vehicle restrictions overlap slickspot peppergrass habitat 
categories.  
 
Another proposed conservation measure for GRSG (BLM LR-12, retrofitting existing towers and 
structures) is somewhat specific and reasonably certain to occur. This measure may impact 
slickspot peppergrass plants that might occur on roadsides or near towers, but it is highly 
unlikely that plants would occur in areas affected by vehicles accessing the sites or foot 
trampling near the towers. Thus, the possible adverse effects are discountable.  
 
The remaining proposed conservation measures for GRSG that have potential to negatively 
affect slickspot peppergrass are not known at this time and are too speculative to allow a 
meaningful analysis of effects. Therefore, the following summary of such potential program area 
effects are described at a very general level and are not considered in the determination of 
effects: 

• Examples of speculative actions in the recreation/travel program area include: REC-1, 
manage existing recreation uses and sites to minimize adverse effects on GRSG or their 
habitat through incorporation of RDFs, buffers, and seasonal restrictions; REC-2, limit 
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construction of new recreation facilities; TM-2, consider temporary travel closures or 
restrictions; and TM-4, plan and design travel systems to minimize adverse effects on 
GRSG (including a statement to give special attention to protect endangered or threatened 
species and their habitats). These restrictive actions could reduce the likelihood of 
negative impacts on slickspot peppergrass. 

• Retaining or acquiring federal ownership of PHMA or IHMA lands may benefit slickspot 
peppergrass by reducing the likelihood of its habitat being converted to agriculture, 
urbanization, or other uses. Specific measures in the slickspot peppergrass conservation 
agreement state that private lands containing slickspot peppergrass habitat categories 
would be acquired where feasible and that occupied slickspot peppergrass habitat in 
federal ownership would be retained. 

• Possible changes to livestock grazing may reduce or increase the likelihood of negative 
impacts on slickspot peppergrass and its habitat due to potential reductions or changing 
the timing of livestock use. There is also potential for positive or negative effects from 
the possibility of changes to locations of salt placements, fences, and water 
developments.  

• With implementation of the proposed conservation measures for GRSG regarding the 
energy and minerals program area, plus the slickspot peppergrass conservation measures 
and other RDFs, impacts from new and currently authorized mining activities may be 
reduced or prevented because the measures are restrictive in nature. 

• Proposed management actions under the wildfire management program area could reduce 
negative impacts from wildfire damage and suppression activities and may benefit 
slickspot peppergrass and its habitats. Conservation measures for the fuels management 
program area may reduce negative impacts from fuels management activities, mainly by 
limiting the negative effects from potentially invasive nonnative species such as 
intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia, and by preventing or reducing the likelihood 
of wildfires damaging slickspot peppergrass occurrences and habitat categories. 
Conservation measures for the wildfire restoration/rehabilitation – ESR program area 
could potentially reduce negative impacts from ESR activities by limiting the use of 
potentially invasive nonnative species such as intermediate wheatgrass and forage kochia, 
using seeding techniques that minimize ground disturbance, and protecting disturbed and 
recovering areas using temporary closures or other measures. 

• There is the potential for indirect effects from future site-specific ground-disturbing 
actions relating to the habitat restoration and vegetation management program area, such 
as prescribed fire, mechanical vegetation treatments, herbicide application, and associated 
vehicle access. Negative impacts on slickspot peppergrass habitat categories may 
potentially occur with future projects in the habitat restoration and vegetation 
management program area, most likely from mechanical ground disturbance, herbicide 
application, use of ground-disturbing seeding or planting techniques, and competition 
from invasive or potentially invasive, nonnative plant species. The effects from invasive 
and potentially invasive nonnative species may possibly be reduced by the proposed 
increase of emphasis on invasive species control and the relevant conservation measures 
required by the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement.  
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The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
slickspot peppergrass. The estimated effects on occurrences and suitable habitat that exist in 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA in the Four Rivers and Jarbidge Field Offices would be beneficial 
due to the reduced impacts from off-road vehicles, and only slight indirect negative effects may 
result (but are highly unlikely) from existing tower retrofit activities. Further, there are no 
potential direct negative effects on this species from this action. In addition, any possible 
negative effects from future ground-disturbing actions would likely be avoided. Site-specific 
analysis, possible mitigation, and a further determination of effects would occur at the project 
level. 
 
Because no suitable habitats for slickspot peppergrass are suspected to occur within the Bruneau, 
Burley, Challis, Dillon, Owyhee, Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, or Upper Snake Field Offices or 
the Boise, Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, or Sawtooth National 
Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland, there would be no effects on slickspot peppergrass in 
these areas. 

Slickspot Peppergrass Proposed Critical Habitat 
 
The PCEs of slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat include four elements: 
 

1. Ecologically functional microsites or “slickspots” that are characterized by: 
a. A high sodium and clay content and a three-layer soil horizonation sequence, 

which allows for successful seed germination, seedling growth, and maintenance 
of the seed bank. The surface horizon consists of a thin, silty, vesicular, pored 
(small cavity) layer that forms a physical crust (the silt layer). The subsoil horizon 
is a restrictive clay layer with an abrupt boundary with the surface layer that is 
natric or natric-like in properties (a type of argillic (clay-based) horizon with 
distinct structural and chemical features) (the restrictive layer). The second 
argillic subsoil layer (that is less distinct than the upper argillic horizon) retains 
moisture through part of the year (the moist clay layer); and 

b. Sparse vegetation with low to moderate introduced, invasive, nonnative plant 
species cover. 

2. Relatively intact, native Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis (Wyoming big 
sagebrush) vegetation assemblages, represented by native bunchgrasses, shrubs, and 
forbs, within 250 meters of Lepidium papilliferum element occurrences to protect 
slickspots and Lepidium papilliferum from disturbance from wildfire, slow the invasion 
of slickspots by nonnative species and native harvester ants, and provide the habitats 
needed by L. papilliferum’s pollinators. 

3. A diversity of native plants whose blooming times overlap to provide pollinator species 
with sufficient flowers for foraging throughout the seasons and to provide nesting and 
egg-laying sites; appropriate nesting materials; and sheltered, undisturbed places for 
hibernation and overwintering of pollinator species. In order for genetic exchange of 
Lepidium papilliferum to occur, pollinators must be able to move freely between 
slickspots. Alternative pollen and nectar sources (other plant species within the 
surrounding sagebrush vegetation) are needed to support pollinators during times when 
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Lepidium papilliferum is not flowering, when distances between slickspots are large, and 
in years when L. papilliferum is not a prolific flowerer. 

4. Sufficient pollinators for successful fruit and seed production, particularly pollinator 
species of the sphecid and vespid wasp families, species of the bombyliid and tachinid fly 
families, honeybees, and halictid bee species, most of which are solitary insects that nest 
outside of slickspots in the surrounding sagebrush-steppe vegetation, both in the ground 
and within the vegetation. 

Direct and Indirect Effects by Program Area 

1. Recreation/Travel 
Off-road vehicle use can disturb important soil horizonation in slickspots, damage individuals or 
nests of pollinators, and contribute to the spread of nonnative invasive plants. One conservation 
measure for GRSG that is specific and would likely be implemented soon after the decision 
(BLM TM-1, restricting motorized vehicle travel to existing roads and trails) may provide a 
contemporaneous beneficial effect on slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat within 
affected areas of GRSG HMAs by reducing the likelihood of impacts from off-road vehicle use 
in areas where new vehicle restrictions overlap slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat. 
Possible effects as a result of the proposed conservation measures concerning other potential 
activities in the recreation and travel program area are not considered in this analysis and 
determination of effects, because specific activities are unknown and too speculative to be 
meaningfully addressed. 

2. Lands and Realty 
The lands and realty program area has potential to affect slickspot peppergrass proposed critical 
habitat by authorizing changes in land use (possibly resulting in infrastructure and facility 
development and associated loss of habitat and/or damage to individuals), by changing land 
ownership (possibly resulting in decreased protection of listed species), and by administering the 
use of rights-of-way.  
 
All but one of the actions related to the lands and realty program area are unknown or too 
speculative at this time to be meaningfully addressed in this programmatic analysis. The one 
conservation action in the lands and realty program area that may affect slickspot peppergrass is 
BLM LR-12, which states to “work with ROW holders to retrofit existing towers and structures 
consistent with RDFs.” This action is reasonably certain to occur. Implementing this action 
would involve transporting personnel and supplies to each tower or structure needing to be 
retrofitted. The minimal disturbance to vegetation would be from vehicle access along the right-
of-way roads, possibly including parking the vehicles off the roads near each tower, and from 
foot traffic near the towers during retrofit activities. Ecologically functional slickspots are not 
likely to be present in the areas that may be impacted by this activity (access roads and areas 
directly adjacent to existing towers and structures) due to the previous disturbance involved with 
installation of the structures and access roads. Thus, there is an extremely low likelihood of 
impacts on ecologically functional slickspots from tower retrofit activities, and the effect is 
discountable. Furthermore, the same impacts may occur from maintenance activities that are 
already analyzed and consultation completed in previous environment analysis. The retrofit 
activity would not constitute an increase in the currently authorized use of these rights-of-way. 
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Because the expected retrofit activities involve very little, if any, disturbance to vegetation or 
soils, it is also highly unlikely that the other three PCEs (relatively-intact Wyoming big 
sagebrush vegetation, diversity of plants for pollinators, and presence of pollinators) would be 
impacted. 

3. Range, Energy and Minerals, Fire/Fuels Management, and Habitat Restoration and 
Vegetation Management 
Specific activities in these remaining program areas are not identified at this time. The type, 
location, timing, and extent of future activities are unknown and too speculative to allow a 
meaningful analysis of effects at this programmatic planning level. Further analysis of any future 
projects will include Section 7 consultation if necessary, and site-specific environmental analysis 
and determination of effects will occur when the details of such proposals become available. In 
addition, the 2014 slickspot peppergrass conservation agreement would be implemented, as it is 
included in the current proposal as an RDF. 

Summary and Determination of Effects on Slickspot Peppergrass Proposed Critical 
Habitat 
 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement is not likely to result in destruction or adverse 
modification of slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat. The estimated effects on 
proposed critical habitat that exist in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA in the Four Rivers and Jarbidge 
Field Offices would be beneficial due to the reduced impacts from off-road vehicles, and indirect 
negative effects may result (but are extremely unlikely) from existing tower retrofit activities. 
Further, there are no potential direct negative effects on slickspot peppergrass proposed critical 
habitat from this action. In addition, any possible negative effects from future ground-disturbing 
actions would likely be avoided, because site-specific analysis, possible mitigation, and a further 
determination of effects would occur at the project level. 
 
Because no slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat exists within the Bruneau, Burley, 
Challis, Dillon, Owyhee, Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, or Upper Snake Field Offices or the 
Boise, Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, or Sawtooth National Forests, 
or the Curlew National Grassland, there would be no effects on slickspot peppergrass proposed 
critical habitat in these areas. 

Ute Ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) 
 
Ute ladies’-tresses is known to occur on the Dillon, Pocatello, and Upper Snake Field Offices 
and the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. None of the known populations are within PHMA, 
IHMA, or GHMA. The closest known location is over 0.6 mile from IMHA, in Fremont County, 
Idaho. It is also suspected to occur on the Salmon-Challis and Sawtooth National Forests. 
Although the extent and specific locations are not known, it is likely that some areas of suitable 
habitat for Ute ladies’-tresses do exist within GRSG HMAs because some wetland habitats are 
included. The areas most likely to support populations (riparian areas along major river 
drainages) have mostly been excluded from GRSG HMAs.  
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Threats to Ute ladies’-tresses include off-road vehicle use, competition with aggressive 
nonnative plants, alteration of hydrologic regimes through stream management, urbanization 
(conversion of potential habitat and increasing demands for water), drought, trampling from 
livestock, wild horses, and burros, and recreational use (Fertig, et. al 2005, USFWS 1995). Of 
these threats, effects from off-road vehicle use, competition with nonnative plants, and trampling 
could potentially occur from proposed actions. 

Direct and Indirect Effects by Program Area 

1. Recreation/Travel 
 
Off-road vehicle use is a threat to Ute ladies’-tresses because direct contact can damage or kill 
individuals. Soil disturbance as a result of off-road vehicle use can also increase erosion. In 
addition, recreation and vehicle uses can contribute to the spread of nonnative invasive plants. 
Off-road vehicle use and recreation impacts do not typically occur in Ute ladies’-tresses habitats, 
except for the occasional campers with such vehicles, trampling from fishing access, and 
possibly vehicle use associated with right-of-way maintenance.  
 
With this action, no additional travel or vehicle uses are proposed. BLM TM-1 states: Limit off-
highway vehicle motorized travel within Idaho BLM Field Offices to existing roads, primitive 
roads, and trails in areas where travel management planning has not been completed or is in 
progress. This excludes areas previously designated as open through a land use plan decision or 
currently under review for designation as open and currently being analyzed in ongoing RMP 
revision efforts in the Four Rivers, Jarbidge, and Upper Snake Field Offices. Upon completion of 
travel management plans, the designation would change to limited to designated roads, primitive 
roads, and trails. Where travel management planning has not been completed or is in progress, 
and Ute ladies’-tresses habitat is present, there may be a reduction of impacts from off-road 
vehicle use. Thus, if any areas of occupied or suitable habitat for Ute ladies’-tresses within 
GRSG HMAs are currently open to off-road vehicle use, restrictions would be placed on vehicles 
to use only existing routes. This would provide a small and contemporaneous beneficial effect on 
Ute ladies’-tresses by reducing the likelihood of damage from off-road vehicles. 

2. Lands and Realty 
 
Only one conservation measure in the lands and realty program area may affect Ute ladies’-
tresses. BLM LR-12 states to “work with ROW holders to retrofit existing towers and structures 
consistent with RDFs.” This action is reasonably certain to occur and because the level of 
disturbance would be minimal, it is not expected to be analyzed in future environmental analysis. 
Implementing this action would involve transporting personnel and supplies to each tower 
needing to be retrofitted. The minimal disturbance to vegetation would be from vehicle access 
along the right-of-way roads, possibly including parking the vehicles off the roads near each 
tower, and from foot traffic near the towers during retrofit activities. If present in these areas, Ute 
ladies’-tresses individuals may be damaged by the crushing action of vehicle tires and foot 
traffic. Because towers, structures, and access roads generally avoid riparian habitats, Ute 
ladies’-tresses is not likely to be present on or directly adjacent to right-of-way roads or near 
existing towers. Thus, the likelihood of damage to the plants is very small and, furthermore, the 
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expected magnitude of impact would be so small as to be insignificant. If any plants are affected, 
they would likely have survived much greater disturbances or would have become established 
within previously disturbed areas along the right-of-way. If individual plants are impacted by 
vehicles or foot traffic, aboveground portions of the plants may be damaged, but the perennial 
tuberous-thickened roots would not be damaged and the plants would not be killed. Seed 
production for the affected individuals may be lost for that growing season. In addition, the 
unlikely but possible impacts on Ute ladies’-tresses individuals due to this action would not 
significantly impact the local populations because the adjacent core habitat would be unaffected. 

3. Range 
 
Livestock grazing is authorized in many areas affected by the proposed LUP amendments. 
Active stocking rates for livestock grazing would remain the same, though the stocking on an 
allotment may be adjusted based on site-specific conditions to meet management objectives 
during term permit renewals, allotment management plan development, or other appropriate 
implementation planning. Additionally, temporary adjustments can be made annually to 
livestock numbers and season of use in accordance with applicable regulations. Certain levels 
and timing of grazing are compatible maintenance of Ute ladies’-tresses habitats. For instance, 
winter grazing has been shown to be beneficial to Ute ladies’-tresses populations in Colorado by 
reducing competing vegetation and escape cover for voles (Fertig, et. al 2005). However, 
decreased flower and fruit production have been observed at sites that are grazed or trampled in 
summer (Fertig, et. al 2005).  
 
With the proposed LUP amendments, when GRSG habitat objectives are not being met or 
progress toward them is not being made, potential modifications may include changes in season 
or timing of use, numbers or distribution of livestock, duration and/or level of use, kind of 
livestock, and possible periods of rest or deferment (BLM RM-6 and FS GRSG-LG-GL-001-
Guideline). Changes in livestock grazing may or may not be considered as a result of the LUP 
amendments, and the location, timing, and type of possible change is not known at this time. 
This programmatic decision would not authorize changes to current range management. Because 
changes in livestock grazing are speculative, the effects on Ute ladies’-tresses cannot be 
reasonably foreseen at this time. Due to the considerable uncertainty of changes to current 
grazing, these effects are not addressed in this analysis. Possible beneficial effects would not be 
concurrent with this programmatic decision, and possible negative effects would be too 
speculative to allow a meaningful analysis. If changes are proposed in the future, the effects on 
Ute ladies’-tresses and other resources would be evaluated and analyzed through the NEPA 
process and ESA Section 7 consultation as needed when the site-specific actions are considered. 
 

4. Energy and Minerals 
 
Energy and mineral development is not currently a threat identified by the USFWS for Ute 
ladies’-tresses. This may be due to widespread general restrictions on these activities in riparian 
habitats. Regardless of whether they are identified threats, the proposed action only places 
restrictions on these activities, which could have potential for beneficial effects. No new energy 
and mineral activities are proposed. Several conservation measures in the proposed action may 
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prevent or reduce general impacts from energy and mineral activities, but these measures would 
become effective in the future as the activities are proposed or parcels are leased. Therefore, any 
potential beneficial effects on Ute ladies’-tresses from reduced impacts of energy and mineral 
development would be analyzed in the future at the site-specific level and would not be 
contemporaneous with this decision. Potential beneficial effects from the action with respect to 
energy and mineral development are therefore not considered in this programmatic level analysis 
but will be addressed in subsequent site-specific analyses. 

5. Fire/Fuels Management 
 
The conservation measures in the fire and fuels management program area have little relevance 
to Ute ladies’-tresses, because generally no fire and fuels management activities are conducted in 
riparian habitats, and fire is not considered a threat to this species. No direct negative effects are 
expected because no new fire and fuels management activities are proposed. Restrictive 
measures in this program area may benefit this species by reducing the likelihood of impacts 
from the fire and fuels management program activities, but the measures would become effective 
in the future as specific activities are proposed. Therefore, any potential beneficial effects on Ute 
ladies’-tresses would not be concurrent with this decision. Furthermore, any potential effects 
from future activities will be addressed in subsequent site-specific analyses. 

6. Habitat Restoration and Vegetation Management 
 
Ute ladies’-tresses would not be negatively affected by conservation measures in the proposed 
LUP amendments for the habitat restoration and vegetation management program areas because 
no new activities are proposed. Vegetation management activities in riparian habitats can alter 
Ute ladies’-tresses habitat components (such as maintaining earlier successional conditions, or 
allowing successional changes to proceed), but no specific activities are proposed.  
 
Noxious weed and invasive species treatments would be required on disturbed project 
construction areas for at least 3 years (BLM INV-4). This conservation measure has potential to 
benefit Ute ladies’-tresses by reducing the threat of increased competition from invasive species. 
If treatments were to occur within occupied habitats, there is a possibility of negative effects 
from exposure to herbicides. However, noxious weed and invasive species treatments would 
occur with implementation of future projects that are unknown at this time and are thus 
speculative and uncertain to occur. All potential effects from future activities will be addressed 
in subsequent site-specific analyses. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
To evaluate cumulative effects, the future state, tribal, local, or private actions that are 
reasonably certain to occur within the action area are identified, and their effects are added to the 
anticipated effects of the current proposal. The action area for the current proposal is limited to 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA occurring on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands. No state, 
tribal, local, or private lands exist within the action area, and no state, tribal, local, or private 
actions are planned or expected to occur in the action area. Only federal actions are expected to 
occur in the action area; therefore, no cumulative effects are expected. 
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Summary and Determination of Effects on Ute ladies’-tresses 
 
Because the proposed LUP amendments do not propose any specific ground-disturbing actions, 
there would be no direct effects on Ute ladies’-tresses from this programmatic decision.  
 
A potential beneficial effect on Ute ladies’-tresses may result in PHMA and GHMA from the 
action of restricting vehicle use to existing roads and trails (BLM TM-1, where travel planning 
has not previously been completed). A slight chance of damage to individuals may result from 
retrofitting existing towers with perch deterrents (BLM LR-12), but the likelihood of damage is 
very small and the expected magnitude of impact would be so small as to be insignificant.  
 
There is potential for beneficial effects from reduced impacts from energy and minerals, 
fire/fuels management, habitat restoration, and vegetation management activities. Although these 
threats may be reduced by the proposed LUP amendments, any benefit due to restricted or 
prohibited actions would occur in future years, and thus the benefit would not be 
contemporaneous and is not considered in this analysis. All potential effects will be considered 
during future site-specific analyses.  
 
There is also potential for additional indirect effects (effects caused by the action, but are later in 
time) from future site-specific ground-disturbing actions in many program areas. At this 
programmatic planning level, these future projects are unknown and not reasonably certain to 
occur, and any possible effects are too speculative to evaluate at this time. All future site-specific 
projects will include an environmental analysis through the NEPA process and ESA Section 7 
consultation. Potential negative effects on Ute ladies’-tresses would be avoided, minimized, or 
mitigated through site-specific analysis at the project level. 
 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement may affect, but will not likely adversely affect, Ute 
ladies’-tresses. The estimated effects on occurrences and suitable habitat that exist in PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA in the Dillon, Pocatello, and Upper Snake Field Offices and the Caribou-
Targhee, Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth National Forests would be beneficial due to the reduced 
impacts from off-road vehicles, and only slight indirect negative effects may result (but are 
highly unlikely) from existing tower retrofit activities. Further, there are no potential direct 
negative effects on this species from this action. In addition, any possible negative effects from 
future ground-disturbing actions would likely be avoided because site-specific analysis and 
mitigation would occur at the project level. 
 
Because no suitable habitats for Ute ladies’-tresses are suspected to occur within the Bruneau, 
Burley, Challis, Four Rivers, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Salmon, or Shoshone Field Offices, or the Boise 
or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland, there would be no 
effects on Ute ladies’-tresses in these areas.
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DETERMINATIONS OF EFFECTS SUMMARY BY SPECIES 
 
Species Status16 Determination17 Rationale 
Grizzly bear 
Ursus arctos 
horribilis 

T NLAA The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, Owyhee 
Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, Four Rivers Field Offices, the Boise, 
Salmon-Challis, or Sawtooth National Forests, and the Curlew National 
Grassland will not affect grizzly bears because these field offices and 
national forests/grassland do not contain occupied habitat for grizzly bears. 
Similar actions occurring within the Upper Snake or Dillon Field Offices 
or the Beaverhead-Deerlodge or Caribou-Targhee National Forests may 
affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, the grizzly bear or its habitat. 
GRSG LUPA decision goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards, and 
guidelines that could have any bearing on the major threats to grizzly 
bears—secure habitat, developed sites, food storage, livestock grazing, and 
four key food sources—are expected to be neutral, result in beneficial 
effects, or are too speculative in the absence of site-specific proposals to 
analyze at this time. Furthermore, adverse effects would likely be avoided, 
because site-specific analysis and mitigation would occur at the project 
level. 

Canada lynx 
Lynx canadensis 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, Owyhee, 
Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, Upper Snake, Four Rivers, or Dillon Field 

                                                 
16 E = Endangered; P = Proposed Endangered; T = Threatened; P-T = Proposed Threatened 
17 NE = No Effect (Will not affect the species); NLJ = Not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species; NLAA = May affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect; NLDAM = Not likely to result in destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat 
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Species Status16 Determination17 Rationale 
Offices, the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland 
will not affect Canada lynx because these field offices and national 
forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for Canada lynx. 

Canada lynx critical 
habitat 

Designated NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, Owyhee, 
Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, Upper Snake, Four Rivers, or Dillon Field 
Offices, the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland 
will not affect Canada lynx designated critical habitat because these units 
do not contain Canada lynx designated critical habitat. 

Northern Idaho 
ground squirrel 
Spermophilus 
brunneus 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, Owyhee, 
Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, Upper Snake, or Dillon Field Offices, the 
Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not affect northern 
Idaho ground squirrel because these field offices and national 
forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for northern Idaho ground 
squirrel. Similar actions occurring within the Four Rivers Field Office or 
Boise National Forest will not affect the northern ground squirrel or its 
habitat because potential habitat for northern ground squirrel within these 
units does not exist within sagebrush-steppe GRSG habitat. 

Red knot 
Calidris canutus rufa 

P-T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, Owyhee, 
Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, Upper Snake, or Four Rivers Field Offices, 
the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not 
affect red knot because these field offices and national forests/grassland do 
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Species Status16 Determination17 Rationale 
not contain suitable habitat for the red knot. Similar actions occurring 
within the Dillon Field Office will not affect the red knot or its habitat 
because there are no actions within this LUPA decision that would impact 
aquatic conditions that may serve as migratory stopover habitat for red 
knot. In addition, site-specific analysis will be conducted at the project 
level, and a determination of effects for the red knot will be made at that 
time (See Appendix A). 

Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement and associated actions 
occurring on the Dillon Field Office, Boise National Forest, Caribou-
Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, Sawtooth 
National Forest, BDNF, or Curlew National Grassland will not affect the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo or its habitat because this field office and 
these national forests/grassland are either outside of the range of or are not 
known to contain suitable habitat for the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Similar actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, 
Owyhee, Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, Upper Snake, or Four Rivers Field 
Offices will not affect the western yellow-billed cuckoo or its habitat 
because it is unlikely that western yellow-billed cuckoos are breeding 
within the action area and the LUPA and EIS contain no actions that would 
adversely impact riparian areas. Site-specific analysis will be conducted at 
the project level, and a determination of effects for the yellow-billed 
cuckoo will be made at that time. 

Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo critical habitat 

Proposed NLDAM The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Dillon, Jarbidge, 
Owyhee, Pocatello, Salmon, Upper Snake, or Four Rivers Field Offices, 
the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not 
affect western yellow-billed cuckoo proposed critical habitat because these 
units do not contain yellow-billed cuckoo proposed critical habitat. Similar 
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actions occurring on the Shoshone Field Office are not likely to lead to the 
destruction or adverse modification of western yellow-billed cuckoo 
proposed critical habitat because the LUPA and EIS contain no actions that 
would adversely impact proposed critical habitat PCEs, and site-specific 
analysis will be conducted at the project level and a determination of 
effects for yellow-billed cuckoo proposed critical habitat will be made at 
that time. 

Bull trout  
Salvelinus confluentus 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Burley Field Office, Owyhee Field Office, 
Pocatello Field Office Shoshone Field Office, Dillon Field Office, the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest, or the Curlew National Grassland will 
not affect bull trout because these field offices and national forests/ 
grassland do not contain suitable habitat for bull trout. Similar actions 
occurring within the Bruneau, Challis, Jarbidge, Salmon, Upper Snake, or 
Four Rivers Field Offices, or the Boise, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests will not affect bull trout or its 
habitat because there are no actions within this LUPA decision that would 
impact aquatic habitat or cause water depletions in lakes, rivers, or streams 
occupied by bull trout (See Appendix A). 

Bull trout  
Critical Habitat 

Designated NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Burley, Owyhee, Pocatello, Shoshone, or Dillon 
Field Offices, the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, or the Curlew National 
Grassland will not affect bull trout critical habitat because these field 
offices and national forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for 
bull trout. Similar actions occurring within the Bruneau, Challis, Jarbidge, 
Salmon, or Upper Snake Field Offices or the Boise, Salmon-Challis, 
Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests will not affect bull 
trout critical habitat because there are no actions within this LUPA 
decision that would impact PCE of bull trout critical habitat by altering 
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water quality or quantity or natural conditions. In addition, site-specific 
analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of 
effects for bull trout critical habitat will be made at that time. 

Chinook salmon 
Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha  
Snake River 
spring/summer run 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Shoshone, Upper Snake, Four Rivers, or Dillon Field Offices, the Caribou-
Targhee or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew 
National Grassland will not affect Chinook salmon because these field 
offices and national forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for 
Chinook salmon. Similar actions occurring on the Challis and Salmon 
Field Offices, or the Boise, Salmon-Challis, or Sawtooth National Forests 
will not affect Chinook salmon or its habitat because there are no actions 
within this LUPA decision that would impact aquatic habitat or cause 
water depletions to the Snake River or its tributaries (See Appendix A). 

Chinook salmon 
Snake River critical 
habitat 

Designated NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Upper Snake, or Dillon Field Offices, the Caribou-Targhee or Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not 
affect Snake River Spring/Summer Run Chinook salmon designated 
critical habitat because Chinook salmon critical habitat does not occur on 
these units. Similar actions occurring on the Challis, Salmon, Shoshone, 
and Four Rivers Field Offices, and the Boise, Salmon-Challis, and 
Sawtooth National Forests will not affect Chinook Salmon critical habitat 
because there is no overlap between Chinook salmon critical habitat on 
these units and GRSG PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. 

Sockeye salmon  
Oncorhynchus nerka 
Snake River 

E NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Shoshone, Upper Snake, Four Rivers, or Dillon Field Offices, the Boise, 
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Caribou-Targhee, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the 
Curlew National Grassland will not affect sockeye salmon because these 
field offices and national forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat 
for sockeye salmon. Similar actions occurring on the Challis and Salmon 
Field Offices or the Salmon-Challis or Sawtooth National Forests will not 
affect sockeye salmon or its habitat because there are no actions within this 
LUPA decision that would impact aquatic habitat or cause water depletions 
to the Snake River or its tributaries (See Appendix A). 

Sockeye salmon 
Snake River critical 
habitat 

Designated NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Upper Snake, Four Rivers, or Dillon Field Offices, the Boise, Caribou-
Targhee, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew 
National Grassland will not affect Snake River sockeye salmon designated 
critical habitat because Snake River sockeye salmon critical habitat does 
not occur on these units. Similar actions occurring on the Challis, Salmon, 
and Shoshone Field Offices and the Salmon-Challis and Sawtooth National 
Forests will not affect Snake River sockeye salmon critical habitat because 
there is no overlap between critical habitat on these units and GRSG 
PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. 

Steelhead 
Oncorhynchus mykiss 
Snake River Basin 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Shoshone, Upper Snake, Four Rivers, or Dillon Field Offices, the Caribou-
Targhee or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew 
National Grassland will not affect Snake River Basin steelhead because 
these field offices and national forests/grassland do not contain suitable 
habitat for Snake River Basin steelhead. Similar actions occurring on the 
Challis and Salmon Field Offices or the Boise, Salmon-Challis, or 
Sawtooth National Forests will not affect Snake River Basin steelhead or 
its habitat because there are no actions within this LUPA decision that 



Biological Assessment for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 

 

11 May 2015 Page 147 
 
 

Species Status16 Determination17 Rationale 
would impact aquatic habitat or cause water depletions to the Snake River 
or its tributaries (See Appendix A). 

Steelhead Snake River 
Basin critical habitat 

Designated NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Upper Snake, or Dillon Field Offices, the Caribou-Targhee or Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not 
affect Snake River Basin steelhead designated critical habitat because 
Snake River Basin steelhead critical habitat does not occur on these units. 
Similar actions occurring on the Challis, Salmon, Shoshone, and Four 
Rivers Field Offices and the Boise, Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth National 
Forests will not affect Snake River Basin steelhead critical habitat because 
there is no overlap between critical habitat on these units and GRSG 
PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. 

Banbury Springs 
limpet  
Lanx sp. 

E NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Jarbidge, Owyhee, 
Pocatello, Salmon, Upper Snake, Dillon or Four Rivers Field Offices, the 
Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not 
affect Banbury Springs limpet because these field offices and national 
forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for the species. Similar 
actions occurring within the Shoshone Field Office will not affect the 
Banbury Springs limpet or its habitat because there are no actions within 
this LUPA decision that would impact aquatic habitat or cause water 
depletions in Banbury Springs limpet habitat. In addition, site-specific 
analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of 
effects for the Banbury Springs limpet will be made at that time (See 
Appendix A). 

Bliss Rapids Snail 
Taylorconcha 

T NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
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serpenticola actions occurring on the Challis, Owyhee, Pocatello, Salmon, Upper Snake, 

or Dillon Field Offices, the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, 
Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew 
National Grassland will not affect Bliss Rapids snail because these field 
offices and national forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for the 
species. Similar actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, 
Shoshone, and Four Rivers Field Offices will not affect the Bliss Rapids 
snail or its habitat because there are no actions within this LUPA decision 
that would impact aquatic habitat or cause water depletions in Bliss Rapids 
snail habitat. In addition, site-specific analysis will be conducted at the 
project level, and a determination of effects for the Bliss Rapids snail will 
be made at that time (See Appendix A). 

Bruneau Hot 
springsnail 
Pyrgulopsis 
bruneauensis 

E NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Burley, Challis, Owyhee, Pocatello, Shoshone, 
Salmon, Upper Snake, Dillon or Four Rivers Field Offices, the Boise, 
Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland will not affect Bruneau 
hot springsnail because these field offices and national forests/grassland do 
not contain suitable habitat for the species. Similar actions occurring on the 
Bruneau or Shoshone Field Offices will not affect the Bruneau hot 
springsnail or its habitat because there are no actions within this LUPA 
decision that would impact aquatic habitat or cause groundwater 
withdrawals in Bruneau hot springsnail habitat. In addition, site-specific 
analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of 
effects for the Bruneau hot springsnail will be made at that time (See 
Appendix A). 

Snake River Physa 
snail 
Physa natricina 

E NE The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement decision and associated 
actions occurring on the Challis, Pocatello, Salmon, Upper Snake, or 
Dillon Field Offices, the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, 
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Sawtooth, or Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, or the Curlew 
National Grassland will not affect Snake River Physa because these field 
offices and national forests/grassland do not contain suitable habitat for the 
species. Similar actions occurring on the Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, 
Owyhee, Shoshone, and Four Rivers Field Offices will not affect Snake 
River Physa or its habitat because there are no actions within this LUPA 
decision that would impact aquatic habitat or cause water depletions in 
Snake River Physa habitat. In addition, site-specific analysis will be 
conducted at the project level, and a determination of effects for Snake 
River Physa will be made at that time (See Appendix A). 

Slickspot peppergrass  
Lepidium papilliferum 

P-E NLJ The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of slickspot peppergrass because the 
estimated effects on occurrences and suitable habitat that exist in PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA in the Four Rivers and Jarbidge Field Offices would be 
beneficial due to the reduced impacts from off-road vehicles, and only 
slight indirect negative effects may result (but are highly unlikely) from 
existing tower retrofit activities. Further, there are no potential direct 
negative effects on this species from this action. In addition, any possible 
negative effects from future ground-disturbing actions would likely be 
avoided because site-specific analysis, possible mitigation, and a further 
determination of effects would occur at the project level. 
 
Because no suitable habitats for slickspot peppergrass are suspected to 
occur within the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Dillon, Owyhee, Pocatello, 
Salmon, Shoshone, or Upper Snake Field Offices, the Boise, Beaverhead-
Deerlodge, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, or Sawtooth National 
Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland, there would be no effects on 
slickspot peppergrass in these areas. 

Slickspot peppergrass  
critical habitat 

Proposed NLDAM The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement is not likely to result in 
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Species Status16 Determination17 Rationale 
destruction or adverse modification of slickspot peppergrass proposed 
critical habitat because the estimated effects on proposed critical habitat 
that exist in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA in the Four Rivers and Jarbidge 
Field Offices would be beneficial due to the reduced impacts from off-road 
vehicles. Indirect negative effects may result (but are extremely unlikely) 
from existing tower retrofit activities. Further, there are no potential direct 
negative effects on slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat from this 
action. In addition, any possible negative effects from future ground-
disturbing actions would likely be avoided because site-specific analysis, 
possible mitigation, and a further determination of effects would occur at 
the project level. 
 
Because no slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat exists within the 
Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Dillon, Owyhee, Pocatello, Salmon, Shoshone, 
or Upper Snake Field Offices, the Boise, Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Caribou-
Targhee, Salmon-Challis, or Sawtooth National Forests, or the Curlew 
National Grassland, there would be no effects on slickspot peppergrass 
proposed critical habitat in these areas. 

Ute ladies’-tresses 
Spiranthes diluvialis 

T NLAA The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may affect, but will not 
likely adversely affect, Ute ladies’-tresses because the estimated effects on 
occurrences and suitable habitat that exist in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA 
in the Dillon, Pocatello, and Upper Snake Field Offices and the Caribou-
Targhee, Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth National Forests would be 
beneficial due to the reduced impacts from off-road vehicles, and only 
slight indirect negative effects may result (but are highly unlikely) from 
existing tower retrofit activities. Further, there are no potential direct 
negative effects on this species from this action. In addition, any possible 
negative effects from future ground-disturbing actions would likely be 
avoided, because site-specific analysis and mitigation would occur at the 
project level. 
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Species Status16 Determination17 Rationale 
 
Because no suitable habitats for Ute ladies’-tresses are suspected to occur 
within the Bruneau, Burley, Challis, Four Rivers, Jarbidge, Owyhee, 
Salmon, or Shoshone Field Offices, the Boise or Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forests, or the Curlew National Grassland, there would be no 
effects on Ute ladies’-tresses in these areas.  
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APPENDIX A: Additional Rationale for No Effect Determinations for 
Select Species or Groups of Species in Tables 2 and 3 

Canada Lynx 

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
Canada lynx and its habitat will not be affected by this project. In Table 2, the BLM Field 
Offices: Challis, Salmon, Shoshone, and Dillon indicate that Canada lynx have either been 
documented or suspected to occur within those units. Table 3 indicates that Canada lynx have 
been documented on the Boise, Caribou-Targhee, and Sawtooth National Forests. The Caribou, 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge, and Salmon-Challis National Forests are mapped as secondary, 
unoccupied habitat, while most of the Targhee National Forest is secondary habitat but is 
considered occupied habitat. Sagebrush habitat is not considered a primary or secondary habitat 
for Canada lynx in Idaho or Southwestern Montana. Therefore, there are no actions within this 
LUPA decision that will affect habitat quality or availability. Potential beneficial effects are 
possible from improved conditions of connective habitat as well as reducing or co-locating 
anthropogenic disturbances for Canada lynx. In addition, site-specific analyses will be conducted 
at the project level, and a determination of effects for Canada lynx will be made at that time. 
Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement will not affect Canada lynx or its habitat. 

Discussion and Determination 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement decision will not affect the Canada lynx or its habitat. No 
suitable habitat occurs within the action area. The reported sightings within the action area are 
located outside of PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. There are no actions within this LUPA decision 
that will affect Canada lynx suitable habitat quality or availability. In addition, site-specific 
analyses will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of effects for Canada lynx 
will be made at that time. 

Canada Lynx Designated Critical Habitat 

Environmental Baseline  
No overlap occurs between designated critical habitat and PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. Therefore, 
the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement will not affect designated critical habitat for Canada lynx. 
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Figure 13. Canada lynx designated and proposed critical habitat with respect to Idaho-
Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA and EIS action area.  
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Discussion and Determination 
Canada lynx critical habitat will not be affected by this project. No overlap occurs between 
designated critical habitat and PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. Therefore, the actions within this 
LUPA decision will not impact PCE of Canada lynx critical habitat by altering natural 
conditions. The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement will not affect Canada lynx critical habitat. 

Red Knot 

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
The red knot is a migrant shorebird that breeds in the Canadian Arctic and winters in South 
America. Within the action area, it is known only to occur as a rare migrant stopover in Madison 
County, Montana. Only one sighting has been reported within the Montana portion of the action 
area (Dillon Field Office), presumably during migration; the reported site location does not 
coincide with mapped GRSG PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. Neither the red knot nor suitable 
habitat for the red knot is known or suspected to be present in the remaining units occurring 
within the action area: Bruneau Field Office, Burley Field Office, Challis Field Office, Jarbidge 
Field Office, Owyhee Field Office, Pocatello Field Office, Salmon Field Office Shoshone Field 
Office, Upper Snake Field Office, Four Rivers Field Office, Boise National Forest, Caribou-
Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, Sawtooth National Forest, or BDNF. 
Critical habitat has not been proposed or designated for the red knot. 

Discussion and Determination 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement decision will not affect the red knot or its habitat. No breeding 
or wintering habitat occurs within the action area. The only reported sighting within the action 
area was outside of PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. There are no actions within this LUPA decision 
that will affect aquatic habitat quality or availability. In addition, site-specific analyses will be 
conducted at the project level, and a determination of effects for red knot will be made at that 
time.  

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo  

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
The western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) was federally listed as 
threatened by the USFWS on October 3, 2014; the ruling became effective November 3, 2014 
(USFWS 2014c). The western yellow-billed cuckoo is not known or suspected to be present on 
the following units within the action area: Dillon Field Office, Boise National Forest, Caribou-
Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, Sawtooth National Forest, or BDNF. 
The following units either contain suitable habitat and/or documented sightings for the yellow-
billed cuckoo: Bruneau Field Office, Burley Field Office, Challis Field Office, Jarbidge Field 
Office, Owyhee Field Office, Pocatello Field Office, Salmon Field Office Shoshone Field Office, 
Upper Snake Field Office, and Four Rivers Field Office. The western yellow-billed cuckoo 
requires large blocks of riparian woodlands within low to moderate elevation in arid to semiarid 
landscapes. 
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Discussion and Determination 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement decision will not affect the yellow-billed cuckoo or its habitat; 
the LUPA and EIS contain no actions that will adversely impact riparian areas and, if anything, 
conservation measures that maintain or improve riparian habitat, such as maintaining proper 
functioning condition, will inadvertently benefit yellow-billed cuckoo and its habitat. In addition, 
site-specific analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of effects for the 
yellow-billed cuckoo will be made at that time.  

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo Proposed Critical Habitat 

Environmental Baseline and Threats  
Critical habitat for the western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo was proposed on August 15, 
2014 (USFWS 2014b). The Shoshone Field Office is the only unit within the Idaho-
Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental 
Impact Statement decision action area that contains proposed critical habitat for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo; 405 acres of proposed western yellow-billed cuckoo critical habitat 
overlap with GRSG PHMA (Figure 14).  
 
PCEs include the following: 1) Riparian woodlands of mixed willow-cottonwood and/or 
mesquite-thorn patches greater than 325 feet wide and 200 acres or greater in extent; 2) Presence 
of a prey base consisting of large insect fauna and tree frogs in breeding areas during the nesting 
season and in post-breeding dispersal areas; and 3) dynamic riverine processes that allow 
riparian habitat to regenerate regularly, resulting in multiple age classes. 
 
The primary threats to the yellow-billed cuckoo result from habitat destruction, modification, and 
degradation from dam construction and operations; water diversions; river flow management; 
stream channelization and stabilization; conversion to agricultural uses; urban and transportation 
infrastructure; and increased incidence of wildfire (USFWS 2013c). 
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Figure 14. Yellow-billed cuckoo proposed critical habitat with respect to Idaho-Southwestern 
Montana GRSG LUPA and EIS action area.  

Discussion and Determination 
The Idaho-Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement decision will not affect yellow-billed cuckoo proposed critical 
habitat; the LUPA and EIS contain no actions that will adversely impact proposed critical habitat 
PCEs and, if anything, conservation measures that maintain or improve riparian habitat, such as 
maintaining proper functioning condition, will inadvertently benefit western yellow-billed 
cuckoo proposed critical habitat. In addition, site-specific analysis will be conducted at the 
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project level, and a determination of effects for yellow-billed cuckoo proposed critical habitat 
will be made at that time.  
 

Bull trout  

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
Bull trout have been documented and bull trout critical habitat is present within the following 
units in the action area: Bruneau Field Office, Challis Field Office, Jarbidge Field Office, 
Salmon Field Office, Upper Snake Field Office, Four Rivers Field Office, Boise National Forest, 
Salmon-Challis National Forest, Sawtooth National Forest, and BDNF. Neither bull trout nor 
bull trout habitat is known to be present on the Burley Field Office, Owyhee Field Office, 
Pocatello Field Office, Shoshone Field Office, Dillon Field Office, or Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest. Declines in bull trout distribution and abundance are the results of combined effects of 
the following: habitat degradation and fragmentation, the blockage of migratory corridors, poor 
water quality, angler harvest and poaching, entrainment (process by which aquatic organisms are 
pulled through a diversion structure or other device) into diversion channels and dams, and 
introduced nonnative species. Land and water management activities that continue to depress 
bull trout populations and degrade habitat include dams and other diversion structures, forest 
management practices, livestock grazing, agriculture, road construction and maintenance, 
mining, and urban and rural development. 

Discussion and Determination 
Bull trout and bull trout habitat will not be affected by this project. There are no actions within 
this LUPA decision that will degrade or fragment bull trout habitat, block migratory corridors, 
decrease water quality or availability, affect vulnerability to angler harvest or poaching, alter the 
distribution of nonnative fish species, or authorize livestock grazing, habitat-altering forest 
management practices, road construction and maintenance, mining, or development. In addition, 
site-specific analyses will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of effects for 
bull trout will be made at that time. Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater 
Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement will not affect 
bull trout or its habitat. 

Bull Trout Designated Critical Habitat 

Environmental Baseline and Threats  
Bull trout critical habitat is present within the following units in the action area: Bruneau Field 
Office, Challis Field Office, Jarbidge Field Office, Salmon Field Office, Upper Snake Field 
Office, Four Rivers Field Office, Boise National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, 
Sawtooth National Forest, and BDNF. On the Boise National Forest, 4 miles of bull trout critical 
habitat overlap with GRSG GHMA and 2 miles of critical habitat overlap with GRSG IHMA. On 
the Bruneau Field Office, only 1 mile of critical habitat overlaps with IHMA. On the Challis 
National Forest, bull trout critical habitat overlaps with GRSG PHMA (33 miles), GHMA (105 
miles), and IHMA (115 miles). On the Jarbidge Field Office, bull trout critical habitat overlaps 
with GRSG habitat by the following amounts: 31 miles (PHMA), 5 miles (GHMA), and 16 miles 
(IHMA). On the Salmon Field Office, bull trout critical habitat overlaps with GRSG PHMA (21 
miles), GHMA (7 miles), and IHMA (6 miles). Bull trout critical habitat overlaps with GRSG 
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habitat on the Salmon-Challis National Forest: PHMA (11 miles), GHMA (2 miles), and IHMA 
(25 miles). Bull trout critical habitat overlaps with 30 miles of GHMA on the Sawtooth National 
Forest, 8 miles of GHMA on the Shoshone Field Office, and 10 miles of PHMA on the Upper 
Snake Field Office (Figure 15). 
 
PCEs of bull trout habitat (USFWS 2010b) include: 
 

 (1) Springs, seeps, groundwater sources, and subsurface water connectivity (hyporheic 
flows) to contribute to water quality and quantity and provide thermal refugia. (2) 
Migration habitats with minimal physical, biological, or water quality impediments 
between spawning, rearing, overwintering, and freshwater and marine foraging habitats, 
including but not limited to permanent, partial, intermittent, or seasonal barriers. (3) An 
abundant food base, including terrestrial organisms of riparian origin, aquatic 
macroinvertebrates, and forage fish. (4) Complex river, stream, lake, reservoir, and 
marine shoreline aquatic environments, and processes that establish and maintain these 
aquatic environments, with features such as large wood, side channels, pools, undercut 
banks and unembedded substrates, to provide a variety of depths, gradients, velocities, 
and structure. (5) Water temperatures ranging from 2 to 15 °C (36 to 59 °F), with 
adequate thermal refugia available for temperatures that exceed the upper end of this 
range. Specific temperatures within this range will depend on bull trout life-history stage 
and form; geography; elevation; diurnal and seasonal variation; shading, such as that 
provided by riparian habitat; streamflow; and local groundwater influence. (6) In 
spawning and rearing areas, substrate of sufficient amount, size, and composition to 
ensure success of egg and embryo overwinter survival, fry emergence, and young-of-the-
year and juvenile survival. A minimal amount of fine sediment, generally ranging in size 
from silt to coarse sand, embedded in larger substrates, is characteristic of these 
conditions. The size and amounts of fine sediment suitable to bull trout will likely vary 
from system to system. (7) A natural hydrograph, including peak, high, low, and base 
flows within historic and seasonal ranges or, if flows are controlled, minimal flow 
departure from a natural hydrograph. (8) Sufficient water quality and quantity such that 
normal reproduction, growth, and survival are not inhibited. (9) Sufficiently low levels of 
occurrence of nonnnative predatory (e.g., lake trout, walleye, northern pike, smallmouth 
bass); interbreeding (e.g., brook trout); or competing (e.g., brown trout) species that, if 
present, are adequately temporally and spatially isolated from bull trout. 

 
Threats to bull trout critical habitat include threats to water quality, water diversion, and 
reservoir development, and alterations to natural habitat conditions that increase nonnative 
species. Suspended sediment and environmental contaminants can increase turbidity and impact 
salmonids and their prey, affect swimming, feeding, or gill function by reducing visibility and 
ability to pursue prey, and by interrupting proper physiological gill function. Water diversion and 
reservoir development can reduce stream flow, reduce the amount of water available in a stream 
channel, change water quality, and alter groundwater regimes. These changes may collectively 
impact habitat and passage for bull trout, and can cause increases in water temperatures. 
Alterations to natural habitat conditions may also increase nonnative species predation and 
competition, which can significantly affect bull trout populations. Depending on local conditions, 
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bull trout recovery may be either reduced or precluded by the presence of nonnative and 
competitive species. 

Discussion and Determination 
Bull trout critical habitat will not be affected by this project. There are no actions within this 
LUPA decision that will impact PCEs of bull trout critical habitat by altering water quality or 
quantity or natural conditions. In addition, site-specific analysis will be conducted at the project 
level, and a determination of effects for bull trout critical habitat will be made at that time. 
Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement will not affect bull trout critical habitat. 
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Figure 15. Bull trout designated critical habitat with respect to Idaho-Southwestern Montana 
GRSG LUPA and EIS action area.  
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Snake River Salmonids (Chinook salmon spring/summer run, sockeye salmon, 
steelhead) 

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
Snake River Spring/Summer Run Chinook salmon are known or suspected to be present on the 
Challis and Salmon Field Offices; they are documented to occur on the Boise, Salmon-Challis, 
and Sawtooth National Forests. This ESU, includes naturally spawned spring/summer-run 
Chinook salmon originating from the mainstem Snake River and the Tucannon River, Grande 
Ronde River, Imnaha River, and Salmon River subbasins. It also includes spring/summer-run 
Chinook salmon from 11 artificial propagation programs. Although critical habitat has been 
designated for this species, there is no overlap of critical habitat with the action area (see below). 
Critical habitat PCEs include: 1) spawning and juvenile rearing areas, 2) juvenile migration 
corridors, 3) areas for growth and development to adulthood, and 4) adult migration corridors. 
 
Snake River sockeye salmon are known or suspected to be present on the Challis and Salmon 
Field Offices; they are documented to occur on the Salmon-Challis and Sawtooth National 
Forests. This ESU, includes naturally spawned anadromous and residual sockeye salmon 
originating from the Snake River Basin, and also sockeye salmon from one artificial propagation 
program. Critical habitat PCEs include: 1) spawning and juvenile rearing areas, 2) juvenile 
migration corridors, 3) areas for growth and development to adulthood, and 4) adult migration 
corridors.  
 
Snake River Basin steelhead are known or suspected to be present on the Challis and Salmon 
Field Offices; they are documented to occur on the Boise, Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth 
National Forests. DPS, includes naturally spawned anadromous steelhead originating below 
natural and manmade impassable barriers from the Snake River Basin, and also steelhead from 
six artificial propagation programs. Critical habitat PCEs include: 1) freshwater spawning sites, 
2) freshwater rearing sites, 3) freshwater migration corridors, 4) and 5) estuarine and nearshore 
marine areas free of obstruction and excess predation, and 6) offshore marine areas supporting 
growth and maturation. 
 
There is no single factor solely responsible for the decline of Salmonid species on the West 
Coast of the United States. Factors include reduction or elimination of habitat by water storage, 
withdrawal, conveyance, and diversions for agriculture, flood control, domestic, and hydropower 
purposes; modification of natural flow regimes that have increased water temperatures, changed 
fish community structures, depleted flows necessary for migration, spawning, rearing, flushing 
of sediments from spawning gravels, gravel recruitment, and transport of large woody debris; 
natural resource use and extraction leading to habitat modification; recreational and commercial 
fishing; introduction of nonnative species and modification of habitat that increase predator 
populations and salmonid predation in river and estuarine systems; natural environmental 
conditions such as flooding and persistent drought conditions that have reduced already limited 
spawning, rearing, and migration habitat; climatic shifts over a decadal time scale that appear to 
have resulted in decreased ocean productivity; and competition, genetic introgression, and 
disease transmission resulting from hatchery introductions (NOAA Fisheries 2014). 
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Discussion and Determination  
Snake River endangered and threatened fish species will not be affected by this project. There 
are no actions within this LUPA decision that will impact aquatic habitat or cause water 
depletions. In addition, site-specific analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a 
determination of effects for federally listed Snake River salmonids will be made at that time. 
Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement will not affect Snake River Spring/Summer 
Run Chinook salmon, Snake River sockeye salmon, Snake River Basin steelhead, or their 
habitats. 

Snake River Salmonids (Chinook salmon spring/summer run, sockeye salmon, 
steelhead) Critical Habitats 

Environmental Baseline and Threats  
Although Snake River Spring/Summer Run Chinook salmon designated critical habitat occurs on 
the Challis, Salmon, Shoshone, and Four Rivers Field Offices and the Boise, Salmon-Challis, 
and Sawtooth National Forests, there is no overlap between critical habitat on these units and 
GRSG PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. 
 
Although Snake River sockeye salmon designated critical habitat occurs on the Challis, Salmon, 
and Shoshone Field Offices and the Salmon-Challis and Sawtooth National Forests, there is no 
overlap between critical habitat on these units and GRSG PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. 
 
Although Snake River Basin steelhead critical habitat occurs on the Challis, Salmon, Shoshone, 
and Four Rivers Field Offices and the Boise, Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth National Forests, 
there is no overlap between critical habitat on these units and GRSG PHMA, GHMA, or IHMA. 

Discussion and Determination 
Critical habitat for Snake River Spring/Summer Run Chinook Salmon, Snake River Sockeye 
Salmon, and Snake River Basin Steelhead will not be affected by this project because the Idaho-
Southwestern Montana LUPA decision action area does not overlap critical habitats for these 
species. 

Middle Snake River Snails (Banbury Springs limpet, Bliss Rapids snail, Snake River 
Physa) 

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
The Banbury Springs limpet is only known to occur in four isolated springs in a small area along 
the Middle Snake River. It inhabits spring run habitats with well oxygenated water on boulder or 
cobble substrates. Within the action area, it only occurs on the Shoshone Field Office.  
 
The Bliss Rapids snail occurs on stable cobble-boulder size substrate in flowing waters of 
unimpounded reaches of the mainstem Snake River and in a few spring habitats in the Hagerman 
Valley. Within the action area, it occurs on the Bruneau Field Office, Burley Field Office, 
Jarbidge Field Office, Shoshone Field Office, and Four Rivers Field Office. 
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The Snake River Physa occurs on the undersides of gravel-to-boulder size substrate in swift 
current in the mainstem Snake River. Within the action area, it occurs in the following field 
offices: Bruneau, Burley, Jarbidge, Owyhee, Shoshone, and Four Rivers. 
 
Critical habit has not been proposed or designated for the Banbury Springs limpet, Bliss Rapids 
Snail, or Snake River Physa. Water depletions, water level fluctuations, and effects on water 
quality in the Middle Snake River and its tributaries are the major threats to these species. 

Discussion and Determination 
Snake River endangered and threatened snails will not be affected by this project. There are no 
actions within this LUPA decision that will impact aquatic habitat or cause water depletions in 
these drainages. In addition, site-specific analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a 
determination of effects for federally listed snails in the Middle Snake River will be made at that 
time. Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan 
Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement will not affect the Banbury Springs limpet, 
Bliss Rapids snail, Snake River Physa, or their habitats. 

Bruneau Hot Springsnail 

Environmental Baseline, Critical Habitat, and Threats to the Species 
The Bruneau hot springsnail is found only in geothermal springs and seeps along an 8-kilometer 
length of the Bruneau River in Southwest Idaho. It prefers wetted rock faces of springs and 
flowing water, with large cobbles and boulders. Within the action area, the Bruneau hot 
springsnail only occurs on the Bruneau and Jarbidge Field Offices. 
 
Critical habitat has not been proposed or designated for the Bruneau hot springsnail. The 
principal threat to this species is the reduction and/or elimination of its geothermal habitats as a 
result of groundwater withdrawal. 

Discussion and Determination 
Bruneau hot springsnail will not be affected by this project. There are no actions within this 
LUPA decision that will impact aquatic habitat or cause groundwater withdrawals. In addition, 
site-specific analysis will be conducted at the project level, and a determination of effects for 
Bruneau hot springsnail will be made at that time. Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern 
Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement 
will not affect the Bruneau hot springsnail or its habitats. 
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APPENDIX B: BLM Dillon Field Office RMP Grizzly Bear Analysis Screen 
Part 1 
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APPENDIX C: BLM Dillon Field Office RMP Grizzly Bear Analysis Screen 
Part 2 
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APPENDIX D: BLM Proposed Plan Amendment 
 

The Proposed Plan represents a management strategy to address GRSG, their habitat and 
associated threats within the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region. The Plan has 
been developed through a coordinated partnership of BLM, Forest Service, the States of 
Idaho and Montana and the USFWS.  

The Plan incorporates appropriate conservation measures to conserve, enhance, and restore 
GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or minimizing threats to that habitat. The Plan is 
also consistent with the objectives described in the USFWS Conservation Objectives Team 
Report (USFWS 2013) 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…’ through 
‘Maintaining viable, connected, and well-distributed populations and habitats across [the 
range of GRSG], through threat amelioration, conservation of key habitats, and restoration 
activities’.  

To achieve these objectives the Plan includes a combination of: goals and objectives 
including vegetation/habitat management objectives to be applied during project 
development and implementation (FEIS Table); land allocation decisions (FEIS Table); 
delineation of five Conservation Areas (FEIS Figure) to support evaluation of the adaptive 
management strategy and 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance cap; delineation of PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA (FEIS Figure) with associated program management direction; a 
mitigation framework and strategy; development of Wildfire and Invasive Species 
Assessments; and associated monitoring to support these decisions. 

The decisions described in this Plan apply to BLM lands in both Montana and Idaho unless 
identified differently. Several notable differences include the Adaptive Management Strategy 
and the Disturbance Density evaluation. In both cases Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
have separate approaches which are described in the applicable sections. Southwestern 
Montana’s approach in both cases is the same as the approaches being applied in the rest of 
Montana, this supports a consistent approach within the entire state that can be 
implemented in coordination with State and Federal partners. 

The proposed plan incorporates the following GRSG goals: 

GOAL-1:  Maintain and/or increase the abundance, distribution and connectivity of 
GRSG by conserving, enhancing and restoring GRSG habitat to maintain 
resilient populations by reducing, eliminating or minimizing threats to GRSG 
habitats.  

GOAL-2:  Provide for the needs of GRSG and their habitat while also providing for 
resource uses in accordance with the agencies’ direction for multiple use and 
sustained yield as described in FLPMA and the NFMA.  

GOAL-3:  Manage anthropogenic development and human disturbance to minimize the 
likelihood of adverse population level effects on GRSG.  
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Table 2-9 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana GRSG EIS – Land Allocation Decisions Summary1 

PHMA IHMA GHMA 
Solar/Wind/Nuclear/Hydropower  

Exclusion (LR-2) Avoidance (LR-2) Idaho: Open (LR-2) 
Montana: Avoidance 

Commercial Service Airports  
Exclusion (LR-3) Avoidance (LR-1) Open (LR-1) 

Landfills    
Exclusion (LR-4) Avoidance (LR-1) Open (LR-1) 

Utility Corridors  
Existing designated corridors which are land 
use plan designations (and include Section 368 
Corridors), will remain “open” (subject to the 
ongoing settlement agreement) and can 
provide an opportunity to be modified with 
mitigation. Any new disturbance within these 
corridors would count towards the 
disturbance cap. All new, modified, or deleted 
corridors will require a land use plan 
amendment. (LR-7)  

Same as PHMA (LR-7) Same as PHMA (LR-7) 

ROWs and Land Use Authorizations/Permits – High Voltage Transmission Lines and Large Pipelines  
Avoidance (LR-1) Avoidance (LR-1) Idaho: Open (LR-1) 

Montana: Avoidance 
 

ROWs and Land Use Authorizations/Permits – Minor ROWs 
Avoidance (LR-1) Avoidance (LR-1) Open (LR-1) 

 
Land Tenure Adjustments  

Retention with exceptions for exchange; 
available for exchange with no net loss of 
GRSG Key habitat within PHMA and IHMA. 
Not available for disposal. (LR-14) 

Same as PHMA (LR-14) Available for exchange only 

Fluid Mineral Resource Allocation (Includes Geothermal)  
Idaho and Montana: Open subject to No 
Surface Occupancy (NSO) without waiver, or 

Idaho: Open subject to NSO with a limited 
exception. Montana: Not Applicable (FLM-1) 

Idaho and Montana: Open subject to Controlled 
Surface Use and Timing Limitations (FLM-1) 
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Table 2-9 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana GRSG EIS – Land Allocation Decisions Summary1 

PHMA IHMA GHMA 
modification. (FLM-1) 

Locatable Minerals  
Areas not previously withdrawn are open.  Same as PHMA. Same as PHMA. 

Non-Energy Leasables  
Closed to leasing. (NEL-1) 
There are no Known Phosphate Leasing 
Areas (KPLAs) in PHMA.  

KPLAs are Open subject to standard leasing 
stipulations. 
Areas outside KPLAs are Open subject to 
standard and GRSG stipulations (required design 
features, seasonal timing restrictions). (NEL-1) 

Open to leasing with standard and GRSG 
stipulations (required design features and 
seasonal timing restrictions) (NEL-1) 

Mineral Materials (Salable Minerals)  
Closed to new site authorizations. 
Existing sites Open to new sales subject to 
RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing 
restrictions. (SAL-1) 

Open to new site authorizations subject to 
Anthropogenic Disturbance Criteria (AD-4).  
Existing sites Open to new sales subject to 
seasonal timing restrictions. (SAL-1) 

Open to new site authorizations subject to 
RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing restrictions. 
Existing sites Open to new sales subject to 
seasonal timing restrictions. (SAL-1) 

Travel Management  
BLM Idaho: Limited to Existing (TM-1) 
BLM Montana: Limited to Designated 
(Decisions described in Dillon RMP) 

BLM: Limited to Existing (TM-1) BLM: Limited to Existing (TM-1) 
BLM Montana: Limited to Designated 
(Decisions described in Dillon RMP) 
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GOAL-4:  Reduce the risk of West Nile Virus or other disease outbreaks from BLM 
and Forest Service management actions.  

GOAL-5:  Conserve, enhance, and restore the sagebrush ecosystem upon which GRSG 
populations depend in an effort to maintain and/or increase their abundance 
and distribution, in cooperation with other conservation partners.  

Special Status Species 
 

Objectives 
MA-OBJ-1 (Management Area – Objective): Maintain a resilient population of GRSG in 

Idaho and Southwestern Montana.  

MA-OBJ-2:  Designate GRSG management areas and associated management to maintain 
a resilient population and to designate strategically located adjacent areas to 
provide a buffer from unpredictable habitat loss such as wildfire to the 
resilient population areas. 

MA-OBJ-3:  Identify and strategically protect larger intact sagebrush areas and areas of 
lower fragmentation to maintain GRSG population persistence. 

HM-OBJ-1 (Habitat Management): Maintain or make progress toward at least 70 percent 
of lands within PHMAs and IHMAs capable of producing sagebrush at 10 to 
30 percent canopy cover and conifers absent to uncommon within 1.86 miles 
of occupied leks.  

HM-OBJ-2:  Incorporate GRSG Seasonal Habitat Objectives (Table 2-3) into the design 
of projects or activities, as appropriate, based on site conditions and 
ecological potential, unless achievement of fuels management objectives 
require additional reduction in sagebrush cover to meet strategic protection 
of GRSG habitat and conserve habitat quality for the species or at least one 
of the following conditions can be demonstrated and documented in the 
NEPA analysis associated with the specific project: 

A specific objective is not applicable to the site-specific conditions of the 
project or activity; 

An alternative objective is determined to provide equal or better 
protection for GRSG or its habitat (based on appropriate scientific 
findings); or 

Analysis concludes that following a specific objective would provide no 
more protection to GRSG or its habitat than not following it, for the 
project being proposed. 

Table 2-10 
Seasonal Habitat Desired Conditions for GRSG 

 

Attribute Indicator Desired Condition Reference 
BREEDING HABITAT (LEK AND NESTING/EARLY BROOD REARING) 
Breeding and Nesting (Seasonal Use Period March 1 – June 15) 
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Table 2-10 
Seasonal Habitat Desired Conditions for GRSG 

 

Attribute Indicator Desired Condition Reference 

Lek Security  

Proximity of trees  

Trees (i.e., in Idaho mainly 
juniper, conifers, and does not 
include old-growth juniper, 
pinyon pine and mountain 
mahogany; in Montana mainly 
Douglas-fir) absent or 
uncommon on shrub/grassland 
ecological sites within 1.86 
miles (3 km) of occupied leks. 

Baruch-Mordo et al. 20137 
 
Stiver et al. in press13  

Proximity of sagebrush 
to leks 

Adjacent protective sagebrush 
cover within 328 ft (100 m) of 
an occupied lek 

Stiver et al. in press13  

NESTING/EARLY BROOD REARING5,10,12,13,14  

Cover and 
Food 

Seasonal habitat extent 
(Percent of Seasonal 
Habitat Meeting 
Desired Conditions) 

>80% of the nesting habitat 
meets the recommended 
vegetation characteristics, where 
appropriate (relative to 
ecological site potential, etc.). 

Connelly et al. 20008  

Sagebrush cover 2 

(Canopy Cover) 15-25% 
Connelly et al. 20008  
Connelly et al. 20039 

Hagen et al. 200711 
Sagebrush height 
   
Arid sites3  
Mesic sites4 

 
12-31 inches (30-80cm) 
16-31 inches (40-80cm) 

Connelly et al. 20008  

Predominant sagebrush 
shape Predominantly spreading shape5 Stiver et al. in press13  

Perennial grass cover 2 
 
Arid sites3 

Mesic sites4 

 
>10% 
>15% 

Connelly et al. 20008  
Stiver et al. in press13  

Perennial grass (and 
forb) height ≥ 7 inches 

Connelly et al. 20008  
Connelly et al. 20039 

Hagen et al. 200711 

Stiver et al. in press13  
Perennial forb (canopy) 
cover 2 
Arid sites3 
Mesic sites4 

 
>5% 
>10% 

Connelly et al. 20008  

 Perennial forb 
availability 

Preferred forbs are common 
with several species present6 

Stiver et al. in press13  

LATE BROOD-REARING/SUMMER1,15 (July-October)1 Late brood-rearing areas, such as 
riparian, meadows, springs, higher elevation mesic uplands, etc. may occur within other 
mapped seasonal habitat areas. Apply late brood rearing/summer habitat desired conditions 
locally as appropriate. 

Cover and 
Food 

Seasonal habitat extent 
(Percent of Seasonal 
Habitat Meeting 
Desired Condition) 

>40% of the summer/brood 
habitat meets recommended 
brood habitat characteristics 
where appropriate (relative to 

Connelly et al. 20008  
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Table 2-10 
Seasonal Habitat Desired Conditions for GRSG 

 

Attribute Indicator Desired Condition Reference 
ecological site potential, etc.) 

Sagebrush (canopy) 
cover2 

Uplands 10-25%  
Riparian/Meadow: Sagebrush 
cover within 100 m 

Connelly et al. 20008  

Sagebrush height 16 to 32 inches (40-80cm) Connelly et al. 20008  
Perennial grass and 
forb cover 2 >15%   

Upland and riparian 
perennial forb 
availability 2 

Preferred forbs are common 
with appropriate numbers of 
species present,6 

Stiver et al. in press13  

 
Riparian and/or 
meadow habitat 
condition  

Proper Functioning Condition 
Stiver et al. in press13  

WINTER1 November-March1 (Apply to areas of known or likely winter-use) 

Cover and 
Food  

Seasonal habitat extent 

(Percent of Seasonal 
Habitat Meeting 
Desired Condition) 

>80% of the wintering habitat 
meets winter habitat 
characteristics where 
appropriate (relative to 
ecological site, etc.). 

Connelly et al. 20008  

Sagebrush cover and 
height above snow,  

Sagebrush is at least 10 inches 
(25 cm) above snow and ≥10% 
cover16 

Connelly et al. 20008  
Stiver et al. in press13  

 

NOTES AND REFERENCES 
1 Seasonal dates can be adjusted by local unit according to geographic region.  
2 Since plant species and/or life forms may overlap, total vegetative cover, 
inclusive of shrubs, forbs and grasses may exceed 100%.  
3 Arid corresponds to the 10 – 12 inch precipitation zone; Artemisia tridentata 
wyomingensis is a common big sagebrush sub-species for this type site (Stiver et al. 
In Press). 
4 Mesic corresponds to the >12 inch precipitation zone; Artemisia tridentata vaseyana 
is a common big sagebrush sub-species for this type site (Stiver et al. In Press). 
5Collectively the indicators for sagebrush (cover, height, and shape), perennial 
grass and perennial forb (cover, height and/or availability) represent the desired 
condition range for nesting/early brood rearing habitat characteristics, consistent 
with the breeding habitat suitability matrix identified in Stiver et al. In Press. 
Sagebrush plants that are more tree or columnar-shaped provide less protective 
cover near the ground than sagebrush plants with a spreading shape (Stiver et al. 
In Press). Some sagebrush plants are naturally columnar (e.g., Great Basin big 
sagebrush), and a natural part of the plant community. However, a predominance 
of columnar shape arising from animal impacts may warrant management 
investigation or adjustments at site specific scales.  
6 Preferred forbs are listed in Stiver et al. In press . Overall total forb cover may be 
greater than that of preferred forb cover since not all forb species are listed as 
preferred. 
7Baruch-Mordo, S., J. S. Evans, J. P. Severson, D. E. Naugle, J. D. Maestas, J. M. 
Kiesecker, M. J. Falkowski, C. A. Hagen, and K. P. Reese. 2013. Saving sage-
grouse from trees. Biological Conservation 167:233-241.  
8 Connelly, J. W., M. A. Schroeder, A. R. Sands, and C. E. Braun. 2000. Guidelines 
to manage sage-grouse populations and their habitats. Wildlife Society Bulletin 
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Table 2-10 
Seasonal Habitat Desired Conditions for GRSG 

 

Attribute Indicator Desired Condition Reference 
28:967-985. 
9 Connelly, J. W., K. P. Reese, and M. A. Schroeder. 2003. Monitoring of Greater 
sage-grouse habitats and populations. University of Idaho College of Natural 
Resources Experiment Station Bulletin 80. University of Idaho, Moscow, ID. 
10Doherty, K. 2008. Sage-grouse and Energy Development: Integrating Science 
with Conservation Planning to Reduce Impacts. Ph.D. Dissertation. University of 
Montana, Missoula, MT. 
11 Hagen, C. A., J. W. Connelly, and M. A. Schroeder. 2007. A meta-analysis of 
greater sage-grouse Centrocercus urophasianus nesting and brood-rearing habitats. 
Wildlife Biology 13 (Supplement 1):42-50. 
12Holloran, M. J., and S. H. Anderson. 2005. Spatial Distribution of Greater Sage-
grouse nests in relatively contiguous sagebrush habitats. Condor 107:742-752. 
13Stiver, S. J., E. T. Rinkes, D. E. Naugle, P. D. Makela, D. A. Nance, and J. W. 
Karl. In Press. Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: A Multi-scale Habitat 
Assessment Tool. Bureau of Land Management and Western Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies Technical Reference 6710-1. U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management, Denver, Colorado.  
14 Connelly, J.W., A. Moser, and D. Kemner. 2013. Greater Sage-Grouse breeding 
habitats: Landscape-based comparisons. Grouse News 45. Research Reports. 
15 Some late brood habitat occurs at higher elevations outside of mapped nesting 
habitat and some is embedded within nesting landscapes especially areas such as 
wet meadows, riparian areas, springs and seeps. 
16Winter habitat metrics are a guideline but snow depths and habitat availability 
may vary widely depending on winter severity, topography and elevation. 

 
Coordination 

 
CC-1:  Collaborate, coordinate and utilize cooperative planning efforts to implement 

and monitor activities to achieve desired conditions and to maximize the 
utilization of available funding opportunities. Coordination efforts could 
include: adjacent landowners, federal and state agencies, local governments, 
tribes, communities, other agencies, resource advisory groups, public lands 
permit holders and non-governmental organizations.  

CC-2:  Develop a cooperative MOU between the BLM, Forest Service and State of 
Idaho to establish the State of Idaho as a cooperating agency during 
implementation of the final decision. The MOU would identify 
responsibilities, role and interaction of the BLM, Forest Service and State of 
Idaho. Montana BLM will participate as appropriate on Montana’s Sage-
grouse Oversight Team to facilitate coordination and implementation of 
BLM’s final decision and Montana’s Executive Order No. 10-2014.  

CC-3:  The BLM and Forest Service would consider any recommendations from the 
Governor of Idaho as a result of evaluation completed by the Sage-Grouse 
Implementation Task Force.  

CC-4:  Idaho: The BLM would coordinate with the State of Idaho and the Idaho 
Sage-Grouse Implementation Task Force regarding proposed management 



Idaho and Southwestern Montana LUPA/EIS 

_____________________________ 
Chapter 2 – Proposed Action and Alternatives   179 

changes, the implementation of conservation measures, mitigation, and site-
specific monitoring, related to adaptive management, anthropogenic 
disturbance and livestock grazing (FEIS Appendix).  

CC-5:  Montana: The BLM would coordinate with the State of Montana and the 
Montana Sage-grouse Oversight Team regarding proposed management 
changes, the implementation of conservation measures, mitigation, and site-
specific monitoring, related to adaptive management and anthropogenic 
disturbance (FEIS Appendix).  

CC-5:  Upon completion of the Record of Decision the BLM will develop an initial 
Implementation Guide for BLM District and Field Offices within a year of 
issuance of the Record of Decision. This Guide would define and describe 
consistent application of the allocations, management actions, required 
design features, and etc. that are contained within the final plan and would be 
updated and expanded as needed to respond to issues and concerns.  

CC-6:  At the state level, BLM and Forest Service would coordinate with IDFG, 
MFWP, USFWS, and other conservation partners in collaborative efforts 
with adjacent states (Oregon, Nevada, Utah, Montana, Wyoming) in GRSG 
MZs IV and II to evaluate GRSG habitat and population status and trends 
and make appropriate regional recommendations for GRSG conservation at 
broader scales.  

CC-7:  At the state level, BLM and Forest Service would coordinate with the 
appropriate WAFWA Sage-grouse Technical Committee to develop 
consistent population and habitat monitoring approaches that facilitate 
GRSG conservation at the MZ scale.  

CC-8:  All prescribed burning would be coordinated with state and local air quality 
agencies to ensure that local air quality is not significantly impacted by BLM 
and Forest Service activities.  

Greater Sage-Grouse Management Areas 
MA-1 (Management Area): Designate five GRSG Conservation Areas within the 

sub-region to form the geographic basis for achieving population objectives; 
evaluating the disturbance density and adaptive regulatory triggers; and tailor 
adaptive management responses. These conservation areas are depicted in 
FEIS Figure. These areas are referred to as Mountain Valleys, Desert, West 
Owyhee, Southern and Southwestern Montana Conservation Areas.  

Conservation Area Description: 

Mountain Valleys Conservation Area – generally located north of the Snake 
River Plain, including GRSG habitat in the Salmon and Challis areas, and 
habitat in west-central population area. It extends west from Rexburg, north 
and west of Highway 33 to Howe, north and west of Highway 33/22 to 
Arco, north and west of Highway 26/20/93 to Carey, north and west of 
Highway 20 west to Hill City, north and west of Highway 20 to the Dylan 
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Karaus Road, west to Canyon Creek. Canyon Creek to the confluence with 
the Snake River form the western boundary.  

Desert Conservation Area – located north of the Snake River and south of 
the Mountain Valleys Conservation Area. It extends from the confluence of 
Canyon Creek and the Snake River, eastward to Idaho Falls. The Snake River 
and Henry’s Fork form the eastern boundary. 

West Owyhee Conservation Area – located south of the Snake River and 
west of the Bruneau River. 

Southern Conservation Area – located south of the Snake River and east of 
the Bruneau River, including East Idaho uplands and Bear Lake Plateau, and 
the Utah portion of the Sawtooth National Forest in Box Elder County. 

Southwestern Montana – located in southwestern Montana - encompassing 
the Dillon Butte BLM Field Office and Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest boundaries (the Butte RMP is not being amended and since there are 
limited GRSG federal GHMAs, management actions do not apply in the 
Butte Field Office). 

In general, GRSG habitats in the Desert and West Owyhee CAs are relatively 
contiguous, while those in the Mountain Valleys and Southern CAs tend to 
be more fragmented due to more complex topography, and elevational 
differences and/or effects from wildfires, agriculture, urbanization or other 
factors. 

MA-2:  Within each Conservation Area designate GRSG Habitat Management Areas: 
Priority, Important and General Habitat Management Areas (FEIS Figure). 
Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMAs) focus on conserving the two 
key meta-populations in the sub-region. These meta-populations consist of a 
large aggregation of interconnected breeding subpopulations of GRSG that 
have the highest likelihood of long-term persistence. Specifically, these 
include a meta-population north of the Snake River, inclusive of the North 
Magic Valley, Big Desert and Basin and Range areas and another south of the 
Snake River comprised of south central Idaho, the upper Bruneau-Jarbidge 
Plateau, and the Owyhee Uplands. PHMA encompasses areas with the 
highest conservation value to GRSG, based on the presence of larger leks, 
habitat extent, important movement and connectivity corridors and winter 
habitat. PHMAs include adequate area to accommodate continuation of 
existing land uses and landowner activities. Important Habitat 
Management Areas (IHMAs) contain additional habitat and populations 
that provide a management buffer for the PHMA and to connect patches of 
PHMA. IHMA encompasses areas of generally moderate to high 
conservation value habitat and/or populations and in some Conservation 
Areas includes areas beyond those identified by USFWS as necessary to 
maintain redundant, representative and resilient populations (Priority Areas 
for Conservation (PACs)). IHMAs are typically adjacent to PHMAs but 
generally reflect somewhat lower GRSG population status and/or reduced 
habitat value due to disturbance, habitat fragmentation or other factors. 
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There are no IHMAs designated within the Southwestern Montana 
Conservation Area. General Habitat Management Areas (GHMAs) 
encompass habitat that is outside of PHMAs or IHMAs. GHMAs contain 
approximately 10 percent of the occupied leks that are also of relatively low 
male attendance compared to leks in PHMA or IHMA. GHMAs are 
generally characterized by lower quality disturbed or patchy habitat of low lek 
connectivity.  

MA-3:  In Idaho, Designate PHMA and IHMA to encompass 90 percent of the 
breeding males in Idaho. In Montana, designate PHMA to encompass 
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 2009 Greater Sage Grouse Core Area 
designations.  

MA-4:  Annually prioritize Conservation Areas at the state scale considering results 
of the annual adaptive regulatory trigger evaluations relative to 
implementation of restoration and mitigation activities.  

MA-5:  Prioritize activities and mitigation to protect, enhance and restore GRSG 
habitats (i.e., fire suppression activities, fuels management activities, 
vegetation treatments, invasive species treatments etc.) first by Conservation 
Area, if appropriate (Conservation Area under adaptive management or at 
risk of engaging adaptive management), followed by PHMAs, then IHMAs 
then GHMAs within the Conservation Areas. Local priority areas within 
these areas will be further refined as a result of completing the GRSG 
Wildfire and Invasive Species Habitat Assessments as described in FEIS 
Appendix. This could include projects outside GRSG habitat when those 
projects would provide a benefit to GRSG habitat.  

MA-6:  The management area map and Biologically Significant Unit (BSU) baseline 
map would be re-evaluated in conjunction with plan evaluation processes (i.e. 
approximately every 5 years). This re-evaluation could indicate the need to 
adjust PHMA, IHMA or GHMA or the habitat baseline. These adjustments 
could occur upon completion of the appropriate analysis (plan amendment) 
to review the allocation decisions based on the map. Results from the 
Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments, such as identified focal or 
emphasis areas would also be used to help inform mapping adjustments 
during this evaluation.  

MA-7:  GRSG habitat within the project area would be assessed during project-level 
NEPA analysis within the management area designations (PHMA, IHMA, 
GHMA). Project proposals and their effects would be evaluated based on the 
habitat and values affected.  

MA-8:  Idaho BLM will annually update the Key Habitat map as described in FEIS 
Appendix, in order to reflect habitat changes resulting from wildfire, 
succession, and vegetation treatments that occurred or were observed since 
the last update. Updates to the map will also occur if it is determined that 
mapping errors or omissions have occurred, or that radio-telemetry studies 
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indicate that GRSG are consistently utilizing an area. Updates are also 
intended to capture recommendations by the field offices, GRSG Local 
Working Groups, or agency partners in GRSG conservation. Project-level 
evaluations of GRSG habitat during the NEPA process may also be used to 
inform the annual update.  

MA-9:  Areas of habitat outside of delineated management areas identified during the 
Key habitat update process would be evaluated during site specific NEPA for 
project level activities and GRSG required design features (Appendix F), 
seasonal timing restrictions (Appendix G) and buffers (Appendix H) would 
be included as part of project design. These areas would be further evaluated 
during plan evaluation and the 5-year update to the management areas, to 
determine whether they should be included as PHMAs, IHMAs, or GHMAs.  

MA-10:  Designate Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA) as shown in FEIS Figure. SFAs will 
be managed as PHMA, with the following additional management:  

Recommended for withdrawal from the General Mining Act of 1872, as 
amended, subject to valid existing rights.  

Managed as NSO, without waiver, exception, or modification, for fluid 
mineral leasing.  

Prioritized for management and conservation actions in these areas, 
including, but not limited to review of livestock grazing 
permits/leases (see livestock grazing section for additional actions). 

Adaptive Management 
AM-1 (Adaptive Management): Idaho: Use hard and soft population and habitat 

triggers, evaluated within a Conservation Area, to determine an appropriate 
management response.  

AM-2:  Utilize monitoring information collected through the Monitoring Framework 
(FEIS Appendix) to determine when adaptive regulatory triggers have been 
met.  

AM-3:  Idaho: BLM and Forest Service would maintain GRSG habitat information, 
through use of the Key Habitat map or latest sagebrush/vegetation map, 
which would be used to track and identify habitat changes to assess the 
habitat trigger in the adaptive management approach. Key habitat map 
updates are made each winter by BLM in coordination with the Forest 
Service and IDFG, using the process described in FEIS Appendix.  

AM-4:  Idaho: BLM would coordinate with the IDFG regarding population 
information collected and maintained by the IDFG to track and identify 
population changes to assess the population trigger in the adaptive 
management approach.  

AM-5:  Idaho: Twice each year the applicable monitoring information would be 
reviewed to determine if any adaptive management triggers have been met.  
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AM-6:  Idaho: Adaptive habitat regulatory triggers would be individually calculated 
across all ownerships within the BSUs (FEIS Appendix). The BSU is defined 
as the IDFG modeled nesting and wintering habitat (IDFG 2013, 
unpublished data) within PHMAs and IHMAs within a Conservation Area. 
The sagebrush component of the BSU is represented by the Key habitat 
within the BSU present during the 2011 baseline and as mapped during 
subsequent annual Key habitat map updates. Key habitat is defined as areas 
of generally intact sagebrush that provide GRSG habitat during some portion 
of the year (ISAC 2006).  

AM-7:  Adaptive Regulatory Criteria for Hard Habitat Triggers are defined as:  

A 20 percent loss of Key Habitat within the BSU of the PHMA of a 
Conservation Area when compared to the 2011 baseline, inclusive of 
all land ownerships or 

A 20 percent loss of Key Habitat within the BSU of the IHMA of a 
Conservation Area when compared to the 2011 baseline. 

AM-8:  Adaptive Regulatory Criteria for Soft Habitat Triggers are defined as:  

A 10 percent loss of Key Habitat within the BSU of the PHMA of a 
Conservation Area when compared to the 2011 baseline; or 

A 10 percent loss of Key Habitat within the BSU of the IHMA of a 
Conservation Area when compared to the 2011 baseline.  

AM-9:  Adaptive Regulatory Criteria for Hard Population Triggers are defined as:  

A 20 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum 
number of males counted compared to the 2011 maximum male 
baseline and a finite rate of change (λ) significantly below 1.0 within 
PHMA within a Conservation Area over the same 3-year period; or 

A 20 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum 
number of males counted compared to the 2011 maximum male 
baseline and a finite rate of change (λ) significantly below 1.0 within 
IHMA within a Conservation Area over the same 3-year period.  

Significance is defined by the 90 percent confidence interval around the 
current 3-year finite rate of change. If the 90 percent confidence 
interval is less than, and does not include 1.0, then the finite rate of 
change is considered significant. The finite rate of change and 
variance will be calculated following Garton et al. (2011).  

AM-10:  Adaptive Regulatory Criteria for Soft Population Triggers are defined as:  

A 10 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum 
number of males counted compared to the 2011 maximum male 
baseline and a finite rate of change (λ) below 1.0 within PHMA 
within a Conservation Area over the same 3-year period; or 
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A 10 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum 
number of males counted compared to the 2011 maximum male 
baseline and a finite rate of change (λ) below 1.0 within IHMA within 
a Conservation Area over the same 3-year period.  

AM-11:  When any of the Adaptive Regulatory Criteria for Soft Triggers have been 
met the Implementation Team would evaluate causal factors and recommend 
additional potential implementation level activities (FEIS Appendix).  

AM-12:  When any of the Adaptive Regulatory Criteria for Hard Triggers have been 
met then PHMA management actions would be applied to the IHMA within 
that Conservation Area and the Implementation Team would evaluate causal 
factors and recommend additional potential implementation level activities.  

AM-13:  If an adaptive regulatory trigger is tripped and livestock grazing is identified 
as a probable limiting factor then adjustments would follow the Adaptive 
Grazing Management Response described in FEIS Appendix.  

AM-14:  Remove any adaptive management response when the habitat or population 
information shows a return to or an exceedance of the 2011 baseline values 
within the associated Conservation Area in accordance with the Adaptive 
Management Strategy.  

AM-15:  Montana: Follow the NPT Adaptive Management Guidance and Sideboards. 
When a hard trigger is hit in a BSU, the designated response will be put in 
place in that BSU. Triggers and responses have been developed with local 
state and USFWS experts.  

AM-16:  Idaho and Montana: When a hard trigger is hit in a BSU within a PAC that 
has multiple BSUs, including those that cross state lines, the WAFWA 
Management Zone Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Team will convene to 
determine the causal factor, put project-level responses in place, as 
appropriate and discuss further appropriate actions to be applied. The team 
will also investigate the status of the hard triggers in other BSUs within the 
PAC and will invoke the appropriate plan response.  

Anthropogenic Disturbance 
AD-1 (Anthropogenic Disturbance): If the 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance 

cap is exceeded on lands (regardless of land ownership) within GRSG 
PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho) Habitat Management Areas in any given BSU, 
then no further discrete anthropogenic disturbances (subject to applicable 
laws and regulations, such as the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended, 
valid existing rights, etc.) will be permitted by BLM within GRSG PHMAs 
and IHMAs in any given BSU until the disturbance has been reduced to less 
than the cap. As measured according to the Monitoring Framework (FEIS 
Appendix) for the intermediate scale.  

If the 3 percent disturbance cap is exceeded on all lands (regardless of land 
ownership) within a proposed project analysis area (FEIS Appendix) in a 
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PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho), then no further anthropogenic disturbance will 
be permitted by BLM until disturbance in the proposed project analysis area 
has been reduced to maintain the area under the cap (subject to applicable 
laws and regulations, such as the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended, 
valid existing rights, etc.). 

Montana will use a 3 percent disturbance cap until the state of Montana 
strategy, similar to WY’s Core Area Strategy that uses a 5 percent disturbance 
cap for all lands and all disturbances, is fully implemented. If the 3 percent 
anthropogenic disturbance cap is exceeded on lands (regardless of land 
ownership) or if anthropogenic disturbance and habitat loss associated with 
conversion to agricultural tillage or fire exceed 5 percent within a project 
analysis area, then no further discrete anthropogenic disturbances (subject to 
applicable laws and regulations, such as the General Mining Law of 1872, as 
amended, valid existing rights, etc.) will be permitted by BLM within a 
project analysis area until the disturbance has been reduced to less than the 
cap. 

For Idaho the BSU (FEIS Figure) is defined as the currently mapped nesting 
and wintering habitat within PHMA and IHMA within a Conservation Area, 
inclusive of all ownerships for evaluation. For Montana the BSU is defined as 
the PHMA in Montana. Anthropogenic disturbance excludes habitat 
disturbance from wildfire and fuels management activities and includes 
activities described in FEIS Table. For Idaho this disturbance is measured by 
direct footprint or by ROW width for linear features (powerlines, pipelines 
and roads). For Montana disturbance is measured similar to the Wyoming 
Disturbance Density Calculation Tool process described in FEIS Appendix. 

AD-2:  New anthropogenic disturbances within PHMA or IHMA within a 
Conservation Area where the disturbance cap is already exceeded from any 
source or where the proposed development would result in the cap being 
exceeded would not be allowed in within that Conservation Area until 
enough habitat has been restored within that Conservation Area to maintain 
the area under this cap (subject to valid existing rights).  

AD-3:  PHMA (Idaho only): Anthropogenic Disturbance Exception Criteria. In 
order to avoid surface-disturbing activities in PHMA, priority will be given to 
development (including ROWs, fluid minerals and other mineral resources 
subject to applicable stipulations) outside of PHMA. When authorizing 
development in PHMA, priority will be given to development in non-habitat 
areas first and then in the least suitable habitat for GRSG. In addition to the 
PHMA and IHMA Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria (AD-
4), the following criteria must all be met in the project screening and 
assessment process:  

a. The population trend for the GRSG within the associated 
Conservation Area is stable or increasing over a three-year period and 
the population levels are not currently engaging the adaptive 
management triggers (this applies strictly to new authorizations; 
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renewals and amendments of existing authorizations would not be 
subject to this criteria when it can be shown that long-term impacts 
from those renewals or amendments would be substantially the same 
as the existing development); 

b. The development with associated mitigation would not result in a net 
loss of GRSG Key habitat and mitigation would provide a net 
conservation benefit to the respective PHMA;  

c. The project and associated impacts would not result in a net loss of 
GRSG Key habitat or habitat fragmentation or other impacts causing 
a decline in the population of the species within the relevant 
Conservation Area (the project would be outside Key habitat in areas 
not meeting desired habitat conditions or the project would provide a 
benefit to habitat areas that are functioning in a limited way as 
habitat);  

d. Cannot be reasonably accomplished outside of the PHMA; or can be 
either: 1) developed pursuant to a valid existing authorization; or 2) is 
co-located within the footprint of existing infrastructure (proposed 
actions would not increase the 2011 authorized footprint and 
associated impacts more than 50 percent, depending on industry 
practice. 

e. Development could be implemented adhering to the required design 
features (RDF) described in Appendix F; 

f. The project would not exceed the disturbance cap (AD-1). 

g. The project has been reviewed by the State Implementation Team 
and recommended for consideration by the Idaho Governor. 

AD-4:  The following Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria must be 
met in the screening and assessment process for proposals in PHMA and 
IHMA to discourage additional disturbance in PHMAs and IHMAs (as 
described in LR-1 and LR-2; applies to Idaho only):  

a. Through coordination with the USFWS and State of Idaho (as 
described in CC-1), it is determined that the project cannot be 
achieved, technically or economically, outside of this management 
area; and  

b. The project siting and/or design should best reduce cumulative 
impacts and/or impacts on GRSG and other high value natural, 
cultural, or societal resources; this may include co-location within the 
footprint for existing infrastructure, to the extent practicable; and  

c. The project does not result in a net loss of GRSG Key habitat or 
habitat fragmentation or other impacts causing a decline in the 
population of the species within the relevant Conservation Area; and  

d. The project design mitigates unavoidable impacts through 
appropriate compensatory mitigation; and  
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e. Development could be implemented adhering to the RDFs described 
in Appendix F.  

f. The project would not exceed the disturbance cap (AD-1). 

AD-5:  In Montana, the BLM would apply the project/action screen and mitigation 
process (FEIS Appendix). 

AD-5:  Co-locating new infrastructure within existing ROWs and maintaining and 
upgrading ROWs is preferred over the creation of new ROWs or the 
construction of new facilities in all management area. Colocation for various 
activities is defined as:  

Communication Sites – The installation of new equipment/facilities on 
or within or adjacent to existing authorized equipment/facilities or 
within a communication site boundary as designated in the 
Communication Site Plan. 

Electrical Lines – Installation of new ROWs adjacent to current ROWs 
boundaries, not necessarily placed on the same power poles. 

Other Rights-of-Way – The installation of new ROWs within the existing 
footprint of an approved ROW boundary or adjacent to an approved 
ROW boundary. 

Designated Corridors – The installation of new rights-of-way within the 
existing corridor or adjacent to the existing corridor. 

AD-6:  Incorporate RDFs as described in Appendix F in the development of project 
or proposal implementation, reauthorizations or new authorizations and 
suppression activities, as conditions of approval (COAs) into any post-lease 
activities and as best management practices for locatable minerals activities, 
to the extent allowable by law, unless at least one of the following conditions 
can be demonstrated and documented in the NEPA analysis associated with 
the specific project:  

a. A specific RDF is not applicable to the site-specific conditions of the 
project or activity; 

b. A proposed design feature or BMP is determined to provide equal or 
better protection for GRSG or its habitat; or 

c. Analysis concludes that following a specific RDF would provide no 
more protection to GRSG or its habitat than not following it, for the 
project being proposed. 

AD-7:  Conduct implementation and project activities, including construction and 
short-term anthropogenic disturbances consistent with seasonal habitat 
restrictions described in Appendix G.  

AD-8:  RDFs and seasonal habitat restrictions would not be required for emergency 
or short-term activities necessary to protect and preserve human life or 
property.  
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AD-9:  In undertaking BLM management actions, and consistent with valid and 
existing rights and applicable law in authorizing third-party actions, the BLM 
will apply the lek buffer-distances identified in the USGS Report 
Conservation Buffer Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-Grouse – A 
Review (Open File Report 2014-1239) in accordance with Appendix H.  

AD-10:  Incorporate appropriate conservation measures for slickspot peppergrass 
(Lepidium papilliferum) as described in the 2014 Conservation Agreement (as 
updated, amended or reauthorized) into implementation and project design 
within slickspot peppergrass habitat in the Jarbidge and Four Rivers Field 
Offices to avoid and minimize impacts to slickspot peppergrass. The 2014 
Conservation Agreement is included in FEIS Appendix.  

Table 2-11 
Anthropogenic Disturbances and Areas of Impact 

Datasets as Described in the Monitoring Framework1 
Oil and Gas Wells and Development Facilities 
Coal Mines 
Wind Towers 
Solar Fields 
Geothermal Development Facilities 
Mining (Active Locatable, Leasable and Saleable Developments) 
Roads  
Railroads 
Powerlines 
Communication Towers 
Other Vertical Structures 

Additional Local Datasets  
Coalbed Methane Ponds 
Meteorological Towers (e.g., wind energy testing) 
Nuclear Energy Facilities 
Airport Facilities and Infrastructure 
Military Range Facilities and Infrastructure 
Hydroelectric Plants  
Recreation Areas Facilities and infrastructure 
Note: 
 Taken from Table 6 – GRSG Monitoring Framework. 

 
 

Mitigation 
MIT-1 (Mitigation): BLM would establish an inter-agency State GRSG Conservation 

Team at the state level (both Idaho and Montana) to help guide conservation 
of GRSG through compensatory mitigation, within 90 days of the issuance 
of the Record of Decision.  

MIT-2:  The BLM and Forest Service, in coordination with the GRSG Conservation 
Team would develop a Mitigation Strategy within one year of the issuance of 
the Record of Decision. In Idaho this strategy would be consistent with the 
Idaho Mitigation Framework (FEIS Appendix).  



Idaho and Southwestern Montana LUPA/EIS 

_____________________________ 
Chapter 2 – Proposed Action and Alternatives   189 

MIT-3:  In all GRSG habitat, in undertaking BLM management actions, and, 
consistent with valid existing rights and applicable law, in authorizing third-
party actions that result in habitat loss and degradation (FEIS Appendix), the 
BLM 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. This will be achieved by avoiding, 
minimizing, and compensating for impacts by applying beneficial mitigation 
actions. A net conservation benefit to GRSG would be achieved by 
implementing restoration conservation actions, applying a no net unmitigated 
loss standard for authorized uses in all GRSG habitat with PHMA, IHMA 
and GHMA; and strategically siting compensatory mitigation actions, 
consistent with the WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation 
Strategy as part of a mitigation program in order to achieve cumulative 
benefits (as outlined in FEIS Appendix).  

MIT-4:  Mitigate anthropogenic development (FEIS Appendix) impacts to a no net 
loss of Key habitat standard (FEIS Appendix) through application of 
appropriate mitigation in accordance with the Mitigation Framework (FEIS 
Appendix), referred to as no unmitigated loss. No net unmitigated loss 
means that impacts from implementation level actions would be fully offset 
to benefit the species. This would be achieved by avoiding, minimizing, and 
compensating for impacts by applying beneficial mitigation actions.  

MIT-5:  Mitigate anthropogenic development (FEIS Appendix) impacts to GRSG 
habitat through application of appropriate mitigation in accordance with the 
Mitigation Framework (FEIS Appendix).  

MIT-6:  Consistent with regulations for minerals activities, require a full reclamation 
bond specific to the site when surface disturbing activities are proposed. 
Ensure reclamation bonds are sufficient to cover costs to fully rehabilitate 
lost GRSG habitat. Base the reclamation costs on the assumption that 
contractors for the BLM will perform the work. Areas are considered fully 
rehabilitated when they meet the conditions described in FEIS Table.  

Monitoring 
MON-1 (Monitoring): Once FIAT Assessments are complete annually complete a 

review of FIAT Assessment implementation efforts within GRSG habitat 
with appropriate USFWS and state agency personnel.  

MON-2:  Monitor the effectiveness of projects (e.g., fuel breaks. fuels treatments) until 
objectives have been met or until it is determined that objectives cannot be 
met, according to the monitoring schedule identified for project 
implementation.  

MON-3:  Monitor invasive vegetation post vegetation management treatment 

MON-4:  Monitor project construction areas for noxious weed and invasive species for 
at least 3 years, unless control is achieved earlier.  
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MON-5:  Use lek, nesting and winter habitat maps and key habitat map (updates) to 
annually assess GRSG population and habitat status in the context of the 
adaptive management triggers.  

MON-6:  Continue to support updates to the Key Habitat map to track vegetation 
changes in relation to GRSG habitat on a yearly basis, until such a time this 
process is replaced. The process used to update the Key Habitat Map is 
described in FEIS Appendix.  

MON-7:  Monitor GRSG habitat as described in the monitoring framework plan (FEIS 
Appendix) in coordination with IDFG and MT FWP.  

Vegetation 
 

Objectives 
VEG-OBJ-1 (Vegetation): Reconnect and expand areas of higher native plant community 

integrity/rangeland health to increase the extent of high quality habitat and, 
where possible, to accommodate the future effects of climate change.  

VEG-OBJ-2:  Increase the amount and functionality of seasonal habitats by:  

a. Increasing or enhancing canopy cover and average patch size of 
sagebrush.  

b. Increasing the amount, condition and connectivity of seasonal 
habitats.  

c. Protecting or improving GRSG migration/movement corridors.  

d. Reducing conifer encroachment within GRSG seasonal habitats.  

e. Improving understory (grass, forb) and/or riparian condition within 
breeding and late brood-rearing habitats.  

f. Reducing the extent of annual grasslands within and adjacent to 
PHMA and IHMA. 

Decadal treatment objectives by population area are identified in Table 2-5. 

VEG-OBJ-3:  In all SFAs and PHMAs, the desired condition is to maintain a minimum of 
70 percent of lands capable of producing sagebrush with 10 to 30 percent 
sagebrush canopy cover. The attributes necessary to sustain these habitats are 
described in Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (BLM Tech Ref 
1734-6).  

Table 2-12 
Estimated Acres of Treatment Needed within a 10-Year Period to Achieve Vegetation 

Objectives1 

Population Area Mechanical2  Prescribed Fire  
(FM-15) 3 

Grass Restoration 
(VEG-2) 4 

Bear Lake Plateau  1,000 0 0 
East Idaho Uplands 6,000 9,000 1,000 
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Table 2-12 
Estimated Acres of Treatment Needed within a 10-Year Period to Achieve Vegetation 

Objectives1 

Population Area Mechanical2  Prescribed Fire  
(FM-15) 3 

Grass Restoration 
(VEG-2) 4 

S Central Idaho/N Snake River and 
Mountain Valleys 

18,000 11,000 162,000 

Weiser 0 0 13,000 
SW Idaho 52,000 10,000 444,000 
SW Montana 0 0 0 
Note: 
¹These are estimates of treatments required to achieve and/or maintain desired habitat conditions over a period of ten 
years. There are many dynamic and highly variable disturbances that may happen over that period of time that could 
have a significant effect on the amount, type, and timing of treatment needed. Those disturbances are factored into the 
ten-year simulation using stochastic, not predictive, techniques. Probabilities of events such as large wildfires are used in 
the model to make the simulation as realistic as possible, given empirical data about such events in the past, but the 
results of the simulation cannot be used to predict the future occurrence of such events, including their timing, size, or 
location, which are essentially random.  
2Removal of conifers that have invaded sagebrush including phase one juniper that is 10 percent or less and reducing 
sagebrush cover in areas over 30 percent canopy cover 
3Acres are those that are greater than 30 percent sagebrush canopy cover and/or invaded by 10 percent or greater 
conifer. 
4Acres presently dominated by annual grasses that could be improved by herbicide application and seeding of perennial 
vegetation. 
 
 

Vegetation Management 
VEG-1:  Implement habitat rehabilitation or restoration projects in areas that have 

potential to improve GRSG habitat using a full array of treatment activities 
as appropriate, including chemical, mechanical and seeding treatments.  

VEG-2:  Implement vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation projects to enhance 
sagebrush cover or to promote diverse and healthy grass and forb understory 
to achieve the greatest improvement in GRSG habitat based on FIAT 
Assessments, HAF assessments, other vegetative assessment data and local, 
site specific factors that indicate sagebrush canopy cover or herbaceous 
conditions do not meet habitat management objectives (i.e. is minimal or 
exceeds optimal characteristics). This may necessitate the use of prescribed 
fire as a site preparation technique to remove annual grass residual growth 
prior to the use of herbicides in the restoration of certain lower elevation 
sites (e.g., Wyoming big sagebrush) but such efforts will be carefully planned 
and coordinated to minimize impacts to GRSG seasonal habitats.  

VEG-3:  Require use of native seeds for restoration based on availability, adaptation 
(ecological site potential), and probability of success (Richards et al. 1998). 
Non-native seeds may be used as long as they support GRSG habitat 
objectives (Pyke 2011) to increase probability of success, when adapted seed 
availability is low or to compete with invasive species especially on harsher 
sites.  
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VEG-4:  Implement management changes in restoration and rehabilitation areas, as 
necessary, to maintain suitable GRSG habitat, improve unsuitable GRSG 
habitat and to ensure long-term persistence of improved GRSG habitat 
(Eiswerth and Shonkwiler 2006). Management changes could be considered 
during livestock grazing permit renewals, travel management planning, and 
renewal or reauthorization of ROWs.  

VEG-5:  Consider establishing seed harvest areas that are managed for seed 
production (Armstrong 2007) to provide a reliable source of locally adapted 
seed to use during rehabilitation and restoration activities.  

VEG-6:  Allocate use of native seed to GRSG or ESA listed species habitat in years 
when preferred native seed is in short supply. This may require reallocation 
of native seed from ESR (BLM) and/or BAER (Forest Service) projects 
outside of PHMA or IHMA to those inside it. Where probability of success 
or native seed availability is low, nonnative seeds may be used as long as they 
meet GRSG habitat conservation objectives (Pyke 2011). Re-establishment 
of appropriate sagebrush species/subspecies and important understory 
plants, relative to site potential, shall be the highest priority for rehabilitation 
efforts.  

VEG-7:  During land health assessments, evaluate the relative value of existing 
nonnative seeding within GRSG habitat as: 1) a component of a grazing 
system allowing improvement of adjacent native vegetation, 2) development 
of a forage reserve, 3) incorporation into a fuel break system (Davies et al. 
2011) or 4) restoration/diversification for GRSG habitat improvement. 
Where appropriate and feasible, diversify seedings, or restore to native 
vegetation when potential benefits to GRSG habitat outweigh the other 
potential uses of the non-native seeding, with emphasis on PHMA and 
IHMA. Allow recolonization of seedings by sagebrush and other native 
vegetation.  

VEG-8:  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 
tools like VDDT and the FIAT report (Chambers et. al., 2014) will help 
refine the location for specific areas to be treated.  

Invasive Species 
INV-1 (Invasive Species): Incorporate results of the FIAT Assessments into projects 

and activities addressing invasive species.  

INV-2:  Implement noxious weed and invasive species control using integrated 
vegetation management actions per national guidance and local weed 
management plans for Cooperative Weed Management Areas in cooperation 
with State and Federal agencies, affected counties, and adjoining private lands 
owners.  
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INV-3:  Conduct integrated weed management actions for noxious and invasive weed 
populations that are impacting or threatening GRSG habitat quality using a 
variety of eradication and control techniques including chemical, mechanical 
and other appropriate means.  

INV-4:  Require project proponent (projects described in Table 2-4 and which are 
included in the anthropogenic disturbance cap evaluation) to ensure that 
noxious weeds and invasive species caused as a result of the project are 
treated to eliminate establishment on the disturbed project construction areas 
for at least 3 years and monitored and treated during the life of the project.  

 
Wildland Fire Management 

 
Objectives 
FUEL-OBJ-1:  Design fuel treatments to restore, enhance, or maintain GRSG habitat.  

Wildfire Preparedness/Prevention 
WFP-1 (Wildfire Preparedness): Support development and implementation of 

Rangeland Fire Protection Associations (RFPAs) in coordination with the 
State of Idaho.  

WFP-2:  Develop a consistent approach to fire restrictions within GRSG habitat 
through the existing coordinated inter-agency approach to fire restrictions 
based upon National Fire Danger Rating System thresholds (fuel conditions, 
drought conditions, and predicted weather patterns).  

WFP-3:  Annually incorporate into existing fire management plans results and updates 
from the Wildfire and Invasive Species Habitat Assessments (FIAT 
Assessments) described in FEIS Appendix, to communicate/explain the 
resource value of GRSG habitat, including fire prevention messages and 
actions to reduce human-caused ignitions.  

WFP-4:  Continue to participate with the Wildland Fire Leadership Council, a 
cooperative, interagency organization dedicated to achieving consistent 
implementation of the goals, actions, and policies in the National Fire Plan 
and the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy.  

WFP-5:  Continue annual coordination meetings held between cooperating agencies 
that have fire suppression responsibilities. Incorporate Rangeland Fire 
Protection Associations and other stakeholders into this coordination. 
Discuss priority suppression areas and distribute maps showing priority 
suppression areas at both the Conservation Area and the local office levels as 
based on the adaptive management strategy and FIAT Assessments.  

WFP-6:  Ensure firefighter personnel receive annual orientation regarding GRSG 
habitat and sagebrush management issues as related to wildfire suppression.  
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WFP-7:  As part of the FIAT Assessments, identify roads, trails, and recreational use 
areas with high frequency of human caused fires within or adjacent to the 
PHMA or IHMA. Consider these areas during annual fire restriction 
evaluations, and as appropriate, through site specific management.  

WFP-8:  Coordinate with Federal, State and local jurisdictions on fire and litter 
prevention programs to reduce human caused ignitions.  

WFP-9:  Implement activities identified within the FIAT Assessments.  

Wildfire Suppression 
WFS-1:  Complete Wildland Fire and Invasive Species Assessments (FIAT 

Assessments) as described within FEIS Appendix and incorporate results 
into appropriate Fire Management Plans as they are completed. FIAT 
Assessments are interdisciplinary evaluations of the threats posed by wildfire 
and invasive species, as well as identification of focal and emphasis 
habitats/treatment opportunities for fuels management, fire management, 
and restoration. These FIAT Assessments identify focal and emphasis 
habitats and describe strategies for fuels management, suppression and 
restoration activities. Focal and Emphasis Habitats identified through the 
FIAT Assessment to further refine priority areas for treatments to reduce the 
threats posed by wildfire, invasive annual grass and conifer expansion.  

WFS-2:  As part of the FIAT Assessments incorporate a wildfire response time 
analysis focusing on response time to identified priority areas within PHMA 
and IHMA or on those fires that have the potential to impact PHMA and 
IHMA. Incorporate findings into Unit Initial Attack program  

WFS-3:  As part of the FIAT Assessment incorporate a water capacity analysis for 
suppression purposes, including potential private water sources. Provide 
water availability to respond to fire in or threatening PHMA and IHMA 
during initial attack.  

WFS-4:  During high fire danger conditions, stage initial attack and secure additional 
resources closer to priority areas identified in the FIAT Assessments, based 
on anticipated fires and weather conditions, with particular consideration of 
the West Owyhee, Southern and Desert Conservation Areas to ensure 
quicker response times in or near GRSG habitat after considerations and 
placement of resources to protect human life and property.  

WFS-5:  Utilize a full range of fire management strategies and tactics through strategic 
wildfire suppression planning consistent with appropriate management 
response and within acceptable risk levels, to achieve resource objectives for 
GRSG habitat consistent with land use plan direction. Utilizing both direct 
and indirect attack as appropriate to limit the overall amount of GRSG 
habitat burned. This could include suppressing fires in intact sagebrush 
habitats; limiting fire growth in GHMA when suppression resources are 
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available or managing wildfire for resource benefit in areas of conifer 
(juniper) encroachment.  

WFS-6:  Suppression priorities: Firefighter and public safety followed by property are 
the highest priority for protection during suppression activities. Maintaining 
GRSG habitat will be prioritized immediately after human life and property, 
commensurate with threatened and endangered species habitat or other 
critical habitats to be protected.  

WFS-7:  Ensure close coordination with federal and state firefighters including the 
Rangeland Fire Protection Associations during suppression activities.  

Fuels Management 
FM-1:  Design and implement fuels treatments that would reduce the potential start 

and spread of unwanted wildfires and provide anchor points or control lines 
for the containment of wildfires during suppression activities with an 
emphasis on maintaining, protecting, and expanding sagebrush ecosystems 
and successfully rehabilitated areas and strategically and effectively reduce 
wildfire threats in the greatest area.  

FM-2:  Enhance (or maintain/retain) sagebrush canopy cover and community 
structure to match expected potential for the ecological site and consistent 
with GRSG habitat objectives unless fuels management objectives requires 
additional reduction in sagebrush cover to meet strategic protection of 
GRSG habitat. Closely evaluate the benefits of the fuel management 
treatments against the additional loss of sagebrush cover on the local 
landscape in the NEPA process.  

FM-3:  Apply appropriate seasonal restrictions for implementing vegetation and 
fuels management treatments according to the type of seasonal habitats 
present. Allow no treatments in known winter range unless the treatments 
are designed to strategically reduce wildfire risk around and/or in the winter 
range and would protect, maintain, increase, or enhance winter range habitat 
quality. Ensure chemical applications are utilized where they would assist in 
success of fuels treatments. Strategically place treatments on a landscape scale 
to prevent fire from spreading into PHMA or WUI.  

FM-4:  Develop a fuels continuity and management strategy to expand, enhance, 
maintain and protect GRSG habitat informed by the FIAT Assessments 
completed as described in FEIS Appendix.  

FM-5:  When developing the fuels management strategy as part of the FIAT 
Assessment described in FEIS Appendix consider up-to-date fuels profiles; 
land use plan direction; current and potential habitat fragmentation; 
sagebrush and GRSG ecological factors; active vegetation management steps 
to provide critical breaks in fuel continuity where appropriate; incorporate a 
comparative risk analysis with regard to the risk of increased habitat 
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fragmentation from a proposed action versus the risk of large scale 
fragmentation posed by wildfires if the action is not taken.  

FM-6:  Fuel treatments will be designed though an interdisciplinary process to 
expand, enhance, maintain, and protect GRSG habitat which considers a full 
range of cost effective fuel reduction techniques, including: chemical, 
biological (including grazing and targeted grazing), mechanical and prescribed 
fire treatments.  

FM-7:  Existing and proposed linear ROWs could be considered for use and 
maintenance as vegetated fuel breaks in appropriate areas (this activity may 
or may not be part of the ROW permit or the responsibility of the permit 
holder, in cases where this activity is considered part of mitigation for project 
design then it would be appropriately included as part of the ROW permit 
and the responsibility of the permit holder for development and 
maintenance).  

FM-8:  Fuel breaks would incorporate existing vegetation treatments (seedings), 
rocky areas or other appropriate topography or features or be located 
adjacent to existing linear disturbance areas where appropriate. Fuel breaks 
should be placed in areas with the greatest likelihood of compartmentalizing 
a fire and/or to foster suppression options to protect existing intact habitat.  

FM-9:  Strategically pre-treat areas to reduce fine fuels consistent with areas and 
results identified within the Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments.  

FM-10:  Protect vegetation restoration and rehabilitation efforts/projects from 
subsequent fire events.  

FM-11:  Targeted grazing as a fuels treatment to adjust the vegetation conditions to 
reduce the potential start and spread of wildfires may be implemented within 
existing grazing authorizations if feasible such as through temporary non-
renewable authorizations, or through contracts, agreements or other 
appropriate means separate from existing grazing authorizations and permits.  

FM-12:  Targeted grazing to achieve fuels management objectives should conform to 
the following criteria:  

a. Targeted grazing should be implemented strategically on the 
landscape, and directly involve the minimum footprint and grazing 
intensity required to meet fuels management objectives.  

b. Conform to the applicable Standards for Rangeland Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (Idaho or Montana) 
at the assessment scale (pasture/watershed).  

c. Where feasible and applicable coordinate with the grazing permittee 
to strategically reduce fuels through livestock management within the 
Mandatory Terms and Conditions of the applicable grazing 
authorizations 
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FM-13:  Prioritize the use of native seeds for fuels management treatment based on 
availability, adaptation (site potential), and probability of success. Where 
probability of success or native seed availability is low or non-economical, 
nonnative seeds may be used to meet GRSG habitat objectives to trend 
toward restoring the fire regime. When reseeding, use fire resistant native and 
nonnative species, as appropriate, to provide for fuel breaks.  

FM-14:  Maintain effectiveness of fuels projects, including fuel breaks, to ensure long-
term success, including persistence of seeded species and/or other treatment 
components while maintaining the integrity of adjacent vegetation.  

FM-15:  If prescribed fire is used in GRSG habitat, the NEPA analysis for the Burn 
Plan will address:  

why alternative techniques were not selected as a viable options;  

how GRSG goals and objectives would be met by its use;  

how the COT Report objectives would be addressed and met; 

a risk assessment to address how potential threats to GRSG habitat 
would be minimized. 

a. Prescribed fire as a vegetation or fuels treatment shall only be 
considered after the NEPA analysis for the Burn Plan has 
addressed the four bullets outlined above. Prescribed fire 
could be used to meet specific fuels objectives that would 
protect GRSG habitat in PHMAs (e.g., creation of fuel breaks 
that would disrupt the fuel continuity across the landscape in 
stands where annual invasive grasses are a minor component 
in the understory, burning slash piles from conifer reduction 
treatments, used as a component with other treatment 
methods to combat annual grasses and restore native plant 
communities). 

b. Prescribed fire in known winter range shall only be 
considered after the NEPA analysis for the Burn Plan has 
addressed the four bullets outlined above. Any prescribed fire 
in winter habitat would need to be designed to strategically 
reduce wildfire risk around and/or in the winter range and 
designed to protect winter range habitat quality. 

Wildfire Restoration/Rehabilitation – Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation 
ESR-1:  Utilize the findings and Restoration/Rehabilitation Strategy developed as 

part of the FIAT Assessment process described in FEIS Appendix to 
determine if GRSG rehabilitation actions are needed, based on ecological 
potential, and direct emergency stabilization and rehabilitation (ESR) (BLM) 
or Burned Area Emergency Restoration (BAER) (Forest Service) actions 
after fire.  
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ESR-2:  Incorporate GRSG Habitat Management Objectives into ESR/BAER plans 
based on site potential and in accordance with the Restoration/Rehabilitation 
Strategy developed as a result of the FIAT Assessments.  

ESR-3:  Provide adequate rest from livestock grazing to allow natural recovery of 
existing vegetation and successful establishment of seeded species within 
burned/ESR areas. All new seedings of grasses and forbs should not be 
grazed until at least the end of the second growing season, and longer as 
needed to allow plants to mature and develop robust root systems which will 
stabilize the site, compete effectively against cheatgrass and other invasive 
annuals, and remain sustainable under long-term grazing management. 
Adjust other management activities, as appropriate, to meet ESR objectives.  

ESR-4:  Adjust, as appropriate, livestock management on adjacent unburned areas to 
mitigate the effect of the burn on local GRSG populations.  

ESR-5:  Following seedling establishment, modify grazing management practices if 
needed to achieve long-term vegetation and habitat objectives.  

Livestock Grazing 
RM-1 (Range Management): Maintain existing areas designated as available or 

unavailable for livestock grazing. Existing active AUMs for livestock grazing 
within the planning area would not be changed at the broad scale, though the 
number of AUMs available on an allotment may be adjusted based on site-
specific conditions to meet management objectives during term permit 
renewals, AMP development, or other appropriate implementation planning. 
Additionally, temporary adjustments can be made annually to livestock 
numbers, the number of AUMs, and season of use in accordance with 
applicable regulations.  

RM-2:  Prioritize BLM land health assessments and processing of BLM grazing 
permits consistent with management area prioritization (MA-4), unless other 
higher priority considerations exist such as threatened, endangered and 
proposed species habitat that livestock grazing could affect. Where possible, 
conduct land health assessments at the watershed, or other meaningful 
landscape-scale.  

RM-3:  Where opportunities exist, coordinate with other land managers to encourage 
livestock operations that utilize mixed federal, private and/or state land to be 
managed at the landscape scale to benefit GRSG and their habitat across land 
ownerships.  

RM-4:  PHMA & IHMA: During the land health assessment process, identify the 
type(s) of seasonal habitat the assessed areas are capable of supporting. 
Utilize the habitat assessment framework, (Stiver et al. 2014 as 
amended/replaced) or other BLM or Forest Service approved methodology, 
in accordance with current policy and guidance to determine whether 
vegetation structure, condition and composition are meeting GRSG habitat 
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objectives including riparian and lentic areas (HM-OBJ-2; Table 2). Use 
appropriate Ecological Site Descriptions, reference sheets and state and 
transition models to inform desired habitat conditions and expected 
responses to management changes for the land unit being assessed.  

RM-5:  When modifying grazing management, analyze indirect effects to habitat, 
including changes in fuel loading and wildfire behavior.  

RM-6:  When livestock management practices are determined to not be compatible 
with meeting or making progress towards achievable habitat objectives 
following appropriate consultation, cooperating and coordination, implement 
changes in grazing management through grazing authorization modifications, 
or allotment management plan implementation. Potential modifications 
include, but are not limited to, changes in:  

1) Season or timing of use;  

2) Numbers of livestock;  

3) Distribution of livestock use;  

4) Duration and/or level of use;  

5) Kind of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, or goats) (Briske et al. 
2011); and  

6) Grazing schedules (including rest or deferment). 

RM-7:  Where opportunities exist, establish forage reserves to facilitate restoration 
and rehabilitation efforts in GRSG habitat areas. A forage reserve is an area 
that is set aside for use as needed by various permittees who might be 
displaced by wildfire, ESR, restoration efforts, etc. rather than having a term 
permit issued for grazing like a regular allotment.  

RM-8:  PHMA, IHMA & GHMA - When an allotment, or portion thereof, becomes 
vacant or grazing preference is relinquished, consider retirement of the 
allotment or grazing preference, or portion thereof, or converting the area to 
a forage reserve (a.k.a. reserve common allotment; forage reserves are areas 
that are set aside for use)/buffer when doing so would maintain or enhance 
GRSG habitat as described in subsequent site specific NEPA analysis.  

RM-9:  PHMA & IHMA - Where practical, design pasture rotations to utilize non-
native perennial grass seedings and/or annual grasslands, during GRSG 
nesting season annually or periodically.  

RM-10:  Evaluate the locations where salt/supplements are placed, coordinate 
salt/supplements placement to reduce impacts to GRSG habitat (e.g., 
existing disturbed areas).  

RM-11:  Incorporate RDFs into Terms and Conditions for crossing permits to limit 
disturbance of occupied leks when trailing livestock across BLM- and Forest 
Service -administered lands in the spring. Work with permittees in locating 
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over-nighting, watering and bedding locations to minimize impacts to 
seasonal habitats.  

RM-12:  Design any new structural range improvements, following appropriate 
cooperation, consultation and coordination, to minimize and/or mitigate 
effects to GRSG habitat. Any new structural range improvements should be 
placed along existing disturbance corridors or in unsuitable habitat, to the 
extent practical, and are subject to RDFs (Appendix F). Structural range 
improvement in this context, include, but are not limited to: fences, 
exclosures, corrals or other livestock handling structures; pipelines, troughs, 
storage tanks (including moveable tanks used in livestock water hauling), 
windmills, ponds/reservoirs, solar panels and spring developments.  

RM-13:  During the land health assessment and grazing permit renewal process, 
evaluate existing livestock management range improvements with respect to 
their effect on GRSG habitat. Consider removal of projects that are not 
needed for effective livestock management, are no longer in working 
condition, and/or negatively affect GRSG habitat, with the exception of 
functional projects needed for management of habitat for other threatened, 
endangered or proposed species or other sensitive resources.  

RM-14:  Prioritize removal, modification or marking of fences or other structures in 
areas of high collision risk following appropriate cooperation, consultation 
and coordination to reduce the incidence of GRSG mortality due to fence 
strikes (Stevens et al. 2012).  

RM-15:  In response to weather conditions (i.e. drought) adjust grazing management 
(i.e., delay turnout, adjust pasture rotations, adjust the amount and/or 
duration of grazing) as appropriate to provide for adequate food and cover 
for GRSG.  

RM-16:  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.  

RM-17:  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 
and Land Health Standards (43 CFR 4180.2) and defined responses that will 
allow the authorizing officer to make adjustments to livestock grazing 
without conducting additional NEPA.  
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RM-18:  Allotments within SFAs, followed by those within PHMAs, and focusing on 
those containing riparian areas, including 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.  

RM-19:  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.  

Wild Horses and Burros 
WHB-1:  Manage herd management areas (HMAs) in GRSG habitat within established 

AML ranges to achieve and maintain GRSG habitat objectives (Table 2-3).  

WHB- 2:  Complete rangeland health assessments for HMAs containing GRSG habitat 
using an interdisciplinary team of specialists (e.g. range, wildlife, and 
riparian). The priorities for conducting assessments are: 1) HMAs Containing 
SFA; 2) HMAs containing PHMA; 3) HMAs containing IHMA; 4) HMAs 
containing GHMA; 5) HMAs containing sagebrush habitat outside of 
PHMA, IHMA. and GHMA mapped habitat; 6) HMAs without GRSG 
Habitat.  

WHB-3:  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. Place higher 
priority on Herd Areas not allocated as HMAs and occupied by wild horses 
and burros in SFAs followed by PHMA.  

WHB-4:  In SFAs and PHMA outside of SFA, assess and adjust AMLs through the 
NEPA process within HMAs when wild horses or burros are identified as a 
significant causal factor in not meeting land health standards, even if current 
AML is not being exceeded.  

WHB-5:  In SFAs and PHMA outside of SFA, monitor the effects of wild horse and 
burro use in relation to GRSG seasonal habitat objectives on an annual basis 
to help determine future management actions.  

WHB-6:  Develop or amend herd management area plans (HMAPs) to incorporate 
GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations for all HMAs 
within GRSG habitat, with emphasis placed on SFAs and other PHMAs.  

WHB-7:  Consider removals or exclusion of wild horse and burros during or 
immediately following emergency situations (such as fire, floods, and 
drought) to facilitate meeting GRSG habitat objectives where HMAs overlap 
with GRSG habitat.  

WHB-8:  When conducting NEPA analysis for wild horse and burro management 
activities, water developments, or other rangeland improvements for wild 
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horses, address the direct and indirect effects to GRSG populations and 
habitat. Implement any water developments or rangeland improvements 
using the criteria identified for domestic livestock.  

WHB-9:  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 wild horse and burro 
program.  

Lands and Realty  
LR-1 (Lands and Realty): PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as ROW 

avoidance areas, consistent with AD-3 and subject to RDFs, buffers and 
seasonal timing restrictions (Appendices F, G, and H). IHMA: Designate and 
manage IHMA as ROW avoidance areas, consistent with AD-4 and subject 
to RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing restrictions. GHMA (Idaho and 
Montana): Designate and manage GHMA as open with proposals subject to 
RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing restrictions. 

LR-2:  PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as exclusion areas for utility scale (20 
MW) wind and solar testing and development, nuclear and hydropower 
energy development. IHMA: Designate and manage IHMA as avoidance 
areas for wind and solar testing and development, nuclear and hydropower 
development. GHMA (Idaho): Designate and manage GHMA as open for 
wind and solar testing and development and nuclear and hydropower 
development subject to RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing restrictions. 
GHMA (Montana): Designate and manage GHMA as avoidance for wind 
and solar testing and development and nuclear and hydropower 
development. 

LR-3:  PHMA: Development of commercial service airports and facilities (as 
defined by FAA 2014 – publically owned airports that have at least 2,500 
passenger boardings each calendar year and receive scheduled passenger 
service) would not be allowed within PHMA. IHMA and GHMA are 
Avoidance and Open respectively for these types of ROW applications as 
described in LR-1.  

LR-4:  PHMA: Development of new or expansion of existing landfills would not be 
allowed within PHMA. IHMA and GHMA are Avoidance and Open 
respectively for these types of ROW applications as described in LR-1.  

LR-5:  Consistent with LR-2, LR-3 and LR-4, Rights-of-way for development of 
new or amended ROWs and land use authorizations (including permits and 
leases) in PHMA would only be considered when consistent with the 
Anthropogenic Disturbance Exception Criteria (AD-3); Rights-of-way for 
development of new or amended ROWs and land use authorizations 
(including permits and leases) in IHMA could be considered consistent with 
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the IHMA Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria (AD-4). 
GHMA: New ROW and land use authorizations could be considered.  

LR-6:  In PHMA, if a higher voltage transmission line is required adjacent to an 
existing line (i.e. the project is an incremental upgrade/capacity increase of 
existing development (i.e. powerline capacity upgrade):  

the existing transmission line must be removed and area rehabilitated 
within a specified amount of time after the new line is installed and 
energized; and 

the new line must be constructed in the same alignment as the existing 
line unless an alternate route would benefit GRSG or GRSG habitat. 

LR-7:  Existing designated corridors, including Section 368 Corridors, will remain 
Open in all habitat management areas (subject to the ongoing settlement 
agreement).  

LR-8:  Process unauthorized use. If the use is subsequently authorized, it would be 
authorized consistent with direction for the Management Areas within which 
it is located and the RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing restrictions. If the use 
is not subsequently authorized the site would be reclaimed by removing these 
features and rehabilitating the habitat.  

LR-9:  Land use authorizations that are temporary (less than 3 years) in nature and 
are not otherwise excluded or restricted would be subject to seasonal or 
timing restrictions and mitigation requirements regarding habitat loss as 
needed.  

LR-10:  New ROW applications for water facilities (ditches, canals, pipelines), or 
amendments to existing water facilities which include additional structures to 
improve fish passage or benefits to fisheries (new diversions, fish screens) 
would be allowed on a case-by-case bases subject to RDFs to reduce impacts 
to GRSG habitat and mitigation requirements regarding GRSG habitat loss 
as needed.  

LR-11:  When a ROW grant expires and is not requested to be renewed, is 
relinquished, or terminated, the lease holder would be required to reclaim the 
site by removing overhead lines and other infrastructure and to eliminate 
avian predator nesting opportunities provided by anthropogenic 
development on public lands associated with the now void ROW grant (e.g., 
remove powerline and communication facilities no longer in service).  

LR-12:  As opportunities and priorities indicate work with existing ROW holders to 
retrofit existing towers and structures consistent with RDFs described in 
Appendix F.  

LR-13:  PHMA and IHMA (Idaho and Montana), and GHMA (Montana only) are 
designated as avoidance areas for high voltage transmission line and large 
pipeline ROWs, except for the transmission projects specifically identified 
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below. All authorizations in these areas, other than the excepted projects, 
must comply with the conservation measures outlined in this proposed plan, 
including the RDFs and avoidance criteria presented in AD-3 and AD-4 of 
this document. The BLM is currently processing an application for (Gateway 
West and Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Projects) and the NEPA 
review for this project is well underway. The BLM is analyzing GRSG 
mitigation measures through the projects’ NEPA review process.  

LR-14:  Lands classified as PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA for GRSG 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. Land tenure adjustments 
would be subject to the following disposal, exchange, and acquisition criteria, 
which include retaining lands with GRSG habitat. Retention of areas with 
GRSG would reduce the likelihood of habitat conversion to agriculture, 
urbanization, or other uses that would remove sagebrush habitat and 
potentially impact sensitive plants. Criteria:  

a. Lands within PHMA, IHMA and GHMA would only be available for 
disposal through exchange (FEIS Appendix).  

b. Acquire habitat within PHMA and IHMA, when possible (i.e. willing 
landowner), and retain ownership of habitat within all Areas, except 
if a land exchange would allow for additional or more contiguous 
federal ownership patterns. 

c. Lands within PHMA, IHMA and GHMA would be retained unless 
exchange of those lands would increase the extent or provide for 
connectivity of PHMA or IHMA.  

d. Evaluate potential land exchanges containing historically low-quality 
GRSG habitat that may be too costly to restore in exchange for lands 
of higher quality habitat, lands that connect seasonal GRSG habitats 
or lands providing for threatened and endangered species. These 
potential exchanges should lead to an increase in the extent or 
continuity of or provide for improved connectivity of PHMA. Higher 
priority will be given to exchanges for those in-tact areas of 
sagebrush that will contribute to the expansion of sagebrush areas 
within PHMA currently in public ownership. Lower priority would 
be given to other lands that would promote enhancement in the 
PHMA and IHMA (i.e., areas with fragmented or less in-tact 
sagebrush). 

e. Identify lands for acquisition that increase the extent of or provide 
for connectivity of PHMA. 



Idaho and Southwestern Montana LUPA/EIS 

_____________________________ 
Chapter 2 – Proposed Action and Alternatives   205 

Minerals  
 

Fluid Minerals (Oil, Gas, and Geothermal) 
 

Objectives 
FLM-OBJ-1:  Priority will be given to leasing and development of fluid mineral resources, 

including geothermal, outside of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. When 
analyzing leasing and authorizing development of fluid mineral resources, 
including geothermal, in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and subject to 
applicable stipulations for the conservation of GRSG, priority will be given 
to development in non-habitat areas first and then in the least suitable habitat 
for GRSG. The implementation of these priorities will be subject to valid 
existing rights and any applicable law or regulation, including, but not limited 
to, 30 USC 226(p) and 43 CFR 3162.3-1(h).  

FLM-OBJ-2:  Where a proposed fluid mineral development project on an existing lease 
could adversely affect GRSG populations or habitat, the BLM will work with 
the lessees, operators, or other project proponents to avoid, reduce and 
mitigate adverse impacts to the extent compatible with lessees' rights to drill 
and produce fluid mineral resources. The BLM will work with the lessee, 
operator, or project proponent in developing an APD or Geothermal 
Drilling Permit (GDP) for the lease to avoid and minimize impacts to GRSG 
or its habitat and will ensure that the best information about the GRSG and 
its habitat informs and helps to guide development of such Federal leases.  

Management 
FLM-1 (Fluid Minerals): Idaho and Montana: Areas within SFAs would be open to 

fluid mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration subject to 
NSO without waiver, exception, or modification. Areas within PHMA and 
IHMA would be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical 
exploration subject to NSO with a limited exception (FLM-3). GHMA would 
be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration 
subject to CSU which includes buffers, seasonal timing restrictions and 
standard stipulations.  

FLM-2:  In Idaho, parcels nominated for lease in PHMA or IHMA would be 
evaluated prior to lease offering to determine if development is feasible. In 
GHMA, parcels that could not be developed when these buffers and 
restrictions are applied would not be offered for lease.  

FLM-3:  PHMA: No waivers or modifications to a fluid mineral lease NSO stipulation 
will be granted. The Authorized Officer may grant an exception to a fluid 
mineral lease NSO stipulation only where the proposed action:  

i. Would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on GRSG or 
its habitat; or, 
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ii. Is proposed to be undertaken as an alternative to a similar action 
occurring on a nearby parcel, and would provide a clear conservation 
gain to GRSG. 

Exceptions based on conservation gain (ii) may only be considered in (a) 
PHMAs of mixed ownership where federal minerals underlie less than fifty 
percent of the total surface, or (b) areas of the public lands where the 
proposed exception is an alternative to an action occurring on a nearby 
parcel subject to a valid Federal fluid mineral lease existing as of the date of 
this RMP amendment. Exceptions based on conservation gain must also 
include measures, such as enforceable institutional controls and buffers, 
sufficient to allow the BLM to conclude that such benefits will endure for the 
duration of the proposed action’s impacts.  

Any exceptions to this lease stipulation may be approved by the Authorized 
Officer only with the concurrence of the State Director. The Authorized 
Officer may not grant an exception unless the applicable state wildlife 
agency, the USFWS, and the BLM unanimously find that the proposed 
action satisfies (i) or (ii). Such finding shall initially be made by a team of one 
field biologist or other GRSG expert from each respective agency. In the 
event the initial finding is not unanimous, the finding may be elevated to the 
appropriate BLM State Director, USFWS State Ecological Services Director, 
and state wildlife agency head for final resolution. In the event their finding is 
not unanimous, the exception will not be granted. Approved exceptions will 
be made publically available at least quarterly.  

Idaho IHMA: A lease waiver, exception or modification to the NSO 
stipulation may be considered where a portion of the proposed lease is 
determined to be in non-GRSG habitat, the area is not used by GRSG, or it 
would not have direct, indirect or cumulative effects to GRSG or its habitat. 
The determination would be made by a team of interagency GRSG experts, 
including an expert from the state wildlife agency, USFWS and the BLM. All 
exceptions must be approved by the State Director. In the event a waiver, 
exception or modification were allowed development would still be subject 
to CSU which includes buffers, seasonal timing restrictions and standard 
stipulations. 

Waivers, Exceptions and Modifications (WEMs) (Source IM-2008-032): 

A waiver is a permanent exemption from a lease stipulation, the 
stipulation would no longer apply anywhere within the lease. Waivers, 
by regulation, require a 30-day public review if the authorized officer 
has determined, prior to lease issuance, that a stipulation involves an 
issue of major concern to the public (43 CFR 3101.4) and are 
approved and signed by the State Director. 

An exception is a one-time exemption for a particular site within the 
lease; exceptions are determined on a case-by-case basis; the 
stipulation continues to apply to all other sites within the lease. An 
exception is a limited type of waiver. 
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A modification is a change to the provisions of a lease stipulation, either 
temporarily or for the term of the lease. Depending on the specific 
modification, the stipulation may or may not apply to all sites within 
the lease to which the restrictive criteria are applied. 

FLM-4:  Incorporate required design features and best management practices 
appropriate to the management area as COAs when post leasing activity is 
proposed into any post-lease authorizations.  

FLM-5:  In Montana, prior to leasing conduct a Master Leasing Plan process when all 
four of the following criteria are met:  

A substantial portion of the area to be analyzed in the MLP is not 
currently leased. 

There is a majority Federal mineral interest. 

The oil and gas industry has expressed a specific interest in leasing, and 
there is a moderate or high potential for oil and gas confirmed by the 
discovery of oil and gas in the general area. 

Additional analysis or information is needed to address likely resource or 
cumulative impacts if oil and gas development were to occur where 
there are: 

multiple-use or natural/cultural resource conflicts; 

impacts to air quality; 

impacts on the resources or values of any unit of the National 
Park System, national wildlife refuge, or National Forest 
wilderness area, as determined after consultation or 
coordination with the NPS, the USFWS, or the Forest 
Service; or 

impacts on other specially designated areas. – analyzing likely 
development scenarios and varying mitigation levels. 

FLM-5:  In Idaho, complete a Master Development Plan, consistent with plan 
development guide on leases where a producing field is proposed to be 
developed.  

FLM-6:  Encourage unitization when deemed necessary for proper development and 
operation of an area (with strong oversight and monitoring). The unitization 
must be designed in a manner to minimize adverse impacts on GRSG 
according to the Federal Lease Form, 3100-11, Sections 4 and 6.  

FLM-7:  Issue Written Orders of the Authorized Officer (43 CFR 3161.2) requiring 
reasonable protective measures consistent with the lease terms where 
necessary to avoid or minimize effects to GRSG populations or habitat.  
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Locatable Minerals  
LOC-1 (Locatable Minerals): Lands would remain open to locatable mineral entry in 

all management areas.  

LOC-2:  Apply reasonable and appropriate RDFs and BMPs as Conditions of 
Approval to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of GRSG habitat 
when a Plan of Operations is submitted for BLM or Forest Service approval, 
in accordance with 43 CFR 3809.411(d)(2) (or 36 CFR 228.5(a)(3) on 
National Forest System lands).  

LOC-3:  Recommend SFAs for withdrawal from the General Mining Act of 1872, as 
amended, subject to valid existing rights.  

Mineral Materials (Saleable Minerals) 
SAL-1 (Salable Minerals): PHMA: All PHMAs will be closed to mineral materials 

development. IHMA and GHMA: All IHMAs and GHMAs will be open to 
mineral materials development, consistent with the Idaho Anthropogenic 
Disturbance Criteria (AD-4), and subject to RDFs, buffers and seasonal 
timing restrictions. Sales from existing community pits within PHMA and 
IHMA would be subject to seasonal timing restrictions. GHMA: Open to 
new site authorizations subject to RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing 
restrictions. Existing sites open to new sales subject to seasonal timing 
restrictions.  

SAL-2:  Restore salable mineral pits no longer in use to meet GRSG habitat 
management objectives.  

SAL-3:  Require reclamation bonding that would require restoration of GRSG habitat 
on new site authorizations for mineral material pits in IHMA (this would not 
apply to free use permits issued to a government entity such as a county road 
district, but would apply to non-profit entities).  

SAL-4:  Montana: PHMAs are closed to new mineral material sales. However, these 
areas remain “open” to free use permits and the expansion of existing active 
pits, only if the following criteria are met:  

the activity is within the BSU and project area disturbance cap; 

the activity is subject to the provisions set forth in the mitigation 
framework [FEIS Appendix]; 

all applicable required design features are applied; and 

the activity is permissible under the Montana screening criteria  

Nonenergy Leasable Minerals 
NEL-1 (Nonenergy Leasables): PHMAs are closed to leasing. IHMA and GHMA: 

Areas within Known Phosphate Leasing Areas (KPLAs) will remain open to 
leasing subject to standard stipulations. PHMA areas outside KPLAs are 
closed to leasing and prospecting. IHMA areas outside of KPLAs are open 
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to prospecting and subsequent leasing provided the Anthropogenic 
Disturbance Development Criteria (AD-4) and the anthropogenic 
disturbance cap (AD-1) can be met. RDFs, buffers and seasonal timing 
restrictions shall be applied to prospecting permits. Exceptions to closures in 
PHMA and IHMA may be made for lease modifications and fringe leases 
where valid existing rights may be affected. GHMA: Lands outside KPLAs 
are available for prospecting and subsequent leasing and initial mine 
development subject to RDFs, buffers, timing restrictions (seasonal and 
daily) and standard stipulations.  

NEL-2:  Require seasonal and daily timing restrictions in undeveloped nonenergy 
mineral leases when exploration activities or initial mine development is 
proposed (e.g. exploration drilling, timber removal, shrub clearing, etc.) as 
COAs.  

NEL-3:  Include RDFs as COAs to mine plans in undeveloped non-energy mineral 
leases for exploration activities or initial mine development.  

Mineral Split Estate 
MSE-1 (Mineral Split Estate): BLM Owns Mineral Estate – non-federal surface 

owner: Where the federal government owns the mineral estate in PHMAs, 
IHMAs, and GHMAs, and the surface is in non-federal ownership, apply the 
same stipulations, COAs, and/or conservation measures and RDFs applied if 
the mineral estate is developed on BLM-administered lands in that 
management area, to the maximum extent permissible under existing 
authorities, and in coordination with the landowner.  

MSE-2:  BLM owns surface – non-federal mineral estate owner: Where the federal 
government owns the surface and the mineral estate is in non-federal 
ownership in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, apply appropriate surface use 
COAs, stipulations, and mineral RDFs through ROW grants or other surface 
management instruments, to the maximum extent permissible under existing 
authorities, in coordination with the mineral estate owner/lessee.  

Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management  
TM-1 (Travel Management): Limit off-highway vehicle motorized travel within 

Idaho BLM Field Offices to existing roads, primitive roads, and trails in areas 
where travel management planning has not been completed or is in progress. 
This excludes areas previously designated as open through a land use plan 
decision or currently under review for designation as open, currently being 
analyzed in ongoing RMP revision efforts in the Four Rivers, Jarbidge and 
Upper Snake Field Offices. Upon completion of travel management plans 
the designation would change to limited to designated roads, primitive roads 
and trails.  

An off-highway vehicle is any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, 
travel on or immediately over land, water, or other natural terrain, excluding: 
(1) Any nonamphibious registered motorboat; (2) any military, fire, 
emergency, or law enforcement vehicle while being used for emergency 
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purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized 
officer, or otherwise officially approved; (4) Vehicles in official use where 
official use is use by an employee, agent, or designated representative of the 
Federal Government or one of its contractors, in the course of his 
employment, agency, or representation.; and (5) any combat or combat 
support vehicle when used in times of national defense emergencies (43 CFR 
8340.0 5).  

TM-2:  In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, temporary closures will be considered in 
accordance with 43 CFR subpart 8364 (Closures and Restrictions); 43 CFR 
subpart 8351 (Designated National Area); 43 CFR subpart 6302 (Use of 
Wilderness Areas, Prohibited Acts, and Penalties); 43 CFR subpart 8341 
(Conditions of Use).  

Temporary closure or restriction orders under these authorities are enacted at 
the discretion of the authorized officer to resolve management conflicts and 
protect persons, property, and public lands and resources. Where an 
authorized officer determines that off-highway vehicles are causing or will 
cause considerable adverse effects upon soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife 
habitat, cultural resources, historical resources, threatened or endangered 
species, wilderness suitability, other authorized uses, or other resources, the 
affected areas shall be immediately closed to the type(s) of vehicle causing 
the adverse effect until the adverse effects are eliminated and measures 
implemented to prevent recurrence. (43 CFR 8341.2) A closure or restriction 
order should be considered only after other management strategies and 
alternatives have been explored. The duration of temporary closure or 
restriction orders should be limited to 24 months or less; however, certain 
situations may require longer closures and/or iterative temporary closures. 
This may include closure of routes or areas.  

TM-3:  Develop Travel Management Plans for each Field Office as described in the 
BLM Travel Management Handbook 8342.1 and according to the travel 
management planning guidelines (FEIS Appendix).  

TM-4:  During subsequent travel management planning design and designate a travel 
system to minimize adverse effects on GRSG. Locate areas and trails to 
minimize disturbance of GRSG and/or to have a neural or positive effect on 
GRSG habitat and populations. Give special attention to protect endangered 
or threatened species and their habitats. Allow for route upgrade, closure of 
existing routes, timing restrictions, seasonal closures, and creation of new 
routes to help protect habitat and meet user group needs, thereby reducing 
the potential for pioneering unauthorized routes. The emphasis of the 
comprehensive travel and transportation planning within PHMA would be 
placed on having a neutral or positive effect on GRSG habitat. Individual 
route designations would occur during subsequent travel management 
planning efforts.  
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TM-5:  Conduct road construction, upgrades, and maintenance activities to avoid 
disturbance during specific times at different seasons – see seasonal and 
timing restrictions section.  

Recreation and Visitor Services 
REC-1:  Manage existing recreation uses and sites to minimize adverse effects on 

GRSG or their habitat through incorporation of RDFs, buffers and seasonal 
restrictions.  

REC-2:  In PHMA and IHMA, do not construct new recreation facilities (e.g., 
campgrounds, trails, trailheads, staging areas) unless the development would 
have a net conservation gain to GRSG habitat (such as concentrating 
recreation, diverting use away from critical areas, etc.), or unless the 
development is required for visitor health and safety or resource protection.  

RDFs are means, measures, or practices intended to reduce or avoid adverse environmental 
impacts. This LUPA/EIS proposes a suite of design features that would establish the 
minimum specifications for water developments, certain mineral development, and fire and 
fuels management and would mitigate adverse impacts. These design features would be 
required to provide a greater level of regulatory certainty than through implementing BMPs. 

In general, the design features are accepted practices that are known to be effective when 
implemented properly at the project level. However, their applicability and overall 
effectiveness cannot be fully assessed except at the project-specific level when the project 
location and design are known. Because of site-specific circumstances, some features may 
not apply to some projects (e.g., when a resource is not present on a given site) or may 
require slight variations from what is described in the LUPA/EIS (e.g., a larger or smaller 
protective area). All variations in design features would require appropriate analysis and 
disclosure as part of future project authorizations. Additional mitigation measures may be 
identified and required during individual project development and environmental review. 
The proposed RDFs are presented in Appendix F. 
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APPENDIX E: Forest Service Proposed Plan Amendment 
 

Forest Service Plan Components  
Desired conditions - A description of specific social, economic, and/or ecological characteristics of the 
plan area, or a portion of the plan area, toward which management of the land and resources should be 
directed. Desired conditions must be described in terms that are specific enough to allow progress 
toward their achievement to be determined, but do not include completion dates. (36 CFR 
219.7(e)(1)(i)) FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20) 

Guideline – A constraint on project and activity decisionmaking that allows for departure from its terms, 
so long as the purpose of the guideline is met. (§ 219.15(d)(3)). Guidelines are established to help 
achieve or maintain a desired condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects, or to 
meet applicable legal requirements. (36 CFR 219.7(e)(1)(iv); FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20) 

Objective - A concise, measurable, and time-specific statement of a desired rate of progress toward a 
desired condition or conditions. Objectives should be based on reasonably foreseeable budgets. (36 CFR 
219.9(e)(1)(ii)) FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20) 

Standard - A mandatory constraint on project and activity decisionmaking, established to help achieve 
or maintain the desired condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects, or to meet 
applicable legal requirements. (36 CFR 219.7(e)(1) (iii)) FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20) 

General Greater Sage-grouse   
GRSG-GEN-DC-001-Desired Condition – The landscape for greater sage-grouse encompasses large 
contiguous areas, approximately 6 to 62 square miles in area, to provide for multiple aspects of species 
life requirements. Within these landscapes, a variety of sagebrush-community compositions exist, with 
variations in subspecies composition, co-dominant vegetation, shrub cover, herbaceous cover, and 
stand structure, to meet seasonal requirements for food, cover, and nesting for greater sage-grouse.  

GRSG-GEN-DC-002-Desired Condition – Anthropogenic disturbance is focused in non-habitat areas 
outside of priority, important, and general habitat management areas and sagebrush focal areas18. 
Disturbances in general habitat management areas are limited, and there is little to no disturbances in 
priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal areas except for valid existing 
rights and existing authorize uses.  

GRSG-GEN-DC-003-Desired Condition – In all seasonal habitats, 70% of lands capable of producing 
sagebrush have 10 to 30% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 10% conifer canopy cover. In addition, 
within breeding and nesting habitat, sufficient herbaceous vegetation structure and height provides 

                                                 
18 Suitable greater sage-grouse habitat within polygons identified as priority or general habitat management areas. Areas of non-habitat within a 
polygon are not included as part of any priority or general habitat management areas. Sagebrush focal areas may include areas of non-habitat.  
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overhead and lateral concealment for nesting and early brood rearing life stages. Within brood rearing 
habitat, wet meadows and riparian areas sustain a rich diversity of perennial forb species relative to site 
potential. Within winter habitat, sufficient sagebrush height and density provides food and cover for 
greater sage-grouse during this seasonal period. Specific desired conditions for greater sage-grouse 
based on seasonal habitat requirements are in table 1.  

Table 1. Seasonal Habitat Desired Conditions for Greater Sage-grouse.  
ATTRIBUTE INDICATORS DESIRED CONDTION 
BREEDING AND NESTING 1,2,3 (Seasonal Use Period March 1-June 15) Apply 6.2 miles from active leks. 4 
Lek Security  

Proximity of trees 5 

 
Trees or other tall structures are none to  
uncommon within 1.86 miles of leks 6,7 

 

Proximity of sagebrush to leks 6 Adjacent protective sagebrush cover within 328 feet of lek 6 

Cover Seasonal habitat extent 7  >80% of the breeding and nesting habitat 

Sagebrush canopy cover6,7,8 15 to 25% 

Sagebrush height 7 
        Arid sites 6,7,9  
        Mesic sites 6,7,10 

 
12 to 32 inches  
16 to 32 inches 

Predominant sagebrush shape 6 >50% in spreading 11 
Perennial grass canopy cover 6,7 
        Arid sites 7,9 

        Mesic sites 7,10 

 
>10% 
>15% 

Perennial grass height 6,7,8 Provide overhead and lateral concealment from predators 7  

Perennial forb canopy cover 6,7,8 
        Arid sites 9 
        Mesic sites 10 

 
>5%6,7 
>10%6,7 

BROOD-REARING/SUMMER1 (Seasonal Use Period June 16-October 31)  
Cover  Seasonal habitat extent 7   >40% of the brood-rearing/summer habitat 

Sagebrush canopy cover 6,7,8 10 to 25% 
Sagebrush height 7,8 16 to 32 inches  
Perennial grass canopy cover and forbs 7,8 >15% 
Riparian areas/mesic meadows Proper Functioning Condition 12  
Upland and riparian perennial forb availability 
6,7 

Preferred forbs are common with several preferred species 
present 13 

WINTER1 (Seasonal Use Period November 1-February 28) 
Cover and Food  Seasonal habitat extent 6,7,8 >80% of the winter habitat 

Sagebrush canopy cover above snow 6,7,8 >10%  
Sagebrush height above snow 6,7,8 >10 inches 14  

1Seasonal dates can be adjusted; that is, start and end dates may be shifted either earlier or later, but the amount of days cannot be shortened or 
lengthened by the local unit. 
2 Doherty, K. 2008. Sage-grouse and Energy Development: Integrating Science with Conservation Planning to Reduce Impacts. University of Montana. 
Missoula, MT. 

3 Holloran and Anderson. 2005. Spatial Distribution of Greater Sage-grouse nests in relatively contiguous sagebrush habitats. Condor 107:742-752. 
4 Buffer distance may be changed only if 3 out of 5 years of telemetry studies indicate the 6.2 miles is not appropriate. 
5 Baruch-Mordo, S. J.S. Evans, J.P Severson, D.E. Naugle, J. D. Maestas, J.M. Kiesecker, M.J. Falkowski. C.A. Hagen, and K.P. Reese. . 2013. Saving sage-
grouse from trees: A proactive solution to reducing a key threat to a candidate species. Biological Conservation 167: 233-241. 
6 Stiver, S.J., E.T. Rinkes, D.E. Naugle, P.D. Makela, D.A. Nance, and J.W. Karl, eds. 2015. Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: A Multiscale 
Assessment Tool. Technical Reference 6710-1. Bureau of Land Management and Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, Denver, Colorado.  
7 Connelly, J. M. A. Schroweder, A.R. Sands, and C.E. Braun.2000. Guidelines to manage sage-grouse populations and their habitats. Wildlife Society 
Bulletin 28 (4): 967-985. 
8 Connelly, J. K. Reese, and M. Schroder. 2003. Monitoring of Greater sage-grouse habitats and populations. Station Bulletin 80, Contribution 979. 
University of Idaho, College of Natural Resources Experiment Station. Moscow, ID. 
9 10–12 inch precipitation zone; Artemisia tridentata wyomingensis is a common big sagebrush sub-species for this type site (HAF 2014). 
10 >12 inch precipitation zone; Artemisia tridentata vaseyana is a common big sagebrush sub-species for this type site (HAF 2014). 
11 Sagebrush plants with a spreading shape provide more protective cover than sagebrush plants that are more tree- or columnar shaped (HAF 2014).  
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ATTRIBUTE INDICATORS DESIRED CONDTION 
12 Existing land management plan desired conditions for riparian areas/wet meadows (spring seeps) may be used in place of properly functioning 
conditions, if appropriate for meeting greater sage-grouse habitat requirements. 
13 Preferred forbs are listed in HAF Table III-2 (HAF 2014). Overall total forb cover may be greater than that of preferred forb cover since not all forb 
species are listed as preferred in Table III-2. 
14 The height of sagebrush remaining above the snow depends upon snow depth in a particular year. Intent is to manage for tall, healthy, sagebrush 
stands. 
 

 
GRSG-GEN-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, do not issue new discretionary written authorizations unless all existing discrete anthropogenic 
disturbances cover less than 3% of the total greater sage-grouse habitat within the Biologically 
Significant Unit and the proposed project analysis area, regardless of ownership, and the new use will 
not cause exceedance of the 3% cap (FEIS Appendix – Disturbance Cap Guidance).  

GRSG-GEN-ST-002-Standard - In priority, sagebrush focal, and important management areas, only allow 
new authorized land uses if the residual impacts to greater sage-grouse or their habitats are fully offset 
by compensatory mitigation projects that provide a net conservation gain to the species, which will be 
achieved by avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for impacts by applying beneficial mitigation 
actions. Any compensatory mitigation will be durable, timely, and in addition to what would have 
resulted without the compens atory mitigation, as addressed in the Mitigation Framework (FEIS 
Appendix). 

GRSG-GEN-GL-001-Guideline - During lekking (March 1 to April 30) surface disturbing and disruptive 
activities, including noise at 10dB above ambient (not to exceed 20-24 dB) to lekking birds should be 
restricted from 6 pm to 9 am at a distance of 3.1 miles from the perimeter of an occupied lek.  

GRSG-GEN-GL-002-Guideline – During breeding and nesting (March 1 to June 15), surface disturbing and 
disruptive activities to nesting birds should be restricted. 

GRSG-GEN-GL-003-Guideline - When breeding and nesting habitat overlaps with other seasonal 
habitats, habitat should be managed for breeding and nesting desired habitat conditions displayed in 
table 1. 

GRSG- GEN-GL-004-Guideline – Development of tall structures within 2.0 miles from the perimeter of 
occupied leks, as determined by local conditions (such as vegetation or topography), with the potential 
to disrupt breeding or nesting by creating new perching/nesting opportunities avian predators or by 
decreasing the use of an area, should be restricted in nesting habitat. 

Adaptive Management 
GRSG-AM-ST-001-Standard – If a hard trigger is identified, immediate action is necessary to stop a 
severe deviation from greater sage-grouse conservation objectives. The hard trigger response will be an 
entire restrictive alternative, or one or more appropriate components of a more restrictive alternative, 
such as the immediate cessation of authorizing land use authorizations. An interagency team will 
conduct an assessment to determine the causal factor(s) and recommend corrective strategies 
(Appendix Z - Adaptive Management Guidance and Sideboards).  
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GRSG-AM-ST-002-Standard – If a soft trigger is identified, apply more conservative or restrictive 
implementation measures (e.g., extending seasonal restrictions for seasonal surface disturbing activities, 
modifying seasons of use for livestock grazing, and applying additional restrictions on discretionary 
activities) for the specific causal factor in the decline of populations and/or habitats, with consideration 
of local knowledge and conditions (FEIS Appendix- Adaptive Management Guidance and Sideboards). 

Lands and Realty  

Special Use Authorizations (non recreation) 
GRSG-LR-SUA-O-001-Objective - In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, retrofit existing tall structures (e.g., power poles, cellular towers) with perch deterrents or 
other anti-perching devices within 2 years of signing the Record of Decision.  

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-001-Standard – In priority habitat management areas and sagebrush focal areas, 
restrict issuance of new lands special use authorizations for infrastructure, such as high-voltage 
transmission lines, major pipelines, hydropower, distribution lines, and cellular towers. Exceptions must 
be limited and based on rationale (e.g., monitoring, modeling, or best available science) that explicitly 
demonstrates that adverse impacts to greater sage-grouse will be avoided by the exception. 

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-002-Standard – In general habitat management areas, new lands special use 
authorizations may be authorized for infrastructure, such as high-voltage transmission lines and major 
pipelines, if they can be located within existing designated corridors and the authorization includes 
stipulations to protect greater sage-grouse and their habitats. 

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-003-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, do not authorize temporary lands special uses (i.e., facilities or activities) that result in loss 
of habitat or would have long-term (greater than 5 years) negative impact on greater sage-grouse or 
their habitats. 

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-004-Standard – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, require protective stipulations (e.g., noise, tall structure, guy wire removal, perch 
deterrent installation) when issuing new authorizations or during renewal, amendment, or reissuance of 
existing authorizations that authorize infrastructure (e.g., high-voltage transmission lines, major 
pipelines, roads, distribution lines, and cellular towers).  

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-005-Standard – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, locate upgrades to existing transmission lines within the existing designated 
corridors unless an alternate route would benefit greater sage-grouse or their habitats. 

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-006-Standard - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, when a lands special use authorization is revoked or terminated and no future 
use is contemplated the authorization holder must remove overhead lines and other infrastructure in 
compliance with 36 CFR 251.60(i).  
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GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-007-Standard - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, if the potential long-term (greater than 5 years) impacts of mitigation (e.g., 
relocation or burying) to greater sage-grouse or their habitats are greater than the potential impacts 
from new lands special use authorizations, do not pursue the mitigation. If mitigation is not feasible or 
would result in short-term (less than 5 years) or long-term impacts, incorporate additional terms and 
conditions in the special use authorization for protection of greater sage-grouse or their habitats 

GRSG-LR-SUA-ST-008-Standard – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, co-locate new infrastructure (e.g., high-voltage transmission lines, major 
pipelines, roads, distribution lines, and cellular towers) with existing infrastructure to limit disturbance 
to the smallest footprint, or where it best limits impacts to greater sage-grouse or their habitats. When 
co-location of new infrastructure is not accomplished, locate it adjacent to existing infrastructure, roads, 
or already disturbed areas. Consider new communication tower sites where necessary for public safety.  

GRSG-LR-SUA-GL-001-Guideline – In priority and sagebrush focal management areas, outside of existing 
designated corridors, new transmission lines and pipelines should be buried to limit disturbance to the 
smallest footprint unless explicit rationale is provided that the biological impacts to greater sage-grouse 
and its habitat are being avoided. When new transmission lines and pipelines are not buried, locate 
them adjacent to existing transmission lines. 

Land Ownership Adjustments 
GRSG-LR-LOA-ST-001-Standard – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, prohibit land ownership adjustments unless the action results in a net 
conservation gain to greater sage-grouse or it will not directly or indirectly adversely impact greater 
sage-grouse conservation.  

GRSG-LR-LOA-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas with minority federal ownership, consider land ownership adjustments to achieve 
a landownership pattern (e.g., consolidation, reducing fragmentation) that supports improved greater 
sage-grouse population trends and habitats. 

Land Withdrawal 
GRSG-LR-LW-GL-001-Guideline – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, utilize land withdrawals as a tool, where appropriate and subject to valid existing rights, to 
prevent activities that will be detrimental to greater sage-grouse or their habitats. 

Wind and Solar 
GRSG-WS-ST-001-Standard – In priority and sagebrush focal management areas, prohibit new solar and 
wind utility-scale and/or commercial energy development except for on-site power generation 
associated with existing industrial infrastructure (e.g., mine site). 

GRSG-WS-GL-001-Guideline – In important habitat management areas, new wind energy utility-scale 
and/or commercial development should be restricted. If development cannot be restricted due to 
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existing authorized use, adjacent developments, or split estate issues, then ensure that stipulations are 
incorporated into the authorization to protect greater sage-grouse and their habitats.  

Greater Sage-grouse Habitat 
GRSG-GRSGH-O-001-Objective – Every 10 years for the next 50 years, improve greater sage-grouse 
habitat by removing invading conifers and other undesirable species in the number of acres shown in 
table 2. 

Table 2. Treatment Acres per Decade.1  
 ACRES   
FOREST MECHANICAL2 PRESCRIBED FIRE3 GRASS RESTORATION4 
Boise 1000 2000 0 
Caribou-Targhee-Curlew 3000 2000 3000 
Salmon-Challis 5000 1000 0 
Sawtooth 7000 1000 7000 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge 0 0 0 
1These are estimates of treatments required to achieve and/or maintain desired habitat conditions over a period of ten years. There are many 
dynamic and highly variable disturbances that may happen over that period of time that could have a significant effect on the amount, type, 
and timing of treatment needed. Those disturbances are factored into the ten-year simulation using stochastic, not predictive, techniques. 
Probabilities of events such as large wildfires are used in the model to make the simulation as realistic as possible, given empirical data about 
such events in the past, but the results of the simulation cannot be used to predict the future occurrence of such events, including their timing, 
size, or location, which are essentially random. 
2Removal of conifers that have invaded sagebrush including phase one juniper that is 10% or less and reducing sagebrush cover in areas over 
30% canopy cover 
3Acres are those that are greater than 30% sagebrush canopy cover and/or invaded by 10% or greater conifer. 
4Acres presently dominated by annual grasses that could be improved by herbicide application and seeding of perennial vegetation. 
 
GRSG-GRSGH-ST-001-Standard – Design habitat restoration projects to move towards desired 
conditions (table 1) and incorporate the concepts outlined in FEIS Appendix - Using resistance and 
resilience concepts to reduce impacts of invasive annual grasses and altered fire regimes on the 
sagebrush ecosystem and greater sage-grouse: A strategic multi-scale approach.  

GRSG-GRSGH-GL-001-Guideline – Sagebrush removal in greater sage-grouse breeding and nesting and 
wintering habitats should be restricted unless necessary to support attainment of desired habitat 
conditions (table 1). 

GRSG-GRSGH-GL-002-Guideline – When removing conifers that are encroaching into greater sage-
grouse habitat, avoid persistent woodlands (old growth relative to the site or more than 100 years old).  

GRSG-GRSGH-GL-003-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, actions and authorizations should be designed to limit the spread and effect of 
non-native plant species. 

GRSG-GRSGH-GL-004-Guideline - To facilitate safe and effective fire management actions, in priority, 
important, and general habitat management areas and sagebrush focal areas, fuels treatments should 
be designed to reduce the spread and intensity of wildfire in high-risk areas (i.e., areas of increased 
potential for ignition and in areas where there is a potential for wildfire that would be difficult for 
suppression resources to contain and control). 
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GRSG-GRSGH-GL-005-Guideline - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, native plant species should be used, when possible, to restore, enhance, or 
maintain desired habitat conditions (table 1). 

GRSG-GRSGH-GL-006-Guideline – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, vegetation treatment projects should only be conducted if they restore, enhance, or 
maintain desired habitat conditions (table 1). 

Livestock Grazing 
GRSG-LG-DC-001-Desired Condition – In priority and important habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, livestock grazing is managed to ensure adequate nesting cover and does not 
conflict with the attainment of other vegetative attributes (table 1). 

GRSG-LG-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, prohibit construction of water developments unless beneficial to greater sage-grouse habitat. 

GRSG-LG-GL-001-Guideline - Grazing guidelines should be applied in each of the seasonal habitats in 
table 3. If values in table 3 guidelines cannot be achieved based upon a site-specific analysis using 
Ecological Site Descriptions, long-term ecological site capability analysis, or other similar analysis, adjust 
grazing management to move towards desired habitat conditions in table 1 consistent with the 
ecological site capability. Do not use drought and degraded habitat condition to adjust values. Grazing 
guidelines in table 3 would not apply to isolated parcels of National Forest System lands that have less 
than 200 acres of greater sage-grouse habitat. 

Table 3. Grazing Guidelines for Greater Sage-grouse Seasonal Habitat. 
Seasonal Habitat Grazing Guidelines 

Breeding and nesting 1 within 6.2 
miles of occupied leks 

Perennial grass height: 2 

When grazing occurs during breeding and nesting season (March 1 to June 15) manage for upland 
perennial grass height of 7 inches 3,4,5 

When grazing occurs post breeding and nesting season (June 16 to October 30) manage for 4 
inches 4,5,6 of perennial grass height.  

Brood rearing and summer 1  Retain an average stubble height of 4 inches for herbaceous riparian/mesic meadow vegetation 7,8 
Winter 1 <35% use of sagebrush 
1 For descriptions of Seasonal Habitat and Seasonal Periods of greater sage-grouse see table 1. 
2 Grass heights only apply in breeding and nesting habitat with >10% sagebrush cover to support nesting.  
3 Holloran et al. 2005. Greater sage-grouse nesting habitat selection and success in Wyoming.  
4 Average droop height, assuming current vegetation composition has the capability to achieve these heights. Heights will be measured at the 
end of the nesting period (Connelly, 2000). 
5 Hagen C., J.W. Connelly, and M.A. Schroeder. 2007. A meta-analysis of greater sage-grouse Centrocercus urophasianus nesting and brood-
rearing habitats. Wildlife Biology 13(1): 42-50. 
6 Stubble height to be measured at the end of the growing season.  
7 Crawford et al. 2004. Ecology and Management of sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat. “In riparian brood-rearing habitat, sage-grouse prefer 
the lower vegetation (5-15 cm (2-6 in) vs. 30-50 cm (12-20 in); Oakleaf 1971, Neel 1980, Klebenow 1982, Evans 1986) and succulent forb growth 
stimulated by moderate livestock grazing (Neel 1980, Evans 1986). “Moderate use equates to a 10-cm residual stubble height for most grasses 
and sedges.” 
8 Stubble height to be measured in the meadow areas used by greater sage-grouse for brood-rearing (not on the hydric greenline). 

GRSG-LG-GL-002-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, consider closure of grazing allotments, pastures, or portions of pastures, or 
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managing the allotment as a forage reserve as opportunities arise under applicable regulations, where 
removal of livestock grazing would enhance the ability to achieve desired habitat conditions (table 1). 
 
GRSG-LG-GL-003-Guideline – Bedding sheep and placing camps within 1.2 miles from the perimeter of a 
lek during lekking (March 1 to April 30) should be restricted.  

GRSG-LG-GL-004-Guideline – During breeding and nesting season (March 1 to June 15), trailing livestock 
through breeding and nesting habitat should be minimized. Specific routes should be identified, existing 
trails should be used, and stopovers on active leks should be restricted. 

GRSG-LG-GL-005-Guideline – Fences should not be constructed or reconstructed within 1.2 miles from 
the perimeter of occupied leks, unless the collision risk can be mitigated through design features or 
markings (e.g., mark, laydown fences, and design).  

GRSG-LG-GL-006-Guideline – New permanent livestock facilities (e.g., windmills, corrals) should not be 
constructed within 1.2 miles from the perimeter of occupied leks. 

Fire Management  
GRSG-FM-ST-001-Standard – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, do not use prescribed fire, except for pile burning, in 12-inch or less precipitation 
zones unless necessary to facilitate site preparation for restoration of greater sage-grouse habitat 
consistent with desired conditions in table 1.  

GRSG-FM-ST-002-Standard – In priority, sagebrush focal, and general management areas, if it is 
necessary to use prescribed fire to facilitate site preparation for restoration of greater sage-grouse 
habitat consistent with desired conditions in table 1, the associated NEPA analysis must identify how 
greater sage-grouse desired conditions would be met, why alternative techniques were not selected, 
and how potential threats to greater sage-grouse habitat would be minimized. 

GRSG-FM-GL-001-Guideline – In wintering or breeding and nesting habitat, sagebrush removal or 
manipulation, including prescribed fire, should be restricted unless the removal strategically reduces the 
potential impacts from wildfire.  

GRSG-FM-GL-002-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, when reseeding in fuel breaks, fire resistant native plant species should be used if 
available, or consider using fire resistant non-native to meet resource objectives.  

GRSG-FM-GL-003-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, treatments should be designed to restore, enhance, or maintain greater sage-
grouse habitat. 

GRSG-FM-GL-004-Guideline – Locating temporary wildfire suppression facilities (e.g., incident command 
posts, spike camps, helibases, mobile retardant plants) in priority, sagebrush focal, and general habitat 
management areas should be restricted.  
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GRSG-FM-GL-005-Guideline - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, cross-country vehicle travel during fire operations should be restricted whenever 
safe and practical to do so, as determined by fireline leadership, incident commanders, etc. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-006-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, burnout operation areas should be avoided by constructing direct fire lines, 
whenever safe and practical to do so, to improve suppression effectiveness and minimize loss of existing 
sagebrush habitat as determined by fireline leadership, incident commanders, etc.  
 
GRSG-FM-GL-007-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, prescribed fire prescriptions should minimize undesirable effects on vegetation 
and/or soils (e.g., minimize mortality of desirable perennial plant species and reduce risk of 
hydrophobicity). 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-008-Guideline - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, roads and natural fuel breaks should be incorporated into fuel break design to 
improve effectiveness and minimize loss of existing sagebrush habitat. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-009-Guideline - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, all fire associated vehicles and equipment should be power-washed before 
entering and exiting the area to minimize the introduction of undesirable invasive plant species. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-010-Guideline - Unit-specific greater sage-grouse fire management toolboxes containing 
maps, lists, contact information for qualified resource advisors, local guidance, and relevant information 
should be developed. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-011-Guideline – Localized maps of priority, important, and general habitat management 
areas and sagebrush focal areas should be provided to dispatch offices and extended attack incident 
commanders to use when prioritizing wildfire suppression resources and designing suppression tactics. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-012-Guideline - In or near priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, a greater sage-grouse resource advisor should be assigned to all extended attack 
fires. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-013-Guideline – On critical fire weather days, available fire suppression resources should 
be pre-positioned to optimize a quick and efficient response into priority, important, and general habitat 
management areas and sagebrush focal areas. 
 
GRSG-FM-GL-014-Guideline - During periods of multiple fires, line officers should be involved in setting 
priorities to help protect priority, important, and general habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas. 
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GRSG-FM-GL-015-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, consider using fire retardant and mechanized equipment only if it is likely to 
result in minimizing burned acreage.  

GRSG-FM-GL-016-Guideline – In priority, important and general habitat management areas, to minimize 
sagebrush loss, mop-up should be conducted where the burned areas adjoin unburned islands, doglegs, 
or other habitat features, as safety and available resources allows. 

Wild Horse and Burro 
GRSG-HB-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, wild horse and burro populations should be managed within established 
appropriate management levels to restore, enhance, or maintain greater sage-grouse desired habitat 
conditions (table 1).  

GRSG-HB-GL-002-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, appropriate management levels should be adjusted if greater sage-grouse 
management standards are not met due to degradation that can be at least partially attributed to wild 
horse or burro populations. 

Recreation 
GRSG-R-DC-001-Desired Condition – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, existing and new recreation special use authorizations and expansion of special 
use authorizations restrict effects to greater sage-grouse and their habitats. 

GRSG-R-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, do not authorize temporary recreation uses (i.e., facilities or activities) that result in loss of 
habitat or would have long-term (greater than 5 years) negative impacts on greater sage-grouse or their 
habitats. 

GRSG-R-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, terms and conditions that protect and/or restore greater sage-grouse habitat 
within the permit area should be included in new recreation special use authorizations. During renewal, 
amendment, or reauthorization, terms and conditions in existing permits and operating plans should be 
modified to protect and/or restore greater sage-grouse habitat. 

GRSG-R-GL-002-Guideline – In priority, sagebrush focal, and important habitat management area, new 
recreational facilities or expansion of existing recreational facilities (e.g., roads, trails, campgrounds), 
including special use authorizations for facilities and activities, should not be approved unless the 
development results in a net conservation gain to greater sage-grouse and/or their habitats or the 
development is required for visitor safety. 

Roads/Transportation 
GRSG-RT-DC-001-Desired Condition - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, within the travel management system, greater sage-grouse experience minimal 
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disturbance during breeding and nesting (March 1 to June 15) and wintering periods (November 1 to 
February 28). 

GRSG-RT-ST-001-Standard – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, prohibit new road or trail construction (does not apply to realignments for 
resource protection) except when necessary for administrative access, public safety, or to access valid 
existing rights. If necessary to construct new roads and trails for one of these purposes, construct them 
to the minimum standard, length, and number and avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts 

GRSG-RT-ST-002-Standard – Prohibit road and trail maintenance activities within 2 miles from the 
perimeter of active leks during lekking (March 1 to April 30) from 6 pm to 9 am.  

GRSG-RT-ST-003-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, prohibit public access on temporary energy development roads, unless consistent with all other 
terms and conditions included in the land use management plan. 

GRSG-RT-GL-001-Guideline – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, new roads and road realignments should be designed and administered to reduce collisions with 
greater sage-grouse.  

GRSG-RT-GL-002-Guideline – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, road construction within riparian areas and mesic meadows should be restricted. If not possible 
to restrict construction within riparian areas and mesic meadows, roads should be designed and 
constructed at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings, unless topography prevents 
doing so.  

GRSG-RT-GL-003-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, when decommissioning roads and unauthorized routes, restoration activity 
should be designed to move habitat towards desired conditions (table 1).  

GRSG-RT-GL-004-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, dust abatement terms and conditions should be included in road use permits 
when dust has the potential to impact greater sage-grouse. 

GRSG-RT-GL-005-Guideline - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, road and road-way maintenance activities should be designed and implemented 
to reduce the risk of vehicle or human-caused wildfires and the spread of invasive plants.  

Minerals 

Fluid Minerals – Unleased 
GRSG-M-FMUL-ST-001-Standard - In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, any new oil and gas leases must include a no surface occupancy stipulation. There will be no 
waivers, exceptions, or modifications. An exception could be granted by the authorized officer with 
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unanimous concurrence from a team of agency greater sage-grouse experts from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Forest Service, and State wildlife agency if:  

• There would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to greater sage-grouse 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 greater sage-grouse.  
 
GRSG-M-FMUL-ST-002-Standard – In general habitat management areas, any new leases must include 
appropriate controlled surface use and timing limitation stipulations to protect greater sage-grouse and 
their habitat. 

GRSG-M-FMUL-ST-003-Standard – In sagebrush focal habitat management areas, there will be no 
surface occupancy and no waivers, exceptions, or modifications for fluid mineral leasing.  

GRSG-M-FMUL-ST-004-Standard – In priority, sagebrush focal, and general management areas, when 
analyzing leasing of fluid mineral resources, prioritize development in non-habitat areas first and then in 
the least suitable habitat for greater sage-grouse, subject to valid existing rights, law, and regulations.  

Fluid Minerals – Leased 
GRSG-M-FML-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, when approving the Surface Use Plan of Operation portion of the Application for Permit to 
Drill on existing leases that are not yet developed, require that leaseholders avoid and minimize surface 
disturbing and disruptive activities consistent with the rights granted in the lease.  

GRSG-M-FML-ST-002-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, when facilities are no longer needed or leases are relinquished, require reclamation plans to 
include terms and conditions to restore habitat to desired conditions as described in table 1. 

GRSG-M-FML-ST-003-Standard – In general habitat management areas, authorize new transmission line 
corridors, transmission line right-of-ways, transmission line construction, or transmission line-facility 
construction associated with fluid mineral leases with stipulations necessary to protect greater sage-
grouse and their habitats, consistent with the terms and conditions of the permit. 

GRSG-M-FML-ST-004-Standard – Locate compressor stations on portions of a lease that are non-habitat 
and are not used by greater sage-grouse, and if there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects 
on sage-grouse or their habitat. If this is not possible, work with the operator to use mufflers, sound 
insulation, or other features to reduce noise.  

GRSG-M-FML-ST-005-Standard – In priority, sagebrush focal, and general management areas, when 
authorizing development of fluid mineral resources, prioritize development in non-habitat areas first 
and then in the least suitable habitat for greater sage-grouse, subject to valid existing rights, law, and 
regulations 
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GRSG-M-FML-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, operators should be encouraged to reduce disturbance to greater sage-grouse 
habitat. At the time of approval of the Surface Use Plan of Operation portion of the Application for 
Permit to Drill, terms and conditions should be included to reduce disturbance to greater sage-grouse 
habitat, where appropriate and feasible and consistent with the rights granted to the lessee.  

GRSG-M-FML-GL-002-Guideline – On Federal leases in priority and important habitat management 
areas and sagebrush focal areas, when surface occupancy cannot be restricted due to valid existing 
rights or development requirements, disturbance and surface occupancy should be limited to areas least 
harmful to greater sage-grouse based on vegetation, topography, or other habitat features. 

GRSG-M-FML-GL-003-Guideline - In priority, sagebrush focal, and general management areas, where 
the federal government owns the surface and the mineral estate is in non-federal ownership, coordinate 
with the mineral estate owner/lessee to apply appropriate stipulations, conditions of approval, 
conservation measures and required design features to the appropriate surface management 
instruments to the maximum extent permissible under existing authorities. 

Fluid Minerals – Operations 
GRSG-M-FMO-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, prohibit employee camps. 

GRSG-M-FMO-ST-002-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, when feasible, do not locate tanks or other structures that may be used as raptor perches. If 
this is not feasible, use perch deterrents.  

GRSG-M-FMO-GL-001-Guideline – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, closed-loop systems should be used for drilling operations with no reserve pits, where 
feasible. 

GRSG-M-FMO-GL-002-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, during drilling operations, soil compaction should be reduced and soil structure 
should be maintained using the best available techniques to improve vegetation reestablishment. 

GRSG-M-FMO-GL-003-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, dams, impoundments and ponds for mineral development should be constructed 
to reduce potential for West Nile virus. Examples of methods to accomplish this include: 

• Increase the depth of ponds to accommodate a greater volume of water than is discharged.  
• Build steep shorelines (greater than 2 feet) to reduce shallow water and aquatic vegetation 

around the perimeter of impoundments to reduce breeding habitat for mosquitoes.  
• Maintain the water level below that of rooted aquatic and upland vegetation. Restrict flooding 

terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low-lying areas.  
• 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. 
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• 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. 

• Line the overflow spillway with crushed rock and construct the spillway with steep sides. 
• Fence pond sites to restrict access by livestock and other wild ungulates. 
• Remove or re-inject produced water.  
• Treat waters with larvicides to reduce mosquito production where water occurs on the surface. 
•  
• GRSG-M-FMO-GL-004-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management 

areas and sagebrush focal areas to keep habitat disturbance at a minimum, a phased 
development approach should be applied to fluid mineral operations, wherever possible, 
consistent with the rights granted under the lease. Disturbed areas should be reclaimed as soon 
as they are no longer needed for mineral operations. 

Coal Mines - Unleased 
GRSG-M-CMUL-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, prohibit surface disturbances (e.g., appurtenant facilities) for new underground coalmines. 

Coal Mines – Leased 
GRSG-M-CML-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, do not authorize new appurtenant facilities for existing underground mines unless no 
technically feasible alternative exists. If new appurtenant facilities associated with existing mine leases 
cannot be located outside of priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush focal 
areas, co-locate them with any existing disturbed areas, if possible. If co-location is not possible, then 
construct new facilities to minimize disturbed areas while meeting mine safety standards and 
requirements, as identified by MSHA mine-plan approval process, and locate the facilities in an area 
least harmful to greater sage-grouse habitats based on vegetation, topography, or other habitat 
features.  

GRSG-M-CML-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, when coal leases are subject to readjustment, additional requirements should be 
included in the readjusted lease to protect and reduce threats to greater sage-grouse and their habitats 
to conserve, enhance, and restore habitat for long-term viability. 

Locatable Minerals 
GRSG-M-LM-ST-001-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, approve Plans of Operation with mitigation to protect greater sage-grouse and their 
habitats, consistent with the rights of the mining claimant as granted by the General Mining Act of 1872, 
as amended.  

GRSG-M-LM-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas to keep habitat disturbance at a minimum, a phased development approach 
should be applied to operations consistent with the rights granted under the General Mining Act of 
1872, as amended. Disturbed areas should be reclaimed as soon as they are no longer needed for 
mineral operations. 
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GRSG-M-LM-GL-002-Guideline - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, abandoned mine sites should be closed or mitigated, subject to valid or existing 
rights, to reduce predation of greater sage-grouse by eliminating tall structures that could provide 
nesting opportunities and perching sites for predators.  

Non-energy Leasable Minerals 
GRSG-M-NEL-GL-001-Guideline – In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, at the time of issuance of prospecting permits, exploration licenses and leases, or 
readjustment of leases, the Forest Service should provide recommendations to the Bureau of Land 
Management for the protection of greater sage-grouse and their habitats.  

GRSG-M-NEL-GL-002-Guideline - In priority, sagebrush focal, and general habitat management areas, 
the Forest Service should recommend to the Bureau of Land Management that expansion or 
readjustment of existing leases avoid, minimize, or mitigate the effects to greater sage-grouse and their 
habitat 

Mineral Materials 
GRSG-M-MM-ST-001-Standard – In priority and sagebrush focal management areas, prohibit new 
mineral material disposal or development. 

GRSG-M-MM-ST-002-Standard – In priority and important habitat management areas and sagebrush 
focal areas, free-use mineral material collection permits may be issued and expansion of existing active 
pits may be allowed, except from March 1 to April 30 between 6 pm and 9 am within 2 miles from the 
perimeter of occupied leks, if doing so is within the Biologically Significant Unit and does not exceed the 
disturbance cap. 

GRSG-M-MM-ST-003-Standard - In priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas, any permit for existing mineral material operations must include appropriate 
requirements for operation and reclamation of the site to restore or maintain desired habitat conditions 
(table 1).  
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Glossary of Terms as Used in this Plan 
Active lek - Any lek that has been attended by male greater sage-grouse during the most recent 
strutting season.  

Adjacent – Installation of new linear improvements parallel, near, or next to existing linear 
improvements. 

Administrative access - Access for resource management and administrative purposes such as fire 
suppression, cadastral surveys, permit compliance, law enforcement, and military in the performance of 
their official duty, or other access needed to manage National Forest System lands or uses. 

Allotment management plan - A written program of livestock grazing management, including 
supportive measures, if required, designed to attain specific, multiple-use management goals in a 
grazing allotment. The Plan is prepared in consultation with the permittee(s), lessee(s), and other 
affected interests. Livestock grazing is considered in relation to other uses of the range and to 
renewable resources, such as watershed, vegetation, and wildlife. The Plan establishes seasons of use, 
the number of livestock to be permitted, the range improvements needed, and the grazing system. 

Ambient (noise level) - Sometimes called background noise level, reference sound level, or room noise 
level is the background sound pressure level at a given location, normally specified as a reference level 
to study a new intrusive sound source. 

Anthropogenic disturbances – Human-created features including but are not limited to paved highways, 
graded gravel roads, transmission lines, substations, wind turbines, oil and gas wells and associated 
facilities, geothermal wells and associated facilities, pipelines, landfills, agricultural conversion, homes, 
grazing-related facilities and structures, and mines. 

Appurtenant (minerals) - A piece of equipment (e.g., pump jack, separator, storage tank, compressor 
station, metering equipment) necessary for production. 

Authorized uses - An activity (i.e., resource use) occurring on the public lands that is either explicitly or 
implicitly recognized and legalized by law or regulation. The term may refer to activities occurring on the 
public lands for which the Forest Service has issued a formal authorization document (e.g., livestock 
grazing permit, special use authorization, approved plan of operation, etc.). Formal authorized uses can 
involve both commercial and noncommercial activity, facility placement, or event. These authorized 
uses are often spatially or temporally limited. Unless constrained or bounded by statute, regulation, or 
an approved land use plan decision, legal activities involving public enjoyment and use of the public 
lands (e.g., hiking, camping, hunting, etc.) require no formal Forest Service authorization. 

Biologically significant unit - A geographical/spatial area within greater sage-grouse habitat that 
contains relevant and important 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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The biologically significant unit is defined as: 

• Idaho: All of the modeled nesting and delineated winter habitat based on 2012 data, within 
priority and/or important habitat management areas within a Conservation Area.  

• Montana: All of the priority and sagebrush focal management areas. 
Co-locate - Installation of new linear improvements in or on existing linear improvements. 

Communication tower site - Sites that include broadcast types of uses (e.g., television, AM/FM radio, 
cable television, broadcast translator) and non-broadcast uses (e.g., commercial or private mobile radio 
service, cellular telephone, microwave, local exchange network, passive reflector). 

Compensatory mitigation – Compensating for the residual impact of a certain action or parts of an 
action by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments(s). 

Compensatory mitigation projects – The restoration, creation, enhancement, and/or preservation of 
impacted resources, such as on-the-ground actions to improve and/or protect habitats (e.g. chemical 
vegetation treatments, land acquisitions, conservation easements) 

Conservation area - Areas determined to be necessary to monitor population objectives to evaluate the 
disturbance density and adaptive regulatory triggers and engage adaptive management responses. 
Conservation Areas may contain priority, important, and general habitat management areas and 
sagebrush focal areas. Specifically, these areas are Mountain Valleys, Desert, West Owyhee, and 
Southern and Southwestern Montana. 

Disruptive activities - Land resource uses/activities that are likely to alter the behavior, displace, or 
cause excessive stress to greater sage-grouse populations occurring at a specific location and/or time. 
Actions that alter behavior or cause the displacement of individuals such that reproductive success is 
negatively affected, or an individual's physiological ability to cope with environmental stress is 
compromised.  

Distribution line - An electrical utility line with a capacity of less than 100kV or a natural gas, hydrogen, 
or water pipeline less than 24” in diameter.  

Diversity (species) – The number, distribution, and geographic ranges of plant and animal species 
including focal species and species-at-risk. 

Durable (protective and ecological) - The administrative, legal, and financial assurances that secure and 
protect the conservation status of a compensatory mitigation site, and the ecological benefits of a 
compensatory mitigation project, for at least as long as the associated impacts persist. 

Enhance - The improvement of habitat by increasing missing or modifying unsatisfactory components 
and/or attributes of the habitat (e.g., road commissioning) to meet greater sage-grouse objectives. 

Exception (minerals) - A case-by-case exemption from a lease stipulation. The stipulation continues to 
apply to all other sites within the leasehold to which the restrictive criteria apply. The authorized officer 
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(any employee of the Forest Service to whom has been delegated the authority to perform the duties 
described in the applicable Forest Service manual or handbook) may grant an exception if an 
environmental record of review determines that the action, as proposed or conditioned, would not 
impair the function or utility of the site for the current or subsequent seasonal habitat, life-history, or 
behavioral needs of greater sage-grouse. 

Feasible – see technically/economically feasible. 

Fluid minerals - Oil, gas, coal bed natural gas, and geothermal resources. 

General habitat management areas - Areas identified by the Forest Service, in coordination with 
respective state wildlife agencies, as those areas outside of priority and sagebrush focal management 
areas and occupied by greater sage-grouse seasonally or year-round. 

Grazing system - Scheduled grazing use and non-use of an allotment to reach identified goals or 
objectives by improving the quality and quantity of vegetation. Include, but are not limited to, 
developing pastures, utilization levels, grazing rotations, timing and duration of use periods, and 
necessary range improvements. 

Habitat - An environment that meets a specific set of physical, biological, temporal, or spatial 
characteristics that satisfy the requirements of a plant or animal species or group of species for part or 
all of their life cycle. 

Hard triggers - Thresholds indicating that immediate action is necessary to stop a severe deviation from 
sage grouse conservation objectives set forth in the land and resources management plan. 

High-voltage transmission line – An electrical power line that is 100 kilovolts or larger.  

Holder – An individual or entity that holds a valid special use authorization. 

Impact - The effect, influence, alteration, or imprint caused by an action. 

Important habitat management areas - High value habitat and populations that provide a management 
buffer for the priority and sagebrush focal management areas and connect patches of priority and 
sagebrush focal management areas. The areas encompass areas of generally moderate to high 
conservation value habitat and/or populations and, in some conservation areas, include areas beyond 
those identified by USFWS as necessary to maintain redundant, representative, and resilient 
populations. The areas are typically adjacent to priority and sagebrush focal management areas but 
generally reflect somewhat lower greater sage-grouse population status and/or reduced habitat value 
due to disturbance, habitat fragmentation, or other factors. No important habitat management areas 
are designated within the southwestern Montana conservation area. 

Indicators - Factors that describe resource condition and change and can help the BLM and the Forest 
Service determine trends over time. 
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Isolated parcel - An individual parcel of land that may share a corner, but does not have a common 
border with another parcel. 

Invasive species (invasives plant species, invasives) - An alien species whose introduction does or is 
likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human health. The species must cause, or 
be likely to cause, harm, and be exotic to the ecosystem it has infested before considered invasive.  

Landscape – A distinct association of land types that exhibit a unique combination of local climate, 
landform, topography, geomorphic process, surficial geology, soil, biota, and human influences. 
Landscapes are generally of a size that the eye can comprehend in a single view. 

Lease – A type of special use authorization (usually granted for uses other than linear rights-of-way) that 
is used when substantial capital investment is required and when conveyance of a conditional and 
transferable interest in National Forest System lands is necessary or desirable to serve or facilitate 
authorized long-term uses, and that may be revocable and compensable according to its terms. 

Leasable minerals - Those minerals or materials designated as leasable under the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920. These include energy-related mineral resources such as oil, natural gas, coal, and geothermal, and 
some non-energy minerals, such as phosphate, sodium, potassium, and sulfur. Geothermal resources 
are also leasable under the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 

Lessee - A person or entity authorized to use and occupy National Forest System land under a specific 
instrument identified as a lease. Forest special use leases are limited to authorize certain wireless 
communication uses. Leases are also used for certain mineral leasable activities.  

Lek - A courtship display area attended by male greater sage-grouse in or adjacent to sagebrush 
dominated habitat. For management purposes, leks with less than five males observed strutting should 
be confirmed active for 2 years to meet the definition of a lek (Connelly et al 2000, Connelly et al. 2003, 
2004).  

Locatable minerals - Mineral disposable under the General Mining Act of 1872, as amended, that was 
not excepted in later legislation. They include hardrock, placer, industrial minerals, and uncommon 
varieties of rock found on public domain lands. 

Major pipeline – A pipeline that is 24 inches or more in outside-pipe diameter (Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920 30 U.S.C. § 181; 36 CFR 251.54(f)(1)). 

Mineral - Any naturally formed inorganic material, solid or fluid inorganic substance that can be 
extracted from the earth, any of various naturally occurring homogeneous substances (as stone, coal, 
salt, sulfur, sand, petroleum, water, or natural gas) obtained usually from the ground. Under Federal 
laws, considered as locatable (subject to the general mining laws), leasable (subject to the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920), and salable (subject to the Materials Act of 1947). 
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Mineral materials - Common varieties of mineral materials such as soil, sand and gravel, stone, pumice, 
pumicite, and clay that are not obtainable under the mining or leasing laws but that can be acquired 
under the Materials Act of 1947, as amended. 

Minimization mitigation - Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation. 

Mitigation - Includes specific means, measures, or practices that could reduce, avoid, or eliminate 
adverse impacts. Mitigation can include avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or 
parts of an action, minimizing the impact by limiting the degree of magnitude of the action and its 
implementation, rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitation, or restoring the affected 
environment, reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the life of the action, and compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments. 

Modification (oil and gas) - A fundamental change to the provisions of a lease stipulation, either 
temporarily or for the term of the lease. A modification may include an exemption from or alteration to 
a stipulated requirement. Depending on the specific modification, the stipulation may or may not apply 
to all other sites within the leasehold to which the restrictive criteria applied. 

Native plant species - Species that were found here before European settlement, and consequently are 
in balance with these ecosystems because they have well developed parasites, predators, and 
pollinators. 

No surface occupancy (NSO) - Use or occupancy of the land surface for fluid mineral exploration or 
development prohibited to protect identified resource values. The NSO stipulation includes stipulations 
that may be worded as “No Surface Use/Occupancy,” “No Surface Disturbance,” “Conditional NSO,” or 
“Surface Disturbance or Surface Occupancy Restriction (by location).” 

Occupied Lek - A lek that has been active during at least one strutting season within the prior 10 years. 

Opportunity (allotment closure) - A suitable or favorable time to abolish or close an allotment because 
of nonuse violations, term permit waivers where the permit is waived back to the government, resource 
protection, or permit actions resulting in cancellation of the permit. 

Permit — A special use authorization that provides permission, without conveying an interest in land, to 
occupy and use National Forest System land or facilities for specified purposes, and which is both 
revocable and terminable. 

Persistent woodlands – Long-lived pinyon-juniper woodlands that typically have sparse understories 
and occur on poor substrates in the assessment area. 

Plan of Operation - A Plan of Operation is required for all mining activity conducted under the General 
Mining Act of 1872, as amended, if the proposed operations will likely cause significant disturbance of 
surface resources. The Plan of Operation describes the type of operations proposed and how they would 
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be conducted, the type and standard of existing and proposed roads or access routes, the means of 
transportation to be used, the period during which the proposed activity will take place, and measures 
to be taken to meet the requirements for environmental protection (36 CR 228.4). 

Prescribed fire - Any fire ignited by management actions to meet specific objectives. A written, 
approved prescribed fire plan must exist and NEPA requirements, where applicable, must be met before 
ignition. 

Priority management areas - Areas identified by the Forest Service, in coordination with respective 
state wildlife agencies, as having the highest conservation value to maintaining sustainable greater sage-
grouse populations. These areas include breeding, late brood-rearing and winter concentration areas.  

Prohibit – To forbid (something) by law, rule, or other authority; no authorizations will be issued. 

Reclamation plans – Plans that guide the suite of actions taken within an area affected by human 
disturbance, the outcome of which is intended to change the condition of the disturbed area to meet 
pre-determined objectives and/or make it acceptable for certain defined resources (e.g., wildlife habitat, 
grazing, ecosystem function, etc.). 

Residual impacts - Impacts from an implementation-level decision that remain after applying avoidance 
and minimization mitigation; also referred to as unavoidable impacts.  

Restoration - Implementation of a set of actions that promotes plant community diversity and structure 
that allows plant communities to be more resilient to disturbance and invasive species over the long 
term. The long-term goal is to create functional, high quality habitat that is occupied by greater sage-
grouse. Short-term goal may be to restore the landform, soils and hydrology and increase the 
percentage of preferred vegetation, seeding of desired species, or treatment of undesired species.  

Restrict – To put a limit on; keep under control; to limit someone’s actions or movement, or to limit the 
amount, size, etc., of something. 

Right-of-way - Land authorized to be used or occupied for the construction, operation, maintenance, 
and termination of a project or facility passing over, upon, under or through such land. 

Road or trail - A road or trail wholly or partly within or adjacent to and serving the National Forest 
System that the Forest Service determines is necessary for the protection, administration, and utilization 
of the National Forest System and the use and development of its resources. 

Sagebrush focal areas – A subset of priority greater sage-grouse habitat, as identified by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, which are considered most vital to the species persistence and therefore, have the 
strongest levels of protection. 

Soft triggers - An intermediate threshold indicating that management changes are needed at the 
implementation level to address habitat or population losses. 
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Special use authorization - A written permit, term permit, lease, or easement that authorizes use or 
occupancy of National Forest System lands and specifies the terms and conditions under which the use 
or occupancy may occur. 

Stipulation (general) - A term or condition in an agreement, contract, or written authorization. 

Stipulation (oil and gas) - A provision that modifies standard oil and gas lease terms and conditions in 
order to protect other resource values or land uses and is attached to and made a part of the lease. 

Soft trigger - An intermediate threshold indicating that management changes are needed at the 
implementation level to address habitat or population losses. 

Surface disturbing and disruptive activities - Actions that alter the vegetation, surface/near surface soil 
resources, and/or surface geologic features, beyond natural site conditions and on a scale that affects 
other public land values. Examples of surface disturbing activities may include operation of heavy 
equipment to construct well pads, roads, pits and reservoirs; installation of pipelines and power lines; 
maintenance activities, and several types of vegetation treatments (e.g., prescribed fire, etc.). Surface 
disturbing activities may be either restricted or prohibited. 

Surface use - Activities that may be present on the surface or near-surface (e.g., pipelines) of public 
lands. When administered as a use restriction (e.g., no surface occupancy), this phrase prohibits all but 
specified resource uses and activities in a certain area to protect particular sensitive resource values and 
property. This designation typically applies to small acreage sensitive resource sites (e.g., plant 
community study exclosure, etc.), and/or administrative sites (e.g., government ware-yard, etc.) where 
only authorized, agency personnel are admitted. 

Tall structures - A wide array of infrastructures (e.g., poles that support lights, telephone and electrical 
distribution, communication towers, meteorological towers, high-tension transmission towers, and wind 
turbines) that have the potential to disrupt lekking or nesting birds by creating new perching/nesting 
opportunities and/or decreasing the use of an area. A determination as to whether something is 
considered a tall structure would be based on local conditions such as vegetation or topography. 

Technically/economically feasible - Actions that are practical or feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the 
applicant. It is the Forest Service’s sole responsibility to determine what actions are technically and 
economically feasible. The Forest Service will consider whether implementation of the proposed action 
is likely given past and current practice and technology; this consideration does not necessarily require a 
cost-benefit analysis or speculation about an applicant’s costs and profit. 

Temporary special use permit – A type of permit that terminates within 1 year or less after the approval 
date. All other provisions applicable to permits apply fully to temporary permits. Temporary special use 
permits are issued for seasonal or short-duration uses involving minimal improvement and investment. 

Term permit – An authorization to occupy and use National Forest System land, other than rights-of-
way for a specified period that is both revocable and compensable according to its terms. 
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Timely - The conservation benefits from compensatory mitigation accruing as early as possible or before 
impacts have begun. 

Transmission line - An electrical utility line with a capacity greater than or equal to 100kV or a natural 
gas, hydrogen, or water pipeline greater than or equal to 24” in diameter.  

Travel management system – Planned and authorized roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use on 
National Forest System lands that are managed in a controlled, sustained manner. 

Utility-scale and/or commercial energy development – A project that is capable of producing 20 or 
more megawatts of electricity for distribution to customers through the electricity-transmission-grid 
system. 

Valid existing rights - Documented, legal rights, or interests in the land, which allow a person or entity 
to use said land for a specific purpose and that are still in effect. Such rights include but are not limited 
to fee title ownership, mineral rights, and easements. Such rights may have been reserved, acquired, 
granted or otherwise authorized under various statutes of law. 

Vegetation treatments - Management practices that are designed to maintain current vegetation 
structure or change the vegetation structure to a different stage of development. Vegetation treatment 
methods may include managed fire, prescribed fire, chemical, mechanical, and seeding. 

Viability - For purposes of the National Forest Management Act and its enabling regulations, viability is 
the availability of habitat that allows a species to persist on landscapes for long-periods (multi-
generational) of time. It assumes that populations are abundant (sufficient numbers) and well-
distributed (sufficient redundancy of populations) to provide for long-term population persistence on a 
landscape. 

Waiver (oil and gas) - Permanent exemption from a lease stipulation. The stipulation no longer applies 
anywhere within the leasehold. 

West Nile virus - A virus that is found in temperate and tropical regions of the world and most 
commonly transmitted by mosquitoes. West Nile virus can cause flu-like symptoms in humans and can 
be lethal to birds, including greater sage-grouse. 

Wildfire suppression - An appropriate management response to wildfire, or prescribed fire that results 
in curtailment of fire spread and eliminates all identified threats from the particular fire.  
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Appendix F – Required Design Features  
 
The following required design features (RDFs) are included for consideration and use based 
upon review of current science and effects analysis (circa 2014) (Table A-1). These may be 
reviewed during project evaluation and updated through plan maintenance as new information 
and updated scientific findings become available. 
 
The table is organized by program area grouping the RDFs most relevant to that program. All 
relevant RDFs, regardless of which program they are grouped under, should be considered 
during project evaluation and applicable RDFs should be applied during implementation, with 
the exception that they would be implemented as best management practices for locatable 
minerals activities, to the extent allowable by law. The table identifies the specific measure 
(numbered) and its appropriate application – as an RDF – required all the time everywhere; or as 
an RDF required when the applicable resources are present. In some cases the RDFs may not all 
be appropriate based on local conditions and would be assessed in the appropriate site specific 
NEPA analysis, these all should be considered and where determined to be beneficial to 
achieving GRSG habitat objectives included as part of the site specific project. In other cases 
additional project design criteria or best management practices could be incorporated into project 
implementation to address site specific concerns not fully addressed by the RDFs described here. 
 
Table A-1. Required Design Features 

Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

General 
Solicit and consider expertise and ideas from local landowners, 
working groups, and other federal, state, county, and private 
organizations during development of projects. 

 X 

Wildfire Suppression 
Compile district-level information into state-wide sage-grouse tool 
boxes. Tool boxes will contain maps, listing of resource advisors, 
contact information, local guidance, and other relevant information 
for each district, which will be aggregated into a state-wide 
document. 

X  

Provide localized maps to dispatch offices and extended attack 
incident commanders for use in prioritizing wildfire suppression 
resources and designing suppression tactics. The Fire Planning and 
Fuels Management Division (FA-600) hosts a webpage containing 
up-to-date maps, instruction memoranda, conservation measures, 
BMPs, and spatial data specific to fire operations and fuels 
management/sage-grouse interactions. These resources can be 
accessed at: http://web.blm.gov/internal/fire/fpfm/sg/index.html . 
Additional BLM sage-grouse information can be found at: 
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/sage-

X  

http://web.blm.gov/internal/fire/fpfm/sg/index.html
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/sage-grouse-conservation.html
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

grouse-conservation.html . 
Assign a resource advisor with sage-grouse expertise, or who has 
access to sage-grouse expertise, to all extended attack fires in or near 
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. Involve state wildlife agency expertise in fire operations 
through: 
instructing resource advisors during preseason trainings; 
qualification as resource advisors; 
coordination with resource advisors during fire incidents; 
contributing to incident planning with information such as habitat 
features or other key data useful in fire decision making 

X  

At the onset of an emerging wildland fire the Agency Administrators 
and Fire Management Officers will an engage a local Resource 
Advisor to assess sage-grouse habitat that may be affected by the fire 
or suppression activities. 

X  

If complexity of the wildland fire warrants the activation of an 
Incident Management Team, locally refined information regarding 
important sage-grouse habitat will be relayed during in brief and 
continually throughout the incident. 

 X 

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

 X 

As appropriate, utilize existing fuel breaks, such as roads or discrete 
changes in fuel type, as control lines in order to minimize fire 
spread. 

 X 

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

To the extent possible, locate wildfire suppression facilities (i.e., 
base camps, spike camps, drop points, staging areas, heli-bases, etc.) 
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. 

X  

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

X  

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

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

Utilize retardant, mechanized equipment, and other available X  

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/sage-grouse-conservation.html
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

resources 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. 

 X 

Adequately document fire operation activities in sage-grouse habitat 
for potential follow-up coordination activities. X  

Fuels Management 
Unless otherwise specified as part of the land use plan consider the full array of fuels 
management treatment types (prescribed fire, mechanical, chemical and biological) when 
implementing the following RDFs. 
Where applicable, design fuels treatment objectives to protect 
existing sagebrush ecosystems, modify fire behavior, restore native 
plants, and create landscape patterns which most benefit sage-grouse 
habitat.  

X  

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

Use burning prescriptions which minimize undesirable effects on 
vegetation or soils (e.g., minimize mortality of desirable perennial 
plant species and reduce risk of annual grass invasion).  

X  

Ensure proposed sagebrush treatments are planned with full 
interdisciplinary input pursuant to NEPA and coordination with state 
fish and wildlife agencies, and that treatment acreage is conservative 
in the context of surrounding sage-grouse seasonal habitats and 
landscape.  

X  

Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a 
manner that promotes use by sage-grouse. X  

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

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.  

X  

Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency which 
facilitate firefighter safety, reduce the potential acres burned, and 
reduce the fire risk to sage-grouse habitat. Additionally, develop 
maps for sage-grouse habitat which spatially display existing fuels 
treatments that can be used to assist suppression activities. 

X  

Give priority for implementing specific sage-grouse habitat 
restoration projects in annual grasslands, first to sites which are 
adjacent to or surrounded by Priority Habitat Management Areas or 
that reestablish continuity between Priority Habitat Management 
Areas. Annual grasslands are a second priority for restoration when 
the sites are not adjacent to Priority Habitat Management Areas, but 
within Important Habitat Management Areas. The third priority for 
annual grassland habitat restoration projects are sites within General 

X  
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

Habitat Management Areas. 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 or one of that referenced in land use planning documentation. 

X  

Emphasize the use of native plant species, especially those from a 
warmer area of the species’ current range, recognizing that non-
native species may be necessary depending on the availability of 
native seed and prevailing site conditions.  

X  

Remove standing and encroaching trees within at least 110 yards 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 resources permit.  

 X 

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

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

 X 

Strategically place and maintain pre-treated strips/areas (e.g., 
mowing, herbicide application, etc.) to aid in controlling wildfire, 
should wildfire occur near PHMA or priority restoration areas (such 
as where investments in restoration have already been made). 

X  

Design treatments to provide a break in fuel continuity in large, at-
risk, expanses of continuous sagebrush. Use local knowledge of fire 
occurrence, spread patterns, and habitat values at risk to determine 
the proper placement and size of the fuel break. 

X  

Use existing agreements with local, county, and state road 
departments to improve and maintain existing fuel breaks during 
routine road maintenance. Examples include: blading, mowing, 
disking, grading, and spraying roadside vegetation. 

 X 

Form partnerships with linear right-of-way holders to maintain fuel 
breaks, which reduce fuel continuity and serve to protect at-risk 
landscapes. 

 X 

Use existing NEPA documentation and authorities, where possible, 
when conducting road right-of-way maintenance. In many instances, 
existing authorizations for roads or linear rights-of-way contain 
provisions for maintenance activities that could be implemented and 
incorporated into a vegetation and habitat protection strategy without 
requiring additional NEPA analysis. Document this with a 
Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA). 

 X 

Enter into agreements with road departments which may help fund 
the construction and maintenance of fuel breaks adjacent to roads, as 
funding permits. 

 X 
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

Spatially depict the locations of existing and planned fuel breaks in a 
landscape fuel break map and label each vegetation polygon for 
reference. Offices will make these maps available to suppression 
resources for use in fire operations. 

X  

Vegetation Treatment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Utilize available plant species based on their adaptation to the site 
when developing seed mixes. (Lambert 2005; VegSpec). 

X  
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

Utilizing the warmer component of a species' current range when 
selecting native species for restoration when available (Kramer and 
Havens 2009).  

 X 

Reduce annual grass densities and competition through herbicide, 
targeted grazing, tillage, prescribed fire, etc. (Pyke 2011).  X 

Reduce density and competition of introduced perennial grasses 
using appropriate techniques to accomplish this reduction (Pellant 
and Lysne 2005).  

 X 

Utilize techniques to introduce desired species to the site such as 
drill seeding, broadcast seeding followed by a seed coverage 
technique, such as harrowing, chaining or livestock trampling, and 
transplanting container or bare-root seedlings. 

 X 

Assess existing on-site vegetation to ascertain if enough desirable 
perennial vegetation exists to consider techniques to increase on-site 
seed production to facilitate an increase in density of desired species. 

 X 

Use site preparation techniques that retain existing desirable 
vegetation. X  

Use "mother plant" techniques or planting of satellite populations of 
desirable plants to serve as seed sources.  X 

Utilize post-treatment control of annual grass and other invasive 
species.  X  

Utilize new tools and use of new science and research as it becomes 
available. X  

Give higher priority to vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation 
projects that include: 
 
Sites where environmental variables contribute to improved chances 
for project success (Meinke et al. 2009).  
Areas where seasonal habitat is limiting GRSG distribution and/or 
abundance (wintering areas, wet meadows and riparian areas, nesting 
areas, leks, etc.).  
Re-establish sagebrush cover in otherwise suitable GRSG with 
consideration to local needs and conditions using the general 
priorities in the following order: 
Recently burned native areas 
Native grassland with suitable forb component 
Nonnative grassland with suitable forb component  
Recently converted annual grass areas 
Native grassland 
Nonnative grassland  
Where desirable perennial bunchgrasses and/or forbs are deficient in 
existing sagebrush stands, use appropriate mechanical, aerial or other 
techniques to re-establish them. Examples include but are not limited 
to, use of a Lawson aerator with seeding, harrow or chain with 

X  
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

seeding, drill seeding, hand planting plugs, aerial seeding or other 
appropriate technique. 
Cooperative efforts that may improve GRSG habitat quality over 
multiple ownerships. 
Projects that may provide connectivity between suitable habitats or 
expand existing good quality habitats. 
Projects that address conifer encroachment into important GRSG 
habitats. In general the priority for treatment is 1) Phase 1 (≤10% 
conifer cover), 2) Phase 2 (10-30%), and 3) Phase 3 (>30%). 
•  Replacing stands of annual grasses within otherwise good quality 
habitats with desirable perennial species. Other factors that 
contribute to the importance of the restoration project in maintaining 
or improving GRSG habitat. 
When conducting vegetation treatments in areas inhabited or 
potentially inhabited by slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium 
papilliferum) follow the conservation measures in the applicable 
conservation agreement (revised August 2014). 

 X 

Lands and Realty 
Where technically and financially feasible, bury distribution 
powerlines and communication lines within existing disturbance.  X 

Above-ground disturbance areas would be seeded with perennial 
vegetation as per vegetation management. X  

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

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracturing stimulation, liquids 
gathering, etc.) and facilities as close as possible.  X 

Co-locate linear facilities within one mile of existing linear facilities.  X 
Micro-site linear facilities to reduce impacts to sage-grouse habitats. X  
Locate staging areas outside the Priority Habitat Management Areas 
to the extent possible. X  

Consider colocating powerlines, flowlines and pipelines under or 
immediately adjacent to a road or adjacent to other pipelines first, 
before considering co-locating with other ROW. 

 X 

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

Use free standing structures where possible, to limit the use of guy 
wires. Where guy wires are necessary and appropriate bird collision 
diverters would be used, if doing so would not cause a human safety 
risk. 

X  

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

Construction and development activities should conform to seasonal 
restrictions. X  

Fluid Mineral Leasing 
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

Use directional drilling and/or multi well-pads to reduce surface 
disturbance. X  

Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation. X  
Place liquid gathering facilities outside of PHMAs. Have no tanks at 
well locations within PHMAs to minimize truck traffic and perching 
and nesting sites for ravens and raptors. 

X  

Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and 
develop a plan to reduce the frequency of vehicle use (Lyon and 
Anderson 2003). 

 X 

Site and/or minimize linear ROWs or SUAs to reduce disturbance to 
sagebrush habitats.  X  

Design or site permanent structures which create movement (e.g. 
pump jack) to minimize impacts to GRSG. X  

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

Control the spread and effects of non-native plant species (Gelbard 
and Belnap 2003, Bergquist et al. 2007, Evangelista et al. 2011). 
(E.g. by washing vehicles and equipment.) 

 X 

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

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: 
 
Overbuild 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 

 X 

In PHMA, limit noise from discretionary activities to not less than 
10 decibels above ambient sound levels (typically 20-24 dBA) at 
occupied leks from 2 hours before to 2 hours after sunrise and sunset 
during breeding season.  

X  

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

The BLM/Forest Service would work with proponents to limit X  
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

project related noise where it would be expected to reduce 
functionality of habitats in Priority and Important Habitat 
Management Areas.  
The BLM/Forest Service would evaluate the potential for limitation 
of new noise sources on a case-by-case basis as appropriate. X  

Limit noise sources that would be expected to negatively impact 
populations in Priority and Important Habitat Management Areas 
and continue to support the establishment of ambient baseline noise 
levels for occupied leks in Priority Habitat Management Areas. 

X  

As additional research and information emerges, specific new 
limitations appropriate to the type of projects being considered 
would be evaluated and appropriate limitations would be 
implemented where necessary to minimize potential for noise 
impacts on sage-grouse core population behavioral cycles.  

X  

As new research is completed, new specific limitations would be 
coordinated with the IDFG and MT FWP and partners. X  

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

Require sage-grouse-safe fences.  X 
Locate new compressor stations outside Priority Habitat 
Management Areas and design them to reduce noise that may be 
directed towards Priority Habitat Management Areas. 

X  

Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2011). X  
Locate man camps outside of priority sage-grouse habitats. X  
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. 

 X 

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

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. 

X  

Roads 
Utilize existing roads, or realignments of existing routes to the extent 
possible. X  

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

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

X  

Establish speed limits on BLM and FS system roads to reduce 
vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads to be driven at slower  X 
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

speeds. 
Coordinate road construction and use among ROW or SUA holders. X  
Construct road crossings at right angles to ephemeral drainages and 
stream crossings.  X 

Use dust abatement on roads and pads. X  
Close and reclaim duplicate roads by restoring original landform and 
establishing desired vegetation.  X 

Roads Specific to Priority and Important Habitat Management Areas 
Locate roads to avoid priority areas and habitats as described in the 
Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments. X  

Establish trip restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or 
minimization through use of telemetry and remote well control (e.g., 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition). 

X 
 

Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed 
routes (using signage, gates, etc.) X  

Reclamation Activities 
Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet sage-
grouse habitat needs in reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 2011). X  

Address post reclamation management in reclamation plan such that 
goals and objectives are to protect and improve sage-grouse habitat 
needs.  

 X 

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

X  

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

Irrigate interim reclamation if necessary for establishing seedlings 
more quickly.   X 

Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation and to protect 
soils.  X 

Grazing Required Design Features 
Avoid building new wire fences within 2 km of occupied leks 
(Stevens 2011). If this is not feasible, ensure that high risk segments 
are marked with collision diverter devices or as latest science 
indicates. 

X  

Place new, taller structures, including corrals, loading facilities, 
water storage tanks, windmills, out of line of sight or at least one 
kilometer (preferably 3 km) from occupied leks, where such 
structures would increase the risk of avian predation. 

X  

Utilize temporary fencing (e.g., ESR, drop down fencing) where 
feasible and appropriate to meet management objectives.  X 

Fence wetlands (e.g., springs, seeps, wet meadows and/or riparian 
areas) where appropriate, to maintain or foster progress toward 
Proper Functioning Condition and to facilitate management of sage-

 X 
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

grouse habitat objectives. Where constructing fences or exclosures to 
improve riparian and/or upland management, incorporate fence 
marking or other BMPs/RDFs as appropriate. 
During lekking periods, as determined locally (approximately March 
15-May 1 in lower elevations and March 25-May 15 in higher 
elevations), livestock trailing will be avoided to the extent possible 
within 1 km (0.62 mile) of occupied leks between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 
a.m. to avoid disturbance to lekking and roosting sage-grouse. Over-
nighting, watering and sheep bedding locations on public lands must 
be at least 1 km from occupied leks during the lekking season to 
reduce disturbance from sheep, human activity and guard animals. 

X  

Work with permittees in locating sheep over-nighting, watering and 
sheep bedding locations to minimize impacts to sage-grouse seasonal 
habitats. 

X  

When trailing livestock during the lekking or nesting season, use 
roads or existing trails, to the extent possible to reduce disturbance to 
roosting, lekking or nesting sage-grouse. 

 X 

Design new spring developments in GRSG habitat to maintain or 
enhance the free flowing characteristics of springs and wet 
meadows. Modify developed springs, seeps and associated pipelines 
to maintain the continuity of the predevelopment riparian area within 
priority GRSG habitat where necessary. 

 X 

Install ramps in new and existing livestock troughs and open water 
storage tanks to facilitate the use of and escape from troughs by 
GRSG and other wildlife. 

 X 

West Nile Virus Required Design Features 
Construct water return features and maintain functioning float valves 
to prohibit water from being spilled on the ground surrounding the 
trough and/or tank and return water to the original water source, to 
the extent practicable.  

X  

Minimize the construction of new ponds or reservoirs except as 
needed to meet important resource management and/or restoration 
objectives. 

X  

Develop and maintain non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as 
troughs and bottomless tanks, to provide livestock water.  X  

For most spring developments or wells, mosquito breeding habitat 
usually is not an issue. Flowing cold (less than 50° Fahrenheit) water 
and steep sides of the stock tanks are not conducive for egg laying or 
larvae production. If flows are low, the water is warm, or moss 
production is an issue in the tank, mosquito breeding habitat could 
exist in the tank. 

X  

Maintenance of healthy wetlands at spring sources helps control 
mosquitoes and their larvae by providing habitat for natural 
predators such as birds, dragonflies and amphibians. Protecting the 

 X 
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

wetland at the spring source with a fence is an option to consider. 
Clean and drain stock tanks before the season starts. If never cleaned 
or drained, many tanks will fill with silt or debris causing warmer 
water and heavy vegetation growth conducive to mosquito 
reproduction.  

  X 

Draining tanks after the period of use is completed, particularly in 
warmer weather, also reduces potential habitat by eliminating 
stagnant standing water.  

 X 

Maintain a properly functioning overflow to prevent water from 
flowing onto the pad and surrounding area, to eliminate or minimize 
pooling of water that is attractive to breeding mosquitoes.  

X  

Clean or deepen overflow ponds to maintain colder temperatures to 
reduce mosquito habitat.   X 

Install and maintain float valves on stock tank fill pipes to minimize 
overflow X  

Harden stock tank pads to reduce tracks that can potentially hold 
water where mosquitoes may breed.  X  

Build ponds with steep shorelines to reduce shallow water (>60 cm) 
and aquatic vegetation around the perimeter of impoundments to 
deter colonizing by mosquitos (Knight et al. 2003, cited in NTT 
report page 61). 

X  

Consider removing and controlling trees and shrubs to reduce shade 
and wind barriers on pit and reservoir shorelines if not needed for 
wildlife, fish, or recreational values.  

 X 

Impoundments that remain accessible to livestock and wildlife can 
cause tracking and nutrient enrichment from manure which can 
create favorable mosquito breeding habitat. Where this is a concern, 
it may be desirable to fence the reservoir and pipe the water to a 
tank. 

 X 

Construct dams or impoundments that minimize down-slope seepage 
or overflow. Seepage and overflow results in down-grade 
accumulation of vegetated shallow water areas that support breeding 
mosquitoes.  

 X 

On ponds and reservoirs with enough depth and volume, introduce 
native fish species, which feed on mosquito larvae.   X 

Line the overflow of a dam’s spillway with crushed rock and 
constructing the spillway with steep sides to preclude the 
accumulation of shallow water and vegetation to reduce mosquito 
habitat.  

 X 

Where an existing reservoir has filled with silt, consider cleaning to 
reduce shallow water habitat conducive to mosquito reproduction.   X 

During confirmed West Nile virus outbreaks in sage-grouse habitat, 
consider larvicide applications.   X 

Travel Management Required Design Features 
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Measure 

Required 
Design 
Feature 
(RDF) 

RDF  
if appropriate 
and when the 
resources/ 
values are 
present 

Designate or design routes to direct use away from priority areas 
identified in Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments and still 
provide for high-quality and sustainable travel routes and 
administrative access, legislatively mandated requirements, and 
commercial needs 

X 

 

Recreation Required Design Features 
Direct use away from GRSG priority areas as described in the 
Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments. X  

Eliminate or minimize external food sources for corvids.  X 
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Appendix G – Seasonal Timing Restriction 
 
During lekking periods, as determined locally (approximately March 15-May 1 in lower 
elevations and March 25-May 15 in higher elevations), project activities will be avoided to the 
extent possible within 1 km (0.62 mile) of occupied leks between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. to 
avoid disturbance to lekking and roosting sage-grouse.
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Appendix H - Application of Buffers 
Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

Incidental disturbance to individual 
GRSG within all habitat types during 
all seasons 

   

 Public or administrative activities that 
include incidental foot, aerial, 
horseback, or other similar travel. 

None. Impacts from these type of activities 
are immeasurable and would not 
warrant any minimization measures. 

 Livestock grazing activities (except 
where specifically noted below). 

None. Impacts from these type of activities 
are immeasurable and would not 
warrant any minimization measures. 

 Public vehicle travel not otherwise 
restricted in Travel Management 
Plans; or administrative vehicle travel 
on existing routes for maintenance of 
existing infrastructure, facilities, or 
vegetation projects; or non-
organized/non-permitted activities. 
 
 
 

None. Impacts from these type of activities 
are immeasurable and would not 
warrant any minimization measures. 

Loss (i.e. death) of nests/eggs, chicks 
and/or adults that may occur within 
the nesting4 habitat during the nesting 
season 

   

 Anthropogenic activities such as the 
use of heavy equipment2 or targeted 
grazing in nesting habitat3 for: 1) 
implementation of 
fuels/vegetation/habitat restoration 
management projects, 2) 
infrastructure construction or 
maintenance, 3) geophysical 

BMP Priority, Important, General: 
Avoid these activities within nesting 
habitat during the nesting3 season. 

Application of the seasonal nesting 
habitat restriction would avoid and 
minimize the loss of 
nests/chicks/hens. This is a BMP 
since the impact is loss of individual 
grouse and is small scale and not 
population-scale. Disallowing 
infrastructure maintenance or 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

exploration activities; 4) organized 
motorized recreational events 

construction in nesting habitat 
outright may not be realistic as an 
RDF. Impacts may be able to be 
offset via appropriate mitigation. 

 Bedding Sheep & Associated Camps BMP: Priority, Important, General: 
During the nesting season, locate 
bedding areas and camps outside of 
sagebrush areas3 . 

Application of the seasonal nesting 
habitat restriction would 
avoid/minimize the loss of 
nests/chicks by focusing bedding and 
camps in areas not meeting nest 
habitat characteristics for sagebrush 
cover (i.e., use areas less than 15% 
canopy cover). 

 Fences Existing Fences: 
 
RDF: Priority and Important; BMP 
for General- Where consistent with 
policy, laws and/or regulations 
relative to Wilderness, Wilderness 
Study Areas and Visual Resource 
Management, move, modify (e.g. lay 
down fences) or mark existing fences 
to reduce collision risk within areas 
that have a high probability of fence 
strikes (per Stevens et al. 2012 model 
or latest science). 

Application of these measures would 
avoid/minimize the loss of birds to 
fence strikes. 

  New Fences: 
 
RDF: Priority and Important; BMP 
for General- Do not construct new 
fences within areas of high collision 
risk unless marked or modified, 
consistent with policy, laws and/or 
regulations relative to Wilderness, 
Wilderness Study Areas and Visual 
Resource Management . 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

Permanent functional or physical loss 
of a lek or declining attendance at 
lek4 

   

 Unleased fluid minerals Stipulation: Preiority, Important, 
General: Do not allow wells, pads, 
facilities or associated above ground 
infrastructure within 2 miles (3.2 km) 
a lek. 
 
Stipulation: Priority, Important, 
General: Limit average well pad 
density to no more than 1 per 640 
acres within nesting3 and winter3 
habitat. 

This impact may have a population 
level effect and trip a population 
trigger therefore we recommended 
this be an RDF. Recent literature says 
0.25 mile and 0.6 mile buffers are not 
sufficient (Harju et al. 2010). Hess 
(2011 MS Thesis) found statistical 
evidence that oil/well pad influence 
extended as far as 1.6 km from grouse 
leks. The 1/640 density per based on 
consideration of 1) Harju et al. (2010) 
who found pad density of 1.54 pad/sq 
km (1 pad/247 ac ) had 13-74% lower 
attendance at leks and 2) Doherty 
(2008 page iii and 79) who noted 
potential impacts from oil and gas 
development were indiscernible at ~1 
well/640 acres. IDswMT biology 
team recommended a more 
conservative approach to minimize 
risk of tripping a population trigger, 
hence the 1/640. 

 Commercial solar development RDF: Priority-No commercial solar 
development. 
 
RDF: Important- Do not allow new 
facilities or associated above ground 
infrastructure within 2 miles (3.2 km) 
a lek4. 
 
BMP-General: Avoid new facilities or 
associated above ground 

No specific literature available 
relative to solar development. 
Recommended buffer is based on 
recent literature (Harju et al 2010) 
that 0.6 or 0.25 mile buffers are not. 
The 2 mile buffer is consistent with 
Connelly et al. 2000 regarding energy 
facilities (page 978). 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

infrastructure within 2 miles (3.2 km) 
a lek4. 
 

 Roads BMP: Priority, Important, General: 
Do not construct new paved or high 
volume traffic gravel roads within 0.8 
mile (1.3 km) of leks4. 

Patricelli et al. 2012 
(Recommendations for interim 
protections in WY) recommended 
siting roads 0.7 to 0.8 miles from 
crucial seasonal habitat. We apply it 
here as a lek-centric BMP because we 
may need to construct a road near a 
lek (perhaps for fire operations/access 
or to allow access to private lands or 
per ROW need). If we buffer roads in 
the Priority or Important Areas via a 
large lek buffer, it may lead to 
disturbance of a much larger area of 
nesting habitat in the course of 
avoiding the lek and buffers. The 
BMP would at least allow for siting to 
avoid the lek, and reducing road noise 
near the lek, without compromising 
broader landscapes. 

 Commercial/ industrial Pipelines 
(oil, gas, slurry, and similar) 

BMP: Priority, Important, General. 
Minimize removal of sagebrush 
within 0.6 miles of leks4. 

Application of this measure is 
designed to minimize loss of 
sagebrush in the vicinity of the lek. 
The main concern was with loss of 
sagebrush in vicinity of lek, that is 
used by GRSG for cover. The 0.6 
mile buffer is based on rationale in 
the Colorado GRSG Conservation 
Plan as below: 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
From Colorado GRSG Conservation 
Plan Appendix B: [Lek Habitat 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

(March through mid-May) - The basis 
and rationale for the first radius, 0.6 
miles from a lek (Fig. B-1), is 
developed by summarizing data from 
5 separate studies of daytime 
movements of adult male sage-grouse 
during the breeding season (Carr 
1967, Wallestad and Schladweiler 
1974, Rothenmaier 1979, Emmons 
1980, Schoenberg 1982), because 
daytime movements of adult male 
GRSG during the breeding season do 
not vary greatly. Wallestad and 
Schladweiler (1974) found daily 
movements of adult males ranged 
between 0.2 and 0.8 miles from leks, 
with a maximum cruising radius of 
0.9 - 1.2 miles. Ellis et al. (1987) 
reported that dispersal flights of male 
GRSG (to day-use areas) ranged from 
0.3 – 0.5 miles, with the longest 
flights ranging from 1.2 – 1.3 miles. 
Carr (1967) recorded a cruising radius 
for male GRSG that ranged from 0.9-
1.1 miles. Rothenmaier (1979) found 
that 60-80% of male GRSG locations 
were within 0.6 - 0.7 miles of a lek. 
Emmons (1980) reported that male 
dispersal distances to day-use areas of 
0.1 miles were common and that 67% 
of all use areas were greater than 0.3 
miles from the lek. In addition, 
Schoenberg (1982) found that male 
daily movements averaged 0.6 miles, 
but ranged from 0.02 - 1.5 miles. 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

Male GRSG activity patterns during 
the breeding season include strutting 
during the early morning hours, 
feeding and loafing during the day, 
and roosting on the lek during the 
night. Grouse attending the lek do not 
always roost on the exact location 
where the strutting occurs the next 
morning. Occasionally (this is lek-
dependent), grouse roost in adjacent 
sagebrush cover. 
Ultimately, male GRSG require an 
open area for strutting, and sagebrush 
immediately adjacent for feeding and 
loafing. Sagebrush adjacent to the lek 
is also used as escape cover from 
predators or other types of 
disturbance. Female GRSG that 
attend the lek also use the area in this 
zone in the same fashion as do males 
(Patterson 1952, Barnett and 
Crawford 1994, Coggins 1998).] 
 
Study locations noted above: Carr-
Colorado; Wallestad and 
Schladweiller- Montana; Emmons-
Colorado; Schoenberg- Colorado; 
Rothenmaier –unable to locate Univ. 
WY Thesis but study area not 
defined. 
 

 Miscellaneous anthropogenic 
structures/ activities (e.g., corrals, 
water windmills, apiaries, signs, 
informational kiosks, etc.) 

BMP Priority, Important, General: 
Avoid human activities or placement 
of new structures as noted within 2 
miles (3.2 km) mi of a lek4 or ensure 

This is a catch all to reduce impact of 
miscellaneous structures where 
possible (some are tall5, such as water 
windmill, some are small, but have 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

they are out of the viewshed of the 
lek. 
 

human activity- such as kiosks) or 
activities not otherwise addressed in 
this table. Based on biology team 
discussion and input, and Connelly et 
al. 2000 Guidelines that state, “avoid 
building powerlines and other tall 
structures that provide perch sites for 
raptors within 3 km of seasonal 
habitats” (page 977). Avoiding 
“seasonal habitats” entirely by 3 km 
would preclude any of these activities 
at all in Priority, Important or 
General, but siting 2 miles + from 
leks as a BMP would nonetheless help 
protect leks from disturbance. Adding 
the “viewshed” caveat can help with 
siting in cases where topography or 
such screens view of the activity or 
structure. 
 

 Campgrounds and other developed 
recreation facilities (trailheads etc.) 

BMP: Priority, Important, General. 
Avoid development of new 
campgrounds or recreation facilities 
in nesting habitat. 
 

Biology team discussion. No 
literature specific to this issue. 
Aldrich (2012) mentions GRSG 
avoidance threshold 2.5 km from any 
single development at patch scale. 

 OHV Play or Open Areas RDF-Priority and Important; BMP for 
General. No new Open or Play areas.  
 
 

Rationale is to reduce risk for further 
noise, habitat loss, fire risk in the 
Priority, Important and General 
Areas. 
 
 

 Solid Minerals   These measures for solid minerals are 
intended to reduces noise and human 
disturbance to lekking birds. Siting/ 
avoidance buffers not realistic due to 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

the nature of mineral deposits. 
 

  Locatables-BMP Priority, Important, 
General: Access roads and associated 
infrastructure not on the mining 
claim-Avoid disturbance to leks4 
during the lekking season. 
 

Regulations 43 CFR 3809.420 
performance standards, speak to T/E, 
and habitat. As a BMP, it provides an 
opportunity to work with the 
developer where we can, such as 
routing access roads etc., siting of 
facilities/infrastructure etc., that are 
off the claim, that we have some 
discretion with. 
 

  Salables- RDF: Priority: Do not 
construct new salable development 
within 0.8 mile (1.3 km) of leks4.  
 

Salables- No literature specific to 
salables but buffer distance is based 
on the noise literature for roads. See 
Patricelli et al. 2012 (WY 
recommendations for interim noise 
protections) that recommended siting 
roads 0.7 to 0.8 miles from crucial 
seasonal habitat. Chose RDF for 
Priority and BMP in Important and 
General habitat since new Salable pits 
(e.g., gravel) may be necessary to 
support road maintenance or 
improvement for access by fire 
operations or for other locally 
important factors. 
 
 
 
 
 

  Leasables-non-energy (e.g., 
phosphate)-  
 

Leasables:  
None presently known in Priority 
based on current mapping, but 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

RDF-Priority and Important: New 
phosphate leasing is administratively 
unavailable.  
 
BMP-Priority, Important, General- 
On existing leases avoid disturbance 
to leks4 during the lekking season 
 

Priority RDF included in case of a 
trigger trip and re-delineation of 
IDswMT subregional management 
areas. 
 
In “Important” there is only one such 
area with existing lease and Known 
Phosphate Lease Areas (KPLAs), just 
west of Bear. It is Federal 
mineral/private surface. No interest in 
surface mining but there is interest by 
a company in underground 
development. Company is proposing 
facilities on surface, but working with 
IDFG locally. Lek within .3 mile. 
 
BMP for lek disturbance for all 
Management Areas in case of trigger 
trip and IDswMT Management Area 
re-delineation and since there are 
some KPLAs in the General 
Management Area. Working with 
proponent to reduce lek disturbance is 
realistic and may take on different 
forms, such as road access, placement 
of facilities, etc.. However, 
“exclusion” buffers are not realistic 
given the nature of the location of 
solid mineral deposits (i.e., cannot site 
elsewhere). For these, incorporation 
of appropriate mitigation, in addition 
to the lek BMP may need to be a 
primary focus. 

 Wind development (commercial) RDF. Priority-No commercial wind 
development . 

Wind: Labeau et al. (2014) stated that 
erecting wind turbines at least 5 km 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

 
BMP: Important and General: Avoid 
wind development in nesting and/or 
winter habitat. 
 

from nesting and brood rearing 
habitat should reduce negative 
impacts, at least in the short term. 
However putting a 5 km (3 mile) 
buffer around leks in Important 
habitat, would create a defacto closure 
for the most part, inconsistent with 
the intent of the Important 
designation. Hence BMP to avoid 
placement in nesting or winter habitat. 
 

 Communication Towers RDF: Priority -Do not allow 
communication tower construction 
within 3 miles (5 km) of a lek4 unless 
needed to address public safety needs. 
 
BMP- Important and General--Avoid 
communication tower construction 
within 3 miles (5 km) of a lek4 unless 
needed to address public safety needs. 

Johnson et al. (2011 pg. 427) noted 
"Analogously, across all management 
areas there was a steady downward 
pattern of trends of lek counts as the 
number of towers increased, either 
within 5 km (Fig. 21) or within 18 km 
(Fig. 22)." 
 

 Transmission Lines RDF: Priority, Important, General: Do 
not allow transmission line 
construction within 600 m of a lek.  
 
BMP Priority, Important, General: 
Avoid transmission line construction 
within 2 miles (3.2 km) of a lek. 
 

A 600 m GRSG avoidance zone 
reported per Gillan et al. (2013). No 
other spatial buffer supported by 
literature. While 600 m is a citable 
buffer, a 2 mile zone as BMP for 
Transmission is recommended as 
well. Based on 
Connelly et al. 2000 Guidelines to 
avoid tall structures in important 
seasonal habitats. 
 

 Distribution Lines BMP: Priority, Important and 
General-Avoid distribution line 
construction within 600 m of a lek or 
bury where possible 

600 m, based on Gillan et al. BMP as 
this may not always be feasible. 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

Temporary functional loss of a lek4. 
SEASONAL RESTRICTION 

   

 BLM and Forest Service permitted 
anthropogenic activities that result in 
noise or visual disturbance that may 
lead to sustained avoidance of the lek 
during a particular lekking season. 

RDF: Priority and Important- No 
repeated or sustained behavioral 
disturbance (e.g., visual, noise, etc.) 
to lekking birds from 6:00 pm to 9:00 
am within 2 miles (3.2 km) of leks 
during the lekking season3. 
 
BMP-General: Avoid repeated or 
sustained behavioral disturbance (e.g., 
visual, noise, etc.) to lekking birds 
from 6:00 pm to 9:00 am within 2 
miles (3.2 km) of leks during the 
lekking season3. 
 
 
 

Recent literature says 0.25 mile and 
0.6 mile buffers are not sufficient 
(Harju et al. 2010). Hess (2011 MS 
Thesis) found statistical evidence that 
oil/well pad influence extended as far 
as 1.6 km (~ 1 mile) from grouse leks. 
. IDswMT biology team 
recommended a more conservative 
approach to managing disturbance to 
minimize risk of disturbance. 

 Sheep Bedding & Sheep Camps BMP Priority, Important, General: 
Avoid bedding sheep and placing 
camps within 0.6 mi of a lek during 
the lekking season. 

No literature. BMP based on biology 
team consensus.  

 Organized Recreational Events RDF Priority and Important-Do not 
schedule disruptive recreational 
events (e.g., motorized races) within 
2.0 miles (3.2 km) of occupied leks 
during the lekking season.  
 
BMP General- Do not schedule 
disruptive recreational events (e.g., 
motorized races) within 2.0 miles (3.2 
km) of occupied leks during the 
lekking season.  

Biology team consensus. No specific 
literature relative to buffers for 
recreational events but can manage 
this through avoiding the appropriate 
season. This threat (organized 
recreational events) is a short term, 
typically one-day event, with 
temporary disruption from noise the 
main issue. 

Permanent functional or physical loss 
of nesting or winter habitat. 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

 Anthropogenic development or 
activities that result in loss of habitat 
or constant or repeated noise levels or 
objects on the landscape that result in 
permanent avoidance of the habitat. 

Ensure > 80% of the landscape is 
functionally and physically meeting 
GRSG habitat objectives appropriate 
to the seasonal habitat3. 
 

Impacts resulting from loss of habitat 
vary depending on the extent of the 
habitat lost. Minimal loss of habitat 
(e.g. removal of small amounts of 
sagebrush cover) would not likely 
result in any measurable impacts to 
GRSG individuals or the associated 
populations.  
 
More extensive loss of habitat may 
result in increased probability of 
population level impacts, and trigger 
trips, through the increased 
probability that leks will no longer 
persist.  

 Roads 
 
 

BMP: Priority, Important, General: 
Avoid construction of new paved or 
high volume traffic gravel roads 
within 0.8 mile (1.3 km) of nesting 
habitat. 
 

See citations used for permanent loss 
of leks, above. 

 Unleased Fluid Minerals 
 

Stipulation: Priority, Important, 
General: Limit average well pad 
density to no more than 1/640 acres 
within nesting3 and winter3 habitat. 
 

See citations used for permanent loss 
of leks, above. 
 
 

 Commercial Solar  
 

RDF: Priority-No commercial solar 
development.  
 
RDF: Important: Do not allow 
facilities or associated above ground 
infrastructure within 2 miles (3.2 km) 
a lek4. 
 
BMP-Important: Avoid placing new 

See citations used for permanent loss 
of leks, above. 
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Idaho and Southwest Montana GRSG Buffers and Seasonal Restrictions Summary  
 
Impacts Causes1 Minimization Measures 

Seasonal/Timing Restrictions & 
Buffers 

Rationale 

facilities or associated above ground 
infrastructure within 2 miles (3.2 km) 
a lek4. 
 

 Campgrounds BMP-Priority, Important, General. 
Avoid development of new 
campgrounds or recreation facilities 
in nesting habitat. 
 

See citations used for permanent loss 
of leks, above. 

 OHV Play and Open areas RDF-Priority and Important. No new 
Open or Play areas. 
BMP-General: Avoid new Open or 
Play areas 

See citations used for permanent loss 
of leks, above. 

 Wind Development (commercial) RDF Priority - No commercial wind 
development . 
 
BMP: Important: Avoid wind 
development in nesting habitat 

See citations used for permanent loss 
of leks, above. 

Temporary functional loss of winter 
habitat 

   

 Anthropogenic activities that result in 
noise or visual disturbance that may 
lead to avoidance of a particular 
wintering area during a particular 
wintering season. 

RDF: Priority, Important- No 
repeated or sustained disturbance 
from construction activities in winter 
habitat during the wintering season. 
 
BMP General: Avoid repeated or 
sustained disturbance from 
construction activities in winter 
habitat during the wintering season. 

No known buffer. Biology team 
recommendation.  
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Appendix Z. Detailed Employment and Earnings Data 
Table 1. Employment Levels by Industry Sector and County in 20101,2 

  Adams, 
ID 

Bear Lake, 
ID 

Bingham, 
ID 

Blaine, 
ID 

Bonneville
, ID 

Butte, 
ID 

Camas, 
ID 

Caribou, 
ID 

Cassia, 
ID 

Clark, 
ID 

Custer, 
ID 

Farm 255 496 2,217 290 1,212 269 137 548 1,773 140 297 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities3 139 (D) (D) 122 (D) (D) (D) (D) 442 (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) 35 (D) (D) 88 (D) 38 (L) 336 109 38 (D) 
Utilities (D) (D) 69 31 50 (L) 0 38 51 (L) 35 
Construction 184 142 1,494 1,979 4,335 51 (D) (D) 618 (D) 195 
Manufacturing 70 77 2,416 521 2,450 56 (D) (D) 1,288 (D) 48 
Wholesale trade 28 80 1,391 256 3,616 (D) (D) 104 477 (D) 37 
Retail trade 313 442 1,973 1,839 8,484 157 (D) 405 1,779 (D) 272 
Transportation and warehousing (D) (D) 609 244 1,814 (D) 11 104 875 (D) 42 
Information 22 37 96 452 1,388 (D) 16 39 102 (D) 47 
Finance and insurance 73 93 737 897 2,839 69 (D) 127 449 75 87 
Real estate and rental and leasing 132 97 591 2,098 2,812 43 34 180 436 64 102 
Professional and technical services 93 (D) (D) 1,591 3,697 8,064 23 162 370 (D) 95 
Management of companies and 
enterprises 0 0 (D) (D) 131 (D) (D) (D) (D) 0 (D) 

Administrative and waste services 79 (D) 603 (D) 3,183 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Educational services (D) (D) 190 323 553 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 15 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) 1,877 1,025 8,579 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 95 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 138 58 191 863 956 29 (D) 49 159 10 91 
Accommodation and food services 89 199 775 2,772 4,256 88 (D) 175 478 (D) 301 
Other services, except public 
administration 111 149 1,200 1,369 3,394 (D) (D) 200 659 24 111 

Federal government 119 89 428 203 1,225 140 27 84 272 42 183 
State government (D) 25 361 41 710 13 (D) 20 168 (D) 44 
Local government (D) 577 3,332 1,337 4,334 155 (D) 613 1,343 (D) 263 
Categories for which data were not 
disclosed 402 538 1,230 1,193 558 450 568 1,460 1,867 541 602 

Total Employment 2,282 3,099 21,780 19,534 60,576 9,622 816 4,644 13,715 934 2,962 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm.  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Table 1. Employment Levels by Industry Sector and County in 2010 (continued)1,2 

  Elmore, 
ID 

Fremont, 
ID3 

Gem, 
ID 

Gooding, 
ID 

Jefferson, 
ID 

Jerome, 
ID 

Lemhi, 
ID 

Lincoln, 
ID 

Madison
, ID 

Minidoka, 
ID 

Oneida, 
ID 

Farm 866 698 886 2,118 1,335 1,888 402 524 663 1,403 476 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities4 (D) (D) (D) (D) 546 348 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) (D) (D) 38 38 (D) (L) (D) (D) (D) 
Utilities 32 (D) (L) 42 25 (D) (D) (D) (D) 58 (L) 
Construction 499 493 508 340 1,015 595 392 (D) 919 556 69 
Manufacturing 459 100 253 814 877 1,460 142 (D) 808 962 30 
Wholesale trade 110 (D) 145 218 346 (D) 64 (D) 1,364 580 34 
Retail trade 1,197 465 620 588 962 1,169 442 147 1,867 732 219 
Transportation and warehousing 301 180 211 351 411 1,159 (D) 60 (D) 370 110 
Information 125 (D) 37 43 58 101 50 (D) 125 128 23 
Finance and insurance 289 175 211 162 371 241 141 (D) 667 205 (D) 
Real estate and rental and leasing 448 299 290 222 333 363 206 (D) 611 268 (D) 
Professional and technical services 245 151 206 284 (D) 230 227 (D) 1,296 232 (D) 
Management of companies and 
enterprises (L) 0 (D) 12 (D) (L) 16 0 (D) (L) 0 

Administrative and waste services 412 117 (D) 132 301 314 158 (D) (D) 125 (D) 
Educational services 172 (D) (D) 15 (D) 95 20 (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Health care and social assistance 581 (D) (D) (D) (D) 608 336 (D) (D) (D) 90 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 92 62 71 116 268 167 108 (D) 291 79 (D) 
Accommodation and food services 814 308 253 298 305 401 307 (D) 1,014 538 (D) 
Other services, except public 
administration 577 337 415 456 612 577 377 (D) 728 567 109 

Federal government 4,832 147 153 139 164 146 268 117 209 147 41 
State government 68 324 25 111 139 75 96 93 45 49 10 
Local government 1,324 697 749 923 1,173 906 496 314 1,886 1,348 421 
Categories for which data were not 
disclosed 161 742 1,288 891 937 511 211 1,071 5,183 912 472 

Total Employment 13,604 5,295 6,321 8,275 10,216 11,392 4,459 2,326 17,676 9,259 2,104 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm.  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 Fremont County includes Yellowstone Park. 
4 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Table 1. Employment Levels by Industry Sector and County in 2010 (continued)1,2 

  Owyhee, 
ID 

Payette, 
ID 

Power, 
ID 

Twin 
Falls, ID 

Washington, 
ID 

Beaverhead, 
MT 

Madison, 
MT 

Farm 1,079 957 748 2,118 696 534 614 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities3 (D) (D) 165 828 196 (D) 146 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) 38 73 38 (D) 95 
Utilities (D) 96 (D) 222 (D) (D) 13 
Construction 234 605 104 2,404 208 370 628 
Manufacturing 233 1,171 1,080 3,285 488 118 148 
Wholesale trade 122 297 (D) 1,443 177 179 42 
Retail trade 345 744 273 5,848 387 588 407 
Transportation and warehousing (D) 333 304 1,732 (D) (D) 141 
Information 39 (D) (D) 659 108 46 16 
Finance and insurance (D) 405 88 1,728 105 193 161 
Real estate and rental and leasing (D) 369 62 2,023 156 407 311 
Professional and technical services (D) (D) 65 2,029 123 193 (D) 
Management of companies and enterprises (D) (D) (D) 202 (D) 0 (D) 
Administrative and waste services 126 462 (D) 3,022 (D) 135 182 
Educational services (D) (D) (D) 380 (D) (D) 26 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) 78 5,761 (D) (D) 210 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 61 95 (D) 556 59 170 499 
Accommodation and food services 192 320 (D) 2,811 182 538 1,010 
Other services, except public administration 210 720 192 2,512 214 317 300 
Federal government 103 129 61 736 98 260 108 
State government 28 75 48 430 24 396 13 
Local government 632 980 599 3,886 647 374 450 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 868 1,700 443 0 634 1,013 205 
Total Employment 4,272 9,458 4,348 44,688 4,540 5,831 5,725 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: 
http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 

  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 1. Employment Levels by Industry Sector and County in 2010 (continued)1,2 

  Ada, ID3 Bannock, ID Boise, ID Canyon, ID Gallatin, MT Silver Bow, MT 
Farm 1,762 959 116 3,242 1,120 150 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities4 529 (D) (D) 1,135 557 (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) 326 (D) (D) 77 393 444 
Utilities 921 127 (D) 158 111 (D) 
Construction 14,651 2,727 183 5,492 5,647 936 
Manufacturing 15,646 2,190 39 8,044 2,727 638 
Wholesale trade 9,550 1,147 (D) 2,481 1,686 446 
Retail trade 29,193 5,382 166 9,378 8,221 2,631 
Transportation and warehousing 5,902 1,347 116 2,998 1,234 (D) 
Information 4,751 542 (D) 854 824 348 
Finance and insurance 15,166 2,202 (D) 3,021 2,361 580 
Real estate and rental and leasing 15,093 1,614 (D) 3,258 4,317 815 
Professional and technical services 18,078 1,769 (D) 2,911 5,605 1,101 
Management of companies and enterprises 4,232 287 (D) 370 190 (D) 
Administrative and waste services 23,463 2,529 112 3,708 2,286 (D) 
Educational services 4,757 505 25 2,178 1,114 248 
Health care and social assistance 31,615 5,868 83 8,518 5,039 3,278 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 5,459 857 430 880 2,481 655 
Accommodation and food services 16,728 3,330 174 3,574 5,887 1,924 
Other services, except public administration 12,539 2,374 112 4,270 3,525 1,266 
Federal government 7,030 895 206 1,169 1,121 474 
State government 11,944 4,139 20 963 5,956 1,150 
Local government 14,365 3,190 340 7,545 2,881 1,167 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 0 135 402 0 0 1,949 
Total Employment 263,700 44,115 2,524 76,224 65,283 20,200 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm.  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 Ada, Bannock, Boise, and Canyon Counties in Idaho and Gallatin and Silver Bow Counties in Montana constitute a secondary study area, as documented in the Chapter 3 text. 
4 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 2. Employment Percentages by Industry Sector and County in 20101,2 

 
Adams, 

ID 
Bear Lake, 

ID 
Bingham, 

ID 
Blaine, 

ID 
Bonneville, 

ID 
Butte, 

ID 
Camas, 

ID 
Caribou, 

ID 
Cassia, 

ID 
Clark, 

ID 
Custer, 

ID 
Farm 11.2% 16.0% 10.2% 1.5% 2.0% 2.8% 16.8% 11.8% 12.9% 15.0% 10.0% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities3 6.1% (D) (D) 0.6% (D) (D) (D) (D) 3.2% (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) 1.5% (D) (D) 0.5% (D) 0.4% (L) 7.2% 0.8% 4.1% (D) 
Utilities (D) (D) 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% (L) 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% (L) 1.2% 
Construction 8.1% 4.6% 6.9% 10.1% 7.2% 0.5% (D) (D) 4.5% (D) 6.6% 
Manufacturing 3.1% 2.5% 11.1% 2.7% 4.0% 0.6% (D) (D) 9.4% (D) 1.6% 
Wholesale trade 1.2% 2.6% 6.4% 1.3% 6.0% (D) (D) 2.2% 3.5% (D) 1.2% 
Retail trade 13.7% 14.3% 9.1% 9.4% 14.0% 1.6% (D) 8.7% 13.0% (D) 9.2% 
Transportation and warehousing (D) (D) 2.8% 1.2% 3.0% (D) 1.3% 2.2% 6.4% (D) 1.4% 
Information 1.0% 1.2% 0.4% 2.3% 2.3% (D) 2.0% 0.8% 0.7% (D) 1.6% 
Finance and insurance 3.2% 3.0% 3.4% 4.6% 4.7% 0.7% (D) 2.7% 3.3% 8.0% 2.9% 
Real estate and rental and leasing 5.8% 3.1% 2.7% 10.7% 4.6% 0.4% 4.2% 3.9% 3.2% 6.9% 3.4% 
Professional and technical services 4.1% (D) (D) 8.1% 6.1% 83.8% 2.8% 3.5% 2.7% (D) 3.2% 
Management of companies and 
enterprises 0.0% 0.0% (D) (D) 0.2% (D) (D) (D) (D) 0.0% (D) 

Administrative and waste services 3.5% (D) 2.8% (D) 5.3% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Educational services (D) (D) 0.9% 1.7% 0.9% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 0.5% 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) 8.6% 5.2% 14.2% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 3.2% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 6.0% 1.9% 0.9% 4.4% 1.6% 0.3% (D) 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 3.1% 
Accommodation and food services 3.9% 6.4% 3.6% 14.2% 7.0% 0.9% (D) 3.8% 3.5% (D) 10.2% 
Other services, except public 
administration 4.9% 4.8% 5.5% 7.0% 5.6% (D) (D) 4.3% 4.8% 2.6% 3.7% 

Federal government 5.2% 2.9% 2.0% 1.0% 2.0% 1.5% 3.3% 1.8% 2.0% 4.5% 6.2% 
State government (D) 0.8% 1.7% 0.2% 1.2% 0.1% (D) 0.4% 1.2% (D) 1.5% 
Local government (D) 18.6% 15.3% 6.8% 7.2% 1.6% (D) 13.2% 9.8% (D) 8.9% 
Categories for which data were not 
disclosed 17.6% 17.4% 5.6% 6.1% 0.9% 4.7% 69.6% 31.4% 13.6% 57.9% 20.3% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 

  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 2. Employment Percentages by Industry Sector and County in 2010 (continued)1,2 

 
Elmore, 

ID 
Fremont, 

ID3 Gem, ID Gooding
, ID 

Jefferson, 
ID 

Jerome, 
ID 

Lemhi, 
ID 

Lincoln, 
ID 

Madison, 
ID 

Minidoka, 
ID 

Oneida, 
ID 

Farm 6.4% 13.2% 14.0% 25.6% 13.1% 16.6% 9.0% 22.5% 3.8% 15.2% 22.6% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities4 (D) (D) (D) (D) 5.3% 3.1% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) (D) (D) 0.4% 0.3% (D) (L) (D) (D) (D) 
Utilities 0.2% (D) (L) 0.5% 0.2% (D) (D) (D) (D) 0.6% (L) 
Construction 3.7% 9.3% 8.0% 4.1% 9.9% 5.2% 8.8% (D) 5.2% 6.0% 3.3% 
Manufacturing 3.4% 1.9% 4.0% 9.8% 8.6% 12.8% 3.2% (D) 4.6% 10.4% 1.4% 
Wholesale trade 0.8% (D) 2.3% 2.6% 3.4% (D) 1.4% (D) 7.7% 6.3% 1.6% 
Retail trade 8.8% 8.8% 9.8% 7.1% 9.4% 10.3% 9.9% 6.3% 10.6% 7.9% 10.4% 
Transportation and warehousing 2.2% 3.4% 3.3% 4.2% 4.0% 10.2% (D) 2.6% (D) 4.0% 5.2% 
Information 0.9% (D) 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.9% 1.1% (D) 0.7% 1.4% 1.1% 
Finance and insurance 2.1% 3.3% 3.3% 2.0% 3.6% 2.1% 3.2% (D) 3.8% 2.2% (D) 
Real estate and rental and leasing 3.3% 5.6% 4.6% 2.7% 3.3% 3.2% 4.6% (D) 3.5% 2.9% (D) 
Professional and technical services 1.8% 2.9% 3.3% 3.4% (D) 2.0% 5.1% (D) 7.3% 2.5% (D) 
Management of companies and 
enterprises (L) 0.0% (D) 0.1% (D) (L) 0.4% 0.0% (D) (L) 0.0% 

Administrative and waste services 3.0% 2.2% (D) 1.6% 2.9% 2.8% 3.5% (D) (D) 1.4% (D) 
Educational services 1.3% (D) (D) 0.2% (D) 0.8% 0.4% (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Health care and social assistance 4.3% (D) (D) (D) (D) 5.3% 7.5% (D) (D) (D) 4.3% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 0.7% 1.2% 1.1% 1.4% 2.6% 1.5% 2.4% (D) 1.6% 0.9% (D) 
Accommodation and food services 6.0% 5.8% 4.0% 3.6% 3.0% 3.5% 6.9% (D) 5.7% 5.8% (D) 
Other services, except public 
administration 4.2% 6.4% 6.6% 5.5% 6.0% 5.1% 8.5% (D) 4.1% 6.1% 5.2% 

Federal government 35.5% 2.8% 2.4% 1.7% 1.6% 1.3% 6.0% 5.0% 1.2% 1.6% 1.9% 
State government 0.5% 6.1% 0.4% 1.3% 1.4% 0.7% 2.2% 4.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.5% 
Local government 9.7% 13.2% 11.8% 11.2% 11.5% 8.0% 11.1% 13.5% 10.7% 14.6% 20.0% 
Categories for which data were not 
disclosed 1.2% 14.0% 20.4% 10.8% 9.2% 4.5% 4.7% 46.0% 29.3% 9.8% 22.4% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm.  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 Fremont County includes Yellowstone Park. 
4 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 2. Employment Percentages by Industry Sector and County in 2010 (continued)1,2 

 
Owyhee, 

ID 
Payette, 

ID 
Power, 

ID 
Twin Falls, 

ID 
Washington, 

ID 
Beaverhead, 

MT 
Madison, 

MT 
Farm 25.3% 10.1% 17.2% 4.7% 15.3% 9.2% 10.7% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities3 (D) (D) 3.8% 1.9% 4.3% (D) 2.6% 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) 0.9% 0.2% 0.8% (D) 1.7% 
Utilities (D) 1.0% (D) 0.5% (D) (D) 0.2% 
Construction 5.5% 6.4% 2.4% 5.4% 4.6% 6.3% 11.0% 
Manufacturing 5.5% 12.4% 24.8% 7.4% 10.7% 2.0% 2.6% 
Wholesale trade 2.9% 3.1% (D) 3.2% 3.9% 3.1% 0.7% 
Retail trade 8.1% 7.9% 6.3% 13.1% 8.5% 10.1% 7.1% 
Transportation and warehousing (D) 3.5% 7.0% 3.9% (D) (D) 2.5% 
Information 0.9% (D) (D) 1.5% 2.4% 0.8% 0.3% 
Finance and insurance (D) 4.3% 2.0% 3.9% 2.3% 3.3% 2.8% 
Real estate and rental and leasing (D) 3.9% 1.4% 4.5% 3.4% 7.0% 5.4% 
Professional and technical services (D) (D) 1.5% 4.5% 2.7% 3.3% (D) 
Management of companies and enterprises (D) (D) (D) 0.5% (D) 0.0% (D) 
Administrative and waste services 2.9% 4.9% (D) 6.8% (D) 2.3% 3.2% 
Educational services (D) (D) (D) 0.9% (D) (D) 0.5% 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) 1.8% 12.9% (D) (D) 3.7% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 1.4% 1.0% (D) 1.2% 1.3% 2.9% 8.7% 
Accommodation and food services 4.5% 3.4% (D) 6.3% 4.0% 9.2% 17.6% 
Other services, except public administration 4.9% 7.6% 4.4% 5.6% 4.7% 5.4% 5.2% 
Federal government 2.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.6% 2.2% 4.5% 1.9% 
State government 0.7% 0.8% 1.1% 1.0% 0.5% 6.8% 0.2% 
Local government 14.8% 10.4% 13.8% 8.7% 14.3% 6.4% 7.9% 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 20.3% 18.0% 10.2% 0.0% 14.0% 17.4% 3.6% 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: 
http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 

  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 2. Employment Percentages by Industry Sector and County in 2010 (continued)1,2 

 Ada, ID3 Bannock, ID Boise, ID Canyon, ID Gallatin, MT Silver Bow, MT 
Farm 0.7% 2.2% 4.6% 4.3% 1.7% 0.7% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities4 0.2% (D) (D) 1.5% 0.9% (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) 0.1% (D) (D) 0.1% 0.6% 2.2% 
Utilities 0.3% 0.3% (D) 0.2% 0.2% (D) 
Construction 5.6% 6.2% 7.3% 7.2% 8.7% 4.6% 
Manufacturing 5.9% 5.0% 1.5% 10.6% 4.2% 3.2% 
Wholesale trade 3.6% 2.6% (D) 3.3% 2.6% 2.2% 
Retail trade 11.1% 12.2% 6.6% 12.3% 12.6% 13.0% 
Transportation and warehousing 2.2% 3.1% 4.6% 3.9% 1.9% (D) 
Information 1.8% 1.2% (D) 1.1% 1.3% 1.7% 
Finance and insurance 5.8% 5.0% (D) 4.0% 3.6% 2.9% 
Real estate and rental and leasing 5.7% 3.7% (D) 4.3% 6.6% 4.0% 
Professional and technical services 6.9% 4.0% (D) 3.8% 8.6% 5.5% 
Management of companies and enterprises 1.6% 0.7% (D) 0.5% 0.3% (D) 
Administrative and waste services 8.9% 5.7% 4.4% 4.9% 3.5% (D) 
Educational services 1.8% 1.1% 1.0% 2.9% 1.7% 1.2% 
Health care and social assistance 12.0% 13.3% 3.3% 11.2% 7.7% 16.2% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 2.1% 1.9% 17.0% 1.2% 3.8% 3.2% 
Accommodation and food services 6.3% 7.5% 6.9% 4.7% 9.0% 9.5% 
Other services, except public administration 4.8% 5.4% 4.4% 5.6% 5.4% 6.3% 
Federal government 2.7% 2.0% 8.2% 1.5% 1.7% 2.3% 
State government 4.5% 9.4% 0.8% 1.3% 9.1% 5.7% 
Local government 5.4% 7.2% 13.5% 9.9% 4.4% 5.8% 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 0.0% 0.3% 15.9% 0.0% 0.0% 9.6% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: 
http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 

  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
3 Ada, Bannock, Boise, and Canyon Counties in Idaho and Gallatin and Silver Bow Counties in Montana constitute a secondary study area, as documented in the Chapter 3 text. 
4 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 3. Labor Income Levels by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Levels by County in 2010, presented in 2010 dollars (millions) 

  Adams, 
ID 

Bear Lake, 
ID 

Bingham, 
ID 

Blaine, 
ID 

Bonneville, 
ID 

Butte, 
ID 

Camas, 
ID 

Caribou, 
ID 

Cassia, 
ID 

Clark, 
ID 

Custer, 
ID 

Population 3,954 5,975 45,742 21,334 104,622 2,899 1,108 6,982 23,091 980 4,370 
Non-labor income1 $61.8 $70.4 $459.3 $760.7 $1,246.9 $34.1 $12.5 $81.9 $266.9 $8.3 $64.3 
Dividends, interest, and rent $31.8 $26.6 $189.5 $655.7 $606.9 $13.1 $6.8 $37.7 $117.1 $3.6 $35.2 
Personal current transfer receipts2 $30.0 $43.9 $269.8 $105.0 $640.0 $21.0 $5.7 $44.2 $149.9 $4.8 $29.1 
Adjustment for residence3 $4.7 $31.4 $88.9 -$13.8 $292.3 -$654.6 $6.2 -$47.5 -$38.5 -$1.7 -$10.6 
Contributions for government social 
insurance4 $7.1 $11.0 $94.7 $86.7 $294.1 $104.9 $2.3 $25.2 $58.2 $3.6 $11.6 

Total personal income by place of residence $109.9 $172.9 $1,203.0 $1,362.9 $3,626.9 $93.3 $38.5 $215.3 $725.2 $38.9 $142.1 
Earnings by place of work5 $50.5 $82.0 $749.5 $702.7 $2,381.9 $818.8 $21.9 $206.2 $555.0 $35.9 $100.0 
Total earnings by place of work by sector6,7 
Farm -$1.0 $6.4 $39.7 $10.2 $40.3 $10.6 $6.5 $11.5 $156.3 $11.4 $9.5 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities8 $3.2 (D) (D) $1.6 (D) (D) (D) (D) $12.6 (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) (L) (D) (D) $2.0 (D) (L) (L) $26.2 $4.0 (L) (D) 
Utilities (D) (D) $6.7 $2.9 $3.3 $0.1 $0.0 $3.1 $4.2 (L) $2.6 
Construction $2.6 $2.4 $50.9 $93.3 $209.9 $1.3 (D) (D) $20.4 (D) $3.5 
Manufacturing $2.1 $2.6 $126.9 $30.4 $101.9 $1.5 (D) (D) $60.3 (D) $0.3 
Wholesale trade $0.9 $3.2 $84.1 $11.7 $265.9 (D) (D) $4.4 $21.7 (D) $1.0 
Retail trade $8.2 $7.0 $36.5 $58.7 $244.2 $2.1 (D) $6.9 $43.1 (D) $4.5 
Transportation and warehousing (D) (D) $20.3 $9.6 $92.8 (D) (L) $3.3 $37.2 (D) $0.9 
Information $0.3 $0.4 $1.8 $22.6 $53.4 (D) (L) $0.6 $5.9 (D) $1.9 
Finance and insurance $1.4 $1.7 $17.5 $32.6 $81.2 $1.1 (D) $2.0 $10.2 $1.7 $0.9 
Real estate and rental and leasing $0.6 $0.5 $5.6 $26.6 $45.3 $0.1 $0.1 $2.6 $2.2 (L) $0.6 
Professional and technical services $3.4 (D) (D) $96.9 $215.7 $765.5 $0.7 $5.8 $14.4 (D) $2.5 
Management of companies and enterprises $0.0 $0.0 (D) (D) $4.8 (D) (D) (D) (D) $0.0 (D) 

1 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
2 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
3 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
4 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
5 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
6 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
7 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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  Adams, 
ID 

Bear Lake, 
ID 

Bingham, 
ID 

Blaine, 
ID 

Bonneville, 
ID 

Butte, 
ID 

Camas, 
ID 

Caribou, 
ID 

Cassia, 
ID 

Clark, 
ID 

Custer, 
ID 

Administrative and waste services $1.0 (D) $14.6 (D) $90.0 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Educational services (D) (D) $2.0 $6.3 $7.0 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) $72.5 $50.4 $396.3 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) $2.0 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation $3.2 $0.6 $1.9 $21.0 $11.5 (L) (D) $0.3 $2.4 (L) $3.5 
Accommodation and food services $1.3 $3.0 $9.4 $76.3 $72.5 $1.2 (D) $2.5 $6.1 (D) $4.8 
Other services, except public administration $2.4 $3.9 $33.6 $33.2 $107.5 (D) (D) $4.4 $17.1 $0.3 $1.8 
Federal government $9.1 $5.5 $27.7 $13.1 $104.7 $16.4 $2.2 $5.2 $18.5 $3.6 $13.2 
State government (D) $1.2 $19.4 $2.2 $36.1 $0.7 (D) $1.3 $9.9 (D) $2.5 
Local government (D) $24.1 $130.6 $71.0 $188.4 $5.2 (D) $24.4 $48.9 (D) $8.9 
Categories for which data were not disclosed $12.0 $19.6 $47.8 $30.2 $9.2 $13.0 $12.5 $101.6 $59.4 $18.9 $35.2 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 3. Labor Income Levels by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Levels by County in 2010, presented in 2010 dollars (millions) 
(continued) 

  Elmore, 
ID 

Fremont, 
ID1 Gem, ID Gooding, 

ID 
Jefferson, 

ID 
Jerome, 

ID 
Lemhi, 

ID 
Lincoln, 

ID 
Madison, 

ID 
Minidoka, 

ID 
Oneida, 

ID 
Population 27,080 13,248 16,669 15,500 26,215 22,461 7,957 5,214 37,602 20,082 4,294 
Non-labor income2 $262.7 $142.0 $216.2 $176.3 $207.1 $207.1 $138.0 $47.8 $273.8 $213.2 $46.5 
Dividends, interest, and rent $109.8 $63.0 $81.2 $77.7 $79.5 $82.5 $64.6 $16.6 $106.2 $86.9 $17.6 
Personal current transfer receipts3 $152.9 $79.0 $135.0 $98.6 $127.6 $124.6 $73.4 $31.3 $167.5 $126.4 $28.9 
Adjustment for residence4 $16.4 $60.2 $119.3 $26.9 $191.0 $5.1 $1.1 $3.3 -$46.1 $46.4 $20.8 
Contributions for government social 
insurance5 $67.5 $18.3 $21.9 $34.2 $34.7 $52.4 $15.9 $8.7 $69.3 $40.1 $5.7 

Total personal income by place of residence $909.7 $315.3 $462.5 $574.3 $687.9 $656.2 $244.0 $144.4 $701.3 $569.8 $114.7 
Earnings by place of work6 $698.1 $131.4 $148.9 $405.4 $324.4 $496.4 $120.9 $102.0 $543.0 $350.3 $53.1 
Total earnings by place of work by sector7,8 
Farm $46.3 -$1.4 $9.3 $191.8 $64.5 $138.8 $3.1 $46.9 -$6.1 $84.3 $14.7 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities9 (D) (D) (D) (D) $13.7 $23.0 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L) (L) (D) (L) (D) (D) (D) 
Utilities $4.5 (D) (L) $3.8 $2.3 (D) (D) (D) (D) $5.5 (L) 
Construction $16.2 $14.6 $11.6 $9.2 $30.6 $23.7 $12.1 (D) $26.7 $15.9 $1.0 
Manufacturing $14.5 $2.7 $8.8 $42.3 $45.4 $61.6 $3.7 (D) $44.6 $61.7 $0.5 
Wholesale trade $4.2 (D) $7.1 $10.9 $13.7 (D) $2.0 (D) $42.2 $28.5 $1.2 
Retail trade $29.3 $8.4 $10.0 $10.4 $17.0 $32.8 $10.1 $2.2 $43.3 $14.4 $2.4 
Transportation and warehousing $11.8 $7.0 $7.8 $29.0 $16.4 $62.0 (D) $1.5 (D) $13.1 $3.3 
Information $3.9 (D) $0.3 $0.3 $2.2 $4.1 $0.7 (D) $2.1 $4.6 $0.2 
Finance and insurance $8.5 $2.5 $3.5 $3.8 $5.7 $4.5 $1.9 (D) $13.3 $4.4 (D) 
Real estate and rental and leasing $2.3 $2.7 $1.6 $1.9 $6.4 $4.7 $1.3 (D) $7.6 $2.1 (D) 

1 Fremont County includes Yellowstone Park. 
2 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
3 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
4 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
5 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
6 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
7 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
9 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

  Elmore, 
ID 

Fremont, 
ID1 Gem, ID Gooding, 

ID 
Jefferson, 

ID 
Jerome, 

ID 
Lemhi, 

ID 
Lincoln, 

ID 
Madison, 

ID 
Minidoka, 

ID 
Oneida, 

ID 
Professional and technical services $8.5 $2.8 $4.8 $9.9 (D) $10.5 $6.6 (D) $38.8 $6.5 (D) 
Management of companies and enterprises (L) $0.0 (D) $1.6 (D) $1.2 $1.5 $0.0 (D) (L) $0.0 
Administrative and waste services $10.1 $2.2 (D) $0.4 $3.5 $5.4 $2.4 (D) (D) $0.7 (D) 
Educational services $4.2 (D) (D) $0.1 (D) $1.9 $0.2 (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Health care and social assistance $18.6 (D) (D) (D) (D) $20.8 $8.8 (D) (D) (D) $1.5 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation $1.0 $0.8 $0.7 $1.8 $2.7 $4.8 $2.1 (D) $3.8 $1.8 (D) 
Accommodation and food services $13.3 $5.0 $3.5 $3.6 $3.3 $5.8 $4.5 (D) $15.2 $7.8 (D) 
Other services, except public administration $15.2 $8.1 $8.1 $12.6 $14.2 $16.1 $9.0 (D) $17.8 $12.9 $1.8 
Federal government $424.4 $9.8 $10.3 $8.8 $8.4 $8.1 $20.7 $8.8 $11.6 $8.8 $2.4 
State government $3.3 $19.0 $1.4 $5.1 $7.2 $3.8 $5.3 $5.5 $2.6 $2.6 $0.6 
Local government $54.9 $25.1 $28.8 $33.8 $39.4 $34.8 $21.2 $10.6 $77.7 $50.6 $13.9 
Categories for which data were not disclosed $3.0 $22.1 $31.3 $24.5 $28.1 $28.0 $3.6 $26.6 $201.7 $24.2 $9.4 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 3. Labor Income Levels by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Levels by County in 2010, presented in 2010 dollars (millions) 
(continued) 

  Owyhee, 
ID 

Payette, 
ID Power, ID 

Twin 
Falls, ID 

Washington, 
ID 

Beaverhead, 
MT 

Madison, 
MT 

Population 11,491 22,635 7,867 77,490 10,217 9,256 7,698 
Non-labor income1 $115.4 $258.8 $79.8 $963.4 $136.4 $156.7 $133.0 
Dividends, interest, and rent $48.6 $100.4 $33.4 $417.3 $53.0 $84.0 $79.1 
Personal current transfer receipts2 $66.8 $158.4 $46.4 $546.1 $83.4 $72.7 $54.0 
Adjustment for residence3 $55.4 $95.6 -$10.6 $1.2 $34.7 -$0.3 -$1.1 
Contributions for government social insurance4 $15.1 $40.9 $20.4 $200.8 $17.5 $22.7 $23.4 
Total personal income by place of residence $331.7 $607.1 $193.1 $2,407.5 $273.8 $307.6 $271.5 
Earnings by place of work5 $176.0 $293.6 $144.3 $1,643.7 $120.2 $173.9 $163.0 
Total earnings by place of work by sector6,7 
Farm $82.6 $24.5 $14.0 $179.5 $8.7 $9.2 $3.1 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities8 (D) (D) $3.8 $32.1 $4.5 (D) $2.0 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) (L) $1.0 (L) (D) $4.3 
Utilities (D) $9.7 (D) $20.6 (D) (D) $1.1 
Construction $9.4 $22.8 $2.6 $77.3 $5.0 $10.7 $19.7 
Manufacturing $10.5 $48.3 $47.5 $169.2 $16.4 $0.6 $1.1 
Wholesale trade $5.7 $10.6 (D) $70.3 $6.1 $5.5 $1.4 
Retail trade $6.3 $13.1 $4.2 $161.8 $8.5 $12.5 $8.0 
Transportation and warehousing (D) $13.2 $13.0 $74.7 (D) (D) $5.2 
Information $1.0 (D) (D) $27.0 $4.7 $1.6 $0.3 
Finance and insurance (D) $8.3 $1.9 $63.6 $2.4 $9.5 $5.6 
Real estate and rental and leasing (D) $3.5 $0.6 $17.6 $0.9 $11.3 $9.8 
Professional and technical services (D) (D) $1.8 $88.6 $4.6 $4.6 (D) 
Management of companies and enterprises (D) (D) (D) $8.2 (D) $0.0 (D) 

1 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
2 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
3 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
4 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
5 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
6 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
7 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

  Owyhee, 
ID 

Payette, 
ID Power, ID 

Twin 
Falls, ID 

Washington, 
ID 

Beaverhead, 
MT 

Madison, 
MT 

Administrative and waste services $3.9 $8.2 (D) $53.0 (D) $2.0 $4.4 
Educational services (D) (D) (D) $6.2 (D) (D) $0.6 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) $2.1 $246.4 (D) (D) $7.7 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation $0.3 $0.8 (D) $6.7 $0.9 $1.7 $23.7 
Accommodation and food services $2.3 $3.8 (D) $47.9 $2.2 $7.6 $27.0 
Other services, except public administration $4.6 $16.8 $4.8 $64.3 $4.3 $6.9 $6.2 
Federal government $6.3 $6.8 $3.3 $51.9 $5.9 $19.4 $6.4 
State government $1.4 $4.2 $2.4 $23.3 $1.1 $16.8 $0.7 
Local government $22.7 $36.6 $23.2 $152.5 $26.2 $15.6 $18.6 
Categories for which data were not disclosed $18.9 $62.4 $19.2 $0.0 $17.8 $38.6 $5.9 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 3. Labor Income Levels by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Levels by County in 2010, presented in 2010 dollars (millions) 
(continued) 

  Ada, ID1 Bannock, ID Boise, ID Canyon, ID Gallatin, MT Silver Bow, MT 
Population 393,466 83,020 7,017 189,410 89,616 34,233 
Non-labor income2 $4,788.3 $902.9 $88.3 $1,828.7 $1,180.3 $514.7 
Dividends, interest, and rent $2,581.4 $332.0 $41.5 $612.8 $781.4 $225.6 
Personal current transfer receipts3 $2,206.9 $570.9 $46.8 $1,215.9 $398.9 $289.1 
Adjustment for residence4 -$616.9 $96.9 $111.0 $379.8 -$15.0 -$13.0 
Contributions for government social insurance5 $1,529.0 $213.1 $8.8 $334.0 $299.7 $114.3 
Total personal income by place of residence $15,234.3 $2,373.5 $252.9 $4,304.0 $3,222.0 $1,256.6 
Earnings by place of work6 $12,591.9 $1,586.7 $62.3 $2,429.5 $2,356.3 $869.2 
Total earnings by place of work by sector7,8 
Farm $46.6 $9.8 $0.4 $135.4 $26.8 -$0.1 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities9 $11.6 (D) (D) $31.1 $10.1 (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) $14.2 (D) (D) $1.2 $15.5 $74.4 
Utilities $120.9 $11.6 (D) $14.4 $11.4 (D) 
Construction $910.3 $110.4 $3.1 $175.1 $256.6 $35.7 
Manufacturing $1,443.6 $133.5 $0.6 $327.4 $131.9 $40.4 
Wholesale trade $651.8 $56.6 (D) $131.8 $98.4 $23.9 
Retail trade $889.8 $126.1 $2.5 $231.9 $247.4 $93.8 
Transportation and warehousing $262.1 $87.7 $2.5 $129.7 $45.6 (D) 
Information $235.9 $21.2 (D) $29.6 $31.9 $20.4 
Finance and insurance $714.8 $79.7 (D) $64.8 $105.2 $21.9 
Real estate and rental and leasing $189.5 $16.3 (D) $25.4 $56.8 $7.8 
Professional and technical services $1,257.3 $73.4 (D) $95.8 $269.9 $54.1 
Management of companies and enterprises $436.5 $12.6 (D) $18.1 $9.1 (D) 

1 Ada, Bannock, Boise, and Canyon Counties in Idaho and Gallatin and Silver Bow Counties in Montana constitute a secondary study area, as documented in the Chapter 3 text. 
2 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
3 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
4 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
5 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
6 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
7 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
9 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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  Ada, ID1 Bannock, ID Boise, ID Canyon, ID Gallatin, MT Silver Bow, MT 
Administrative and waste services $757.3 $64.0 $2.6 $77.4 $51.5 (D) 
Educational services $104.6 $7.5 $0.2 $48.1 $15.8 $3.8 
Health care and social assistance $1,694.2 $246.1 $1.9 $284.5 $226.9 $134.8 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation $125.1 $7.9 $8.0 $7.0 $45.4 $10.9 
Accommodation and food services $331.3 $53.5 $2.6 $55.1 $119.7 $35.3 
Other services, except public administration $409.2 $64.3 $2.5 $105.3 $94.2 $32.2 
Federal government $637.7 $69.2 $15.9 $68.1 $83.1 $35.3 
State government $635.3 $193.5 $0.9 $47.5 $259.8 $63.1 
Local government $712.4 $140.1 $11.4 $324.8 $143.4 $62.7 
Categories for which data were not disclosed $0.0 $1.6 $7.2 $0.0 $0.0 $118.7 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Table 4. Labor Income Percentages by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Percentages by County in 2010 

  Adams, 
ID 

Bear Lake, 
ID 

Bingham, 
ID 

Blaine, 
ID 

Bonneville, 
ID 

Butte, 
ID 

Camas, 
ID 

Caribou, 
ID 

Cassia, 
ID 

Clark, 
ID 

Custer, 
ID 

Population 3,954 5,975 45,742 21,334 104,622 2,899 1,108 6,982 23,091 980 4,370 
Non-labor income as a proportion of total personal 
income1 56.2% 40.7% 38.2% 55.8% 34.4% 36.5% 32.6% 38.0% 36.8% 21.4% 45.2% 

Dividends, interest, and rent as a proportion of total 
personal income 28.9% 15.4% 15.8% 48.1% 16.7% 14.0% 17.7% 17.5% 16.1% 9.1% 24.8% 

Personal current transfer receipts as a proportion of 
total personal income2 27.3% 25.4% 22.4% 7.7% 17.6% 22.5% 14.9% 20.5% 20.7% 12.3% 20.5% 

Adjustment for residence as a proportion of total 
personal income3 4.3% 18.2% 7.4% -1.0% 8.1% -701.3% 16.2% -22.1% -5.3% -4.4% -7.5% 

Contributions for government social insurance as a 
proportion of total personal income4 6.4% 6.4% 7.9% 6.4% 8.1% 112.3% 5.9% 11.7% 8.0% 9.3% 8.1% 

Total personal income by place of residence ($ 
millions) $109.9 $172.9 $1,203.0 $1,362.9 $3,626.9 $93.3 $38.5 $215.3 $725.2 $38.9 $142.1 

Earnings by place of work ($ millions)5 $50.5 $82.0 $749.5 $702.7 $2,381.9 $818.8 $21.9 $206.2 $555.0 $35.9 $100.0 
Total earnings by place of work by sector 6,7  
Farm -2.1% 7.8% 5.3% 1.4% 1.7% 1.3% 29.5% 5.6% 28.2% 31.6% 9.5% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities8 6.4% (D) (D) 0.2% (D) (D) (D) (D) 2.3% (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) (L) (D) (D) 0.3% (D) (L) (L) 12.7% 0.7% (L) (D) 
Utilities (D) (D) 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.7% (L) 2.6% 
Construction 5.1% 2.9% 6.8% 13.3% 8.8% 0.2% (D) (D) 3.7% (D) 3.5% 
Manufacturing 4.1% 3.2% 16.9% 4.3% 4.3% 0.2% (D) (D) 10.9% (D) 0.3% 
Wholesale trade 1.7% 3.9% 11.2% 1.7% 11.2% (D) (D) 2.1% 3.9% (D) 1.0% 
Retail trade 16.2% 8.5% 4.9% 8.4% 10.3% 0.3% (D) 3.4% 7.8% (D) 4.5% 
Transportation and warehousing (D) (D) 2.7% 1.4% 3.9% (D) (L) 1.6% 6.7% (D) 0.9% 

1 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
2 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
3 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
4 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
5 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
6 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
7 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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  Adams, 
ID 

Bear Lake, 
ID 

Bingham, 
ID 

Blaine, 
ID 

Bonneville, 
ID 

Butte, 
ID 

Camas, 
ID 

Caribou, 
ID 

Cassia, 
ID 

Clark, 
ID 

Custer, 
ID 

Information 0.6% 0.5% 0.2% 3.2% 2.2% (D) (L) 0.3% 1.1% (D) 1.9% 
Finance and insurance 2.7% 2.0% 2.3% 4.6% 3.4% 0.1% (D) 1.0% 1.8% 4.8% 0.9% 
Real estate and rental and leasing 1.2% 0.6% 0.8% 3.8% 1.9% 0.0% 0.5% 1.3% 0.4% (L) 0.6% 
Professional and technical services 6.6% (D) (D) 13.8% 9.1% 93.5% 3.1% 2.8% 2.6% (D) 2.5% 
Management of companies and enterprises 0.0% 0.0% (D) (D) 0.2% (D) (D) (D) (D) 0.0% (D) 
Administrative and waste services 1.9% (D) 1.9% (D) 3.8% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Educational services (D) (D) 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) 9.7% 7.2% 16.6% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 2.0% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 6.3% 0.7% 0.3% 3.0% 0.5% (L) (D) 0.2% 0.4% (L) 3.5% 
Accommodation and food services 2.5% 3.7% 1.3% 10.9% 3.0% 0.1% (D) 1.2% 1.1% (D) 4.8% 
Other services, except public administration 4.8% 4.7% 4.5% 4.7% 4.5% (D) (D) 2.1% 3.1% 0.8% 1.8% 
Federal government 17.9% 6.7% 3.7% 1.9% 4.4% 2.0% 10.1% 2.5% 3.3% 10.0% 13.2% 
State government (D) 1.4% 2.6% 0.3% 1.5% 0.1% (D) 0.6% 1.8% (D) 2.5% 
Local government (D) 29.4% 17.4% 10.1% 7.9% 0.6% (D) 11.8% 8.8% (D) 8.9% 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 23.8% 23.8% 6.4% 4.3% 0.4% 1.6% 56.9% 49.3% 10.7% 52.7% 35.2% 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Table 4. Labor Income Percentages by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Percentages by County in 2010 (continued) 

  Elmore, 
ID 

Fremont, 
ID1 

Gem, 
ID 

Gooding, 
ID 

Jefferson, 
ID 

Jerome, 
ID 

Lemhi, 
ID 

Lincol
n, ID 

Madiso
n, ID 

Minidoka, 
ID 

Oneida, 
ID 

Population 27,080 13,248 16,669 15,500 26,215 22,461 7,957 5,214 37,602 20,082 4,294 
Non-labor income as a proportion of total 
personal income2 28.9% 45.0% 46.7% 30.7% 30.1% 31.6% 56.5% 33.1% 39.0% 37.4% 40.6% 

Dividends, interest, and rent as a proportion 
of total personal income 12.1% 20.0% 17.6% 13.5% 11.6% 12.6% 26.5% 11.5% 15.1% 15.2% 15.3% 

Personal current transfer receipts as a 
proportion of total personal income3 16.8% 25.1% 29.2% 17.2% 18.6% 19.0% 30.1% 21.6% 23.9% 22.2% 25.2% 

Adjustment for residence as a proportion of 
total personal income4 1.8% 19.1% 25.8% 4.7% 27.8% 0.8% 0.4% 2.3% -6.6% 8.1% 18.1% 

Contributions for government social 
insurance as a proportion of total personal 
income5 

7.4% 5.8% 4.7% 6.0% 5.0% 8.0% 6.5% 6.1% 9.9% 7.0% 5.0% 

Total personal income by place of residence 
($ millions) $909.7 $315.3 $462.5 $574.3 $687.9 $656.2 $244.0 $144.4 $701.3 $569.8 $114.7 

Earnings by place of work ($ millions)6 $698.1 $131.4 $148.9 $405.4 $324.4 $496.4 $120.9 $102.0 $543.0 $350.3 $53.1 
Total earnings by place of work by sector 7 ,8  
Farm 6.6% -1.1% 6.3% 47.3% 19.9% 28.0% 2.6% 46.0% -1.1% 24.1% 27.8% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities9 (D) (D) (D) (D) 4.2% 4.6% (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L) (L) (D) (L) (D) (D) (D) 
Utilities 0.7% (D) (L) 0.9% 0.7% (D) (D) (D) (D) 1.6% (L) 
Construction 2.3% 11.1% 7.8% 2.3% 9.4% 4.8% 10.0% (D) 4.9% 4.5% 2.0% 
Manufacturing 2.1% 2.1% 5.9% 10.4% 14.0% 12.4% 3.1% (D) 8.2% 17.6% 1.0% 
Wholesale trade 0.6% (D) 4.7% 2.7% 4.2% (D) 1.7% (D) 7.8% 8.1% 2.2% 

1 Fremont County includes Yellowstone Park. 
2 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
3 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
4 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
5 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
6 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
7 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
9 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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  Elmore, 
ID 

Fremont, 
ID1 

Gem, 
ID 

Gooding, 
ID 

Jefferson, 
ID 

Jerome, 
ID 

Lemhi, 
ID 

Lincol
n, ID 

Madiso
n, ID 

Minidoka, 
ID 

Oneida, 
ID 

Retail trade 4.2% 6.4% 6.7% 2.6% 5.2% 6.6% 8.3% 2.1% 8.0% 4.1% 4.6% 
Transportation and warehousing 1.7% 5.4% 5.3% 7.2% 5.1% 12.5% (D) 1.5% (D) 3.7% 6.3% 
Information 0.6% (D) 0.2% 0.1% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% (D) 0.4% 1.3% 0.4% 
Finance and insurance 1.2% 1.9% 2.3% 0.9% 1.8% 0.9% 1.6% (D) 2.5% 1.3% (D) 
Real estate and rental and leasing 0.3% 2.1% 1.0% 0.5% 2.0% 0.9% 1.1% (D) 1.4% 0.6% (D) 
Professional and technical services 1.2% 2.1% 3.2% 2.4% (D) 2.1% 5.5% (D) 7.1% 1.9% (D) 
Management of companies and enterprises (L) 0.0% (D) 0.4% (D) 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% (D) (L) 0.0% 
Administrative and waste services 1.5% 1.6% (D) 0.1% 1.1% 1.1% 2.0% (D) (D) 0.2% (D) 
Educational services 0.6% (D) (D) 0.0% (D) 0.4% 0.1% (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Health care and social assistance 2.7% (D) (D) (D) (D) 4.2% 7.3% (D) (D) (D) 2.8% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 0.1% 0.6% 0.4% 0.4% 0.8% 1.0% 1.7% (D) 0.7% 0.5% (D) 
Accommodation and food services 1.9% 3.8% 2.4% 0.9% 1.0% 1.2% 3.7% (D) 2.8% 2.2% (D) 
Other services, except public administration 2.2% 6.2% 5.4% 3.1% 4.4% 3.3% 7.4% (D) 3.3% 3.7% 3.4% 
Federal government 60.8% 7.4% 6.9% 2.2% 2.6% 1.6% 17.1% 8.6% 2.1% 2.5% 4.5% 
State government 0.5% 14.5% 0.9% 1.3% 2.2% 0.8% 4.4% 5.4% 0.5% 0.7% 1.1% 
Local government 7.9% 19.1% 19.4% 8.3% 12.1% 7.0% 17.5% 10.4% 14.3% 14.5% 26.2% 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 0.4% 16.8% 21.0% 6.0% 8.7% 5.6% 3.0% 26.1% 37.1% 6.9% 17.8% 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Table 4. Labor Income Percentages by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Percentages by County in 2010 (continued) 

  Owyhee, 
ID Payette, ID Power, 

ID 
Twin Falls, 

ID Washington, ID Beaverhead, 
MT 

Madison, 
MT 

Population 11,491 22,635 7,867 77,490 10,217 9,256 7,698 
Non-labor income as a proportion of total personal income1 34.8% 42.6% 41.3% 40.0% 49.8% 50.9% 49.0% 
Dividends, interest, and rent as a proportion of total personal 
income 14.7% 16.5% 17.3% 17.3% 19.4% 27.3% 29.1% 

Personal current transfer receipts as a proportion of total 
personal income2 20.1% 26.1% 24.0% 22.7% 30.5% 23.6% 19.9% 

Adjustment for residence as a proportion of total personal 
income3 16.7% 15.8% -5.5% 0.1% 12.7% -0.1% -0.4% 

Contributions for government social insurance as a proportion 
of total personal income4 4.6% 6.7% 10.6% 8.3% 6.4% 7.4% 8.6% 

Total personal income by place of residence ($ millions) $331.7 $607.1 $193.1 $2,407.5 $273.8 $307.6 $271.5 
Earnings by place of work ($ millions)5 $176.0 $293.6 $144.3 $1,643.7 $120.2 $173.9 $163.0 
Total earnings by place of work by sector 6 ,7  
Farm 46.9% 8.4% 9.7% 10.9% 7.2% 5.3% 1.9% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities8 (D) (D) 2.6% 2.0% 3.8% (D) 1.2% 
Mining (including oil and gas) (D) (D) (L) 0.1% (L) (D) 2.7% 
Utilities (D) 3.3% (D) 1.3% (D) (D) 0.7% 
Construction 5.4% 7.8% 1.8% 4.7% 4.1% 6.1% 12.1% 
Manufacturing 6.0% 16.4% 32.9% 10.3% 13.6% 0.4% 0.6% 
Wholesale trade 3.2% 3.6% (D) 4.3% 5.1% 3.2% 0.9% 
Retail trade 3.6% 4.5% 2.9% 9.8% 7.1% 7.2% 4.9% 
Transportation and warehousing (D) 4.5% 9.0% 4.5% (D) (D) 3.2% 
Information 0.6% (D) (D) 1.6% 3.9% 0.9% 0.2% 
Finance and insurance (D) 2.8% 1.3% 3.9% 2.0% 5.5% 3.4% 

1 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
2 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
3 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
4 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
5 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
6 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
7 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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  Owyhee, 
ID Payette, ID Power, 

ID 
Twin Falls, 

ID Washington, ID Beaverhead, 
MT 

Madison, 
MT 

Real estate and rental and leasing (D) 1.2% 0.4% 1.1% 0.7% 6.5% 6.0% 
Professional and technical services (D) (D) 1.3% 5.4% 3.8% 2.6% (D) 
Management of companies and enterprises (D) (D) (D) 0.5% (D) 0.0% (D) 
Administrative and waste services 2.2% 2.8% (D) 3.2% (D) 1.1% 2.7% 
Educational services (D) (D) (D) 0.4% (D) (D) 0.4% 
Health care and social assistance (D) (D) 1.5% 15.0% (D) (D) 4.7% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 0.2% 0.3% (D) 0.4% 0.8% 1.0% 14.5% 
Accommodation and food services 1.3% 1.3% (D) 2.9% 1.8% 4.4% 16.6% 
Other services, except public administration 2.6% 5.7% 3.3% 3.9% 3.6% 4.0% 3.8% 
Federal government 3.6% 2.3% 2.3% 3.2% 4.9% 11.1% 3.9% 
State government 0.8% 1.4% 1.6% 1.4% 0.9% 9.6% 0.4% 
Local government 12.9% 12.5% 16.1% 9.3% 21.8% 9.0% 11.4% 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 10.7% 21.3% 13.3% 0.0% 14.8% 22.2% 3.6% 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Table 4. Labor Income Percentages by Industry Sector and County and Non-Labor Income Percentages by County in 2010 (continued) 

  Ada, ID1 Bannock, ID Boise, ID Canyon, ID Gallatin, MT Silver Bow, MT 
Population 393,466 83,020 7,017 189,410 89,616 34,233 
Non-labor income as a proportion of total personal 
income2 31.4% 38.0% 34.9% 42.5% 36.6% 41.0% 

Dividends, interest, and rent as a proportion of total 
personal income 16.9% 14.0% 16.4% 14.2% 24.3% 18.0% 

Personal current transfer receipts as a proportion of total 
personal income3 14.5% 24.1% 18.5% 28.3% 12.4% 23.0% 

Adjustment for residence as a proportion of total personal 
income4 -4.0% 4.1% 43.9% 8.8% -0.5% -1.0% 

Contributions for government social insurance as a 
proportion of total personal income5 10.0% 9.0% 3.5% 7.8% 9.3% 9.1% 

Total personal income by place of residence ($ millions) $15,234.3 $2,373.5 $252.9 $4,304.0 $3,222.0 $1,256.6 
Earnings by place of work ($ millions)6 $12,591.9 $1,586.7 $62.3 $2,429.5 $2,356.3 $869.2 
Total earnings by place of work by sector 7 ,8  
Farm 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 5.6% 1.1% 0.0% 
Forestry, fishing, & related activities9 0.1% (D) (D) 1.3% 0.4% (D) 
Mining (including oil and gas) 0.1% (D) (D) 0.1% 0.7% 8.6% 
Utilities 1.0% 0.7% (D) 0.6% 0.5% (D) 
Construction 7.2% 7.0% 4.9% 7.2% 10.9% 4.1% 
Manufacturing 11.5% 8.4% 1.0% 13.5% 5.6% 4.6% 
Wholesale trade 5.2% 3.6% (D) 5.4% 4.2% 2.8% 
Retail trade 7.1% 7.9% 4.0% 9.5% 10.5% 10.8% 
Transportation and warehousing 2.1% 5.5% 4.0% 5.3% 1.9% (D) 
Information 1.9% 1.3% (D) 1.2% 1.4% 2.4% 

1 Ada, Bannock, Boise, and Canyon Counties in Idaho and Gallatin and Silver Bow Counties in Montana constitute a secondary study area, as documented in the Chapter 3 text. 
2 Non-labor income includes dividends, interest, and rent and personal current transfer receipts. 
3 Personal current transfer receipts are benefits received by persons for which no current services are performed. They are payments by government and business to individuals and institutions, such as retirement and disability 
insurance benefits. 
4 Residence adjustment represents the net inflow of the earnings of inter-area commuters. A positive number indicates that, on balance, area residents commute outside to find jobs; a negative number indicates that, on balance, 
people from outside the area commute in to find jobs. 
5 Contributions for government social insurance consist of payments by employers, employees, the self-employed, and other individuals who participate in the following government programs: Old-age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance; Medicare; unemployment insurance; railroad retirement; pension benefit guarantee; veterans’ life insurance; publicly-administered workers’ compensation; military medical insurance; and temporary disability insurance. 
6 Earnings by place of work differs from total personal income by the exclusion of dividends, interest, and rent, as well as adjustments to account for net transfer payments (e.g., unemployment benefits and Social Security taxes and 
payments) and the residential adjustment. 
7 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
8 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
9 “Related activities” includes hunting and trapping, as well as agricultural services such as custom tillage. 
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  Ada, ID1 Bannock, ID Boise, ID Canyon, ID Gallatin, MT Silver Bow, MT 
Finance and insurance 5.7% 5.0% (D) 2.7% 4.5% 2.5% 
Real estate and rental and leasing 1.5% 1.0% (D) 1.0% 2.4% 0.9% 
Professional and technical services 10.0% 4.6% (D) 3.9% 11.5% 6.2% 
Management of companies and enterprises 3.5% 0.8% (D) 0.7% 0.4% (D) 
Administrative and waste services 6.0% 4.0% 4.2% 3.2% 2.2% (D) 
Educational services 0.8% 0.5% 0.2% 2.0% 0.7% 0.4% 
Health care and social assistance 13.5% 15.5% 3.0% 11.7% 9.6% 15.5% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 1.0% 0.5% 12.9% 0.3% 1.9% 1.3% 
Accommodation and food services 2.6% 3.4% 4.1% 2.3% 5.1% 4.1% 
Other services, except public administration 3.2% 4.1% 4.1% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 
Federal government 5.1% 4.4% 25.5% 2.8% 3.5% 4.1% 
State government 5.0% 12.2% 1.4% 2.0% 11.0% 7.3% 
Local government 5.7% 8.8% 18.3% 13.4% 6.1% 7.2% 
Categories for which data were not disclosed 0.0% 0.1% 11.5% 0.0% 0.0% 13.7% 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2012. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. 
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Table 5. Employment Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-20101,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Mining  
Adams, ID (L) 11 10 (L) 11 15 32 31 52 
Bear Lake, ID (L) 11 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 31 (D) 
Bingham, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Blaine, ID 112 (D) 101 97 108 130 103 90 96 
Bonneville, ID 48 (D) 48 (D) (D) (D) (D) 185 (D) 
Butte, ID (L) 12 10 (L) 11 16 36 34 57 
Camas, ID (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) 
Caribou, ID 358 (D) (D) 352 360 375 352 319 336 
Cassia, ID 122 130 174 220 202 184 166 114 107 
Clark, ID (D) 12 10 (L) 11 16 36 34 57 
Custer, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Elmore, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Fremont, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Gem, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Gooding, ID 10 12 10 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Jefferson, ID 10 12 10 (L) 11 (D) (D) (D) 56 
Jerome, ID 10 12 10 (L) 11 16 36 34 56 
Lemhi, ID (D) 25 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Lincoln, ID 10 (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) (L) 
Madison, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Minidoka, ID 10 12 10 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Oneida, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Owyhee, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Payette, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Power, ID 10 12 10 (L) 11 16 36 34 56 
Twin Falls, ID 68 82 65 65 69 99 106 76 101 
Washington, ID 10 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 56 
Beaverhead, MT (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Madison, MT 57 51 43 59 102 116 138 114 92 
Socioeconomic Study Area 835 383 501 793 896 968 1,009 1,065 1,070 

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
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Table 5. Employment Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-20101,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Farming 1 
Adams, ID 355 332 309 291 269 254 253 254 251 
Bear Lake, ID 516 506 499 498 490 488 492 489 488 
Bingham, ID 2,532 2,400 2,361 2,292 2,259 2,186 2,233 2,178 2,192 
Blaine, ID 503 444 406 361 325 285 293 284 286 
Bonneville, ID 1,527 1,418 1,363 1,301 1,250 1,198 1,213 1,195 1,196 
Butte, ID 290 278 276 271 269 266 270 265 264 
Camas, ID 131 127 129 132 134 135 137 135 135 
Caribou, ID 797 720 676 626 582 540 549 540 540 
Cassia, ID 1,728 1,692 1,741 1,732 1,771 1,742 1,811 1734 1,761 
Clark, ID 162 154 152 147 143 137 142 138 139 
Custer, ID 370 341 327 314 302 292 296 294 293 
Elmore, ID 970 925 920 891 885 854 881 848 859 
Fremont, ID 826 775 756 730 710 687 700 688 689 
Gem, ID 1,022 978 944 924 895 878 875 874 870 
Gooding, ID 2,199 2,129 2,161 2,120 2,147 2,087 2,166 2,071 2,105 
Jefferson, ID 1,279 1,264 1,288 1,295 1,317 1,319 1,344 1,311 1,320 
Jerome, ID 1,802 1,778 1,837 1,835 1,885 1,858 1,930 1,846 1,876 
Lemhi, ID 464 435 425 413 404 397 400 397 397 
Lincoln, ID 479 482 498 504 517 516 532 515 520 
Madison, ID 811 754 735 702 683 652 668 651 656 
Minidoka, ID 1,423 1,393 1,411 1,397 1,411 1,382 1,427 1,375 1,392 
Oneida, ID 514 496 487 482 474 468 472 469 468 
Owyhee, ID 1,301 1,219 1,190 1,139 1,113 1,064 1,092 1,060 1,069 
Payette, ID 977 954 953 951 951 949 959 942 946 
Power, ID 627 629 670 689 722 734 760 733 742 
Twin Falls, ID 2,800 2,583 2,473 2,327 2,227 2,092 2,135 2,081 2,096 
Washington, ID 694 676 677 679 683 690 693 686 685 
Beaverhead, MT 595 560 555 537 533 530 543 529 533 
Madison, MT 684 651 640 623 610 612 623 615 615 
Socioeconomic Study Area 28,378 27,093 26,859 26,203 25,961 25,292 25,889 25,197 25,383 

1 Farming values sum data for “Farm” and “Agriculture and forestry support activities.” 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 5. Employment Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-20101,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Retail trade 
Adams, ID 221 237 361 378 377 370 285 317 309 
Bear Lake, ID 408 403 409 406 432 439 482 473 453 
Bingham, ID 1,978 2,005 2,043 2,132 2,227 2,300 2,096 2,057 1,961 
Blaine, ID 1,929 1,999 2,104 2,177 2,216 2,328 2,147 1,984 1,828 
Bonneville, ID 7,314 7,735 7,708 8,267 8,517 8,717 9,033 8,563 8,411 
Butte, ID 152 146 148 142 149 167 162 160 130 
Camas, ID (D) (D) 34 (D) (D) 28 27 (D) (D) 
Caribou, ID 464 477 485 519 529 566 513 474 404 
Cassia, ID 1,794 1,791 1,698 1,771 1,780 1,848 1,894 1,838 1,750 
Clark, ID (D) (D) 48 (D) (D) 35 68 (D) (D) 
Custer, ID 281 300 282 276 276 281 287 292 278 
Elmore, ID 1,409 1,357 1,388 1,437 1,496 1,548 1,360 1,270 1,174 
Fremont, ID 423 447 417 430 454 482 483 479 463 
Gem, ID 625 663 673 729 760 790 685 633 600 
Gooding, ID 578 617 642 673 695 709 628 592 585 
Jefferson, ID 838 822 835 784 833 860 935 990 920 
Jerome, ID 1,358 1,321 1,236 1,230 1,282 1,252 1,336 1,248 1,138 
Lemhi, ID 513 537 539 552 579 595 491 461 439 
Lincoln, ID 83 82 82 117 118 119 147 159 147 
Madison, ID 1,800 1,840 1,809 1,828 1,957 2,066 2,090 1,988 1,906 
Minidoka, ID 749 753 806 871 877 853 772 736 710 
Oneida, ID 189 178 186 203 220 236 230 230 199 
Owyhee, ID 309 332 366 401 412 430 382 352 326 
Payette, ID 870 882 884 844 817 799 819 789 737 
Power, ID 308 353 352 331 331 344 296 288 251 
Twin Falls, ID 5,419 5,577 5,347 5,495 5,842 5,958 5,887 5,788 5,761 
Washington, ID 368 376 372 382 410 446 460 417 392 
Beaverhead, MT 586 568 546 540 536 579 641 598 580 
Madison, MT 390 371 342 361 371 367 398 420 401 
Socioeconomic Study Area 31,356 32,169 32,142 33,276 34,493 35,512 35,034 33,596 32,253 
Accommodation and food services 
Adams, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 95 94 
Bear Lake, ID (D) (D) (D) 235 235 (D) 194 205 200 
Bingham, ID 742 717 750 855 819 961 933 849 779 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 5. Employment Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-20101,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Blaine, ID 2,583 2,614 2,619 2,746 2,824 2,911 2,878 2,682 2,747 
Bonneville, ID 3,665 3,891 4,201 3,823 3,956 4,306 4,406 4,222 4,268 
Butte, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 88 
Camas, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Caribou, ID (D) 153 146 151 168 144 159 187 175 
Cassia, ID (D) 571 535 551 574 511 521 477 482 
Clark, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Custer, ID 216 231 231 226 231 256 314 300 288 
Elmore, ID 696 726 745 814 839 854 848 823 801 
Fremont, ID 371 321 327 288 337 348 331 (D) 320 
Gem, ID 245 241 (D) 256 256 255 240 253 252 
Gooding, ID 296 304 280 290 269 307 286 301 290 
Jefferson, ID 217 220 226 230 265 264 250 246 311 
Jerome, ID 386 432 377 420 415 404 441 424 399 
Lemhi, ID 311 334 344 363 378 368 333 308 299 
Lincoln, ID 80 80 76 71 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Madison, ID 803 798 821 1,004 1,036 1,116 1,213 1,098 998 
Minidoka, ID 527 549 540 545 568 592 558 532 527 
Oneida, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Owyhee, ID (D) (D) (D) 161 198 206 210 200 183 
Payette, ID (D) (D) (D) 342 393 (D) 393 334 309 
Power, ID 122 116 98 (D) (D) 100 (D) (D) (D) 
Twin Falls, ID 2,690 2,560 2,478 2,545 2,618 2,662 2,865 2,775 2,800 
Washington, ID 199 190 173 193 224 248 208 199 177 
Beaverhead, MT 511 514 495 512 526 520 519 533 538 
Madison, MT 953 993 1,017 1,093 1,004 1,043 (D) 1,070 984 
Socioeconomic Study Area 15,613 16,555 16,479 17,714 18,133 18,376 18,100 18,113 18,309 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 
Adams, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 120 148 
Bear Lake, ID (D) (D) (D) 32 33 (D) 59 58 64 
Bingham, ID 194 215 207 191 205 212 211 194 199 
Blaine, ID 670 704 722 746 784 806 783 832 836 
Bonneville, ID 792 843 752 814 942 1026 949 947 963 
Butte, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 46 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 5. Employment Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-20101,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Camas, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Caribou, ID (D) 51 (D) (D) (D) 50 54 46 56 
Cassia, ID (D) 159 162 176 176 178 159 161 157 
Clark, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L) (L) 16 
Custer, ID 96 92 97 84 88 95 94 98 85 
Elmore, ID 73 83 84 92 96 102 100 94 87 
Fremont, ID 68 65 58 60 64 71 65 (D) 68 
Gem, ID 59 66 71 65 (D) 77 82 64 75 
Gooding, ID (D) 131 122 128 118 112 110 114 116 
Jefferson, ID 183 188 192 231 259 246 290 229 287 
Jerome, ID 149 148 148 152 151 163 163 160 175 
Lemhi, ID 138 131 118 128 151 142 141 111 114 
Lincoln, ID 16 13 14 14 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Madison, ID 181 184 204 219 225 202 215 214 326 
Minidoka, ID 63 56 60 67 87 83 91 81 68 
Oneida, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Owyhee, ID (D) (D) (D) 37 43 49 61 60 52 
Payette, ID (D) (D) (D) 67 75 (D) 93 89 92 
Power, ID 38 39 40 (D) (D) 37 (D) (D) (D) 
Twin Falls, ID 526 546 529 534 577 615 569 555 532 
Washington, ID 58 60 53 61 65 72 60 62 52 
Beaverhead, MT 145 153 147 161 199 207 195 187 180 
Madison, MT 300 343 411 497 682 851 (D) 618 501 
Socioeconomic Study Area 3,749 4,270 4,191 4,556 5,020 5,396 4,544 5,094 5,295 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2014. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm.  
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 6. Labor Earnings Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-2010, presented in 2010 dollars (thousands)1,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Mining  
Adams, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.7 $0.5 $0.1 (L) (L)  
Bear Lake, ID $0.2 $0.2 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L)  (D) 
Bingham, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Blaine, ID $4.3 (D) $4.6 $7.0 $10.5 $7.8 $15.3 $5.5 $5.1 
Bonneville, ID $0.9 (D) $0.8 (D) (D) (D) (D) $1.3 (D) 
Butte, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.4 $0.2 $0.1 (L)  (L)  
Camas, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.4 $0.2 $0.1 (L) (L) 
Caribou, ID $23.6 (D) (D) $23.5 $24.5 $22.2 $24.4 $23.0 $25.4 
Cassia, ID $5.5 $6.0 $7.3 $9.4 $10.4 $8.3 $12.0 $6.0 $5.5 
Clark, ID (D) $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.7 $0.5 $0.1 (L)  (L)  
Custer, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Elmore, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Fremont, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Gem, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Gooding, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Jefferson, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.7 (D) (D) (D) (L)  
Jerome, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.4 $0.2 $0.1 (L)  (L)  
Lemhi, ID (D) $1.2 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Lincoln, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.6 $0.4 $0.1 (L)  (L)  
Madison, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Minidoka, ID $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Oneida, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Owyhee, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Payette, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Power, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.3 $0.4 $0.6 $0.4 $0.1 (L)  (L)  
Twin Falls, ID $1.3 $1.1 $1.4 $1.5 $1.7 $2.1 $2.7 $1.6 $1.0 
Washington, ID $0.2 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L)  
Beaverhead, MT (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Madison, MT $1.3 $0.6 $0.7 $1.2 $4.6 $4.9 $5.8 $6.2 $4.5 
Socioeconomic Study Area $38.93  $10.76  $17.65  $45.81  $56.14  $47.68  $60.85  $43.60  $41.50  

1 (D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
2 (L) Less than $50,000, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 6. Labor Earnings Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-2010, presented in 2010 dollars (thousands)1,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Farming 1 
Adams, ID $0.8 $1.0 $2.3 $0.3 -$0.9 -$2.2 -$2.8 -$2.8 -$1.9 
Bear Lake, ID $2.8 $5.6 $6.3 $5.8 $1.6 $4.2 $4.5 $3.3 $3.7 
Bingham, ID $81.1 $42.0 $79.9 $54.3 $86.3 $108.4 $131.4 $114.7 $106.5 
Blaine, ID $9.2 $7.0 $9.8 $7.8 $7.5 $7.3 $8.4 $8.2 $6.9 
Bonneville, ID $58.8 $30.6 $50.2 $36.4 $53.8 $66.6 $81.9 $85.6 $72.0 
Butte, ID $7.2 $4.1 $6.1 $1.7 $0.0 -$1.9 $6.4 $3.5 $1.4 
Camas, ID $3.8 $2.2 $2.3 $2.5 $2.3 $2.9 $4.6 $4.7 $2.9 
Caribou, ID $20.5 $15.4 $24.2 $20.5 $18.7 $17.4 $25.3 $31.4 $21.2 
Cassia, ID $108.5 $100.8 $125.9 $136.6 $109.1 $155.5 $188.4 $130.4 $153.1 
Clark, ID $9.5 $6.1 $6.9 $5.2 $1.9 $2.8 $8.0 $8.1 $8.3 
Custer, ID -$0.1 $0.7 $2.4 $1.2 $0.1 $1.7 $5.9 $11.8 $7.2 
Elmore, ID $52.9 $48.3 $51.1 $50.6 $43.8 $39.8 $40.3 $26.5 $33.4 
Fremont, ID $25.2 $6.8 $18.8 $8.6 $19.7 $19.9 $23.5 $36.8 $16.0 
Gem, ID $6.5 $5.6 $8.0 $4.1 $1.2 $2.1 $3.9 $4.1 $5.1 
Gooding, ID $117.5 $102.4 $197.4 $172.2 $120.6 $216.6 $194.3 $72.6 $170.6 
Jefferson, ID $67.6 $39.8 $62.4 $43.6 $43.3 $73.5 $88.6 $83.0 $79.0 
Jerome, ID $108.4 $98.4 $143.8 $129.5 $104.9 $162.9 $150.5 $95.3 $126.1 
Lemhi, ID $2.7 $2.1 $4.1 $0.6 -$2.3 -$3.0 $0.3 $0.2 $2.1 
Lincoln, ID $15.9 $14.1 $23.2 $21.4 $18.0 $38.0 $47.9 $28.7 $40.8 
Madison, ID $34.9 $12.9 $22.7 $11.0 $20.0 $21.1 $27.7 $37.5 $20.8 
Minidoka, ID $89.5 $60.5 $82.7 $65.9 $77.8 $90.6 $108.5 $92.0 $76.9 
Oneida, ID $3.3 $6.6 $9.4 $8.3 $5.8 $10.0 $12.4 $10.2 $12.8 
Owyhee, ID $45.2 $39.8 $63.1 $54.1 $51.7 $70.8 $66.6 $48.0 $63.1 
Payette, ID $43.2 $45.9 $50.9 $45.5 $25.3 $23.2 $24.0 $11.9 $21.8 
Power, ID $50.0 $30.4 $45.9 $38.1 $47.2 $61.1 $77.3 $66.0 $55.1 
Twin Falls, ID $112.5 $96.2 $165.2 $146.2 $111.5 $183.1 $183.1 $126.6 $155.8 
Washington, ID $13.2 $10.8 $11.9 $5.0 $2.6 $5.1 $6.7 $5.1 $6.3 
Beaverhead, MT $10.0 $11.5 $17.6 $24.0 $8.9 $13.5 $4.9 $5.5 $8.5 
Madison, MT -$2.8 -$1.0 $6.1 $7.5 -$2.4 -$0.2 -$3.4 -$2.7 $1.6 
Socioeconomic Study Area $1,097.59  $846.64  $1,300.58  $1,108.34  $978.09  $1,390.76  $1,518.85  $1,146.29  $1,276.99  
Retail trade 
Adams, ID $3.7 $3.8 $8.8 $9.3 $9.6 $8.6 $6.9 $8.2 $8.4 
Bear Lake, ID $8.1 $7.8 $7.8 $7.7 $7.9 $8.2 $7.5 $8.1 $7.9 

1 Farming values sum data for “Farm” and “Agriculture and forestry support activities.” 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 6. Labor Earnings Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-2010, presented in 2010 dollars (thousands)1,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Bingham, ID $42.7 $44.5 $42.7 $44.9 $49.7 $50.0 $40.1 $40.2 $39.0 
Blaine, ID $66.2 $68.8 $73.2 $76.6 $80.2 $82.3 $72.4 $64.1 $59.2 
Bonneville, ID $211.7 $225.0 $225.2 $245.0 $261.8 $269.3 $246.4 $241.5 $235.7 
Butte, ID $2.2 $2.3 $2.1 $2.1 $2.2 $2.5 $1.9 $2.3 $2.4 
Camas, ID (D) (D) $0.3 (D) (D) $0.3 $0.2 (D) (D) 
Caribou, ID $9.3 $9.5 $9.4 $9.8 $10.1 $10.1 $8.5 $8.0 $7.4 
Cassia, ID $50.5 $49.2 $47.6 $48.0 $52.2 $52.1 $45.9 $43.5 $44.3 
Clark, ID (D) (D) $0.6 (D) (D) $0.3 $0.7 (D) (D) 
Custer, ID $5.2 $5.5 $5.2 $5.2 $5.5 $5.7 $4.6 $5.3 $5.2 
Elmore, ID $31.3 $31.1 $31.8 $34.1 $37.3 $36.9 $32.0 $31.4 $29.6 
Fremont, ID $9.2 $9.5 $9.4 $9.9 $10.6 $10.7 $9.1 $8.9 $8.3 
Gem, ID $10.5 $10.9 $10.9 $11.7 $14.3 $14.2 $11.9 $10.1 $10.3 
Gooding, ID $11.0 $13.3 $13.6 $13.8 $13.8 $13.9 $13.1 $13.1 $10.9 
Jefferson, ID $16.0 $16.7 $17.4 $16.2 $17.4 $18.4 $16.2 $16.4 $17.1 
Jerome, ID $44.2 $46.0 $45.3 $42.5 $45.0 $41.9 $36.8 $37.2 $36.1 
Lemhi, ID $12.7 $12.8 $12.2 $12.4 $13.2 $13.6 $10.8 $10.2 $10.3 
Lincoln, ID $1.3 $1.5 $1.5 $2.4 $2.5 $2.7 $1.8 $2.5 $2.5 
Madison, ID $42.3 $44.0 $44.1 $45.9 $50.5 $51.6 $48.3 $45.9 $43.7 
Minidoka, ID $15.7 $15.9 $16.4 $16.9 $16.2 $15.0 $14.5 $14.6 $14.6 
Oneida, ID $2.5 $2.6 $2.7 $2.8 $3.0 $3.1 $2.6 $2.8 $9.5 
Owyhee, ID $5.2 $5.7 $6.1 $7.0 $7.2 $7.3 $6.6 $6.4 $6.5 
Payette, ID $19.4 $20.1 $21.3 $19.9 $22.2 $19.8 $15.5 $14.5 $13.4 
Power, ID $5.6 $5.9 $6.0 $5.6 $5.7 $5.8 $5.2 $5.6 $5.6 
Twin Falls, ID $191.9 $182.0 $166.9 $174.0 $192.3 $187.8 $161.0 $155.7 $153.0 
Washington, ID $8.5 $8.6 $8.6 $8.8 $9.9 $10.9 $8.9 $9.0 $8.9 
Beaverhead, MT $12.3 $12.3 $12.2 $11.3 $11.9 $13.3 $13.1 $11.8 $12.0 
Madison, MT $8.3 $8.3 $8.5 $8.7 $8.9 $8.3 $7.4 $7.4 $7.5 
Socioeconomic Study Area $847.73 $863.70  $858.03  $892.64  $961.18  $964.35  $849.82  $824.86  $808.97  
Accommodation and food services 
Adams, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) $1.2 $1.1 
Bear Lake, ID (D) (D) (D) $2.8 $2.7 (D) $2.5 $2.9 $2.9 
Bingham, ID $8.7 $9.0 $9.2 $9.7 $9.2 $10.4 $10.2 $9.4 $9.0 
Blaine, ID $68.9 $69.6 $72.7 $75.2 $79.7 $81.8 $80.1 $74.7 $73.9 
Bonneville, ID $57.9 $61.6 $66.9 $59.8 $62.9 $67.3 $67.4 $68.1 $69.8 
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Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

Table 6. Labor Earnings Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-2010, presented in 2010 dollars (thousands)1,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Butte, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) $1.1 
Camas, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Caribou, ID (D) $1.7 $1.5 $1.6 $1.7 $1.6 $1.8 $2.2 $2.3 
Cassia, ID (D) $8.0 $7.1 $6.8 $6.7 $5.5 $6.0 $5.7 $5.9 
Clark, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Custer, ID $3.8 $3.9 $4.0 $3.9 $3.9 $4.2 $4.8 $4.6 $4.5 
Elmore, ID $12.0 $11.9 $12.6 $14.3 $14.7 $13.8 $13.8 $12.6 $12.2 
Fremont, ID $5.5 $5.0 $5.0 $4.5 $4.7 $4.8 $4.9 (D) $4.8 
Gem, ID $3.2 $3.3 (D) $3.5 $3.5 $3.5 $3.1 $3.3 $3.4 
Gooding, ID $3.5 $3.6 $3.4 $3.6 $3.3 $3.4 $3.1 $3.3 $3.3 
Jefferson, ID $2.0 $2.3 $2.6 $2.4 $3.0 $2.8 $2.6 $2.5 $3.2 
Jerome, ID $5.0 $5.8 $5.6 $5.5 $5.6 $5.4 $5.8 $5.7 $5.5 
Lemhi, ID $4.3 $4.7 $5.0 $5.2 $5.2 $5.2 $4.2 $3.9 $4.2 
Lincoln, ID $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Madison, ID $11.2 $11.4 $12.1 $14.0 $14.9 $15.0 $16.5 $15.4 $14.2 
Minidoka, ID $7.8 $8.1 $7.8 $7.6 $7.9 $8.1 $7.7 $7.4 $7.5 
Oneida, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Owyhee, ID (D) (D) (D) $1.9 $2.2 $2.2 $2.2 $2.1 $2.1 
Payette, ID (D) (D) (D) $4.3 $4.8 (D) $4.1 $3.7 $3.5 
Power, ID $1.3 $1.3 $1.0 (D) (D) $1.0 (D) (D) (D) 
Twin Falls, ID $39.7 $39.3 $39.3 $39.9 $41.5 $40.2 $45.1 $44.1 $45.9 
Washington, ID $2.2 $2.2 $2.1 $2.2 $2.5 $2.7 $2.3 $2.3 $2.1 
Beaverhead, MT $6.6 $6.6 $6.8 $6.5 $6.7 $6.7 $7.0 $7.2 $7.2 
Madison, MT $20.3 $20.9 $21.0 $22.7 $24.6 $27.2 (D) $26.6 $26.5 
Socioeconomic Study Area $264.82  $281.10  $286.58  $298.68  $312.09  $312.66  $295.22  $308.97  $316.09  
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 
Adams, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) $2.8 $2.9 
Bear Lake, ID (D) (D) (D) $0.2 $0.2 (D) $0.3 $0.3 $0.4 
Bingham, ID $0.9 $1.0 $1.1 $0.9 $1.0 $1.0 $1.1 $1.1 $1.0 
Blaine, ID $70.8 $32.0 $21.9 $13.7 $15.0 $17.3 $15.4 $14.4 $15.8 
Bonneville, ID $13.4 $14.5 $9.0 $9.1 $9.8 $10.3 $8.5 $8.6 $8.2 
Butte, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L) 
Camas, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Caribou, ID (D) $0.1 (D) (D) (D) $0.1 $0.2 $0.1 $0.2 
Cassia, ID (D) $1.5 $1.6 $1.5 $1.6 $1.2 $1.4 $1.5 $1.7 
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Table 6. Labor Earnings Trends by Select Industry Sector and County, 2002-2010, presented in 2010 dollars (thousands)1,2 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Clark, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (L)  (L)  (L)  
Custer, ID $2.1 $2.4 $2.4 $2.0 $1.8 $1.4 $1.3 $1.1 $1.0 
Elmore, ID $0.3 $0.3 $0.4 $0.3 $0.3 $0.3 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2 
Fremont, ID $0.4 $0.4 $0.4 $0.2 $0.3 $0.1 $0.3 (D) $0.4 
Gem, ID $0.4 $0.4 $0.4 $0.3 (D) $0.3 $0.4 $0.3 $0.4 
Gooding, ID (D) $1.3 $1.3 $1.2 $0.9 $0.7 $0.9 $1.1 $1.3 
Jefferson, ID $1.8 $1.7 $1.9 $1.9 $1.9 $1.6 $1.7 $1.4 $1.8 
Jerome, ID $2.2 $2.3 $2.7 $2.5 $2.6 $2.4 $3.0 $2.8 $3.4 
Lemhi, ID $2.0 $1.9 $1.9 $2.0 $2.4 $1.9 $2.1 $1.3 $1.3 
Lincoln, ID $0.2 $0.1 $0.2 $0.2 (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Madison, ID $1.2 $1.1 $1.4 $1.3 $1.4 $0.8 $1.4 $1.5 $2.4 
Minidoka, ID $0.6 $0.5 $0.6 $0.6 $0.8 $0.4 $0.6 $0.6 $0.8 
Oneida, ID (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) 
Owyhee, ID (D) (D) (D) $0.2 $0.3 $0.2 $0.2 $0.1 $0.2 
Payette, ID (D) (D) (D) $0.4 $0.5 (D) $0.4 $0.5 $0.6 
Power, ID $0.2 $0.2 $0.2 (D) (D) (L)  (D) (D) (D) 
Twin Falls, ID $5.9 $5.6 $5.8 $5.3 $5.9 $5.9 $4.6 $4.8 $4.4 
Washington, ID $0.9 $0.9 $0.8 $0.9 $1.0 $0.9 $0.8 $0.6 $0.7 
Beaverhead, MT $1.7 $1.5 $1.4 $1.4 $1.6 $1.5 $1.6 $1.6 $1.7 
Madison, MT $8.8 $11.8 $14.1 $19.5 $23.9 $22.7 (D) $19.5 $22.4 
Socioeconomic Study Area $113.80  $81.50  $69.50  $65.60  $73.20  $71.00  $46.40  $66.20  $73.20  
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2014. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, Local Area Personal Income & Employment. Available at: http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm. Values 
reported in 2001 dollars were converted to 2010 dollars using the Consumer Price Index (BLS, 2012a). 
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Table 7. Annual Population by County, 2000-20101 

Geographic Area 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20102 
Adams, ID 3,477 3,495 3,559 3,624 3,693 3,817 3,788 3,949 4,021 4,000 3,953 
Bear Lake, ID 6,424 6,394 6,219 6,219 6,170 6,077 6,071 6,049 6,027 6,014 5,971 
Bingham, ID 41,753 42,073 42,101 42,555 42,702 43,173 43,396 43,816 44,414 45,087 45,769 
Blaine, ID 19,115 19,755 20,189 20,557 20,811 20,897 21,082 21,169 21,477 21,590 21,326 
Bonneville, ID 82,968 83,907 85,060 86,846 89,514 91,709 94,756 97,890 100,811 103,016 104,592 
Butte, ID 2,894 2,853 2,906 2,842 2,812 2,825 2,786 2,838 2,846 2,835 2,907 
Camas, ID 968 1,000 1,025 1,029 1,022 1,069 1,073 1,103 1,120 1,133 1,109 
Caribou, ID 7,281 7,326 7,161 7,105 7,106 6,963 6,886 6,873 6,840 6,922 6,977 
Cassia, ID 21,393 21,557 21,504 21,466 21,323 21,372 21,281 21,568 22,134 22,476 23,088 
Clark, ID 1,024 965 948 892 923 925 947 948 981 961 988 
Custer, ID 4,336 4,223 4,143 4,116 4,129 4,084 4,155 4,200 4,300 4,363 4,366 
Elmore, ID 28,610 27,613 27,047 25,972 26,355 25,919 25,927 26,595 26,930 26,769 27,123 
Fremont, ID 11,769 11,891 12,029 12,370 12,640 12,610 12,770 13,005 13,112 13,173 13,251 
Gem, ID 15,215 15,393 15,488 15,693 15,925 16,304 16,632 16,833 16,941 16,809 16,675 
Gooding, ID 14,196 14,215 14,342 14,483 14,562 14,614 14,749 14,963 15,216 15,270 15,503 
Jefferson, ID 19,193 19,322 19,802 20,249 20,842 21,674 22,439 23,475 24,696 25,770 26,236 
Jerome, ID 18,493 18,579 18,730 18,971 19,331 19,654 20,111 20,572 21,217 22,039 22,469 
Lemhi, ID 7,724 7,593 7,590 7,600 7,660 7,708 7,795 7,780 7,902 7,870 7,957 
Lincoln, ID 4,051 4,159 4,242 4,372 4,441 4,694 4,762 4,938 5,041 5,151 5,211 
Madison, ID 27,519 27,699 28,478 29,997 31,990 33,807 34,984 35,771 36,564 37,121 37,623 
Minidoka, ID 20,103 19,603 19,542 19,389 19,167 19,013 19,046 19,184 19,393 19,884 20,112 
Oneida, ID 4,135 4,176 4,125 4,089 4,086 4,137 4,146 4,167 4,201 4,248 4,298 
Owyhee, ID 10,690 10,877 10,876 11,033 10,990 10,993 11,114 11,255 11,515 11,547 11,512 
Payette, ID 20,624 20,796 20,966 21,133 21,139 21,484 21,916 22,437 22,618 22,665 22,621 
Power, ID 7,484 7,422 7,371 7,293 7,432 7,426 7,564 7,532 7,564 7,628 7,879 
Twin Falls, ID 64,360 64,556 65,473 67,092 68,309 69,833 71,974 73,738 75,143 76,271 77,517 
Washington, ID 9,970 9,936 9,904 9,904 9,947 9,995 10,025 10,027 10,095 10,173 10,205 
Beaverhead, MT 9,204 9,058 9,018 8,924 8,908 8,904 9,012 9,028 9,166 9,200 9,253 
Madison, MT 6,870 6,856 6,935 6,894 6,999 7,211 7,343 7,560 7,674 7,674 7,691 
Socioeconomic 
Study Area 491,843 493,292 496,773 502,709 510,928 518,891 528,530 539,263 549,959 557,659 564,182 

Idaho 1,299,430 1,319,962 1,340,372 1,363,380 1,391,802 1,428,241 1,468,669 1,505,105 1,534,320 1,554,439 1,571,450 

1 Population values provided as of July 1 of each year. 
2 The values for July 1, 2010 were produced by applying estimates of change in the population between April 1 and July 1 of 2010 to the 2010 Census counts.  Further details on this methodology 
are available at http://www.census.gov/popest/methodology/intercensal_nat_meth.pdf. 
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Table 7. Annual Population by County, 2000-20101 

Geographic Area 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20102 
Montana 903,773 906,961 911,667 919,630 930,009 940,102 952,692 964,706 976,415 983,982 990,898 
Ada, ID1 303,328 313,896 321,616 327,393 334,926 348,755 363,498 375,368 382,618 388,577 393,531 
Bannock, ID 75,728 76,296 76,487 76,312 76,834 77,419 78,491 79,338 80,609 81,994 83,071 
Boise, ID 6,702 6,733 6,854 6,977 7,004 6,981 7,151 7,229 7,148 7,051 7,032 
Canyon, ID 133,082 139,179 145,160 151,395 157,130 163,947 172,188 179,645 184,996 187,357 189,428 
Gallatin, MT 68,375 70,120 71,824 74,504 77,124 80,310 83,984 86,620 88,932 89,187 89,658 
Silver Bow, MT 34,571 33,882 33,636 33,474 33,416 33,414 33,441 33,489 33,812 34,008 34,234 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2011. Population Estimates, Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population for Counties: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2010. Available at: http://www.census.gov/popest/data/intercensal/county/CO-
EST00INT-01.html. 

 

1 Ada, Bannock, Boise, and Canyon Counties in Idaho and Gallatin and Silver Bow Counties in Montana constitute a secondary study area, as documented in the Chapter 3 text. 
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AA. Economic Impact Analysis Methodology 

AA.1 Introduction 

This appendix describes the methods and data that underlie the economic impact modeling 
analysis. Input-output models such as the Impact Analysis for Planning (IMPLAN) model, 
an economic impact analysis model, provide a quantitative representation of the production 
relationships between individual economic sectors. Thus, the economic modeling analysis 
uses information about physical production quantities and the prices and costs for goods 
and services. The inputs required to run the IMPLAN model are described in the following 
narrative and tables. The resulting estimates from the IMPLAN model, by alternative, are in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, Section 4.15, Social and Economic Conditions. 
The first portion of the following information describes general aspects of the IMPLAN 
model and how it was used to estimate economic impacts. The remaining sections provide 
additional detailed data used in the analysis for livestock grazing. 

AA.2 The IMPLAN Model 

IMPLAN is a regional economic model that provides a mathematical accounting of the flow 
of money, goods, and services through a region’s economy. The model provides estimates of 
how a specific economic activity translates into jobs and income for the region. It includes 
the ripple effect (also called the multiplier effect) of changes in economic sectors that may 
not be directly impacted by management actions, but are linked to industries that are directly 
impacted. In IMPLAN, these ripple effects are termed indirect impacts (for changes in 
industries that sell inputs to the industries that are directly impacted) and induced impacts 
(for changes in household spending as household income increases or decreases due to the 
changes in production). 

This analysis used IMPLAN 2011; prior to running the model, cost and price data were 
converted to a consistent dollar year (2011) using sector-specific adjustment factors from the 
IMPLAN model. However, the values in this appendix are expressed in year 2010 dollars for 
comparability with the data provided in the socioeconomics section in chapter 3. 

The current IMPLAN model has 440 economic sectors, of which 333 are represented in the 
Socioeconomic Study Area counties. This analysis involved direct changes in economic 
activity for 15 IMPLAN economic sectors, as well as changes in all other related sectors due 
to the ripple effect. The IMPLAN production coefficients were modified to reflect the 
interaction of producing sectors in the Socioeconomic Study Areas. As a result, the 
calibrated model does a better job of generating multipliers and the subsequent impacts that 
reflect the interaction between and among the sectors in the Socioeconomic Study Area 
compared to a model using unadjusted national coefficients. Key variables used in the 
IMPLAN model were filled in using data specific to the Socioeconomic Study Area, 
including employment estimates, labor earnings, and total industry output. 

The trade data available in the current version of IMPLAN (Version 3.0) make it possible to 
do multi-region analysis to track how an impact on any of the IMPLAN sectors in the study 
area affects production in any of the sectors in any other region of the US. For this analysis, 
this feature allowed the estimation of how an impact in the primary study area disperses into 

 
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

June 2015 
Appendix AA – Economic Impact Analysis Methodology  AA-1 



Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS 

the secondary study area, and how these effects in the secondary study area create additional 
local effects in the primary study area. As a result, it was possible to estimate not only the 
jobs and income generation in the primary study area, but to also estimate how the economic 
activity in the primary study area affected jobs and income generation in the secondary study 
area. 

AA.3 Livestock Grazing 

Economic impacts from changes to livestock grazing are a function of the amount of forage 
available and the economic value of forage. 

Forage availability was measured in Animal Unit Months (AUMs), with one AUM defined as 
the amount of forage needed to feed one cow, one horse, or five sheep for one month. Data 
on forage availability were obtained from BLM's Rangeland Administration System (BLM 
2012a) and from the Forest Service’s INFRA (infrastructure) range module (Forest Service 
2013). Two types of AUM measures were used: Active AUMs and Billed AUMs. Active 
AUMs measure the amount of forage from land available for grazing. The Forest Service 
designates this measure “permitted” AUMs. Billed AUMs measure the amount of forage for 
which the BLM and Forest Service bill annually (i.e., the amount of forage that ranchers 
actually use, which is typically less than the amount of forage available). The Forest Service 
uses the designation “authorized” AUMs.  

Data for 2011 and 2013 were used for active AUMs. BLM provided data on the breakdown 
of active AUMs in various GRSG habitat and non-habitat classes by alternative. For billed 
AUMs, data for 2000 to 2011 were used to develop a 12-year average for billed AUMs on 
BLM-administered lands. Under current management (Alternative A), the analysis estimated 
2,047,170 total active AUMs in the Socioeconomic Study Area, with 1,190,255 active AUMs 
in GRSG habitat (all designated habitat [ADH]) in the Socioeconomic Study Area (BLM 
2012a and Forest Service 2013).12 The data on active and billed AUMs were used to 
determine the historical ratio of billed AUMs to active AUMs for each BLM field office. The 
analysis assumed a billed to active ratio of 100 percent for Forest Service lands because 
Forest Service has historically adjusted the number of active AUMs to correspond to the 
number of recently billed AUMs. Table AA-1 presents the current and historical data used 
in the analysis.  

1 Because permitted AUMs include active and suspended AUMs (in BLM terminology), this comparison of total active 
AUMs with ADH permitted AUMs may overestimate the loss of AUMs under Alternative C. 
2 When a portion of an allotment was found in GRSG habitat, only the portion with GRSG was excluded from total 
ative AUMs, under Alternatives C (not the entire allotment). 
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Table AA-1 
Current and Historical Annual Animal Unit Months Data 

 Active AUMs Active AUMs in 
ADH 

Billed as Share of 
Active 

Bruneau Field Office 109,567 98,528 78% 
Burley Field Office 123,505 76,765 72% 
Challis Field Office 53,570 39,935 59% 
Dillon Field Office 72,637 64,283 75% 
Four Rivers Field Office 118,918 43,602 81% 
Jarbidge Field Office 178,271 129,014 84% 
Owyhee Field Office 125,140 101,029 86% 
Pocatello Field Office 68,768 40,876 86% 
Salmon Field Office 55,966 37,376 80% 
Shoshone Field Office 196,137 182,430 61% 
Upper Snake River Field Office 140,084 126,608 67% 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest 154,629 42,832 100% 

Boise National Forest 59,319 9,596 100% 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest 288,344 59,660 100% 
Salmon-Challis National Forest 146,804 54,478 100% 
Sawtooth National Forest 155,511 83,244 100% 
Socioeconomic Study Area 2,047,170 1,190,255 - 
Sources: Calculated based on data from BLM 2012a and Forest Service 2013. 
ADH all designated habitat 
AUM animal unit month 

 

Forage availability was estimated for all alternatives. Alternatives A, B, D, E, and the 
Proposed Plan used the current data for active and billed AUMs (obtained as explained 
above). Alternative C discounted the current data to remove 100 percent of active and billed 
AUMs in ADH, as designated by the alternative. Alternative F discounted the current data to 
remove 25 percent of active and billed AUMs in ADH, as designated by the alternative. 
Table AA-2 shows the resulting reductions in billed AUMs, calculated as the difference 
between the initial billed AUMs and the reduced billed AUMs under each alternative. AUMs 
are distinguished between those allocated to sheep, and those allocated to cattle and other 
animals, to allow different valuation of forage, as explained further below.  The BLM and 
Forest Service consider these estimates to be a low-impact scenario because they do not 
account for the possibility that an initial reduction in AUMs on BLM-administered lands 
could lead to the loss of additional AUMs due to seasonal limitations in the availability of 
grazing areas. The possibility of additional losses in AUMs due to seasonal restrictions in the 
availability of grazing areas is considered in the high-impact scenario explained below. 
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Table AA-2 
Estimated Change in Annual Animal Unit Months by Alternative and Livestock Type, 

Relative to Alternative A, Low Impact Scenario 

 
Alternatives B, D, E, and 

Proposed Plan Alternative C Alternative F 

Total 
Bruneau Field Office 0 -70,227 -19,528 
Burley Field Office 0 -55,757 -14,252 
Challis Field Office 0 -28,103 -7,026 
Dillon Field Office 0 -45,766 -11,441 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 -26,174 -9,036 
Jarbidge Field Office 0 -107,571 -27,623 
Owyhee Field Office 0 -92,142 -23,084 
Pocatello Field Office 0 -38,523 -9,630 
Salmon Field Office 0 -34,087 -8,522 
Shoshone Field Office 0 -92,963 -26,828 
Upper Snake River Field 
Office 0 -86,700 -21,695 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest 0 -42,832 -10,708 

Boise National Forest 0 -9,596 -2,399 
Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest 0 -59,660 -14,915 

Salmon-Challis National 
Forest 0 -54,478 -13,619 

Sawtooth National Forest 0 -83,244 -20,811 
Socioeconomic Study Area 0 -927,823 -241,116 

Cattle and Other 
Bruneau Field Office 0 -70,157 -19,508 
Burley Field Office 0 -50,973 -13,029 
Challis Field Office 0 -27,710 -6,927 
Dillon Field Office 0 -44,857 -11,213 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 -24,562 -8,480 
Jarbidge Field Office 0 -103,319 -26,531 
Owyhee Field Office 0 -90,634 -22,706 
Pocatello Field Office 0 -34,665 -8,665 
Salmon Field Office 0 -33,944 -8,486 
Shoshone Field Office 0 -78,244 -22,580 
Upper Snake River Field 
Office 0 -70,327 -17,598 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest 0 -57,768 -14,442 

Boise National Forest 0 -9,964 -2,491 
Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest 0 -45,984 -11,496 

Salmon-Challis National 
Forest 0 -57,274 -14,318 
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Table AA-2 
Estimated Change in Annual Animal Unit Months by Alternative and Livestock Type, 

Relative to Alternative A, Low Impact Scenario 

 
Alternatives B, D, E, and 

Proposed Plan Alternative C Alternative F 

Sawtooth National Forest 0 -68,865 -17,216 
Socioeconomic Study Area 0 -869,247 -225,688 

Sheep 
Bruneau Field Office 0 -70 -20 
Burley Field Office 0 -4,784 -1,223 
Challis Field Office 0 -394 -99 
Dillon Field Office 0 -909 -227 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 -1,612 -556 
Jarbidge Field Office 0 -4,253 -1,092 
Owyhee Field Office 0 -1,507 -378 
Pocatello Field Office 0 -3,859 -965 
Salmon Field Office 0 -144 -36 
Shoshone Field Office 0 -14,719 -4,248 
Upper Snake River Field 
Office 0 -16,373 -4,097 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest 0 -2,373 -593 

Boise National Forest 0 -3,527 -882 
Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest 0 -18,046 -4,512 

Salmon-Challis National 
Forest 0 -2,318 -580 

Sawtooth National Forest 0 -19,648 -4,912 
Socioeconomic Study Area 0 -94,535 -24,417 
Sources: Calculated based on data from BLM 2012a and Forest Service 2013. 

 

In addition to the low-impact scenario reflected in Table R-2, the BLM and Forest Service 
considered the possibility that the loss of AUMs on public lands could lead to the loss of 
additional AUMs due to seasonal limitations of grazing areas. This would be the case if 
livestock operations have no reasonable alternative to seasonal grazing on public lands. 
Livestock grazing on federal lands often occurs during the spring and summer seasons, with 
other feeding alternatives (hay) being used during fall and winter. If there are no grazing 
alternatives to federal lands during spring and summer, farmers may need to reduce their 
operations and the resulting loss of output, jobs, and earnings would be larger than that 
otherwise estimated. Torell et al. (2014) provide estimates of the potential impacts to a 
model ranch in Idaho from seasonal closures of federal lands for cattle grazing. These 
estimates show the number of AUMs lost on and off BLM-administered lands for each 
AUM lost on BLM-administered lands under various scenarios. These scenarios range from 
a 25 percent reduction in BLM AUMs to a complete elimination of AUMs on BLM-
administered lands with the livestock operation going out of business. The estimates are 
based on an economic model that assumes farmers respond to the loss of availability of 
federal lands for grazing in several ways to maximize their profits (gross margins), including 
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reducing the size of their operations. Based on the Torell et al. (2014) estimates, BLM and 
Forest Service assumed that for each BLM AUM lost under Alternative C, an additional 1.01 
AUMs would be lost for a total of 2.01 AUMs lost (mid-point between the scenarios of 100 
percent loss of BLM AUMs with and without closure of operations).. Under Alternative F, 
an additional 0.47 AUM would be lost for each reduction of BLM AUMs for a total of 1.47 
AUMs (scenarios of loss of 25 percent of AUMs on BLM-administered lands). These AUM 
adjustment factors are based on a model Idaho ranch that relies on a total of approximately 
4,620 AUMs, of which 2,098 AUMs (45%) are linked to federal land. These factors were 
applied only to cattle AUMs, because no similar estimate was available for sheep. Table 
AA-3 shows the resulting reductions in billed AUMs, calculated as the difference between 
the initial billed AUMs and the reduced billed AUMs under each alternative. 

Table AA-3 
Estimated Change in Annual Animal Unit Months by Alternative and Livestock Type, 

Relative to Alternative A, High Impact Scenario 

 
Alternatives B, D, E, and 

Proposed Plan Alternative C Alternative F 

Total 
Bruneau Field Office 0 -141,086 -28,696 
Burley Field Office 0 -107,239 -20,376 
Challis Field Office 0 -56,091 -10,282 
Dillon Field Office 0 -91,071 -16,711 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 -50,982 -13,022 
Jarbidge Field Office 0 -211,924 -40,093 
Owyhee Field Office 0 -183,682 -33,756 
Pocatello Field Office 0 -73,536 -13,703 
Salmon Field Office 0 -68,371 -12,510 
Shoshone Field Office 0 -171,990 -37,440 
Upper Snake River Field 
Office 0 -157,730 -29,966 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest 0 -118,487 -21,823 

Boise National Forest 0 -23,555 -4,543 
Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest 0 -110,473 -21,411 

Salmon-Challis National 
Forest 0 -117,438 -21,628 

Sawtooth National Forest 0 -158,067 -30,220 
Socioeconomic Study Area 0 -1,841,721 -356,179 

Cattle and Other 
Bruneau Field Office 0 -141,015 -28,677 
Burley Field Office 0 -102,455 -19,153 
Challis Field Office 0 -55,697 -10,183 
Dillon Field Office 0 -90,162 -16,484 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 -49,370 -12,466 
Jarbidge Field Office 0 -207,671 -39,001 
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Table AA-3 
Estimated Change in Annual Animal Unit Months by Alternative and Livestock Type, 

Relative to Alternative A, High Impact Scenario 

 
Alternatives B, D, E, and 

Proposed Plan Alternative C Alternative F 

Owyhee Field Office 0 -182,175 -33,378 
Pocatello Field Office 0 -69,677 -12,738 
Salmon Field Office 0 -68,227 -12,474 
Shoshone Field Office 0 -157,271 -33,193 
Upper Snake River Field 
Office 0 -141,356 -25,869 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest 0 -116,115 -21,230 

Boise National Forest 0 -20,028 -3,662 
Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest 0 -92,427 -16,899 

Salmon-Challis National 
Forest 0 -115,120 -21,048 

Sawtooth National Forest 0 -138,419 -25,308 
Socioeconomic Study Area 0 -1,747,186 -331,762 

Sheep 
Bruneau Field Office 0 -70 -20 
Burley Field Office 0 -4,784 -1,223 
Challis Field Office 0 -394 -99 
Dillon Field Office 0 -909 -227 
Four Rivers Field Office 0 -1,612 -556 
Jarbidge Field Office 0 -4,253 -1,092 
Owyhee Field Office 0 -1,507 -378 
Pocatello Field Office 0 -3,859 -965 
Salmon Field Office 0 -144 -36 
Shoshone Field Office 0 -14,719 -4,248 
Upper Snake River Field 
Office 0 -16,373 -4,097 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest 0 -2,373 -593 

Boise National Forest 0 -3,527 -882 
Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest 0 -18,046 -4,512 

Salmon-Challis National 
Forest 0 -2,318 -580 

Sawtooth National Forest 0 -19,648 -4,912 
Socioeconomic Study Area 0 -94,535 -24,417 
Sources: Calculated based on data from BLM 2012a, Forest Service 2013 and Torell 2014. 
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The economic value of forage is estimated based on the value of production associated with 
the forage. Values for cattle and sheep are estimated separately, with the value of forage for 
other animals considered equivalent to the value for cattle. Due to price fluctuations, average 
per-AUM values for cattle and sheep are based on the 2002 to 2011 average value of 
production estimates from the US Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 
(2012). The value for cattle is $50.37 per AUM, and the value for sheep is $57.20 per AUM 
(in 2010 dollars). Including indirect and induced impacts, the per-AUM values are $101.90 
for cattle and $127.54 for sheep in the primary study area and $102.19 for cattle and $127.89 
for sheep in the primary and secondary study area (in 2010 dollars). Table AA-4 shows the 
economic impact assumptions for cattle and sheep. The direct economic impact is the 
estimated change in livestock output per AUM; IMPLAN generates the indirect and induced 
impacts. 

Table AA-2 
Assumptions for Analysis of Impacts on Output for Livestock 

Grazing 

Economic Impact Cattle Sheep 
Primary Study Area 

Direct Economic Impact ($/AUM) $50.37 $57.20 
Indirect Economic Impact ($/AUM)1 $44.69 $59.61 
Induced Economic Impact ($/AUM)2 $6.83 $10.74 
Total Economic Impact ($/AUM) $101.90 $127.54 
Multiplier (Total Impact/Direct Impact) 2.02 2.23 

Primary and Secondary Study Area 
Direct Economic Impact ($/AUM) $50.37 $57.20 
Indirect Economic Impact ($/AUM)1 $44.92 $59.86 
Induced Economic Impact ($/AUM)2 $6.90 $10.83 
Total Economic Impact ($/AUM) $102.19 $127.89 
Multiplier (Total Impact/Direct Impact) 2.03 2.24 
Note: All dollar values are in 2010 dollars. 
1 Indirect impacts reflect increased demand in sectors that directly or indirectly provide 
supplies to the livestock industry. 
2 Induced impacts reflect increased demand in the consumer and government sectors. 

 

Table AA-5 provides a summary of the employment impacts that would result, according to 
IMPLAN, based on unit changes in livestock AUMs. 

Table AA-3 
Assumptions for Analysis of Employment Impacts for Livestock Grazing 

Employment Impact Cattle Sheep 
Primary Study Area 

Direct Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000559 0.000980 
Indirect Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000338 0.000603 
Induced Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000067 0.000104 
Total Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000963 0.001688 
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Table AA-3 
Assumptions for Analysis of Employment Impacts for Livestock Grazing 
Employment Impact Cattle Sheep 

Primary Study Area 
Multiplier (Total Impact/Direct Impact) 1.72 1.72 
Average Earnings per Job (2010 dollars) $36,839 $22,890 

Primary and Secondary Study Area 
Direct Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000559 0.000980 
Indirect Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000338 0.000603 
Induced Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000067 0.000104 
Total Employment (Jobs/1,000 AUMs) 0.000963 0.001688 
Multiplier (Total Impact/Direct Impact) 1.72 1.72 
Average Earnings per Job (2010 dollars) $36,904 $22,934 
Note: Direct, indirect, and induced employment impacts and average earnings per job are calculated using IMPLAN. 

 

Output, labor, and earning impacts summarized in Table 4-71 in the economic impact 
section of the EIS are presented as lower and upper bound impacts. Estimates of lower 
bound impacts are equal to the ‘low impact scenario’ reductions in AUMs in Table R-2 
multiplied by impact multipliers in Tables R-4 and R-5; calculations are performed for cattle 
and sheep separately and then added together. Estimates of upperbound impacts are equal to 
the ‘high impact scenario’ reductions in AUMs in Table R-3, and multiplied by multipliers in 
Tables R-4 and R-5 in a similar manner, noting that the high impact reductions in AUMs 
include the Torell et al. (2014) production adjustment factors as described earlier (similar 
adjustment factors are not available for sheep). 

The IMPLAN sectors used to model an exogenous change in demand for livestock grazing 
were the following (IMPLAN sector numbers are shown in brackets): grain farming (2), all 
other crop farming (10), support activities for agriculture and forestry (19), residential 
structures maintenance and repairs (40), wholesale trade (319), truck transportation (335), 
banking (354), real estate (360), accounting (368), veterinary services (379), equipment repair 
and maintenance (417), and labor income (NA). Cattle grazing used the following additional 
sector: cattle ranching and farming (11). Sheep grazing used the following additional sectors: 
animal production except cattle and poulty and eggs (14) and retail-food and beverages 
(324). 
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BB. Non-Market Valuation Methods 

BB.1 Non-Market Valuation Methods 

This section addresses economic valuation of two categories of non-market resources that 
are present in the study area and could potentially be affected by the alternatives. These two 
categories of non-market value are values of GRSG to households in the intermountain 
west, and value of the ranching tradition to the ranchers themselves, residents, and visitors 
to the region..  

The economic non-market values described in this appendix are not directly comparable to 
regional economic indicators commonly used to describe how natural resources on public 
lands contribute to the regional economic indicators such as output/sales, labor income, and 
employment. These indicators provide valuable information to the local public as well as to 
regional government agencies for purposes of public service and infrastructure planning. 
These impacts or contributions are often referred to as distributional effects as they describe 
the effects to the region. However, these indicators do not represent net economic value. 
For example, in economic terms, labor income associated with mineral production would 
actually be considered a cost to the producer. Similarly, expenditures by a recreation visitor 
associated with a visit to public lands would be viewed by the recreationist as a cost. One last 
example would be the total sales generated by the sale of minerals extracted from federally 
owned minerals: the total sales do not reflect the net economic value since the costs 
associated with the extraction are not accounted for (including labor income, supplies, and 
equipment, as well as potentially non-market costs such as those associated with pollution). 
This section considers the economic value of the non-market outputs, a concept described 
below.  

BB.1.1 Total Non-Market Economic Value  

Many of the multiple uses in the study area are not bought and sold in competitive markets. 
For instance, many recreational visitors to public lands pay no or low admission fees, and the 
presence of and/or ability to view scenic landscapes, unique geological features, and wild 
animals such as GRSG have no “market price,” yet have value to people. In some cases 
people gain value from using these non-market resources, such as photographing ranch 
houses, old barns and bridges, collecting colorful rocks, driving backcountry roads, and 
other recreation on public lands; in other cases, protection of some natural resources 
provides both a use value (e.g., viewing ranch and agricultural land scenery, historic 
buildings, and wildlife) as well as a non-use value (e.g., the value some people hold for 
knowing that a specific natural resource exists and is protected even if they never intend to 
“use” or visit it).  

Economists call the sum of these two values Total Economic Value. Use values typically can 
be consumptive use (e.g., hunting) and/or non-consumptive, such as viewing or being 
present on site (e.g., camping and hiking). In contrast, non-use values occur off-site to 
people who derive enjoyment from knowing a scenic ranching community, historic mining 
town, natural environment, habitat or species exists in its natural state, either for themselves 
(existence value) and/or future generations (bequest value). Krutilla (1967) documents the 
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conceptual origins of these two elements of non-use value, and Freeman (2003) provides a 
rigorous theoretical treatment.  

Non-use or existence values can potentially be enjoyed by millions if the good or service 
(e.g., the presence of a specific wild species such as wild salmon or rare bird species) is of 
widespread interest. Thus, while the non-use value per household may much lower than a 
value per day received by a visitor, in total, non-use values may be quite large.  

BB.1.2 Values Associated with Greater Sage-Grouse Populations 

Economists have long recognized that wildlife species, especially rare, threatened, and 
endangered species, have economic values beyond just viewing. This is supported by a series 
of legal decisions and technical analyses. The US Court of Appeals in 1989 first clarified that 
the US Department of the Interior, in assessing damages in Natural Resource Damage 
Assessment cases, should include what it termed as “passive use values,” that is, existence 
values provided to non-users of the species, as a compensable value in addition to any use 
value. These passive use values are also included in Oil Pollution Act damage assessments as 
well. The term passive values is interchangeable with the term non-use values defined 
previously. This ruling and subsequent analysis for Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
and Oil Pollution Act assessments are consistent with well-established economic theory 
showing that people derive value from passive use or non-use as well as active uses of 
resources (Krutilla 1967). Economists have devoted a great deal of conceptual and empirical 
work to refining concepts and developing methods to measure these passive use values.  

The dominant methods are “stated preference” methods, of which the most prominent is 
the Contingent Valuation Method. The basic element of this method is to use a survey to 
construct or simulate a market or referendum for protection or improvement of a natural 
environment, habitat, or species, and then having the respondent indicate whether or not 
they would pay for an increment of protection, and if so, how much they would pay. While 
the method has developed a great deal of sophistication that has increased the validity of the 
willingness to pay responses, there is admittedly a degree of bias that can result in stated 
willingness to pay exceeding actual willingness to pay by a factor averaging two to three 
(Loomis 2011; Murphy et al. 2005; List and Gallet 2001). While not a perfect estimator of 
willingness to pay, the Contingent Valuation Method provides a useful means for estimating 
the public’s passive use values. 

Numerous academic papers and even entire books have been written on the Contingent 
Valuation Method. Mitchell and Carson (1989) was one of the first, while Alberini and Kahn 
(2006) is a more recent treatment. To date there have been about 7,500 Contingent 
Valuation Method studies in over 130 countries (Carson 2011). A number of federal agencies 
have used or referenced stated preference methods, including the US Bureau of 
Reclamation, US Environmental Protection Agency, National Park Service, and state 
agencies such as the California Department of Fish and Game, Idaho Fish and Game, and 
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. The USFWS commissioned an original Contingent 
Valuation Method study of the economic values the public receives from reintroduction of 
wolves in the areas of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, and used those values in an EIS on 
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wolf reintroduction (USFWS 1994). The US Bureau of Reclamation, National Park Service, 
and Lower Elwha S’Klallam Tribe commissioned a Contingent Valuation Method study on 
the value of removal of the Elwha and Glines Canyon Dams (Meyer et al. 1995). The US 
Bureau of Reclamation also commissioned an original Contingent Valuation Method study 
on the values of providing stable river flows to benefit riparian vegetation, endangered 
species, and cultural resources. That study was cited by then-Secretary of the Interior Bruce 
Babbitt as a factor in selecting the more protective flow regime from Glen Canyon Dam 
despite it having more foregone hydroelectricity (Babbitt 1996).  

The BLM and Forest Service conducted a literature search to demonstrate the potential 
range of values that could be associated with species that are candidates for listing as 
threatened or endangered, such as GRSG populations. Analysts first verified there are no 
existing studies on Total Economic Value or non-use valuation specific to the GRSG. This 
is not an uncommon occurrence, as there are dozens of rare or potentially threatened species 
that have not been valued despite the very high policy relevance of the species and the large 
magnitude of economic value at stake in these policy decisions.  

The BLM and Forest Service used three criteria to identify studies that are most applicable to 
the current analysis: (1) whether the species valuation study was located in the same 
geographic region as the GRSG habitat; (2) whether the species was listed or not listed as 
threatened or endangered; and (3) whether the species was hunted or not (implying a mix of 
use and non-use values).  

The primary database of articles was the recent peer-reviewed journal article by Richardson 
and Loomis (2009), which is a compilation of the economic values of threatened, 
endangered, and rare species. A literature review was also conducted to determine if there 
had been any recent studies on GRSG or closely related species. Unfortunately, there is not a 
perfect match in the literature in terms of geographic region (intermountain) and a species 
that is both hunted and rare. Table BB-1 provides a summary of the studies with features 
most similar to the GRSG species.  

As can be seen in Table BB-1, there is one study with a geographic region overlapping the 
sub-region (Mexican spotted owl), and one study on a species that was hunted at the time 
(wild turkey). At the time of the study, the Mexican spotted owl was a threatened species 
under the Endangered Species Act, and respondents were told in the survey that it was a 
threatened species. The whooping crane, red-cockaded woodpecker, and peregrine falcon 
studies involved an endangered species.  

All of these studies used the Contingent Valuation Method in a mail survey. Households 
were asked whether they would pay a specific dollar amount, with that amount varying 
across individuals in the sample (i.e., the valuation questions were “closed-ended,” although 
the wild turkey study and red-cockaded woodpecker also used an open-ended valuation 
question for some respondents). Researchers used the closed-ended valuation questions to 
generate a statistical valuation function. This valuation function exhibited internal validity: 
the higher the dollar amount households were asked to pay, the lower the percentage of 
them that would pay that dollar amount.  
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Table BB-1 
Existing Estimates of Annual Total Economic Value of Protecting Habitat for Species 

Similar to GRSG 

Region  Species Listed Hunted 
Annual Value 

per 
Householdb 

Change Valued 

Four Corners 
(AZ, CO, NM, 
UT)  

Mexican Spotted 
Owl 

Yes No $58.49 Avoid extinction in 15 
years in Four Corners 
region 

New England Wild Turkey No Yes $16.72a Avoid extinction in New 
England 

Texas (also L.A., 
NYC, Chicago, 
Atlanta) 

Whooping 
Crane 

Yes No $43.69a Avoid extinction 

Maine Peregrine 
Falcon 

Yes No $32.37 (one 
time) 

Restore self-sustaining 
population 

South Carolina & 
Rest of US 

Red-Cockaded 
Woodpecker 

Yes No $14.69 Restore habitat to increase 
chance of survival to 99% 

Sources: Loomis and Ekstrand 1997 (Mexican spotted owl); Stevens et al. 1991 (New England wild turkey); Bowker and 
Stoll 1988 (whooping crane); Kotchen and Reiling 2000 (peregrine falcon); Reaves et al. 1999 (red-cockaded 
woodpecker). All of these sources are as cited in Richardson and Loomis (2009). 
Notes: 

a Average of estimates from the study. 
b As noted in the text, these stated preference values for household may have a degree of hypothetical bias that 

could overstate the actual monetary amount households would pay by a factor of two to three. 
 

With the exception of the peregrine falcon study, which asked respondents to commit to a 
one-time payment, each survey asked respondents to pay annually to accomplish the stated 
goal (typically, preventing the species from going extinct in the region of interest, although 
this varied by study as the table shows). For the peregrine falcon and red-cockaded 
woodpecker, households were told that their payment would restore a self-sustaining 
population (i.e., one that would not go extinct).  

The original wild turkey study provided an estimate of three values (in 1990 dollars) that 
were averaged and then adjusted to 2012 dollars using the Consumer Price Index, resulting 
in a value of $16.72 per household per year. The same procedure was used to update the 
1996 dollar values of the Mexican spotted owl to 2012, resulting in values of $58.49 per 
household per year. The higher values for the Mexican spotted owl may be due to the large 
area of habitat (4.6 million acres stated in the survey and shown on a map) that would be 
protected in the Four Corners area by paying, and the fact the species was not a hunted 
species. The whooping crane values are fairly large at $43.69 per household per year; this 
value represents a Total Economic Value, including both use and non-use value, as some of 
the sample included people who actively “used” the species (as wildlife viewers).  

The study values in Table BB-1 demonstrate that many people, or segments of the public, 
hold substantial value for protecting threatened and endangered species, which may carry 
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over to the GRSG. However, additional studies would be needed to identify values 
specifically for GRSG protection. Given that protection is a public good available to all 
households in the intermountain west, the aggregate or intermountain regional value could 
be substantial.  

BB.1.3 Values Associated with Grazing Land  

Public lands managed for livestock grazing provides both market values (e.g., forage for 
livestock) and non-market values. Many ranchers themselves value the ranching lifestyle in 
excess of the income generated by the ranching operations. This is evident in some ranch 
sales transaction data which suggests some ranch properties have sold for more than the 
market value of the public land forage (Bartlett et al. 2002; Taylor 2006). One of the primary 
reasons public lands ranchers indicate they own land is for the “tradition, values and culture” 
rather than primarily for profit (Tanaka et al. 2005). Many public land ranchers work 
elsewhere part-time and rely on the ranch for only 20 percent of their income (Hanus 2011), 
relying instead on outside jobs or other savings to support their ranching lifestyle. Land 
appreciation has also provided increased value and therefore served as an economic resource 
for ranchers (Tanaka et al. 2005; Torell et al. 2005). As several of these authors note, changes 
in public land grazing that reduce the profitability of grazing may not directly translate to 
withdrawal from ranching, due to the fact that economic factors are not necessarily the 
primary motivation for public land ranching.  

Some studies have found non-market values of ranching associated with use values to 
residents (Mangun et al. 2005) and tourists in the form of open space and western ranch 
scenery (Ellingson et al. 2006). However, some others see non-market opportunity costs 
associated with livestock grazing that may, depending on management methods and other 
variables, reduce native plant species and forage for wildlife (Todres et al. 2003). The 
potential exists for other residents or visitors to prefer lifestyles or have lifestyle needs that 
are not consistent with grazing or ranching lifestyles or landscapes. 

Methods available to measure the use values to residents and tourists associated with grazing 
land include stated preference methods similar to contingent valuation (Ellingson et al. 2006; 
Mangun et al. 2005). Methods for attempting to isolate any amenity values that ranchers 
themselves may hold include the hedonic price method. This method uses observed sale 
prices of ranch land as a function of the characteristics, including both conventional market 
factors (e.g., size of ranch and quantity of forage) but also amenity values (e.g., scenic views, 
presence of wildlife species, and on-site fishing or hunting opportunities) that may be 
provided by the ranch (Torell et al. 2005). The additional value that ranchers pay for the 
amenity values of the ranch provide some indication of how much they value these 
amenities. Using the hedonic price method to estimate a “lifestyle value” separate from the 
market and amenity values has yet to be done in the literature. This may be due to the fact 
that lifestyle values attributed to living on a ranch or ranching is present on nearly all ranch 
properties sold. As such, statistically it is difficult to isolate the contribution of ranching 
lifestyle to differences in ranch property values as ranching lifestyle is a common feature of 
nearly all ranch properties sold.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to identify the likely effects of the Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG) 
Land Use Plan Amendment (LUPA) for the Caribou-Targhee, Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, 
Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth National Forests and the Curlew National Grassland. Specifically, 
the effects it would have on Forest Service Region 4 sensitive species and management indicator 
species (MIS) on National Forest System lands in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-
region.  

Sensitive species for Region 4 are listed on the Regional Forester’s sensitive species list and 
comprise plants, birds, mammals, amphibians, and fish. The National Forest Management Act 
directs National Forests to identify MIS based on five criteria (36 CFR 219.19 (a)(1) ) that 
include endangered and threatened plant and animal species identified on State and Federal lists; 
species commonly hunted, fished, or trapped; non-game species of special interest; species with 
special habitat needs that may be influenced significantly by planned management programs; 
additional plant or animal species selected because their population changes are believed to 
indicate the effects of management activities on other species of selected major biological 
communities or on water quality.MIS are often selected because they are sensitive to habitat 
changes. By monitoring and assessing populations of MIS, managers  examine the outcome of 
implementing land management plans. This report contains sections on the project history, 
purpose and need, description of the alternatives, and description of the analysis area, followed 
by the biological evaluation for Region 4 sensitive species and the report for MIS species in the 
analysis area. Species listed as threatened or endangered by the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) are addressed in the biological assessment prepared for this project. 

PROJECT HISTORY 

GRSG has emerged as a significant conservation concern over the last 10 years. The species is a 
candidate species for listing under the Endangered Species Act, implying that listing is 
“warranted, but precluded due to higher priorities” because of two primary factors: the large-
scale loss and fragmentation of habitats across the species range and a lack of regulatory 
mechanisms in place to ensure the conservation of the species.  

The primary threats to GRSG habitat are summarized in the listing decision. The two dominant 
threats are related to infrastructure associated with energy development in the eastern portion of 
the species’ range and the conversion of sagebrush communities to annual grasslands, resulting 
in large uncharacteristic wildfires in the western portion of the species range (USFWS 2010). 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages approximately half of the GRSG habitats, 
whereas the Forest Service manages approximately 8 percent of species habitat in the western 
US, most of which is on national forests in the Intermountain Region. The Forest Service 
manages approximately 9 million acres of sagebrush habitats, about 7.5 million acres of which is 
in the Intermountain Region. Most habitats on Forest Service-administered lands contribute to 
summer GRSG brood-rearing habitats, although some forests and grasslands do contribute 
important breeding, nesting, and winter habitat. 

In 2011 and 2012, the USFWS submitted letters to the BLM and Forest Service recommending 



that the agencies amend land management plans to provide adequate regulatory mechanisms to 
conserve the species. Originally, this recommendation identified 10 National Forests viewed as 
high priority to ensure appropriate regulatory mechanisms to conserve the species. Following 
scoping and discussion, the Forest Service added an additional 10 forest plans that would be 
considered for amendment. The Forest Service is participating in several joint environmental 
impact statements (EISs) with the BLM to develop records of decision that will be used as a 
basis for amending land management plans, including Forest Plans (http://fsweb.r4.fs.fed.us/ 
unit/nr/sagegrouse/index.shtml).  

Because the BLM manages most occupied GRSG habitat remaining on federal lands, that agency 
is leading the effort to amend or revise land management plans, with the Forest Service as a 
cooperating agency. The purpose is to provide direction in land management plans that conserve 
and protect GRSG habitat and to provide assurances to the USFWS that adequate regulatory 
mechanisms are in place to ensure the conservation of the species.  

EISs will be completed for seven GRSG planning sub-regions: eastern Montana and portions of 
North and South Dakota, Idaho and southwest Montana, Oregon, Wyoming, northwest Colorado, 
Utah, and Nevada and northern California. The Forest Service is participating in six of these 
EISs (excluding eastern Montana and the Dakotas and some of the areas in Wyoming). The EISs 
will include joint agency signatures, but separate records of decision. 

This biological evaluation and wildlife specialist report is prepared to address National Forest 
System-administered lands in support of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-regional 
GRSG EIS. All managers of National Forests covered by that EIS are planning to amend their 
respective land and resource management plans for the GRSG. 

Table 2 outlines Idaho and southwestern Montana National Forests MIS, their presence in the 
analysis area, and anticipated effects of implementing an action alternative.  

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the LUPA is to identify and incorporate appropriate measures into Land Use 
Plans (LUPs) to conserve, enhance, or restore GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or 
minimizing threats to that habitat. The need to create this amendment arose when the inadequacy 
of regulatory mechanisms was identified as a significant threat in the 2010 USFWS finding on 
the petition to list the GRSG. The USFWS identified conservation measures in Forest Service 
and BLM LUPs as the principal regulatory mechanisms for habitat conservation. Therefore, the 
LUPAs will focus on areas affected by threats to GRSG habitat identified by the USFWS in the 
March 2010 listing decision (USFWS 2010). 

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

The BLM and Forest Service developed a range of alternatives that are specifically structured to 
identify and incorporate appropriate conservation measures in land management plans to 
conserve, enhance or restore GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or minimizing threats to 
that habitat. There are currently seven alternatives to consider under this analysis; a brief 

http://fsweb.r4.fs.fed.us/unit/nr/sagegrouse/index.shtml
http://fsweb.r4.fs.fed.us/unit/nr/sagegrouse/index.shtml


description of each is provided below. The No Action Alternative is Alternative A, while the 
Preferred Alternative is Alternative G. For a full description of all the alternatives please refer to 
chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

Summaries of the alternatives presented in the FEIS are provided below. 

Alternative A 

The No Action Alternative (Alternative A) represents the continuation of current management 
direction in the BLM Field Offices and Forest Service LUPs and associated program-specific 
plans or amendments developed between 1976 and 2009; it proposes no new plan or 
management actions. Existing GRSG-related management direction is provided in the following: 

• BLM WO Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2012-043, Greater Sage-Grouse Interim 
Management Policies and Procedures 

• Forest Service WO 2600 Memo, Interim Conservation Recommendations for Greater 
Sage-Grouse and Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat 

• BLM WO IM 2013-128, Sage-Grouse Conservation in Fire Operations and Fuels 
Management 

• Forest Service WO letter 5100, Sage-Grouse Conservation Methods 2013 
• Idaho BLM IM 2013-036, Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat and Wildland Fire Objectives 
• Idaho BLM Information Bulletin 2013-036, Interim Framework for Evaluating Proposed 

Activities Within Greater Sage-Grouse Preliminary Priority and Preliminary General 
Habitats on BLM-administered land in Idaho 

Alternative A is required by Council on Environmental Quality regulations and provides a 
baseline for comparing the other alternatives (CEQ 1981). 

The LUPs and their associated amendments, activity and implementation level plans, and other 
management decision documents collectively provide a varying range of goals, objectives, plan 
decisions, and allocations for resources and resource uses that reflect the issues at the time of 
their development. Direction contained in existing statutes, regulations, and policies would also 
continue to be implemented and may at times supplement existing LUPs.  

Under the No Action Alternative, goals and objectives for BLM-administered and National 
Forest System lands and mineral estate would not change, and priority habitat management areas 
(PHMAs)  and general habitat management areas (GHMAs) would not be designated. 
Appropriate and allowable uses and restrictions pertaining to such activities as mineral leasing 
and development, recreation, utility construction, or other BLM- or Forest Service-authorized 
actions and livestock grazing would also remain the same. The BLM and Forest Service would 
not modify existing or establish additional criteria to guide the identification of site-specific use 
levels for implementation activities. Existing Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 
would continue to be managed, but no new ACECs would be designated. Management for 
GRSG would occur largely on a case-by-case basis, and management would not be consistent 
across the planning area. 



Elements Common to Alternatives B, C, D, E, F, and the Proposed Plan 

Each action alternative is composed of several integral parts, as follows:  

• A description of the GRSG habitat designations 
• Goals, objectives, and management actions to be applied to those designations 
• Required design features (RDFs), stipulations or best management practices (BMPs) 

associated with various management action 

Allowable uses and management actions from existing LUPs that remain valid and do not require 
amending have been carried forward to all of the proposed alternatives. All action alternatives 
include direction contained in IM 2013-128 - Sage-Grouse Conservation in Fire Operations and 
Fuels Management, Forest Service Washington Office letter 5100, dated July 3, 2013, Sage-
Grouse Conservation Methods 2013, and also a monitoring strategy. 

Although each action alternative emphasizes a slightly different mix of resources and resource 
uses, all five action alternatives, and portions of Alternative A, strive to achieve the follow goals: 

• Conserve, enhance, and restore the sagebrush ecosystem on which GRSG populations 
depend in an effort to maintain or increase their abundance and distribution, in 
cooperation with other conservation partners 

• Protect GRSG habitats from disturbances that will reduce distributions or abundance of 
GRSG 

Monitoring Strategy 

Monitoring strategies for GRSG habitat and populations must be collaborative, as habitat occurs 
across jurisdictional boundaries (52 percent BLM, 31 percent private, 8 percent Forest Service, 5 
percent state, 4 percent tribal and other federal; 75 FR 13910), and because state fish and wildlife 
agencies have primary responsibility for population level management of wildlife, including 
population monitoring on all lands (including federal). Therefore, population monitoring will 
continue to be conducted in partnership with state fish and wildlife agencies.  

The BLM and Forest Service are finalizing a monitoring framework that will be included in the 
Proposed LUP Amendment/FEIS (see Appendix E of the FEIS). The monitoring framework will 
describe the process that the BLM and Forest Service will use to monitor implementation and 
effectiveness of LUP direction. It will include the following: 

• Methods, data standards, and intervals of monitoring at broad and mid scales 
• Consistent indicators to measure descriptions for each of the scales (see habitat 

assessment framework and assessment, inventory, and monitoring core indicators) 
• Analysis and reporting methods 
• The incorporation of monitoring results into adaptive management 

The need for fine- and site-scale specific habitat monitoring may vary by area, depending on 
existing conditions, habitat variability, threats, and land health. Indicators at the fine- and site-
scales will be consistent with the habitat assessment framework; however, the values for the 
indicators could be adjusted for regional conditions. 



Adaptive Management 

The BLM and the Forest Service will adjust management decisions and direction through an 
adaptive management process. This is a decision process that promotes flexible resource 
management decision-making that can be adjusted in the face of uncertainties as outcomes from 
management actions and other events become better understood. Careful monitoring of these 
outcomes both advances scientific understanding and helps with adjusting resource management 
directions as part of an iterative learning process.  

Adaptive management also recognizes the importance of natural variability in contributing to 
ecological resilience and productivity. In relation to the BLM and Forest Service’s National 
Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy, adaptive management will help ensure GRSG 
conservation measures presented in this EIS contain the needed level of certainty for 
effectiveness. If principles of adaptive management are incorporated into the conservation 
measure in the plan (to ameliorate threats to a species), then there is a greater likelihood that a 
conservation measure or plan will be effective in reducing threats to that species. Adaptive 
management is a component of each action alternative, though the guidance for adaptive 
management varies by alternative. 

GRSG Habitat Management Area Definitions 

Although each action alternative designates GRSG habitats in slightly different ways, the 
resulting habitat management areas can be defined by the following broad category definitions: 

• Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMAs, analogous to core habitat zones 
[CHZs])—Areas identified by the Forest Service, in coordination with respective state 
wildlife agencies, as having the highest conservation value to maintaining sustainable 
greater GRSG populations. These are breeding, late brood-rearing, and winter 
concentration areas. 

• Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMAs, analogous to important habitat zones 
[IHZs])—High value habitat and populations that provide a management buffer for the 
PHMA and sagebrush focal management areas and connect patches of PHMA and 
sagebrush focal management areas. The areas encompass areas of generally moderate to 
high conservation value habitat or populations and, in some conservation areas, include 
areas beyond those identified by the USFWS as necessary to maintain redundant, 
representative, and resilient populations. The areas are typically adjacent to PHMA and 
sagebrush focal management areas but generally reflect somewhat lower greater GRSG 
population status or reduced habitat value, due to disturbance, habitat fragmentation, or 
other factors. No IHMA are designated in the southwestern Montana conservation area. 

• General Habitat Management Areas (GHMAs, analogous to general habitat zones 
[GHZs])—Areas identified by the Forest Service, in coordination with respective state 
wildlife agencies, as those outside of PHMA and sagebrush focal management areas and 
occupied by greater GRSG seasonally or year-round. 

• Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAs, Proposed Plan only)—A subset of PHMA, identified by 
the USFWS, which are considered most vital to the species’ persistence and therefore 
have the strongest levels of protection. 



Delineated GRSG Management Areas 

Due to differences in state-level mapping in Idaho and Montana, there is no consistent 
designation of specific GRSG seasonal habitat or vegetation across the sub-region. Each of the 
action alternatives identifies GRSG management areas, but the criteria and acreage of such 
management areas vary between the alternatives (refer to the FEIS). 

Required Design Features 

RDFs are a suite of features that would establish the minimum specifications for certain activities 
(for example, water developments, fluid mineral development, and fire and fuels management) to 
help mitigate adverse impacts. RDFs are incorporated under each action alternative, though they 
vary by alternative. In general, RDFs are accepted practices that are known to be effective when 
implemented properly at the project level. However, their applicability and overall effectiveness 
cannot be fully assessed until the project level when the project location and design are known. 
Because of site-specific circumstances, some features may not apply to some projects (e.g., a 
resource is not present on a given site) or may require slight variations (e.g., a larger or smaller 
protective area). All variations in design features would require appropriate analysis and 
disclosure as part of future project authorizations. Additional mitigation measures may be 
identified and required during individual project development and environmental review, and it 
is not possible to list them all at the planning level.  

The BLM Proposed Plan incorporates RDFs, but the Forest Service Proposed Plan incorporates 
similar specifications as guidelines. 

Alternative B 

The BLM and Forest Service management actions, in concert with other state and federal 
agencies and private landowners, play a critical role in the future trends of GRSG populations. 
The BLM National Policy Team, as part of the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy, 
established the National Technical Team (NTT) in August 2011. The NTT’s mission was to 
develop and describe conservation measures to be considered while new or revised range-wide 
and long-term regulatory mechanisms were developed through LUPAs to conserve, enhance, and 
restore the portions of GRSG habitat on BLM-administered and National Forest System lands.  

The BLM and Forest Service used GRSG conservation measures in A Report on National 
Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures, also referred to as the NTT Report (NTT 2011) to 
form management direction under Alternative B.  

Conservation measures under Alternative B are focused on PHMA, areas that have the highest 
conservation value to maintaining or increasing GRSG populations, and on Great Basin-wide 
concerns for GRSG. GHMA are also identified, encompassing seasonal or year‐round habitat.  

In summary, management under Alternative B would focus on restrictions on resource uses and 
protection for and enhancement of existing sagebrush habitat. The BLM and Forest Service 
would apply a three percent surface disturbance cap to anthropogenic disturbances (not including 
fire) in PHMA. 



Alternative C 

During scoping for this LUPA/EIS, individuals and conservation groups submitted management 
direction recommendations for protecting and conserving GRSG and habitat range-wide. The 
recommendations, in conjunction with resource allocation opportunities and internal sub-regional 
BLM and Forest Service input, were reviewed in order to develop BLM and Forest Service 
management direction for GRSG under Alternative C. Management actions in Alternative C are 
applied to PHMA, which encompasses all occupied habitat. Like Alternative B, it includes a 3 
percent surface disturbance cap on anthropogenic disturbances (not including fire) in PHMA. 

Management under Alternative C would focus on complete removal of livestock grazing from all 
occupied GRSG habitat on BLM-administered and National Forest System lands to conserve and 
enhance GRSG habitat. Other management actions are identifying occupied habitats and BLM 
ACECs as right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas and closing all occupied habitat to fluid mineral 
leasing. Under Alternative C, the BLM would designate 39 new ACECs. Other management 
would be similar to Alternative A. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D was the Idaho/southwestern Montana sub-regional alternative for the Draft EIS. It 
describes conservation measures to conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat on BLM-
administered and National Forest System lands, while balancing resources and resource use 
among competing human interests, land uses, the conservation of natural and cultural resource 
values, and sustaining and enhancing ecological integrity across the landscape, including plant, 
wildlife, and fish habitat.  

This alternative incorporates local adjustments to the NTT report (2011) and habitat boundaries. 
It would provide a balanced level of protection, restoration, enhancement, and use of resources 
and services to meet ongoing programs and land uses. Conservation measures under Alternative 
D apply to three GRSG management areas: PHMA, GHMA, and IHMA. PHMA contain the 
most important and relatively intact habitats and potential restoration areas for conserving 
GRSG; IHMA have some level of development or disturbance that reduces the effective 
character for GRSG but still provides better quality habitat than GHMA; GHMA represent the 
remaining occupied or potentially occupied habitat outside of PHMA and IHMA. 

Under Alternative D, habitat restoration and vegetation management would be similar to 
Alternative B, though with additional measures to prioritize vegetation rehabilitation, incorporate 
design features that would improve the success of rehabilitation projects, and strategically plan 
for wildfire suppression. Under Alternative D, the BLM and Forest Service would require no net 
unmitigated loss of PHMA instead of a disturbance cap. 



Alternative E 

Alternative E is divided into Alternative E1 and Alternative E2, which are detailed below. 
Alternative E1 is applicable to NFS lands located in the States of Idaho and western Montana.  
Alternative E2 focuses on a portion of the Sawtooth NF that extends into northeastern Utah. 

Alternative E1 
The Idaho Governor’s Alternative provides the basis for Alternative E in this EIS and was 
developed from recommendations from the State of Idaho’s GRSG Task Force. It provides 
recommendations and policies to aid the state in developing a conservation plan specifically 
adapted to Idaho GRSG populations (Idaho Sage-Grouse Task Force 2012).  

Lands in Montana would be managed under Alternative A for this alternative; occupied habitat 
in Idaho would be delineated into three management categories: core habitat zone (CHZ), 
important habitat zone (IHZ), and general habitat zone (GHZ). The three proposed zones 
represent a management continuum that includes at one end, a relatively restrictive approach 
aimed at providing a high level of protection to the most important CHZ, and on the other end, a 
relatively flexible approach for GHZ, allowing for more multiple-use activities. While the IHZ 
contemplates greater management flexibility than in the CHZ, the overall quality and ecological 
importance of most of the habitat in this theme is more closely aligned with the habitat in the 
CHZ than in the GHZ. For the portion of the sub-region in Utah, PHMA and GHMA would be 
delineated, with the same definitions as under Alternative B. 

Alternative E focuses primarily on management for the threats of wildfire, invasive species, and 
large infrastructure projects and secondarily on management to address threats of domestic 
livestock grazing management and related infrastructure, West Nile Virus, and recreation. It 
recommends an adaptive management approach and implementing triggers or thresholds that 
adjust zone criteria. There is a 5 percent disturbance cap associated with fluid mineral 
development under Alternative E.  

Habitat restoration and vegetation management under Alternative E would focus on prioritizing 
conifer removal and restoring sagebrush and perennial grasslands. Native vegetation would be 
used for restoration to the extent practicable. In addition, invasive species would be controlled 
for three years after wildfire treatments. Alternative E provides guidance to reduce wildfire 
response time, create fuel breaks, and improve the wildfire suppression baseline. Targeted 
grazing would be allowed in all habitat management zones to reduce fine fuels and mitigate for 
the risk of wildfire. This alternative emphasizes the need for livestock permittees to achieve the 
Idaho Rangeland Health Standards, while achieving flexibility and management predictability 
through the use of the state’s adaptive management plan. 

Alternative E2 
This applies to the portion of the Sawtooth National Forest in Utah and is based on the State of 
Utah’s Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah. The alternative is designed to 
address the threats facing the GRSG while balancing the economic and social needs of the 
residents of Utah. The State of Utah’s Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah does 
not use the terms priority habitat or general habitat; however, to allow for consistency in this 



document, GRSG habitat in the management areas are referred to as PHMA; GRSG habitat 
outside of management areas are referred to as GHMA.  

Under Alternative E2, management of activities in GRSG management areas would be based on 
the following hierarchical protocol: 

• Avoidance of disturbance to habitat or GRSG by an activity as the preferred option 
• Minimization of disturbance if the disturbance cannot be avoided in GRSG habitat, with 

mitigation for the effects of the minimization decisions 
• Mitigation of the disturbance from an activity in GRSG habitat is required if a 

disturbance cannot be avoided 
In addition to avoidance of disturbance, emphasis would be placed on expanding GRSG habitat 
by aggressively treating areas where there are encroaching conifers or invasive species. This 
alternative includes a general limit on new permanent disturbance of 5 percent of habitat on state 
or federally managed lands. Fire would count toward the disturbance threshold, but vegetation 
treatments would not. Under Alternative E2, occupied habitat outside of the state-identified 
GRSG management areas would not receive any management protection. 

Alternative F 

Similar to Alternative C, Alternative F was derived from individual and conservation group 
scoping comments. This alternative contains a mixture of management actions from A Report on 
National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures and additional restrictions on resource 
uses and increased resource protection. As such, Alternative F provides greater restrictions on 
allowable uses and less resource management flexibility than Alternative B. Conservation 
measures in Alternative F are focused on PHMA, GHMA, and preliminary restoration 
management areas. Alternative F also proposes that the BLM and Forest Service designate a 
system of ACECs and sagebrush conservation areas to serve as refugia for GRSG and other 
species. Alternative F includes a 3 percent surface disturbance cap, including fire, in PHMA. 

BLM and Forest Service Proposed Plans 

There are two Proposed Plans, one for the BLM and one for the Forest Service. Largely, they are 
the same. There are minor differences between the plans, primarily due to land management 
planning terminology. For the full details of each agency’s Proposed Plan, please refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS  

The Proposed Plans represent a management strategy to address GRSG, their habitat and 
associated threats in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region. The Proposed Plan has 
been developed through a coordinated partnership of BLM, Forest Service, the States of Idaho 
and Montana, and the USFWS.  

The Proposed Plans incorporate appropriate conservation measures to conserve, enhance, and 
restore GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or minimizing threats to that habitat. The 
Proposed Plans are also consistent with the objectives described in the USFWS Conservation 
Objectives Team (COT) Report (USFWS 2013) to “Conserve GRSG so that it is no longer in 
danger of extinction or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future…” 
through “maintaining viable, connected, and well-distributed populations and habitats across [the 



range of GRSG], through threat amelioration, conservation of key habitats, and restoration 
activities.”  

To achieve these objectives the Forest Service Proposed Plan includes a combination of desired 
conditions, objectives, guidelines, and standards, as follows: 

• Vegetation/habitat management direction to be applied during project development and 
implementation 

• Land allocation decisions 
• Delineation of five conservation areas (refer to the FEIS) to support evaluation of the 

adaptive management strategy and 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance cap 
• Delineation of PMHA, IMHA, and GMHA, with associated program management 

direction 
• A mitigation framework and strategy 
• Development of a Fire and Invasives Assessment Tool assessment 
• Associated monitoring to support these decisions 

Conservation measures in the Proposed Plans for lands in Idaho would apply to PHMA, IHMA, 
and GHMA; in Montana, only PHMA and GHMA are designated. 

Similar to Alternative B, the BLM and Forest Service would apply a 3 percent surface 
disturbance cap on anthropogenic disturbances in PHMA but would count only those 
disturbances from lands, minerals, and roads activities. 

The Proposed Plans also would establish SFA, a subset of PHMA, identified by the USFWS. 
These are considered most vital to the species persistence and so have the strongest levels of 
protection. For example, in SFA there would be no surface occupancy (NSO) and no waivers, 
exceptions, or modifications for fluid mineral leasing.  

DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS AREA 

The distribution of GRSG is closely aligned with the distribution of sagebrush-dominated 
landscapes (Schroeder et al. 1999). In this sub-region, large expanses of sagebrush still occur in 
portions of southwestern and south-central Idaho, in association with the Great Basin Core 
population shared with Nevada, Oregon, and Utah, as well as in portions of the Snake-Salmon-
Beaverhead population north of the Snake River.  

The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region includes BLM-administered and National 
Forest System lands in Idaho and southwestern Montana, excluding the Idaho panhandle. This 
Biological Evaluation and Wildlife Specialist Report addresses only the National Forest System 
lands. The specific National Forests in the planning area are Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Curlew 
National Grassland, Salmon-Challis, and Sawtooth in Idaho and Beaverhead-Deerlodge in 
southwest Montana. The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region also includes the portion 
of the Sawtooth National Forest in Box Elder County, Utah. 

The vast majority of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region lies in Western 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Management Zone (MZ) IV; a small 



portion of southeastern Idaho is in MZ II and is associated with the Wyoming Basin population. 
Within the sub-region, GRSG occupy all or portions of ten populations described in Connelly et 
al. (2004). The Great Basin Core and Wyoming Basin populations encompass portions of 
adjacent states. Habitat mapping has been coordinated across state boundaries.  

BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION 

This Wildlife and Sensitive Plant Specialists Report addresses sensitive species that meet the 
following criteria:  

• Species that are known to occur on any of the National Forest system lands listed above, 
based on confirmed sightings 

• Species that may occur on any of the National Forest system lands listed above, based on 
reliable unconfirmed sightings 

• Species that may occur on any of the National Forest system lands listed above, based on 
the presence of potential habitat 

Forest Service Policy —The Forest Service has developed policy regarding the designation of 
plant and animal species (Forest Service Manual [FSM] 2670; Supplement 2600-94-2). The 
Regional Forester’s sensitive species list contains taxa only when they meet one or more of the 
following three criteria: 

• The species is declining in numbers or occurrences and evidence indicates it could be 
proposed for federal listing as threatened or endangered if action is not taken to reverse or 
stop the downward trend 

• The species’ habitat is declining and continued loss could result in population declines 
that lead to federal listing as threatened or endangered if action is not taken to reverse or 
stop the decline 

• The species’ population or habitat is stable but limited 

Forest Service Objectives—Under FSM 2672.41, the objectives for completing biological 
evaluations for proposed Forest Service programs or activities are as follows: 

To ensure that Forest Service actions do not contribute to loss of viability of any native or 
desired nonnative plant or contribute to animal species or trends toward federal listing of any 
species listed as sensitive by Forest Service Region 2 

• To comply with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, actions of federal 
agencies should not jeopardize or adversely modify critical habitat of federally listed 
species 

• To provide a process and standard by which to ensure that threatened, endangered, 
proposed, and sensitive species receive full consideration in the decision=making process 
and to enhance opportunities for mitigation 



FSM 2670.22 #2 includes the following objective for sensitive species: “Maintain viable 
populations of all native and desired nonnative wildlife, fish, and plant species in habitats 
distributed throughout their geographic range on National Forest System Lands.” FSM 2600, 
Section 2671.44 (Supplement 2600-94-2) provides direction on the review of actions and 
programs authorized, funded, or implemented by the Forest Service relative to the requirements 
of the Endangered Species Act. 

SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS 

The following sensitive species list is composed of plants, birds, mammals, amphibians, fish, and 
plants. Region 4 conducted a review of sensitive species in the Boise National Forest, Sawtooth 
National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest and Curlew 
National Grassland, and Region 1 sensitive species occurring in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest. The point was to identify the species that may overlap with the range of the 
GRSG or be affected by activities associated with the planning EIS and subsequent Region 4 or 
Region 1 plan amendments for the GRSG. Occurrence and known or potential habitat 
information was obtained from the Boise, Sawtooth, Caribou-Targhee, Salmon-Challis, and 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests, the Curlew National Grassland, and NatureServe 
(2015). 

Table 1 lists Forest Service sensitive species known or suspected to exist on the aforementioned 
National Forests. Threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species are addressed 
separately in the biological assessment prepared for this project. All of the species in Table 1 
were considered in this analysis and compared to the five criteria listed below. These criteria 
were used to identify species that would experience no impact from the action alternatives and 
could therefore be eliminated from detailed analysis. These numerical categories are referred to 
as Evaluation Criteria in Table 1: 

1. Analysis area is outside species’ range 
2. PHMA for the species does not exist in GRSG habitat (sagebrush-steppe) or is outside the 

elevation range of the GRSG 
3. The type or intensity of the activity in the proposed action is expected to have no impact 

on these species or their habitat 
4. Individual animals may be accidental, dispersing, migrating, happenstance, vagrant, 

nomadic, or opportunistic visitors to the habitats impacted by the proposal, but no 
affiliation or dependence on the habitats has been shown 

5. The associated conservation design or mitigations eliminate any potential for impact on 
the species 

Species in Table 2 are likely to occur in or near the analysis area or with potential habitat in or 
near the analysis area that may be affected (negatively or positively, directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively) by an action alternative; in which case, a more detailed analysis of the project 
effects was conducted.



Table 1. Forest Service Region 4 sensitive species occurring or potentially occurring on the Boise National Forest, Sawtooth National 
Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest or Curlew National Grassland and Region 1 sensitive species 
occurring in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest that may be influenced by an action alternative and are further analyzed in this 
document 

SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

FOREST SERVICE REGIONAL FORESTER’S SENSITIVE SPECIES 

MAMMALS 

Bighorn sheep 

Ovis canadensis  

Rugged canyons, foothills, and mountainous terrain at elevations 
ranging from 1,450-10,500 feet. Key habitat features are steep, 
rugged “escape” terrain and grasses and forbs for forage. Uses the 
Lima Tendoy landscape in PHMA and GHMA habitat (southwest 
portion of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest near the 
Idaho border) as part of winter range. 

Y Not excluded See detailed analysis 
below 

Fisher 

Martes pennanti 

Forested stands with high canopy cover and riparian corridors; in 
Idaho and Montana, moderately moist forest habitats at low or mid 
elevations are IHMA. 

N 2 No impact 

Gray wolf 

Canis lupus 

Habitat generalist occurring in parts of Idaho, with a mosaic of dry 
and mesic conifer and subalpine forest, as well as grassland and 
shrubland that support big game (elk, moose, and deer). 

Y 4 No impact 

Great Basin pocket mouse 

Perognathus parvus 

Occupied habitats in Montana are arid and sometimes sparsely 
vegetated: grassland-shrubland with less than 40 percent cover, 
stabilized sand hills, and landscapes with sandy soils, more than 
28 percent sagebrush cover, and 12-78 inches of shrub height. 

Y Not excluded See detailed analysis 
below 

North American wolverine 

Gulo gulo luscus 

Remote habitats in subalpine and montane forests. 
N 2 No impact 



SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Northern bog lemming 

Synaptomys borealis 

Primarily in sedge or alder-willow bogs on the edge of spruce-fir 
or lodgepole pine forest. N 2 No impact 

Pygmy rabbit 

Brachylagus idahoensis 

Tall clumps of big sage with shrub canopy cover > 21 percent and 
loose, crumbly soil generally deeper than 14 inches for burrows. Y Not excluded See detailed analysis 

below 

Southern Idaho ground 
squirrel 

Spermophilus brunneus 
endemicus 

Lower elevation shrub-steppe (big sagebrush, bitterbrush, native 
forbs and bunch-grasses) habitat, 2,200-3,200 feet. 

N 2, 31 No impact 

Spotted bat 

Euderma maculatum 

Mostly in open arid habitats dominated by Utah juniper and 
sagebrush, sometimes intermixed with limber pine or Douglas-fir 
or in grassy meadows in ponderosa pine savannah. 

Y Not excluded See detailed analysis 
below 

Townsend’s western big-
eared bat 

Corynorhinus townsendii  

Roosts in caves, old mines, canyons with cliffs, and buildings in 
Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests, ponderosa pine woodlands, 
Utah juniper-sagebrush scrub, and cottonwood bottomland. Y  Not excluded See detailed analysis 

below 

BIRDS 

1This species is not documented on the Boise National Forest. Surveys in non-forest portions of the Emmett Ranger District on the National Forest have not 
identified habitat or individuals. Nearest populations to the National Forest are 5 air miles from the administration boundary. Therefore, there is little-to-no 
potential for effects from the action. 
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SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Bald eagle 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Nests in large conifers or cottonwoods near large rivers or water 
bodies and prefers fish for prey. Y 4 No impact 

Black-backed woodpecker 

Picoides arcticus 

Forested areas with abundant wood-boring insects, resulting from 
fires or high-density and unburned, old forest with high levels of 
snags and logs. 

N 2 No impact 

Boreal owl 

Aegolius funereus 

In Idaho: High-elevation spruce-fir, mixed conifer and aspen 
forests. N 2 No impact 

Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse 

Tympanuchus 
phasianellus columbianus 

Low elevation native shrub-grasslands with grass and forbs and 
insects for broods. Abundant grass composition important during 
all life stages. Shrubs (serviceberry, chokecherry, bitterbrush, 
bitter cherry, hawthorn, and aspen) are important winter food.  

Y Not excluded See detailed Analysis 
below 

Common loon 

Gavia immer 

Nests in extreme eastern Idaho in shallow-watered natural lakes 
(5,000-9,000 feet) that are without rapidly fluctuating water levels, 
human disturbance, turbid water, and no protective cover. 

N 2 No impact 

Flammulated owl  

Otus flammeolus 

In Idaho: Mid-elevation, old growth, or mature stands of open 
ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, or stands dominated by both species. N 2 No impact 

Great gray owl 

Strix nebulosa 

Mature forest that provide suitable nesting sites and foraging areas 
(seedling forests, meadows, and open riparian habitats adjacent to 
meadows), and large-diameter trees or snags. 

N 2 No impact 
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SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

GRSG (C2) 

Centrocercus 
urophasianus 

Sagebrush/grassland vegetation with abundant native grass, forbs, 
and insects. Y Not excluded See detailed analysis 

below 

Harlequin duck 

Histrionicus histrionicus 

Uses riparian habitats for feeding, nesting, and cover; breeds near 
swiftly flowing, clear, forested, or well-vegetated undisturbed 
mountain streams. 

N 2 No impact 

Mountain quail 

Oreortyx pictus 

Brushy slopes and shrub-dominated communities in interior 
Douglas-fir, interior ponderosa pine, and 
chokecherry/serviceberry/rose (2,300 to >9,850 feet); in Idaho: 
associated with riparian shrub habitats. Overlaps with GRSG 
range but uses steeper terrain and different cover type (dense, tall 
shrubs vs. sagebrush) than GRSG. 

N 2 No impact 

Northern goshawk  

Accipiter gentilis 

Uses a variety of forest ages, structural conditions, and 
successional stages and are associated with shrubland and 
grassland habitats; prefers transitional zones for hunting. 

N 2 No impact 

Peregrine falcon 

Falco peregrinus anatum 

Nest sites on cliffs with a wide view, low disturbance, and 
abundance of prey; all forest vegetation types within 10 miles of 
suitable cliffs. 

Y 4 No impact 

2 C = Candidate species: species that warrant listing as federally endangered or threatened, but that are not yet proposed for listing under an official rule. 
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SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Three-toed woodpecker 

Picoides tridactylus 

Mature stands with bark beetles, disease, and heart rot and recent 
stand-replacing burns with abundant wood-boring insects. N 2 No impact 

Trumpeter swan 

Cygnus buccinator 

Lakes and ponds and adjacent marshes containing room to take off 
(~328 feet), shallow, unpolluted water with sufficient emergent 
vegetation and invertebrates, appropriate nest sites (i.e., muskrat 
lodges), and areas with little human disturbance. 

N 2 No impact 

White-headed woodpecker 

Picoides albolarvatus 

In Idaho: Open and mature ponderosa pine and mixed ponderosa 
pine/Douglas-fir forests with large-diameter (>20 inches diameter 
at breast height) live ponderosa pines and snags. 

N 2 No impact 

Yellow-billed cuckoo (C) 

Coccyzus americanus 

Large blocks of cottonwood gallery riparian habitat with a dense 
understory of foliage; generally local and uncommon in scattered 
drainages. 

N 
2 No impact 

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 

Boreal toad 

Anaxyrus boreas 

Wetlands at elevations from 7,380-11,811 feet.  
Y Not excluded 

See detailed  

analysis below 
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SUSPECT
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ON 
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INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Columbia spotted frog 

Rana luteiventris 

Permanent water (marshy edges of ponds or lakes, in algae-grown 
overflow pools of streams) or in wet areas with emergent 
vegetation; may move considerable distances (mixed conifer and 
subalpine forests, grasslands, and shrublands) from permanent 
water during rainy periods after breeding. 

 

Y 33 No impact 

Western toad 

Bufo boreas 

Largely terrestrial and found in a variety of habitats, from valley 
bottoms to high elevations; breeds in lakes, ponds, and 
occasionally in slow-flowing streams. 

Y  Not excluded See detailed analysis 
below 

FISH 

Big Lost River whitefish 

Prosopium williamsoni 

Cold mountain lakes and fast, clear, or silty streams with large 
pools in the Big Lost River drainage of the Salmon-Challis 
National Forest. 

Y 3 No impact 

3Subsequent review of the alternatives indicates that this species will experience no effects on its habitat or populations. None of the alternatives is expected to 
impact any of the identified limiting factors for this species or its life requirements. Based on these factors, the Columbia spotted frog is not analyzed in 
additional detail. 
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SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Bonneville cutthroat trout 

Oncorhynchus clarkia 
utah 

The Bonneville cutthroat trout is endemic to the Bonneville Basin. 
While some stream populations survive, this subspecies evolved 
primarily in a lake environment. It is distributed throughout the 
southern portion of the Caribou portion of the Caribou-Targhee 
National Forest in the Soda Springs, Montpelier, and Westside 
Ranger Districts with very little overlap of winter habitat for the 
GRSG. 

N 2, 3 No impact 

Northern leatherside chub 

Lepidomeda copei 

Endemic to streams in the northeastern portions of the Bonneville 
Basin and a few drainages in the upper Snake River Basin in 
Idaho. 

Y 3 No impact 

Westslope cutthroat trout 

Oncorhynchus clarki 
pleuriticus 

Relatively cold and nutrient poor waters of the Columbia River 
Basin. Y 3 No impact 

Wood River sculpin 

Cottus leiopomus 

Clean clear streams with clean rock or gravel bottoms and cool 
water with high oxygen content; occurs only in the Big and Little 
Wood River and Camas Creek subbasins in the Ketchum and 
Fairfield Ranger Districts of the Sawtooth National Forest. 

Y 3 No impact 

Yellowstone cutthroat 
trout 

Oncorhynchus clarkii 
bouveri 

Clear cold streams, rivers, and lakes. 

Y 3 No impact 

PLANTS 
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SUSPECT
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IN 
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ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Adoxa moschatellina 

Musk-root 

 

Vernally moist places in mountains at the bottom of undisturbed, 
open rock slides in areas of cold air drainage. 4,400-7,000 feet in 
Montana. Circumboreal with US occurrences in Alaska, Colorado, 
IA, IL, MN, Montana, New Mexico, NY, South Dakota, Utah, WI, 
and Wyoming. In Montana documented from Carbon, Granite, 
Jefferson, Madison, Meagher, Park, and Stillwater Counties. 

N 2 No impact 

Agastache cusickii 

Cusick’s horse-mint 

 

Within rolling sagebrush hills primarily on steep, loose talus 
slopes with little vegetation cover below limestone outcrops, often 
in chutes. Woody dominants are limber pine, Douglas-fir, 
mountain mahogany, big sagebrush, and gooseberry; 6,500-9,500 
feet in Montana. Documented from Idaho, Montana, Nevada, and 
Oregon. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Agoseris lackschewitzii 

Pink agoseris 

 

Wet meadows with soil saturated through the growing season and 
in ecotones between wet meadows and forest; 6,950-9,450 feet in 
Montana. Occurs in Idaho, Montana, Washington, Wyoming, 
Alberta, and British Columbia. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Allium acuminatum 

Tapertip onion 

Dry open forests and grasslands in the montane zone, 2,600-8,000 
feet. Documented from Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 
Wyoming, and British Columbia. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

A. parvum 

Small onion 

 

Dry open forests, woodlands, or grasslands on warm slopes in the 
montane zone; 4,000-6,500 feet in Montana. Documented from 
California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah. Y Not excluded See detailed 

analysis below 
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A. tolmiei var. persimile 

Tolmie’s onion 

Mixed semiarid shrub and grasslands in swales, ephemeral 
watercourses, or seep areas with basaltic soils; 3,000-5,000 feet. 
Idaho endemic. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Androsace chamaejasme 
ssp. carinata 

Sweet-flowered rock 
jasmine 

Rock crevices and mountain slopes. 9,500-10,800 feet Colorado, 
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 

N 2 No impact 

Antennaria densifolia 

Dense-leaved pussy-toes 

Limestone talus near or above timberline; 9,148 feet in Montana. 
Documented from Alaska and Montana and northwestern Canada. 
In Montana, documented from Deer Lodge and Granite Counties. 

N 2 No impact 

Astragalus amnis-amissi 

Lost River milkvetch 

In Douglas-fir, mountain mahogany, and sagebrush4 mostly in 
moist shaded areas in cracks in ledges and similar sites on or near 
vertical limestone cliffs and in talus at base of cliffs; 6,300-6,600 
feet. Endemic to east-central Idaho. 

Y 2 No impact 

A. anserinus 

Goose Creek milkvetch 

In sagebrush, rabbitbrush, and juniper on barren slopes composed 
of white tuffaceous sand; 5,000-5,200 feet Nevada, Idaho, and 
Utah. 

Y Not Excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

4Although Lost River milkvetch sometimes occurs in sagebrush, its habitat is on near vertical limestone cliffs and in talus at base of cliffs, which do not 
constitute GRSG habitat. 
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A. aquilonius 

Lemhi milkvetch 

Within the sagebrush-steppe zones at lower elevations on shale, 
gravel banks, clay washes of gullied clay bluffs, steep eroded 
canyon banks, and sand bars. Endemic to east-central Idaho, with 
documented occurrences in Custer, Butte, and Lemhi Counties. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

A. diversifolius var. 
diversifolius 

Meadow milkvetch 

Sagebrush valleys or closed drainage basins in moist, often 
alkaline, meadows and swales; 4,400-6,620 feet. Endemic to 
central Idaho and northern Utah, with one historic occurrence 
from western Wyoming. In Idaho, distributed primarily in Custer 
and Lemhi Counties. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

A. jejunus var. jejunus 

Starveling milkvetch 

Sagebrush and pinyon-juniper on dry, barren ridges, summits, 
bluffs, hilltops, and river terraces on tuff, shale, sandstone, cobble, 
or clays; 5,700-7,310. Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, Utah, and 
Wyoming. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

A. paysonii 

Payson's milkvetch 

In open areas in the timber belt in open sites, such as burned areas, 
on decomposed granite, silty, and ashy soils; 5,500-9,300 feet in 
Wyoming and Idaho. 

N 2 No impact 

A. scaphoides 

Bitterroot milkvetch 

Sagebrush grassland, generally with a dense cover of sagebrush on 
silty soils, with a moderate to high content of coarse material, 
often along drainages between rocky steep upper slopes and nearly 
level benches; 5,300-7,160 feet. Distribution limited to Lemhi 
County, Idaho, and Beaverhead County, Montana. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

A. vexilliflexus var. 
nubilus 

White cloud milkvetch 

Subalpine and alpine areas on dry open ridges and associated 
slopes in White Cloud Range; 8,700-9,500 feet. Endemic to White 
Cloud Peaks and Boulder Mountains in Custer County, Idaho. N 2 No impact 

 25 



SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION AND RANGE 

KNOWN 
Oregon 
SUSPECT
ED TO BE 
IN 
ANALYSIS 
AREA? 

EVALUATI
ON 
CRITERIA 

INITIAL 
BIOLOGICAL 
DETERMINAT
ION 

Balsamorhiza 
macrophylla 

Large-leaved balsamroot 

Sagebrush and grasslands in the montane zone, most often on 
open, east-facing slopes (8-15 percent), with loamy soils, in a 
sagebrush-forb community; 7,400-7,920 feet. Documented from 
Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Boechera fecunda 

Sapphire rockcress 

Moderate to steep slopes with periodic natural erosion, warm 
aspects, and sparse vegetation. In Beaverhead and Silver Bow 
Counties, grows in mountain mahogany-juniper, limber pine 
woodland, very open Douglas-fir forest, sagebrush, and sparse 
bluebunch wheatgrass grasslands, on soils derived exclusively 
from calcareous sediments; 4,200-7,960 feet. Montana endemic. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Botrychium crenulatum 

Dainty moonwort 

Stream bottoms, seeps, marsh edges, wet swales, alpine meadows, 
and grassy roadsides, often on soils of reprecipitated calcium; 
2,000-7,500 feet in Montana. Documented from Arizona, 
California, Idaho Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 
Wyoming, British Columbia, and Alberta. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

B. hesperium 

Western moonwort 

Valley and montane zones along roadsides and in dry to moist 
gravelly and lightly disturbed grasslands, meadows, and mid-
succession gravel bars; 2,000-9,500 feet in Montana. Documented 
from Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington, Wyoming, and Canada. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

B. lineare 

Slender moonwort 

Moist to dry meadows, bogs, swamps, roadside ditches, dry fields, 
and forests in a variety of areas ranging from limestone cliffs and 
gravelly beaches to forest understory. Most occurrences are 
montane at 4,900-9,800 feet but is known from sea level to 10,000 
feet. Occurs in Alaska, California, Colorado, South Dakota, 
Montana, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, and Canada. In Idaho 
documented from one possibly extirpated occurrence in Upper 
Priest Lake area. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 
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B. paradoxum 

Peculiar moonwort 

Montane and subalpine zones in mesic meadows in sagebrush and 
spruce lodgepole pine forests, with rough fescue, Virginia 
strawberry, and potentilla; 2,500-9,500 feet in Montana. 
Documented from California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
Utah, Washington, Wyoming, and Canada.  

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

B. simplex 

Little grape fern 

Diverse habitats across its range, including pastures, meadows, 
orchards, prairies, wetlands, fens, roadsides, and sand dunes, most 
of which are temporarily wet to permanently saturated, in full sun 
to low light understory conditions; 4,000-6,000 feet. Broadly 
distributed across the United States and Canada, with low 
abundance in many states and provinces in its range. Documented 
from Idaho and Montana. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Bryum calobryoides 

Beautiful Bryum 

Montane to subalpine in bogs, meadows, and damp cliff sides on 
substrates that range from basic to acidic rock and moist soils; 
5,000 feet and above. California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
Oregon, Washington, and Canada. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Carex idahoa 

Idaho sedge 

Moist alkaline meadows, often in sub-irrigated soils associated 
with low-gradient streams or springs and seeps, often in ecotones 
between wet meadow and sagebrush steppe; 4,500-8,420 feet. 
Documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Utah. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

C. incurviformis 

Seaside sedge 

Alpine and subalpine moist tundra, wet rock ledges, and mossy 
hummocks. Elevation 10,000 to 12,200 feet. Documented from 
Alaska, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, and 
Canada. 

N 2 No impact 

Castilleja christii 

Christ’s Indian Paintbrush 

Grassy subalpine meadows along mountain slopes and crests in 
loamy gravel, mainly in areas where snow drifts remain into early 
summer; 9,000-9,100 feet. Endemic to Harrison Mountain, Idaho. 

N 2 No impact 
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C. covilleana 

Coville Indian paintbrush 

Stony soil of slopes and summits in the montane and subalpine 
zones in bluebunch wheatgrass and Idaho fescue grasslands; 
4,600-8,700 feet. Distribution limited to Idaho and Montana. 

N 2, 3 No impact 

Chrysothamnus parryi 
ssp. montanus 

Centennial rabbitbrush 

Beaverhead Conglomerate rock outcrops, slump gravels, and 
relatively stable talus of southeast to southwest exposures; 8,800-
9,800 feet. Endemic to Red Conglomerate Peaks of Idaho-
Montana state line. 

N 2 No impact 

Collomia debilis var. 
camporum 

Flexible alpine collomia 

Talus slopes. Documented from the North Fork of the Salmon 
River drainage in Idaho. Also in Montana. N 2, 3 No impact 

Cymopterus davisii 

Davis’s wavewing 

Subalpine and alpine areas on grassy slopes in gravelly disturbed 
sites or rock outcrops on granite and quartzite substrates. Endemic 
to Idaho. 

Y 2 No impact 

C. douglassii 

Douglass’s biscuitroot 

Alpine areas on open slopes, ridges, and summits in calcareous or 
dolomitic substrates and subalpine areas in open coniferous 
woodlands, above 9,000 feet, Idaho endemic, documented from 
Custer and Lemhi Counties. 

Y 2 No impact 

Douglasia idahoensis 

Idaho douglasia 

BOI, SAW 

Whitebark pine and subalpine fir forests on north and east open 
gravelly soils and unstable slopes and ridges; 7,200-9,000 feet. 
Endemic to central Idaho.  N 2 No impact 

Draba globosa (D. 
densifolia var. apiculata) 

Rockcress draba 

Alpine zone in fell fields and sparsely vegetated meadows, on dry 
rocky ridges, at the base of talus slopes, on rocky outcrops, and 
among granitic boulders and talus; 9,186-9,842 feet. Colorado, 
Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. 

Y 2 No impact 
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D. trichocarpa 

Stanley’s whitlow-grass 

Steep exposed rocky slopes and rock outcroppings on granitic 
parent material, with low vegetation cover, typically in mountain 
big sage habitat5; 6,000-7,000 feet. Endemic to Stanley Basin in 
Custer County, central Idaho. 

Y 2 No impact 

Drosera anglica 

English sundew 

With sphagnum moss in wet organic soils of fens and bogs in the 
montane zone. Approximately 7,000 feet on Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest. Scattered distribution over broad 
range. In United States, documented from Alaska, California, 
Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 
New Jersey, Oregon, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

N 2 No impact 

Eleocharis rostellata 

Beaked spikerush 

Wet, often alkaline soils, associated with warm springs or fens in 
the valley and foothills zones; 2,700-6,100 feet. Scattered 
distribution over broad range that encompasses much of the 
United States, three Canadian provinces, northern Mexico, the 
Greater Antilles, and the Andes. In United States, documented 
from 39 states (including Idaho and Montana). 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Epipactis gigantea 

Giant helleborine 

Streambanks, lake margins, fens with springs and seeps, often near 
thermal waters; 2,500-6,000 feet in Montana. Also documented 
from Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, 
Nebraska, New Mexico, Nevada, Oklahoma, Oregon, South 
Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, and British 
Columbia. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

5 Although Stanley’s whitlow-grass typically occurs in mountain big sage vegetation, its habitat consists of steep exposed rocky slopes and rock outcroppings, 
which do not constitute GRSG habitat. 
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Erigeron asperugineus 

Idaho fleebane 

Windswept rocky or gravelly slopes and ridges in alpine zones, 
often on limestone-derived soils, always with sparse vegetation; 
6,000-10,000 feet. Idaho, Montana, and Nevada. 

Y 2 No impact 

Eriogonum brevicaule var. 
desertorum 

Desert buckwheat 

Mixed grassland, saltbush, and sagebrush communities and in 
pinyon-juniper woodlands on gravelly or silty to clayey flats, 
slopes, and ridges; 4,900-9,700 feet. Documented from Nevada 
and Utah. 

Y Not excluded No impact 

E. capistratum var. welshii 

Welsh buckwheat 

Rocky volcanic slopes and gravelly clay or sedimentary barren 
flats with minimal vegetation consisting of scattered sagebrush 
and grasses; 6,000-8,000 feet. Idaho endemic. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

E. meledonum 

Guardian buckwheat 

Rocky outcroppings and unstable scree slopes on granitic parent 
materials, with low vegetation. Typically surrounded by mountain 
big sage habitat6; 6,200 feet. Narrow endemic to Sawtooth Valley 
in central Idaho. 

Y 2 No impact 

Eupatorium occidentale 

Western Joepye weed 

Cliff crevices and rocky outcrops and slopes in the montane and 
lower subalpine zones; 4,920-9,350 feet. California, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington. 

N 2, 3 No impact 

Gentianopsis simplex 

Hiker's gentian 

Fens, meadows, and seeps, usually in areas of crystalline parent 
material, in the montane and subalpine zones; 4,460-8,400 feet. 
California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Wyoming. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

6Although guardian buckwheat occurs in areas that are usually surrounded by mountain big sage vegetation, its habitat consists of rock outcroppings and unstable 
scree slopes, which do not constitute GRSG habitat. 
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Haplopappus macronema 
var. macronema 

Discoid goldenweed 

Rocky, open, or sparsely wooded slopes (often coarse talus) in or 
near alpine zone; 6,840-8,900 feet. California, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah. N 2, 3 No impact 

Juncus hallii 

Hall's rush 

Moist to dry meadows and slopes from valley to montane zones; 
4,000-8,860 feet. Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. Y Not excluded See detailed 

analysis below 

Lewisia sacajaweana 

Sacajawea's Bitterroot 

Subalpine on sparsely vegetated upper slopes and ridgetops on 
fractured bedrock and granitic soils near late snow banks; 5,400-
9,500 feet. Endemic to mountains of central Idaho. 

N 2, 3 No impact 

Mimulus primuloides 

Primrose monkeyflower 

Fens, sphagnum bogs, and wet meadows in montane and 
subalpine zone; 6,750-8,440 feet. Arizona, California, Idaho, 
Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington.  

 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Noccaea idahoensis var. 
aileeniae (=Thlaspi 
aileeniae) 

Idaho pennycress 

In sagebrush-fescue flats on loose bare sandy soil, on steep slopes 
among small rocks in the openings between sagebrush, and on 
alluvial terraces; 6,000-11,000 feet. Endemic to intermountain 
valleys of central Idaho.  

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Oxytropis besseyi var. 
salmonensis 

Challis crazyweed 

Sagebrush and salt desert shrub in sandy washes or open slopes of 
rocky volcanic soil; 5,400-6,750 feet. Idaho endemic.  Y Not excluded See detailed 

analysis below 

Oxytropis podocarpa 

Stalked-pod crazyweed 

Gravely ridges and slopes often on limestone in alpine zone; 
7,300-8,200 feet. Alaska, Colorado, Montana, Wyoming, and 
Canada. 

N 2 No impact 
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Phlox kelseyi var. 
missoulensis 

Missoula phlox 

Open, exposed, limestone-derived slopes in the foothills to 
exposed ridges in the subalpine zone; 3,600-8,100 feet. N 2 No impact 

Penstemon compactus 

Cache beardtongue 

Subalpine in rocky limestone open areas; 7,870-9,850 feet. Idaho 
and Utah. N 2 No impact 

P. idahoensis 

Idaho penstemon 

Most commonly in Utah juniper communities restricted to 
tuffaceous outcrops of the Salt Lake Formation, on gentle to steep 
slopes, usually of south to southwest aspects; 4,900-5,710 feet. 
Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

P. lemhiensis 

Lemhi penstemon 

Mountain big sagebrush, grassland, and openings in Douglas-fir, 
lodgepole pine, and ponderosa pine forests, with big sagebrush 
and bunchgrasses on moderate to steep, east- to southwest-facing 
slopes. Some populations grow partially or entirely on road banks; 
4,150-8,200 feet. Regional endemic of Idaho and Montana. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Phacelia minutissima 

Least phacelia 

Sagebrush and lower montane forests in ephemerally moist areas, 
often near late snow banks, typically in meadows, springs, seeps, 
and along streambanks; 5000-8200 feet. Nevada, Idaho, Oregon, 
and Washington. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Physaria carinata ssp. 
carinata 

Keeled bladderpod 

Gravelly calcareous slopes in the foothill zone in grassland and 
sagebrush; 4,000-7,500 feet in Montana. Endemic to carbonate 
mountain ranges of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming.  Y 

Not excluded 
See detailed 

analysis below 
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P. c. ssp. pulchella 

Beautiful bladderpod 

Gravelly calcareous soils of sparsely vegetated foothill slopes in 
mountain mahogany or limber pine woodlands, poorly developed 
stony soils of subalpine slopes and ridges, sparse grassland or 
cushion plant communities, and sagebrush. Usually associated 
with calcareous parent material but found on both limestone and 
associated quartzite; 6,300-9,600 feet. Endemic to Beaverhead 
County, Montana.  

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

P. didymocarpa var. 
lyrata 

Salmon twin bladderpod 

Within basin big sagebrush-bluebunch wheatgrass vegetation on 
rocky, sparsely vegetated south slopes; 4,050-5,000 feet. Endemic 
to Lemhi County, Idaho. Y Not excluded See detailed 

analysis below 

Pinus albicaulis 

Whitebark pine 

Harsh cold sites on rocky poorly developed soils that lack fine 
material, with snowy wind-swept exposures. In association with 
subalpine fir, lodgepole pine, and Engelmann spruce; 5,900-
10,000 feet. California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, 
Washington, Wyoming, Alberta, and British Columbia. 

N 2 No impact 

Poa abbreviata ssp. 
marshii 

Marsh’s bluegrass 

Alpine and granite talus slopes; 9,000-10,000 feet. 

California, Nevada, and Idaho. N 2 No impact 

Polygonum douglasii spp. 
austiniae 

Austin’s knotweed 

Gravelly, often shale-derived soil on open slopes and banks in 
montane zone; 4,320-8,520 feet. California, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, Oregon, Washington, Wyoming, Alberta, and British 
Columbia. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Potentilla cottamii 

Cottam cinquefoil 

Cracks and crevices in quartzite outcrops, often shaded from the 
midday sun; 7,500 to 10,400 feet. N 2, 3 No impact 
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P. quinquefolia 

Five-leaf cinquefoil 

Montane to alpine zones on dry gravelly soil of exposed ridges 
and slopes in Idaho fescue grassland. Above 8,500 feet on B-D. 
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming; also in 
Canada. 

N 2, 3 No impact 

Primula alcalina 

Alkali primrose 

Moist to wet alkaline meadows on low, relatively level benches 
next to creeks and spring headswhere sub-irrigated soils are 
saturated to the surface throughout the growing season. Soils are 
alluvial, alkaline, fine textured, and light colored, derived from 
outwash of predominantly carbonate rocks; 6,300-7,200 feet. 
Idaho and Montana. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

P. incana 

Mealy primrose 

Wet meadow habitats, often calcareous, with relatively stable 
water tables where soils remain moist to saturated throughout the 
growing season but are seldom to never inundated; bogs and 
stream banks; 6,500-8,694 feet. Alaska, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, North Dakota, Utah, Wyoming, and Canada. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Pyrrocoma 
(=Haplopappus) 

insecticruris  

Bugleg goldenweed 

Grassland and sagebrush communities in vernally wet meadows 
and flats, with shallow basalt soils. Grassland/sagebrush 
communities; 4,500-7,500 feet. Endemic to Idaho. Y Not excluded See detailed 

analysis below 

Saussurea weberi 

Weber’s saw-wort 

Moist meadows in the alpine zone; 9,400 feet. Regional endemic 
of southwest Montana, northwest Wyoming, and central Colorado. N 2 No impact 

Saxifraga tempestiva 

Storm saxifrage 

Vernally moist open soil in meadows and on rock ledges in 
subalpine and alpine zones; 7,920-9,900 feet. Endemic to western 
Montana. 

N 2 No impact 
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Scheuchzeria palustris 

Pod grass 

Valley and montane zones in wet organic soil of fens, usually with 
sphagnum. Surrounding vegetation is coniferous forest; 2,500-
7,000 feet. In Montana. Circum-boreal species with broad range in 
United States, including Idaho and Montana. 

N 2 No impact 

Thalictrum alpinum 

Alpine meadowrue 

Moist valley, montane, and lower subalpine areas, often in moist 
alkaline meadows, sometimes along stream channels on variable 
substrates, including peat, marl, calcareous silt, silty clay, or clay 
loam; 4,855-8,280 feet. Circumpolar distribution. In United States, 
documented from Alaska, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Thelypodium repandum 

Wavy-leaf thelypody 

Within the shrub-steppe zone, on moderate to steep, unstable, 
generally south-facing slopes of rocky, gravelly, to cindery 
substrate derived from Challis volcanic and metamorphic rock 
with extensive bare ground and sparse vegetation (5 to 20 percent 
cover); 4,900-7,000 feet. Endemic to east-central Idaho. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Trichophorum cespitosum 

Tufted club-rush 

Montane to alpine zones in wet meadows and sphagnum-
dominated fens; 2,500-9,500 feet in Montana. Circum-boreal with 
United States distribution south to Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and 
Utah. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

Trifolium eriocephalum 

Woolly-head clover 

Dry meadows, woods, and margins in the foothill and lower 
montane zones; 4,500-5,500 feet in Montana, California, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 

T. gymnocarpon 

Holly-leaf clover 

 

Open woods and slopes, usually in dry soil of sagebrush steppe to 
ponderosa pine forest in the foothills to lower montane zone; 
4,800-6,300 feet. Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. 

Y Not excluded See detailed 
analysis below 
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Veratrum californicum 

California false-hellebore 

Montane and subalpine zone in wet meadows and along 
streambanks. On B-D, these wetlands are in forest; 6,100-7,360 
feet. Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, 
Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 

N 2 No impact 

Xanthoparmelia 
idahoensis 

Idaho range lichen 

Mountain rangelands of central Idaho in sagebrush. Documented 
from widely disjunct localities in Colorado, Idaho, and Alberta. Y Not excluded See detailed 

analysis below 
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Table 3. Species analyzed in detail because they may be affected by one of the action alternatives 

Species Category Habitat Affinity  Species Group 
MAMMALS 

Bighorn sheep 

Ovis canadensis 

R1 Sensitive CF, DF, SHR, MS, 
GRA, S 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

Great Basin pocket mouse 

Perognathus parvus 

R1 Sensitive 
GRA, SHR, S 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

Pygmy rabbit 

Brachylagus idahoensis 

R1 & R4 Sensitive 
S 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

Spotted bat 

Euderma maculatum 

R1 & R4 Sensitive 
DF, FM, PP, S 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

Townsend’s western big-eared 
bat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 

R1 and R4 
Sensitive DF, PP, S 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

BIRDS 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse  

Tympanuchus phasianellus 

R4 Sensitive 
SHR, GRA, MS, S, RIP 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

GRSG  

Centrocercus urophasianus 

R1 and R4 
Sensitive MS, S 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 

Boreal toad 

Anaxyrus boreas 

R4 Sensitive 
WET, WST, T 

Sagebrush-
associated species 

 

Western toad 

Bufo boreas 

R1 Sensitive 
WAT,WET, WST, T 

 

Sagebrush-
associated species  

PLANTS 

Agastache cusickii 

Cusick’s horse-mint 

R1 Sensitive C, MS, S Plants 
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Species Category Habitat Affinity  Species Group 
Agoseris lackschewitzii 

Pink agoseris 

R4 Sensitive M Plants 

Allium acuminatum 

Tapertip onion 

R1 Sensitive C, GRA Plants 

A. parvum 

Small onion 

R1 Sensitive C, GRA Plants 

A. tolmiei var. persimile 

Tolmie’s onion 

R4 Sensitive SP in SHR and GRA Plants 

Astragalus anserinus 

Goose Creek milkvetch 

R4 Sensitive S, SHR, P/J Plants 

A. aquilonius 

Lemhi milkvetch 

R4 Sensitive DR, R in S Plants 

A. diversifolius var. 
diversifolius 

Meadow milkvetch 

R4 Sensitive M and SP in S Plants 

A. jejunus var. jejunus 

Starveling milkvetch 

R4 Sensitive S, P/J Plants 

A. scaphoides 

Bitterroot milkvetch 

R1 Sensitive S, GRA Plants 

Balsamorhiza macrophylla 

Large-leaved balsamroot 

R1 Sensitive S, GRA Plants 

Boechera fecunda 

Sapphire rockcress 

R1 Sensitive SHR, P/J, C, S, GRA Plants 

Botrychium crenulatum 

Dainty moonwort 

R1 and R4 
Sensitive 

SP, M Plants 

B. hesperium 

Western moonwort 

R1 Sensitive GRA, M, R Plants 
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B. lineare 

Slender moonwort 

R4 Sensitive M, SP, R Plants 

B. paradoxum 

Peculiar moonwort 

R1 and R4 
Sensitive 

M in S and C Plants 

B. simplex 

Little grape fern 

R4 Sensitive M, SP Plants 

Bryum calobryoides 

Beautiful Bryum 

R4 Sensitive M Plants 

Carex idahoa 

Idaho sedge 

R1 Sensitive M, SP Plants 

Eleocharis rostellata 

Beaked spikerush 

R1 Sensitive SP Plants 

Epipactis gigantea 

Giant helleborine 

R1 Sensitive RIP, SP Plants 

Eriogonum brevicaule var. 
desertorum 

Desert buckwheat 

R4 Sensitive GRA, S, SHR Plants 

E. capistratum var. welshii 

Welsh buckwheat 

R4 Sensitive S, GRA Plants 

Gentianopsis simplex 

Hiker's gentian 

R1 Sensitive M, SP Plants 

Juncus hallii 

Hall’s rush 

R1 Sensitive M Plants 

Mimulus primuloides 

Primrose monkeyflower 

R1 Sensitive M Plants 

Noccaea idahoensis var. 
aileeniae (=Thlaspi aileeniae) 

R4 Sensitive S Plants 
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Idaho pennycress 

Oxytropis besseyi var. 
salmonensis 

Challis crazyweed 

R4 Sensitive S, SHR Plants 

Penstemon idahoensis 

Idaho penstemon 

R4 Sensitive P/J Plants 

P. lemhiensis 

Lemhi penstemon 

R1 and R4 
Sensitive 

GRA, C, S Plants 

Phacelia minutissima 

Least phacelia 

R4 Sensitive S, C Plants 

Physaria carinata ssp. carinata 

Keeled bladderpod 

R1 Sensitive GRA, S Plants 

P. c. ssp. pulchella 

Beautiful bladderpod 

R1 Sensitive SHR, C, GRA, S Plants 

P. didymocarpa var. lyrata 

Salmon twin bladderpod 

R4 Sensitive S Plants 

Polygonum douglasii spp. 
austiniae 

Austin’s knotweed 

R1 Sensitive R, SHR, C Plants 

Primula alcalina 

Alkali primrose 

R1 and R4 
Sensitive 

M Plants 

P. incana 

Mealy primrose 

R1 Sensitive M Plants 

Pyrrocoma (=Haplopappus) 

insecticruris  

Bugleg goldenweed 

R4 Sensitive GRA, S Plants 

Thalictrum alpinum R1 Sensitive M, RIP Plants 
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Species Category Habitat Affinity  Species Group 
Alpine meadowrue 

Thelypodium repandum 

Wavy-leaf thelypody 

R4 Sensitive S Plants 

Trichophorum cespitosum 

Tufted club-rush 

R1 Sensitive M Plants 

Trifolium eriocephalum 

Woolly-head clover 

R1 Sensitive M, C Plants 

T. gymnocarpon 

Holly-leaf clover 

R1 Sensitive S, PP Plants 

Xanthoparmelia idahoensis 

Idaho range lichen 

R4 Sensitive S Plants 

Key: C = Coniferous forest; DF= Douglas-fir; DR = ephemeral drainages, washes; FM = Forest 
meadows; GRA = Grassland; M = Meadows (wet or dry), fens; MS = Mountain shrub; P/J = Pinyon-
juniper; PP = Ponderosa pine; R = Rock outcrops, gravel, open talus; RIP = Riparian; SHR = Shrubland; 
S = Sagebrush; SP = Seeps, springs, swales; T = Terrestrial; WAT = Water; WET = Marshes, shallow 
ponds; WST = Streams 

I. SPECIES INFORMATION AND EFFECTS ANALYSIS (Direct, Indirect, and 
Cumulative) 

A. Greater Sage-Grouse 

Life History 

GRSG depend on a variety of semiarid shrub-grassland (shrub-steppe) habitats throughout their 
life cycle and are considered obligate users of sagebrush (e.g., Artemisia tridentata ssp. 
wyomingensis (Wyoming big sagebrush), A. t. ssp. vaseyana (mountain big sagebrush), and A. t. 
tridentata (basin big sagebrush; Patterson 1952; Braun et al. 1976; Connelly et al. 2000; 
Connelly et al. 2004; Miller et al. 2011). GRSG also use other sagebrush species (which can be 
locally important), such as A. arbuscula (low sagebrush), A. nova (black sagebrush), A. frigida 
(fringed sagebrush), and A. cana (silver sagebrush; Schroeder et al. 1999; Connelly et al. 2004). 
GRSG distribution is strongly correlated with the distribution of sagebrush habitats (Schroeder et 
al. 1999; Connelly, Rinkes, et al. 2011). GRSG exhibit strong site fidelity (loyalty to a particular 
area) to seasonal habitats (i.e., breeding, nesting, brood rearing, and wintering areas; Connelly et 
al. 2004; Connelly, Hagen, et al. 2011). Adult GRSG rarely switch from these habitats once they 
have been selected, limiting their ability to respond to changes in their local environments 
(Schroeder et al. 1999; The life history section is referenced from the Greater Sage-Grouse 
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(Centrocercus urophasianus): Conservation Objectives: Final Report (COT) (USFWS 2013; cf. 
Garton et al. 2011 and Garton et al. 2015).   

Based on GIS analysis of the EIS planning area, Table 3 describes the number of acres in each 
forest, the number of acres of PHMA and GHMA in each forest, and the percentage of the forest 
considered occupied habitat.  

Table 3. Land area supporting GRSG habitat classified asPHMA and GHMA by National Forest in 
the Planning Area 

FOREST NAME 
Forest 
Acres PHMA GHMA 

Total  
Occupied 

Percent  
of  
Forest 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest 2,070,286 162,485 194,581 357,066 17 

Boise National Forest 2,204,572 21,287 57,252 78,539 4 

Caribou-Targhee National Forest 2,849,127 108,857 179,774 288,631 10 

Curlew National Grassland 47,479 39,820 7,083 46,904 99 

Salmon-Challis National Forest 4,353,530 348,158 208,487 556,645 13 

Sawtooth National Forest 2,110,657 282,062 212,498 494,560 23 

Total EIS Area 13,635,651 962,669 859,675 1,822,344 13 

Habitat conditions and population information were largely taken from the USFWS Final COT 
report (USFWS 2013) and from the BLM draft EIS, Chapter 3.  

Garton et al. (2015) published a follow-up report building on the range-wide analysis of Garton 
et al. (2011).  The 2011 book chapter in Knick and Connelly (eds.) 2011 evaluated changes in 
GRSG populations from roughly 1965 to 2007 examining population trajectories at multiple 
spatial scales.  The more recent manuscript employed the same analytical methods but extends 
the field survey data to include 2008 through 2013. Garton et al (2015) provides reconstructed 
estimates for population trajectories across the species’ range using for the array of populations 
examined in 2011.  

From 2007 to 2013, data suggests that minimum counts for breeding males range-wide fell from 
109,990 to 48,641, a decline of 56%.  Using population persistence models consistent with those 
from Garton et al. (2011), Garton et al. (2015) examines future scenarios for males range-wide 
(excluding Colorado) and for individual populations at multiple spatial scales.  For example, a 
minimum number of males counted at leks for the entire range-wide distribution, excluding 
Colorado, were 40,505 birds in 2013 and projected to decline to 19,517 males in 30 years (2030), 
and 8,154 males in 100 years (2107) based on the scenario examined. 

As outlined in past review, many factors potentially contribute to projected declines (Stiver, et al. 
2006, NTT 2011, USFWS 1013; e.g. drought, climate change, disease, invasive plants, wildfire, 
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habitat destruction). Garton et al (2015) suggests that environmental conditions and management 
actions through 2013 have not reversed the pattern of population declines observed in most 
populations since the 1970’s or 1980’s. Alternative A (continue current management) as outlined 
in this FEIS, most closely reflects the scenario examined in Garton et al (2011) and Garton et al 
(2015). As noted earlier, the Determinations in this biological evaluation reflect an evaluation of 
conditions for GRSG and the consequences of management for future populations of GRSG 
under each of the analyzed alternatives for NFS lands based on requirements for providing 
environmental conditions to assure the persistence of GRSG habitats within the capability of the 
unit to support these habitats when GRSG use them. The evaluation for each alternative carefully 
considers the context provided by the Garton et al (2011) and Garton et al (2015) analysis for 
those population using NFS lands. 

Habitat and Population Condition by Forest 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest 

The Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest falls within the Southwest Montana sage-grouse 
population (USFWS 2013). Garton et al. (2011) analyzed this population as four separate smaller 
populations—Bannack, Wisdom, Red Rock, and Bridges—but did not provide an analysis of the 
overall population. Telemetry data, however, has demonstrated considerable intermingling 
between each of these lek complexes, clarifying that these birds represent a single population. 
Based on current management strategies and threats and known population numbers in this area, 
Garton et al. (2011) suggested that there was between a 55 and 70 percent probability of the 
population dropping below 500 birds/200 males by 2037. 

There are a total of 162,485 acres of PHMA and 195,581 acres of GHMA in the Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest. Habitats on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF are primarily used as 
summer brood-rearing habitat. There are no leks on the Forest, and the majority of winter, 
nesting and breeding habitat occurs off NFS lands.   

Boise National Forest 

The Boise National Forest is contained in the Northside Snake River GRSG population. This 
area has a large amount of publicly managed land, largely BLM and Forest Service. Within the 
southern portion of this population, wildfires and invasive species continue to reduce the habitat 
quality. The mountain valley portions of this population appear to have relatively stable habitats. 
Thus far, energy development is very limited, and there are few wild horses. A recent rate of 
change analysis indicates this GRSG population has been stable to increasing from 2007 to 2010. 
Garton et al. (2011) indicated that this population had virtually no chance of declining below 500 
in the next 100 years. Population analysis indicates that GRSG have fluctuated around 5,000 
males since 1992. Because of the relatively large numbers of birds and stable to increasing 
populations, it is considered low risk. 

Habitat trends were relatively static during the last decade, based on some changes to livestock 
grazing on adjacent lands. Higher elevation areas are generally intact, though may be at risk of 
encroachment by Douglas-fir. There are a total of 21,287 acres of PHMA and 57,252 acres of 
GHMA in the Boise National Forest. Recent wildfires on the Mountain Home Ranger District 
have resulted in the loss of sagebrush habitats on this portion of the Forest.  GRSG habitats on 
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the Boise NF function primarily as brood-rearing habitat.  There are no leks on the Forest, and 
breeding and winter habitats are primarily located off-Forest.    

Caribou-Targhee National Forest 

The Caribou-Targhee National Forest includes four different GRSG populations, as described in 
the COT report (USFWS 2013): Bear Lake, Southside Snake River, Mountain Valleys, and East 
Central Idaho. Each of these populations differs in its security (very secure to at-risk), population 
numbers and trends, and quantity and quality of habitats. Most of the habitat contained in the 
forest is generally intact and provides brood-rearing habitat during the summer and early fall.  

The Caribou-Targhee National Forest contains 108,857 acres of PHMA and 179,774 acres of 
GHMA. Based on current management strategies and threats and known population numbers in 
this area, Garton et al. (2011), suggested that depending on which population (above) referred to, 
that in part can be found on the National Forest, there was between a 0 and 100 percent chance of 
the population dropping below 500 birds/200 males by 2037. 

Curlew National Grassland 

The Curlew National Grassland includes the Southside Snake River population, as described in 
the COT report (USFWS 2013). This area contains a large amount of publicly managed land 
(largely BLM). The area also includes among the least fragmented and largest sagebrush-
dominated landscapes in the extant range of GRSG (Knick and Hanser 2011) in Idaho.  

However, the northeastern portion of this population is more environmentally similar to areas 
where sagebrush communities, and sage-grouse populations associated with these, have been 
extirpated due to extensive wildland fires (Wisdom et al. 2011). 

On the Curlew National Grasslands, there are 39,820 acres of PHMA and 7,083 acres of GHMA 
which are primarily used by GRSG for breeding and nesting habitat. The Grassland is contiguous 
to sagebrush communities on BLM lands that are used for winter habitat.   

Based on current management strategies and threats and known population numbers in this area, 
in the Northern Great Basin, Garton et al. (2011) suggested that there was a 2% chance of the 
population dropping below 500 birds/200 males by 2037. 

Salmon-Challis National Forest 

The Salmon-Challis National Forest is found in the Mountain Valleys GRSG population and is 
generally used by birds for mid- and late-season brood-rearing habitat. On the Salmon-Challis 
National Forest, there are 348,158 acres of PHMA and 208,487 acres of GHMA. A recent rate of 
change analysis indicates this population has been stable to increasing from 2007 to 2010. 
Garton et al. (2011) indicated that this population had virtually no chance of declining below 500 
in the next 100 years. The birds that pertain to this population are part of a larger population that 
has fluctuated around 5,000 males since 1992. Because of relatively large numbers of birds and 
stable to increasing populations, this population is considered low risk. 

Sage-grouse winter habitats primarily occur off-Forest. Three leks are known to occur on the 
Forest, but the majority of the breeding, nesting and winter habitat occurs off-Forest for this 
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population.  Sagebrush habitats on the forest provides early and late brood-rearing habitats. 
Sagebrush habitats in proximity leks, both on and adjacent to the Forest, also may function as 
nesting habitat.    

Sawtooth National Forest 

As the Sawtooth National Forest is divided over a large landscape, some of the habitat falls in 
one of the following different populations: Sawtooth, Southside Snake River, and the Northside 
Snake River population, as described in the COT report (USFWS 2013).  

The Sawtooth population in central Idaho did not have sufficient data to allow analysis by 
Garton et al. (2011).This area is largely encompassed by the Sawtooth National Recreation Area 
and includes a high proportion of public land. It declined to one male on one lek in 1986 and was 
subsequently increased by translocation during the mid-1980s. Overall this population is 
considered at high risk. 

Habitat on the Sawtooth National Forest for the Snake River population generally includes 
mountain valleys that provide birds with mid- and late-season brood-rearing habitat. A recent 
rate of change analysis indicates this population has been stable to increasing from 2007 to 2010. 
Garton et al. (2011) indicated that this population had virtually no chance of declining below 500 
in the next 100 years. Sagebrush habitats on the Minadoka Ranger District support a number of 
sage-grouse leks, and the area functions primarily as nesting and brood-rearing habitat.  Some 
winter habitat may also occur in this area, but the primary winter habitats are off-Forest. 

Lastly there is a portion of the forest within the Northern Great Basin population. This area 
contains a large amount of publicly managed land, largely BLM. The area also includes among 
the least fragmented and largest sagebrush-dominated landscapes in the extant range of GRSG 
(Knick and Hanser 2011) in the Great Basin and is connected to the Northern Great Basin PAC 
to the west (USFWS 2013).  Habitats on this unit include breeding, nesting brood-rearing and 
winter habitats. The NFS lands are considered at high risk from invasive species, wildfire and 
conifer encroachment.  The northern and eastern portions of the population are environmentally 
similar to areas where GRSG historically occurred and habitat losses can be partially attributed 
to these threats (Wisdom et al. 2011). 

There are 282,062 acres of PHMA and 212,498 acres of GHMA on the Sawtooth National 
Forest. 

Threats by Forest 
The COT (USFWS 2013) identifies the primary threats facing GRSG populations, including 
those found in Idaho.  This information provides a the foundation from which we outline the 
dominant threats to individual populations or subpopulations associated with NFS lands below. 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest 

Key threats are generally limited to grazing management, isolated sagebrush control, and conifer 
expansion into GRSG habitats in localized instances. Habitat conversion due to conifer 
expansion and some vegetation treatments on the Idaho side of this management zone may also 
affect this population. Given its size, limited habitat threats, and ties to Idaho’s birds, the 
Southwest Montana population is characterized as being at a low level of risk. 
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Boise National Forest 

Key broad-scale threats to this GRSG population that contains habitat in and next to the Boise 
National Forest are wildland fire, weeds and invasive annual grasses, potential wind energy 
development, and grazing. Those threats characterized as localized are sagebrush elimination, 
agricultural conversion, conifer encroachment (pinyon-juniper), land development for human 
habitation, and recreation.  

Caribou-Targhee National Forest 

Key GRSG threats in and around the Caribou-Targhee National Forest are wildfire and 
subsequent invasion of exotic and annual grasses or weeds, some mining, grazing, and the 
potential threat of wind energy development. 

Curlew National Grassland 

Key GRSG threats in and around the Curlew National Grassland are wildfire and invasion of 
exotic and annual grasses or weeds. Other lesser threats are grazing and a limited spatial area of 
public ownership, with interspersed private lands largely under cultivation. 

Salmon-Challis National Forest 

Threats to GRSG and their habitats in and around the Salmon-Challis National Forest are grazing 
and disturbances from recreation and travel management. Conifer encroachment, infrastructure, 
and recreation might also threaten the persistence of GRSG in the area.  

Sawtooth National Forest 

Key threats to GRSG on and around the Sawtooth National Forest are wildfire, invasive species 
(cheatgrass and other weeds), pinyon-juniper and other conifer encroachment, grazing, and 
infrastructure. In addition, at the local scale, threats are sagebrush to agriculture conversion, 
wind energy development, mining, and ongoing recreation.  

Effects Analysis By Alternative 

This section evaluates direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing each of the 
alternatives relative to their conservation effectiveness for GRSG on NFS lands. For purposes of 
this analysis, key threats are evaluated relative to the alternative’s efficacy in providing habitats 
that support viable populations on NFS lands.  This analysis synthesizes the understanding 
developed more broadly in the FEIS and provides a summary of the effects most relevant to our 
determination. 

Evaluating Viability 

Forest Service policy based on the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and associated 
regulations motivates careful consideration of the conservation status of sensitive species.  In 
this section we briefly outline the legal foundation and the policy which establishes our 
approach to evaluating the contribution of habitat on NFS land to the overall viability of the 
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GRSG, and how that evaluation differs among NFS units depending on the inherent 
capability and suitability of the environment. 

The statutory underpinning for evaluating viability of species expressed in 16 U.S.C. 
§1604(g)(3)(B) requires the Secretary to promulgate regulations that shall include, but not be 
limited to:  

(3) specifying guidelines for land management plans developed to achieve the goals of the 
Program which – 

(B) provide for diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and 
capability of the specific land area in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives, … 

The Department published planning regulations in 1982, under which the land management 
plans associated with the current amendment for GRSG were written.  The 1982 regulations 
included the viability provision at 36 CFR 219.19: 

Fish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native 
and desired non-native species in the planning area.  For planning purposes, a viable 
population shall be regarded as one which has the estimated numbers and distribution of 
reproductive individuals to insure its continued existence is well distributed in the planning 
area.  In order to insure that viable populations will be maintained, habitat must be provided 
to support, at least, a minimum number of reproductive individuals and that habitat must be 
well distributed so that those individuals can interact with others in the planning area. 

All Forest Plans being considered for amendment to address GRSG conservation and 
recovery were developed under the 1982 planning regulations.   This Biological Evaluation 
considers management guidance for GRSG on NFS lands in Idaho, and assesses the 
outcomes of the six alternatives for amendment of plans for each of  NFS land management 
units.  NFS units differ in their inherent distribution and quality of GRSG habitat.  As a 
result, GRSG may use National Forest System lands for only a portion of the year (e.g. for 
summer brood-rearing habitat).  In contrast, the Curlew provides breeding, nesting and 
brood-rearing habitats.  Differences among NFS units result largely from the environmental 
setting, and therefore the inherent capability of the environment to support particular sage 
brush ecosystems varies.   

As outlined in the FEIS, the capability of NFS lands to support self-sustaining populations of 
GRSG is limited, because not all life history traits are met on NFS lands, and the majority of 
GRSG habitat occurs off NFS lands.  The national forests contain relatively small areas of 
GRSG habitat, and often the habitat on NFS land only contributes to particular life cycle 
requisites.  This is the case on most of the NFS lands in Idaho.  

Consequently, the assessment of whether habitat on NFS land is sufficient to maintain viable 
populations of GRSG must consider the contribution of habitat on NFS land to GRSG 
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persistence generally, recognizing the inherent limitations on the ability to meet needs for all 
GRSG life stages from habitat located exclusively on NFS land.  As recognized in the 
NFMA, the ability of the Forest Service to provide for diversity of animal communities is 
limited by “the suitability and capability of the specific land area. . . ” 16 U.S.C.  & 
1604(g)(3)(B).  Accordingly, this BE considers the contribution of these NFS units to GRSG 
viability as follows: 

• Forest plans provide for management of the environment to provide habitat to meet 
species’ requirements associated with the particular seasons and life history stages 
supported on National Forest System (NFS) lands; 

• Because GRSG spend only a portion of the year on NFS lands in response to the inherent 
capability and suitability of the lands (e.g. breeding habitat occurs off NFS), there are 
threats and stressors to species’ which occur off of NFS land, and therefore over which 
the Forest Service has no jurisdiction or control; 

• Managing habitats on NFS land to contribute to the support of persistent populations on 
NFS land is not the same as ensuring species viability over its entire range; 

The scale of analysis to assess the contribution of habitat on NFS land to GRSG viability is the 
planning unit, which is generally considered a national forest.   

The six alternatives represent various scenarios for multiple resource management on NFS land 
with differing outcomes for GRSG.  We end our discussion in this Biological Evaluation with a 
determination regarding the likelihood that the scenario provides conditions to support the 
persistence of GRSG on the NFS units to meet the associated life cycle requisites that land is 
suitable for and capable of providing, based on the combined outcomes of regulatory restrictions 
and restoration of habitat. 

Alternative A  

 Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Existing LUP direction would apply under Alternative A. There would be no changes to the 
current National Forest System infrastructure, such as power lines, wind turbines, 
communications towers, fences, or roads. Permitted ROWs or special use authorizations (SUAs) 
would continue to allow construction, maintenance, and operation that could result in habitat 
loss, fragmentation, or degradation of GRSG habitat or result in barriers to migration corridors or 
seasonal habitats.  

Construction and maintenance of infrastructure would continue to lead to higher short-term 
concentrations of human noise and disturbance, which could cause disruption of nesting 
activities, abandonment of young or temporary displacement; these could also lead to new 
infestations of noxious or invasive plants and an increase in edge habitat.  

Existing and new power lines, wind turbines, communications towers, fences, and vehicles 
traveling on associated roads would continue to pose a collision hazard to GRSG or to provide 
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potential perching and nesting habitat for avian predators, which could result in declines in lek 
attendance or nest success. Though the proponents of most projects would be forced to mitigate 
or minimize impacts, this alternative would likely have the greatest impact on the GRSG and its 
habitat.  

Cumulative Effects 

The baseline date for the cumulative impacts analysis for GRSG is 2012. The temporal scope of 
this analysis is a 20-year planning horizon; land use planning documents are generally evaluated 
on a 5-year cycle. The temporal boundary for cumulative effects analysis for GRSG is the 
WAFWA MZ IV (Snake River Plain) because all of the Idaho/Montana planning area, with the 
exception of a small portion of privately held lands in MZ II in the southeastern corner of Idaho 
is in MZ IV. 

Current infrastructure management activities would continue under Alternative A. ROW 
exclusion or avoidance areas would not be instituted as they would be in Alternatives B, C, D, 
E1, E2, or F. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management, 
in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase the 
loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat and disturb GRSG in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue to manage wildfire and prescribed burns under current direction, 
which would have the fewest restrictions for fire and fuels management and a high potential for 
vegetation disturbance. Prescribed burns could be used in sagebrush habitat where needed to 
control fuel loading. Policies would not prioritize protection or restoration of mature sagebrush 
habitat. Increased human activity and noise associated with wildland fire suppression and 
prescribed fire in areas occupied by GRSG could disrupt nesting, breeding, or foraging behavior. 
IHMA could be removed or degraded because of the use of heavy equipment or hand tools. 
Other potential impacts may include injuring or killing eggs or chicks, changing species 
movement patterns from areas devoid of vegetation, or reducing population viability and 
increasing the contribution to the need to list the species. 

In addition, suppression may initially result in higher rates of juniper encroachment in some 
areas. In the initial stages of encroachment (phase 1), fuel loadings remain consistent with the 
sagebrush understory. As juniper encroachment advances (phases 2 and 3) and the understory 
begins to thin, the depleted understory causes the stands to become resistant to wildfire and 
further alter fire return intervals. During years of high fire danger, the resulting heavy fuel 
loadings in these stands can contribute to larger-scale wildfires and confound control efforts due 
to extreme fire behavior. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current wildfire suppression and fuels management would continue under Alternative A. 
Limiting or prohibiting the use of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and emphasizing 
sagebrush protection during wildland fire operations would not be instituted, as they would be 
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under Alternatives B, C, D, E1, E2 and F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the 
increased loss and fragmentation of the existing sagebrush habitat from wildfire in MZ IV (refer 
to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants (Annual grasses and invasive plants)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue the management of invasive weeds under current direction. To 
reduce the likelihood of invasive weed spread and the extent of current infestations, integrated 
weed management techniques, including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control, 
are used. Existing coordinated weed management areas would remain in effect, and firefighting 
vehicles would be washed before deployment. These policies would limit impacts from weed 
spread as effectively as possible under current resource constraints.  

The spread of weeds would continue to pose a substantial threat to the planning area by altering 
plant community structure and composition, productivity, nutrient cycling, and hydrology, which 
could result in fragmentation or degradation of existing GRSG habitat. Weeds may cause 
declines in native plant populations, including sagebrush habitat, through competition or 
displacement and, in monocultures, eliminate vegetation that GRSG use for food and cover.  

Invasives do not provide suitable GRSG habitat, since it depends on a variety of native forbs and 
the insects associated with them for chick survival. GRSG also depend on sagebrush, which it 
eats year-round and uses exclusively throughout the winter for food and cover. Along with 
competitively excluding vegetation essential to GRSG, invasives fragment GRSG habitat or 
reduce habitat quality. Invasives can also create long-term changes in ecosystem processes, such 
as fire-cycles (see discussion under Fire and Fuels above).  

Current treatments and vegetation management typically focus on vegetation composition and 
structure for fuels management, habitat management, and productivity manipulation. These 
operations improve the habitat and forage conditions for ungulates and other grazers, using 
surface soil stabilization to increase productivity or by removing invasive plants. Management of 
vegetation resources to protect GRSG would alter vegetative communities by promoting 
increases in sagebrush height and herbaceous cover and vegetation productivity. Treatments 
designed to prevent encroachment of shrubs, nonnative species, or woody vegetation would alter 
the condition of native vegetation communities by changing the density, composition, and 
frequency of species in plant communities. The intent of these management programs is to 
improve rangeland conditions and enhance sagebrush ecosystems. Vegetation treatments could 
negatively impact GRSG and its habitat in the short term from vegetation removal and 
disturbance but would result in long-term improvements. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. The 
short-term negative impacts of these activities on GRSG and its habitats would continue to be 
outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect 
effects of invasive plants management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
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combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, they would not 
substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Expansion of conifer woodlands, especially juniper, displaces shrubs, grasses, and forbs through 
direct competition for resources; juniper expansion is also associated with increased bare ground 
and increased potential for erosion. Mature trees may offer perch sites for avian predators. 
Alternative A does not directly address conifer encroachment; however, habitat restoration and 
vegetation management policies described above under Invasive Plants and fuels treatments 
described under Fire and Fuels would likely also reduce juniper encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current conifer encroachment, management would continue under Alternative A, and the 
measures addressing conifer encroachment would not be instituted as they would be in several of 
the action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in conjunction with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the increased loss and 
fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat from conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative, livestock grazing would continue to be managed under current direction. 
There would be no change in the locations, numbers, timing, or method of livestock grazing in 
these national forests. Depending on site-specific management, beneficial or adverse impacts of 
grazing on GRSG or their habitat would continue. Grazing practices can be used as a tool that 
benefits GRSG by reducing fuel load, protecting intact sagebrush habitat, and increasing habitat 
extent and continuity. However, grazing at inappropriate intensity, season, or location may alter 
or degrade sagebrush ecosystems or reduce cover and structure. This could negatively impact lek 
sites or reduce the suitability of nesting and brood-rearing habitat, which could negatively impact 
GRSG nesting success. Other potential effects of livestock grazing on GRSG are degradation of 
meadow/wetland/spring/stream habitat crucial for brood rearing; competition between cattle and 
GRSG for forbs; occasional trampling of birds or nests or disturbance and temporarily 
displacement of lekking or nesting GRSG.  

Under current direction, the Forest Service may use a number of mechanisms to reduce the 
potential for negative impacts from grazing on GRSG, if necessary. The only planning-level 
decision available is to decide where areas would be open and closed to livestock grazing. Future 
impacts would be eliminated in areas closed to grazing, but past impacts would likely persist for 
some time, and closing grazing may result in other harmful impacts. Other changes in 
management would occur at the implementation level during the permit renewal process, which 
occurs every ten years and for which subsequent  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
analysis would be conducted. At the implementation level, changes in grazing practices or 
systems can be considered, which could reduce grazing intensity or change the season of use, for 
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example. In addition, changes in grazing management in riparian and wet meadows can reduce 
impacts in these important seasonal habitats. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, livestock grazing in MZ IV would continue to be managed through existing 
grazing plans, with methods and guidelines from the existing plans followed to maintain 
ecological conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health. Therefore, Alternative A’s 
direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely neutral. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, all mineral leasing and development and wind energy development would 
continue to be managed under current direction. As such, this alternative would cause the 
greatest amount of direct and indirect impacts on GRSG and their habitat. These impacts would 
be habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation by roads, pipelines and power lines, higher levels 
of noise, increased presence of roads and humans, and a larger number of anthropogenic 
structures in an otherwise open landscape. This could result in lek abandonment, decreased 
attendance at the leks that do persist, lower nest initiation, poor nest success, decreased yearling 
survival, and avoidance of important wintering habitat in areas of energy infrastructure.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative A would maintain the current acreage open to energy 
development. Current energy development would continue under Alternative A. The closure of 
areas to energy development would not be instituted as they would be under most of the action 
alternatives. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect effects of energy and locatable 
minerals development, in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, may result in the increased loss and fragmentation of the existing sagebrush habitat from 
energy and locatable minerals development in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of 
the FEIS). 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative there would be no changes to the current National Forest System roads, 
transportation plan, or recreation management. Under current management, travel on Forest 
Service-administered lands is limited to existing designated roads. There would be minimal 
seasonal restrictions. In general, the more acres and miles of routes that are designated in an area, 
the greater the likelihood of habitat fragmentation and disturbance on GRSG. In addition, less 
restrictive travel conditions usually mean higher concentrations of human use next to motorized 
routes. This can cause disruption of nesting activities, abandonment of young, and temporary 
displacement. In addition, impacts from roads may include habitat loss from road construction, 
noise disturbance from vehicles, and direct mortality from collisions with vehicles. Roads may 
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also present barriers to migration corridors or seasonal habitats. This alternative has the highest 
potential to impact GRSG due to the lack of restrictions on activities that cause these effects. 
Therefore all direct and indirect effects on the species and its habitat would likely cause current 
trends to continue. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. The limitation on 
recreational disturbances to GRSG would not be instituted as they would be under the action 
alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects from recreation management, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the 
increased fragmentation of the existing sagebrush habitat and disturbance to GRSG in MZ IV 
(refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

 Determination 

Under the current management direction, existing conservation measures limit some, but not the 
majority of impacts to GRSG and GRSG habitat.  Therefore, Alternative A of the Idaho and 
Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental 
Impact Statement will likely result in a loss of viability or a trend toward federal listing. 

Alternative B  

 Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative, all PHMA would be managed as exclusion areas, and GHMA would be 
managed as an avoidance area for new ROW and SUA projects. It would also include the 
following in PHMA: collocating new ROWs or SUAs with existing infrastructure; removing, 
burying, or modifying power lines; collocating new facilities with existing facilities, where 
possible; using existing roads or realignments to access valid existing rights that are not yet 
developed; constructing new roads to the absolute minimum standard necessary if valid existing 
rights could not be accessed via existing roads; and imposing a 3 percent threshold on 
anthropogenic disturbance in PHMA (including highways, roads, geothermal wells, wind 
turbines, and associated facilities).  

This alternative would benefit GRSG by maximizing connectivity and minimizing loss, 
fragmentation, degradation, and disturbance of sagebrush habitats in PHMA by power lines, 
communication towers and roads. GRSG and their habitat outside PHMA would likely 
experience little change in direct or indirect effects. However, if the 3 percent development 
threshold were to concentrate new infrastructure development outside PHMA rather than just 
reducing it in PHMA, the extent of impacts on GRSG and their habitat outside PHMA could 
increase under Alternative B, relative to Alternative A. Alternative B would reduce the 
likelihood of collisions addressed in Alternative A. These conservation measures make this 
alternative more protective than Alternative A, although the general effects would be the same.  

Cumulative Effects 
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Management actions associated with infrastructure management under Alternative B would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or 
fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current infrastructure 
management operations would continue (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS); 
however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG would be included. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or 
avoidance areas in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of 
infrastructure management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on GRSG. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush 
habitat. Suppression would be prioritized in GHMA only where fires threaten PHMA. 
Alternative B does not include any other specific management for wildland fire management in 
GHMA. Fuels treatments would be designed to protect sagebrush ecosystems by maintaining 
sagebrush cover, implementing fuel breaks, applying seasonal restrictions, protecting winter 
range, and requiring use of native seeds. Post-fuels treatments in PHMA would be designed to 
ensure long-term persistence of seeded areas and native plants and maintain 15 percent canopy 
cover. Fuels treatments in PHMA would also monitor and control for invasive species, and fuels 
management BMPs would incorporate invasive plant prevention measures. Overall, these 
conservation measures would reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush, compared to Alternative 
A; however, in general, the effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be similar to 
those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative B would increase protection of GRSG habitat, 
primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. 
Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
wildfire suppression would continue but would include an additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat during suppression, planning, and staging for maximum protection of GRSG 
habitat. Fuels treatment would focus on protecting GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA. 
Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of fire on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, weed control would continue to be managed under current direction (see 
Alternative A). However, GRSG vegetation conservation measures under Alternative B would 
benefit weed control by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive plants in PHMA, in 
order to benefit GRSG habitats. The BLM and Forest Service would require the use of native 
seeds and would design post-restoration management to ensure the long-term persistence of the 
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restoration; they would consider changes in climate when determining species for restoration. 
Invasive species would also be monitored and controlled after fuels treatments and at existing 
and new range improvements in PHMA. Alternative B incorporates fewer invasive plant 
management measures in GHMA compared to PHMA. However, many of the same habitat 
restoration and vegetation management actions would be applied, including prioritizing the use 
of native seeds. Together, these measures would reduce impacts on GRSG from invasive plants 
described under Alternative A, although the effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants management, including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of 
invasive plants, would continue. The short-term negative impacts of these activities on GRSG 
and their habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat, under Alternative B, would 
provide an added benefit to GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects 
of invasive plants management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on GRSG. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment; however, the 
vegetation management conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels 
treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper encroachment and 
the general effects on GRSG and their habitat, as described under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments having the potential to reduce juniper encroachment would be 
instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. 
Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on 
GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B would implement a number of beneficial management actions in PHMA to 
incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into livestock grazing 
management. These are as follows:  

• Completing land health assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Considering retiring vacant allotments 
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• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implementing BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing, modifying, or marking fences  

Several management actions to reduce impacts from livestock grazing on GRSG GHMA 
would be incorporated, including the potential to modify grazing systems to meet seasonal 
GRSG habitat requirements and management to improve the conditions of riparian areas and 
wet meadows. Together these efforts would reduce the potential for negative impacts from 
grazing on GRSG, described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would provide an added benefit to 
GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this Alternative, PHMA would be closed to new fluid mineral leasing, nonenergy leasable 
mineral leasing, and mineral material sales, and it would be proposed for withdrawal from 
mineral entry. In addition, mandatory BMPs would be applied as conditions of approval on fluid 
mineral leases. NSO would be stipulated for leased fluid minerals in PHMA. A 3 percent 
disturbance cap on activities in PHMA would be applied and numerous conservation measures 
would be implemented to reduce impacts from mineral exploration and development. These 
measures would reduce the impacts of energy development on GRSG and their habitat in 
PHMA, as described under Alternative A. 

Alternative B does not include specific management for fluid, salable, locatable, and nonenergy 
leasable minerals in GHMA or wind energy or solar energy in PHMA or GHMA. As a result, 
current trends would continue and impacts would be similar to those under Alternative A. 
Although Alternative B does not directly address wind energy development or industrial solar 
development, its 3 percent threshold for anthropogenic disturbances (see Infrastructure) would 
apply to energy development and would limit the extent of all types of energy development in 
PHMA.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with energy development under Alternative B would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing 
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or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development 
management would continue but would increase the emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by 
adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative 
B’s direct and indirect effects on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on GRSG. 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated 
roads, so Alternative B conservation measures to limit motorized travel to designated roads, 
primitive roads, and trails and travel management would not be applicable. Under Alternative B, 
only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted in PHMA; 
there would be limited opportunities for road construction in PHMA, with minimum standards 
applied and no upgrading of current roads. Although general impacts would be the same as 
Alternative A, Alternative B is more restrictive. It would likely reduce loss, fragmentation, and 
disturbance to GRSG leks and nesting habitat by minimizing human use and road construction or 
upgrades and reducing automotive collisions with individual birds. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative B would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing 
or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation 
management direction would continue; however, there would be an increased emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative B’s 
direct and indirect effects of recreation management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative B, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

Alternative C 

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would have the most protective measures for GRSG. It would extend many of the 
Alternative B conservation measures to all occupied habitat, which would be managed as an 
exclusion area for new ROW projects. As a result, management under Alternative C would 
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encourage consolidation of GRSG habitats, facilitating habitat conservation and management 
and reduce the impacts of infrastructure on GRSG in a wider area than Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, which would permit wind energy siting in PHMA provided a development 
disturbance threshold of 3 percent were not exceeded, Alternative C would not permit wind 
energy development siting in all occupied GRSG habitat. This would reduce the effects of wind 
energy on GRSG, as discussed under Alternative A, more so than Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Actions associated with infrastructure management under Alternative C would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting them rather than removing or fragmenting their 
habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), 
some of the current land and realty operations would continue; however, there would be an 
increased emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in GRSG habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on GRSG in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B, except that it is more protective of GRSG and their 
habitat. This is because prioritization of suppression would apply to GHMA in addition to 
PHMA (i.e., all occupied habitat). Alternative C includes measures to manage vegetation for 
good or better ecological condition, and it focuses fuel breaks on areas of human habitation or 
significant disturbance. The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be 
similar to those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of management actions related to fire and fuels under Alternative C, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to those 
described in Alternative B. They would not be substantial, to change the existing population 
trend, or to remove and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would maintain the direction of Alternative A, along with additional provisions 
that would limit invasive weed spread in all occupied GRSG habitat. Vegetation management 
would benefit weed control by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive plants, in 
order to benefit GRSG habitats. In all cases, local native plant ecotype seeds and seedlings would 
be used. These policies would reduce impacts from invasive plants on GRSG described under 
Alternative A and have similar impacts associated with treatment; however, they would include 

 58 



additional conservation measures specific to limiting the spread of invasive plants. In addition, 
grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, eliminating the potential for invasive 
plant spread by livestock. This would make Alternative C more protective of GRSG and their 
habitat than Alternatives A or B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants treatments would continue, and the short-term negative impacts of these activities 
on GRSG and their habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial 
impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative C 
would provide an added benefit to GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect 
effects of invasive plants management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on GRSG. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment; 
however, the weed control policies described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments 
described above in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper encroachment and the general 
effects of it on GRSG and their habitat, as described under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted, as 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on GRSG in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative C, grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat (PHMA and 
GHMA). This would reduce the potential for both negative and positive grazing-related impacts 
on GRSG and their habitat discussed under Alternative A. It would be more reductive than any 
of the other alternatives. No new water developments or range improvements would be 
constructed in occupied habitat, and only habitat treatments that benefit GRSG would be 
allowed. Grazing retirement would be allowed and fast tracked.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, providing a net benefit to GRSG 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on GRSG in 
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MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would expand several of the protections under Alternative B, including exclusion 
of new ROWs, to all occupied habitat and would prohibit new exploration permits for unleased 
fluid minerals (also see Infrastructure section above). Like Alternative B, the conservation 
measures proposed under Alternative C would reduce many of the impacts of energy and 
locatable minerals development on GRSG described under Alternative A, but to a larger degree 
than any of the other alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions under Alternative C with respect to energy development would increase 
protection of all occupied habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or fragmenting 
habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management 
direction would continue; however, it would include increased emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat by adding all occupied habitat to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. 
Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on GRSG in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the FEIS). 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B except that it would apply to all occupied habitat and, 
therefore, protect a larger area of GRSG habitat than Alternative B from the same types of 
general recreation impacts described in Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management actions under Alternative C would increase protection of all occupied 
GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. In MZ IV 
(refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), some of the current recreation management 
direction would continue; however, it would increase the emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on 
GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative C, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative C of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
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impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

Alternative D  

 Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would be designated ROW avoidance areas, 
as opposed to ROW exclusion areas for PHMA under Alternative B or all occupied habitat under 
Alternative C. New authorizations would be collocated, when possible, in or next to disturbance 
to avoid disturbing GRSG or their habitat. In PHMA, new authorizations for the following would 
not be allowed: transmission facilities greater than 50 kilovolts (kV), wind and solar 
developments, commercial geothermal development, nuclear, gas, or oil developments, airports, 
ancillary facilities associated with any of the aforementioned development, paved or gravel 
roads, or landfills. In IMHA, wind and solar development would be restricted where adverse 
effects could not be mitigated; GHMA would be an avoidance area for wind or solar 
reauthorization. 

New ROWs and SUAs allowed in PHMA and IHMA would not result in a net loss of GRSG 
habitat in the respective PHMA or IHMA areas. New authorizations or facilities would be sited 
outside of the 1.86-mile lek avoidance buffer areas unless NEPA analysis suggested a greater or 
lesser required distance. New power and communications lines in PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA 
outside of existing ROWs would be required to be buried; existing lines would be evaluated for 
burying, modifying, or relocating to at least 1.86 miles from occupied leks or winter habitat. 
These conservation measures would reduce the number of impacts from infrastructure relative to 
existing management under Alternative A and may provide some additional impact reduction 
over Alternative B; however, it would not be as protective of GRSG as the measures proposed in 
Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative D would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, rather than removing or fragmenting habitat, thereby benefiting 
GRSG. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), 
some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue, however, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG would be 
included. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in 
GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
GRSG. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Like Alternative B, Alternative D would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA and IHMA, which 
together equal PHMA. Unlike Alternative B, it would include the following conservation 
measures in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to strategically reduce fire effects: planning and 
firefighter training in sagebrush management as related to suppression activities; designing and 
implementing fuels treatments with an emphasis on maintaining, protecting, or expanding GRSG 
habitats; and considering managing wildfire in conifer encroachment areas for resource benefit. 
Overall, Alternative D would limit damage to sagebrush habitat areas from wildfire. The general 
effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be similar to those described in Alternative 
A. Delineating conifer encroachment areas in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA as areas to manage 
wildfire for resource benefit could protect GRSG habitat by reducing the extent of suppression-
related juniper encroachment and reducing fuel loadings, which can contribute to larger-scale 
wildfires that confound control efforts due to extreme behavior.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of management actions under Alternative D, when combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are similar to the cumulative effects 
described in Alternative B. They would not be substantial, to change the existing population 
trend, or to remove and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, the direction described under Alternative A would be maintained, making 
it the same in terms of impacts from invasive plants and associated treatments. Similar to those 
of Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures under Alternative D would 
benefit weed control in the long term by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive 
plants, and monitoring and controlling invasive species after construction and fuels treatments 
and at new range improvements. Unlike Alternative B, monitoring and controlling invasive 
species after fuels treatments and at new range improvements would apply to PHMA, IHMA, 
and GHMA rather than only PHMA.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants treatments would continue and their short-term negative impacts on GRSG and 
their habitat would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would provide an added 
benefit to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants 
management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
GRSG. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Under Alternative D, it would be a priority to implement vegetation rehabilitation projects 
designed to achieve the greatest improvement in GRSG abundance and distribution, including 
those that address conifer encroachment, in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA GRSG habitat. Factors 
contributing to higher emphasis would include the likelihood of conifer encroachment into 
GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation management tools described above for Invasive Plants and 
Fire and Fuels would help to reduce conifer encroachment in IMHA and to reduce the impacts of 
conifer encroachment on GRSG and their habitat that were described under Alternative A. 
Impacts from treatments associated with this alternative would also be the same as those 
described for vegetation treatments under Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels under Alternative 
A. Alternative D would address conifer encroachment more so than Alternatives A, B, or C and 
so is more protective of GRSG and their habitat than those alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment measures for invasive plants having the 
potential to reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer 
encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect 
effects of conifer encroachment management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Management under Alternative D would include the same measures as Alternative B but would 
expand many of those measures to PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA. It would also manage for 
vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure consistent with 
appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential. Alternatives D and F 
apply the same conservation measures as Alternative B; however, Alternative B largely applies 
only to PHMA, whereas Alternative D applies to PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA, and Alternative F 
applies to all occupied habitat. Collectively, the measures proposed under Alternative D would 
reduce the potential for negative grazing-related impacts on GRSG and their habitat described 
under Alternative A more so than Alternatives B or E, less than Alternative C, and similar to 
Alternative F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would provide an added benefit to 
GRSG. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on GRSG in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative D would close most PMHA and IMHA to future fluid mineral leasing and nonenergy 
minerals leasing and development. It would place additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions 
on existing fluid mineral leases in PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA. In addition, IMHA would be 
closed to nonenergy minerals leasing. GMHA would generally be available for new fluid or 
nonenergy minerals leasing, subject to applicable seasonal and daily timing restrictions. An 
exception would be that 0.6 mile of NSO would be required near occupied and undetermined 
status leks for future fluid mineral leases. Geophysical exploration would be allowed in PMHA, 
IMHA, and GHMA, subject to seasonal timing restrictions and other restrictions that may apply. 
These actions would reduce the impacts of mineral development on GRSG discussed under 
Alternative A to a level similar to that of Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative D directly addresses solar and wind energy development. Solar 
and wind energy development would not be allowed in PHMA. In IHMA, wind and solar energy 
development would be restricted where adverse effects could not be mitigated. Ancillary 
facilities, such as roads and electric lines, could be authorized, provided mitigation prevents any 
net loss of GRSG habitat. GHMA would be considered avoidance areas for wind and solar 
development. These actions could reduce negative impacts associated with energy development 
on GRSG that occur in IHMA, relative to Alternatives A and B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, some of the current management direction associated with 
energy development would continue, but additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush would be 
included. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on GRSG 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would apply the following conservation measures to reduce the potential negative 
impacts of recreation on GRSG in PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA:  

• Special Recreation Permits would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis and use would be 
directed away from sensitive seasons and areas 

• Certain developed recreation sites and associated facilities would be designed or 
designated to direct use away from sensitive areas 

• Seasonal restrictions for authorized activities would be incorporated 

Alternative D could be more protective of GRSG and their habitat than Alternatives A, B, or C 
because it includes additional measures.  

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative D would increase protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than 
removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the FEIS), some of the current recreation management direction would 
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continue; however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat would be included. 
Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on GRSG in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative D, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative D of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

Alternative E1  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 is similar to Alternative B but not as restrictive. Core areas and IMHA would 
generally be identified as new ROW avoidance areas. Within core habitat, new infrastructure 
ROWs or SUAs would be collocated with existing infrastructure. In IHMA, new infrastructure 
could be built if habitat protection criteria were met. General impacts on GRSG and their habitat 
under Alternative E1 would be the same as those for Alternative A. Because Alternative E1 
includes fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than Alternative B, the potential for 
some infrastructure-related impacts on GRSG may be higher under Alternative E1. However, 
unlike Alternative B, Alternative E1 does not promote the undergrounding of utilities, so it 
would not reduce the potential for collisions with GRSG.  

While Alternative E1 would reduce the likelihood of impacts from infrastructure compared to 
existing management under Alternative A, it would not be as protective as Alternative D, which 
would designate PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA as new ROW avoidance areas, or Alternatives C or 
F, which would generally manage all occupied habitat as a new ROW exclusion area. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative E1 would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting them rather than removing or fragmenting their 
habitat. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), 
some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue; however, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG would be 
included. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW avoidance areas in GRSG habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on GRSG in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative E1 would focus resources to reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas, prioritizing fire 
suppression and maintaining fuel breaks in core and IMHA. Fuels treatments would protect 
existing sagebrush ecosystems. Fire response times to core areas and IMHA would be reduced to 
limit fire damage. This alternative is unique in that adaptive management would be used to 
account for acres of habitat lost to fire in core areas and IMHA. Specific conservation measures 
apply to fuels management, habitat recovery and restoration, fire operations and post-fire 
rehabilitation in areas considered important for GRSG populations.  These measures are 
designed to reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush and reduce damage to GRSG habitat, but 
the general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be similar to those of 
Alternative A. Alternative E1 would be the most protective in terms of GRSG and their habitat 
due to the combination of suppression prioritization and adaptive management measures, but it 
would have short-term negative impacts on GRSG and their habitats similar to Alternatives B, C, 
and D from fuel break construction and maintenance.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative E1 for fire and fuels would increase protection of GRSG habitat, 
thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative 
E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current wildfire suppression 
operations would continue; however, additional emphasis would be on protecting sagebrush 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of fire on GRSG in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would maintain the policies described under Alternative A, along with additional 
measures to protect core habitat, IMHA, and GHMA, which would be managed to prevent 
invasion. Eradication and control of invasives threatening GRSG habitat would be pursued in 
core habitat and IMHA; invasives would be monitored and controlled for three years following a 
fire in these areas. The measures under Alternative E1 would significantly reduce the impacts 
from invasive plants described in Alternative A. They would be the most protective in terms of 
controlling invasive plants in GRSG habitat, but the short-term impacts on GRSG habitat from 
invasive plant treatments (see Alternative A) would be the same and could affect a larger area. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants treatments would continue, and the short-term negative impacts of these activities 
on GRSG and their habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial 
impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 
would provide an added benefit to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects 
of invasive plants management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on GRSG and over the long-term, due to restoration of habitat, would result in habitat 
improvement. 
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 Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative E1, the Forest Service would prioritize the removal of conifers, using methods 
that would minimize disturbance to GRSG and their habitat, to the extent possible, in core 
habitat and IMHA. Conifer encroachment projects would focus on areas with highest restoration 
potential, as evidenced by low canopy cover, existing sagebrush understory, and adjacent GRSG 
populations, and would not be conducted in juniper stands older than 100 years. In addition, as 
described under Invasive Plants, core habitat and IMHA and GHMA would be managed to 
prevent invasion. Unlike Alternative D, Alternative E1 contains a specific restoration measure 
addressing conifer encroachment. However, Alternative D addresses conifer encroachment as 
part of several restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over a larger area. 
Although treatments associated with these measures could negatively impact GRSG and their 
habitat in the short term (refer to vegetation treatments discussion for Invasive Plants in 
Alternative A), they would benefit GRSG and their habitat in the long term by reducing the 
impacts from conifer encroachment described in Conifer Encroachment under Alternative A. 
Negative impacts would be negligible due to the prioritization of removal methods minimizing 
disturbance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E1’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management to GRSG in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 takes a very different approach to livestock grazing than the other alternatives. 
Management under Alternative E1 would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans in 
core habitat and IHMA. Rangeland health and permit renewal would be assessed in core habitat 
and IHMA; allotments in core habitat that have declining GRSG populations would be 
prioritized, followed by allotments in important habitat that contain breeding habitats with 
decreasing lek counts. If assessments determined that livestock grazing was limiting the 
achievement of desired habitat characteristics, grazing permits would be adjusted during the 
renewal process to include measures to achieve desired conditions. These measures would 
reduce the potential for negative impacts of livestock grazing on GRSG and their habitat (see 
Livestock Grazing under Alternative A) more so than Alternative A, but less than Alternative C, 
that would eliminate grazing in all occupied habitat. However, the measures under Alternative 
E1 are more likely to retain the positive benefits of livestock grazing (see Livestock Grazing 
under Alternative A) than Alternative C.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would provide an added benefit 
to GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial for GRSG. When combined with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would follow much of the current guidance on leasing and development of 
mineral resources (Alternative A) but would add measures to minimize impacts on GRSG, as 
follows: 

• In core habitat and IHMA, exploration activities associated with oil and gas development 
that use temporary roads would be permissible if site disturbance were minimized 

• In core habitat and IHMA, surface occupancy associated with oil and gas development 
would not be allowed, unless the surface development would not accelerate or cause 
declines in GRSG populations 

• Surface disturbance from roads associated with fluid mineral development would be 
limited to 3 percent and 5 percent of suitable habitat per an average of 640 acres in core 
habitat and IHMA, respectively 

• Wind energy development projects would comply with all infrastructure development 
BMPs and the 2012 USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines.  

Impacts on GRSG from energy development would essentially continue as described in 
Alternative A, although their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. The negative 
effects of wind energy on GRSG, as described in Infrastructure and Energy Development under 
Alternative A, would be reduced as the result of complying with USFWS Wind Energy 
Guidelines. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with energy development under Alternative E1 would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or fragmenting its 
habitat. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management 
direction would continue; however, additional emphasis would be placed on protecting 
sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of energy development 
on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated 
roads; therefore, Alternative E1 conservation measures to limit motorized travel to designated 
roads, primitive roads, and trails and travel management would not be applicable. Under 
Alternative E1, timing and seasonal restrictions would be applied to activities known to disturb 
nesting GRSG. Although this approach would reduce the impacts of recreation on GRSG 
described in Alternative A, compared to current management under Alternative A, Alternative 
E1 would be less protective of GRSG than the other action alternatives.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative E1 would 
increase protection of GRSG, thereby benefiting GRSG. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, some 
of the current recreation management direction would continue; however, the emphasis would 
increase on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on GRSG in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Determination 

Under Alternative E1, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1 of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

Alternative E2  

This alternative is relevant to the management of GRSG habitats on NFS lands in northeastern 
Utah. 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

For all ROWs and SUAs in PHMA, management stipulations and conditions would focus on 
mitigating direct disturbance to GRSG during construction. PHMA would be designated as an 
avoidance area for new ROWs and SUAs, which is less protective of GRSG habitat than 
Alternatives B, C, or F, but similar to Alternatives D and E1. Similar to Alternatives B, C, and F, 
Alternative E2 would include a disturbance cap. However, it would apply a 5 percent as opposed 
to a 3 percent disturbance cap; also, the areas that the caps would apply to and the types of 
disturbances that contribute toward the caps would differ.  

Similar to Alternative D, Alternative E2 directly addresses siting wind energy facilities; 
however, Alternative E2 would be less restrictive than Alternative D by avoiding rather than 
excluding wind energy developments in PHMA. It would apply BMPs and industry, state, and 
federal stipulations in cases where siting in PHMA could not be avoided. Similar to Alternative 
E1, Alternative E2 would not promote the utility undergrounding. Electrical transmission lines, 
and where feasible and consistent with federally required electrical separation standards, new 
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linear transmission features would be sited in existing corridors, or at a minimum, in concert 
with existing linear features in GRSG habitat. Therefore, in this respect, Alternative E2 would 
not be as likely to prevent collisions with GRSG as Alternatives B, C, D, or F and, therefore, 
would not be as protective of GRSG. GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed for to 
conserve the species. No specific management actions are provided for this habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative E2 would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, rather than removing or fragmenting it, thereby benefiting GRSG. 
Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current infrastructure management actions would 
continue; however, included would be an additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat 
and preventing disturbance to GRSG (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW avoidance areas in GRSG habitat. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on GRSG in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 would implement the following unique strategies to address response to fire and 
reduce the general effects of fire on GRSG, as discussed under Alternative A:  

• Create and implement a statewide fire agency agreement that would eliminate 
jurisdictional boundaries and allow for immediate response to natural fire in PHMA 

• Allow the use of fire-retardant vegetation that would buffer areas of high quality GRSG 
habitat from catastrophic fire 

• Use prescriptive fire with caution in sagebrush habitat and only at higher elevations and 
in a manner designed prescriptively to benefit GRSG 

• Conduct effective research into controlling fire size and protect remaining GRSG areas 
that are next to high-risk cheatgrass areas 

• Focus research efforts on effective reclamation and restoration of landscapes altered by 
wildfire 

• Manage winter habitat to maintain the maximum amount of sagebrush, especially tall 
sagebrush (80 percent), which would be above the snow and available to GRSG during a 
severe winter 

• Coordinate the needs and efforts related to GRSG with the State of Utah Sage-Grouse 
Committee that was formed to develop a collaborative process to protect the health and 
welfare by reducing the size and frequency of catastrophic fires 

Similar to Alternative B, Alternative E2 calls for prescriptive grazing to specifically reduce fire 
size and intensity on all types of landownership, where appropriate. Overall, the protective 
benefits of Alternative E2 to GRSG and their habitat would likely be most similar to that of 
Alternative B; however, it would have short-term negative impacts on GRSG and their habitats 
similar to those described under Alternative A for suppression and prescribed fire.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Management actions under Alternative E2, with respect to fire and fuels management, would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or 
fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of 
the FEIS), current wildfire suppression operations would continue, but additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat would be included. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect 
effects of fire on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
GRSG. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 directs land managers to aggressively respond to new infestations to keep 
invasive species from spreading. Every effort would be made to identify and treat new 
infestations before they become larger problems. Additionally, containing known infestations in 
or near sagebrush habitats would be a high priority for all land management. Vegetation 
management tools described above for Fire and Fuels and below for Livestock Grazing would 
help to reduce the general impacts of invasive plants on GRSG, as described under Alternative 
A. Alternative E2, like Alternative E1, would be more protective in terms of controlling invasive 
plants in GRSG habitat than any of the other alternatives; however, the short-term impacts on 
GRSG habitat associated with invasive plant treatments (see Alternative A) would be the same 
and could affect a larger area.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plant treatments would continue, and the short-term negative impacts of these activities 
on GRSG and their habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial 
impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 
would provide an added benefit to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects 
of invasive plants management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on GRSG. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation management conservation measure 
specific to conifer encroachment. It calls for aggressively removing encroaching conifers and 
other plant species to expand GRSG habitat where possible. Although treatments associated with 
the measures in Alternative E2 could negatively impact GRSG and their habitat in the short term 
(refer to vegetation treatments discussion for Invasive Plants in Alternative A), they would 
benefit GRSG and their habitat in the long term. This would be by reducing the negative impacts 
from conifer encroachment described in Conifer Encroachment under Alternative A. In 
comparison, Alternative D would address conifer encroachment as part of several restoration and 
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fire suppression conservation measures and over a larger area, which would provide a greater 
benefit to GRSG and their habitat. Alternative E2 is most similar to Alternative E1, except it 
does not include a stipulation for prioritizing removal methods minimizing disturbance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted, as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on GRSG in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future, 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 would continue to make GRSG PHMA and GHMA available for livestock 
grazing. Should site-specific concerns be raised about the effect of grazing on GRSG habitat, and 
such effects were documented over a sufficiently long time frame, corrective management 
actions would be addressed through BMPs. Incompatible grazing strategies would be addressed 
through established rangeland management practices, consistent with the maintenance or 
enhancement of habitat. GRSG seasonal habitat requirements (leks, nesting, early brood rearing, 
late brood rearing, and winter) would be considered when managing sagebrush rangelands. 
Water developments would be designed to enhance mesic habitat for use by GRSG and to 
maintain adequate vegetation in wet meadows. In PHMA, GRSG stipulations would take 
precedence over stipulations for other species if conflicts were to occur and if otherwise 
allowable by law. Livestock fences would be located away from leks, using the NRCS fence 
standards to reduce bird strikes. New infestations of invasive exotic plants would be addressed 
aggressively to prevent spreading. Overall, the measures associated with livestock grazing under 
Alternative E2 would benefit GRSG and their habitat, although less than those proposed under 
Alternatives B, C, D, or F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would provide an added benefit 
to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on GRSG 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Under Alternative E2, PHMA would be considered suitable for further coal leasing and 
underground coal extraction. PHMA and GHMA that is not already withdrawn or proposed for 
withdrawal would be available for locatable mineral entry. PHMA would be open to mineral 
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materials and oil and gas leasing and would be an avoidance area for wind energy development, 
although it would not be precluded.  

All of the aforementioned forms of energy development, plus nonenergy leasable mineral lands, 
solid mineral exploration and geophysical exploration activities, would be subject to the 
following stipulations, as well as BMPs accepted by industry and state and federal agencies:  

• New permanent disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, should not be 
located in the occupied lek itself 

• Permanent disturbance should not be allowed within 1 mile of an occupied lek, unless it 
is not visible to the GRSG using the lek 

• Disturbance outside the lek should not produce noise 10 decibels (db) above the ambient 
(background) level at the edge of the lek during breeding season;  

• Time-of-day (when the lek is active) and seasonal stipulations applying to specific 
habitats would be applied and based on site-specific conditions, in coordination with the 
local Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) biologist 

• Disturbance in PHMA would be avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating 
development in the least important habitat if avoidance in PHMA is not possible; project 
proponents would have to demonstrate why avoidance would not be possible 

• Cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of 
surface area 

• Barriers to migration, if applicable, would be avoided 

All existing fluid mineral uses are explicitly recognized by this alternative and would not be 
affected by it. The GRSG conservation measures identified in the associated NEPA documents 
for each of these projects would continue to be implemented to protect GRSG and its habitat. 
Provisions of this alternative would not be added to the measures identified for each project. 

GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed for the conservation of the species. No 
specific management actions are provided for this habitat. Similar to Alternative E1, impacts on 
GRSG from energy development under Alternative E2 would essentially continue as described in 
Alternative A, although somewhat reduced by the application of BMPs. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with energy development under Alternative E2 would increase 
protection of GRSG and their habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or 
fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development 
management direction would continue, but additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat 
would be included. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on GRSG in MZ IV 
from energy development would be largely beneficial for GRSG. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
GRSG. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative E2 would limit or reduce impacts from recreation by preventing new permanent 
disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, in occupied leks or within 1 mile of an 
occupied lek, unless it is not visible to the GRSG using the lek. It would limit disturbance 
outside of leks to no more than 10 db above the ambient level at the edge of the lek during 
breeding season. Time-of-day (when the lek is active) and seasonal stipulations applying to 
specific habitats would be applied and based on site-specific conditions, in coordination with the 
local UDWR biologist. 

In PHMA (nesting and brood-rearing areas and winter habitat and other habitat), disturbance 
would be avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating development in the least important 
habitat, if avoidance is not possible. Project proponents would have to demonstrate why 
avoidance would not be possible. Cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed 
to exceed 5 percent of surface area, and barriers to migration, if applicable, would be avoided. 
Alternative E2 could be more protective of GRSG and their habitat than any of the other 
alternatives. This is because measures to reduce impacts would apply to all recreation as opposed 
to only SUAs or camping. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative E2 would 
increase protection of GRSG, thereby benefiting GRSG. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some 
of the current recreation management would continue; however, additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG would be included. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on GRSG in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial for GRSG. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative E2, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2 of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

Alternative F 

 Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Land uses and realty management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that 
under Alternative B; the effects on GRSG and their habitat would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. 

Fire and Fuels  
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B; the impacts on GRSG would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of fire and fuels management on GRSG and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV 
would be the same as Alternative B. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Invasive plants management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. Together, these measures would reduce impacts from invasive plants on GRSG 
habitat, as described under Alternative A, but the effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of invasive plants management on GRSG and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV 
would be the same as for Alternative B. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternatives A and B, Alternative F does not directly address conifer encroachment and 
would maintain the invasive plant direction described under Alternative A. Although the types of 
impacts would be the same, the conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and 
the fuels treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of the 
impacts on GRSG habitat from conifer encroachment, relative to Alternative A. Alternative F 
could provide an additional reduction in the magnitude of impacts on GRSG habitat from conifer 
encroachment relative to Alternative B. This is because those measures generally would apply 
throughout occupied GRSG under Alternative F, and they would be limited to PHMA under 
Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of conifer encroachment management on GRSG and sagebrush habitat in 
MZ IV would be the same as under Alternative B. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would include beneficial management actions similar to those of Alternative B, 
except they would apply in all GRSG habitats. These are as follows: 

• Completion of land health assessments 
• Consideration of grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
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• Consideration of retiring vacant allotments 
• Improved management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluation of existing introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorization of new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

they would be beneficial to GRSG 
• BMPs for West Nile Virus 
• Fence removal, modification or marking 

Together these actions would reduce the potential for negative impacts of grazing on GRSG 
habitat, described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative F would provide an added benefit to 
GRSG. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on GRSG in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative F wind energy development would be prohibited in PHMA, which would be 
closed to new fluid mineral leasing, nonenergy leasable mineral leasing, and mineral material 
sales. PHMA would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry; no NSO would be 
stipulated for leased fluid minerals, and a 3 percent disturbance cap would be applied.  

Numerous conservation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts from mineral 
exploration and development in PHMA. Like Alternative B, Alternative F does not include 
specific management for locatable or salable or nonenergy minerals in GHMA. Unlike 
Alternative B, Alternative F directly addresses wind energy and fluid minerals development 
outside of PHMA: Wind energy would be sited at least 5 miles from active GRSG leks and at 
least 4 miles from the perimeter of GRSG winter habitat. Areas within 4 miles of active GRSG 
leks would be closed to new fluid minerals leasing. Alternative F, although similar to Alternative 
B, would reduce the impacts of energy development on GRSG and their habitat, as described 
under Alternative A, more so than Alternative B. This is because it addresses siting of wind 
energy and fluid minerals leasing outside of PHMA more thoroughly than Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with energy development under Alternative F would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing 
or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current energy 
development management would continue; however, it would include additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for 
withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on 
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GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on GRSG. 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would follow the same general approach as Alternative A, but, like Alternative B, 
it would permit in PHMA only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG. In 
addition, in all occupied habitat, camping areas within 4 miles of active leks would be closed 
seasonally. The general recreational effects of Alternative F would be the same as those for 
Alternatives A and B, although Alternative F would be somewhat more protective of GRSG than 
Alternative B due to the seasonal closures.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative F would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting GRSG rather than removing or fragmenting 
habitat. Under Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction 
would continue, but additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing GRSG 
disturbance would be included. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of recreation 
management on GRSG in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
GRSG. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative F, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative F of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

Proposed Plan Alternative 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Under the Proposed Plan, PHMA and IHMA would be identified as ROW avoidance areas, as 
opposed to ROW exclusion areas for PHMA under Alternative B or all occupied habitat under 
Alternative C. PHMA and IHMA would be exclusion areas for wind and solar developments. 
New ROWs in PHMA would not be allowed except in accordance with the Anthropogenic 
Disturbance Exception Criteria outlined in the Proposed Plan. Transmission lines in PHMA 
would be allowed only as incremental upgrades in existing corridors, and perch deterrents would 
be used to reduce avian predation. In IHMA new ROWs could be considered if in accordance 
with the IHMA Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria.  
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The Forest Service would colocate new ROWs with existing infrastructure and would aim to 
remove, bury, or modify existing power lines in these areas when possible. The Proposed Plan 
provides for a protective buffer from disturbance around leks in PHMA, IHMA and GHMA, 
based on the latest science (USGS 2014). The Forest Service would retain management 
flexibility to route ROWs to minimize overall impacts on GRSG habitat. Existing ROW 
corridors are preferred for collocating new ROWs but could not be widened more than 50 
percent greater than the original footprint. These measures would protect GRSG habitat from 
fragmentation and disturbance of ROW construction, operations, and maintenance. 

Under the Proposed Plan, land tenure adjustments would include retaining lands with GRSG 
habitat. PHMA and IHMA would be available only for exchanges that increase the extent or 
provide for connectivity of habitat. Retaining areas with GRSG would reduce the likelihood of 
habitat conversion to agriculture, urbanization, or other uses that would remove sagebrush 
habitat.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall benefit to GRSG. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of lands and 
realty management on GRSG and their habitat in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would focus resources to reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas and would 
maintain fuel breaks in PHMA and IHMA. Landscapes would be prioritized for fire prevention 
and fuels management in GRSG habitat to minimize the risk of wildfire in PHMA and IHMA. 
The use of prescribed fire in GRSG habitat would be avoided unless an evaluation of site-
specific conditions showed a net benefit to GRSG. 

The Proposed Plan includes an adaptive management strategy based on population and habitat 
triggers for each conservation area. Adaptive management would expand more restrictive 
management based on specific and measurable triggers relating to habitat and population 
metrics; for example, grazing may be restricted next to burn areas in order to restore habitat 
capable of supporting GRSG. Enhanced monitoring would be conducted in restoration areas. 
These policies are designed to limit the prevalence of wildfire in sagebrush areas and would 
reduce damage to GRSG habitat more than current management.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase 
protection of all GRSG habitats. Though such management could result in some negative 
impacts on  GRSG, their overall effects would be neutral or beneficial. The cumulative effects of 
fire and fuels management actions under the Proposed Plan, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to those described in Alternatives 
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B and D; they would not be substantial, change the existing population trend, or remove and 
fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects 
section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would reduce the impacts from invasive plants in these habitats compared 
with Alternative A, and monitoring and mitigation components of the Proposed Plan would help 
to ensure GRSG seasonal habitat objectives are met. Similar to those of Alternative B, vegetation 
management conservation measures under the Proposed Plan would prioritize restoration, 
including reducing invasive plants and monitoring and controlling invasive species after 
management projects. Applicable to all GRSG habitat management areas SFAs, the Proposed 
Plan contains specific guidelines for invasive annual grass management when GRSG habitat 
restoration projects are designed and road and roadway maintenance is planned.  

Under the Proposed Plan, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration 
actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or the use of herbicides, could 
negatively impact individual sensitive species. Such impacts would be minimal as project level 
environmental review would be done and would include appropriate avoidance or minimization 
measures. The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under the Proposed Plan, as it 
would be under Alternatives B and D. Current Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) restricts the 
use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, current invasive species management would continue, and the long-
term beneficial impacts of improved habitat would continue to outweigh the short-term negative 
impacts of these activities on  GRSG. Additional measures to conserve existing sagebrush habitat 
and restore degraded sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would provide a further net 
benefit to  GRSG and their habitat in all GRSG habitat management areas and SFAs. Therefore, 
the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of invasive species management on GRSG in MZ 
IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Conifer removal can provide immediate benefit to GRSG by restoring habitat quality; 
conversely, other vegetation management projects aimed at restoring sagebrush may aid GRSG 
over the long term but may not provide immediate habitat improvement. Under the Proposed 
Plan, the Forest Service would include treatment programs to reduce the likelihood of conifer 
encroachment and further improve GRSG abundance and distribution. Conifer removal would 
facilitate GRSG population and habitat recovery through methods determined appropriate for the 
terrain at the site-specific level. Thus, the vegetation management tools described in the 
Proposed Plan would help to reduce encroachment and improve GRSG habitat. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate GRSG 
habitat conservation measures that directly address conifer encroachment. Management of 
conifer encroachment and associated conservation measures would have an overall neutral or 
beneficial effect on  GRSG. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of conifer 
encroachment management on  GRSG and their habitat in MZ IV, when combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, 11,073,800 acres of NFS lands are open for livestock grazing on the 
six National Forests represented in the FEIS area. Essentially all of the sagebrush habitats 
occupied by GRSG are grazed by domestic livestock. Livestock grazing is managed through 
existing grazing plans, following their methods and guidelines to maintain ecological conditions 
according to Standards for Rangeland Health. The standards include maintaining healthy, 
productive, and diverse populations of native plants and animals. Direct impacts on GRSG have 
been reduced in some areas due to GRSG-specific management found in some conservation 
strategies or LUPs. 

Range improvements are designed to meet both wildlife and range objectives and include 
building, modifying, or marking fences to permit wildlife passage and reduce the chance of bird 
strikes. Modifications may involve moving troughs, adding or changing wildlife escape ramps, 
or ensuring water is available on the ground for a variety of different wildlife species. Although 
not directly created to protect GRSG, these approaches would protect and enhance GRSG habitat 
by reducing the likelihood of surface disturbance in sensitive areas and ensuring brood-rearing 
habitat is available to GRSG. 

Management under the Proposed Plan would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans 
in PHMA and IHMA. Land health assessments would be prioritized in PHMA and IHMA, and 
management changes would be tailored to specifically address GRSG habitat objectives. When 
an allotment becomes vacant, voluntary retirement of the allotment or grazing preference would 
be considered in PHMA if it would benefit GRSG habitat. In SFA, grazing permits would be 
prioritized for review in GRSG habitat.  

Structural range improvements not beneficial to GRSG would be limited in GRSG habitat. These 
efforts would improve forage and cover in GRSG habitat to protect nesting GRSG from 
population loss due to predation. Similar efforts would apply to AML reevaluations in HMA for 
wild horse and burro populations. HMA would not be increased in PHMA or in IHMA without 
considering GRSG habitat objectives. Together, these efforts would reduce impacts on GRSG 
from grazing, such as loss of nesting cover, compared with Alternative A. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing 
grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve 
existing sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would further minimize negative impacts on 
sensitive species that may occur in GRSG habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on  GRSG. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Nonenergy Leasable Minerals Management 

Under the Proposed Plan, PHMA would be closed to leasing, while IHMA and GHMA would be 
open to leasing. This is in accordance with the Anthropogenic Disturbance Development 
Criteria, as well as RDFs, BMPs, buffers (based on the USGS [2014] study), and seasonal timing 
restrictions.  

Locatable Minerals Management 

Currently, National Forest System lands in the sub-region are generally open to locatable mineral 
development. Mitigation of effects on GRSG and its habitat are identified through the NEPA 
process approved plans of operation. Goals and objectives for locatable minerals are to provide 
opportunities to develop the resource while preventing undue or unnecessary degradation of 
National Forest System lands.  

Lands currently withdrawn or recommended for withdrawal to locatable mineral entry under the 
General Mining Act of 1872 comprise 1,365,000 acres of PHMA and 433,200 acres of GHMA. 
This provide an increased level of protection to GRSG seasonal habitats. These acreages would 
not change under the Proposed Plan, except in SFA, where all acreage would be recommended 
for withdrawal from locatable mineral entry. In addition, the Proposed Plan would require 
operators to apply reasonable and appropriate RDFs and BMPs as Conditions of Approval when 
a Plan of Operations is submitted for approval. BMPs for locatable minerals removal would be 
applied to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA as COAs in plans of operation. As no additional habitat 
would be withdrawn from mineral entry, there would continue to be effects on GRSG and their 
habitat. Use of BMPs, RDFs, and buffers under the Proposed Plan might reduce these impacts, as 
compared with Alternative A.  

Salable Minerals Management 

Under the Proposed Plan, PHMA would be closed to development, while IHMA and GHMA 
would be open, subject to Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria. Closure would 
increase protection on habitat associated with leks. In addition, buffer zones, RDFs, and BMPs 
associated with development in GRSG habitat would provide improved protection from salable 
mineral development.  
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Fluid Minerals Management 

Under the Proposed Plan, in unleased areas of PHMA and IHMA, an NSO stipulation would be 
applied without waivers or modifications; in SFA, NSO stipulations would apply without waiver, 
exception, or modification. Outside SFA, exceptions to NSO would be considered under certain 
criteria. GHMA would be open to leasing with BMPs, RDF, and buffer zones. Restrictive 
stipulations would increase protection of habitat associated with leks by avoiding surface 
disturbance during sensitive times; this would reduce the impacts of mining on GRSG habitat. 
Mitigation requirements would be implemented to ensure a net conservation gain for GRSG.  
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Unlike Alternative B, the Proposed Plan would directly address solar and wind energy 
development. Similar to Alternative D, in PHMA, the Proposed Plan would prohibit new wind 
and solar energy development. Alternative D and the Proposed Plan would make IHMA 
avoidance areas and GHMA would remain open for wind and solar energy development in 
Idaho; by contrast, only the Proposed Plan would make GHMA avoidance areas for wind and 
solar energy development in Montana. The Proposed Plan would reduce negative impacts from 
energy development on  GRSG and their habitat, relative to Alternatives A, B, and D.  

Cumulative Effects 

  

Under the Proposed Plan, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve existing sagebrush habitat and provide an overall 
long-term benefit. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects on  GRSG and their 
habitat in MZ IV from the management of energy development, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts. 

 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation 
on GRSG. Similar to Alternative D, in all GRSG habitats, terms and conditions in new and 
existing permits and operating plans should be included to protect and restore GRSG habitat; 
however, the Proposed Plan extends these measures to SFAs. In PHMA, IHMA, SFAs, the 
Proposed Plan does not authorize temporary recreation uses that results in loss of habitat or 
would have  negative impacts beyond 5 years on GRSG or their habitats. 

The Proposed Plan would not approve new or expanded recreation facilities, such as roads, trails, 
and campgrounds, including SUAs for facilities and activities, unless the development would 
results in a net conservation gain to GRSG and their habitats or the development were required 
for visitor safety. The Proposed Plan would reduce the general impacts of recreation on GRSG 
that were described under Alternative A. Although the types of impacts on  GRSG would be 
similar to Alternatives A, B, and D, the extent of impacts in GRSG habitat would be lower under 
the Proposed Plan, due to its greater extent of restrictions by delineating SFAs.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation under the Proposed Plan would increase 
protection of PHMA, IHMA, GHMA, and SFAs in MZ IV. They would minimize the negative 
impacts of recreation on sensitive species that occur in those areas. Therefore, when combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, recreation management in MZ 
IV, the Proposed Plan would not substantially increase negative impacts on  GRSG. 
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 Determination 

Under the Proposed Plan, conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to GRSG 
and GRSG habitat. Therefore, the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land 
Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement Proposed Plan may impact 
individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species for the GRSG in the plan area. 

B. Sagebrush-Associated Species 
Greater Sage-Grouse as an Umbrella Species 
GRSG populations require large landscapes and specific habitat conditions at broad scales to 
meet their seasonal life requisite requirements.  Rowland et al. (2010) and Hanser and Knick 
(2006) provide documentation that GRSG habitats at broad scales have substantial overlap with 
habitats of other species similarly associated with sagebrush and sagebrush-steppe communities.  

The plan amendment is specially designed to provide protections for GRSG and their habitats. 
Although individual species have specific habitat requirements at finer scales that differentiate 
their use of habitats, habitat protections for GRSG will benefit other species similarly dependent 
on these habitats.  The structure of this biological evaluation reviews the efficacy for 
conservation and management actions for GRSG, and then evaluates the adequacy of these 
protections for other sensitive species, including those associated with sage-brush habitats 

For this analysis, the following species have been grouped as sagebrush-associated species 
(SAS): bighorn sheep (Ovis Canadensis), Great Basin pocket mouse (Perognathus parvus), 
pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis), Columbia spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), 
Townsend’s western big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
(Tympanuchus phasianellus), boreal toad (Anaxyrus boreas boreas), and western toad (Bufo 
boreas). This is because of the similar habitats they occupy and the programmatic nature and 
landscape scale of this analysis. Though each of the species may not depend completely on 
sagebrush for every life history stage, they are all strongly associated with sagebrush habitats. 
The landscape-scale effects of the proposed conservation measures for each program area under 
each alternative will be analyzed generally and collectively for this group of species. 

Bighorn sheep (Ovis Canadensis) 

Distribution (R1 Sensitive—Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest) 

Bighorn sheep use the Lima Tendoy landscape in PHMA and GHMA habitat (southwest portion 
of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest near the Idaho border) as part of their winter range.  

Habitat Association and Threats  

Most bighorn populations in Montana occur in the western portion of the state. The Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest is in the mountain foothills ecological region. Topography varies, 
from gently undulating foothills to rugged mountainous terrain, with elevations ranging from 
4,000 to 11,000 feet. Vegetation in the foothills is a variety of big sage, bitterbrush, mountain 
mahogany, and juniper, interspersed among bunchgrass communities dominated by bluebunch 
wheatgrass and Idaho fescue. Riparian areas support cottonwood, aspen, willow, and hawthorn. 
Conifer forests of Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, subalpine fir, and whitebark pine 
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become prevalent with increasing elevation. Subalpine and alpine vegetation is restricted to 
elevations above about 8,500 feet. In east-central Idaho and southwest Montana, bighorn sheep 
generally make use of sagebrush steppe near escape terrain during the winter and spring. 

The main threat to this species is disease from contact with domestic sheep, but other issues 
include habitat deterioration, loss, and fragmentation from residential and resort development, 
highway development, livestock grazing, forest succession, noxious weeds, forage competition 
with other wild ungulate species, and human disturbance on critical winter and lambing ranges. 

Great Basin pocket mouse (Perognathus parvus) 

Distribution (R1 Sensitive—Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest) 

The Great Basin pocket mouse is found throughout the Great Basin and adjacent regions of the 
West, from south-central British Columbia southward through eastern Washington and Oregon 
to southern California, Nevada, northern Arizona, western Utah, southern Idaho, southwestern 
Montana, and southwestern Wyoming. It usually occurs below 8,200 feet. In Montana the 
species is limited to the southwestern portion; it is known to occur in Beaverhead County and is 
suspected in Madison County. It is limited to arid areas in southwestern Montana, which is on 
the periphery of the species’ range (USDA Forest Service 2009). The Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest is on the periphery of the range of the pocket mouse and contains limited pocket 
mouse habitat. Within the analysis area, the most likely areas to find the pocket mouse are the 
southern end of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Very little is known about this pocket mouse in Montana, where occupied habitats are arid and 
sometimes sparsely vegetated. They include grassland-shrubland with less than 40 percent cover, 
stabilized sandhills, and landscapes with sandy soils, more than 28 percent sagebrush cover, and 
12- to 78-inch shrub height. 

The primary threat to the pocket mouse is direct habitat alteration, particularly conversion of 
habitat to hay fields and row crops. Another possible threat is the encroachment of conifers into 
grassland/shrubland habitats. 

Pygmy Rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis) 

Distribution (R1 Sensitive—Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest; R4 Sensitive—
Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, Sawtooth National 
Forest) 

Montana lies on the northeastern edge of pygmy rabbit distribution. There are confirmed records 
dating to 1918 from three southwestern counties (Beaverhead, Jefferson, Madison), with most of 
the Montana range in Beaverhead County. Montana records are between 4,500 and 6,700 feet. 
Forest Service surveys in the north Big Hole detected three rabbits on the Mudd Creek allotment, 
approximately 17 miles north of Wisdom, Montana (USDA Forest Service 2009). These 
detections were below 6,300 feet. Rabbits have also been seen in the Reservoir Creek drainage 
on BLM-administered lands southwest of Bannack at approximately 6,400 feet. This location is 
3 miles east of the nearest National Forest System lands. It is reasonable to expect to find this 
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species on Forest System lands below 6,700 feet. Habitat at these elevations is very limited on 
Forest System lands, less than 1 percent, mainly south of an east-west line below Dillon. There 
are no detections north of Melrose. 

Pygmy rabbits occur on the Challis-Yankee Fork, Leadore, and Lost River Ranger Districts of 
the Salmon-Challis National Forest. Documented historic records for pygmy rabbits on the 
Caribou portion of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest are from near Pocatello, Fort Hall, and 
Downey, all at elevations below the National Forest boundary; there are no known occurrences 
within the forest. The pygmy rabbit potentially occurs on the west side of the Caribou National 
Forest in dense sagebrush stands, but current distribution is uncertain. On the Targhee National 
Forest, suitable pygmy rabbit habitat occurs only on the Dubois Ranger District.  

Pygmy rabbits have been documented in Grouse Canyon in the Crooked Creek drainage and in 
the Fritz Creek drainage of Medicine Lodge. They are suspected to occur wherever there is 
suitable habitat, including Birch Creek and east of Medicine Lodge. In addition, the Idaho 
Natural Heritage Database contains numerous pygmy rabbit detections next to the ranger district. 
The predicted range for the pygmy rabbit in the Sawtooth National Forest includes the Ketchum 
Ranger District, the southern half of the Fairfield Ranger District, the southeastern portion of the 
Sawtooth National Recreation Area, and the entire Minidoka Ranger District. Extensive surveys 
for pygmy rabbits have not been conducted on the Sawtooth National Forest. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Pygmy rabbits require sagebrush habitats. Tall clumps of big sage are particularly desirable, with 
shrub canopy cover greater than 21 percent. Since they make extensive use of burrows, many of 
their own construction, they also need loose, friable soil generally deeper than 14 inches. Pygmy 
rabbits eat a variety of grasses and forbs and switch to almost exclusively sagebrush during the 
winter. The preferred habitat in Montana appears to be gently sloping or level floodplains where 
adequate sagebrush and appropriate soils exist. However, many occupied sites have marginal 
sagebrush cover and shallow soils. Pygmy rabbits are also reported to frequent areas in Idaho 
supporting greasewood. 

The primary cause for population declines is due to the loss, alteration, and fragmentation of 
sagebrush-steppe habitat from increased fire frequency, extent, and severity, encroachment of 
habitat by invasive plant species, and vegetation treatments that remove sagebrush. 
Fragmentation of sagebrush communities also poses a threat to populations of pygmy rabbits 
because dispersal potential is limited. 

Columbia spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) 

Distribution (R1 Sensitive—Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest; R4 Sensitive—Boise 
National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, and 
Sawtooth National Forest) 

This species is known to occur from central Mexico, north to southern British Columbia, and 
east to Texas. Although roost habitats and sites have not been documented in Montana, rock 
outcrops abound on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, including limestone, which can 
provide excellent roosting habitat. Ponderosa pine forest is restricted to the northwest portion of 
the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest; cliff faces and talus slopes are widespread, as are 
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sagebrush and riparian areas. Three detections have been recorded on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest along the eastern edge of the Pioneer Mountains landscape in the GRSG analysis 
area (USDA Forest Service 2009). 

This species has been found in southwest Idaho, south of the Snake River and from Twin Falls 
County north to the Middle Fork of the Salmon River (Nutt et al. 2010). Roosting habitat (cracks 
in steep rocky outcrops and cliff faces) occurs in the Boise National Forest, in steep basalt and 
limestone canyons, and also outside the national forest (Nutt et al. 2010). There have been no 
documented occurrence of spotted bats in the Boise National Forest, but surveys have been 
limited, and population trends in the Boise National Forest are unknown. Based upon forest 
records, there is one record of spotted bats in the Middle Fork Ranger District in the Frank 
Church – River of No Return Wilderness Area on the Salmon-Challis National Forest) that does 
not overlap the range of the GRSG, and one in the Valley Creek watershed next to the Challis-
Yankee Fork Ranger District. It is unclear if the latter overlaps with GRSG habitat. The spotted 
bat has not been documented on the Caribou-Targhee, and Sawtooth National Forests, but 
occurrence data exists for areas near the Sawtooth National Forest and suitable habitat is 
available there.  

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Spotted bats have been encountered or detected most often in open arid habitats dominated by 
Utah juniper and sagebrush, sometimes intermixed with limber pine or Douglas-fir, or in grassy 
meadows in ponderosa pine savannah. Cliffs, rocky outcrops, and water are other attributes of 
sites where spotted bats have been found, typical for the global range. This species is sensitive to 
human disturbance during roosting. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) 

Distribution (R1 Sensitive—Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest; R4 Sensitive—Boise 
National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Salmon-Challis National Forest, 
Sawtooth National Forest) 

Elevation range for this species extends from near sea level to at least 10,826 feet in some areas. 
The complete extent of the range of Townsend’s big-eared bat in Montana is unknown due to the 
limited survey across many areas. It has been documented in over 20 counties, at elevations of 
1,968 to 7,820 feet. There are 11 detections in southwest Montana through 2008 that border the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. One detection is from 1997 in the Dillon Ranger 
District’s Bloody Dick drainage, and one is near the forest boundary in the Argenta area. Of 
these detections there are only two since 2000, with none on Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest lands. The species was not detected it the 2008 R1 bat survey of the 13 evaluated 
abandoned mine shafts in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest’s Delmoe Lake and 
Pipestone Pass areas; however, suitable habitat was found at 2 of the 13 sites.  

Although population trends are not well documented, populations in Idaho appear to be 
declining. Although this species has been identified at several locations near the Boise National 
Forest, Idaho Department of Fish and Game Animal Conservation Database (2009 in Nutt et al. 
2010) records identify no Townsend’s big-eared bat occurrences on the forest; Townsend’s big-
eared bat population trends for the forest are unknown.  
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Although the Townsend’s big-eared bat has not been documented on the Targhee portion of the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest, winter surveys of hibernating bats conducted in 1984 and 1985 
on the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, near the western portion of the forest, detected 
the species hibernating in lava tube caves. Cave and abandoned mine surveys in the Caribou 
portion of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest have found Townsend’s big-eared bats using 
these structures for both summer roosts and winter hibernacula.  

Use has been documented in the Bear River range, Preuss Range, Portneuf Range and Elkhorn 
Mountains. Of 18 caves and mines surveyed on the Montpelier Ranger District during the winter, 
11 were found to have low numbers of western big-eared bats; of 12 caves and mines surveyed 
in the summer, 5 had low number. No large concentrations were found in any season. Based 
upon forest records, this species occurs on the North Fork, Salmon-Cobalt, and Lost River 
Ranger Districts of the Salmon-Challis National Forest; abandoned mine land surveys have 
found colonies in the Lost River, Challis-Yankee Fork, Salmon-Cobalt, Leadore, and North Fork 
Ranger Districts. Of these areas, GRSG habitat overlaps only the Lost River Ranger District and 
small portions of the Salmon-Cobalt, Challis-Yankee Fork, and Leadore Ranger Districts.  

The Sawtooth National Forest contains source habitat throughout the low, mid-, and high 
elevations. Although Townsend’s big-eared bats have been documented in the Sawtooth National 
Forest, there are only a few point location occurrence data shown for this species. The forest 
provides breeding, hibernating, and generally year-round habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bat, 
but its population size and trend data are unavailable for the Sawtooth National Forest. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

In western Montana the Townsend’s big-eared bat is most closely associated with cavernous 
habitat and rocky outcrops of sedimentary or limestone origin, which it uses for roosting. In old-
growth forests, large-diameter hollow trees may be used for roosting, and it is known to use 
caves, buildings, and tree cavities for roosts. In Idaho, most of the big-eared bat records have 
been in lower elevations outside of large expanses of forest cover. 

Threats generally are loss of habitat due to management activities, vandalism, and disturbance of 
maternity roosts and hibernacula. Managing forested types to produce a sufficient number of 
snags of the appropriate heights would benefit this species since it uses snags for night roosting.  

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) 

Distribution (R4 Sensitive—Boise National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, 
Sawtooth National Forest) 

The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse occurs in southwestern Canada, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, 
Montana, and Wyoming. It is not known if this bird nests on the Boise National Forest, but it is 
assumed that some do. Idaho Department of Fish and Game records show one sharp-tailed 
grouse record for that forest (Nutt et al. 2010). 

Most of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest is at a higher elevation than where this species is 
typically found. While there are numerous leks documented next to the Caribou portion of the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest, none are on its lands. Sagebrush and grassland habitats in the 
forest may provide nesting, brood-rearing, and winter habitat. Survey data for attendance on leks 
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next to the Caribou-Targhee National Forest is very patchy. In the forest, there appears to be 
habitat for sharp-tailed grouse in the Shotgun Valley, along the western boundary of the Ashton-
Island Park District (similar to GRSG) and on the southern portions of the Dubois District east of 
I-15. Habitat in the forest is likely for brood rearing, as opposed to for nesting or wintering.  

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse populations occur in three sub-basins in the Sawtooth National 
Forest: Curlew Valley, Raft River, and Salmon Falls Creek. Sharp-tailed grouse populations are 
small and isolated, and this species is anticipated to use adjacent BLM-administered and private 
lands. Forest Service-administered lands are believed to provide important fall and wintering 
requirements, and these habitats are generally in the mountain shrub communities. It is not 
known definitively if this species nests on Forest Service-administered lands, but it is assumed 
that some do. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Sharp-tailed grouse are found in low-elevation native shrub-grassland year-round. Abundant 
grass composition appears to be important in shrub/grassland communities during all life stages. 
Through the summer, the shrubs are used for cover and the grass and forbs for food, including 
insects that are available in these habitats. During the winter, tall shrubs other than sagebrush 
(serviceberry, chokecherry, bitterbrush, bitter cherry, hawthorn, and aspen) increase in 
importance for food supply because they are above snow cover and riparian cover types become 
a critical habitat component. These habitats are referred to as mountain shrub communities and 
shrub-dominated riparian areas, and they include areas with moderate to high canopy cover. 

Much of the sharp-tailed grouse’s low-elevation historical habitat has been converted to 
agriculture. Another concern has been the extensive modification of some of these communities 
from wildfire. 

Western boreal toad (Anaxyrus boreas boreas) 

Distribution  

Western boreal toads have been observed on the Boise, Ashton, Island Park, Palisades, and Teton 
Districts of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. Their distribution overlaps with that of the 
GRSG on the Boise Ranger District and is near it in the Ashton-Island Park District. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Boreal toads are associated with wetlands, forests, woodlands, sagebrush, meadows, and 
floodplains in the mountains and valleys. Usually they inhabit wetlands near ponds, lakes, 
reservoirs, rivers, and streams. They require three main habitat components: shallow wetlands 
for breeding, terrestrial habitats with vegetative cover for foraging, and burrows for winter 
hibernation. Boreal toads have a low reproductive output. 

Threats to boreal toads are chytrid fungus (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis), wetlands 
acidification, ozone layer thinning, timber harvesting that causes sedimentation, livestock 
grazing in and around riparian areas, pesticides and herbicides, and introduced species that prey 
on toads or create competition for resources or are vectors for pathogens. Any activity that alters 
mountain wetland habitats can affect boreal toad populations. 
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Western toad (Bufo boreas) 

Distribution (R1 Sensitive—Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest) 

In the last 25 years, western toads have undergone population crashes in Colorado, Utah, 
southeast Wyoming, and New Mexico and have declined in the northern Rocky Mountains. 
Surveys in the late 1990s revealed they were absent from a number of areas they historically 
occupied. While they remain widespread across the landscape, they appear to be occupying only 
5 to 10 percent or less of the suitable habitat. 

A systematic inventory of standing water bodies in 50 randomly chosen sub-watersheds in and 
next to the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest demonstrated similar findings. In the sub-
watersheds where they were found, they were detected and breeding in only 7 percent of the 
suitable habitats. What this represents with regard to historic distribution and abundance in this 
area is not known, since there is no baseline data to compare against. However, based on 
declines in other western states, it seems reasonable to assume that they are depressed and that a 
primary cause is disease. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

The western toad is largely terrestrial and is found in a variety of habitats, from valley bottoms to 
high elevations. They breed in lakes, ponds, and occasionally in slow-flowing streams. They 
prefer shallow areas with muddy bottoms. 

The extent of range-wide threats is not known with certainty, but there appear to be multiple 
causes contributing to the range-wide trend; disease and parasites appear to be contributing 
factors of population declines. Roads, water development, fire suppression, timber harvest, 
mining, grazing, and recreation have been the major human-caused agents of change for water 
resources. 

Alternative A  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Existing LUP direction would apply under Alternative A. There would be no changes to the 
current National Forest System infrastructure, including power lines, wind turbines, 
communications towers, fences, or roads. Permitted ROWs would continue to allow 
construction, maintenance, and operation that could result in habitat loss, fragmentation, or 
degradation of sagebrush habitat or to result in barriers to migration corridors or seasonal 
habitats. Construction and maintenance of infrastructure would continue to lead to higher short-
term concentrations of human noise and disturbance, which could disrupt reproduction, foraging, 
or other behaviors, cause young abandonment temporarily displace individuals of SAS species.  

These activities could also lead to new infestations of noxious or invasive weeds and an increase 
in edge habitat. Existing and new power lines, wind turbines, communications towers, fences, 
and vehicles traveling on associated roads would continue to pose a collision hazard to SAS or to 
provide potential perching and nesting habitat for avian predators. Though proponents of most 
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projects would be forced to mitigate or minimize impacts, this alternative would likely have the 
greatest impact on SAS and their habitat.  

Cumulative Effects 

The baseline date for the cumulative impacts analysis for SAS is 2012. The temporal scope of 
this analysis is a 20-year planning horizon; land use planning documents are generally evaluated 
on a 5-year cycle. The temporal boundary for cumulative effects analysis for SAS is WAFWA 
MZ IV (Snake River Plain). This is because all of the Idaho/Montana planning area, with the 
exception of a small portion of privately held lands in MZ II in the southeastern corner of Idaho, 
is in MZ IV; this area is large enough to encompass larger-ranging species, such as bighorn 
sheep. 

Current infrastructure management activities would continue under Alternative A. ROW 
exclusion or avoidance areas would not be instituted as they would be under Alternatives B, C, 
D, E1, E2 or F. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management, and in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, may result in the increased loss and fragmentation of sagebrush habitat and disturbance 
for SAS in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue to manage wildfire and prescribed burns under current direction. 
This would have the fewest restrictions for fire and fuels management and a high potential for 
vegetation disturbance. Prescribed burns could be used in sagebrush habitat where needed to 
control fuel loading. Policies would not prioritize protection or restoration of mature sagebrush 
habitat. Increased human activity and noise associated with wildland fire suppression and 
prescribed fire in areas occupied by SAS could disrupt nesting, breeding, or foraging behavior. 
IHMA could be removed or degraded because of the use of heavy equipment or hand tools. 
Other potential impacts may include injuring or killing eggs, young, or individuals of less mobile 
species or change species movement patterns from areas devoid of vegetation. 

In addition, suppression may initially result in higher rates of juniper encroachment in some 
areas, eliminating habitat for SAS. In phase 1 of encroachment, fuel loadings remain consistent 
with the sagebrush understory. As juniper encroachment advances (phases 2 and 3) and the 
understory begins to thin, the depleted understory causes the stands to become resistant to 
wildfire and further alters fire return intervals. During years of high fire danger, the resulting 
heavy fuel loadings in these stands can contribute to larger-scale wildfires, which have a 
particularly negative effect on pygmy rabbit and Columbia sharp-tailed grouse habitat, and their 
extreme behavior can confound control efforts. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current wildfire suppression and fuels management would continue under Alternative A. The 
limitation or prohibition of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and the sagebrush protection 
emphasis during wildland fire operations would not be instituted as it would be under 
Alternatives B, C, D, E1, E2, and F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in 
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conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the 
increased loss and fragmentation of sagebrush habitat from wildfire in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue the management of invasive weeds under current direction. To 
reduce the likelihood of invasive weed spread and the extent of current infestations, integrated 
weed management techniques are used, including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological 
control. Coordinated weed management areas would remain in effect, and firefighting vehicles 
would be washed before deployment. These policies would limit impacts from spread of weeds 
as effectively as possible under current resource constraints. The spread of weeds would continue 
to pose a substantial threat to the planning area by altering plant community structure and 
composition, productivity, nutrient cycling, and hydrology that could fragment or degrade SAS 
habitat. Weeds may cause declines in native plant populations, including sagebrush habitat, 
through competition or displacement and, in cases where monocultures occur, eliminate 
vegetation that SAS use for food and cover. In addition, invasives can fragment sagebrush 
habitat or reduce habitat quality. Invasives can also create long-term changes in ecosystem 
processes, such as fire-cycles (see Fire and Fuels above).  

Current treatments and active vegetation management typically focus on vegetation composition 
and structure for fuels management, habitat management, and productivity manipulation for the 
following: improving the habitat and forage conditions for ungulates and other grazers, using 
surface soil stabilization to increase productivity, and removing invasive plants. Management of 
vegetation resources to protect GRSG would alter vegetative communities by promoting 
increases in sagebrush height and herbaceous cover and vegetation productivity. Treatments 
designed to prevent encroachment of shrubs, nonnative species, or woody vegetation would alter 
the condition of native vegetation communities by changing the density, composition, and 
frequency of species in plant communities.  

The intent of these management programs is to improve rangeland condition and enhance 
sagebrush ecosystems. Vegetation treatments could negatively impact SAS and sagebrush habitat 
in the short term, primarily through disturbance and vegetation removal; however, the treatments 
would result in long-term benefits for SAS species and would improve sagebrush habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants management treatments are mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological 
control. These would continue and the short-term negative impacts of these activities on SAS 
and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. 
Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on SAS in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitats. 
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Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Expansion of conifer woodlands, especially juniper, displaces shrubs, grasses, and forbs through 
direct competition for resources. The pocket mouse, in particular, may be negatively affected by 
changes in sagebrush habitat due to conifer encroachment. Juniper expansion is also associated 
with increased bare ground and increased potential for erosion. Mature trees may offer perch 
sites for avian predators. Alternative A does not directly address conifer encroachment. 
However, habitat restoration and vegetation management policies described under Invasive 
Plants and fuels treatments described under Fire and Fuels would likely also reduce juniper 
encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current conifer encroachment management would continue under Alternative A, and the 
measures addressing conifer encroachment would not be instituted as they would be in several of 
the action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in conjunction with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the increased loss and 
fragmentation of sagebrush habitat from conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, livestock grazing would be managed as it is now. There would be no 
change in the locations, numbers, timing, or method of livestock grazing in the national forests. 
Depending on site-specific management, beneficial or adverse impacts of grazing on SAS or 
their habitat would continue. Grazing practices can benefit SAS by reducing fuel load, protecting 
intact sagebrush habitat, and increasing habitat extent and continuity. However, grazing at 
inappropriate intensity, season, or location may alter or degrade sagebrush ecosystems or reduce 
cover and structure, which could reduce the suitability of reproductive or foraging habitat.  

In addition, grazing can lead to the following: 

• Degrade meadow/wetland/spring/stream habitat crucial for riparian-dependent SAS, such 
as bats, toads and Columbia sharp-tailed grouse 

• Cause competition with forb-dependent SAS species, such as pygmy rabbit and sharp-
tailed grouse 

• Compact soil, affecting burrowing species, such as pygmy rabbit 
• Trample less mobile SAS or their nests 
• Disturb reproductive, foraging, or other critical behaviors 
• Temporarily displace SAS, particularly during movement or trailing operations 

Under current direction, the Forest Service may use a number of mechanisms to reduce the 
potential for negative impacts from grazing, if necessary. The only planning-level decision 
available is to decide where areas would be open and closed to livestock grazing. Future impacts 
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would be eliminated in areas closed to grazing, but past impacts would likely persist for some 
time, and closing grazing may result in other harmful impacts.  

Other changes in management would occur at the implementation level during the permit 
renewal process, which occurs every ten years and for which subsequent NEPA analysis would 
be conducted. At the implementation level, changes in grazing practices or systems can be 
considered, which could reduce grazing intensity or change the season of use, for example. In 
addition, changes in grazing management in riparian and wet meadows can reduce impacts in 
these important habitats. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through 
existing grazing plans. Methods and guidelines from the existing plans would be followed to 
maintain ecological conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health. Therefore, 
Alternative A’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on SAS in MZ IV would be 
largely neutral. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, all mineral leasing and development and wind energy development would 
continue to be managed under current direction. As such, this alternative would have the most 
direct and indirect impacts on SAS and their habitat and disturb reproductive, foraging, or other 
critical behaviors or displacement. Specifically, these impacts are as follows: 

• Habitat loss 
• Degradation and fragmentation by roads, pipelines, and power lines 
• Higher levels of noise 
• Increased presence of roads and humans 
• Larger number of anthropogenic structures in an otherwise open landscape 

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative A would maintain the current acreage open to energy 
development and current energy development. Areas would not be closed to energy development 
as they would be under most of the action alternatives. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and 
indirect effects of energy and locatable minerals development, in conjunction with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase the loss and fragmentation of 
sagebrush habitat from energy and locatable minerals development in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Under this alternative there would be no changes to the current National Forest System roads, 
transportation plan, or recreation management. Under current management, travel on Forest 
Service-administered lands is limited to designated roads. There would be minimal seasonal 
restrictions. In general, the more acres and miles of routes that are designated in an area, the 
greater the likelihood of disturbance of SAS and fragmentation of SAS habitat. In addition, less 
restrictive travel conditions usually mean higher concentrations of human use next to motorized 
routes. This can cause disruption of nesting activities, abandonment of young and temporary 
displacement, including from critical winter ranges. In addition, impacts from roads may include 
habitat loss from road construction, noise disturbance from vehicles, and direct mortality from 
collisions with vehicles. Roads may also present barriers to migration corridors or seasonal 
habitats. This alternative has the highest potential to impact SAS due to the lack of restrictions 
on activities that cause these effects.  

Cumulative Effects 

Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. The limitation on 
recreation disturbances to GRSG would not be instituted as it would be under the action 
alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects from recreation management, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the 
increased loss and fragmentation of sagebrush habitat and disturbance to SAS in MZ IV (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

 Determination 

Under the current management direction, existing conservation measures limit some, but not the 
majority of impacts to GRSG and GRSG habitat.  Given the main threats to bighorn sheep, Great 
Basin pocket mouse, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, and western toad, and that these species are not sagebrush-obligate 
species, Alternative A of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use 
Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact individuals or habitat, but 
will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket mouse, Columbia spotted bat, 
Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad 
in the plan area.  Although the pygmy rabbit is a sagebrush-obligate species, given the limited 
distribution of the species on National Forest System lands, Alternative A of the Idaho and 
Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental 
Impact Statement may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend 
towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the pygmy 
rabbit in the plan area. 

Alternative B  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B places a 3 percent disturbance threshold on new ROWs or SUAs in PHMA. All 
PHMA would be managed as exclusion areas and GHMA would be managed as avoidance areas 
for new ROW and SUA projects. Alternative B would require collocation of new ROWs or 
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SUAs with existing infrastructure. It would remove, bury, or modify power lines in PHMA, 
having the potential to disturb SAS in the short term but reducing the potential for collisions with 
aerial species in the long term. In PHMA, new facilities would be collocated with existing 
facilities where possible. Existing or realigned roads would be used to access valid ROWs or 
those that are not yet developed. New roads would be constructed to the absolute minimum 
standard necessary if valid existing rights could not be accessed via existing roads. 

This alternative would maximize connectivity and minimize loss, fragmentation, degradation, 
and disturbance of sagebrush habitats in PHMA by power lines, communication towers, and 
roads. SAS outside PHMA would likely experience little change in direct or indirect effects. 
However, if this measure ended up concentrating new infrastructure development outside PHMA 
rather than just reducing it in PHMA, the extent of impacts on SAS outside PHMA could 
increase under Alternative B relative to Alternative A. general impacts from infrastructure on 
SAS would be similar to those described for Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure management under Alternative B would 
increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS rather than removing or 
fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of 
the FEIS), some of the current infrastructure management operations would continue; however, it 
would include additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG. Infrastructure management activities would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas 
in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects on SAS in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush 
habitat. Suppression would be prioritized in GHMA only where fires threaten PHMA. 
Suppression-related juniper encroachment discussed in Alternative A could increase in some 
areas under Alternative B. This would eliminate habitat for SAS and eventually result in heavy 
fuel loadings. This could contribute to larger-scale wildfires that have a particularly negative 
effect on pygmy rabbit and Columbia sharp-tailed grouse habitat. 

Alternative B does not include any other specific management for wildland fire management in 
GHMA. Fuels treatments would be designed to protect sagebrush ecosystems by maintaining 
sagebrush cover, implementing fuel breaks, applying seasonal restrictions, protecting winter 
range, and requiring use of native seeds. Post-fuels treatments would be designed to ensure long-
term persistence of seeded areas and native plants and to maintain 15 percent canopy cover. 
Fuels treatments would also include monitoring and controlling invasive species; fuels 
management BMPs would incorporate invasive plant prevention measures.  

These measures would benefit SAS species negatively impacted by invasive species, such as 
bighorn sheep and pygmy rabbit, by eliminating competition with or exclusion of forage species. 
Overall, these conservation measures would reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush compared 
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to Alternative A, although the general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be 
similar to those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative B for fire and fuels management would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA; this would benefit SAS rather than remove or fragment 
habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), 
current wildfire suppression would continue; however, it would include additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat during suppression and suppression planning and staging for 
maximum protection of sagebrush habitat.  

Fuels treatment activities would focus on protecting sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA. 
Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of fire on SAS in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, weeds would continue to be controlled under current direction (see 
Alternative A). However, vegetation management conservation measures would benefit weed 
control by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive plants; in turn, this would benefit 
SAS species, such as bighorn sheep and pygmy rabbit, negatively impacted by invasive species. 
The BLM and Forest Service would require the use of native seeds and would design post-
restoration management to ensure the long-term persistence of restoration and would consider 
climate change when determining species for restoration. Invasive species would also be 
monitored and controlled after fuels treatments and at existing range improvements.  

Alternative B incorporates fewer invasive plant management measures in GHMA compared to 
PHMA. However, many of the same habitat restoration and vegetation management actions 
would be applied, including prioritizing the use of native seeds. Together, these measures would 
reduce impacts on SAS from invasive plants, as described under Alternative A, although the 
general effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. The 
short-term negative impacts of these activities on SAS and sagebrush habitats would continue to 
be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. Additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat, under Alternative B, would provide an added benefit to sagebrush habitat. Therefore, 
Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on SAS in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment  
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

As under Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment. However, 
the vegetation management conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and the 
fuels treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper 
encroachment and the general effects on SAS habitat, as described under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures would be 
instituted for invasive plants and fuels treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment. This is 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on SAS in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitat. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B would implement a number of beneficial management actions in PHMA to 
incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into livestock grazing 
management. These are as follows: 

• Completion of land health assessments 
• Consideration of grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on sagebrush habitat 
• Consideration of retiring vacant allotments 
• Improved management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluation of existing introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorization of new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• BMPs for West Nile Virus 
• Fence removal, modification, or marking 

Several management actions to reduce impacts from livestock grazing on GRSG GHMA would 
be incorporated. These are the potential to modify grazing systems to meet seasonal GRSG 
habitat requirements and management to improve the conditions of riparian areas and wet 
meadows.  

Together these actions would reduce the potential for negative grazing-related impacts on SAS 
described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would provide an added benefit to 
sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
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SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this Alternative, PHMA would be closed to new fluid mineral leasing, nonenergy leasable 
mineral leasing, and mineral material sales, and it would be proposed for withdrawal from 
mineral entry. In addition, mandatory BMPs would be applied as conditions of approval on fluid 
mineral leases. Existing leases entirely in PHMA would require applying 4-mile NSO buffers 
around leks. This would limit disturbances in sections to the 3 percent threshold and would apply 
numerous conservation measures to reduce impacts from mineral exploration and development 
in PHMA.  

Alternative B does not include specific management for fluid, salable, locatable, and nonenergy 
leasable minerals in GHMA. As a result, current trends would continue, and impacts would be 
similar to those under Alternative A. Although Alternative B does not directly address wind 
energy development or industrial solar development, its 3 percent threshold for anthropogenic 
disturbances—e.g., highways, roads, geothermal wells, wind turbines, and associated facilities 
(see Infrastructure)—would apply to energy development and would limit the extent of all types 
of energy development in PHMA. These measures would reduce the impacts of energy 
development on SAS, as described under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with energy development under Alternative B would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting SAS rather than 
removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the energy 
development management would continue; however, it would include additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing them for 
withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects on SAS in MZ IV from energy 
development  would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitat. 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to existing 
designated roads; therefore, Alternative B’s conservation measures would not apply for limiting 
motorized travel to designated roads, primitive roads, and trails and for travel management 
would. Under Alternative B, only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG 
would be permitted in PHMA. There would be limited opportunities for road construction in 
PHMA, with minimum standards applied and no upgrading of current roads. Although general 
impacts would be the same as under Alternative A, Alternative B is more restrictive. It would 
likely reduce loss and fragmentation of SAS habitat and disturbance to SAS in PHMA by 
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minimizing human use and road construction or upgrades and reducing automotive collisions 
with SAS species. However, if these measures were to concentrate recreation and additional 
roads outside PHMA rather than just reducing it, the extent of impacts on SAS outside PHMA 
could increase under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative B would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting SAS rather than 
removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation 
management direction would continue; however, it would include additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative B’s 
direct and indirect effects of recreation management on SAS in MZ IV would largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative B, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket 
mouse, pygmy rabbit, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad in the plan area. 

Alternative C  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would have the most protective measures for GRSG. It would extend many of the 
Alternative B conservation measures to all occupied habitat, which would be managed as 
exclusion areas for new ROW projects. As a result, management under Alternative C would 
encourage consolidation of GRSG habitats, facilitating habitat conservation and management. 
Alternative C would also reduce the impacts of infrastructure on SAS in a wider area than 
Alternative B. Unlike Alternative B, which would permit wind energy siting in PHMA, provided 
a development disturbance threshold of 3 percent were not exceeded, Alternative C would not 
permit wind energy development siting in all occupied GRSG habitat. This would reduce the 
effects of wind energy on SAS discussed under Alternative A more so than Alternative B.  

Like alternative B, Alternative C would remove, bury, or modify power lines but it would apply 
to all occupied GRSG habitat. This could disturb more SAS and habitat in the short term but 
perhaps would have a greater likelihood of reducing the potential for collisions with aerial 
species in the long term. This alternative would have the fewest negative impacts and most 
positive impacts on wildlife species whose ranges overlap with all occupied GRSG habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 
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Management actions associated with infrastructure management under Alternative C would 
increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS rather than removing or 
fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of 
the FEIS), some of the current land and realty operations would continue; however, it would 
include additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in 
sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management to SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B, except that it is more protective of SAS and SAS 
habitat. This is because prioritization of suppression would apply to GHMA in addition to 
PHMA (i.e., all occupied habitat). It includes measures to manage vegetation for good or better 
ecological condition, and it focuses fuel breaks on areas of human habitation or significant 
disturbance. The negative impacts of fire suppression on conifer encroachment and fire 
suppression and fuels treatments on SAS (see Alternative A) would be offset by the prioritization 
of restoration treatments described below for invasive plants. The general effects of fire 
suppression and fuels treatments would be similar to those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of managing fire and fuels under Alternative C, when combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the cumulative effects 
under Alternative B. They would not be substantial, to change the population trend, or remove 
and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would maintain the direction described under Alternative A, along with additional 
provisions that would limit invasive weed spread in all occupied GRSG habitat. Vegetation 
management would benefit weed control by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive 
plants, in all occupied GRSG habitat in order to benefit GRSG habitats. In all cases, local native 
plant ecotype seeds and seedlings would be used. These policies would reduce impacts from 
invasive plants on SAS and SAS habitat described under Alternative A. They would have similar 
impacts associated with treatment but would include additional conservation measures specific to 
limiting the spread of invasive plants. In addition, grazing would be eliminated in all occupied 
GRSG habitat, thereby also eliminating the potential for invasive plant spread by livestock in 
SAS habitat overlapping GRSG-occupied habitat. This would make Alternative C more 
protective of SAS and SAS habitat than Alternatives A or B. 

Cumulative Effects 
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Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plant treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of these activities on 
SAS and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial 
impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative C 
would provide an added benefit to SAS. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of 
invasive plants management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment; 
however, the weed control policies described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments 
described above in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper encroachment and the general 
effects of it on SAS and SAS habitat, as described under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures would be 
instituted for invasive plant and fuel treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment. This is 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on SAS in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitat. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

More than any of the alternatives, Alternative C would eliminate grazing on all occupied GRSG 
habitat. This would reduce the potential for both negative and positive grazing-related impacts on 
SAS and SAS habitat discussed under Alternative A. No new water developments or range 
improvements would be constructed in occupied habitat, and only habitat treatments that benefit 
GRSG would be allowed; most habitat treatments would be expected to benefit SAS as well. 
Grazing retirement would be allowed and fast tracked. Once grazing is eliminated, Alternative C 
could negatively impact SAS species by eliminating the artificial water developments that these 
species have come to rely on. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, providing a net benefit to SAS. 
Therefore, direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on SAS in MZ IV under Alternative C, 
when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 
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Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would expand Alternative B’s protections to all occupied GRSG habitat and would 
prohibit new exploration permits for unleased fluid minerals. However, unlike Alternative B, 
wind energy development would not be allowed in occupied GRSG habitat. Like Alternative B, 
the conservation measures would reduce the general impacts of energy development on SAS, as 
described under Alternatives A and B, but to a larger degree than any of the other alternatives. 
Alternative C would protect larger areas of SAS habitat from degradation and fragmentation and 
would prevent or reduce disturbance to or displacement of SAS species in larger areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions under Alternative C for energy development would increase protection of 
all occupied habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under 
Alternative C, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction would 
continue, but there would be additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all 
occupied habitat to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative C’s 
direct and indirect effects of energy development on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat (refer to the Cumulative Effects 
section of the FEIS). 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B but applies to all occupied GRSG habitat as opposed to 
PHMA. Therefore, it would protect a larger area of SAS habitat from general recreation impacts 
on SAS of Alternatives A and B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative C would increase protection of all occupied GRSG 
habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative 
C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), some of the current recreation 
management direction would continue; however, it would include additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative C’s 
direct and indirect effects of recreation management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Determination 

Under Alternative C, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative C of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
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cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket 
mouse, pygmy rabbit, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad in the plan area. 

Alternative D  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would be designated ROW avoidance areas. 
This is opposed to ROW exclusion areas for PHMA under Alternative B or all occupied habitat 
under Alternative C. New authorizations would be collocated, when possible, in or next to 
existing disturbance/footprints to avoid disturbing GRSG or its habitat. In PHMA, new 
authorizations for the following would not be allowed: transmission facilities greater than 50 kV, 
wind and solar and commercial geothermal development, nuclear, gas, or oil developments, 
airports, ancillary facilities associated with any of the aforementioned development, paved or 
gravel roads, and landfills. In IHMA, wind and solar development would be restricted where 
adverse effects could not be mitigated; GHMA would be avoidance areas for wind and solar 
reauthorization. 

New ROWs and SUAs allowed in PHMA and IMHA would not result in a net loss of GRSG 
habitat. New authorizations or facilities would be sited outside of the 1.86-mile lek avoidance 
buffer areas, unless NEPA analysis suggested a greater or lesser required distance. New power 
and communications lines in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside of existing ROWS would be 
required to be buried; existing lines would be evaluated for burying, modification, or relocation 
to at least 1.86 miles from occupied leks or winter habitat. These conservation measures would 
reduce the impacts on SAS and SAS habitat from infrastructure, relative to Alternative A, and 
may additionally reduce impacts over Alternative B; however, Under Alternative D, they would 
not be as protective of SAS and SAS habitat as the measures proposed in Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative D would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather than removing or fragmenting 
habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), 
some of the current infrastructure management would continue but would include additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure 
management activities would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on SAS in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitat. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative D would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA and IHMA, which together equal 
PHMA. Unlike Alternative B, it would also include the following conservation measures in 
PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA to strategically reduce fire effects:  

• Planning and training firefighters in sagebrush management 
• Designing and implementing fuels treatments, with an emphasis on maintaining, 

protecting, and expanding GRSG habitats 
• Considering conifer encroachments as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit 

Overall, Alternative D would limit damage to sagebrush habitats from wildfire. Although 
Alternative D is similar to Alternatives B and C in prioritizing fire suppression, it would 
prioritize it in more GRSG habitat than Alternative B (only PHMA) and less than Alternative C 
(all occupied habitat). The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be 
similar to those described for Alternative A. Delineating conifer encroachment in PHMA as 
areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit could reduce the extent of suppression-related 
juniper encroachment discussed in Alternative B. This would protect habitat for SAS and reduce 
fuel loadings, which can contribute to larger-scale wildfires; these events have a particularly 
negative effect on pygmy rabbit and Columbia sharp-tailed grouse habitat and confound control 
efforts due to extreme fire behavior.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of fire and fuels management under Alternative D, when combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the cumulative effects 
under Alternative B. They would not be substantial, to change the existing population trend, or to 
remove and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, the direction described under Alternative A would be maintained making it 
the same in terms of impacts from invasive plants and associated treatments. Similar to 
Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures would benefit weed control in the 
long term by prioritizing restoration efforts. This includes reducing invasive plants and 
monitoring and controlling invasive species after construction, fuels treatments, and during new 
range improvements. Unlike Alternative B, monitoring and controlling invasive species after 
fuels treatments and during new range improvements would apply to PHMA, IHMA, and 
GHMA, rather than only PHMA. These policies would reduce the impacts of invasive plants 
under Alternative A on SAS habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants treatments, would continue; and the short-term negative impacts of these 
activities on SAS and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term 
beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative D would provide an added benefit to SAS. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and 
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indirect effects of invasive plants management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would prioritize vegetation rehabilitation projects designed to achieve the greatest 
improvement in GRSG abundance and distribution. These projects are those that address conifer 
encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. Factors contributing to higher emphasis would 
include the likelihood of conifer encroachment into GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation 
management tools described above for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels would help to reduce 
encroachment in PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA. They also would reduce the impacts of conifer 
encroachment on SAS and SAS habitat, as described under Alternative A. Impacts from 
Alternative D’s would be the same as those for vegetation treatments under Invasive Plants and 
Fire and Fuels under Alternative A. Alternative D would address conifer encroachment more so 
than Alternatives A, B, or C and therefore is more protective of SAS and SAS habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ I, conifer encroachment projects that could reduce juniper 
encroachment would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management 
under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of conifer 
encroachment management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would include the same conservation measures as Alternative B but would expand 
many of those measures to PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA. It would also manage for vegetation 
composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure, consistent with appropriate 
GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential. Both Alternatives D and F apply the 
same conservation measures as Alternative B, but Alternative B largely applies only to PHMA; 
Alternative D applies to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and Alternative F applies to all occupied 
habitat. Together, these actions would reduce the potential for negative grazing-related impacts 
on SAS and SAS habitat described under Alternative A, more so than Alternatives B or E but 
less than Alternative C. It would be similar to Alternative F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would provide an added benefit to 
SAS. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on SAS in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
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foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitats. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would close most PHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and nonenergy minerals 
leasing and development. It would place additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions on 
existing and future fluid mineral leases in certain IHMA, as follows: 

• Leasing would be allowed, subject to standard seasonal and daily stipulations in breeding 
and winter habitat 

• Well density would not be allowed to exceed 1/640 acre 
• NSO of 1.86 miles would be allowed around leks 
• IHMA would be closed to nonenergy minerals leasing 

In GHMA, NSO would be allowed for nonenergy minerals leasing, or 1.86 miles of PHMA or 
IHMA, or for future fluid mineral leasing within 1.86 miles of occupied leks. Otherwise, GHMA 
would be available for fluid or nonenergy minerals leasing, subject to applicable seasonal and 
daily timing restrictions. Geophysical exploration would be allowed in PMHA, IMHA, and 
GHMA, subject to seasonal timing restrictions and other restrictions. These actions would reduce 
the impacts of mineral development on SAS discussed under Alternative A to a level similar to 
that of Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative D directly addresses solar and wind energy development, 
which would not be allowed in PHMA. In IHMA, wind and solar energy development would be 
restricted where adverse effects could not be mitigated. Ancillary facilities, such as roads and 
power lines, could be authorized, provided mitigation were to prevent any net loss of GRSG 
habitat. GHMA would be considered avoidance for wind and solar development. These actions 
could reduce negative impacts associated with energy development on SAS that occur in IHMA, 
relative to Alternatives A and B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, some of the current management direction for energy 
development would continue but would include additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush. 
Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on SAS in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS). 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would apply the following conservation measures to reduce the potential negative 
impacts of recreation on GRSG in PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA:  
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• Special Recreation Permits would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis and use would be 
directed away from sensitive seasons and areas 

• Certain developed recreation sites and associated facilities would be designed or 
designated to direct use away from sensitive areas 

• Seasonal restrictions for authorized activities would be incorporated 

Alternative D would likely be more protective of SAS and SAS habitat than Alternatives A, B, or 
C because it includes additional measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative D would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather 
than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the FEIS), some of the current recreation management direction would 
continue but would include additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing 
disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of recreation 
management on SAS in MZ would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Determination 

Under Alternative D, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative D of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket 
mouse, pygmy rabbit, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad in the plan area. 

Alternative E1  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 is similar to Alternative B but not as restrictive. Core and IHMA would generally 
be identified as new ROW avoidance areas. In core habitat, new infrastructure ROWs or SUAs 
would be collocated with existing infrastructure. In IHMA, new infrastructure could be built if 
habitat protection criteria were met. General impacts on GRSG and their habitat under 
Alternative E1 would be the same as those for Alternative A. Because Alternative E1 includes 
fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than Alternative B, the potential for some 
infrastructure-related impacts on SAS may be higher. However, unlike Alternative B, Alternative 
E1 does not promote the undergrounding of utilities, so it would not reduce the potential for 
collisions with GRSG or flying SAS.  

While Alternative E1 would reduce the likelihood of impacts from infrastructure, compared to 
existing management under Alternative A, it would not be as protective as Alternative D—it 
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would designate PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA as new ROW avoidance areas—or Alternatives C 
or F, which would generally manage all occupied habitat as new ROW exclusion areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions for infrastructure under Alternative E1 would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under 
Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), some of the 
current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management 
would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct 
and indirect effects of infrastructure management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas, prioritize fire suppression, and maintain 
fuel breaks in core habitat and IHMA. Fuels treatments would protect sagebrush ecosystems, and 
response times to fires in core habitat and IHMA would be reduced to limit damage. This 
alternative is unique in that adaptive management would be used to account for acres of habitat 
lost to fire in core habitat and IHMA. Although these measures would reduce the threat of 
wildfire to sagebrush and damage to SAS habitat, suppression-related juniper encroachment 
discussed in Alternative A could increase in some areas under Alternative E1. This would 
eliminate habitat for SAS, eventually resulting in heavy fuel loadings. This can contribute to 
larger-scale wildfires, with particularly negative effects on pygmy rabbit and Columbia sharp-
tailed grouse habitat, and can confound control efforts due to extreme fire behavior. However, 
this would be offset to a certain degree by restoration and vegetation management measures that 
prioritize the removal of conifers in core habitat and IHMA.  

The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments under Alternative E1 would be 
similar to those of Alternative A. Alternative E1 would be the most protective in terms of SAS 
and SAS habitat due to the combination of suppression prioritization and adaptive management 
measures; however, it would have similar short-term negative impacts on SAS and SAS habitats 
as Alternatives B, C and D from fuel break construction and maintenance.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative E1 for fire and fuels management would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under 
Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current wildfire 
suppression operations would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of fire on SAS in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would maintain the policies described under Alternative A and would include 
additional measures to protect core, important, and GHMA, which would be managed to prevent 
invasion. Eradicating and controlling invasives threatening GRSG habitat would be pursued in 
core habitat and IHMA; invasives would be monitored for three years following a fire in these 
habitat areas. The policies under Alternative E1 would significantly reduce the impacts on SAS 
from invasive plants described in Alternative A and would be the most protective in terms of 
controlling invasive plants in SAS habitat; however, the short-term impacts on SAS habitat 
associated with invasive plant treatments (see Alternative A) would be the same and could affect 
a larger area. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plant treatments would continue and the short-term negative impacts on SAS and their 
habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would provide an 
added benefit to SAS. Therefore, alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants 
management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

 Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Alternative E1 would prioritize conifer removal in core habitat and IHMA using methods that 
would minimize disturbance to GRSG and therefore SAS to the extent possible. Conifer 
encroachment projects would focus on areas with highest restoration potential, as evidenced by 
low canopy cover, existing sagebrush understory, and adjacent GRSG populations. Conifer 
encroachment projects would not be conducted in juniper stands older than 100 years. In 
addition, as described under Invasive Plants, core, important, and GHMA would be managed to 
prevent invasion.  

Unlike Alternative D, Alternative E1 contains a specific restoration measure addressing conifer 
encroachment. However, Alternative D addresses conifer encroachment as part of several 
restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over a larger area. Treatments 
associated with these measures could negatively impact SAS and their habitat in the short term 
(refer to vegetation treatments discussion for Invasive Plants in Alternative A); however, they 
would benefit SAS and their habitat in the long term by reducing the impacts from conifer 
encroachment (see Conifer Encroachment under Alternative A). Negative impacts would be 
negligible making it a priority to use removal methods that minimize disturbance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E1’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on SAS in MZ IV would 
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be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or their habitat. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 takes a very different approach to livestock grazing than the other alternatives. 
Management would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans in core habitat and 
IHMA. Rangeland health and permit renewal assessments would be conducted in core habitat 
and IHMA; allotments in core habitat that have declining GRSG populations would be 
prioritized, followed by allotments in IHMA that contain breeding habitat and decreasing lek 
counts. If assessments determined that livestock grazing were limiting the achievement of 
desired habitat characteristics, grazing permits would be adjusted during the renewal process to 
include measures to achieve desired conditions. These measures would reduce the potential for 
negative impacts from livestock grazing on SAS and their habitat (see Livestock Grazing under 
Alternative A). 

Relative to Alternative B, Alternative E1 focuses less management on riparian areas, meadows, 
and other wetlands; thus, SAS species that use those types of habitats would experience fewer 
beneficial effects under Alternative E1 than under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would provide an added benefit 
to sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing 
on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would follow much of the current guidance on leasing and developing mineral 
resources (Alternative A); however, it would add measures to minimize impacts on GRSG that 
would also minimize impacts on SAS, as follows:  

• In core habitat and IHMA, exploration for oil and gas development that used temporary 
roads would be permissible if site disturbance were minimized 

• In core habitat and IHMA, surface occupancy associated with oil and gas development 
would not be allowed unless the surface development would not accelerate or cause 
declines in GRSG populations 

• Surface disturbance from roads for fluid mineral development in core habitat would be 
limited to 3 percent and in important habitat to 5 percent of suitable habitat per an 
average of 640 acres 
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• Wind energy development projects would comply with all infrastructure development 
BMPs and the 2012 USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines 

• Impacts on SAS from energy development would essentially continue, as described under 
Alternative A, although their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. The effects 
of wind energy on SAS, as described in Infrastructure and Energy Development under 
Alternative A, would be reduced as the result on compliance with USFWS Wind Energy 
Guidelines 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions for energy development under Alternative E1 would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS, rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. 
Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. Therefore, 
Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on SAS in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitat. 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated 
roads, so Alternative E1 conservation measures directed toward limiting motorized travel to 
designated roads, primitive roads, and trails, so travel management would not be applicable. 
Under Alternative E1, timing and seasonal restrictions would be applied to activities known to 
disturb nesting GRSG. This approach would reduce the impacts of recreation on SAS described 
under Alternative A, particularly for SAS species using sagebrush habitats during the breeding 
season. However, compared to current management under Alternative A, Alternative E1 would 
less protective of SAS than the other action alternatives.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative E1 include timing 
and seasonal restrictions for the GRSG breeding season, thereby benefiting SAS. Under 
Alternative E1, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue 
but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on SAS 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitat. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative E1, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1 of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket 
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mouse, pygmy rabbit, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad in the plan area. 

Alternative E2  

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

For all ROWs and SUAs in PHMA, management stipulations and conditions would focus on 
mitigating direct GRSG disturbance during construction. PHMS would be designated as an 
avoidance area for new ROWs and SUAs, which is less protective of GRSG habitat than 
Alternatives B, C, or F but similar to Alternatives D and E1.  

Similar to Alternatives B, C, and F, Alternative E2 would include a disturbance cap. However, it 
would apply a 5 percent disturbance cap as opposed to a 3 percent disturbance cap, and the areas 
the caps would apply to and the types of disturbances that contribute toward the caps would 
differ. Similar to Alternative D, Alternative E2 directly addresses siting wind energy facilities, 
but it would be less restrictive than Alternative D by avoiding rather than excluding wind energy 
developments in PHMA and by applying BMPs and industry, state, and federal stipulations in 
cases where siting in PHMA could not be avoided.  

Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2 would not promote the undergrounding of utilities. 
Electrical transmission lines, and where feasible and consistent with federally required electrical 
separation standards, new linear transmission features would be sited in existing corridors, or at a 
minimum, in concert with existing linear features in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2 
would not be as likely to prevent collisions with aerial species as Alternatives B, C, D, or F; 
therefore, it would not be as protective of SAS.  

GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed to conserve the species, and no specific 
management actions are provided for this habitat. Therefore, current trends for SAS species 
would likely continue outside of PHMA. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative E2 would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS rather than removing or fragmenting 
habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), 
some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure 
management would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

 113 



Alternative E2 would implement the following unique strategies to address response to fire and 
reduce the general effects of fire on GRSG as discussed under Alternative A:  

• Create and implement a statewide fire agency agreement that would eliminate 
jurisdictional boundaries and allow for immediate response to natural fire in PHMA 

• Allow the use of fire-retardant vegetation that would buffer areas of high quality GRSG 
habitat from catastrophic fire 

• Use prescriptive fire with caution in sagebrush habitat and only at higher elevations and 
in a manner designed to benefit GRSG 

• Conduct effective research into controlling fire size and protecting remaining GRSG 
areas that are next to high-risk cheatgrass areas 

• Focus research efforts on effective reclamation and restoration of landscapes altered by 
wildfire 

• Manage winter habitat to maintain maximum amount of sagebrush, especially tall 
sagebrush (80 percent), which would be available to GRSG above snow during a severe 
winter 

• Coordinate the needs and efforts for GRSG with the State of Utah committee formed to 
protect the health and welfare by reducing the size and frequency of catastrophic fires 

Similar to Alternative B, Alternative E2 would consider the use of prescriptive grazing to 
specifically reduce fire size and intensity on all types of landownership, where appropriate. 
Overall, the protective benefits of Alternative E2 on SAS and SAS habitat would likely be most 
similar to that of Alternative B, but it would have similar short-term negative impacts on SAS 
and sagebrush habitats as those under Alternative A for suppression and prescribed fire. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative E2’s fire and fuels management would increase sagebrush habitat protection, thereby 
benefiting SAS rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ 
IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current wildfire suppression would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of fire on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 directs land managers to aggressively respond to new infestations to keep 
invasive species from spreading. Every effort would be made to identify and treat new 
infestations before they become larger problems. Additionally, containment of known 
infestations in or near sagebrush habitats would be a high priority for all land management. 
Vegetation management tools described above for Fire and Fuels and below for Livestock 
Grazing would help to reduce the general impacts of invasive plants on GRSG, as described 
under Alternative A. Alternative E2, like Alternative E1, would be more protective in controlling 
invasive plants in sagebrush habitat than any of the other alternatives; however, the short-term 
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impacts on SAS and their habitat associated with invasive plant treatments would be the same as 
under Alternative A and could affect a larger area.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the FEIS), current 
invasive plants treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of these activities on 
SAS and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial 
impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 
would provide an added benefit to SAS. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of 
invasive plants management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation management conservation measure 
specific to conifer encroachment. It would aggressively remove encroaching conifers and other 
plant species to expand GRSG habitat where possible. Alternative E2’s treatments could 
negatively impact SAS and sagebrush habitat in the short term (refer to vegetation treatments 
discussion for Invasive Plants in Alternative A); however, they would benefit SAS and 
sagebrush habitat in the long term by reducing the negative impacts of conifer encroachment 
described under Alternative A. In comparison, Alternative D would address conifer 
encroachment as part of several restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over 
a larger area. This would provide a greater benefit to SAS and sagebrush habitat. Alternative E2 
is most similar to Alternative E1, except it does not include a stipulation for prioritizing the 
removal methods to minimize disturbance.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on SAS in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
action, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 would continue to make GRSG PHMA and GHMA available for livestock 
grazing. Should site-specific concerns be raised about the effect of grazing on GRSG habitat and 
such effects are documented over a sufficient time frame, corrective management actions would 
be addressed by BMPs. Incompatible grazing strategies would be addressed through established 
rangeland management practices consistent with maintaining or enhancing habitat. GRSG habitat 
for leks, nesting and early brood rearing, late brood rearing, and winter would be considered 
when managing sagebrush rangelands.  
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Water developments would be designed to enhance mesic habitat for GRSG to maintain 
adequate vegetation in wet meadows. Within PHMA, GRSG stipulations would take precedence 
over stipulations for other species if conflicts occur and if otherwise allowable by law. Livestock 
fences would be located away from leks, and the NRCS fence standards to reduce bird strikes 
would be used, benefiting sharp-tailed grouse as well. New infestations of invasive exotic plants 
would be responded to aggressively to prevent spreading. Overall, measures associated with 
livestock grazing under Alternative E2 would benefit SAS and their habitat, except in cases 
where conflicting species stipulations occur. However, Alternative E2 would be less protective 
of SAS and sagebrush habitat than Alternatives B, C, D, or F.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. However, additional 
emphasis to protect sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would provide an added benefit to 
SAS. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on SAS in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush 
habitats. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative E2, PHMA would be considered suitable for further coal leasing and 
underground mining. PHMA and GHMA that is not already withdrawn or proposed for 
withdrawal would be available for locatable mineral entry. PHMA would be open to mineral 
materials and oil and gas leasing and would be an avoidance area for wind energy development, 
although it would not be precluded.  

All of the aforementioned forms of energy development, as well as nonenergy leasable mineral 
lands, solid mineral exploration, and geophysical exploration activities, would be subject to the 
following stipulations, as well as BMPs accepted by industry and state and federal agencies:  

• New permanent disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, should not be 
located in the occupied lek itself 

• Permanent disturbance should not be allowed within 1 mile of an occupied lek, unless it 
is not visible to the GRSG using the lek 

• Disturbance outside the lek should not produce noise 10 db above the ambient level at the 
edge of the lek during breeding season 

• Time-of-day (when the lek is active) and seasonal stipulations applying to specific 
habitats would be applied and based on site-specific conditions, in coordination with the 
local UDWR biologist 

• Disturbance in PHMA would be avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating 
development in habitat of the least importance if avoidance in PHMA is not possible 

• Project proponents would have to demonstrate why avoidance would not be possible, 
cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of 
surface area, and migration barriers would be avoided 
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All existing fluid mineral uses are explicitly recognized by this alternative and would not be 
affected by it. The GRSG conservation measures identified in the associated NEPA documents 
for each of these projects would continue to be implemented to protect GRSG and its habitat. 
Provisions of this alternative would not be added to the measures identified for each specific 
project. 

GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed to conserve the species, and no specific 
management actions are provided for this habitat. Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2’s 
impacts on SAS from energy development activities would essentially continue as described in 
Alternative A, although somewhat reduced by BMPs. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management of energy development under Alternative E2 would increase protection of GRSG 
and sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting SAS rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. 
Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 would limit or reduce impacts from recreation by preventing new permanent 
disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, in occupied leks or within 1 mile of an 
occupied lek, unless they were not visible to the GRSG using the lek. It would limit disturbance 
outside of leks to no more than 10 db above the ambient level at the edge of the lek during 
breeding season. Time-of-day (when the lek is active) and seasonal stipulations applying to 
specific habitats would be applied based on site-specific conditions and in coordination with the 
local UDWR biologist. 

In PHMA (nesting and brood-rearing areas, winter habitat, other habitat), disturbance would be 
avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating development in habitat of the least importance if 
avoidance were not possible. Project proponents would have to demonstrate why avoidance 
would not be possible, cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 
percent of surface area, and migration barriers would be avoided. Alternative E2 could be more 
protective of SAS and their habitat than any of the other alternatives because measures to reduce 
impacts would apply to all recreation as opposed to only SUAs or camping. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions for recreation under Alternative E2 would reduce disturbance to GRSG, 
thereby benefiting SAS. In MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing 
disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of recreation 
management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Under Alternative E2, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2 of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket 
mouse, pygmy rabbit, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad in the plan area. 

Alternative F  

Infrastructure  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Land uses and realty management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that 
under Alternative B; the effects on SAS and sagebrush habitat would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of infrastructure management on SAS and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV 
would be the same as Alternative B. 

 

Fire and Fuels  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. The impacts on SAS and sagebrush habitat would be the same as Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of fire and fuels management on SAS and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV 
would be the same as Alternative B. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Invasive plants management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. Together, these measures would reduce impacts from invasive plants on sagebrush 
habitat, as described under Alternative A, but the effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of invasive plants management on SAS and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV 
would be the same as Alternative B. 
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Conifer Encroachment  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative F does not directly address conifer encroachment and 
would maintain the invasive plant direction described under Alternative A. The types of impacts 
would be the same, but Alternative F’s conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants 
and the fuels treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of 
the impacts on GRSG habitat from conifer encroachment. Because those measures generally 
would apply throughout occupied GRSG but would be limited to PHMA under Alternative B, 
Alternative F could provide an additional reduction in the magnitude of impacts on SAS habitat 
from conifer encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of conifer encroachment management on SAS and sagebrush habitat in 
MZ IV would be the same as Alternative B. 

Livestock Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would include beneficial management actions similar to those of Alternative B, 
except they would apply in all GRSG habitats. These are as follows: 

• Completing land health assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Considering retiring vacant allotments 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implementing BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing, modifying, or marking fences 

Together these actions would reduce the potential for negative impacts of grazing on SAS 
described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the FEIS), livestock 
grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. This would provide an added benefit to SAS. 
Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on SAS in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development  

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Under Alternative F wind energy development would be prevented in PHMA, which would be 
closed to new fluid mineral and nonenergy leasable mineral leasing and mineral material sales. It 
would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry, NSO would be stipulated for leased fluid 
minerals, and a 3 percent disturbance cap would be applied. Numerous conservation measures 
would be implemented to reduce impacts from mineral exploration and development in PHMA. 
As under Alternative B, Alternative F does not include specific management for locatable, 
salable, or nonenergy minerals in GHMA. Unlike Alternative B, Alternative F directly addresses 
wind energy and fluid minerals development outside of PHMA. Wind energy would be sited at 
least 5 miles from active GRSG leks and at least 4 miles from the perimeter of GRSG winter 
habitat. Areas within 4 miles of active GRSG leks would be closed to new fluid minerals leasing. 
Alternative F, although similar to Alternative B, would reduce the impacts of energy 
development on SAS and sagebrush habitat more so. This is because it addresses wind energy 
and fluid minerals leasing outside of PHMA more thoroughly. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management for energy development under Alternative F would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting SAS rather than removing or 
fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current energy 
development management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. 
Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on SAS in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on SAS and sagebrush habitats. 

Recreation  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would follow the same general approach as Alternative A; however, as under 
Alternative B, only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted 
in PHMA. In addition, in all occupied habitat, camping areas within 4 miles of active leks would 
be closed seasonally. The general recreation effects of Alternative F would be the same as those 
for Alternatives A and B, although Alternative F would be somewhat more protective of SAS 
and their habitat than Alternative B, due to the seasonal closures.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management for recreation under Alternative F would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting SAS rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative F, in MZ 
IV, some of the current recreation management would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, the direct and 
indirect effects of recreation management on SAS in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on SAS or sagebrush habitats. 

 Determination 
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Under Alternative F, proposed conservation measures would limit many, but not all impacts to 
GRSG and GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative F of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana 
Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may 
impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the bighorn sheep, Great Basin pocket 
mouse, pygmy rabbit, Columbia spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse, western boreal toad, or western toad in the plan area. 

Proposed Plan 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Although the types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive species under the Proposed Plan 
would be similar to those for Alternative A, the Proposed Plan includes actions that could change 
the extent of those impacts and their distribution across the landscape.  

This analysis focuses on elements of the Proposed Plan that would be most relevant to impacts 
on sensitive terrestrial species. In PHMA and SFAs, the Proposed Plan would restrict new lands 
SUAs for infrastructure, such as high-voltage transmission lines, major pipelines, hydropower, 
distribution lines, and cellular towers. Exceptions must be limited and based on rationale (e.g., 
monitoring, modeling, or best available science) that explicitly demonstrates that adverse 
impacts on GRSG will be avoided by the exception. In PHMA and sagebrush focal management 
areas, new solar and wind utility-scale and commercial energy development would be prohibited, 
except for on-site power generation for existing industrial infrastructure. In IHMA, new wind 
energy utility-scale and commercial development would be restricted.  

In all GRSG habitat management areas and SFAs, new infrastructure (e.g., high-voltage 
transmission lines, major pipelines, roads, distribution lines, and cellular towers) would be 
collocated with existing infrastructure or where it best limits impacts on GRSG and their 
habitats. This would be to limit disturbance to the smallest footprint. When new infrastructure 
cannot be collocated, it would be located next to existing infrastructure, roads or disturbed areas.  

In PHMA and sagebrush focal management areas, outside of designated corridors, new 
transmission lines and pipelines would be buried to limit disturbance to the smallest footprint. 
The exception would be if explicit rationale were provided that the biological impacts on GRSG 
and its habitat would be avoided.  

These conservation measures would reduce the level of negative impacts from infrastructure 
under Alternative A and may provide some additional reduction in impacts over Alternative B. 

Some infrastructure-related elements of the Proposed Plan could increase negative impacts on 
sensitive species over Alternatives A and B. The Proposed Plan would require new power and 
communication lines in PHMA and SFAs outside ROWs to be buried where feasible. This could 
impact sensitive terrestrial species through direct mortality or habitat degradation. In comparison 
with Alternative D, which would require new power and communication lines to be buried in 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside existing ROWs, under the Proposed Plan a smaller area 
could be subject to undergrounding utilities. Because the power lines could be undergrounded in 
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a larger area than under Alternative B, which focuses only on PHMA, more sensitive plant 
species could be impacted. However, such impacts would be minimized or avoided because 
burying power lines would undergo site-specific environmental review, including NEPA, and 
conservation measures or design features would be applied for sensitive species.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall benefit to sensitive species that occur in in it. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of lands and realty management on sensitive species in MZ IV, when combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase 
negative impacts on sensitive species. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives B and D, the Proposed Plan would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA. 
Similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would also include the following conservation 
measures to reduce fire effects: 

• Planning and training in sagebrush management for fire suppression 
• Designing and implementing fuels treatments with an emphasis on maintaining, 

protecting, and expanding GRSG habitats 
• Considering conifer encroachment as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit 

In addition, the Proposed Plan would include SFA in these measures. The types of impacts on 
sensitive species associated with fire and fuels would be similar to those discussed under 
Alternative A, but their extent and distribution across the landscape would differ. Efforts to 
exclude fire from GRSG habitats would have impacts on sensitive species similar to those 
discussed under Alternative D; however, measures that expand sagebrush habitat conservation 
SFA could provide an additional benefit to sensitive species in those areas and require mature 
sagebrush habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase 
protection of all GRSG habitats. Though such management could result in some negative 
impacts on sensitive species, their overall effects would be  neutral or beneficial. The cumulative 
effect of fire and fuels management actions under the Proposed Plan, when combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the cumulative effects for 
Alternative B and D. They would not be substantial, to change the population trend, or to remove 
and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the FEIS). 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Under the Proposed Plan, invasive nonnative plant control would follow current direction, and 
the types of direct and indirect impacts on sensitive species would be the same as those for 
Alternative A. Similar to Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures under the 
Proposed Plan would prioritize restoration, including reducing invasive plants and monitoring 
and controlling invasive species after management projects. Applicable to all GRSG habitat 
management areas and SFAs, the Proposed Plan contains specific guidelines to incorporate 
appropriate invasive annual grass management during the design of GRSG habitat restoration 
projects and road and roadway maintenance.  

Under the Proposed Plan, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration 
actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively 
impact individual sensitive species. Such impacts would be minimal because project-level 
environmental review would be done and appropriate avoidance or minimization measures 
would be incorporated. The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under the 
Proposed Plan, as it would be under Alternatives B and D. Current Forest Service policy (FSM 
2070.3) already restricts the use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive 
species. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, current invasive species management would continue, and the long-
term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the short-
term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive species. Additional measures to conserve 
sagebrush habitat and restore degraded sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would provide 
a further net benefit to sensitive species in all GRSG habitat management areas and SFAs. 
Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of invasive species management on 
GRSG in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive species. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would address conifer encroachment more directly 
than Alternatives A, B, or C by emphasizing vegetation rehabilitation projects that reduce conifer 
encroachment into important GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation management tools described 
above for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels would help to reduce encroachment in all GRSG 
habitat management areas, including SFAs.  

The types of impacts on sensitive species from conifer encroachment and associated 
management actions under the Proposed Plan would be the same as those described under 
Alternative A. The Proposed Plan would likely reduce the magnitude of the negative impacts on 
sensitive species from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative A.  

The negative impacts of encroachment removal projects would be minimized or avoided because 
such projects would undergo site-specific environmental review, including NEPA, and 
conservation measures or design features would be applied.  

Because Alternative D and the Proposed Plan would take a more direct approach at managing 
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conifer encroachment than Alternatives A, B, and C, the overall beneficial effects of these 
actions would be increased. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate GRSG 
habitat conservation measures that directly address conifer encroachment. Management of 
conifer encroachment and associated conservation measures would have an overall neutral or 
beneficial effect on sensitive species. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects 
of conifer encroachment management on sensitive species in MZ IV, when combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive species. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan contains a standard that specifically prohibits construction of water 
developments in PHMA, IHMA, and SFA unless beneficial to GRSG habitat. Other measures for 
livestock grazing in the Proposed Plan are similar to Alternative D, including managing for 
vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure consistent with 
appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential.  

Both Alternative D and the Proposed Plan include consideration of grazing retirement in all 
GRSG habitats if grazing privileges were relinquished or an allotment became vacant; however, 
the Proposed Plan extends this measure to SFA.  

The Proposed Plan also restricts camps, sheep bedding, livestock trailing, fence construction, and 
other new permanent livestock facilities on areas near active GRSG leks. Although the types of 
impacts on sensitive species would be the same as under Alternative A, the level and extent of 
negative impacts would likely be reduced under the Proposed Plan.  

Sensitive species that occur in GRSG habitats would likely benefit from improving habitat 
conditions in uplands, riparian areas, meadows, and other wetlands, such as the boreal toad and 
western toad. The Proposed Plan would provide greater benefit to sensitive species than 
Alternatives A, B, and D; however, Alternative C removes the most livestock grazing from 
GRSG habitats.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing 
grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve 
sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would further minimize negative impacts on sensitive 
species in GRSG habitat. Therefore, the direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing in MZ IV 
under the Proposed Plan, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive species. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The types of impacts on sensitive species from energy development under the Proposed Plan 
would be the same as described for Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial 
distribution would differ. As with Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would include provisions to 
conserve GRSG habitat. Similar to Alternative D, actions would include closing most PHMA 
and IHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and development. It also places additional stipulations 
and seasonal restrictions on existing fluid mineral leases in all GRSG habitats to minimize 
potential impacts. However, the Proposed Plan would additionally require NSO for any new oil 
and gas leases in PHMA, IHMA, and SFA. Most other minerals restrictions would also apply to 
SFA. For the Proposed Plan the 3 percent disturbance cap would be calculated in the biologically 
significant unit instead of in each section. These actions would likely reduce the impacts of fluid 
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mineral development on sensitive species relative to Alternative A to a level even less than 
Alternative D.  

Unlike Alternative B, the Proposed Plan would directly address solar and wind energy 
development. Similar to Alternative D, in PHMA, the Proposed Plan would prohibit new wind 
and solar energy development. However, unlike Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would extend 
this prohibition and most other restrictions to SFA as well. Alternative D and the Proposed Plan 
would make IHMA avoidance areas and GHMA would remain open for wind and solar energy 
development in Idaho. However, only the Proposed Plan would make GHMA avoidance areas 
for wind and solar energy development in Montana. The Proposed plan would be likely to reduce 
the negative impacts of energy development on sensitive species that occur in GRSG habitats 
relative to Alternatives A, B, and D.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat and provide an overall long-
term benefit to the sensitive species that occur there. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects on sensitive species in GRSG habitat in MZ IV, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive species. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation 
on GRSG. Similar to Alternative D, in all GRSG habitats, terms and conditions in new and 
existing permits and operating plans should be included to protect or restore GRSG habitat; 
however, the Proposed Plan extends these measures to include SFA. In PHMA, IHMA, and SFA, 
the Proposed Plan also specifies not authorizing temporary recreation that result in loss of habitat 
or would have negative impacts for more than 5 years on GRSG or their habitats. It also would 
not approve new or expanded recreation facilities (e.g., roads, trails, campgrounds), including 
SUAs for facilities and activities, unless the development would result in a net conservation gain 
to GRSG or their habitats or the development were required for visitor safety.  

The Proposed Plan measures would reduce the general impacts on GRSG of recreation described 
under Alternative A. Although the types of impacts on sensitive species would be similar to 
Alternatives A, B, and D, the extent of impacts in GRSG habitat would be lower under the 
Proposed Plan due to its greater extent of restrictions by delineating SFA.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management for recreation under the Proposed Plan would increase protection of PHMA, 
IHMA, GHMA, and SFA in MZ IV by minimizing the negative impacts of recreation on 
sensitive species. Therefore, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, recreation management in MZ IV under the Proposed Plan would not substantially 
increase negative impacts on sensitive species. 
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Summary and Determination of Effects on Sensitive Terrestrial and Aquatic Species 

The Proposed Plan would reduce impacts on GRSG habitat from activities in all major program 
areas of the current Forest Service LUPs in the analysis area. The restrictions and considerations 
for the benefit of GRSG habitat would also improve sensitive species habitat and would reduce 
the potential for negative impacts on sensitive species individuals. Some negative effects would 
continue, but the overall result would be benefit sensitive species and their habitats. Therefore, 
the GRSG LUPA for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Challis, Salmon, and 
Sawtooth National Forest Plans and the Curlew National Grassland Plan may impact 
individuals or habitat, but would not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or 
cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the nine Region 1 and Region 4 
sensitive terrestrial species in Table 2.  

Because their potential habitats do not exist in GRSG habitat or are outside the elevation range of 
the GRSG, the GRSG LUPA for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Challis, 
Salmon, and Sawtooth National Forest Plans and the Curlew National Grassland Plan would 
have no impact on the 26 Region 1 and Region 4 sensitive terrestrial or aquatic species excluded 
from detailed analysis in Table 1. 

The Proposed Plan would not cause a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to 
any populations for any of the 35 sensitive terrestrial or aquatic species considered in this 
analysis. Because of this, the determinations above are consistent with sensitive species direction 
in each of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Challis, Salmon, and Sawtooth 
National Forest Plans and the Curlew National Grassland Plan. 

C. Sensitive Plants 

Forest sensitive plants have been grouped for this analysis due to the similar types of impacts 
they could experience and the programmatic nature and landscape scale of this analysis. The 
landscape scale effects of the proposed conservation measures for each program area in each 
alternative are analyzed generally and collectively for this group of species. For each species, the 
NatureServe ranking is provided in the status section to provide additional context for the global 
and state rarity of the species. (For a thorough discussion of NatureServe rankings, please refer 
to the NatureServe web site [NatureServe 2015].) 

Agastache cusickii (Cusick’s horse-mint)  

Status 

Cusick’s horse-mint is an R1 sensitive species that is considered to be vulnerable to 
apparently secure globally (G3G4) and to be imperiled to vulnerable in Montana (S2S3). 

Distribution 

Cusick’s horse-mint is documented from Idaho, Montana, Nevada, and Oregon. Within 
Montana, the species is documented from Beaverhead County. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest, Cusick’s horse mint is documented from the Dillon Ranger District in the 
Tendoy Mountains.  
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Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Cusick’s horse-mint is an herbaceous long-lived perennial in the mint family. It occurs in 
rolling sagebrush hills, primarily on steep, loose talus slopes with little vegetation cover 
below limestone outcrops and often in chutes. In its habitat, woody dominants are limber 
pine, Douglas-fir, mountain mahogany, big sagebrush, and gooseberry. In Montana, Cusick’s 
horse-mint is documented from elevations of 6,500 to 9,500 feet. On the Beaverhead 
National Forest, it is confined to the south-facing slopes of narrow canyons across a wide 
range of elevations. One lower-elevation occurrence occupies the slope above a broad valley. 
Threats to Cusick’s horse-mint are overgrazing, gravel removal, slope-destabilizing road 
maintenance, rock gardener and recreationist over-collection, and mining. 

Agoseris lackschewitzii (Pink agoseris)  

Status 

Pink agoseris is an R4 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure globally (G4) but 
imperiled in Idaho (S2). 

Distribution 

Pink agoseris occurs in Idaho, Montana, Washington, Wyoming, Alberta, and British 
Columbia. In Idaho, pink agoseris has been found in Fremont and Lemhi Counties. In Lemhi 
County, pink agoseris is documented from the Lemhi Range in the Mill Creek Basin. 
Mapped locations occur on the Salmon-Challis National Forest in the Lemhi Range on the 
Salmon-Cobalt and Leodore Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the sunflower family, pink agoseris is a perennial forb that typically flowers in 
July and August. Pink agoseris occurs in wet meadows in which the soil is saturated through 
the growing season and in ecotones between wet meadows and forest. When present, 
dominant overstory species are subalpine fir, Engelmann spruce, whitebark pine, and 
Douglas-fir. In Montana, pink agoseris is documented from elevations of 6,950 to 9,450 feet. 
Cattle grazing has been identified as a threat to this species. 

Allium acuminatum (Tapertip onion)  

Status 

Tapertip onion is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled to vulnerable in Montana (S2S3). 

Distribution 

Tapertip onion is documented from Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New 
Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, and British Columbia. It could 
occur in all ranger districts in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. 

Habitat Associations, History, and Threats 
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Tapertip onion is a perennial bulb that typically flowers in May and June. The species occurs 
in dry open forests and grasslands in the montane zone at elevations of 2,600 to 8,000 feet in 
Montana. No specific threats have been identified for tapertip onion at this time, though 
invasive weeds may pose a potential long-term threat at some sites. 

Allium parvum (Small onion)  

Status 

Small onion is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but vulnerable 
in Montana (S3). 

Distribution 

Small onion is documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah. 
Most Montana occurrences are documented from the Bitterroot National Forest. Within the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, small onion could occur in the Dillon Ranger 
District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats  

Small onion is a perennial bulb that typically flowers in late May and June. The species 
occurs in dry, open forests, woodlands, and grasslands on warm slopes in the montane zone 
at elevations of 4,000 to 6,500 feet in Montana. Many of the documented occurrences in 
Montana consist of large numbers of individuals that cover extensive areas. Spotted 
knapweed and cheatgrass occur fairly commonly in habitat occupied by small onion and pose 
a threat to populations of this species. 

Allium tolmiei var. persimile (Tolmie’s onion)  

Status 

Tolmie’s onion is listed as sensitive in R4 and is considered globally vulnerable (T3) and 
vulnerable in Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Tolmie’s onion is endemic to Idaho, where it is documented from Adams and Washington 
Counties.  

Habitat Associations and Natural History  

Tolmie’s onion is a perennial bulb that occurs in mixed semiarid shrub and grasslands, 
mainly on south aspects in swales, ephemeral watercourses, and seeps with basaltic soils that 
are seasonally wet but dry by mid to late summer. Tolmie’s onion is documented from 
elevations of 3,000 to 5,000 feet  

Astragalus anserinus (Goose Creek milkvetch)  

Status 
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Goose Creek milkvetch is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally imperiled (G2) 
and critically imperiled in Idaho (S1). 

Distribution 

Goose Creek milkvetch is endemic to the Goose Creek basin in Nevada, Idaho, and Utah. In 
Idaho, the species is documented from Cassia County. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the pea family, Goose Creek milkvetch is a short-lived perennial herb that 
flowers in June and July. The species occurs in sagebrush, rabbitbrush, and juniper on barren 
slopes composed of white tuffaceous sand at elevations of 5,000 to 5,200 feet. Threats are 
nonnative invasive species (particularly cheatgrass and leafy spurge), cattle overgrazing, road 
construction and maintenance, mineral exploration and development, and insect pollinators. 

Astragalus aquilonius (Lemhi milkvetch)  

Status 

Lemhi milkvetch is an R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally (G3) and in 
Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Lemhi milvetch is endemic to Lemhi, Custer, and Butte Counties in east-central Idaho. The 
species is documented from the main Salmon and East Fork Salmon River canyons, the 
Lemhi River valley, the southwestern edge of the Lemhi Range, and the Pahsimeroi and Lost 
River valleys. Two occurrences are documented on the Sawtooth National Recreation Area. 
In the Salmon-Challis National Forest, occurrences are documented from the Challis-Yankee 
Fork Ranger District and the Lost River Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Lemhi milkvetch is a perennial herb in the pea family. The species occurs at lower elevations 
in the sagebrush-steppe zones on shale, gravel banks, clay washes of gullied clay bluffs, 
steep eroded canyon banks, and sand bars. Associated vegetation is dominated by Wyoming 
big sagebrush, bluebunch wheatgrass, shadscale, bottlebrush squirreltail, Sandberg’s 
bluegrass, and sometimes Challis milkvetch. Threats to Lemhi milkvetch are nonnative 
species, trampling from recreationists, maintenance or construction of trails and roads, 
ORVs, mining, herbicide applications to treat invasive species, and overgrazing by domestic 
livestock. 

Astragalus diversifolius var. diversifolius (meadow milkvetch)  

Status 

Meadow milkvetch is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered imperiled globally (G2) and 
in Idaho (S2). 

Distribution 
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Meadow milkvetch is endemic to central Idaho and northern Utah, with one historic report 
from the Green River Basin in western Wyoming. In Idaho, meadow milkvetch is distributed 
primarily in Custer and Lemhi Counties, in the valleys of the Big Lost, Little Lost, 
Pahsimeroi, and Lemhi Rivers and in Birch Creek. On the Salmon-Challis National Forest, 
meadow milkvetch is documented from the Lost River Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Meadow milkvetch is a perennial herb in the pea family. It occurs in sagebrush valleys or 
closed drainage basins in moist, often alkaline meadows and swales at elevations of 4,400 to 
6,620 feet. Threats to meadow milkvetch are livestock grazing and loss of habitat to 
agriculture.  

Astragalus jejunus var. jejunus (Starveling milkvetch)  

Status 

Starveling milkvetch is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) 
and imperiled in Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Starveling milkvetch is documented from Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming.  

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Starveling milkvetch is a perennial herb that occurs in sagebrush and pinyon-juniper on dry, 
barren ridges, summits, bluffs, hilltops, and river terraces on tuff, shale, sandstone, cobble or 
clays at elevations of 5,700 to 7,310 feet. Starvelig milkvetch occurs most commonly on 
south to west aspects with slopes less than 20 degrees and is less abundant when soil texture 
is very fine or when shale size is greater than 2 inches. 

Astragalus scaphoides (Bitterroot milkvetch)  

Status 

Bitterroot milkvetch is an R1 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally (G3) 
and in Montana (S3). 

Distribution 

The distribution of Bitterroot milkvetch is limited to Lemhi County, Idaho, and Beaverhead 
Counties, Montana. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Bitterroot milkvetch is 
documented from the Dillon Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the pea family, Bitterroot milkvetch is a stout perennial herb that typically 
flowers in late May and early June. The species occurs in grassland, generally with a dense 
cover of sagebrush, on silty soils with a moderate to high content of coarse material. 
Bitterroot milkvetch often is found along drainages in the ecotone between rocky, steep 
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upper slopes and nearly level benches. The species is most frequent on south and southwest 
aspects. In Montana, Bitterroot milkvetch is documented from approximately 5,000 to 7,000 
feet. Threats to Bitterroot milkvetch ae road construction, herbivory by insects and mammals, 
and overgrazing by livestock. 

Balsamorhiza macrophylla (large-leaved balsamroot)  

Status 

Large-leaved balsamroot is an R1 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable to secure 
globally (G3G5) and vulnerable to apparently secure in Montana (S3S4). 

Distribution 

Large-leaved balsamroot is documented from Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. On the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species is known from the Madison Ranger 
District in the Centennials, Gallitin, and Madison Ranges. 

Habitat Associations and Natural History 

Large-leaved balsamroot is a perennial herb that flowers from late June to early July. The 
species occurs in sagebrush and grasslands in the montane zone, most often on open, east-
facing slopes of 8 to 15 percent, with loamy soils in a sagebrush-forb community. Large-
leaved balsamroot is known from elevations of 7,400 to 7,920 feet. 

Boechera fecunda (Sapphire rockcress)  

Status 

Sapphire rockcress is an R1 sensitive species that is considered imperiled globally (G2) and 
in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Sapphire rockcress is endemic to Montana. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, 
the species is documented from the Dillon, Wise River, Jefferson, and Butte Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Sapphire rockcress is a perennial forb in the mustard family. The species occurs on moderate 
to steep slopes that exhibit natural erosion, warm aspects, and sparse vegetation. In 
Beaverhead and Silver Bow Counties, Sapphire rockcress grows in mountain mahogany-
juniper, limber pine woodland, very open Douglas-fir forest, sagebrush, and sparse 
bluebunch wheatgrass grasslands on soils derived exclusively from sand calcareous 
sediments. The elevation range of Sapphire rockcress is 4,200 to 7,960 feet. Threats to 
Sapphire rockcress are nonnative plants (particularly spotted knapweed), overgrazing, 
herbicide use, mining, and pathogens. 

Botrychium crenulatum (dainty moonwort)  

Status 
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Dainty moonwort is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered globally vulnerable 
(G3), vulnerable in Montana (S3), and critically imperiled in Idaho (S1), 

Distribution 

Dainty moonwort is widely distributed throughout the western United States and Canada but 
is locally rare across its range. Dainty moonwort is documented from Arizona, California, 
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, British Columbia, and 
Alberta. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, dainty moonwort is documented 
from the Pintler Ranger District.  

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Dainty moonwort is a small (2 to 6.5 inches) perennial fern that occurs in diverse habitats, 
including stream bottoms, seeps, and marsh edges, wet swales, alpine meadows, and grassy 
roadsides, often on soils of reprecipitated calcium. Dainty moonwort is the most hydrophyllic 
of the moonworts and typically grows in saturated soils. In Montana and Idaho, fronds of 
dainty moonwort emerge in the spring, reach maturity in June or July, and die in the fall. As 
with other moonworts, dainty moonwort exists underground in the gametophyte stage for 
much of its life cycle and may not emerge every year, making surveys unreliable. In 
Montana, dainty moonwort is documented at elevations of approximately 2,500 to 7,500 feet. 
Montana populations are generally small and occupy roadsides or other similarly open or 
disturbed habitats, which makes them particularly vulnerable to weed invasion, weed 
treatment, and road maintenance. Because populations of dainty moonwort are small and 
highly disjunct, they are particularly vulnerable to stochastic natural phenomena. 

Botrychium hesperium (western moonwort)  

Status 

Western moonwort is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure globally 
(G4) and vulnerable in Montana (S3). 

Distribution 

Western moonwort is widely distributed throughout the western United States and Canada 
but is locally rare across its range. In the United States, the species is documented from 
Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming; in 
Canada it is documented from British Columbia, Alberta, and Yukon Territory. In the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, western moonwort occurs on the Pintler and Wise 
River Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Western moonwort is a small (2 to 8 inches) perennial fern that occurs in diverse habitats 
across its range, from open canopied forests in the south of its range to open meadows in the 
north. In Montana, the species occurs in valley and montane zones along roadsides and in dry 
to moist gravely and lightly disturbed grasslands, meadows, and mid-succession gravel bars. 
In Montana, fronds of western moonwort typically emerge in late spring, mature by June or 
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July, and die in early fall. As with other Botrychium species, western moonwort exists 
underground in the gametophyte stage for much of its life cycle and may not emerge every 
year, making surveys unreliable. The elevation range of western moonwort in Montana is 
2,000 to 9,500 feet, with most occurrences between 3,000 and 5,000 feet. Montana 
populations are poorly documented or small and occur along roadsides, which makes them 
particularly vulnerable to nonnative species invasions, weed treatments, and road 
maintenance. Because populations of western moonwort are small and highly disjunct, they 
are particularly vulnerable to stochastic natural phenomena. 

Botrychium lineare (slender moonwort)  

Status 

Slender moonwort is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally imperiled (G2) and 
possibly extirpated in Idaho (SH). 

Distribution 

Slender moonwort is widely distributed throughout the western United States and Canada but 
is locally rare across its range. In the United States, the species is documented from Alaska, 
California, Colorado, South Dakota, Montana, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming; in Canada 
it is documented from Yukon Territory and historically from New Brunswick and Quebec. In 
Idaho, slender moonwort is documented from one possibly extirpated occurrence in the 
Upper Priest Lake area. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Slender moonwort is a 2- to 7-inch perennial fern that occupies highly varied habitats across 
its range, including moist to dry meadows, bogs, swamps, roadside ditches, dry fields, and 
forests, in a variety of areas, ranging from limestone cliffs and gravelly beaches to forest 
understory. Slender moonwort is among the least frequently encountered moonworts. As 
with other Botrychium species, slender moonwort exists underground in the gametophyte 
stage for much of its life cycle and may not emerge every year, making surveys unreliable. 
Most occurrences are montane at 4,900 to 9,800 feet, but the species occupies elevation from 
sea level to 10,000 feet. Threats to slender moonwort are road maintenance, nonnative 
invasive species, and overgrazing by livestock. Because populations of slender moonwort are 
small and highly disjunct, they also are vulnerable to stochastic natural phenomena. 

Botrychium paradoxum (peculiar moonwort)  

Status 

Peculiar moonwort is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable to 
apparently secure globally (G3G4), vulnerable in Montana (S3), and critically imperiled in 
Idaho (S1). 

Distribution 

Peculiar moonwort occurs over a large area in the western United States and Canada but is 
locally rare across its range. In the United States, peculiar moonwort is documented from 
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California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming; the species 
also occurs in Canada. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, peculiar moonwort is 
documented from the Jefferson and Pintler Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Peculiar moonwort is a 3- to 6-inch perennial fern with a single spore-bearing frond. Peculiar 
moonwort occurs in montane and subalpine zones, in mesic meadows in sagebrush and 
spruce lodgepole pine forests. In Montana, associated species are rough fescue, Virginia 
strawberry, and potentilla. In Montana, fronds emerge in the spring, typically mature by July, 
and die in the fall. As with other moonworts, peculiar moonwort exists underground in the 
gametophyte stage for much of its life cycle and may not emerge every year, making surveys 
unreliable. Occurrences in Montana are documented from 2,500 to 9,500 feet. Threats to 
peculiar moonwort are livestock grazing, weed invasion, and recreationists. Because 
populations of peculiar moonwort are small and highly disjunct, they also are vulnerable to 
stochastic natural phenomena. 

Botrychium simplex (little grape fern)  

Status 

Little grape fern is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled in Idaho (S2). 

Distribution 

Little grape fern is one of the most widely distributed moonworts. The species occurs across 
much of the United States (including Idaho and Montana) and Canada, though its abundance 
is low in many states and provinces in its range. Little grape fern is documented from 
northern, central, and southern Idaho. In the Sawtooth National Forest, little grape fern is 
documented from two occurrences. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats  

Little grape fern is a 1- to 5-inche perennial fern that occurs in diverse habitats across its 
range, including pastures, meadows, orchards, prairies, wetlands, fens, roadsides, and sand 
dunes, most of which are temporarily wet to permanently saturated, in full sun to low light 
understory conditions. Fronds emerge in the spring, mature in summer, and die in the fall. As 
with other moonworts, little grape fern exists underground in the gametophyte stage for much 
of its life cycle and may not emerge every year, making surveys unreliable. Idaho 
occurrences are documented from 4,000 to 6,000 feet. Threats to little grape fern are 
trampling from recreationists, ORVs, construction and maintenance of trails and roads, 
timber sales, fuels projects, competition from nonnative species, and domestic livestock 
grazing. 

Bryum calobryoides (beautiful bryum)  

Status 
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Beautiful bryum is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally vulnerable (G3) and 
possibly extirpated in Idaho (SH). 

Distribution 

Beautiful bryum is documented from California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
Washington, Alberta, British Columbia, and Quebec. One known population exists in the 
Sawtooth National Forest, and one historic population is documented from the Boise 
National Forest. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Beautiful bryum is a small bright green moss that typically forms short dense tufts and 
occasionally occurs as individual stems. Beautiful bryum occurs in the montane to subalpine 
zones in bogs, meadows, and damp cliff sides, on substrates that range from basic to acidic 
rock to moist soils. Beautiful bryum occurs at elevations of 5,000 feet and above. As with 
other mosses, beautiful bryum may be under-documented due to difficulties with surveys and 
identification. Threats to this species are alteration of hydrology (for example, water 
developments, dewatering, and soil compaction), maintenance or construction of trails and 
roads, ORVs, nonnative species, and domestic livestock grazing. 

Carex idahoa (Idaho sedge)  

Status 

Idaho sedge is an R1 sensitive species that is considered imperiled to vulnerable globally and 
vulnerable in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Idaho sedge is documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Utah. In the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Idaho sedge is documented from the Dillon, 
Wisdom, Jefferson, and Butte Ranger Districts and could occur in all other ranger districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Idaho sedge is a rhizomatous perennial graminoid, whose fruits mature in July and August. 
The species occurs in moist alkaline meadows, often in subirrigated soils associated with 
low-gradient streams or springs and seeps. The species commonly occupies ecotones 
between wet meadow and sagebrush steppe and often occurs on terraces of headwater 
streams above 6,000 feet. Small populations may occur at lower elevations or along larger 
streams. Idaho sedge generally occurs on silty soils with high organic content and little or no 
coarse material. In Montana, Idaho sedge is documented from elevations of 4,500 to 8,420 
feet. Potential threats are overgrazing, mowing, road construction, and mineral extraction. 

Eleocharis rostellata (beaked spikerush)  

Status 
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Beaked spikerush is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
vulnerable in Montana (S3). 

Distribution 

Beaked spikerush occurs in 39 of the United States (including Idaho and Montana), three 
Canadian provinces, northern Mexico, the Antilles, and the Andes. In Montana, beaked 
spikerush is documented from over a dozen extant sites and several historic locations. In the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, beaked spikerush is documented from the Madison 
Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Beaked spikerush is a perennial graminoid. In Montana, the species flowers in July, and 
fruits mature in July and August. Montana populations occur in wet, often alkaline soils 
associated with warm springs or fens in the valley and foothills zones at elevations of 2,700 
to 6,100 feet. Threats to beaked spikerush are hydrologic alteration and development. 

Epipactis gigantea (giant helleborine)  

Status 

Giant helleborine is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure globally 
(G4) but imperiled to vulnerable in Montana (S2S3). 

Distribution 

Giant helleborine is documented from Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, Nevada, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, 
Washington, Wyoming, and British Columbia. In Montana, giant helleborine is documented 
from Carbon, Flathead, Granite, Lake, Madison, Powell, Sanders, and Teton Counties. In the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species is known from the Madison and Pintler 
Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Giant helleborine is a 12- to 39-inch-tall, long-lived perennial orchid with leafy stems that 
arise from short rhizomes. In Montana, plants typically flower between late June and early 
August. Montana populations of giant helleborine occur on stream banks, along lake 
margins, and in fens with springs and seeps, often near thermal waters. The species is limited 
to habitats that receive a constant supply of water. Documented elevations of giant 
helleborine in Montana range from approximately 2,500 to 6,000 feet. Primary threats are 
hydrologic alteration and development. Elsewhere in its range, negative impacts have been 
documented from recreational use of hot springs, overgrazing by livestock, and nonnative 
species invasion. 

Eriogonum brevicaule var. desertorum (desert buckwheat)  

Status 
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Desert buckwheat is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered globally vulnerable (G3), 
vulnerable in Nevada (S3), and critically imperiled in Utah (S1). 

Distribution 

Desert buckwheat is narrowly distributed and is known only from central and eastern Elko 
County, Nevada, and northwestern Box Elder County, Utah. 

Habitat Associations, History 

Desert buckwheat is a low, matted herbaceous perennial herb that typically flowers between 
May and August. It occurs in mixed grassland, saltbush, and sagebrush communities and in 
pinyon-juniper woodlands on gravelly or silty to clayey flats, slopes, and ridges, often on 
limestone soils. Desert buckwheat is documented from elevations of approximately 4,900 to 
9,700 feet. 

Eriogonum capistratum var. welshii (Welsh buckwheat)  

Status 

Welsh buckwheat is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered imperiled globally (T2) and in 
Idaho (S2).  

Distribution 

Welsh buckwheat is endemic to east-central Idaho. Occurrences are known from the valleys 
and foothills of the upper Big Lost, Little Lost, and Pahsimeroi Rivers in Custer and adjacent 
potions of Lemhi and Butte Counties. On the Salmon-Challis National Forest, Welsh 
buckwheat is documented from the Lost River Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Welsh buckwheat is a mat-forming perennial forb that flowers in late June. Welsh buckwheat 
occurs on rocky volcanic slopes and gravelly clay or sedimentary barren flats, with minimal 
vegetation consisting of scattered fringed sagebrush, Sandberg’s bluegrass, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, ricegrass, and cushion-like forbs. These areas occur in a larger matrix of well-
developed stands of big or low sagebrush steppe vegetation, which occupies areas of deeper 
silt loam soils. Welsh buckwheat is documented from elevations of 6,000 to 8,000 feet. 
Threats to Welsh buckwheat are cattle grazing, OHVs, and mining. 

Gentianopsis simplex (hiker’s gentian)  

Status 

Hiker’s gentian is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled in Montana (S2). 
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Distribution 

Hiker’s gentian is documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and 
Wyoming. In Montana, the species is documented from Beaverhead, Carbon, and Missoula 
Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, hiker’s gentian is known from the 
Wisdom Ranger District and could occur in the Wise River and Dillon Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History   

Hiker’s gentian is an annual forb that flowers in July and August. The species occupies fens, 
meadows, and seeps in the montane and subalpine zones and typically grows in areas of 
crystalline parent material. In Montana, hiker’s gentian is documented from elevations of 
4,460 to 8,400 feet. The species is thought to be under-documented in Montana. 

Juncus hallii (Hall’s rush)  

Status 

Hall’s rush is an R1 sensitive species that is apparently secure to secure globally (G4G5) and 
apparently secure in Montana. 

Distribution 

Hall’s rush is documented from Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. In Montana, 
the species occurs in Beaverhead, Broadwater, Jefferson, Madison, Meagher, Powell, and 
Silver Bow Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Hall’s rush is 
documented from the Wisdom, Butte, and Madison Ranger Districts and could occur in the 
Wise River Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, History 

Hall’s rush is a perennial graminoid that typically flowers in July and August. The species 
occurs in moist to dry meadows and slopes from valley to montane zones at 4,000 to 8,860 
feet in Montana. 

Mimulus primuloides (primrose monkeyflower)  

Status 

Primrose monkeyflower is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure 
globally (G4) but imperiled in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Primrose monkeyflower is documented from Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, New 
Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington. In Montana, the species is documented 
from Beaverhead and Ravalli Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, 
primrose monkeyflower occurs in the Wise River, Wisdom, and Dillon Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 
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A member of the lopseed family, primrose monkeyflower is a small perennial mat-forming 
herb that flowers from July to early September. Primrose monkeyflower occurs in fens, 
sphagnum bogs, and wet meadows in montane and subalpine zone. In Montana, primrose 
monkeyflower occurs at elevations of 6,750 to 8,440 feet. Potential threats to primrose 
monkeyflower are fire, changes in hydrology, and ski area development. 

Noccaea idahoensis var. aileeniae (=Thlaspi aileeniae; Idaho pennycress)  

Status 

Idaho pennycress is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and in 
Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Idaho pennycress is endemic to the intermountain valleys of central Idaho. Occurrences are 
documented from upper Marsh Creek, Stanley Basin, Sawtooth Valley, and upper Big Wood 
River drainage. Eight of 18 known occurrences are in the Sawtooth National Forest. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the mustard family, Idaho pennycress is a perennial herb that occurs in 
sagebrush-fescue flats with little sagebrush and mountain big sagebrush, on loose bare sandy 
soil, on steep slopes among small rocks in the openings between sagebrush plants, and on 
alluvial terraces. Populations are documented from elevations of 6,000 to 11,000 feet. 
Threats to Idaho pennycress are fire, cheatgrass invasion, mining, recreation, maintenance 
and construction of trails and roads, ORVs, competition from nonnative species, herbicide 
application, and domestic livestock grazing. 

Oxytropis besseyi var. salmonensis (Challis crazyweed)  

Status 

Challis crazyweed is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and 
in Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Challis crazyweed is endemic to Custer County, Idaho, where it occurs in the Big Lost, 
Pahsimeroi, and Upper Salmon watersheds. In the Salmon-Challis National Forest, 
occurrences are documented from Challis-Yankee Fork and Lost River Ranger Districts. 
Mapped locations occur on the Lost River Range and on adjacent BLM-administered lands.  

Habitat Associations, Natural History   

A member of the pea family, Challis crazyweed is a long-lived perennial forb that flowers 
from June to July. Challis crazyweed occurs in sagebrush and salt desert shrub in sandy 
washes or open slopes of rocky volcanic soil at elevations of 5,400 to 6,750 feet. 

Penstemon idahoensis (Idaho penstemon)  
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Status 

Idaho penstemon is an R4 sensitive species that is considered imperiled globally (G2) and in 
Idaho (S2). 

Distribution 

Idaho penstemon is documented from Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History   

A member of the plantain family, Idaho penstemon is a perennial forb that is 3 to 8 inches 
tall. Most occurrences consist of low numbers of individuals covering small areas. Idaho 
penstemon occurs most commonly in Utah juniper communities, on gentle to steep slopes, 
usually of south to southwest aspects. In these areas, Idaho penstemon is restricted to 
tuffaceous outcrops of the Salt Lake Formation. Soils on which the species occurs tend to be 
dry, fine textured, and hard. The documented elevation range of Idaho penstemon is 4,900 to 
5,710 feet  

Penstemon lemhiensis (Lemhi penstemon)  

Status 

Lemhi penstemon is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally 
(G3) and in Montana and Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Lemhi penstemon is a regional endemic of Lemhi County, Idaho, and Beaverhead, Deer 
Lodge, Ravalli, and Silverbow Counties, Montana. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest, Lemhi penstemon is documented from the Wise River, Jefferson, Butte, Dillon, and 
Wisdom Ranger Districts. The species also is documented from over 100 occurrences in the 
Salmon-Challis National Forest. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the plantain family, Lemhi penstemon is a tall, conspicuous perennial forb that 
typically flowers from early June to late July. Most occurrences contain fewer than 30 
individuals. Lemhi penstemon occurs in big sagebrush-grassland communities and open 
Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, and ponderosa pine forests on moderate to steep, east- to 
southwest-facing slopes. In these areas, Lemhi penstemon usually is found in association 
with big sagebrush and bunchgrasses in openings, such as rock outcrops and steep rocky 
slopes with natural soil slippage. Some populations grow partially or entirely on road banks. 
Lemhi penstemon is documented from an elevation range of 4,150 to 8,200 feet. Threats to 
this species are road construction, road maintenance, mining, botanical collection, herbicide 
spraying, weed invasion, livestock grazing, fire suppression, logging, and prolonged drought. 

Phacelia minutissima (least phacelia)  

Status 
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Least phacelia is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally vulnerable (G3) but 
imperiled in Idaho (S2). 

Distribution 

Least phacelia is a regional endemic that is documented from Nevada, Idaho, Oregon, and 
Washington. In Idaho, multiple occurrences of least phacelia are known from the Owyhee 
Mountains. Two occurrences have been documented north of the Snake River. One is on a 
ridge extending east-southeast, from Smoky Dome in the Soldier Mountains in the Fairfield 
Ranger District of the Sawtooth National Forest, and the other is near Hash Spring on the 
BLM Shoshone Field Office. Both are considered historic occurrences as recent surveys have 
failed to detect any individuals at either site. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the waterleaf family, least phacelia is an annual forb that occurs in sagebrush 
and lower montane forests in ephemerally moist drainages. Individuals of this species grow 
singly or close together in dense mats. Least phacelia often occurs near areas of late snow 
banks in meadows, springs, and seeps and along stream banks. Idaho populations occur 
mostly in stands of false hellebore and adjacent forbs and grasses or near mixed aspen, 
willow, and subalpine fir communities. The elevation range of least phacelia is 
approximately 5,000 to 8,200 feet. Threats to least phacelia are mining, recreation, 
construction and maintenance of trails and roads, ORVs, water development, and competition 
from nonnative species, herbicide application, and domestic livestock grazing. 

Physaria carinata ssp. carinata (keeled bladderpod)  

Status 

Keeled bladderpod is on the R1 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and 
critically imperiled in Montana (S1). 

Distribution 

Keeled bladderpod is endemic to carbonate mountain ranges of Idaho, Montana, and 
Wyoming. In Montana, occurrences are documented from Beaverhead and Granite Counties. 
On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, keeled bladderpod occurs on the Wise River 
and Pintler Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the mustard family, keeled bladderpod is a biennial to short-lived perennial 
forb that typically flowers in early June. Keeled bladderpod occurs on gravelly, calcareous 
slopes in the foothill zone in grassland and sagebrush and near the upper tree line. In 
Montana, occurrences are documented from an elevation range of approximately 4,000 to 
7,500 feet. Nonnative invasive species, particularly spotted knapweed, have been 
documented as a threat to some occurrences of keeled bladderpod.  

Physaria carinata ssp. pulchella (beautiful bladderpod)  
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Status 

Beautiful bladderpod is on the R1 sensitive list and is considered imperiled globally (T2) and 
in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Beautiful bladderpod is endemic to Beaverhead County, Montana, where it occurs in the 
Pioneer Mountains, the Grasshopper Creek drainage, and the Centennial Mountains. In the 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, beautiful bladderpod is documented from the Wise 
River, Madison, and Dillon Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

A member of the mustard family, beautiful bladderpod is a perennial forb that typically 
flowers in June at lower elevations and July through August at higher elevations. Beautiful 
bladderpod occurs on gravelly calcareous soils of sparsely vegetated foothill slopes in 
mountain mahogany or limber pine woodlands, on poorly developed stony soils of subalpine 
slopes and ridges, in sparse grassland or cushion plant communities, and in sagebrush 
communities. Though usually associated with calcareous parent material, beautiful 
bladderpod also occurs on limestone and quartzite. In Montana, beautiful bladderpod is 
documented from an elevation range of 6,300 to 9,600 feet. Potential threats to beautiful 
bladderpod are nonnative invasive species and mining. 

Physaria didymocarpa var. lyrata (Salmon twin bladderpod)  

Status 

Salmon twin bladderpod is on the R4 sensitive list and is critically imperiled globally (T1) 
and in Idaho (S1). 

Distribution 

Salmon twin bladderpod is endemic to Lemhi County, Idaho. In the Salmon-Challis National 
Forest, Salmon twin bladderpod is documented from the Salmon-Cobalt and Leadore Ranger 
Districts. Until the 1980s, Salmon twin bladderpod was known only from one location on 
BLM-administered land at Williams Creek in the Salmon River Mountains. Occurrences 
currently are documented from Pattee Creek, Willliams Creek, Agency Creek, Basin Creek, 
and Bear Basin Creek and from the Lake Mountain area. The Bear Basin Creek and Lake 
Mountain area occurrences are in the Salmon-Challis National Forest. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Salmon twin bladderpod is a long-lived perennial forb in the mustard family. Occurrences are 
found in basin big sagebrush-bluebunch wheatgrass vegetation on rocky, sparsely vegetated 
south slopes at elevations of 4,050 to 5,000 feet. Threats identified for salmon twin 
bladderpod are mining (including gravel removal), nonnative invasive species proliferation, 
herbicide spraying, ORVs, and soil erosion.  

Polygonum douglasii spp. austiniae (Austin’s knotweed)  
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Status 

Austin’s knotweed is on the R1 sensitive list and is considered apparently secure globally 
(T4) and imperiled to vulnerable in Montana (S2S3). 

Distribution 

A member of the buckwheat family, Austin’s knotweed is documented from California, 
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Washington, Wyoming, Alberta, and British Columbia. In 
Montana, occurrences are sparsely distributed from the Rocky Mountain Front to the 
Madison and Gallatin Ranges. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Austin’s 
knotweed is documented from the Jefferson, Madison, and Pintler Ranger Districts. The 
probability of finding additional occurrences of Austin’s knotweed in Montana is thought to 
be high because extensive areas of suitable habitat across western and central Montana 
remain unsurveyed. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Austin’s knotweed is an annual forb that typically flowers in July and fruits in August. The 
subspecies occurs on gravelly, often shale-derived soil on open slopes and banks and along 
roads in the montane zone. In Montana, Austin’s knotweed is documented from an elevation 
range of 4,320 to 8,520 feet. Occurrences of Austin’s knotweed along roads may be 
particularly susceptible to road maintenance and invasion by nonnative species. 

Primula alcalina (alkali primrose)  

Status 

Alkali primrose is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered imperiled globally (G2) 
and in Montana and Idaho (S2). 

Distribution 

Alkali primrose is a regional endemic from east-central Idaho and adjacent Montana. In 
Montana, the species is known only from Beaverhead County, where it occurs on BLM- and 
National Forest-administered land. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species 
occurs in the Dillon Ranger District. In Idaho, alkali primrose is documented from Lemhi 
County. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Alkali primrose is a perennial forb that typically flowers in May and early June and fruits 
from June to August. Alkali primrose occurs in moist to wet alkaline meadows on low, 
relatively level benches next to creeks and spring heads whose subirrigated soils are saturated 
to the surface throughout the growing season. Occupied areas often display hummock-hollow 
topography. Alkali primrose is associated with alluvial, alkaline, fine-textured, light-colored 
soils derived from the outwash of predominantly carbonate rocks. The documented elevation 
range of alkali primrose is approximately 6,300 to 7,200 feet. Threats to alkali primrose are 
cattle grazing and hydrology alteration. 

 144 



Primula incana (mealy primrose)  

Status 

Mealy primrose is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure to secure 
globally (G4G5) but imperiled in Montana (S2). 

Distribution  

Mealy primrose is broadly distributed in the United States and Canada. Occurrences are 
documented from Alaska, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, Utah, Wyoming, 
Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, Northwest Territories, Ontario, Saskatchewan, and 
Yukon Territory. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species occurs in the 
Dillon and Madison Ranger Districts. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Mealy primrose is a perennial forb that typically flowers in May and June in Montana. The 
species occurs in wet meadow habitats with relatively stable water tables in which soils 
remain moist to saturated throughout the growing season but are seldom to never inundated. 
Mealy primrose also occurs in bogs and along stream banks. Associated soils are usually 
calcareous. The elevation range of mealy primrose in Montana is 6,500 to 8,694 feet. Threats 
to mealy primrose are cattle grazing and hydrology alteration. 

Pyrrocoma (=Haplopappus) insecticruris (bugleg goldenweed)  

Status 

Bugleg goldenweed is an R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally (G3) and 
in Idaho (S3). 

Distribution  

Bugleg goldenweed is endemic to south-central Idaho, where it occurs in Camas and Blaine 
Counties. Several occurrences of bugleg goldenweed are documented from the Sawtooth 
National Forest.  

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Bugleg goldenweed is a perennial forb in the sunflower family. The species typically flowers 
in July and August. Bugleg goldenweed occurs in grassland and sagebrush communities on 
dry ground in vernally wet grasslands, meadows, and swales, and along the dry edges of 
seeps at elevations of 4,500 to 7,500 feet. Though bugleg goldenweed occurs at many 
undisturbed sites, past or ongoing disturbance is evident at numerous occupied sites, 
including road shoulders, road ROWs, fence lines, pastures, corrals, and abandoned fields. 
Species associated with bugleg goldenweed are western yarrow (Achillea millefolium), asters 
(Aster spp.), early low (alkali) sagebrush (Artemisia arbuscula longiloba), low sagebrush (A. 
longifolia), mountain big sagebrush (A. tridentata vaseyana), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus 
spp.), oatgrass (Danthonia spp.), bottlebrush squirreltail (Elymus elymoides), Idaho fescue 
(Festuca idahoensis), Great Basin wildrye (Leymus cinerus), lupines (Lupinus spp.), tarweed 
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(Madia spp.), bluebunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicata), bluegrass (Poa secunda), 
cinquefoil (Sphaeromeria potentilloides), and northern mule’s-ears (Wyethia amplexicaulis). 
Threats to bugleg goldenweed are fire, cheatgrass invasion, construction and maintenance of 
trails and roads, ORVs, competition from nonnative species, herbicide application, and 
domestic livestock grazing. 

Thalictrum alpinum (alpine meadowrue)  

Status 

Alpine meadowrue is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Alpine meadowrue has a circumpolar distribution that extends south to California, Nevada, 
New Mexico, and Utah. It also occurs in Alaska, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 
Wyoming. In Montana, alpine meadowrue is documented from Beaverhead, Deer Lodge, and 
Granite Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, alpine meadowrue is 
documented from the Pintler, Madison, and Dillon Ranger Districts and has the potential to 
occur in all other ranger districts.  

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Alpine meadowrue is a perennial forb in the buttercup family. In Montana, the species 
typically flowers in late May and June and fruits in July. Alpine meadowrue occurs in moist 
valley, montane, and lower subalpine areas, often in moist alkaline meadows and sometimes 
along stream channels. Alpine meadowrue occupies a range of substrates, including peat, 
marl, calcareous silt, silty clay, and clay loam, often of limestone parent material. In 
Montana, the species is documented from an elevation range of 4,855 to 8,280 feet. Threats 
to alpine meadowrue are hydrology alteration and overgrazing that results in stream 
downcutting and loss of riparian habitat. 

Thelypodium repandum (wavy-leaf thelypody)  

Status 

Wavy-leaf thelypody is an R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally (G3) 
and in Idaho (S3). 

Distribution 

Wavy-leaf thelypody is endemic to east-central Idaho, where it is documented in Custer and 
Lemhi Counties. Populations occur along the Salmon River and lower elevations of 
tributaries from Ellis to Clayton, along the East Fork Salmon River and tributaries, and south 
of Challis. In the Salmon-Challis National Forest, the species is documented from the 
Challis-Yankee Fork Ranger District.  

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 
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Wavy-leaf thelypody is a biennial to perennial forb in the mustard family. The species occurs 
in the shrub-steppe zone on moderate to steep, unstable, generally southerly facing slopes of 
rocky, gravelly to cindery substrate derived from Challis volcanic and metamorphic rock 
with extensive bare ground and sparse vegetation (5 to 20 percent cover). Wavy-leaf 
thelypody is documented from elevations of 4,900 to 7,000 feet. Approximately half of the 
known occurrences are next to roads. Roadside populations are particularly vulnerable to 
road maintenance, weed control, mining, and ORVs.  

Trichophorum cespitosum (tufted club-rush)  

Status 

Tufted club-rush is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Tufted club-rush has a circumboreal distribution that includes 19 of the United States. In the 
western United States, tufted club-rush extends as far south as Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and 
Utah. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species is documented from the 
Wise River Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, History 

Tufted club-rush is a perennial graminoid that occurs in montane to alpine zones in wet 
meadows and sphagnum-dominated fens. The elevation range of tufted club-rush in Montana 
is 2,500 to 9,500 feet 

Trifolium eriocephalum (woolly-head clover)  

Status 

Woolly-head clover is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Woolly-head clover is documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, 
and Washington. In Montana, the species is known from the Bitterroot National Forest and 
could occur in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Woolly-head clover is a perennial forb in the pea family. In Montana, the species typically 
flowers in May and June. Woolly-head clover occurs in dry meadows, woods, and margins in 
the foothill and lower montane zones. The elevation range of the species is 4,500 to 5,500 
feet in Montana. Threats to woolly-head clover are invasive species, particularly spotted 
knapweed, and timber harvest and related road building. 

Trifolium gymnocarpon (holly-leaf clover)  
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Status 

Holly-leaf clover is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but 
imperiled in Montana (S2). 

Distribution 

Holly-leaf clover is documented from Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New 
Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. In the Bitterroot National Forest, the species 
has the potential to occur in the Pintler Ranger District. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Holly leaf clover is a perennial forb to subshrub in the pea family. In Montana, the species 
typically flowers from May to June. Holly-leaf clover occurs in open woods and slopes, 
usually in dry soil of sagebrush steppe to ponderosa pine forest in the foothills to lower 
montane zone. In Montana, the elevation range of holly-leaf clover is approximately 4,800 to 
6,300 feet. Nonnative species, particularly spotted knapweed, have been identified as a threat 
to this species. 

Xanthoparmelia idahoensis (Idaho range lichen)  

Status 

Idaho range lichen is an R4 sensitive species that is considered critically imperiled globally 
(G1) and in Idaho (S1). 

Distribution 

Idaho range lichen is documented from widely disjunct localities in Colorado, Idaho, and 
Alberta. In Idaho, occurrences are recorded in the Middle Salmon-Panther and Lemhi 
hydrologic unit code  4 watersheds. Occurrences are documented on BLM-administered 
lands next to the Salmon-Challis National Forest, but none have been found in the forest. 

Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats 

Idaho range lichen occurs on calcareous badlands in sagebrush in the mountain rangelands of 
central Idaho. Idaho range lichen grows embedded in the substrate and is particularly 
vulnerable to ground-disturbing activities. Threats to this species are ORVs, livestock 
trampling, overgrazing, road maintenance and construction, conversion of shrub steppe to 
exotic annual grasslands, and increased fire frequency.  

Alternative A—No Action  

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, management of infrastructure would continue to follow existing LUPs, and 
no changes would occur to the current National Forest System infrastructure, including power 
lines, wind turbines, solar panels, communications towers, fences, and roads. Although 
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mitigation is typically developed under the NEPA process and most ROWs and surface 
developments are subject to limited operation periods or other stipulations in local GRSG 
conservation strategies, permitted ROWs or SUAs would continue to allow construction, 
maintenance, and operation that could result in habitat loss, fragmentation, or degradation of 
GRSG habitat.  

Construction, maintenance, and use of infrastructure and ancillary facilities would continue to 
lead to higher short-term concentrations of disturbance in GRSG habitat. Land tenure 
adjustments would be subject to current disposal, exchange, and acquisition criteria, which 
include retaining lands with threatened or endangered species, high quality riparian habitat, and 
plant and animal populations or natural communities of high interest.  

Impacts on sensitive plants could result from construction and maintenance of infrastructure, 
such as power lines, communication towers, fences, and roads. In the footprint of permanent 
impacts, effects on sensitive plants could include direct mortality of individual plants or 
occurrences, loss of habitat, and reduction or loss of pollinators.  

Impacts on sensitive plants also could result from temporary ground disturbance associated with 
temporary access route construction, laydown area establishment, and vegetation clearing, which 
could alter vegetation assemblages, compact soils, alter hydrology and sunlight penetration, 
impact pollinators, and promote the establishment and spread of invasive nonnative plants. 
Construction and maintenance of infrastructure would comply with LUPs and environmental 
laws and regulations, including NEPA, which would result in measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate impacts on sensitive plants.  

Although land tenure adjustments or withdrawals made in GRSG habitat could reduce the habitat 
available to sustain GRSG populations, unless provisions were made to ensure that GRSG 
conservation remained a priority under the new land management regime, land tenure 
adjustments would likely include retaining areas with GRSG and thus retaining occupied habitats 
under BLM or Forest Service management. This would reduce the likelihood of habitat 
conversion to agriculture, urbanization, or other uses that would remove sagebrush habitat and 
potentially impact sensitive plants that occur there. 

Although infrastructure-related impacts could occur to any of the sensitive plants in Table 2, 
those for which infrastructure development or maintenance, particularly road construction or 
maintenance, has been identified as a primary threat are the following: Cusick’s horse-mint, 
Goose Creek milkvetch, Lemhi milkvetch, Bitterroot milkvetch, dainty moonwort, western 
moonwort, slender moonwort, little grape fern, beautiful bryum, road construction, Idaho 
pennycress, Lemhi penstemon, least phacelia, Austin’s knotweed, bugleg goldenweed, wavy-leaf 
thelypody, woolly-head clover, and Idaho range lichen.  

Cumulative Effects 

Current infrastructure management would continue under Alternative A. ROW exclusion or 
avoidance areas would not be instituted as they would be under Alternatives B, C, D, F, and G. 
Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase loss 
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and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and 
contribute to negative cumulative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Wildfire, prescribed burns, and fuels management would continue to follow current direction 
under Alternative A, which would impose fewer restrictions on these actions than the other 
alternatives. Prescribed burns and other fuels treatments involving vegetation thinning or 
removal (such as lop-and-scatter or mastication) could occur in a variety of vegetation types, 
including sagebrush. Associated impacts on plant species could include direct mortality to 
individuals as a result of fire or crushing by equipment or cut vegetation.  

Fire-adapted plant species and those that favor early successional habitats could benefit. For 
example, Lemhi penstemon, which grows in mountain big sagebrush vegetation, has been shown 
to respond favorably to prescribed fire under certain conditions (Heidel and Shelly 2001). 
However, species that depend on mature sagebrush could be negatively affected by fire and 
associated changes in vegetation.  

Additional impacts on sensitive plant species could result from the direct and indirect effects of 
fire suppression. Creating fire lines could result in direct mortality to individual plants or 
negative impacts of altering their habitat through soil disturbance, hydrology alteration, and 
establishment or spread of invasive nonnative species.  

Applying fire retardant can negatively impact some plant species by killing entire plants, burning 
shoots and leaves, and reducing germination rates (Bell et al. 2005). Fire retardant also can have 
fertilizing effects and promote the spread of invasive nonnative species (Bell et al. 2005).  

Longer term impacts on plant species could occur from fire suppression, which could initially 
result in higher rates of pinyon-juniper encroachment in some areas. In the initial stages of 
encroachment (phase 1), fuel loadings remain consistent with the sagebrush understory. As 
pinyon-juniper encroachment advances (phases 2 and 3) and the understory begins to thin, the 
depleted understory causes the stands to become resistant to wildfire and further alter fire return 
intervals. During years of high fire danger, the resulting heavy fuel loadings in these stands can 
contribute to larger-scale wildfires and confound control efforts due to extreme fire behavior. 
Such high-severity fires can negatively impact native plant species by promoting the 
establishment of exotics (Hunter et al. 2006). 

Although impacts from fire and fuels management could occur on any of the sensitive plants in 
Table 2, fire has been identified as a major potential threat to primrose monkeyflower, Idaho 
pennycress, bugleg goldenweed, and Idaho range lichen. Fuels management has been identified 
as a potential major threat to little grape fern, and fire suppression has been identified as a major 
threat to Lemhi penstemon. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current wildfire suppression operations and fuels management activities would continue under 
Alternative A. The limitation or prohibition of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and the 
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sagebrush protection emphasis during wildland fire operations would not be instituted as they 
would be under Alternatives B, C, D, E or F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, 
in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, and the 
likelihood of increasing future fires from annual weed invasions and predicted climate change 
may increase loss and fragmentation of the existing sagebrush habitat from wildfire in MZ IV 
and V (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). This could contribute to negative cumulative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Invasive nonnative plants have been identified as a significant threat to over half of the sensitive 
plant species in Table 2. Under Alternative A, land use and management would continue in 
compliance with existing LUPs, and the introduction, spread, and treatment of invasive 
nonnative plants would be expected to follow current trends. New infestations would be highest 
along roads and in areas of heaviest use or ground disturbance (such as in campgrounds, energy 
development sites, and areas of concentrated recreation). Sensitive plants would continue to be 
impacted through direct competition with invasive species for water, light, and nutrients and by 
alteration of fire frequency and severity. Invasive species treatments would reduce these impacts, 
but the scale of invasive species infestations in the analysis area and the difficulty of effectively 
eradicating them are such that impacts on sensitive plants from invasive species infestations 
could not be completely avoided. Herbicides could impact sensitive plant species in treatment 
areas. This is most likely for sensitive species that grow in disturbed areas, such as roadsides. 
Herbicide use has been identified as a threat to Lemhi milkvetch, Sapphire rockcress, dainty 
moonwort, western moonwort, Idaho pennycress, Lemhi penstemon, least phacelia, salmon twin 
bladderpod, bugleg goldenweed, and wavy-leaf thelypody. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, current invasive species treatments, including mechanical, manual, 
chemical, and biological control, would continue in MZs IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). The 
long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the 
short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. Therefore, Alternative A’s 
direct and indirect effects of invasive species management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, conifer encroachment into sagebrush would follow existing trends, which 
is common and widespread in the Intermountain West. Sagebrush vegetation types susceptible to 
encroachment are Wyoming sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, and black sagebrush. The 
encroachment of pinyon and juniper trees into sagebrush types in in their thermal zones is well 
documented, and Douglas-fir trees are known to encroach on high elevation sagebrush types. 
Increasing tree cover in sagebrush communities reduces or eliminates sagebrush and reduces the 
herbaceous understory. Conifer encroachment into sagebrush and other shrub types, which 
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would continue under Alternative A, would likely result in a loss of individuals or occurrences of 
sensitive plants found in the affected sagebrush types. 

National Forests continue to implement vegetation treatments that curtail conifer encroachment 
into vegetation communities, including sagebrush. Treatments include prescribed fire, lop-and-
scatter, and mechanical methods, such as mastication. These actions often coincide with Forest 
Service LUPs that contain objectives to maintain, restore, or improve sagebrush and other valued 
plant communities. Under Alternative A, impacts on sensitive plant species from prescribed fire 
and from other vegetation treatments that involve hand or mechanical methods are as described 
above for Fire and Fuels.  

Although conifer encroachment has not been specifically identified as a primary threat to the 
species in Table 2, impacts could occur on any species in areas of conifer encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, conifer encroachment and its management would continue in MZ IV (refer 
to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), and the overall acreage occupied by conifers would continue to 
increase over time. Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of conifer 
encroachment, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
could contribute to negative cumulative impacts on sensitive plants in habitats subject to 
encroachment in MZ IV. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, livestock grazing would continue under current management, with no 
expected change in AUMs, season-of-use, or other terms, conditions, or directives delineated in 
grazing permits or AMPs, although administrative actions may be implemented on a case-by-
case basis to attain desired rangeland conditions. These conditions would be managed according 
to standards and guidelines designed to maintain healthy, sustainable, rangeland resources and to 
allow for the recovery of degraded rangelands.  

The effects of grazing on sensitive plants are the following:  

• Trampling, which can result in direct mortality of individuals and loss of entire 
occurrences 

• Herbivory, which can result in direct mortality or reduced vitality and reproduction of 
individuals 

• Alteration of habitat through soil compaction, which can reduce water infiltration, change 
hydrology, and render areas less suitable or unsuitable for sensitive plants 

• Increased competition for light, nutrients, and water through the introduction or spread of 
nonnative invasive species, which may reduce sensitive plant species abundance or result 
in the loss of occurrences 

The nature and extent of the impacts of livestock grazing on individuals, populations, and habitat 
quality of sensitive plants depend on the palatability of the species and their grazing and 
trampling tolerance, grazing intensity and timing, forage preferences of ungulates, soil 
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conditions, and hydrology. Although any of the sensitive plants in Table 2 could be impacted by 
livestock grazing, it has been identified as a primary threat to Cusick’s horse-mint, pink agoseris, 
Goose Creek milkvetch, Lemhi milkvetch, meadow milkvetch, Bitterroot milkvetch, Sapphire 
rockcress, slender moonwort, peculiar moonwort, little grape fern, beautiful bryum, Idaho sedge, 
giant helleborine, Welsh buckwheat, Idaho pennycress, Lemhi penstemon, least phacelia, alkali 
primrose, mealy primrose, bugleg goldenweed, alpine meadowrue, and Idaho range lichen. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, livestock grazing would continue to be managed in MZ IV through existing 
grazing plans and methods and guidelines from existing plans. This would maintain ecological 
conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health, which include maintaining healthy, 
productive, and diverse populations of native plants and animals. Therefore, the direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on sensitive plants in MZs IV, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, mineral leasing and development would continue to be managed as it is 
now, with no additional provisions to conserve GRSG habitat. As such, this alternative would 
cause the greatest number of direct and indirect impacts on sensitive plant species and their 
habitats.  

Impacts on sensitive plants from energy development would be similar to those for infrastructure 
development and maintenance. They could include direct mortality of individual plants or 
occurrences, loss of habitat in the disturbance footprint of new infrastructure, and reduction or 
loss of pollinators. Impacts on sensitive plants also could result from temporary ground 
disturbance (including constructing temporary access routes, establishing laydown areas, and 
clearing vegetation), which could alter vegetation assemblages, compact soils, alter hydrology 
and sunlight penetration, impact pollinators, and promote the establishment and spread of 
invasive nonnative plants.  

Energy development would comply with LUPs and environmental laws and regulations, 
including NEPA, which would result in the implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate impacts on sensitive plants. Although energy development has not been specifically 
identified as a primary threat to any of the plant species in Table 2, impacts could occur to any 
species that occurs in areas developed for energy. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current energy and development activities would continue under Alternative A. Areas to fluid 
minerals and other energy development and areas from mineral entry would not be closed or 
withdrawn as they would be under Alternatives B, C, D, and F. Therefore, under Alternative A, 
the direct and indirect effects of energy and development, in conjunction with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush 
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habitat in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and contribute to negative cumulative impacts 
on sensitive plants. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, recreation would continue to be managed according to current direction, 
and associated impacts on sensitive plant species would follow existing trends. Recreation 
encompasses a wide range of activities that result in a variety of impacts on sensitive plants. 
Most recreation involves overland travel or the use of roads and trails. Associated impacts on 
sensitive plants could include direct mortality from trampling or crushing, reduced vitality and 
interference with reproduction from dust generation, habitat degradation from soil compaction 
and hydrology changes, and reduction in abundance or loss of occurrences from invasive 
nonnative species spread.  

Impacts on sensitive plants from development of infrastructure to support concentrated 
recreation would be as discussed above under Infrastructure. Expanding or developing 
infrastructure to support recreation would follow existing direction and would comply with LUPs 
and environmental laws and regulations, including NEPA. This would result in the 
implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on sensitive plants. 

Of the sensitive plant species in Table 2, recreation has been identified as a primary threat to 
Lemhi milkvetch, peculiar moonwort, little grape fern, beautiful bryum, giant helleborine, 
primrose monkeyflower, Idaho pennycress, least phacelia, salmon twin bladderpod, bugleg 
goldenweed, wavy-leaf thelypody, and Idaho range lichen; however, under Alternative A, 
recreation could impact any of the plant species in the Table 2. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. The limitation on 
permitting recreational SUAs only if they were neutral or beneficial to GRSG would not be 
instituted, nor would other measures that focus on conserving GRSG habitat be instituted as they 
would under Alternatives B, C, D, and F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects 
from recreation management, in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, may increase loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat in MZ IV (refer to 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and contribute to negative cumulative impacts on sensitive plants. 

 Determination 

Under the current condition, existing conservation measures limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species are possible. 
Therefore, Alternative A of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use 
Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact individuals or habitat, but 
will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 3. 
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Alternative B—National Technical Team 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Under Alternative B, all PHMA would be managed as exclusion areas, GHMA would be 
managed as avoidance areas for new ROW and SUA projects, and new ROWs or SUAs would 
be collocating with existing infrastructure in PHMA and GHMA. Alternative B also would entail 
the following in PHMA:  

• Collocation of new ROWs or SUAs with existing infrastructure 
• Removal, burial, or modification of existing power lines 
• Collocation of new facilities with existing facilities, where possible 
• Use of existing roads or realignments to access valid existing rights that are not yet 

developed or constructing new roads to the absolute minimum standard necessary if valid 
existing rights could not be accessed via existing roads 

• The establishment of a 3 percent threshold on anthropogenic disturbance (including 
highways, roads, geothermal wells, wind turbines, and associated facilities) 

In addition, Alternative B would contain provisions to retain public ownership of GRSG PHMA 
and to acquire state and private lands with intact subsurface mineral estate where suitable 
conservation actions for GRSG could not otherwise be achieved. 

Under Alternative B, impacts on sensitive plant species could include direct mortality, loss or 
degradation of habitat, and loss or reduction of pollinators. Although the types of infrastructure-
related impacts would be similar to those under Alternative A, the 3 percent threshold that 
Alternative B would place on anthropogenic disturbance in PHMA would likely reduce the 
extent of those impacts in PHMA. As a result, limitations on disturbances could benefit 
individuals and occurrences of sensitive plants in PHMA.  

Sensitive plants outside PHMA would likely experience little change in direct or indirect effects. 
However, if the 3 percent development threshold were to end up concentrating new infrastructure 
development outside PHMA, rather than just reducing it, the extent of impacts on sensitive plants 
outside PHMA could increase under Alternative B, relative to Alternative A. The proposal under 
Alternative B to potentially bury some power lines that cross PHMA could impact sensitive plant 
species through direct mortality or habitat degradation; however, because such actions would 
undergo site-specific environmental review, including NEPA, measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate impacts on sensitive plants would be incorporated. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall benefit to sensitive plants. Therefore, the direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management on sensitive plants in MZ IV under Alternative B, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants. 
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Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, fire suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush 
habitat. Suppression would be prioritized in GHMA only where fires would threaten PHMA. 
Alternative B does not include any other specific wildland fire management actions in GHMA. 
Fuels treatments would be designed to protect sagebrush ecosystems by maintaining sagebrush 
cover, carefully evaluating the need for fuel breaks against additional sagebrush losses, applying 
seasonal restrictions for implementing management treatments, limiting fuels treatments in 
winter range, and emphasizing the use of native seed in restoration. Post-fuels treatments in 
PHMA would be designed to ensure long-term persistence of seeded areas and native plants and 
maintain 15 percent canopy cover. Fuels treatments in PHMA would including monitoring and 
controlling invasive nonnative plants, and implementing fuels management BMPs in PHMA 
would incorporate invasive plant prevention measures.  

The types of impacts on sensitive plants associated with fire and fuels under Alternative B would 
be similar to those under Alternative A; however, the extent of those impacts and their 
distribution across the landscape would change. Under Alternative B, sensitive plant species 
requiring mature sagebrush would be expected to benefit from fire and fuels activities. Sagebrush 
species that require early successional sagebrush and those that are fire adapted or fire dependent 
may experience a reduction in suitable habitat over time. With its emphasis on minimizing fire in 
mature sagebrush, impacts on sensitive plants from suppression would be higher under 
Alternative B than Alternative A. Because reseeding would prioritize use of native seed in 
PHMA over other areas in years of short seed supplies, sensitive plants in areas outside PHMA 
could be more susceptible to habitat degradation from wildfire if limited seed availability were to 
reduce revegetation success outside PHMA. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA. Though such management could result in some 
negative impacts on sensitive plants, their overall effects would be neutral or beneficial. 
Therefore, the direct and indirect effects of fire and fuels management on GRSG habitat in MZ 
IV under Alternative B, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, weed control would follow current direction, and the types of direct and 
indirect impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as those discussed under Alternative A. 
However, vegetation management conservation measures under Alternative B would prioritize 
restoration, including treatment of invasive nonnative plants, in GRSG habitats. This would 
provide a long-term benefit to sensitive plants in those habitats. Short-term impacts of invasive 
plant treatments and other restoration actions, particularly those that involve mechanized 
equipment or herbicides, could negatively impact individual sensitive plants (for example, from 
crushing or herbicide drift). Such impacts would be minimal because project level environmental 
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review would be done and appropriate avoidance or minimization measures would be 
incorporated.  

Under Alternative B, the use of native seed would be favored in restoration, though nonnative 
seed could be used under certain circumstances. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) already 
restricts the use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species, so the 
impact of the native seed emphasis for restoration in Alternative B would be unlikely to result in 
any additional benefit to sensitive plant species relative to Alternative A. Monitoring and 
controlling invasive species after fuels treatments and at existing range improvements 
incorporated into Alternative B could benefit sensitive plant species by minimizing habitat 
degradation from invasive species. Overall, Alternative B would reduce impacts of invasive 
nonnative plants on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, current invasive nonnative plant treatments in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of 
the FEIS), including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control, would continue. The 
long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the 
short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. Additional measures to 
conserve sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would provide further long-term benefits to 
sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of 
invasive species management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment. The types 
of impacts of conifer encroachment and associated management actions on sensitive plants 
would be the same as those under Alternative A. Although the types of impacts would be the 
same, the conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments 
described above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of the impacts on sensitive 
plants associated with conifer encroachment. Impacts associated with managing conifer 
encroachment under Alternative B would decrease relative to Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 
of the FEIS) would continue, though it also would incorporate conservation measures protective 
of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associated conservation measures 
would have an overall neutral or beneficial effect on sensitive plants. Therefore, Alternative B’s 
direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, 
when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Livestock Grazing 
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B would incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into 
livestock grazing management in PHMA. Actions would include the following: 

• Completing range condition assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Modifying grazing systems to meet seasonal GRSG habitat requirements 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Incorporating BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing, modifying, or marking fences 

Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same under Alternatives A and B, 
the level and extent of negative impacts would be reduced under Alternative B. Sensitive plants 
in PHMA would likely benefit from improving habitat conditions in uplands, riparian areas, 
meadows, and other wetlands. Almost half of the sensitive plant species in Table 2 occur in 
riparian areas, meadows, seeps, springs, and other wetland areas, which tend to be used more 
intensively by livestock than upland areas. Because of these factors and the focus of Alternative 
B on improving riparian, meadow, and other wetland habitat, sensitive wetland plant species may 
benefit from Alternative B more than upland species.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing 
plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve sagebrush 
habitat under Alternative B would further minimize negative impacts on sensitive plants in 
GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B addresses energy development directly with provisions for fluid energy 
development. Actions in Alternative B relevant to the analysis of impacts on sensitive plants are 
the following:  

• Closing PHMA to fluid mineral leasing with possible exceptions 
• Allowing geophysical exploration in PHMA only to obtain information about areas 

outside and next to PHMA 
• Requiring exploratory operations in PHMA to be done using helicopter-portable drilling 

methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions and any other restrictions 
• In PHMA prohibiting new surface occupancy on federal leases 
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• For existing leases entirely in PHMA, applying NSO buffers around leks, and if the entire 
lease falls in this buffer, limiting disturbances to the 3 percent threshold 

• Applying BMPs to limit the impact of operations on PHMA 
• Applying BMPs to improve reclamation standards and successfully restore PHMA 

All of these actions would likely reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral development on 
sensitive plants relative to Alternative A.  

Although Alternative B does not directly address wind energy development or industrial solar 
development, its 3 percent threshold for anthropogenic disturbances would apply to energy 
development and would limit the extent of all types of energy development in PHMA. Impacts 
on sensitive plants would be as discussed above for Infrastructure under Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing 
closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects on 
sensitive plants in GRSG habitat in MZ IV would minimize negative impacts on sensitive plants. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, only recreation SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be 
permitted in PHMA. In addition, opportunities for road construction in PHMA would be limited, 
minimum standards would be applied, and upgrading roads in PHMA would be limited. 
Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be similar under Alternatives A and B, 
the degree and extent of impacts in PHMA would be reduced under Alternative B. The types of 
impacts that would decrease would be direct mortality from crushing or trampling, negative 
impacts from dust generation, habitat degradation from soil compaction and hydrology changes, 
and negative impacts of invasive nonnative species spread. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation under Alternative B would increase protection of 
GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA, and would minimize the negative impacts of recreation on 
sensitive plants. As a result, recreation management under Alternative B, when combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase 
negative impacts on sensitive plant species in MZ IV. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative B, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be 
possible. Therefore, Alternative B of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact individuals or 
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habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a loss of viability 
to the population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 3. 

Alternative C—Conservation Groups 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternative A, infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plant species under Alternative 
C could include direct mortality, habitat loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction. The 
extent of these impacts would be less overall than under Alternatives A and B. Under Alternative 
C, new transmission corridors, new ROWs for corridors, and new communication towers would 
be prohibited in occupied GRSG habitat, would be sited outside occupied GRSG habitat, and 
would be bundled with existing corridors to the maximum extent possible.  

As for Alternative B, the proposal under Alternative C to potentially bury some existing power 
lines in occupied GRSG habitat could impact sensitive plant species through direct mortality or 
habitat degradation. Because power lines could be buried in a larger area than under Alternative 
B, which focuses on PHMA, more sensitive plant species could be impacted. However, such 
impacts would be minimized or avoided because burying power lines would undergo site-
specific environmental review, including NEPA, and conservation measures or design features 
would be applied for sensitive plants.  

In addition to the above measures, which focus on specific types of infrastructure, Alternative C 
is similar to Alternative B in placing a 3 percent threshold on anthropogenic disturbance. 
However, Alternative C would apply that threshold throughout occupied GRSG habitat rather 
than limiting it to PHMA, as Alternative B would. Although under Alternative C impacts on the 
types of infrastructure would be similar to those under Alternative A, the 3 percent threshold that 
Alternative C would place on anthropogenic disturbance in GRSG habitat would likely reduce 
the extent of those impacts. As a result, limiting disturbances could benefit sensitive plants in 
occupied GRSG habitat. Sensitive plants outside occupied GRSG habitat would likely 
experience little change in direct or indirect effects. However, if the 3 percent development 
threshold were to concentrate new infrastructure development outside occupied GRSG habitat 
rather than just reducing, the extent of impacts on sensitive plants outside occupied GRSG 
habitat could increase under Alternative C relative to Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects  

Under Alternative C, some of the current infrastructure management would continue in MZ IV 
(refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), but with measures added to conserve sagebrush habitat. 
Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative C would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat and provide an overall long-term benefit to the sensitive plants that 
occur there. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure on sensitive 
plants in MZs IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 
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Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The types of fire and fuels-related impacts of Alternative C on sensitive plants would be similar 
to those discussed for Alternative B. However, Alternative C expands most GRSG conservation 
elements to all occupied habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA. Because of this, the area 
those impacts could occur on would be larger. Elements of Alternative C that would be the most 
likely change the extent of direct and indirect beneficial and negative impacts on sensitive plants 
relative to Alternative B are as follows: 

• Prioritizing suppression in all occupied habitat, rather than limiting it to PHMA 
• Applying fuels management treatment provisions (including post-fire revegetation and 

invasive species control) to all occupied GRSG habitat rather than limiting them to 
PHMA 

Additional fire and fuels-related impacts on sensitive plant species could result from the 
increased fire risk of eliminating grazing. Those impacts are discussed below under Livestock 
Grazing.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of management actions related to fire and fuels under Alternative C, 
when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would be 
similar to those described for Alternative B and would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS).  

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative C, invasive nonnative plant control efforts would follow current direction, and 
the types of direct and indirect impacts expected to sensitive plants would be the same as those 
discussed under Alternative A. As with Alternative B, vegetation management conservation 
measures under Alternative C would prioritize restoration, including treatment of invasive 
nonnative plants in GRSG habitats, which would provide a long-term benefit to sensitive plants. 
Unlike Alternative B, Alternative C would extend this focus beyond PHMA to all occupied 
GRSG habitat. As a result, sensitive plants outside PHMA but in occupied GRSG could 
experience a long-term benefit under Alternative C that they would not under Alternative B.  

Under Alternative C, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration 
actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively 
impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing or herbicide drift). Such impacts 
would be minimal because project-level environmental review would be done and appropriate 
avoidance or minimization measures would be incorporated.  

 

The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under Alternative C, as it would be under 
Alternative B. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) already restricts the use of nonnative seed in 
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restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species; for these reasons, the impact of the native 
seed emphasis for restoration in Alternative C is unlikely to result in a measurable additional 
benefit to sensitive plant species over Alternatives A or B. Monitoring and invasive species 
control after fuels treatments under Alternative C could benefit sensitive plant species by 
minimizing habitat degradation caused by invasive species. Overall, Alternative C would be 
likely to reduce impacts of invasive nonnative plants on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A 
and may provide a marginal benefit over Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, current invasive plant management would continue in MZ IV (refer to 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS). The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would 
continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative C would 
provide an additional long-term benefit to sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. Therefore, the direct 
and indirect effects of invasive species management on sensitive plants in MZ IV under 
Alternative C, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment. The 
types of impacts of conifer encroachment and associated management actions on sensitive plants 
under Alternative C would be the same as those under Alternative A; however, the conservation 
measures described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments described above in Fire and 
Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of the impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive 
plants relative to Alternative A. Because those measures generally would apply throughout 
occupied GRSG under Alternative C but would be limited to PHMA under Alternative B, 
Alternative C could provide an additional reduction in the magnitude of impacts on sensitive 
plants from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative B. Because conifer encroachment 
measures would be applied over a larger area under Alternative C, negative impacts on sensitive 
plants from encroachment management discussed under Alternative A would be higher under 
Alternative C than under Alternatives A and B. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 
of the FEIS) would continue, though it also would incorporate conservation measures protective 
of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associated conservation measures 
would have an overall neutral or beneficial effect on sensitive plants. Therefore, Alternative C’s 
direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, 
when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would prohibit grazing in and would remove all livestock water troughs, pipelines, 
and wells from occupied GRSG habitat. Sensitive plants in occupied GRSG habitat could benefit 
from improving habitat conditions in uplands, riparian areas, meadows, and other wetlands by 
the elimination of negative impacts discussed under Livestock Grazing for Alternative A. 
Sensitive species in Table 2 for which livestock grazing was identified as a major threat might 
benefit most from Alternative C. These are Cusick’s horse-mint, pink agoseris, Goose Creek 
milkvetch, Lemhi milkvetch, meadow milkvetch, Bitterroot milkvetch, Sapphire rockcress, 
slender moonwort, peculiar moonwort, little grape fern, beautiful bryum, Idaho sedge, giant 
helleborine, Welsh buckwheat, Idaho pennycress, Lemhi penstemon, least phacelia, alkali 
primrose, mealy primrose, bugleg goldenweed, alpine meadowrue, and Idaho range lichen. As 
indicated in Table 2, almost half of these species occur in riparian areas, meadows, seeps, 
springs, and other wetland areas, which livestock tend to use more intensively than upland areas. 
As a result, the greatest benefit to sensitive plants from eliminating grazing in occupied GRSG 
habitat may be to these wetland species.  

Total elimination of grazing from occupied GRSG habitat may result in additional indirect 
impacts on occupied GRSG habitats, surrounding areas, and the sensitive plants that occupy 
them. Moderate grazing reduces herbaceous fuel loads on sagebrush steppe rangelands and is 
considered likely to reduce the probability and severity of wildfires and the continuity and size of 
burned areas (Davies et al. 2010). Thus the elimination of grazing could benefit fire adapted, fire 
dependent, and early successional sensitive plants in currently grazed, occupied GRSG habitats 
and adjacent areas. For sensitive plants that are not fire tolerant or that require mature sagebrush 
habitat, negative impacts from the elimination of grazing could occur from wildfire in occupied 
sagebrush habitats and adjacent areas. The types of beneficial and negative impacts on sensitive 
plants would be as described under Fire and Fuels for Alternative A, though their extent and 
distribution across the landscape would likely differ. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, livestock grazing in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would be 
eliminated from all occupied GRSG habitat, which would provide an overall benefit to sensitive 
species that occur there. Therefore, the direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
sensitive plant species in MZ IV under Alternative C, when combined with the past, present, and 
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reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative C would be 
the same as described under Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial 
distribution would differ. Alternative C would extend some of Alternative B’s provisions to all 
occupied GRSG habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA. Actions in Alternative C relevant to 
the analysis of impacts on sensitive plants are the following:  

• Closing occupied GRSG habitat to fluid mineral leasing, with possible exceptions 
• Allowing geophysical operations in occupied GRSG habitat only to obtain information 

about areas outside and next to PHMA 
• Requiring exploratory operations in occupied GRSG habitat to be done using helicopter-

portable drilling methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions or other 
applicable restrictions 

• In occupied GRSG habitat, prohibiting new surface occupancy on federal leases 
• For existing leases entirely in occupied GRSG habitat, applying NSO buffers around leks, 

and if the entire lease falls in this buffer, limiting disturbances in sections to the 3 percent 
threshold 

All of these actions would likely reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral development on 
sensitive plants relative to Alternative A. Since these actions would apply to all occupied GRSG 
habitat rather than just PHMA, they also could reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral 
development on sensitive plants relative to Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative C would directly address solar energy development by 
prohibiting it in occupied GRSG habitat and requiring it to be sited at least five miles from active 
GRSG leks. These actions could reduce negative impacts of energy development on sensitive 
plants in occupied GRSG habitat, relative to Alternative A. They also could reduce negative 
impacts of energy development in occupied GRSG outside PHMA, relative to Alternative B.  

In addition to the provisions in Alternative C that specifically address energy development, the 3 
percent threshold for anthropogenic disturbances would limit the extent of all types of energy 
development in occupied GRSG habitat. Impacts on sensitive plants would be as discussed above 
for Infrastructure under Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, measures to conserve occupied sagebrush habitat would be applied to 
energy development in MZ IV, which would provide an overall benefit to sensitive plant species. 
As a result, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on sensitive plants 
in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants (refer to Chapter 5 of the 
FEIS). 

Recreation 

 164 



Direct and Indirect Effects 

Similar to Alternative B, Alternative C would allow Recreation SUAs that are neutral or 
beneficial to GRSG, but Alternative C would extend this provision to all occupied habitat rather 
than restricting it to PHMA. Opportunities for road construction in occupied GRSG habitat 
would be limited, minimum standards would be applied, existing roads could not be upgraded, 
and cross country driving would be prohibited in occupied GRSG habitat.  

Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be similar under Alternatives A, B, and 
C, the degree and extent of impacts in occupied GRSG habitat would be reduced under 
Alternative C relative to Alternative A. The degree and extent of impacts in occupied GRSG 
habitat outside PHMA would be reduced under Alternative C relative to Alternative B. The types 
of impacts that would decrease are direct mortality from crushing or trampling individuals, 
negative impacts of dust generation, habitat degradation of soil compaction and changes in 
hydrology, and negative impacts of the spread of invasive nonnative species. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, some of the current travel, transportation, and recreation management 
direction would continue in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS); however, measures would 
be added to conserve sagebrush habitat, which would provide an overall long-term benefit to 
sensitive plants that occur there. Therefore, management of recreation under Alternative C, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plant species in MZ IV. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative C, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be 
possible. Therefore, Alternative C of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact individuals or 
habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a loss of viability 
to the population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 3. 

Alternative D—Idaho and Southwest Montana Sub-region 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Although the types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative D 
would be similar to those discussed above for Alternative A, Alternative D would include actions 
that could change the extent of those impacts and their distribution across the landscape. This 
analysis focuses on the elements of Alternative D that would be most relevant to impacts on 
sensitive plants. In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, ROW avoidance areas would be designated and 
the following types of new development would be prohibited:  

• Transmission facilities greater than 50 kV 
• Wind energy testing and development 
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• Commercial solar and geothermal development 
• Nuclear development 
• Gas or oil developments 
• Airports 
• Paved or gravel roads 
• Landfills 

In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, new authorizations or amendments to existing ROW and land 
use authorizations would be sited substantially in existing disturbances where feasible, and new 
ROW and land use authorizations would be sited outside 1.86-mile occupied lek avoidance 
areas. These conservation measures would reduce the level of negative impacts from 
infrastructure relative to Alternative A and may provide some additional reduction in impacts 
over Alternative B. 

Some infrastructure related elements of Alternative D could increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants relative to Alternatives A and B. Alternative D would require new power and 
communication lines in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside existing ROWs to be buried where 
feasible. Burying utilities could impact sensitive plant species through direct mortality or habitat 
degradation. Because power lines could be buried in a larger area than under Alternative B, 
which focuses on PHMA, more sensitive plant species or occurrences could be impacted. 
However, such impacts would be minimized or avoided because burying power lines would 
undergo site-specific environmental review, including NEPA, and conservation measures or 
design features would be applied for sensitive plants.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall benefit to sensitive plants in it. Therefore, the direct and indirect effects of lands and 
realty management on sensitive plants in MZ IV under Alternative D, when combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternative B, Alternative D would prioritize fire suppression and restoration in sagebrush 
areas using native plants. In addition, Alternative D would include planning and firefighter 
training to prepare for fire outbreaks in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, would use fuels reduction 
and green strips in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to strategically reduce fire effects, and would 
delineate conifer encroachment areas in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to manage wildfire for 
resource benefit.  

The types of impacts on sensitive plants associated with fire and fuels would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative A, but their extent and distribution across the landscape would 
differ. Excluding fire from PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would have similar impacts on sensitive 
plants as those discussed under Alternative B; however, measures that expand sagebrush habitat 
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conservation to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA could provide an additional benefit to sensitive 
plants that require mature sagebrush habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase 
protection of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. Though such management could result in some 
negative impacts on sensitive plants, overall their effects would be neutral or beneficial. 
Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of fire and fuels management on GRSG 
habitat in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, invasive nonnative plant control would follow current direction, and the 
types of direct and indirect impacts expected on sensitive plants would be the same as those 
under Alternative A. Like Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures under 
Alternative D would prioritize restoration, including treatment of invasive nonnative plants, in 
GRSG habitats. This would provide a long-term benefit to sensitive plants in those habitats. 
Alternative D would apply this to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. Alternative D would emphasize 
restoration in the following PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA:  

• Sites with favorable environmental variables 
• Seasonal habitats that are thought to be limiting GRSG distribution or abundance 
• Sites otherwise suitable for GRSG but lacking adequate sagebrush cover 
• Sagebrush areas lacking adequate desirable understory vegetation 

As a result, sensitive plants in and next to areas restored could experience a long-term benefit.  

Under Alternative D, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration 
actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively 
impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing or herbicide drift). Such impacts 
would be minimal because project level environmental review would be done and appropriate 
avoidance or minimization measures would be incorporated.  

The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under Alternative D, as it would be under 
Alternative B. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) already restricts the use of nonnative seed in 
restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species; thus, the impact of the native seed emphasis 
for restoration in Alternative D is unlikely to result in a measurable additional benefit to sensitive 
plant species over Alternatives A or B.  

As under Alternative B, invasive species monitoring and control after fuels treatments under 
Alternative D could benefit sensitive plant species by minimizing habitat degradation from 
invasive species. Overall, Alternative D would reduce impacts of invasive nonnative plants on 
sensitive plants relative to Alternative A and similar to Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 
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Under Alternative D, current invasive species management in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the 
FEIS) would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would 
continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. 
Additional measures to conserve sagebrush habitat and restore degraded sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative D would provide a further net benefit to sensitive plants in PHMA, IHMA, and 
GHMA. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of invasive species management 
on GRSG in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would address conifer encroachment more directly than Alternatives A, B, or C by 
emphasizing vegetation rehabilitation projects that reduce conifer encroachment into important 
GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation management tools described above for Invasive Plants and 
Fire and Fuels would help to reduce encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. The types of 
impacts on sensitive plants from conifer encroachment and associated management actions under 
Alternative D would be the same as those described under Alternative A. Collectively, elements 
of Alternative D that address conifer encroachment would likely reduce the magnitude of the 
negative impacts on sensitive plants from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative A. 
Negative impacts associated with managing conifer encroachment under Alternative D would 
increase, relative to Alternatives A, B, and C, because Alternative D would take a more direct 
approach at managing conifer encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 
of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate GRSG habitat 
conservation measures that directly addressed conifer encroachment. Management of conifer 
encroachment and associated conservation measures would have an overall neutral or beneficial 
effect on sensitive plants. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of conifer 
encroachment management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would include most of the same measures as Alternative B to address livestock 
grazing, although in many cases it would extend those measures beyond PHMA to IHMA and 
GHMA. Like Alternative B, Alternative D would manage for vegetation composition (including 
riparian and lentic areas) and structure, consistent with appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat 
objectives relative to site potential. In addition, Alternative D would consider retiring grazing in 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA if grazing privileges were relinquished or an allotment became 
vacant.  

Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as under Alternative A, the 
level and extent of negative impacts would likely be reduced under Alternative D. Sensitive 
plants in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would likely benefit from improving habitat conditions in 
uplands, riparian areas, meadows, and other wetlands.  

Almost half of the sensitive plant species in Table 2 occur in riparian areas, meadows, seeps, 
springs, and other wetland areas, which livestock tend to use more intensively than upland areas. 
Because of these factors and the inclusion of measures to improve riparian, meadow, and other 
wetland habitat, sensitive wetland plant species may benefit from Alternative D more than 
upland species.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing 
plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve existing 
sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would further minimize negative impacts on sensitive 
plants that occurred in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of 
livestock grazing on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative D would be 
the same as described above under Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial 
distribution would differ. As with Alternative B, Alternative D would conserve GRSG habitat. 
Actions in Alternative D that would be particularly relevant to the analysis of impacts on 
sensitive plants are the following:  

• Closing most PHMA and IHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and development 
• Placing additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions on existing fluid mineral leases in 

PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to minimize potential impacts 
• Stipulating a maximum 3 percent surface disturbance per section for future fluid mineral 

leases in PHMA and IHMA 
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These actions would reduce the impacts of fluid mineral development on sensitive plants relative 
to Alternative A and to a level similar to that of Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative D would directly address solar and wind energy development. 
In PHMA, Alternative D would prohibit new wind and solar energy development. In IHMA, 
Alternative D would restrict wind and solar energy development where adverse effects could not 
be mitigated; however, ancillary facilities, such as roads and power lines, could be authorized if 
the action would result in no net loss of GRSG after mitigation. Alternative D would make 
GHMA an avoidance area for wind and solar development. These actions would be likely to 
reduce the negative impacts of energy development on sensitive plants in PHMA, IHMA, and 
GHMA, relative to Alternatives A and B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat and provide an overall long-
term benefit to the sensitive plant species there. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect 
effects on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat in MZ IV would minimize negative impacts on 
sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive 
plants. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation on 
GRSG. The measures that are most relevant to impacts on sensitive plants are the following: 

• Analyzing Special Recreation Permits on a case-by-case basis and directing use away 
from sensitive seasons and areas in PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA 

• Designating or designing developed recreation sites and associated facilities to direct use 
away from sensitive areas in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA 

• Incorporating seasonal restrictions for authorized activities to minimize impacts on 
GRSG habitat in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA 

Under Alternative D, these measures would reduce the general impacts of recreation on GRSG 
that were described under Alternative A. Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would 
be similar under Alternatives A, B, and D, the degree and extent of impacts in GRSG habitat 
would be lower under Alternative D. This is because it includes additional measures focused on 
minimizing recreation impacts and applying those measures to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. The 
types of impacts that would decrease under Alternative D include direct mortality from crushing 
or trampling individuals, negative impacts of dust generation, habitat degradation of soil 
compaction and hydrology changes, and negative impacts of invasive nonnative species spread. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions for recreation under Alternative D would increase protection of PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA in MZ IV and would minimize the negative impacts of recreation on 
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sensitive plants in those areas. Therefore, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, and recreation management in MZ IV under Alternative D would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plant species. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative D, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be 
possible. Therefore, Alternative D of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact individuals or 
habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a loss of viability 
to the population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 3. 

Alternative E1—Idaho Governor’s Alternative 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative E1 would be 
similar to those discussed above for Alternative A. They could include direct mortality, habitat 
loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction.  

As with Alternative B, Alternative E1 would include actions to minimize the impact of 
infrastructure on GRSG. Core habitat would be identified as a ROW avoidance area, with limited 
exceptions. IHMA also would be identified as a ROW avoidance area, but new ROWs and 
infrastructure would be permissible under certain criteria. In core habitat, new infrastructure 
would be collocated with existing infrastructure to the maximum extent practicable.  

In many instances, mitigation would be required for unavoidable infrastructure impacts in GRSG 
habitats. Within core habitat and IHMA and to the extent possible, linear facilities would be 
collocated within .62 mile of linear facilities. Under Alternative E1 and relative to Alternative A, 
these actions would likely reduce the negative impacts of infrastructure development and 
operations on sensitive plants.  

Because Alternative E1 would include fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than 
Alternative B, the potential for some infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants may be 
higher under Alternative E1. However, unlike Alternative B, Alternative E1 would not promote 
the undergrounding of utilities and eliminates potential associated impacts on sensitive plants.  

Because project-level environmental review would be done under all alternatives, and measures 
to minimize or avoid impacts on sensitive plants would be implemented, the difference in 
infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternatives B and E1 would be 
negligible. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall benefit to sensitive plants there. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of 
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infrastructure on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would focus resources to reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas, prioritize fire 
suppression in core, IHMA, and GHMA, and maintain fuel breaks in core and IHMA. Fuels 
treatments would protect existing sagebrush ecosystems. Fire response times to core and IHMA 
would be reduced to limit fire damage. This alternative is unique in that adaptive management 
would be used to account for acres of habitat lost to fire in core and IHMA. These measures 
would reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush and would reduce damage to GRSG habitat. The 
short-term and long-term impacts from fire suppression and fuels treatments on sensitive plants 
would be similar to those under Alternative A; the long-term impacts of fire exclusion from focal 
sagebrush habitats on sensitive plants would be similar to those of Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on 
sensitive plants, their overall effects would be neutral or beneficial. Therefore, Alternative E1’s 
direct and indirect effects of fire and fuels management on GRSG habitat in MZ IV, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would maintain the policies described under Alternative A and would have the 
same type of impacts on sensitive plants. In addition, Alternative E1 would include the following 
measures to minimize the impact of invasive nonnative plants on core, IHMA, and GHMA 

• Manage to prevent invasion 
• Eradicate or control invasive nonnative plants 
• monitor invasive nonnative plants for three years following a fire in core and IHMA 

The actions under Alternative E1 would significantly reduce the level of impacts of invasive 
nonnative plants on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A. Under Alternative E1, short-term 
impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration actions, particularly those that would 
involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively impact individual sensitive plants 
(for example, by crushing or herbicide drift). Such impacts would be minimal because project-
level environmental review would be done and appropriate avoidance or minimization measures 
would be incorporated.  

Cumulative Effects 
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Under Alternative E1, current invasive nonnative plant treatments in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 
of the FEIS), including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants, 
would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue 
to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. Additional 
measures to conserve sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would provide further long-term 
benefits to sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect 
effects of invasive species management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternative D, Alternative E1 would include measures to directly address conifer 
encroachment. It would prioritize conifer removal in core and IHMA using methods that would 
minimize disturbance to the extent possible. Conifer encroachment projects would focus on areas 
with the highest restoration potential, as evidenced by low canopy cover, sagebrush understory, 
and adjacent GRSG populations. These projects would not be conducted in juniper stands older 
than one hundred years. As described above Invasive Plants, core, IHMA, and GHMA would be 
managed to prevent nonnative plant invasions. The types of impacts on sensitive plants from 
conifer encroachment and associated management actions under Alternative E1 would be similar 
to those described under Alternative A.  

Collectively, elements of Alternative E1 that address conifer encroachment would likely reduce 
the magnitude of the negative impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive plants, relative to 
Alternative A. However, negative impacts of conifer encroachment management actions under 
Alternative E1 would increase, relative to Alternatives A, B, and C because Alternative E1 
would prioritize conifer removal. The negative impacts of conifer encroachment management on 
sensitive plants would be minimized by project-specific NEPA review and the incorporation of 
avoidance or minimization measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 
5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate conservation 
measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associated 
conservation measures would have an overall neutral or beneficial long-term effect on sensitive 
plants. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment 
management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Management under Alternative E1 would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans in 
core and IHMA. Rangeland health assessments using published characteristics of GRSG habitat 
and the ecological site descriptions would be conducted in core and IHMA. Allotments in core 
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habitat with declining GRSG populations would be prioritized, followed by allotments in IHMA 
that contained breeding habitats with decreasing lek counts. If assessments were to determine 
that livestock grazing was limiting desired habitat characteristics, grazing permits would be 
adjusted during the renewal process to include measures to achieve desired conditions.  

Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same under Alternative E1 as 
described under Alternative A, the level and extent of negative impacts would likely be reduced. 
Sensitive plants in core and IHMA would likely benefit from improving habitat conditions. 
Relative to Alternative B, Alternative E1 would focus less management on riparian areas, 
meadows, and other wetlands; thus, sensitive plant species in those habitats would experience 
fewer beneficial effects under Alternative E1 than under Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects  

Under Alternative E1, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing 
plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve sagebrush 
habitat under Alternative E1 would further minimize negative impacts on sensitive plants in 
GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
sensitive plants, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would follow much of the current guidance on leasing and developing mineral 
resources but would add measures to minimize impacts on GRSG. Limitations on energy 
development that are relevant to the analysis of impacts on sensitive plants are the following:  

• in core and IHMA, exploration for oil and gas using temporary roads would be 
permissible if site disturbance were minimized 

• In core and IHMA, surface occupancy for oil and gas development would not be allowed 
unless the surface development would not accelerate or cause declines in GRSG 
populations 

• Surface disturbance from roads associated with fluid mineral development would be 
limited to 3 percent in core habitat and 5 percent in IHMA of suitable habitat per an 
average of 640 acres 

• Wind energy development projects would comply with all infrastructure development 
BMPs and the USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines. 

The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative E1 would 
be the same as under Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution 
would differ. Measures associated with energy development under Alternative E1 would be 
likely to reduce the impacts of fluid mineral development and wind energy on sensitive plants 
relative to Alternative A. Under Alternative E1, measures limiting the impacts of energy 
development on GRSG habitat would be less restrictive overall than under Alternative B, so 
impacts on sensitive plants may be higher than under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 
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Under Alternative E1, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s 
direct and indirect effects on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat in MZ IV would minimize 
negative impacts on sensitive plants. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation on 
GRSG. The measures that are most relevant to impacts on sensitive plants are the following, 
which would apply in core and IHMA:  

• Restricting vehicle use to existing routes until comprehensive travel management plans 
were complete 

• Rerouting routes during travel management planning, where appropriate, to reduce 
impacts on GRSG 

The types of recreation-related impacts under Alternative E1 would be the same as described 
above for Alternative A, but its measures would reduce impacts from transportation. Because 
Alternative E1 would address recreation mainly through travel management, whereas Alternative 
B would address recreation more broadly, recreation impacts on sensitive plants under 
Alternative E1 would be higher than under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, some of the current recreation management direction would continue in 
MZ IV; however, additional measures would increase protection of GRSG habitat and minimize 
the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants. As a result, recreation management in MZ 
IV under Alternative E1, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plant species. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative E1, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be 
possible. Therefore, Alternative E1 of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact 
individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 
3. 

Alternative E2—Utah Governor’s Alternative 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

For all ROWs and SUAs in PHMA, management stipulations and conditions would focus on 
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mitigating direct disturbance to GRSG during construction. PHMA would be designated as an 
avoidance area for new ROWs and SUAs, which would be less protective of GRSG habitat than 
Alternatives B, C, or F but would similar to Alternatives D and E1.  

Similar to Alternatives B, C, and F, Alternative E2 would include a disturbance cap. However, 
Alternative E2 would apply a 5 percent disturbance cap, as opposed to a 3 percent disturbance 
cap. The areas that the caps would apply to and the types of disturbances that contribute to the 
caps would differ.  

Similar to Alternative D, Alternative E2 directly addresses siting wind energy facilities; 
however, it would be less restrictive than Alternative D by avoiding rather than excluding energy 
developments in PHMA and applying BMPs and industry, state, and federal stipulations in cases 
where siting in PHMA could not be avoided.  

Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2 would not promote undergrounding utilities. Where 
feasible and consistent with federally required electrical separation standards, electrical 
transmission lines and new linear transmission features would be sited in existing corridors, or at 
a minimum, in concert with existing linear features in GRSG habitat. No specific management 
actions would be provided for GRSG outside PHMA. 

The types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative E2 would be 
similar to those discussed for Alternative A and could include direct mortality, habitat loss or 
degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction. However, measures to minimize infrastructure 
impacts in PHMA under Alternative E2 would likely reduce the negative impacts on sensitive 
plants relative to Alternative A.  

Because Alternative E2 would include fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than 
Alternative B, the potential for some infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants may be 
higher under Alternative E2. However, unlike Alternative B but similar to Alternative E1, 
Alternative E2 would not promote the undergrounding of utilities and therefore would eliminate 
potential associated impacts on sensitive plants.  

Because project-level environmental review would be done under all alternatives, and measures 
to minimize or avoid impacts on sensitive plants would be implemented, the difference in 
infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternatives B and E2 would be 
negligible. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall long-term benefit to sensitive plants. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect 
effects of infrastructure on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative E2 would implement the following unique strategies to address the response to fire 
and to reduce the general effects of fire on GRSG habitat 

• Create and implement a statewide fire agency agreement that would eliminate 
jurisdictional boundaries and allow for immediate response to natural fire in PHMA 

• Allow the use of fire-retardant vegetation that would buffer areas of high quality GRSG 
habitat from catastrophic fire 

• Use prescriptive fire with caution in sagebrush habitat, only at higher elevations, and in a 
manner designed prescriptively to benefit GRSG 

• Conduct effective research into controlling fire size and protecting remaining GRSG 
areas next to high-risk cheatgrass areas 

• Focus research efforts on effective reclamation and restoration of landscapes altered by 
wildfire 

• Manage winter habitat to maintain maximum amount of sagebrush, especially tall 
sagebrush (80 percent), which would be available to GRSG above snow during a severe 
winter 

• Coordinate the needs and efforts related to GRSG with the State of Utah committee that 
was formed to develop a process to protect the health and welfare by reducing the size 
and frequency of catastrophic fires 

Similar to Alternative B, Alternative E2 would consider the use of prescriptive grazing to 
specifically reduce fire size and intensity on all types of landownership, where appropriate. 

Measures implemented under Alternative E2 would reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush 
and reduce damage to GRSG habitat. The types of short-term and long-term impacts of fire 
suppression and fuels treatments on sensitive plants would be similar to those under Alternative 
A; the long-term impacts of fire exclusion from focal sagebrush habitats on sensitive plants 
would be similar to those of Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase 
protection of GRSG habitat. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on 
sensitive plants, their overall effects would be neutral or beneficial. Therefore, Alternative E2’s 
direct and indirect effects of fire and fuels management on GRSG habitat in MZ IV, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like most of the other alternatives, Alternative E2 would include conservation measures to 
address invasive plants. Under Alternative E2, land managers would respond aggressively to new 
infestations to keep invasive species from spreading. Every effort would be made to identify and 
treat new infestations before they became larger problems. Additionally, containment of known 
infestations in or near sagebrush habitats would be a high priority for all land management. 
Vegetation management tools described above for Fire and Fuels and below for Livestock 
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Grazing would help to reduce the general impacts of invasive plants on sensitive plants in GRSG 
habitat, as described under Alternative A.  

The actions under Alternative E2 would significantly reduce the level of impacts of invasive 
nonnative plants on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A to levels similar to those under 
Alternative E1. Under Alternative E2, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other 
restoration actions, particularly those that would involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, 
could negatively impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing or herbicide drift). 
Such impacts would be minimal because project-level environmental review would be done and 
appropriate avoidance or minimization measures would be incorporated.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, current invasive nonnative plant treatments in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 
of the FEIS) would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions 
would continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive 
plants. Additional measures to conserve existing sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would 
provide further long-term benefits to sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. Therefore, alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of invasive species management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, 
when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation 
management conservation measure specific to conifer encroachment that would aggressively 
remove encroaching conifers and other plant species to expand GRSG habitat where possible. In 
comparison, however, Alternative D would address conifer encroachment as part of several 
restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over a larger area. The types of 
impacts on sensitive plants from conifer encroachment and associated management actions under 
Alternative E2 would be similar to those described under Alternative A.  

Collectively, elements of Alternative E2 that address conifer encroachment would likely reduce 
the magnitude of the negative impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive plants relative to 
Alternative A. In contrast, negative impacts of conifer encroachment management actions under 
Alternative E2 would increase, relative to Alternatives A, B, and C because Alternative E2 
would prioritize conifer removal. However, the negative impacts of conifer encroachment 
management on sensitive plants would be minimized by project-specific NEPA review and the 
incorporation of avoidance or minimization measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 
5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate conservation 
measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associated 
conservation measures would have an overall neutral or beneficial long-term effect on sensitive 
plants. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment 
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management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 would continue to make GRSG PHMA and GHMA available for livestock 
grazing. Should site-specific concerns be raised about the effect of grazing on GRSG habitat, and 
should such effects be documented over a sufficient time frame, corrective management actions 
would be addressed through the application of BMPs. Incompatible grazing strategies would be 
addressed through established rangeland management practices, consistent with the maintenance 
or enhancement of habitat.  

GRSG seasonal habitat requirements would be considered when managing sagebrush rangelands. 
Water developments would be designed to enhance mesic habitat for use by GRSG and to 
maintain adequate vegetation in wet meadows. In PHMA, GRSG stipulations would take 
precedence over stipulations for other species if there were conflicts, if otherwise allowable by 
law. New infestations of invasive exotic plants would be responded to aggressively to prevent 
their spread. Overall, measures associated with livestock grazing under Alternative E2 would be 
less protective of GRSG and their habitat than those under Alternatives B, C, D, or F. 

Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same under Alternative E2 as 
under Alternative A, the level and extent of negative impacts would likely be slightly reduced. 
Sensitive plants in GRSG habitat could benefit from improving habitat conditions. Relative to 
Alternative B, Alternative E2 would focus less management on riparian areas, meadows, and 
other wetlands, so sensitive plant species in those habitats would experience fewer beneficial 
effects under Alternative E2 than under Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing 
plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), and additional measures to conserve sagebrush 
habitat under Alternative E2 could reduce negative impacts on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on sensitive plants in 
MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative E2, PHMA would be considered suitable for further coal leasing and the 
extraction through underground mining. PHMA and GHMA that is not already withdrawn or 
proposed for withdrawal would be available for locatable mineral entry. PHMA would be open 
to mineral materials and oil and gas leasing and would be an avoidance area for wind energy 
development, although it would not be precluded.  
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All of the aforementioned forms of energy development, as well as nonenergy leasable mineral 
lands, solid mineral exploration, and geophysical exploration activities, would be subject to the 
following stipulations, as well as BMPs accepted by industry and state and federal agencies:  

• New permanent disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, should not be in 
the occupied lek itself 

• Permanent disturbance should not be allowed within 1 mile of an occupied lek, unless it 
is not visible to the GRSG using the lek 

• Time-of-day (when the lek is active) and seasonal stipulations applying to specific 
habitats would be applied and based on site-specific conditions, in coordination with the 
local UDWR biologist 

• Disturbance in PHMA would be avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating 
developments in habitat of the least importance if PHMA could not be avoided, and 
project proponents would have to demonstrate why PHMA could not be avoided 

• Cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of 
surface area 

• Mitigation barriers, if applicable, would be avoided 

All existing fluid mineral uses are explicitly recognized by this alternative and would not be 
affected by it. The GRSG conservation measures identified in the associated NEPA documents 
for each of these projects would continue to be implemented to protect GRSG and their habitat. 
Provisions of this alternative would not be added to the measures identified for each specific 
project. 

GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed to conserve the species because no specific 
management actions would be provided for this habitat. Similar to Alternative E1, impacts on 
GRSG from energy development under Alternative E2 would essentially continue as described 
under Alternative A, although somewhat reduced by the application of BMPs. 

The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative E2 would 
be the same as described for Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial 
distribution would differ. Energy development under Alternative E2 would reduce the impacts of 
energy development on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A but would not reduce them as 
much as other alternatives.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve existing sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat in MZ IV would minimize 
negative impacts on sensitive plants in PHMA. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative E2 would limit or reduce impacts from recreation by preventing new permanent 
disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, in occupied leks or within 1 mile of an 
occupied lek, unless it were not visible to the GRSG using the lek. In PHMA, the following 
measures would be implemented 

• Disturbance would be avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating development in 
habitat of the least importance if avoidance were not possible, and project proponents 
would have to demonstrate why avoidance would not be possible 

• Cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of 
surface area 

• Migration barriers, if applicable, would be avoided 

Alternative E2 could be more protective of GRSG and their habitat than any of the other 
alternatives because measures to reduce impacts would apply to all recreation as opposed to only 
SUAs or camping. 

The types of recreation-related impacts under Alternative E2 would be the same as described 
above for Alternative A; however, measures incorporated under Alternative E2 would reduce the 
level of impacts relative to Alternative A and all other alternatives.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, some of the current recreation management direction would continue in 
MZ IV; however, additional measures would increase protection of GRSG habitat and would 
minimize the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants that occur in those areas. As a 
result, recreation management in MZ IV under Alternative E2, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plant species. 

 Determination 

Under Alternative E2, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be 
possible. Therefore, Alternative E2 of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact 
individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 
3. 

Alternative F 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would be similar to Alternative B with regard to infrastructure. Alternative F 
would treat PHMA as an exclusion area for new ROWs, with some exceptions. In existing 
ROWs, new ROWs could be authorized if the entire footprint of the proposed project could be 
contained in the disturbance associated with the existing ROW. If existing roads could not be 
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used to access current rights that are not yet developed, new road construction would be 
permitted if the associated disturbance, combined with the total disturbance in the PHMA, did 
not exceed 3 percent. Like Alternative B, Alternative F would promote undergrounding utility 
lines in PHMA.  

Under Alternative F, infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plant species could include direct 
mortality, habitat loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction. The extent of these 
impacts would be less overall than under Alternative A and similar to that under Alternative B. 
Such impacts would be avoided or minimized because infrastructure projects would undergo 
site-specific environmental review, including NEPA, and conservation measures or design 
features would be applied for sensitive plants. Under Alternative F, sensitive plants in PHMA 
would likely experience a net benefit and sensitive plants outside PHMA would likely 
experience little change in direct or indirect effects.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of infrastructure management actions under Alternative F when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would be similar to 
those described for Alternative B and would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants in MZ IV. (Please refer to Infrastructure under Alternative B above and Chapter 
5 of the FEIS.) 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Because fire and fuels management under Alternative F would be essentially the same as under 
Alternative B, the types of fire and fuels-related impacts of Alternative F on sensitive plants 
would be the same as those discussed above for Alternative B. Under Alternative F, sensitive 
plant species requiring mature sagebrush would benefit from fire and fuels activities, and 
sagebrush species that require early successional sagebrush and those that are fire adapted or fire 
dependent may experience a reduction in suitable habitat over time.  

With its emphasis on minimizing fire in mature sagebrush, Alternative F’s impacts on sensitive 
plants from suppression would be higher than Alternative A’s. Because reseeding would 
prioritize use of native seed in GRSG habitat over other areas in years of short seed supplies, 
sensitive plants in areas outside GRSG habitat could be more susceptible to habitat degradation 
from wildfire if limited seed availability reduced revegetation success outside GRSG habitat.  
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Elements of Alternative F that differ from those of Alternative B and that could lead to 
differences in the extent of direct and indirect beneficial and negative impacts on sensitive plants 
between the two alternatives are the following:  

• Excluding livestock grazing from burned areas in GRSG occupied habitat until woody 
and herbaceous plants achieve GRSG habitat objectives 

• Applying fuels management provisions (including post-fire revegetation and invasive 
species control) to all occupied habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA 

These differences would decrease the negative effects of grazing on sensitive plants in burned 
areas and would increase the impacts on sensitive plants in treatment areas. As discussed in the 
previous paragraph, impacts on sensitive plants in treatment areas could be positive or negative, 
depending on their habitat requirements. Overall, the difference in impacts on sensitive plants 
between Alternatives B and F would likely be negligible because the differences between fire 
and fuels management under the two alternatives would be minimal. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of fire and fuels management actions under Alternative F, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would be similar to 
those described for Alternative B and would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants in MZ IV. (Please refer to Fire and Fuels under Alternative B above and Chapter 
5 of the FEIS.) 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternative B, Alternative F generally would follow existing direction for invasive species 
control. However, it would include the following additional measures: 

• Monitor and control invasive vegetation in treated, burned, or restored sagebrush steppe 
• Restrict activities in GRSG habitat that facilitate the spread of invasive plants 
• In GRSG habitat, ensure that soil cover and native herbaceous plants are at their 

ecological potential to help protect against invasive plants 
• Develop and implement methods for prioritizing and restoring sagebrush steppe invaded 

by nonnative plants 

Like Alternative B, vegetation management under Alternative F would prioritize restoration of 
GRSG habitats, which would provide a long-term benefit to sensitive plants. Under Alternative 
F, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration actions, particularly those 
that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively impact individual sensitive 
plants (for example, by crushing or herbicide drift). Such impacts would be minimal because 
project-level environmental review would be done, and appropriate avoidance or minimization 
measures would be incorporated.  

Under Alternative F, native seed would be required for reseeding closed roads, primitive roads, 
and trails. The use of native seed would be favored in other types of restoration under Alternative 
F, as it would be under Alternative B. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) restricts the use of 
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nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species; thus, the impact of the 
native seed emphasis for restoration in Alternative F is unlikely to result in a measurable 
additional benefit to sensitive plant species over Alternatives A or B.  

Alternative F’s monitoring and invasive species control after fuels treatments and at existing 
range improvements could benefit sensitive plant species by minimizing habitat degradation 
from invasive species. Overall, Alternative F would reduce impacts of invasive nonnative plants 
on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A and may provide a marginal benefit over Alternative 
B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, current invasive species management in MZs IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the 
FEIS) would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would 
continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. 
Additional measures to conserve existing sagebrush habitat under Alternative F would provide a 
further net benefit to sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive species management to GRSG in MZ IV, when combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase 
negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative F does not directly address conifer encroachment. The 
types of impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive plants under Alternative F would be the 
same as those under Alternative A. Although the types of impacts would be the same, the 
conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments described 
above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of the impacts on sensitive plants 
associated with conifer encroachment relative to Alternative A. These measures could reduce the 
magnitude of impacts on sensitive plants from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 
of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate conservation 
measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associated 
conservation measures would have an overall neutral or beneficial effect on sensitive plants. 
Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on 
sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternative B, Alternative F would incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and 
management considerations into livestock grazing management, but it would extend those to all 
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occupied habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA. Actions that would directly or indirectly 
impact sensitive plants are the following:  

• Completing range condition assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on occupied GRSG habitat 
• Modifying grazing systems in occupied GRSG habitat to meet seasonal GRSG habitat 

requirements 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows in occupied GRSG habitat 
• Evaluating existing introduced perennial grass seedings in occupied GRSG habitat 
• Prohibiting new water developments in occupied GRSG 
• Avoiding new structural range improvements in occupied GRSG habitat unless studies 

show they benefit GRSG 
• Incorporating BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing fences 

Additional actions under Alternative F that entail more than extending Alternative B actions to 
all occupied habitat are as follows: 

• Excluding livestock grazing from burned areas until woody and herbaceous plants 
achieve GRSG habitat objectives 

• Closing the entire allotment if burned GRSG habitat could not be fenced from unburned 
habitat 

• Increasing vegetation treatment monitoring 

The types of impacts on sensitive plants from livestock grazing management under Alternative F 
would be the same as under Alternatives A and B. Overall, the level and extent of negative 
impacts would be reduced under Alternative F. Sensitive plants in occupied GRSG habitat would 
likely benefit from improving habitat conditions in uplands, riparian areas, meadows, and other 
wetlands. Almost half of the sensitive plant species in Table 2 occur in riparian areas, meadows, 
seeps, springs, and other wetland areas, which tend to be used more intensively by livestock than 
upland areas. Because of these factors and the focus of Alternative F on improving riparian, 
meadow, and other wetland habitat throughout occupied GRSG habitat, sensitive wetland plant 
species may benefit from Alternative B more than upland species.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing 
plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), and wild horse and burro territories would be 
managed for appropriate management level. Additional measures to conserve sagebrush habitat 
under Alternative F would further minimize the potential negative impacts of grazing on 
sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of 
livestock grazing on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
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Alternative F would be similar to Alternative B with regard to energy development. The types of 
impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as described for Alternatives A and B, though 
their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. Actions under Alternative F relevant to the 
analysis of impacts on sensitive plants are the following:  

• Closing PHMA to new fluid mineral leasing, with possible exceptions 
• Allowing geophysical operations to obtain information about areas only outside and next 

to PHMA 
• Requiring exploratory operations in PHMA to be done using helicopter-portable drilling 

methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions and other applicable 
restrictions 

• Prohibiting new surface occupancy on federal leases in PHMA 
• Applying NSO buffers around leks for existing leases entirely in PHMA and if the entire 

lease falls in this buffer, limiting disturbances in sections to a 3 percent disturbance 
threshold 

• Applying BMPs to limit the impact of operations 
• Applying BMPs to improve reclamation standards and successfully restore PHMA 

All of these actions would be likely to reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral development 
on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative F directly addresses wind energy development by prohibiting it 
in PHMA and requiring it to be sited at least 5 miles from active GRSG leks. This could reduce 
negative impacts associated with wind energy development on sensitive plants that occur in 
PHMA relative to Alternatives A and B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, measures to conserve occupied sagebrush habitat would be applied to 
energy development in MZ IV, which would provide an overall benefit to sensitive plant species 
that occur there. As a result, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on 
sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants (refer to 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS). 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would take a similar approach to recreation management as Alternative B. In 
PHMA, Alternative F would allow recreation SUAs that were neutral or beneficial to GRSG, 
limit opportunities for road construction, apply minimum standards to roads, and limit the 
upgrading of existing roads. In addition, Alternative F would seasonally close camping and other 
nonmotorized recreation within 4 miles of active GRSG leks. Although the types of impacts on 
sensitive plants would be similar under Alternatives A, B, and F, the degree and extent of 
impacts would be reduced under Alternatives F and B relative to Alternative A. The types of 
impacts that would decrease are direct mortality from crushing or trampling individuals, negative 
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impacts from dust generation, habitat degradation from soil compaction and changes in 
hydrology, and negative impacts for the spread of invasive nonnative species. 

Cumulative Effects  

Management actions associated with recreation under Alternative F would increase conservation 
of GRSG habitat in MZ IV in PHMA and, in some instances, GHMA and PHMA, and would 
minimize the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants in those areas. As a result, 
Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of recreation on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not 
substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). 

 Determination 

Under Alternative F, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to 
sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be 
possible. Therefore, Alternative F of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse 
Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement may impact individuals or 
habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing of cause a loss of viability 
to the population or species for each of the sensitive plant species listed in table 3. 

Proposed Plan 

Infrastructure 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Although the types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under the Proposed Plan 
would be similar to those discussed above for Alternative A, the Proposed Plan would include 
actions that could change the extent of those impacts and their distribution across the landscape. 
This analysis focuses on elements of the Proposed Plan that would be most relevant to impacts 
on sensitive plants.  

In PHMA and SFA, the Proposed Plan would restrict issuance of new lands SUAs for 
infrastructure, such as high-voltage transmission lines, major pipelines, hydropower, distribution 
lines, and cellular towers. Exceptions must be limited and based on rationale (e.g., monitoring, 
modeling, or best available science) that explicitly demonstrates that adverse impacts on GRSG 
would be avoided by the exception. In PHMA and SFA, new solar and wind utility-scale and 
commercial energy development would be prohibited, except for on-site power generation 
associated with existing industrial infrastructure. In IHMA, new wind energy utility-scale and 
commercial development should be restricted.  

In all GRSG habitat management areas and SFA, new infrastructure (e.g., high-voltage 
transmission lines, major pipelines, roads, distribution lines, and cellular towers) would be 
collocated with existing infrastructure to limit disturbance to the smallest footprint, or where it 
best limits impacts on GRSG or their habitats. When this is not possible, new infrastructure 
would be located next to existing infrastructure, roads, or already disturbed areas.  

In PHMA and SFA outside of designated corridors, new transmission lines and pipelines would 

 187 



be buried to limit disturbance to the smallest footprint, unless explicit rationale is provided that 
the biological impacts on GRSG and its habitat are being avoided. These conservation measures 
would reduce the level of negative impacts from infrastructure relative to Alternative A and may 
provide some additional reduction in impacts over Alternative B. 

Some infrastructure-related elements of the Proposed Plan could increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants relative to Alternatives A and B. The Proposed Plan would require new power 
and communication lines in PHMA and SFA outside existing ROWs to be buried where 
physically feasible. Burying utilities could impact sensitive plant species through direct mortality 
or degradation of habitat. In comparison with Alternative D, which would require new power and 
communication lines to be buried in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside existing ROWs, a 
smaller area could be subject to utilities burying under the Proposed Plan. Because power lines 
could be buried in a larger area than under Alternative B, which focuses only on PHMA, more 
sensitive plant species or their occurrences could be impacted. However, such impacts would be 
minimized or avoided because the burial of power lines would undergo site-specific 
environmental review, including NEPA, and conservation measures or design features would be 
applied for sensitive plants.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would 
increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an 
overall benefit to sensitive plants that occur in in it. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of lands and realty management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase 
negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Fire and Fuels 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives B and D, the Proposed Plan would prioritize fire suppression and 
restoration in sagebrush areas using native plants. Similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan 
would include the following: 

• Planning 
• Positioning firefighting resources locally 
• Training firefighters to prepare for fire outbreaks 
• Using fuels reduction and green strips to strategically reduce fire effects in PHMA, 

IHMA, and GHMA 

In addition, the Proposed Plan would include SFA in these measures. The types of impacts on 
sensitive plants associated with fire and fuels would be similar to those discussed under 
Alternative A, but their extent and distribution across the landscape would differ. Efforts to 
exclude fire from GRSG habitats would have impacts on sensitive plants similar to those 
discussed under Alternative D. However, measures that expand sagebrush habitat conservation to 
SFA could provide an additional benefit to sensitive plants in those areas and require mature 
sagebrush habitat. 

 188 



Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, management actions for fire and fuels would increase protection of all 
GRSG habitats. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on sensitive 
plants, overall their effects would be neutral or beneficial. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct 
and indirect effects of fire and fuels management on GRSG habitat in MZ IV, when combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase 
negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Invasive Plants 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, invasive nonnative plant control would follow current direction, and 
the types of direct and indirect impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as those discussed 
under Alternative A. As with Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures 
under the Proposed Plan would prioritize restoration, including treatment of invasive nonnative 
plants in GRSG habitats. This would provide a long-term benefit to sensitive plants in those 
habitats.  

Applicable to all GRSG habitat management areas and SFA, the Proposed Plan contains specific 
guidelines to incorporate appropriate invasive annual grass management during the design of 
GRSG habitat restoration projects and road and roadway maintenance activities. For example, all 
firefighting vehicles and equipment would be washed before being driven on or off these areas. 
As a result, sensitive plants in and next to these areas could experience a long-term benefit by 
reducing the effects of invasive plants.  

Under the Proposed Plan, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration 
actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively 
impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing or herbicide drift). Such impacts 
would be minimal because project-level environmental review would be done and appropriate 
avoidance or minimization measures would be incorporated.  

The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under the Proposed Plan, as it would be 
under Alternatives B and D. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) restricts the use of nonnative 
seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species; therefore, the impact of the native 
seed emphasis for restoration under the Proposed Plan is unlikely to result in a measurable added 
benefit to sensitive plant species over Alternatives A, B, or D. However, the Proposed Plan 
guidelines concerning invasive plants also pertains to SFA, and the positive and negative effects 
on sensitive plant species may occur in a larger area. Therefore, the Proposed Plan would likely 
reduce impacts of invasive plants on sensitive plants in a larger area, compared to all the other 
alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, current invasive species management would continue, and the long-
term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the short-
term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. Additional measures to conserve 
sagebrush habitat and restore degraded sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would provide 
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a further net benefit to sensitive plants in all GRSG habitat management areas and SFA. 
Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of invasive species management to 
GRSG in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plants. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would address conifer encroachment more directly 
than Alternatives A, B, or C by emphasizing vegetation rehabilitation that reduces conifer 
encroachment into important GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation management tools described 
above for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels would help to reduce encroachment in all GRSG 
habitat management areas, including SFA. The types of impacts on sensitive plants from conifer 
encroachment and associated management actions under the Proposed Plan would be the same as 
those described under Alternative A.  

The Proposed Plan would likely reduce the magnitude of the negative impacts on sensitive plants 
from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative A. Negative impacts of encroachment removal 
projects would be minimized or avoided because they would undergo site-specific environmental 
review, including NEPA, and conservation measures or design features would be applied for 
sensitive plants. Because Alternative D and the Proposed Plan would take a more direct approach 
at managing conifer encroachment, the overall beneficial effects of these actions would be 
increased relative to Alternatives A, B, and C. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate GRSG 
habitat conservation measures that directly address conifer encroachment. Management of 
conifer encroachment and associated conservation measures would have an overall neutral or 
beneficial effect on sensitive plants. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of 
conifer encroachment management on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants. 

Livestock Grazing 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan contains a standard that specifically prohibits construction of water 
developments in PHMA, IHMA, and SFA, unless it would be beneficial to GRSG habitat. Other 
measures for livestock grazing in the Proposed Plan are similar to Alternative D. This includes 
managing for vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure, which 
would be consistent with appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives, relative to site potential.  

Both Alternative D and the Proposed Plan would consider retiring grazing in all GRSG habitats 
if grazing privileges were relinquished or an allotment became vacant, but the Proposed Plan 
extends this measure to include SFA. The Proposed Plan also focuses restrictions of camps, 
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sheep bedding, livestock trailing, fence construction, and other new permanent livestock 
facilities on areas near active GRSG leks. Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants 
would be the same as under Alternative A, the level and extent of negative impacts would likely 
be reduced under the Proposed Plan.  

Sensitive plants that occur in GRSG habitats would likely benefit from improving habitat 
conditions in uplands, riparian areas, meadows, and other wetlands. Almost half of the sensitive 
plant species in Table 2 occur in riparian areas, meadows, seeps, springs, and other wetland 
areas, which livestock tend to use more intensively than upland areas. Because of these factors 
and the inclusion of measures to improve riparian, meadow, and other wetland habitat, sensitive 
wetland plant species may benefit from the Proposed Plan more than upland species. Relative to 
other alternatives, the Proposed Plan would provide greater benefit to sensitive plants than 
Alternatives A, B, and D; however, the greatest overall benefit with regard to livestock grazing 
would be realized from Alternative C because it would remove livestock grazing from GRSG 
habitats.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing 
grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve 
existing sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would further minimize negative impacts on 
sensitive plants that may occur in GRSG habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on sensitive plants in MZ IV, when combined with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase negative 
impacts on sensitive plants. 

Energy Development 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under the Proposed Plan 
would be the same as described above for Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and 
spatial distribution would differ. As with Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would conserve 
GRSG habitat. Similar to Alternative D, actions that are particularly relevant to the analysis of 
impacts on sensitive plants are closing most PHMA and IHMA to future fluid mineral leasing 
and developing and placing additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions on existing fluid 
mineral leases in all GRSG habitats to minimize potential impacts. However, the Proposed Plan 
would additionally require an NSO stipulation for any new oil and gas leases in PHMA, IHMA, 
and SFA. Most other minerals restrictions would also apply to SFA. For the Proposed Plan, the 3 
percent disturbance cap would be calculated in the Biologically Significant Unit instead of in 
each section. These actions would be likely to reduce the impacts of fluid mineral development 
on sensitive plants, relative to Alternative A and to a level even less than Alternative D.  

Unlike Alternative B, the Proposed Plan would directly address solar and wind energy 
development; similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would prohibit new wind and solar 
energy development in PHMA. Unlike Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would extend this 
prohibition and most other restrictions to SFA as well. Alternative D and the Proposed Plan 
would make IHMA avoidance areas and would allow GHMA to remain open for wind and solar 
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energy development in Idaho; however, only the Proposed Plan would make GHMA avoidance 
areas for wind and solar energy development in Montana. The Proposed plan would be likely to 
reduce negative impacts of energy development on sensitive plants that occur in GRSG habitats 
relative to Alternatives A, B, and D.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; 
however, additional measures would conserve existing sagebrush habitat and provide an overall 
long-term benefit to the sensitive plant species that occur there. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s 
direct and indirect effects on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat in MZ IV would minimize 
negative impacts on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat. When combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase negative impacts on 
sensitive plants. 

Recreation 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation 
on GRSG. Similar to Alternative D, in all GRSG habitats, terms and conditions in new and 
existing permits and operating plans should be included to protect or restore GRSG habitat; 
however, the Proposed Plan extends these measures to include SFA. In PHMA, IHMA, and SFA, 
the Proposed Plan also would not authorize temporary recreation uses that would result in loss of 
habitat or that would have greater than 5 years of negative impacts on GRSG or their habitats. 
Moreover, the Proposed Plan would not approve new or expanded recreation facilities (e.g., 
roads, trails, and campgrounds), including SUAs for facilities and activities. This would be the 
case unless the development would result in a net conservation gain to GRSG or their habitats or 
if the development were required for visitor safety. The Proposed Plan measures would reduce 
the general impacts of recreation on GRSG that were described under Alternative A. Although 
the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be similar to Alternatives A, B, and D, the extent 
of impacts in GRSG habitat would be lower under the Proposed Plan due to its greater extent of 
restrictions by delineating SFA.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation under the Proposed Plan would increase 
protection of PHMA, IHMA, GHMA, and SFA in MZ IV and would minimize the negative 
impacts of recreation on sensitive plants in those areas. Therefore, when combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, recreation management in MZ IV under the 
Proposed Plan would not substantially increase negative impacts on sensitive plant species. 

Summary and Determination of Effects on Sensitive Plant Species 

The Proposed Plan includes measures to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat from activities in all 
major program areas of the current Forest Service LUPs in the analysis area. The restrictions and 
considerations for the benefit of GRSG habitat would also result in improved sensitive plant 
habitat conditions and would reduce the potential for negative impacts on sensitive plant 
individuals. Some negative effects would continue, but the overall result would benefit sensitive 
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plants and their habitats. Therefore, the GRSG LUPA for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, 
Caribou-Targhee, Challis, Salmon, and Sawtooth National Forest Plans and the Curlew National 
Grassland Plan may impact individuals or habitat, but would not likely contribute to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the 44 
Region 1 and Region 4 sensitive plant species in Table 2.  

The PHMA of the Table 2 species do not exist in GRSG habitat or are outside the elevation 
range of the GRSG. Because of this, the GRSG LUPA for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, 
Caribou-Targhee, Challis, Salmon, and Sawtooth National Forest Plans and the Curlew National 
Grassland Plan would have no impact on the 33 Region 1 and Region 4 sensitive plant species 
excluded from detailed analysis in Table 1. 

The Proposed Plan would not cause a trend toward federal listing or a loss of viability to any of 
the 77 sensitive plant species considered in this analysis. Because of this, the determinations 
above are consistent with sensitive plant direction in each of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, 
Caribou-Targhee, Challis, Salmon, and Sawtooth National Forest Plans and the Curlew National 
Grassland Plan. 

II. RECOMMENED CONSERVATION MEASURES TO AVOID, MINIMIZE, OR 
MITIGATE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

No additional conservation measures have been identified at this time. 
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Management Indicator Species Analysis 

I. INTRODUCTION  

Management Indicator Species Analysis 

The  National Forest Management Act directs National Forests to identify MIS based on five 
criteria (36 CFR 219.19 (a)(1) ) including endangered and threatened plant and animal species 
identified on State and Federal lists; species commonly hunted, fished, or trapped; non-game 
species of special interest; species with special habitat needs that may be influenced significantly 
by planned management programs; additional plant or animal species selected because their 
population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities on other species 
of selected major biological communities or on water quality. MIS are often selected because 
they are sensitive to habitat changes. By monitoring and assessing populations of MIS, managers 
examine the outcome of implementing land management plans. MIS for the various Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plans in the Idaho and Montana GRSG EIS analysis area are listed in 
Table 4). There are no plant MIS in the analysis area. 

Table 4. MIS on National Forest Lands in the Idaho-Montana GRSG Analysis Area 

Common Name Scientific Name Forest/Grassland (Region) 

Canada lynx Lynx canadensis Targhee7 (4) 

Grizzly bear Ursus arctos horribilis Targhee (4) 

North American wolverine Gulo luscus Beaverhead-Deerlodge (1), 
Targhee (4) 

Fisher Martes pennanti Targhee (4) 

Gray wolf Canis lupus Targhee (4) 

American marten Martes americana Targhee (4) 

Mountain goat Oreamnos americanus Beaverhead-Deerlodge (1) 

7 Land management plans for the Targhee and Caribou National Forests have not been revised since the two forests 
were combined as the Caribou-Targhee National Forest.  Therefore, MIS species differ between the existing Targhee 
and Caribou land management plans. 
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Common Name Scientific Name Forest/Grassland (Region) 

Red squirrel Sciurus vulgaris Targhee (4) 

Rocky Mountain elk Cervus canadensis Beaverhead-Deerlodge (1) 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Targhee (4) 

Black-backed woodpecker Picoides arcticus Targhee (4), Boise (4) 

Boreal owl Aegolius funereus Targhee (4) 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse  Tympanuchus phasianellus 
columbianus 

Caribou (4), Curlew (4) 

Common loon Gavia immer Targhee (4) 

Flammulated owl Otus flammeolus Targhee (4) 

Great gray owl Strix nebulosa Targhee (4) 

GRSG Centrocercus urophasianus Curlew (4), Caribou (4), 
Salmon-Challis (4), 
Sawtooth (4) 

Harlequin duck Histrionicus Targhee (4) 

Northern goshawk  Accipiter gentilis Caribou (4), Sawtooth (4), 
Targhee (4) 

Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anatum Targhee (4) 

Three-toed woodpecker Picoides tridactylus Targhee (4) 

Trumpeter swan Cygnus buccinator Targhee (4) 

White-headed woodpecker Picoides albolarvatus Boise (4) 

Lewis’s woodpecker  Melanerpes lewis Targhee (4) 

Downy woodpecker Salvelinus fontinalis Targhee (4) 

Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus Targhee (4) 

Northern flicker Colaptes auratus Targhee (4) 
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Common Name Scientific Name Forest/Grassland (Region) 

Pileated woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus Salmon-Challis (4), 
Sawtooth (4), Boise (4) 

Red-napped sapsucker Sphyrapicus nuchalis Targhee (4) 

Williamson’s sapsucker Sphyrapicus thyroideus Targhee (4) 

Columbia spotted frog Rana luteiventris Salmon-Challis (4), Targhee 
(4) 

Bull trout Salvelinus confluentus Salmon-Challis (4), 
Sawtooth (4), Boise (4) 

Yellowstone cutthroat trout  Oncorhynchus clarkii bouveri Sawtooth (4) 

Mayfly Drunella doddsi Beaverhead-Deerlodge (1) 

Elk Vulnerability, Habitat 
Effectiveness and elk and deer 
winter range 

N/A Targhee (4) 

Riparian breeding birds  N/A Curlew (4) 

The 1982 (36 CFR, Part 219.19) regulations for viability state that the Forest Service has the 
responsibility to provide sufficient habitat that can support viable populations of native and 
desired nonnative vertebrates across the planning area at a level that populations are likely to 
persist on National Forest System lands. 

On December 18, 2009, the Department of Agriculture issued a final rule reinstating the National 
Forest System Land and Resource Management Planning Rule of November 9, 2000, as 
amended (2000 Rule; 74 FR 242 [67059-67075]). This rescinded the 1982 planning rule. The 
2000 Rule states that “Projects implementing land management plans must comply with the 
transition provisions of 36 CFR §219.35, but not any other provisions of the planning rule. 
Projects implementing land management plans and plan amendments, as appropriate, must be 
developed considering the best available science in accordance with §219.35(a). Projects 
implementing land management plans must be consistent with the provisions of the governing 
plans.” 

The following approach was used to address the MIS species and the issues surrounding the 
change in planning rules and to ensure the best available science was used: 
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• Identify habitat and population characteristics/trends by forest  
• Identify the role of the habitat on each forest in the overall viability of the population 
• Analyze the effects of each alternative, based on relevant threats and current and past 

management 
• Determine if the effects of the alternatives will affect the ability of the species to persist 

in the planning unit
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Table 5. Rationale for Including or Dismissing MIS in the Idaho-Montana GRSG Analysis Area 

Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Canada lynx  N N 
Uses montane and subalpine coniferous forests. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The 
alternatives would cause no changes to populations of Canada lynx or its habitat, so it was not 
evaluated in more detail. 

Grizzly bear  N N 

Bears require a very large home range, encompassing diverse forests, interspersed with moist 
meadows and grasslands in or near mountains. In the spring, bears usually range at lower 
elevations and go to higher altitudes for winter hibernation. No habitat in mapped PHMA or 
GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of grizzly bear or its habitat, 
so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

North 
American 
wolverine 

Effects 

of disturbance on 
high elevation winter 
range and denning 
habitat 

N N 
Uses remote habitats in subalpine and montane forests. No habitat in mapped PHMA or 
GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of North American wolverine 
or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Fisher  N N 
Uses forested stands with high canopy cover and riparian corridors. No habitat in mapped 
PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of fisher or its 
habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Gray wolf  Y Y 

Habitat generalist occurring in parts of Idaho characterized by a mosaic of dry and mesic 
conifer and subalpine forest, as well as grassland and shrubland that support big-game (elk, 
moose, and deer) populations. Although this species may occasionally use PHMA or GHMA, 
it has shown no affiliation or dependence on these habitats. The alternatives would cause no 
changes to populations of gray wolf or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail.  

American 
marten  N N 

Uses mature and old-growth spruce-fir and lodgepole forests. No habitat in mapped PHMA or 
GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of American marten or its 
habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 
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Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Mountain 
goat 

Effects 

of disturbance on 
high elevation winter 
range and denning 
habitat 

N N 
Uses cliffy terrain, south-facing canyon walls, windblown ridgetops, ravines, forests, and 
subalpine forests. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no 
changes to populations of mountain goat or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Red Squirrel  N N 
Requires conifer forests of cone-bearing age. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The 
alternatives would cause no changes to populations of red squirrel or its habitat, so it was not 
evaluated in more detail. 

Rocky 
Mountain elk 

Important commonly 
hunted species Y Y 

Habitat generalist, but mainly uses coniferous forests interspersed with natural or man-made 
openings; sagebrush-grasslands provide winter range forage. The alternatives propose some 
changes to management of sagebrush habitats, so populations could respond to proposed 
changes according to each of the alternatives and it was evaluated in additional detail. 

Bald eagle  Y N 

Nests in large trees (conifers or cottonwoods) near large rivers or water bodies and prefers fish 
for prey. Although bald eagles may occasionally use PHMA or GHMA, it has shown no 
affiliation or dependence on these habitats. It would not be affected by any of the actions in a 
measurable amount. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of bald eagle or 
its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail.  

Black-backed 
woodpecker 

High numbers of 
snags in disturbed 
forests, use of late-
seral old forest 
conditions, and 
relationship with 
beetle outbreaks in 
the years 
immediately 
following fire or 
insect or disease 
outbreaks (Boise) 

N N 
Uses forested areas with abundant wood-boring insects, resulting from fires or high-density, 
and unburned old forest with high levels of snags and logs. No habitat in mapped PHMA or 
GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of black-backed woodpecker 
or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 
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Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Boreal owl  N N 
In Idaho, uses high-elevation spruce-fir, mixed conifer, and aspen forests. No habitat in 
mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of boreal 
owl or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Columbian 
sharp-tailed 
grouse 

Grasslands and open 
canopy sagebrush 
habitats 

Y Y 
The alternatives propose some changes to managing sagebrush habitats, so populations could 
respond to proposed changes according to each of the alternatives. Therefore, this species was 
evaluated in additional detail. 

Common 
loon  N N 

Nests in extreme eastern Idaho in shallow natural lakes (5,000 to 9,000 feet). No habitat in 
mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of 
common loon or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail.  

Flammulated 
owl  N N 

In Idaho, uses mid-elevation, old growth, or mature stands of open ponderosa pine and 
Douglas-fir or stands dominated by both species. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. 
The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of flammulated owl or its habitat, so it 
was not evaluated in more detail. 

Great gray 
owl  N N 

Uses mature forest and large-diameter trees or snags. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. 
The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of great gray owl or its habitat, so it 
was not evaluated in more detail. 

GRSG 

Sagebrush habitats 
(Curlew, Caribou and 
Salmon-Challis); 
habitat reduction, 
connectivity, and 
degradation in 
sagebrush/ grassland 
habitats (Sawtooth) 

Y Y 
The alternatives propose some changes sagebrush habitat management, so populations could 
respond to proposed changes according to each of the alternatives. Therefore, this species was 
evaluated in additional detail. 

Harlequin 
duck  N N 

Breeds near swiftly flowing, clear, forested or well-vegetated, undisturbed mountain streams. 
No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to 
populations of harlequin duck or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

 200 



Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Northern 
goshawk 

Mature and old forest 
habitat (Caribou); 
broad-elevation old-
forest habitats 
(Sawtooth) 

N N 
Uses a variety of forest ages, structural conditions, and successional stages. No primary 
habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations 
of northern goshawk or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail.  

Peregrine 
falcon  Y Y 

Nests on cliffs with a wide view, low disturbance, and abundance of prey; all forest vegetation 
types within 10 miles of suitable cliffs. Although this species may occasionally use PHMA or 
GHMA, no affiliation or dependence on these habitats has been shown. It would not be 
affected by any of the actions in a measurable amount. The alternatives would cause no 
changes to populations of peregrine falcon or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail.  

Three-toed 
woodpecker  N N 

Uses mature forested stands. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would 
cause no changes to populations of three-toed woodpecker or its habitat, so it was not 
evaluated in more detail. 

Trumpeter 
swan  N N 

Uses lakes and ponds and adjacent marshes. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The 
alternatives would cause no changes to populations of trumpeter swan or its habitat, so it was 
not evaluated in more detail. 

White-headed 
woodpecker 

Source habitats tied 
to large trees, open 
canopy conditions, 
large snags, and old-
forest habitat in low-
elevation forests 
dominated by 
ponderosa pine that 
developed under 
nonlethal and mixed 
fire regimes 

N N 

In Idaho, uses open and mature ponderosa pine and mixed ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forests 
with large-diameter snags. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would 
cause no changes to populations of white-headed woodpecker or its habitat, so it was not 
evaluated in more detail. 
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Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Lewis’s 
woodpecker  N N 

Uses open ponderosa pine forest, open riparian woodlands dominated by cottonwood, and 
burned pine forests. No habitat in mapped PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no 
changes to populations of Lewis’s woodpecker or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more 
detail. 

Downy 
woodpecker  N N 

Uses forested environment with suitable snags or live trees for nesting. No habitat in mapped 
PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of downy 
woodpecker or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Hairy 
woodpecker  N N 

Uses forested environment with suitable snags or live trees for nesting. No habitat in mapped 
PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of hairy 
woodpecker or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Northern 
flicker  Y N 

Although this species may occasionally use PHMA or GHMA, its primary limiting factor, 
suitable tree cavities for nesting, would not be affected by any of the actions in a measurable 
amount. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of northern flicker or its 
habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail.  

Pileated 
woodpecker 

Coniferous 
habitat/community 
type (Salmon-
Challis); sufficient 
large trees, snags, 
and coarse woody 
debris in old conifer 
forests (Sawtooth); 
snag and old forest 
habitats (Boise) 

N N 
Uses multilayer, late-seral stages of broad-elevation old forest. No habitat in mapped PHMA 
or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of pileated woodpecker or 
its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Red-naped 
sapsucker  N N 

Uses forested environment with suitable snags or live trees for nesting. No habitat in mapped 
PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of red-naped 
sapsucker or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 
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Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Williamson’s 
sapsucker  N N 

Uses forested environment with suitable snags or live trees for nesting. No habitat in mapped 
PHMA or GHMA. The alternatives would cause no changes to populations of Williamson’s 
sapsucker or its habitat, so it was not evaluated in more detail. 

Columbia 
spotted frog 

Riparian 
habitat/community 
type (Salmon-
Challis) 

Y Y 

Uses permanent water (marshy edges of ponds or lakes, in algae-grown overflow pools of 
streams) or wet areas with emergent vegetation; may move considerable distances (mixed 
conifer and subalpine forests, grasslands, and shrubland) from permanent water during rainy 
periods after breeding. There are records of the species in PHMA and GHMA. None of the 
alternatives is expected to impact any of the identified limiting factors for Columbia spotted 
frog or its life requirements. Based on these factors, it was not analyzed in additional detail. 

Bull trout 

Aquatic 
habitat/community 
type (Salmon-Challis 
and Sawtooth) 

  

Relatively pristine stream and lake habitats in western North America. The Salmon-Challis 
National Forest is in two bull trout recovery units: the Salmon River, in which most of the 
Salmon-Challis National Forest occurs, and the Little Lost, which includes the Lost River 
Ranger District. May overlap PHMA or GHMA in a few migration corridors on the South 
Fork of the Boise River on the Boise National Forest. Only slightly overlaps PHMA or 
GHMA in the Upper Salmon sub-basin of the Sawtooth National Forest. None of the 
alternatives is expected to impact any of the identified limiting factors for bull trout or its life 
requirements. Based on these factors, this species was not analyzed in additional detail. 

Yellowstone 
cutthroat trout 

The effects of 
authorized and 
unauthorized 
activities on 
watershed, riparian, 
and stream habitat 
conditions 

Y Y 

Uses clear, cold streams, rivers, and lakes. There are records of the species in PHMA/GHMA. 
None of the alternatives is expected to impact any of the identified limiting factors for 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout or its life requirements. Based on these factors, the Yellowstone 
cutthroat trout was not analyzed in additional detail. 
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Common 
Name of 
MIS Management Issue 

Species 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? 

Habitat 
Present in 
Analysis 
Area? Rationale for Inclusion or Dismissal 

Mayfly 

Aquatic species; 
changes 

in the aquatic 
environment from 
management 
activities 

Y Y 

Fairly common in the fast-flowing riffle areas of small cobble streams to larger trout rivers 
throughout Montana. Although streams and rivers in PHMA and GHMA may contain this 
species, none of the alternatives is expected to impact any of its identified limiting factors or 
life requirements. Based on these factors, this species will not be analyzed in additional detail. 

Elk 
vulnerability, 
habitat 
effective-
ness, and deer 
and elk 
winter range 

 N N 

Applies to areas of the Targhee National Forest with suitable elk hiding cover. Does not 
include open, vast sagebrush plain and, therefore, does not apply to mapped PHMA or GHMA 
habitat. Implementation of the alternatives will cause no changes to elk vulnerability and 
habitat effectiveness. Therefore, elk vulnerability and habitat effectiveness will not be 
evaluated in additional detail.  

Riparian 
breeding 
birds  

Riparian habitats Y Y 
The alternatives propose some changes to management of sagebrush habitats that contain 
riparian habitats, so populations could respond to proposed changes according to each of the 
alternatives. Therefore, this species group will be evaluated in additional detail.  
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VI. SPECIES INFORMATION AND EFFECTS ANALYSIS (DIRECT, 
INDIRECT, AND CUMULATIVE) 

A.  GRSG (Centrocercus urophasianus) 

A complete analysis of the  GRSG appears in the biological evaluation section of this document. 

B. Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) 

Distribution R4 Sensitive—Boise National Forest, Caribou National Forest, Sawtooth National 
Forest, Targhee National Forest 

The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse occurs in southwestern Canada, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, 
Montana, and Wyoming. It is not known if this bird nests in the Boise National Forest, but it is 
assumed that some do. Idaho Department of Fish and Game records show one sharp-tailed 
grouse record for the Boise National Forest (Nutt et al. 2010). 

Most of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest is at a higher elevation than this species is typically 
found. While there are numerous leks next to the Caribou National Forest, none are on Caribou 
National Forest lands. Sagebrush and grassland habitats in the forest may provide nesting, brood-
rearing, and winter habitat. Survey data for attendance on leks next to the Caribou National 
Forest are very patchy. In the Targhee National Forest, there appears to be habitat for sharp-
tailed grouse in the Shotgun Valley, along the western boundary of the Ashton-Island Park 
District (similar to GRSG), and on the southern portions of the Dubois District east of I-15. 
Habitat in the forest is likely brood-rearing habitat, as opposed to nesting or wintering habitat.  

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse populations occur in three sub-basins in the Sawtooth National 
Forest: Curlew Valley, Raft River, and Salmon Falls Creek. Sharp-tailed grouse populations are 
small and isolated, and this species is anticipated to use adjacent BLM-administered and private 
lands. Forest Service-administered lands are believed to provide important fall and wintering 
requirements, and these habitats are generally in the mountain shrub communities. It is not 
known definitively if this species nests on Forest Service-administered lands, but it is assumed 
that some do. 

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Sharp-tailed grouse are found in low-elevation native shrub-grasslands year-round. Abundant 
grass composition appears to be important in shrub/grassland communities during all life stages. 
Through the summer, it uses the shrubs for cover and the grass and forbs for food, including 
insects that are available in these habitats. During the winter, the tall shrubs serviceberry, 
chokecherry, bitterbrush, bitter cherry, hawthorn, and aspen increase in importance for food 
supply because they are above the snow cover; riparian cover types become a critical habitat 



component. These habitats are referred to as mountain shrub communities and shrub-dominated 
riparian areas and include areas with moderate to high canopy cover. 

Much of the sharp-tailed grouse’s low-elevation historical habitat has been converted to 
agriculture. Another concern has been the extensive modification of some of these communities 
due to wildfire. 

Population, Status, Abundance, and Trend  

The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse has a global status ranking of G4T3 (vulnerable—at 
moderate risk of extinction or elimination due to a fairly restricted range, relatively few 
populations or occurrences, recent and widespread declines, threats, or other factors) and a state 
(Idaho) ranking of S1 (critically impaired—At very high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction 
due to very restricted range, very few populations or occurrences, very steep declines, severe 
threats, or other factors; NatureServe 2015). 

Caribou National Forest and Curlew National Grassland MIS Monitoring  

The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse is a Caribou National Forest MIS species representing 
grasslands and open canopy sagebrush habitats. In 1995, the sharp-tailed grouse was petitioned 
for listing under the Endangered Species Act. In October 2000, the USFWS found that the 
grouse was not warranted for listing. The review showed that while smaller, isolated populations 
may be at risk, there are numerous larger populations that are relatively secure and possibly 
increasing. The species has undergone significant range-wide decline and now occupies less than 
10 percent of its former range. However, Idaho has the best remaining populations, with 75 
percent of the remaining birds (Paige and Ritter 1999). In southeastern Idaho, the largest 
concentrations of sharp-tailed grouse are in Fremont, Bonneville, and Oneida Counties. Birds 
from around the Curlew Grasslands have been transplanted into other areas of Idaho and out of 
state. 

Survey data for attendance on leks next to the Caribou National Forest are very patchy. For 
example, in 1986, 2 leks were surveyed, in 1992 17 leks were surveyed, and in 1998 7 leks were 
monitored. There are or have been 49 leks known in 2 miles of the Caribou National Forest, but 
none have long-term data, so it is not known how many of these are currently active. Because of 
the very limited data, the population trends in the vicinity of the Caribou are not discussed in this 
document. However, as mentioned previously, populations in southeastern Idaho are being used 
to transplant into other areas of Idaho and other states. Survey data for attendance on leks on the 
Curlew National Grassland is more consistent. Leks have generally been monitored for activity 
over the past 15-plus years. Two doctoral research projects and one Master’s research project 
have taken place in the Curlew Valley over the past 15 years, and extensive lek surveys have 
been conducted on the National Grassland over the last three years (Colt 2011). There are 
currently 31 sharp-tailed grouse leks known in the Caribou National Forest, and trends have been 
stable to increasing. 
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Alternative A 

 Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for infrastructure under Alternative A. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

The baseline date is 2012 for the cumulative impacts analysis for Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 
The temporal scope of this analysis is a 20-year planning horizon; land use planning documents 
are generally evaluated on a 5-year cycle. The temporal boundary for cumulative effects analysis 
for sharp-tailed grouse is the WAFWA MZ IV (Snake River Plain) for GRSG. This is because all 
of the Idaho/Montana planning area, with the exception of a small portion of private lands in MZ 
II in the southeastern corner of Idaho, is in MZ IV and sharp-tailed grouse, as with GRSG, are a 
sagebrush-dependent species. 

Current infrastructure management activities would continue under Alternative A. ROW 
exclusion or avoidance areas would not be instituted as they would be under Alternatives B, C, 
D, E1, E2, or F. Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management, in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
may result in the increased loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat and disturbance to 
sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, USDI 
BLM and USDA Forest Service 2013). 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue to manage wildfire and prescribed burns under current direction. 
This would have the fewest restrictions for fire and fuels management and a high potential for 
vegetation disturbance. Artificial fire regimes created by fire suppression and resulting conifer 
encroachment are major threats to Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. Under Alternative A, its 
habitat would continue to be constrained in areas where suppression results in higher rates of 
juniper and forest encroachment.  

Prescribed burns could be used in sagebrush habitat where needed to control fuel loading. 
Policies would not prioritize protection or restoration of mature sagebrush habitat. Increased 
human activity and noise associated with wildland fire suppression and prescribed fire in areas 
occupied by Columbian-sharp-tailed grouse could disrupt nesting, breeding, or foraging 
behavior. IHMA could be removed or degraded because of the use of heavy equipment or hand 
tools. Other potential impacts may include injuring or killing eggs and chicks, causing changes in 
species movement patterns due to areas devoid of vegetation, or reducing population viability 
and increasing the contribution to the need to list the species. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Current wildfire suppression and fuels management would continue under Alternative A. The 
limitation or prohibition of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and the sagebrush protection 
emphasis during wildland fire operations would not be instituted as they would be under 
Alternatives B, C, D, E1, E2, and F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the 
increased loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat from wildfire in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for invasive plants under Alternative A. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), the mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would 
continue. The short-term negative impacts of these activities on sharp-tailed grouse and 
sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. 
Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on sharp-
tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

As discussed under Fire and Fuels above, Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat can be 
constrained in areas where suppression results in higher rates of juniper and forest encroachment, 
and encroachment can result in catastrophic wildfire, a key threat to this species. Expansion of 
conifer woodlands, especially juniper, displaces shrubs, grasses, and forbs through direct 
competition for resources; juniper expansion is also associated with increased bare ground and 
increased potential for erosion. Mature trees may offer perch sites for avian predators. 
Alternative A does not directly address conifer encroachment; however, habitat restoration and 
vegetation management policies described for Invasive Plants and fuels treatments described 
under Fire and Fuels would likely also reduce juniper encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current conifer encroachment management would continue under Alternative A; the measures 
addressing conifer encroachment would not be instituted because they would be in several of the 
action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in conjunction with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the increased loss and 
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fragmentation of the existing sagebrush habitat from conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative, livestock grazing would continue to be managed under current direction. 
There would be no change in the locations, numbers, timing, or method of livestock grazing in 
these national forests. Depending on site-specific management, beneficial or adverse impacts of 
grazing on GRSG or their habitat would continue. Grazing practices can benefit Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse by reducing fuel load, protecting intact sagebrush habitat, and increasing 
habitat extent and continuity. However, grazing at inappropriate intensity, season, or location 
may alter or degrade sagebrush ecosystems. It could also reduce cover and structure, which could 
negatively impact lek sites or reduce the suitability of nesting and brood-rearing habitat; this in 
turn could negatively impact nesting success. Grazing can degrade critical winter riparian 
habitat. Cattle compete with Columbia sharp-tailed grouse for forbs, occasionally trample birds 
or nests, and disturb or temporarily displace lekking or nesting birds during movement or trailing 
operations.  

Under current direction, the Forest Service may use a number of mechanisms to reduce the 
potential for negative impacts from grazing on GRSG. The only planning-level decision 
available is to decide where areas would be open and closed to livestock grazing. Future impacts 
would be eliminated in areas closed to grazing, but past impacts would likely persist for some 
time, and closing grazing may result in other harmful impacts. Other changes in management 
would occur at the implementation level during the permit renewal process, which occurs every 
ten years and for which subsequent NEPA analysis would be conducted. At the implementation 
level, changes in grazing practices or systems can be considered, which could reduce grazing 
intensity or change the season of use, for example. In addition, changes in grazing management 
in riparian and wet meadows can reduce impacts in these important seasonal habitats. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through 
existing grazing plans, following the plans’ methods and guidelines to maintain ecological 
conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely neutral. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative A. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative A would maintain the current acreage open to energy 
development. Current energy development would continue under Alternative A. Energy 
development would not be closed as they would be under most of the action alternatives. 
Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of energy development in MZ IV, 
in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may result in the 
increased loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat (refer to the Cumulative Effects section 
of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Recreation under Alternative A. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. Recreational disturbances 
to GRSG would not be limited as they would be under the action alternatives. Under Alternative 
A, the direct and indirect effects from recreation management, in conjunction with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase the loss and fragmentation of 
sagebrush habitat and disturb sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects 
section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Alternative B  

 Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Infrastructure under Alternative B. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure under Alternative B would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or 
fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section 
of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would 
continue, but with the additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing 
disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management activities would focus on ROW exclusion or 
avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of 
infrastructure management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 
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Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush 
habitat. Suppression would be prioritized in GHMA only where fires threaten PHMA. Fire 
suppression protecting sagebrush habitats would generally benefit Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
habitat. The unintended consequence of promoting juniper/conifer succession would be minor to 
nonexistent.  

Fuels treatments would be designed to protect sagebrush ecosystems by maintaining sagebrush 
cover, implementing fuel breaks, applying seasonal restrictions, and requiring use of native 
seeds. Post-fuels treatments in PHMA would be designed to ensure long-term persistence of 
seeded areas and native plants and to maintain 15 percent canopy cover. Fuels treatments in 
PHMA would also monitor and control invasive species, and fuels management BMPs would 
incorporate invasive plant prevention measures.  

Overall, these conservation measures would reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush, compared 
to Alternative A; however, in general, the effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would 
be similar to those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions under Alternative B for fire and fuels would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than 
removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression operations would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during suppression and 
pre-suppression planning and staging for maximum protection of sagebrush habitat. Fuels 
treatment would focus on protecting sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA. Therefore, 
Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of fire on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative B. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013),  mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
The short-term negative impacts of these activities on sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitats 
would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat, under Alternative B, would provide an added benefit 
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to sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants 
management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment; however, 
Alternative B’s vegetation conservation measures for Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments 
previously described in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper encroachment and its 
general effects on Columbian sharp-tailed grouse and its habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, management measures for invasive plants and fuels treatments 
that could reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer 
encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect 
effects of conifer encroachment management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B would incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into 
livestock grazing management in PHMA. This would benefit the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
and sharp-tailed grouse habitat overlapping PHMA in similar ways. These objectives and 
considerations are as follows: 

• Complete Land Health Assessments 
• Consider grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Consider retiring vacant allotments 
• Improve management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluate introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorize new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implement BMPs for West Nile Virus 
• Remove, modify, or mark fences 

Several management actions to reduce impacts from livestock grazing on GRSG GHMA would 
be incorporated. These include the potential to modify grazing systems to meet seasonal GRSG 
habitat requirements and management to improve the conditions of riparian areas and wet 
meadows. Together these efforts would reduce the potential for negative impacts of grazing on 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse described under Alternative A.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B. Therefore, Alternative 
B’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing to sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative B. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with energy development under Alternative B would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse 
rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the 
current energy development management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis 
on protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for 
withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Recreation under Alternative B. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative B would increase 
protection of sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse 
rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the 
current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative B’s 
direct and indirect effects of recreation management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 
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Alternative C 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would have the most protective measures for GRSG and, so would be the most 
protective of sharp-tailed grouse. Alternative C would extend many of Alternative B’s 
conservation measures to all occupied GRSG habitat, and all occupied habitat would be managed 
as exclusion areas for new ROW projects. As a result, Alternative C would encourage 
consolidating GRSG habitats, facilitating habitat conservation and management, and reducing 
the impacts of infrastructure on sharp-tailed grouse. Alternative C’s impacts are similar to that 
described for GRSG in the Infrastructure sections of Alternatives A and B; however, Alternative 
C’s impacts would affect a wider area than Alternative B.  

Alternative B would permit wind energy siting in PHMA, provided a development disturbance 
threshold of 3 percent were not exceeded. However, Alternative C would not permit wind energy 
development in any occupied GRSG habitat. This would reduce the effects of wind energy 
development on sharp-tailed grouse, which are similar to those discussed under Alternative A for 
GRSG, more so than Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure management under Alternative C would 
increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than 
removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013) some of the current infrastructure management 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing 
disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance 
areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B except that it is more protective of sharp-tailed grouse 
and its habitat. This is because prioritizing suppression would apply to all occupied GRSG 
habitat. Although this could expand the size of the area in which the unintended consequence of 
promotion of juniper and conifer succession could occur, the extent of suitable sharp-tailed 
grouse habitat lost to forest succession would still be negligible; it would be outweighed by the 
beneficial effect of protecting sagebrush habitat from wildfire. In addition, measures to manage 
vegetation for good or better ecological condition and focusing fuel breaks on areas of human 
habitation or significant disturbance would benefit sharp-tailed grouse habitat as well. The 
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general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments under Alternative C would be similar to 
those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of management actions related to fire and fuels under Alternative C, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the 
cumulative effects described in Alternative B. The would not be substantial, would not change 
the population trend, and would not remove or fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical 
threshold in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative C. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plant treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed 
by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat under Alternative C would provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plant management on sharp-tailed grouse 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment; 
however, the weed measures described for Invasive Plants under Alternative C and the fuels 
treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper encroachment and 
the general effects of it on sharp-tailed grouse and its habitat, as described under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted. This is 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on sharp-tailed 
grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitat. 
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Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative C, grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat. This would 
reduce the potential for both negative and positive grazing-related impacts on Columbia sharp-
tailed grouse and its habitat discussed under Alternative A. This is more than any of the other 
alternatives. No new water developments or range improvements would be constructed in 
occupied habitat, and only habitat treatments that benefit GRSG would be allowed. Retirement 
of grazing would be allowed and fast tracked.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, providing a net 
benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of livestock 
grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative C. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative C for energy development would increase protection of all 
occupied habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its 
habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management 
direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by 
adding all occupied habitat to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Recreation under Alternative C. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management actions under Alternative C would increase protection of all occupied 
GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its 
habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
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BLM 2013) some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on sharp-tailed 
grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Alternative D  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Infrastructure under Alternative D. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management associated with infrastructure under Alternative D would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its 
habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on 
sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-
tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Fire and Fuels under Alternative D. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of fire and fuels management actions under Alternative D, when combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are similar to the cumulative 
effects under Alternative B. They are not expected to be substantial, to change the population 
trend, or to remove and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative D. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plant treatments would continue. Their short-term negative impacts on 
sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term 
beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative D would provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, Alternative D’s 
direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Prioritizing vegetation rehabilitation projects to achieve the greatest improvement in GRSG 
abundance and distribution would also benefit the sharp-tailed grouse and its habitat. This 
includes those that address conifer encroachment in PHMA and GHMA. In addition, Alternative 
D’s vegetation management tools would help to reduce conifer encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, 
and GHMA. They would reduce the types of impacts of conifer encroachment on the sharp-tailed 
grouse and its habitat described under Alternative A. Impacts from treatments associated with 
this alternative would also be the same as those described for vegetation treatments under 
Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels for Alternative A. Alternative D would address conifer 
encroachment more so than Alternatives A, B, or C, so it is more protective of sharp-tailed 
grouse and sharp-tailed grouse habitat than those alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ I, conifer encroachment projects having the potential to reduce 
juniper encroachment would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment 
management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of 
conifer encroachment management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Livestock Grazing under Alternative D. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would 
provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect 
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effects of livestock grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative D. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, some of the current management direction associated with 
energy development would continue, however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
would be included. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of energy development 
on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft 
EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Recreation under Alternative D. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative D would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed 
grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current recreation 
management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect 
effects of recreation management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Alternative E1  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Infrastructure under Alternative E1. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management of infrastructure under Alternative E1 would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. 
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Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management activities would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on sharp-
tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Fire and Fuels under Alternative E1. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative E1 for fire and fuels management would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its 
habitat. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft 
EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression operations would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects 
of fire on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative E1. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plants treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed 
by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat under Alternative E1 would provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, 
Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on sharp-tailed grouse 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects  

Under Alternative E1, the Forest Service would prioritize removing conifers using methods that 
would minimize disturbing GRSG and their habitat, to the extent possible, in PHMA and IHMA. 
In addition, as described above Invasive Plants, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would be managed 
to prevent invasion. Unlike Alternative D, Alternative E1 contains a specific restoration measure 
addressing conifer encroachment. However, Alternative D addresses conifer encroachment as 
part of several restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over a larger area. 
Treatments associated with these measures could negatively impact sharp-tailed grouse and their 
habitat in the short term (refer to vegetation treatments discussion for Invasive Plants in 
Alternative A). However, they would benefit GRSG and their habitat in the long term by 
reducing the impacts from conifer encroachment described in Conifer Encroachment under 
Alternative A. Negative impacts would be negligible due to prioritizing removal methods and 
minimizing disturbance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E1’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on sharp-tailed grouse in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Livestock Grazing under Alternative E1. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under would provide an added 
benefit to sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of livestock 
grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative E1. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management of energy development under Alternative E1 would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its 
habitat. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management 
direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on sharp-tailed 
grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Recreation under Alternative E1. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative E1 would include timing and seasonal restrictions for 
the GRSG breeding season, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse. Under Alternative E1, in MZ 
IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with an additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on sharp-tailed grouse in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitat 
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Alternative E2  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Infrastructure under Alternative E2. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management for infrastructure under Alternative E2 would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. 
Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with an 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management activities would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on sharp-
tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 would implement the following unique strategies to address response to fire and 
reduce the general effects of fire on GRSG as discussed under Alternative A:  

• Create and implement a statewide fire agency agreement that would eliminate 
jurisdictional boundaries and allow for immediate response to natural fire in PHMA 

• Allow the use of fire-retardant vegetation that would buffer areas of high quality GRSG 
habitat from catastrophic fire 

• Use prescriptive fire with caution in sagebrush habitat and only at higher elevations and 
in a manner designed prescriptively to benefit GRSG 

• Conduct effective research into controlling fire size and protecting remaining GRSG 
areas next to high-risk cheatgrass areas 

• Focus research on effective reclamation and restoration of landscapes altered by wildfire 
• Manage winter habitat to maintain maximum amount of sagebrush, especially tall 

sagebrush (80 percent), which would be available to GRSG above snow during a severe 
winter 

• Coordinate GRSG needs and efforts with the State of Utah committee that was formed to 
develop a process to protect the health and welfare by reducing the size and frequency of 
catastrophic fires 

Similar to Alternative B, Alternative E2 would consider the use of prescriptive grazing to 
specifically reduce fire size and intensity on all types of landownership. Overall, the protective 
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benefits of Alternative E2 on Columbia sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitat would likely 
be most similar to that of Alternative B; however, it would have similar short-term negative 
impacts on this species and its habitat as Alternative A for suppression and prescribed fire.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative E2 for fire and fuels would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. 
Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current wildfire suppression operations would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of fire on 
sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-
tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative E2. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plant treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed 
by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat under Alternative E2 would provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on sharp-tailed grouse 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation management conservation measure 
specific to conifer encroachment. It would aggressively remove encroaching conifers and other 
plant species to expand GRSG habitat where possible. Treatments associated with the measures 
in Alternative E2 could negatively impact sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitat in the short 
term (refer to vegetation treatments discussion for Invasive Plants in Alternative A). However, 
they would provide a long-term benefit to the species and its habitat by reducing the negative 
impacts of conifer encroachment described in Alternative A. In comparison, Alternative D would 
address conifer encroachment as part of several restoration and fire suppression measures and 
over a larger area. This would provide a greater benefit to sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush 
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habitat. Alternative E2 is most similar to Alternative E1, except it does not include a stipulation 
for prioritizing removal methods minimizing disturbance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted, as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on sharp-tailed grouse in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Livestock Grazing under Alternative E2. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would 
provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect 
effects of livestock grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative E2. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management for energy development under Alternative E2 would increase protection of GRSG 
and sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or 
fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current energy 
development management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on sharp-tailed grouse 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitats. 
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Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative E2. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative E2 would reduce disturbance to GRSG, thereby 
benefiting sharp-tailed grouse. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation 
management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect 
effects of recreation management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Alternative F 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Infrastructure under Alternative F. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of infrastructure management on sharp-tailed 
grouse and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B, and the impacts on Columbian sharp-tailed grouse would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of fire and fuels management on sharp-tailed 
grouse and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under Alternative F. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of invasive plants management on sharp-tailed 
grouse and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 
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Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Conifer Encroachment under Alternative F. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of conifer encroachment management on sharp-
tailed grouse and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Livestock Grazing under Alternative F. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative F would 
provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect 
effects of livestock grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV  would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under Alternative F. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management for energy development under Alternative F would increase protection of 
sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than 
removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current energy 
development management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. 
Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on sharp-tailed grouse 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would follow the same general approach as Alternative A; however, like 
Alternative B, only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted 
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in PHMA. In addition, in all occupied habitat, camping areas within 4 miles of active leks would 
be closed seasonally. These conservation measures would also benefit Columbia sharp-tailed 
grouse from the effects of general recreation described for sharp-tailed grouse under Alternative 
A. Closing camping areas within 4 miles of active GRSG leks could benefit sharp-tailed grouse 
leks in sagebrush closest to the sagebrush/mountain shrub or sagebrush/grassland interface or in 
areas with more grass. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative F would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under 
Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue, 
but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on sharp-
tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Proposed Plan 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Infrastructure under the Proposed Plan. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management of infrastructure under the Proposed Plan would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. 
Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. 
Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on sharp-
tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Fire and Fuels under the Proposed Plan. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.  
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Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of fire and fuels management actions under the Proposed Plan, when 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the 
cumulative effects described in Alternative B and D. They would not be substantial, would not 
change the existing population trend, and would not remove or fragment sagebrush habitat past a 
critical threshold in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Invasive Plants under the Proposed Plan. The effects 
would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), current invasive plant treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts 
of these activities on sharp-tailed grouse and sagebrush habitats would continue to be 
outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed 
grouse. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plant management 
on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Prioritizing vegetation rehabilitation projects designed to achieve the greatest improvement in 
GRSG abundance and distribution, including those that address conifer encroachment, in all 
GRSG habitats would also benefit the sharp-tailed grouse and its habitat. In addition, the 
Proposed Plan’s vegetation management tools, described in the GRSG discussions for Invasive 
Plants and Fire and Fuels, would help to reduce conifer encroachment in all GRSG habitats and 
to reduce the types of impacts of conifer encroachment on the sharp-tailed grouse and its habitat 
that were described under Alternative A. Impacts from treatments of the Proposed Plan would be 
the same as those for vegetation treatments under Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels under 
Alternative A. The Proposed Plan would address conifer encroachment more so than 
Alternatives A, B, and C and so is more protective of sharp-tailed grouse and its habitat than 
those alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ I, conifer encroachment projects having the potential to reduce 
juniper encroachment would be instituted as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment 
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management under Alternative A. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of 
conifer encroachment management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Livestock Grazing under the Proposed Plan. The 
effects would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would 
provide an added benefit to sharp-tailed grouse. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Energy Development under the Proposed Plan. The 
effects would generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV, some of the current management direction associated with 
energy development would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush. 
Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on sharp-tailed 
grouse in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed 
grouse or sagebrush habitats (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Refer to the GRSG effects discussion for Recreation under the Proposed Plan. The effects would 
generally be the same for the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse. 

Cumulative Effects 

The Proposed Plan would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting sharp-
tailed grouse rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV 
(refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current 

 230 



recreation management direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct 
and indirect effects of recreation management on sharp-tailed grouse in MZ would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on sharp-tailed grouse or sagebrush habitat. 

C. Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus canadensis; Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest) 

Distribution 

The Rocky Mountain elk’s range is all of Idaho, western and eastern Oregon and Washington, 
the northwestern tip of California and portions of Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, Colorado, 
Montana, and Manitoba. The distribution closely follows Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest 
lands year-round.  

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Elk are habitat generalists that primarily use coniferous forests interspersed with natural or man-
made openings (mountain meadows, grasslands, burns, and logged areas), but habitat varies 
between populations and areas. Basic habitat components are security, shelter (which it may use 
to maintain thermal equilibrium), and forage production. Moist sites are preferred in the summer. 
High open road densities reduce habitat effectiveness, and good winter range is critical. Rocky 
Mountain elk are migratory in some areas, moving between seasonal ranges, and it is 
nonmigratory in others. Sagebrush grasslands provide winter range forage.  

Population, Status, Abundance, and Trend 

This species is ranked as secure—at very low risk of extirpation, extinction, or elimination due to 
a very extensive range, abundant populations or occurrences, and little to no concern from 
declines or threats—both globally (G5) and in the state of Montana (S5; Montana Field Guide 
2013). 

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest MIS Monitoring 

Rocky Mountain elk are a Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest MIS for important commonly 
hunted species. Its population demographics are monitored by the Montana Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks Department. Figure 2 shows deer and elk hunting units overlapping the Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest.  
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Figure 2. State deer and elk hunting units and districts in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 
Forest 
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Figure 3 shows 2005 Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks State Elk Plan population objectives for 
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest hunting units and districts and annual estimates for each 
unit between 1992 and 2011. Deerlodge National Forest units are highlighted in yellow. As of 
the 2011 estimates, elk numbers for those hunting units encompassing Beaverhead-Deerlodge 
National Forest lands have reached 139 percent of the 2005 Montana Elk Plan total objectives 
for those units. 
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Figure 3. Southwest Montana elk population trends 1992 to 2011. Note that Sapphire and Rock Cr. 
EMU boundaries overlap hunting units on the Bitterroot and Lolo National Forests and that 1992 
Elk Plan estimates do not differentiate hunting unit estimates. 

Alternative A 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Existing LUP direction would apply under Alternative A. There would be no changes to the 
current National Forest System infrastructure, including to power lines, wind turbines, 
communications towers, fences, or roads. Permitted ROWs would continue to allow 
construction, maintenance, and operation activities that could result in habitat loss, 
fragmentation, or degradation of sagebrush winter range habitat or result in barriers to migration 
corridors. Construction and maintenance of infrastructure would continue to lead to higher short-
term concentrations of human noise and disturbance that could disrupt foraging or other 
behaviors or temporarily displace individuals. These activities could also lead to new infestations 
of noxious or invasive weeds and increase edge habitat. Though most projects would be forced to 
mitigate or minimize impacts, this alternative would likely have the greatest impact on sagebrush 
habitat used by Rocky Mountain elk as winter range and seasonal migration routes.  
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Cumulative Effects 

The baseline date for the cumulative impacts analysis for Rocky Mountain elk is 2012. The 
temporal scope of this analysis is a 20-year planning horizon; land use planning documents are 
generally evaluated on a 5-year cycle. The temporal boundary for cumulative effects analysis for 
Rocky Mountain elk is the WAFWA MZ IV (Snake River Plain) for GRSG. This is because all 
of the Idaho/Montana planning area, with the exception of a small portion of private lands in MZ 
II in the southeastern corner of Idaho, is in MZ IV, and it is large enough to encompass wider-
ranging species such as elk. 

Current infrastructure management would continue under Alternative A. ROW exclusion or 
avoidance areas would not be instituted the same as they would be in Alternatives B, C, D, E1, 
E2, or F. Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management, in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
may increase loss and fragmentation of sagebrush habitat and disturb elk in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue to manage wildfire and prescribed burns under current direction. 
This would have the fewest restrictions for fire and fuels management and a high potential for 
vegetation disturbance. Prescribed burns could be used in sagebrush habitat to control fuel 
loading. This action could benefit sagebrush habitat used by elk as winter range by creating grass 
forage, but it could also negatively impact elk through the short-term elimination of browse 
species. Policies would not prioritize protection or restoration of mature sagebrush habitat. 
Winter range could be removed or degraded because of the use of heavy equipment or hand 
tools. Another potential impact is the changes in movement patterns due to areas devoid of 
vegetation. 

In addition, suppression may initially raise the rates of juniper encroachment in some areas, 
eliminating forage for Rocky Mountain elk and culminating in heavy fuel loadings. This can 
contribute to larger-scale wildfires that eliminate browse species in adjacent areas.  

Cumulative Effects 

Current wildfire suppression operations and fuels management would continue under Alternative 
A. The limitation or prohibition of the use of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and the 
sagebrush protection emphasis during wildland fire operations would not be instituted as they 
would be under Alternatives B, C, D, E1, E2, and F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect 
effects, in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may 
increase the loss and fragmentation of sagebrush habitat from wildfire in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 
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Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue the management of invasive weeds under current direction. To 
reduce the likelihood of invasive weed spread and the extent of current infestations, mechanical, 
manual, chemical, and biological control would be used. Existing coordinated weed management 
areas would remain in effect, and firefighting vehicles would be washed before deployment. 
These policies would limit impacts from spread of weeds as effectively as possible under current 
resource constraints.  

The spread of weeds would continue to pose a substantial threat to the planning area by altering 
plant community structure and composition, productivity, nutrient cycling, and hydrology. This 
could fragment or degrade Rocky Mountain elk winter range. Weeds may cause declines in 
native plant populations, including sagebrush habitat, through competition or displacement. In 
cases where monocultures occur, weeds could eliminate vegetation that elk use for food. In 
addition, invasive plants can fragment sagebrush habitat or reduce habitat quality or create long-
term changes in ecosystem processes, such as fire cycles. 

Current treatments and vegetation management typically focus on vegetation composition and 
structure for fuels management, habitat management, and productivity manipulation. These are 
done to improve the habitat and forage conditions for ungulates and other grazers, using surface 
soil stabilization to increase productivity or removing invasive plants. Management of vegetation 
resources to protect GRSG would alter vegetative communities by promoting increases in 
sagebrush height, herbaceous cover, and vegetation productivity. Treatments designed to prevent 
encroachment of shrubs, nonnative species, or woody vegetation would alter the condition of 
native vegetation communities by changing the density, composition, and frequency of species in 
plant communities. The intent of these management programs is to improve rangeland condition 
and enhance sagebrush ecosystems. Vegetation treatments could negatively impact sagebrush 
habitat in the short term from vegetation removal, but it would result in long-term improvements. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
The short-term negative impacts of these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue 
to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Expansion of conifer woodlands, especially juniper, displaces the shrubs, grasses, and forbs that 
elk use as winter range forage through direct competition for resources. On the other hand, 
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conifers can provide additional thermal and security cover. Alternative A does not directly 
address conifer encroachment. However, habitat restoration and vegetation management policies 
described above under Invasive Plants and fuels treatments described under Fire and Fuels would 
likely also reduce juniper encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current conifer encroachment management would continue under Alternative A, and the 
measures addressing conifer encroachment would not be instituted as they would be in several of 
the action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in conjunction with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase the loss and 
fragmentation of sagebrush habitat from conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative, livestock grazing would continue to be managed under current direction. 
There would be no change in the locations, numbers, timing, or method of livestock grazing in 
these national forests. Depending on site-specific management, beneficial or adverse impacts of 
grazing on elk or their habitat would continue. Grazing practices can benefit sagebrush habitat by 
reducing fuel load, protecting intact sagebrush habitat, and increasing habitat extent and 
continuity. However, grazing at inappropriate intensity, season, or location may result in elk 
winter range deterioration. In addition, grazing can degrade meadow/wetland/spring/stream 
habitat.  

Under current direction, the Forest Service may use a number of mechanisms to reduce the 
potential for negative impacts from grazing. The only planning-level decision available is to 
decide where areas would be open and closed to livestock grazing. Future impacts would be 
eliminated in areas closed to grazing, but past impacts would likely persist for some time, and 
closing grazing may result in other harmful impacts. Other changes in management would occur 
at the implementation level during the permit renewal process, which occurs every ten years and 
for which subsequent NEPA analysis would be conducted. At the implementation level, changes 
in grazing practices or systems can be considered, which could reduce grazing intensity or 
change the season of use, for example. In addition, changes in grazing management in riparian 
and wet meadows can reduce impacts in these important habitats. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through 
existing grazing plans, with methods and guidelines from the existing plans followed to maintain 
ecological conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health. Therefore, Alternative A’s 
direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely neutral. When 
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combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, all mineral leasing and development and wind energy development would 
continue to be managed under current direction. As such, this alternative would cause the 
greatest number of direct and indirect impacts on Rocky Mountain elk and their habitat, as 
follows:  

• Loss, degradation, and fragmentation of winter range by roads, pipelines and power lines 
• Higher levels of noise 
• Increased presence of roads and humans 
• More anthropogenic structures in an otherwise open landscape, which could result in 

disturbance or displacement 

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative A would maintain the current acreage open to energy 
development. Current energy development activities would continue under Alternative A. Areas 
would not be closed to energy development as they would be under most of the action 
alternatives. Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of energy 
development, in conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
may increase loss and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat from energy development in MZ 
IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative there would be no changes to the current National Forest System Roads, 
transportation plan, or recreation management on these forests. Under current management, 
travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated roads. There would be 
minimal seasonal restrictions. In general, the more acres and miles of routes that are designated 
in an area, the greater the likelihood of disturbance to wildlife and fragmentation of habitat. In 
addition, less restrictive travel conditions usually mean higher concentrations of human use next 
to motorized routes. This can disrupt or temporarily displace wildlife. In addition, impacts from 
roads may include habitat loss from road construction, noise disturbance from vehicles, and 
direct mortality from collisions with vehicles. Roads may also present barriers to migration 
corridors or seasonal habitats. This alternative has the highest potential to impact elk due to the 
lack of restrictions on activities that cause these effects. Therefore, all direct and indirect effects 
on the species and its habitat would likely cause current trends to continue. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. Recreational disturbances 
to GRSG would not be limited, as they would be under the action alternatives. Under Alternative 
A, the direct and indirect effects from recreation management, in conjunction with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase loss and fragmentation of the 
sagebrush habitat and disturb elk in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft 
EIS, BLM 2013). 

Alternative B  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B places a 3 percent disturbance threshold on new ROWs or SUAs in PHMA. Under 
this alternative, all PHMA would be managed as exclusion areas and GHMA would be managed 
as avoidance areas for new ROW and SUA projects. Alternative A would require collocating 
new ROWs or SUAs with existing infrastructure. It would remove, bury, or modify existing 
power lines in PHMA. Although this activity or ongoing maintenance could disturb elk, the 
likelihood is small, because elk would use overlapping PHMA primarily during the winter. In 
PHMA, new facilities would be collocated with existing facilities, where possible. Existing roads 
or realignments would be used to access valid existing rights that are not yet developed. New 
roads would be constructed to the absolute minimum standard necessary if valid existing rights 
could not be accessed via existing roads. 

This alternative would maximize connectivity and minimize loss, fragmentation, degradation, 
and disturbance of sagebrush habitats. This would benefit species whose ranges overlap PHMA, 
such as Rocky Mountain elk, where there are power lines, communication towers, and roads. Elk 
using winter range outside PHMA would likely experience little change in direct or indirect 
effects. However, if this measure were to concentrate new infrastructure development in winter 
range outside PHMA, rather than just reducing it, the extent of impacts on elk using sagebrush 
winter range outside PHMA could increase under Alternative B, relative to Alternative A. 
Impacts for infrastructure would be similar to those described for Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with infrastructure management under Alternative B would 
increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or 
fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of 
the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would 
continue; however, protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG would be 
emphasized. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in 
sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush 
habitat. Suppression would be prioritized in GHMA only where fires threaten PHMA. 
Suppression-related juniper encroachment discussed in Alternative A could increase in some 
areas under Alternative B. This would eliminate forage for elk whose winter range overlaps with 
PHMA. It would eventually result in heavy fuel loadings that could contribute to larger wildfires 
that eliminate browse species in adjacent areas. 

Alternative B does not include any other specific management for wildland fire management in 
GHMA. Fuels treatments would be designed to protect sagebrush ecosystems by maintaining 
sagebrush cover, implementing fuel breaks, applying seasonal restrictions, protecting GRSG 
winter range, and requiring use of native seeds. Post-fuels treatments would be designed to 
ensure long-term persistence of seeded areas and native plants and to maintain 15 percent canopy 
cover. Fuels treatments would also monitor and control for invasive species, and fuels 
management BMPs would incorporate invasive plant prevention measures. These measures 
would benefit elk winter range overlapping PHMA by eliminating competition with or exclusion 
of forage species. Overall, these conservation measures would reduce the threat of wildfire to 
sagebrush, compared to Alternative A, although the general effects of fire suppression and fuels 
treatments would be similar to those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions under Alternative B, with respect to fire and fuels management, would 
increase protection of sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting elk rather than 
removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression operations would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during suppression 
activities and pre-suppression planning and staging for maximum protection of sagebrush 
habitat. Fuels treatment activities would focus on protecting sagebrush habitat, primarily in 
PHMA. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of fire on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, weed control efforts would continue to be managed under current direction 
(see Alternative A). However, vegetation management conservation measures would benefit 
weed control by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive plants and, in turn, 
benefiting elk by eliminating competition with or exclusion of forage species. The BLM and 
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Forest Service would require the use of native seeds and would design post-restoration 
management to ensure the long-term persistence of restoration and would take into consideration 
changes in climate when determining species for restoration. Invasive species would also be 
monitored and controlled after fuels treatments and at existing range improvements. Alternative 
B incorporates fewer invasive plant management measures in GHMA than in PHMA. However, 
many of the same habitat restoration and vegetation management actions would be applied, 
including prioritizing the use of native seeds. Together, these measures would reduce impacts on 
elk winter range overlapping PHMA from invasive plants, as described under Alternative A, 
although the effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
The short-term negative impacts of these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue 
to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would provide an added benefit to sagebrush 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on 
elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush 
habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment; nevertheless, 
the vegetation management conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and the 
fuels treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the negative impacts of 
conifer encroachment on Rocky Mountain elk winter range, as discussed under Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted, as 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on elk in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B would implement a number of beneficial management actions in PHMA to 
incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into livestock grazing 
management. These are as follows: 
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• Completing Land Health Assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Considering retiring vacant allotments 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implementing BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing, modifying, or marking fences 

Several management actions to reduce impacts from livestock grazing on GRSG GHMA would 
be incorporated, including the potential to modify grazing systems to meet seasonal GRSG 
habitat requirements and management to improve the conditions of riparian areas and wet 
meadows. Together these efforts would reduce the potential for negative grazing-related impacts 
on elk winter range overlapping PHMA, as described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would 
provide an added benefit to sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect 
effects of livestock grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this Alternative, PHMA would be closed to new fluid mineral leasing, nonenergy leasable 
mineral leasing, and mineral material sales, and it would be proposed for withdrawal from 
mineral entry. In addition, mandatory BMPs would be applied as conditions of approval on fluid 
mineral leases. Existing leases entirely in PHMA would require 4-mile NSO buffers around leks, 
limiting disturbances in sections to the 3 percent threshold, and application of numerous 
conservation measures to reduce impacts from mineral exploration and development.  

Alternative B does not include specific management for fluid, salable, locatable, and nonenergy 
leasable minerals in GHMA or wind energy in PHMA or GHMA. As a result, current trends 
would continue and impacts would be similar to those under Alternative A. Although Alternative 
B does not directly address wind energy or industrial solar development, its 3 percent threshold 
for anthropogenic disturbances (including highways, roads, geothermal wells, wind turbines, and 
associated facilities) would apply to energy development and would limit the extent of all types 
of energy development in PHMA. These measures would reduce the impacts of energy 
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development on Rocky Mountain elk winter range overlapping PHMA, as described under 
Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Energy development management under Alternative B would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. 
Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all 
PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct 
and indirect effects on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to 
existing/designated roads, so Alternative B conservation measures directed toward limiting 
motorized travel to designated roads, primitive roads, and trails and travel management would 
not be applicable. Under Alternative B, only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to 
GRSG would be permitted in PHMA, and there would be limited opportunities for road 
construction in PHMA, with minimum standards applied and no upgrading of current roads. 
Although general impacts would be the same as Alternative A, Alternative B is more restrictive. 
It would likely reduce loss and fragmentation of elk winter range overlapping PHMA by 
minimizing road construction or upgrades. This alternative could reduce human disturbance to 
elk in sagebrush winter range overlapping with PHMA if it were to include restrictions on 
snowmobile use in these areas. Otherwise, elk would not receive much benefit from restrictions 
on recreational SUAs meant to curb human disturbance in PHMA. If these measures were to 
apply to snowmobile use and ended up concentrating recreation and additional roads outside 
PHMA rather than just reducing it, the extent of impacts on elk winter range outside of PHMA 
could increase under Alternative B, relative to Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative B would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. 
Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing 
disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of recreation 
management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
elk or sagebrush habitat. 
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Alternative C  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would have the most protective measures for Rocky Mountain elk in terms of 
infrastructure. Alternative C would extend many of the Alternative B conservation measures to 
all occupied GRSG habitat, and all occupied GRSG habitat would be managed as an exclusion 
area for new ROW projects. As a result, Alternative C would encourage consolidation of 
sagebrush habitats, facilitate habitat conservation and management, and reduce the impacts of 
infrastructure on Rocky Mountain elk and winter range described under Alternatives A and B in 
a wider area than Alternative B. Unlike Alternative B, which would permit wind energy siting in 
PHMA provided a development disturbance threshold of 3 percent were not exceeded, 
Alternative C would not permit wind energy development in any occupied GRSG habitat. This 
measure would protect larger areas of sagebrush habitat from degradation and fragmentation and 
could prevent or reduce disturbance to or displacement of elk over a larger area than Alternative 
B. 

As with Alternative B, Alternative C would remove, bury, or modify existing power lines, but 
this would apply to all occupied GRSG habitat. This could degrade more elk winter range during 
implementation and maintenance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Infrastructure management under Alternative C would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ 
IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current 
infrastructure management would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting 
sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management would focus 
on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and 
indirect effects of infrastructure management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B, except that it is more protective of elk habitat. This is 
because prioritization of suppression would apply to all occupied GRSG habitat. It includes 
measures to manage vegetation for good or better ecological condition, and it focuses fuel breaks 
on areas of human habitation or significant disturbance. The negative impacts of fire suppression 
on conifer encroachment and fire suppression and fuels treatments on elk winter range discussed 
under Alternative A would be offset by prioritizing restoration treatments described below for 
invasive plants. The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be similar to 
those of Alternative A.  
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Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of fire and fuels management under Alternative C, when combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the cumulative effects 
described in Alternative B. The effects would not be substantial, would not change the 
population trend, and would not remove and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold 
in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would maintain the direction described under Alternative A, along with additional 
provisions that would limit invasive weed spread in all occupied GRSG habitat. Vegetation 
management would benefit weed control efforts by prioritizing restoration, including reducing 
invasive plants, in all occupied GRSG habitat. In all cases, local native plant ecotype seeds and 
seedlings would be used. These policies would reduce impacts from invasive plants on elk winter 
range overlapping occupied GRSG habitat, as described under Alternative A. They would have 
similar impacts associated with treatment but would include additional conservation measures 
specific to limiting the spread of invasive plants. In addition, grazing would be eliminated in all 
occupied GRSG habitat, thereby eliminating the potential for invasive plant spread by livestock 
in elk winter range overlapping GRSG occupied habitat. This would make Alternative C more 
protective of elk habitat than Alternatives A or B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plants treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term 
beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative C would provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment but the 
weed control policies described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments described 
above in Fire and Fuels would also likely reduce juniper encroachment. Therefore, the negative 
and beneficial effects of conifer encroachment in elk habitat, as described under Alternative A, 
would both be reduced. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments having the potential to reduce juniper encroachment would be 
instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. 
Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on 
elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush 
habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative C, grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, reducing the 
potential for both negative and positive grazing-related impacts on sagebrush habitat and elk 
winter range discussed under Alternative A, more so than any of the other alternatives. No new 
water developments or range improvements would be constructed in occupied habitat and only 
habitat treatments that benefit GRSG would be allowed; most habitat treatments would be 
expected to benefit Rocky Mountain elk as well. Retirement of grazing would be allowed and 
would be fast tracked.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, providing a net 
benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on elk in 
MZ IV, when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would 
not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would expand the protections under Alternative B to all occupied GRSG habitat 
and would prohibit new exploration permits for unleased fluid minerals. Like Alternative B, the 
conservation measures would reduce the general impacts of energy development on elk winter 
range, described under Alternatives A and B, but possibly to a larger degree than any of the other 
alternatives. This is because of the greater potential for overlap with elk winter range. Unlike 
Alternative B, Alternative C would prohibit wind energy development in occupied GRSG 
habitat. This measure would protect larger areas of sagebrush habitat from degradation and 
fragmentation and could prevent or reduce disturbance to or displacement of elk over a larger 
area. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, energy management would increase protection of all occupied habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative C, in 
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MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting existing sagebrush habitat by adding all occupied habitat to 
existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect 
effects of energy development on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially 
increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft 
EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B but applies to all occupied GRSG habitat as opposed to 
PHMA. Therefore, it could protect a larger amount of Rocky Mountain elk winter and migration 
habitat from the general recreation impacts described in Alternatives A and Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management actions under Alternative C would increase protection of all occupied 
GRSG habitat, thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under 
Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), 
some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Alternative D  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would be designated ROW avoidance areas, 
as opposed to ROW exclusion areas for PHMA under Alternative B or all occupied habitat under 
Alternative C. New authorizations would be collocated, when possible, in or next to disturbance 
footprints to avoid disturbing GRSG or its habitat. In PHMA, new authorizations for the 
following would not be allowed:  

• Transmission facilities greater than 50 kV 
• Wind and solar developments 
• Commercial geothermal, nuclear, gas or oil developments 
• Airports 
• Ancillary facilities associated with any of the aforementioned development 
• Paved or gravel roads or landfills 

In IHMA, wind and solar development would be restricted where adverse effects could not be 
mitigated; GHMA would be an avoidance area for wind or solar reauthorization. 
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New ROWs and SUAs allowed in PHMA and IMHA would not result in a net loss of GRSG 
habitat. New authorizations or facilities would be sited outside of the 1.86-mile lek avoidance 
buffer areas unless NEPA analysis suggested a greater or lesser required distance. New power 
and communications lines in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside of existing ROWs would be 
required to be buried; existing lines would be evaluated for burying, modifying, or relocating to 
at least 1.86 miles from occupied leks or winter habitat. These conservation measures would 
reduce the impacts on elk and their habitat from infrastructure relative to existing management 
under Alternative A. They may provide some additional reduction in impacts over Alternative B 
but would not be as protective of elk and its habitat as under Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects 

Infrastructure management under Alternative D would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative D, in 
MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the 
current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management 
activities would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, 
Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on elk in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA and IHMA, which together equal 
PHMA. Unlike Alternative B, it would also include the following conservation measures in 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to strategically reduce fire effects:  

• Planning and firefighter training in sagebrush management 
• Designing and implementing fuels treatments, with an emphasis on maintaining, 

protecting, and expanding GRSG habitats 
• Considering conifer encroachment as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit 

Overall, Alternative D would limit damage to sagebrush habitat areas from wildfire. Although it 
is similar to Alternatives B and C in prioritizing fire suppression, Alternative D would prioritize 
it in more GRSG habitat than Alternative B (only PHMA) and less than Alternative C (all 
occupied habitat). The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments would be similar 
to those described in Alternative A. Delineating conifer encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and 
GHMA GRSG habitats as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit could reduce the extent 
of suppression-related juniper encroachment discussed in Alternative B. This would protect elk 
forage and reduce fuel loadings that could contribute to larger-scale wildfires in adjacent 
sagebrush habitats.  
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Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of fire and fuels management under Alternative D, when combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the cumulative effects 
described in Alternative B. They would not be substantial, would not change the population 
trend, and would not remove or fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold in MZ IV 
(refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, the direction described under Alternative A would be maintained, making 
it the same in terms of impacts from invasive plants and associated treatments. Similar to those 
of Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures in this alternative would benefit 
weed control in the long term. It would do this by prioritizing restoration, including reducing 
invasive plants, and monitoring and controlling invasive species after construction and fuels 
treatments and at new range improvements. Unlike Alternative B, monitoring and controlling 
invasive species after fuels treatments and at new range improvements would apply to PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA, rather than only PHMA. These policies would reduce the impacts of 
invasive plants described under Alternative A on elk winter range overlapping these areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plants treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term 
beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative D would provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would prioritize vegetation rehabilitation projects designed to achieve the greatest 
improvement in GRSG abundance and distribution, including those that address conifer 
encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. Factors contributing to higher emphasis would 
include the likelihood of conifer encroachment into GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation 
management tools described above for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels would help to reduce 
encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA and to reduce the negative impacts of conifer 
encroachment on elk habitat, as described under Alternative A. Impacts from treatments 
associated with this alternative would be the same as those described for vegetation treatments 
under Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels under Alternative A. Alternative D would address 
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conifer encroachment more so than Alternatives A, B, or C and therefore is more protective of 
elk winter range overlapping GRSG IHMA than any of those alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ I, conifer encroachment projects having the potential to reduce 
juniper encroachment would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment 
management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of 
conifer encroachment management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Management under Alternative D would include the same conservation measures as Alternative 
B, but it expands many of those measures to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. It would also manage 
for vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure consistent with 
appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential. Both Alternatives D and 
F apply the same conservation measures as Alternative B. However, Alternative B largely 
applies only to PHMA, whereas Alternative D applies to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and 
Alternative F applies to all occupied habitat. Together, these efforts would reduce the potential 
for negative grazing-related impacts on elk winter range described under Alternative A, more so 
than Alternatives B or E but less than Alternative C. It would be similar to Alternative F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would 
provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of livestock 
grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would close most PHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and nonenergy minerals 
leasing and development. It would place additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions on 
existing and future fluid mineral leases in certain IHMA: leasing would be allowed subject to 
standard seasonal and daily stipulations in breeding and winter habitat. Well density would not 
be allowed to exceed 1/640 acres, and an NSO of 1.86 miles would be allowed around leks. In 
addition, IHMA would be closed to nonenergy minerals leasing. In GHMA, NSOs would be 
allowed for nonenergy minerals leasing or within 1.86 miles of PHMA and IHMA, or for future 
fluid mineral leasing within 1.86 miles of occupied leks. Otherwise, GHMA would be available 
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for fluid or nonenergy minerals leasing, subject to applicable seasonal and daily timing 
restrictions. Geophysical exploration would be allowed in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, subject 
to seasonal timing restrictions and other restrictions that may apply. These actions would reduce 
the impacts of mineral development on elk, discussed under Alternative A, to a level similar to 
that of Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative D directly addresses solar and wind energy development, 
which would not be allowed in PHMA. In IHMA, wind and solar energy development would be 
restricted where adverse effects could not be mitigated. Ancillary facilities, such as roads and 
electric lines, could be authorized, provided mitigation would prevent any net loss of GRSG 
habitat. GHMA would be considered avoidance for wind and solar development. These actions 
could reduce the negative impacts of energy development on elk and their winter range 
overlapping with IHMA, relative to Alternatives A and B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, some of the current management direction for energy 
development would continue, but additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush would be 
included. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on elk in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush 
habitats (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would apply the following conservation measures to reduce the potential negative 
impacts of recreation on GRSG in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA:  

• Special recreation permits would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis and recreation 
would be directed away from sensitive seasons and areas 

• Certain developed recreation sites and associated facilities would be designed or 
designated to direct recreation away from sensitive areas 

• Seasonal restrictions for authorized activities would be incorporated 

Under Alternative D, these measures would reduce the general impacts of recreation on elk in 
winter range overlapping PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, described under Alternatives A and B, 
more so than Alternatives A, B, or C because it includes additional measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative D would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting elk rather than 
removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current recreation management 
direction would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and 
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preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of 
recreation management on elk in MZ would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Alternative E1  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 is similar to Alternative B but is not as restrictive. Core habitat and IHMA would 
generally be identified as new ROW avoidance areas. In core habitat, new infrastructure ROWs 
or SUAs would be collocated with existing infrastructure. In IHMA, new infrastructure could be 
built if habitat protection criteria were met. General impacts on elk and elk habitat under 
Alternative E1 would be the same as those for Alternative A. Because Alternative E1 includes 
fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than Alternative B, the potential for some 
infrastructure-related impacts on elk may be higher. Alternative E1 would reduce the likelihood 
of impacts from infrastructure on elk, compared to existing management under Alternative A. 
However, it would not be as protective of sagebrush habitat as Alternative D, which would 
designate PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA as new ROW avoidance areas, or as Alternatives C or F, 
which would generally manage all occupied GRSG habitats as new ROW exclusion areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Infrastructure management under Alternative E1 would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative E1, in 
MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the 
current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management 
activities would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s 
direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on elk in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would focus resources to reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas, prioritizing fire 
suppression and maintaining fuel breaks in core habitat and IHMA. Fuels treatments would 
protect existing sagebrush ecosystems. Fire response times to core habitat and IHMA would be 
reduced to limit fire damage. This alternative is unique in that adaptive management would be 
used to account for acres of habitat lost to fire in core habitat and IHMA. Although these 
measures would reduce the threat of wildfire to sagebrush and reduce damage to elk winter range 
overlapping with core habitat, IHMA, and in some cases GHMA, suppression-related juniper 
encroachment discussed in Alternative A could increase in some areas under Alternative E1. 
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This would eliminate winter forage for elk and eventually would result in heavy fuel loadings, 
which could contribute to larger wildfires. However, this would be offset to a certain degree by 
restoration and vegetation management measures that prioritize the removal of conifers in core 
habitat and IHMA. 

The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments under Alternative E1 would be 
similar to those of Alternative A. Alternative E1 would be more protective in terms of elk winter 
range overlapping GRSG habitat, due to the combination of suppression prioritization and 
adaptive management measures; however, it would have similar short-term negative impacts on 
elk habitat as Alternatives B, C, and D from fuel break construction and maintenance. 

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative E1 would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative E1, 
in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire 
suppression operations would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of fire on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would maintain the policies described under Alternative A. It would include 
additional measures to protect core habitat and IHMA and GHMA, which would be managed to 
prevent invasion. Invasive plants threatening GRSG habitat would be eradicated and controlled 
in core habitat and IHMA, and invasive plants would be monitored for three years following a 
fire in these habitat areas. The measures under Alternative E1 would significantly reduce the 
impacts of invasive plants described under Alternative A on elk winter range overlapping core 
habitat, IHMA, and GHMA. It would be more protective in terms of controlling invasive plants 
in elk winter range in these areas. However, the short-term impacts on elk habitat associated with 
invasive plant treatments under Alternative A would be the same and could affect a larger area. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plant treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term 
beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative E1 would provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 
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Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects  

Alternative E1 would prioritize conifer removal in core habitat and IHMA using methods that 
would minimize disturbance to GRSG. Conifer encroachment projects would focus on areas with 
the highest restoration potential (low canopy cover, existing sagebrush understory, and next to 
GRSG populations) and would not be conducted in juniper stands older than 100 years. In 
addition, as described above for Invasive Plants, core habitat, IHMA, and GHMA would be 
actively managed to prevent invasion. Unlike Alternative D, Alternatives E1 and E2 contain a 
specific restoration measure addressing conifer encroachment. However, Alternative D addresses 
conifer encroachment as part of several restoration and fire suppression conservation measures 
and over a larger area. Although treatments associated with these measures have the potential to 
negatively impact sagebrush habitat in the short term (refer to vegetation treatments discussion 
for Invasive Plants in Alternative A), they would benefit elk winter range in the long term by 
reducing the negative impacts from conifer encroachment described in Conifer Encroachment 
under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted, as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E1’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 takes a very different approach to livestock grazing than the other alternatives. 
Management under Alternative E1 would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans in 
core habitat and IHMA. Rangeland health assessments and permit renewal assessments would be 
conducted in core habitat and IHMA; allotments in core habitat that have declining GRSG 
populations would be prioritized, followed by allotments in IHMA that contain breeding habitats 
with decreasing lek counts. If assessments determined that livestock grazing were limiting the 
achievement of desired habitat characteristics, grazing permits would be adjusted during the 
renewal process to include measures to achieve desired conditions. These measures would 
reduce the potential for elk winter range deterioration in areas where it overlaps GRSG core 
habitat and IHMA. Relative to Alternative B, Alternative E1 focuses less management on 
riparian areas, meadows, and other wetlands.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would 
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provide an added benefit to sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect 
effects of livestock grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would follow much of the current guidance on leasing and development of 
mineral resources (Alternative A) but would add measures to minimize impacts on GRSG that 
could also minimize impacts on elk winter range, as follows:  

• in core habitat and IHMA, exploration for oil and gas that used temporary roads would be 
permissible if site disturbance were minimized 

• In core habitat and IHMA, surface occupancy associated with oil and gas development 
would not be allowed, unless the surface development would not accelerate or cause 
GRSG populations to decline 

• Surface disturbance from roads associated with fluid mineral development would be 
limited to 3 percent in core habitat and 5 percent in IHMA of suitable habitat per an 
average of 640 acres 

• Wind energy development projects would comply with all infrastructure development 
BMPs and the 2012 USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines 

Impacts on elk from energy development would essentially continue as described in Alternative 
A, although their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. The effects of wind energy on 
elk, as described in Infrastructure and Energy Development under Alternative A, would be 
reduced as the result of compliance with USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines. 

Cumulative Effects 

Energy management under Alternative E1 would increase sagebrush habitat protection, thereby 
benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative E1, in MZ 
IV, some of the current energy development management direction would continue; however, 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat would be included. Therefore, Alternative 
E1’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on elk in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated 
roads, so Alternative E1 conservation measures directed toward limiting motorized travel to 
designated roads, primitive roads, and trails and travel management would not be applicable. 
Under Alternative E1, timing and seasonal restrictions would be applied to activities known to 
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disturb nesting GRSG. This approach would likely have little beneficial effect on Rocky 
Mountain elk relative to the other alternatives because elk generally use sagebrush habitats as 
part of their winter range. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative E1 would include timing and seasonal restrictions for 
the GRSG breeding season, which would be neutral to elk. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, 
some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely neutral. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Alternative E2  

Infrastructure 

For all ROWs and SUAs in PHMA, management stipulations and conditions would focus on 
mitigating direct disturbance to GRSG during construction. PHMA would be designated as an 
avoidance area for new ROWs and SUAs, which is less protective of GRSG habitat than 
Alternatives B, C, or F but similar to Alternatives D and E1.  

Similar to Alternatives B, C, and F, Alternative E2 would include a disturbance cap. However, it 
would apply a 5 percent as opposed to a 3 percent disturbance cap, and the areas that the caps 
would apply to and the types of disturbances that contribute toward the caps would differ.  

Similar to Alternative D, Alternative E2 directly addresses siting wind energy facilities, but 
Alternative E2 would be less restrictive than Alternative D. It would avoid rather than exclude 
siting wind energy developments in PHMA and would apply BMPs and industry, state, and 
federal stipulations where siting in PHMA could not be avoided.  

Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2 would not promote the undergrounding of utilities. 
Electrical transmission lines, and where feasible and consistent with federally required electrical 
separation standards, new linear transmission features would be sited in existing corridors, or at a 
minimum, in concert with existing linear features in GRSG habitat.  

The effects of infrastructure on elk and sagebrush habitat described under Alternative A would 
be reduced for elk using winter habitat overlapping GRSG PHMA. GRSG habitat outside PHMA 
would not be managed for to conserve the species, and no specific management actions are 
provided for this habitat. Therefore, current trends for elk would continue outside of PHMA. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Infrastructure management under Alternative E2 would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative E2, 
in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the 
current infrastructure management actions would continue, but with additional emphasis on 
protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Infrastructure management 
would focus on ROW avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct 
and indirect effects of infrastructure management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Fire and Fuels 

Alternative E2 would implement the following unique measures to address response to fire and 
reduce the general effects of fire on sagebrush habitat as discussed under Alternative A:  

• Create and implement a statewide fire agency agreement that would eliminate 
jurisdictional boundaries and allow for immediate response to natural fire in GRSG 
PHMA 

• Use prescriptive fire with caution in sagebrush habitat and only at higher elevations 
• Conduct effective research into controlling fire size and protecting remaining GRSG 

areas next to high-risk cheatgrass areas 
• Focus research on effective reclamation and restoration of landscapes altered by wildfire 
• Manage winter habitat to maintain maximum amount of sagebrush, especially tall 

sagebrush (80 percent), which would be available to GRSG above snow during a severe 
winter 

• Coordinate the needs and efforts related to GRSG with the State of Utah committee that 
was formed to develop a process to protect the health and welfare by reducing the size 
and frequency of catastrophic fires 

These measures would generally benefit sagebrush habitat and Rocky Mountain elk. However, 
the following measures, could negatively impact Rocky Mountain elk winter range, depending 
on the types of species used for fire retardant vegetation and specific prescriptions:  

• Allow the use of fire-retardant vegetation that would buffer areas of high quality GRSG 
habitat from catastrophic fire 

• Use prescribed fire in a manner designed prescriptively to benefit GRSG 
• Consider the use of prescriptive grazing to specifically reduce fire size and intensity on 

all types of landownership, where appropriate 
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Overall, the protective benefits of Alternative E2 on elk and sagebrush habitat would likely be 
most similar to that of Alternative B, but it would have similar short-term negative impacts on 
elk and sagebrush habitats as Alternative A for suppression and prescribed fire. 

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative E2 would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting their habitat. Under Alternative E2, 
in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire 
suppression would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. 
Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of fire on elk in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Invasive Plants 

Alternative E2 directs land managers to aggressively respond to new infestations to keep 
invasive species from spreading. Every effort would be made to identify and treat new 
infestations before they become larger problems. Additionally, containment of known 
infestations in or near sagebrush habitats would be a high priority for all land management. 
Vegetation management tools described above for Fire and Fuels and below for Livestock 
Grazing would help to reduce the general impacts of invasive plants on GRSG, as described 
under Alternative A. Alternative E2, like Alternative E1, would be more protective by 
controlling invasive plants in sagebrush habitat and reducing the impacts of invasive plants on 
sagebrush habitat than any of the other alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), current invasive plant treatments, would continue, and the short-term negative impacts of 
these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-term 
beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under 
Alternative E2 would provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation management conservation measure 
specific to conifer encroachment that would aggressively remove encroaching conifers and other 
plant species to expand GRSG habitat where possible. Treatments under Alternative E2 would 
generally benefit elk and sagebrush habitat in the long term by reducing the negative impacts of 
conifer encroachment as described in Conifer Encroachment under Alternative A; however, 
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thermal cover could be reduced, in some instances. In comparison, Alternative D would address 
conifer encroachment as part of several restoration and fire suppression measures and over a 
larger area. This would provide a greater benefit to elk and sagebrush habitat. Alternative E2 is 
most similar to Alternative E1, except it does not include a stipulation for prioritizing removal 
methods minimizing disturbance. This difference would have little bearing on elk using these 
habitats as winter range. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, conifer encroachment projects would be instituted as opposed 
to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative 
E2’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing 

Alternative E2 would continue to make GRSG PHMA and GHMA available for livestock 
grazing. Should site-specific concerns be raised about the effects of grazing on GRSG habitat, 
and such effects were documented over a sufficiently long time frame, corrective management 
actions would be addressed through the application of BMPs. Incompatible grazing strategies 
would be addressed through established rangeland management practices consistent with the 
maintenance or enhancement of habitat. GRSG requirements for seasonal habitat (leks, nesting 
and early brood rearing, late brood rearing, and winter) would be considered when managing 
sagebrush rangelands.  

Water developments would be designed to enhance mesic habitat for use by GRSG and to 
maintain adequate vegetation in wet meadows. In PHMA, GRSG stipulations would take 
precedence over stipulations for other species if conflicts were to occur, if otherwise allowable 
by law. New infestations of invasive exotic plants would be responded to aggressively to prevent 
spreading. Overall, measures associated with livestock grazing under Alternative E2 would 
reduce the potential for the negative effects of grazing on elk, as described under Alternative A, 
and would benefit elk and sagebrush habitat. The only exception would be if and where GRSG 
stipulations would conflict with any stipulations for elk. In general, Alternative E2 would be less 
protective of elk and sagebrush habitat than Alternatives B, C, D, or F.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would 
provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of 
livestock grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development  

Under Alternative E2, PHMA would be considered to be suitable for further coal leasing and 
coal mining. PHMA and GHMA that is not already withdrawn or proposed for withdrawal would 
be available for locatable mineral entry. PHMA would be open to mineral materials and oil and 
gas leasing and would be an avoidance area for wind energy development, although it would not 
be precluded. All of the aforementioned forms of energy development, as well as nonenergy 
leasable mineral lands, solid mineral exploration, and geophysical exploration activities, would 
be subject to the following:  

• Disturbance in PHMA would be avoided, if possible, or it would be minimized by 
locating development in habitat of the least importance, if avoidance in PHMA is not 
possible; project proponents would have to demonstrate why avoidance would not be 
possible 

• Cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of 
surface area 

• Barriers to migration, if applicable, would be avoided 

All existing fluid mineral uses are explicitly recognized by this alternative and would not be 
affected by its implementation. The GRSG conservation measures identified in the associated 
NEPA documents for each of these projects would continue to be implemented to protect GRSG 
and its habitat. Provisions of this alternative would not be added to the measures identified for 
each specific project. 

GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed to conserve the species, and no specific 
management actions are provided for this habitat. Similar to Alternative E1, impacts on elk and 
sagebrush habitat from energy development activities under Alternative E2 would essentially 
continue as described in Alternative A, although they would be somewhat reduced by the 
application of BMPs. 

Cumulative Effects 

Energy conservation management under Alternative E2 would increase protection of GRSG and 
sagebrush habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development 
management direction would continue, however additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat would be included. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on elk in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush 
habitats. 
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Recreation 

Alternative E2 conservation measures with the greatest potential to affect elk or their winter 
range are the following:  

• In PHMA, disturbance would be avoided, if possible, or minimized by locating 
development in habitat of the least importance to GRSG if avoidance is not possible; 
project proponents would have to demonstrate why avoidance would not be possible 

• Cumulative new permanent disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of 
surface area 

• Barriers to migration, if applicable, would be avoided 

Alternative E2 has the potential to be more protective of elk and elk winter range than any of the 
alternatives, provided developments do not end up being concentrated in important elk winter 
range. This is because measures to reduce impacts would apply to all recreation, as opposed to 
SUAs or camping only. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative E2 would reduce disturbance to GRSG, thereby 
benefiting elk. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management 
direction would continue; however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and 
preventing disturbance to GRSG would be included. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and 
indirect effects of recreation management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Alternative F  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Land uses and realty management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that 
under Alternative B. Refer to Alternative B. The effects on elk and elk winter range overlapping 
GRSG habitat would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of infrastructure management on Rocky Mountain 
elk and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects  

Fire and fuels management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. The impacts on elk and their winter range overlapping GRSG habitat would be the 
same. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of fire and fuels management on Rocky Mountain 
elk and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Invasive plants management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. Together, these measures would reduce impacts from invasive plants on sagebrush 
habitat, as described under Alternative A, but the effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of invasive plants management on Rocky 
Mountain elk and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternatives A and B, Alternative F does not directly address conifer encroachment and 
would maintain the invasive plant direction described under Alternative A. Although the types of 
impacts would be the same, the conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and 
the fuels treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of the 
impacts on elk winter range from conifer encroachment. Those measures generally would apply 
throughout occupied GRSG under Alternative F, whereas they would be limited to PHMA under 
Alternative B. Because of this, Alternative F could provide an additional reduction in the 
magnitude of impacts on elk winter range from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of conifer encroachment management on Rocky 
Mountain elk and sagebrush habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would include beneficial management actions similar to those of Alternative B 
except they would apply in all GRSG habitats, as follows: 

• Completing land health assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Considering retiring vacant allotments 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implementing BMPs for West Nile virus 
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• Removing, modifying, or marking fences 

Together these efforts would reduce the potential for negative impacts from grazing on elk and 
elk winter range described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative F would 
provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of livestock 
grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative F siting wind energy development would be prevented in PHMA, which 
would be closed to new fluid mineral leasing, nonenergy leasable mineral leasing, and mineral 
material sales. It would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry; no NSO would be 
stipulated for leased fluid minerals, and a 3 percent disturbance cap would be applied. Numerous 
conservation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts from mineral exploration and 
development in PHMA. As with Alternative B, Alternative F does not include specific 
management for locatable, salable, or nonenergy minerals in GHMA. Unlike Alternative B, 
Alternative F directly addresses wind energy and fluid minerals development outside of PHMA: 
wind energy would be sited at least 5 miles from active GRSG leks and at least 4 miles from the 
perimeter of GRSG winter habitat. Areas within 4 miles of active GRSG leks would be closed to 
new fluid minerals leasing. Alternative F, although similar to Alternative B, would reduce the 
impacts of energy development on elk and elk winter range, as described under Alternative A, 
more so than Alternative B. This is because it addresses siting of wind energy and fluid minerals 
leasing outside of PHMA more thoroughly than Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Energy management under Alternative F would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under 
Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to 
existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect 
effects of livestock grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

 263 



Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would follow the same general approach as Alternative A; however, as with 
Alternative B, only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted 
in PHMA. In addition, in all occupied habitat, camping areas within 4 miles of active leks would 
be closed seasonally. The general recreational effects of Alternative F on elk and their winter 
range would be the same to Alternatives A and B. Seasonal closures would have no impact on 
Rocky Mountain elk because elk use sagebrush habitat as winter range.  

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative F would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under Alternative F, in 
MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on elk in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Proposed Plan 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would be designated ROW avoidance 
areas. This is as opposed to ROW exclusion areas for PHMA under Alternative B or all occupied 
habitat under Alternative C. New authorizations would be collocated, when possible, in or next 
to existing disturbances to avoid disturbing GRSG or its habitat. In PHMA, a subset of PHMA, 
new authorizations for the following would not be allowed:  

• Transmission facilities greater than 50 kV 
• Wind and solar developments 
• Commercial geothermal, nuclear, gas or oil developments 
• Airports 
• Ancillary facilities associated with any of the aforementioned development, paved or 

gravel roads, or landfills 

In IHMA, wind and solar development would be restricted where adverse effects could not be 
mitigated; GHMA would be an avoidance area for wind or solar reauthorization. 

New ROWs and SUAs PHMA and IHMA would not result in a net loss of GRSG habitat. New 
authorizations or facilities would be sited outside of the 1.86-mile lek avoidance buffer areas 
unless NEPA analysis were to suggest a greater or lesser required distance. New power and 
communications lines in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside of existing ROWS would be 
required to be buried; existing lines would be evaluated for burying, modification, or relocation 
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to at least 1.86 miles from occupied leks or winter habitat. These conservation measures would 
reduce the impacts on elk and elk habitat from infrastructure relative to existing management 
under Alternative A. They may provide some additional reduction in impacts over Alternative B 
but would not be as protective of elk and their habitat as the measures proposed in Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects 

Infrastructure management under the Proposed Plan would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, thereby benefiting elk rather than removing or fragmenting its habitat. Under the 
Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), 
some of the current infrastructure management actions would continue; however, additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG would be 
included. Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in 
sagebrush habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure 
management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
elk or sagebrush habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA and IHMA, which together equal 
PHMA. Unlike Alternative B, it would also include the following conservation measures in 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to strategically reduce fire effects:  

• Planning and firefighter training in sagebrush management 
• Designing and implementing fuels treatments with an emphasis on maintaining, 

protecting, and expanding GRSG habitats 
• Considering conifer encroachment as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit 

Overall, the Proposed Plan would limit damage to sagebrush habitat areas from wildfire. 
Although it is similar to Alternatives B and C in prioritizing fire suppression, the Proposed Plan 
would prioritize it in more GRSG habitat than Alternative B (only PHMA) and less than 
Alternative C (all occupied habitat). The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments 
would be similar to those described in Alternative A. Delineating conifer encroachment areas in 
PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA GRSG habitats as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit 
could reduce the extent of suppression-related juniper encroachment discussed in Alternative B. 
This would protect elk forage and reduce fuel loadings that can contribute to larger wildfires in 
adjacent sagebrush habitats.  

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effect of fire and fuels management under the Proposed Plan, when combined 
with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, are similar to the cumulative 
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effects described in Alternative B. They would not be substantial, would not change the 
population trend, and would not remove and fragment sagebrush habitat past a critical threshold 
in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, the direction described under Alternative A would be maintained, 
making it the same in terms of impacts from invasive plants and associated treatments. Similar to 
that of Alternative B, vegetation management conservation in this alternative would benefit weed 
control in the long term by prioritizing restoration. It would reduce invasive plants and would 
monitor and control invasive species after construction, fuels treatments, and new range 
improvements. Unlike Alternative B, under the Proposed Plan, monitoring and controlling 
invasive species after fuels treatments and at new range improvements would apply to PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA, rather than only to PHMA. These policies would reduce the impacts of 
invasive plants described under Alternative A on elk winter range overlapping these areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), current invasive plants treatments would continue. The short-term negative impacts 
of these activities on elk and sagebrush habitats would continue to be outweighed by the long-
term beneficial impacts. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under the 
Proposed Plan would provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, implementing vegetation rehabilitation projects designed to achieve 
the greatest improvement in GRSG abundance and distribution, including those that address 
conifer encroachment, in PHMA, GHMA, and IHMA would be prioritized. Factors contributing 
to higher emphasis would include the likelihood of conifer encroachment into GRSG habitat. In 
addition, vegetation management tools described above for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels 
would help to reduce encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA and would reduce the 
negative impacts of conifer encroachment on elk habitat as described under Alternative A. 
Impacts from the Proposed Plan’s treatments would be the same as those described for 
vegetation treatments under Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels under Alternative A. The 
Proposed Plan would address conifer encroachment more so than Alternatives A, B, or C; 
therefore, it is more protective of elk winter range overlapping GRSG IHMA than any of those 
alternatives. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ I, conifer encroachment projects that could reduce juniper 
encroachment would be instituted as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management 
under Alternative A. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of conifer 
encroachment management on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on elk or sagebrush habitats. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Management under the Proposed Plan would include the same conservation measures as 
Alternative B but expands many of those measures to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. It would also 
manage for vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure consistent 
with appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential. Both the Proposed 
Plan and Alternative F apply the same conservation measures as Alternative B. Alternative B 
largely applies only to PHMA, the Proposed Plan applies to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and 
Alternative F applies to all occupied habitat. Together, these efforts would reduce the potential 
for negative grazing-related impacts on elk winter range under Alternative A, more so than 
Alternatives B or E but less than Alternative C. The Proposed Plan would be similar to 
Alternative F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would 
provide an added benefit to elk. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of livestock 
grazing on elk in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or 
sagebrush habitats. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would close most PHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and nonenergy 
minerals leasing and development. It would place additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions 
on existing and future fluid mineral leases in certain IHMA: leasing would be allowed, subject to 
standard seasonal and daily stipulations in breeding and winter habitat and well density would 
not be allowed to exceed 1/640 acres; NSO of 1.86 miles would be allowed around leks. In 
addition, IHMA would be closed to nonenergy minerals leasing. In GHMA, NSO would be 
allowed for nonenergy minerals leasing, or within 1.86 miles of PHMA or IHMA, or for future 
fluid mineral leasing with 1.86 miles of occupied leks. Otherwise, GHMA would be available for 
fluid or nonenergy minerals leasing subject to applicable seasonal and daily timing restrictions. 
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Geophysical exploration would be allowed in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, subject to seasonal 
timing restrictions and other restrictions that may apply. These actions would reduce the impacts 
of mineral development on elk discussed under Alternative A to a level similar to that of 
Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, the Proposed Plan directly addresses solar and wind energy development. 
It would not be allowed in PHMA. In IHMA, wind and solar energy development would be 
restricted where adverse effects could not be mitigated. Ancillary facilities, such as roads and 
electric lines, could be authorized provided mitigation prevents any net loss of GRSG habitat. 
GHMA would be considered avoidance areas for wind and solar development. These actions 
could reduce the negative impacts of energy development on elk and their winter range 
overlapping with IHMA relative to Alternatives A and B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV, some of the current management direction associated with 
energy development would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush. 
Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of energy development on elk in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush 
habitats (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would apply the following conservation measures to reduce the potential 
negative impacts of recreation on GRSG in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA: Special Recreation 
Permits would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. Certain developed recreation sites and 
associated facilities would be designed or designated to direct recreation away from sensitive 
areas, and seasonal restrictions for authorized activities would be incorporated. Under the 
Proposed Plan, these measures would reduce the general impacts of recreation on elk in winter 
range overlapping PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA that were described under Alternatives A and B 
more so than Alternatives A, B, and C because it includes additional measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

The Proposed Plan would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, thereby benefiting elk rather 
than removing or fragmenting habitat. Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), some of the current recreation 
management direction would continue; however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush 
habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG would be included. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s 
direct and indirect effects of recreation management on elk in MZ would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on elk or sagebrush habitat. 
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D. Riparian Bird Species Richness 

The Land and Resource Management Plan for the Curlew National Grassland (USDA Forest 
Service 2002, pp. 2-4, 2-5) uses general species richness of riparian breeding birds as a MIS for 
riparian habitats.  

Habitat Associations and Threats 

Riparian vegetation includes willow, cottonwood, and sedges. Threats to the Curlew National 
Grassland riparian vegetation primarily include fire and trespass grazing (i.e., grazing beyond 
forest plan standards).  

Curlew National Grassland MIS Monitoring 

Eight breeding bird survey transects have been established in the riparian areas of the Curlew 
National Grassland: Salyer, Meadowbrook, Rock Creek (3), Sheep Creek, North Canyon and 
Twin Springs. Fifty-two species of birds have been documented during the riparian breeding bird 
survey (Colt 2009). 

Alternative A 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Existing LUP direction would apply under Alternative A. There would be no changes to the 
current National Forest System infrastructure, which includes power lines, wind turbines, 
communications towers, fences, and roads. Although infrastructure would not be sited in riparian 
areas, existing and new power lines, wind turbines, communications towers, fences, and vehicles 
traveling on associated roads would continue to pose a collision hazard to migratory riparian 
birds or those that also use upland habitats. It can also provide potential perching and nesting 
habitat for avian predators. Though most projects would be forced to mitigate or minimize 
impacts, this alternative could have the greatest impact on riparian birds and their habitat.  

Cumulative Effects 

The baseline date for the cumulative impacts analysis for riparian birds is 2012. The temporal 
scope of this analysis is a 20-year planning horizon; land use planning documents are generally 
evaluated on a 5-year cycle. The temporal boundary for cumulative effects analysis for riparian 
birds is the WAFWA MZ IV (Snake River Plain) for GRSG because all of the Idaho/Montana 
planning area, with the exception of a small portion of privately held lands in MZ II in the 
southeastern corner of Idaho, is in MZ IV. 

Current infrastructure management would continue under Alternative A. ROW exclusion or 
avoidance areas would not be instituted, as they would be in Alternatives B, C, D, E1, E2, or F. 
Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase 
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impacts on riparian birds in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013). 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue to manage wildfire and prescribed burns under current direction, 
which would have the fewest restrictions on fire and fuels management actions and a high 
potential for vegetation disturbance, although land management plan standards to protect riparian 
habitats are normally implemented. Prescribed burns could be used in sagebrush habitat where 
they are needed to control fuel loading. Policies would not prioritize protection or restoration of 
mature sagebrush habitat. Increased human activity and noise associated with wildland fire 
suppression and prescribed fire could disrupt nesting, breeding, or foraging behavior of riparian 
birds, although aforementioned land management plan standards to protect riparian habitats 
would minimize these effects. The use of heavy equipment or hand tools could lead to invasion 
of exotic plants into riparian areas, resulting in degradation of riparian areas. Other potential 
impacts are injuring or killing eggs or chicks or changing species movement patterns or 
distribution of prey species due to areas devoid of vegetation. 

In addition, suppression may initially result in higher rates of juniper encroachment in some 
areas. In phase 1 of encroachment, fuel loadings remain consistent with the sagebrush 
understory. As juniper encroachment advances (phases 2 and 3) and the understory begins to 
thin, it causes the stands to become resistant to wildfire and further alter fire return intervals. 
During years of high fire danger, the resulting heavy fuel loadings in these stands can contribute 
to larger wildfires and can confound control efforts due to extreme fire behavior. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current wildfire suppression and fuels management would continue under Alternative A. The 
limitation or prohibition of the use of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and the sagebrush 
protection emphasis during wildland fire operations would not be instituted, as they would be in 
Alternatives B, C, D, E1, E2, and F. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase loss 
and fragmentation of the sagebrush habitat and adjacent riparian habitat from wildfire in MZ IV 
(refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative A would continue the management of invasive weeds under current direction. To 
reduce the likelihood of invasive weed spread and the extent of current infestations, mechanical, 
manual, chemical, and biological control are used. Existing coordinated weed management areas 
would remain in effect, and firefighting vehicles would be washed before being deployment. 
These policies would limit impacts from the spread of weeds as effectively as possible under 
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current resource constraints. Invasive plants (such as knapweeds, knotweeds, and thistles) 
degrade riparian habitats by competing with native plants. 

Management of vegetation resources to protect GRSG would alter vegetative communities by 
promoting increases in sagebrush height and herbaceous cover and vegetation productivity. With 
the exception of the riparian/sagebrush interface, treatments in sagebrush habitat designed to 
prevent encroachment of shrubs, nonnative species, or woody vegetation would have little 
impact on riparian vegetation. Within the riparian sagebrush interface, riparian birds would be 
subject to disturbance, and riparian vegetation could be subject to small amounts of herbicide 
drift. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue, 
and the short-term negative impacts of these activities on riparian habitats would continue to be 
outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. Therefore, Alternative A’s direct and indirect 
effects of invasive plants management on riparian habitat in MZ IV would be largely beneficial 
for riparian birds. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Expansion of conifer woodlands/juniper can negatively impact riparian areas. In areas of high 
juniper density, there is less precipitation to feed surface springs and streams because juniper 
plants intercept water and transpire it back into the atmosphere. As the carpet of native grasses 
converts to juniper, the soil hardens, creating bare ground and increasing runoff potential. Mature 
trees may offer perch sites for avian predators. Alternative A does not directly address conifer 
encroachment. However, habitat restoration and vegetation management policies described 
above under Invasive Plants and fuels treatments described under Fire and Fuels would likely 
also reduce juniper encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current conifer encroachment management would continue under Alternative A and the 
measures addressing conifer encroachment would not be instituted as they would be in several of 
the action alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects, in conjunction with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase degradation of the 
riparian habitat from conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of 
the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 
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Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative, livestock grazing would continue to be managed under current direction. 
There would be no change in the locations, numbers, timing, or method of livestock grazing in 
these national forests. Grazing practices can benefit riparian areas and birds by reducing fuel 
loads in adjacent sagebrush communities. However, grazing at inappropriate intensity, season, or 
location may alter or degrade riparian habitat. Cattle can trample or disturb individual birds or 
nests.  

Under current direction, the Forest Service may use a number of mechanisms to reduce the 
potential for negative impacts from grazing on GRSG, which could also benefit riparian areas 
and birds. The only planning-level decision available is to decide where areas would be open and 
closed to livestock grazing. Future impacts would be eliminated in areas closed to grazing, but 
past impacts would likely persist for some time, and closing grazing may result in other harmful 
impacts. Other changes in management would occur at the implementation level during the 
permit renewal process, which occurs every ten years and for which subsequent NEPA analysis 
would be conducted. At the implementation level, changes in grazing management in riparian 
and wet meadows could be considered, which could reduce the potential for negative impacts. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative A, in MZ IV, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through 
existing grazing plans, with methods and guidelines from the existing plans followed to maintain 
ecological conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health. Therefore, Alternative A’s 
direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing ON riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely 
neutral for riparian birds. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative A, all mineral leasing and development and wind energy development would 
continue to be managed under current direction. As such, this alternative would cause the 
greatest level of direct and indirect impacts on riparian birds. Although energy development 
infrastructure would not be sited in riparian areas, turbines and vehicles traveling on associated 
roads would continue to pose a collision hazard to migrating riparian birds or those in upland 
habitats.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management under Alternative A would maintain the current acreage open to energy 
development, and current energy development would continue. Areas would not be closed to 
energy development, as they would be under most of the action alternatives. Therefore, under 
Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of energy development, in conjunction with the past, 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase disturbance or mortality of 
riparian birds in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative there would be no changes to the current National Forest System roads, 
transportation plan, or recreation management. Under current management, travel on Forest 
Service-administered lands is limited to designated roads. There would be minimal seasonal 
restrictions. In general, the more acres and miles of routes that are designated in an area, the 
greater the likelihood of wildlife habitat fragmentation and disturbance. In addition, less 
restrictive travel conditions usually mean higher concentrations of human use next to motorized 
routes and in riparian areas. This can disrupt nesting activities and cause abandonment of young 
and temporary displacement. In addition, impacts from roads may include habitat loss from road 
construction, noise disturbance from vehicles, and direct mortality from collisions with vehicles. 
This alternative has the greatest potential to impact riparian birds and habitat due to the lack of 
restrictions on activities that cause these effects. Therefore, all direct and indirect effects on 
riparian birds and habitat would likely cause current trends to continue. 

Cumulative Effects 

Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. The limitation on 
recreation disturbances to GRSG would not be instituted, as they would be under the action 
alternatives. Under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects from recreation management, in 
conjunction with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, may increase the 
loss and fragmentation of the riparian habitat and disturb riparian birds in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013). 

Alternative B 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B places a 3 percent disturbance threshold on new ROWs and SUAs in PHMA. 
Under this alternative, all PHMA would be managed as exclusion areas and GHMA would be 
managed as avoidance areas for new ROW and SUA projects. It would require new ROWs or 
SUAs to be collocated with existing infrastructure. In PHMA, new facilities would be collocated 
with existing facilities, where possible. Existing roads or realignments would be used to access 
valid existing rights that are not yet developed.  New roads would be constructed to the absolute 
minimum standard necessary if valid existing rights could not be accessed via existing roads. 
This alternative would minimize infrastructure-related impacts on riparian birds in riparian areas 
overlapping PHMA. Collision hazards (power lines, communications towers, fences, and 
vehicles traveling on associated roads) for riparian birds that use upland habitats would be 
reduced, as would potential perching and nesting habitat for avian predators.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management activities would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in 
sagebrush habitat which would benefit riparian birds by preventing collisions and predator 
perches. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on 
riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush 
habitat and could, therefore, protect riparian habitat as well. Suppression would be prioritized in 
GHMA only where fires threaten PHMA. The effects of suppression-related juniper 
encroachment on riparian birds, as discussed under Conifer Encroachment in Alternative A, 
could increase in some areas under Alternative B. Alternative B does not include any other 
specific management for wildland fire management in GHMA. In addition, fuels treatments in 
PHMA would include monitoring and controlling invasive species; fuels management BMPs 
would incorporate invasive plant prevention measures. These measures would reduce the 
likelihood of invasion of exotic plants into riparian areas and the potential for degradation of 
riparian areas resulting from invasion.  

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions under Alternative B, with respect to fire and fuels management, would 
increase protection of sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting adjacent 
riparian habitat. Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the 
Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression operations would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during suppression activities and 
suppression planning and staging for maximum protection of sagebrush habitat. Fuels treatment 
would focus on protecting sagebrush habitat, primarily in PHMA. Therefore, Alternative B’s 
direct and indirect effects of fire on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative B, weed control would continue to be managed under current direction (see 
Alternative A). However, vegetation management conservation measures would benefit weed 
control in PHMA by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive plants and by 
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monitoring and controlling them after fuels treatments and at existing range improvements. 
Together, these measures would reduce impacts on riparian habitat overlapping PHMA from 
invasive plants, as described under Alternative A, although the effects of the treatments would be 
the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
The minor, short-term negative impacts of these activities on riparian birds in adjacent riparian 
habitat would continue to be outweighed by the long-term beneficial impacts. However, 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would provide an added 
benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of 
invasive plants management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment; however, the 
vegetation management conservation measures for PHMA described above in Invasive Plants 
would reduce the negative impacts of conifer encroachment, as described under Alternative A, 
on riparian habitat overlapping PHMA. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted, as 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on riparian birds 
in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or 
riparian habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative B would implement a number of beneficial management actions in PHMA to 
incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into livestock grazing 
management. Those that could affect riparian birds and riparian habitat are as follows: 

• Completing land health assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Considering retiring vacant allotments 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
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• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implementing BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing, modifying, or marking fences 

Several management actions to reduce impacts from livestock grazing on GRSG GHMA would 
be incorporated, including the potential to modify grazing systems to meet seasonal GRSG 
habitat requirements and management to improve the conditions of riparian areas and wet 
meadows. Together these efforts would reduce the potential for negative grazing-related impacts 
on riparian birds and riparian habitat overlapping PHMA, as described under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this Alternative, PHMA would be closed to new fluid mineral leasing, nonenergy leasable 
mineral leasing, and mineral material sales, and it would be proposed for withdrawal from 
mineral entry. In addition, mandatory BMPs would be applied as conditions of approval on fluid 
mineral leases. Existing leases entirely in PHMA would require 4-mile NSO buffers around leks, 
limited disturbances in sections to the 3 percent threshold, and numerous conservation measures 
to reduce impacts from mineral exploration and development in PHMA.  

Alternative B does not include specific management for fluid, salable, locatable, and nonenergy 
leasable minerals in GHMA or wind energy in PHMA or GHMA. As a result, current trends 
would continue, and impacts would be similar to those under Alternative A. Although 
Alternative B does not directly address wind energy development or industrial solar 
development, its 3 percent threshold for anthropogenic disturbances (including highways, roads, 
geothermal wells, wind turbines, and associated facilities) would apply to energy development 
and would limit the extent of all types of energy development in PHMA. These measures would 
reduce the impacts of energy development on riparian birds and their habitat, as discussed under 
Alternative A. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. It would do this 
by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal, thereby reducing the 
potential for predator perches and collisions with riparian birds. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct 
and indirect effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated 
roads; thus, Alternative B, which would limit motorized travel to designated roads, primitive 
roads, and trails and travel management, would not be applicable. Under Alternative B, only 
recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted in PHMA. There 
would be limited opportunities for road construction in PHMA, with minimum standards applied 
and no road upgrading. Restricting recreational SUAs in PHMA, as well as the travel restrictions 
under those SUAs, would have a minor beneficial effect on riparian habitat and birds by reducing 
the general recreational impacts, as discussed under Alternative A, to a small degree. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative B would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat and riparian birds. Under 
Alternative B, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue, 
with an additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG. Therefore, Alternative B’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on 
riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Alternative C  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Unlike Alternative B, which would permit wind energy siting in PHMA (provided a 
development disturbance threshold of 3 percent were not exceeded), Alternative C would not 
permit wind energy development siting in any occupied GRSG habitat. In addition, Alternative C 
would extend many of the Alternative B conservation measures to all occupied GRSG habitat; all 
occupied GRSG habitat would be managed as an exclusion area for new ROW projects. As a 
result, management under Alternative C would encourage consolidation of sagebrush habitats, 
facilitate habitat conservation and management, and reduce the impacts of infrastructure on 
riparian birds. This is as described under Alternatives A and B, but it would be in a wider area 

 277 



than Alternative B. Therefore, of the three alternatives discussed so far, it would be the most 
protective of riparian birds in terms of infrastructure.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. This would 
benefit riparian birds by preventing collisions and predator perches. Infrastructure management 
activities would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush habitat. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on riparian birds in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or 
riparian habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The conservation measures in Alternative C are similar to Alternative B, except that 
prioritization of suppression would apply to all occupied GRSG habitat. Therefore, more riparian 
habitat could be protected from wildfire, but the effects of suppression-related juniper 
encroachment on riparian birds, as discussed under Conifer Encroachment in Alternative A, 
could increase, relative to Alternative B, in some areas. Measures to manage vegetation for good 
or better ecology and to prioritize restoration treatments would reduce the likelihood of invasive 
plants into riparian areas, potentially degrading them. The general effects of fire suppression and 
fuels treatments would be similar to those of Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative C would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression operations 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during fire 
suppression. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of fire on riparian birds in MZ 
IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future, it actions would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or 
riparian habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would maintain the direction described under Alternative A, along with additional 
provisions that would limit invasive weed spread in all occupied GRSG habitat. Vegetation 
management would benefit weed control by prioritizing restoration, including reducing invasive 
plants, in all occupied GRSG habitat. These policies would reduce impacts from invasive plants 
on riparian habitat overlapping occupied GRSG habitat, as described under Alternative A. It 
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would have similar impacts associated with treatment but would include additional conservation 
measures specific to limiting the spread of invasive plants. In addition, grazing would be 
eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, also eliminating the potential for invasive plant spread 
by livestock into riparian habitat overlapping GRSG occupied habitat. This would make 
Alternative C more protective of riparian habitat than Alternatives A or B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative C would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment; 
however, the weed control policies described above in Invasive Plants and the fuels treatments 
described above in Fire and Fuels could reduce juniper encroachment in the long term.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments having the potential to reduce juniper encroachment would be 
instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. 
Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on 
riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative C, grazing would be eliminated in all occupied GRSG habitat, reducing the 
potential for both negative and positive grazing-related impacts on riparian birds and habitat, 
discussed under Alternative A, more so than any of the other alternatives. No new water 
developments or range improvements would be constructed in occupied habitat, which could 
benefit riparian habitat by preventing additional diversions from seeps or springs.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would be eliminated, which would provide an added benefit to adjacent 
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riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of livestock grazing on 
riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C would expand the protections under Alternative B to all occupied GRSG habitat 
and would prohibit new exploration permits for unleased fluid minerals. Unlike Alternative B, 
wind energy development would not be allowed in occupied GRSG habitat. As with Alternative 
B, the conservation measures would reduce the general impacts of energy development on 
riparian birds described under Alternatives A and B. However, the reduction could be to a larger 
degree than any of the other alternatives because of the greater potential for overlap of all 
occupied GRSG habitat with riparian habitat.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all 
occupied GRSG habitat to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. This would reduce 
the potential for predator perches and collisions with riparian birds. Therefore, Alternative C’s 
direct and indirect effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative C is similar to Alternative B but applies to all occupied GRSG habitat, as opposed to 
only PHMA. Therefore, it could protect a larger number of riparian birds and habitat from the 
general recreation impacts described in Alternatives A and B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative C would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat and riparian birds. Under Alternative C, in MZ IV, 
some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on riparian birds in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 
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Alternative D  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Many of the infrastructure-related conservation measures under Alternative D address siting and, 
as discussed under Alternative A, would have little bearing on riparian habitat or birds. However, 
Alternative D conservation measures to prohibit wind developments in PHMA, to restrict them 
in IHMA, and avoid them in GHMA could reduce collision hazards with migratory riparian birds 
or those that use upland habitats. As with Alternatives B and C, Alternative D would collocate 
new authorizations in or next to existing disturbances and would bury of power and 
communication lines. This could reduce the collision hazard of power lines, communications 
towers, and fences for riparian birds that use upland areas.  

Unlike Alternatives B and C, Alternative D would not require using existing roads or 
realignments to access valid ROWs or those that are not yet developed. It would not require that 
new roads be built to the absolute minimum standard necessary if valid ROWs could not be 
accessed via existing roads. Therefore, it would be less protective than Alternative B to reduce 
collision hazards between riparian birds that use upland habitats and vehicle operators traveling 
on roads associated with infrastructure. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing GRSG disturbance. 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush 
habitat, which would benefit riparian birds by preventing collisions and predator perches. 
Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on riparian 
birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA and IHMA. Unlike Alternative B, it 
would also include the following conservation measures in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to 
strategically reduce fire effects: planning and firefighter training; designing and implementing 
fuels treatments with an emphasis on maintaining, protecting, and expanding GRSG habitats; and 
considering conifer encroachment as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit.  

Although Alternative D is similar to Alternatives B and C in prioritizing fire suppression, it 
would prioritize it in more GRSG habitat than Alternative B (only PHMA) and less than 
Alternative C (all occupied habitat). Therefore, based on suppression alone, the potential for the 
negative effects of suppression-related juniper encroachment on riparian birds (see Conifer 
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Encroachment in Alternative A) would be less under Alternative D than under Alternatives B or 
C. However, delineating conifer encroachment areas in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA GRSG 
habitat as wildfire management areas would reduce the extent of juniper encroachment. This 
would protect a larger extent of riparian habitat than any of the other alternatives from the 
negative impacts of conifer/juniper encroachment; it would counteract at least some suppression-
related conifer encroachment.  

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative D would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression operations 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat. Therefore, the 
direct and indirect effects of fire on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, the direction described under Alternative A would be maintained, making 
it the same in terms of impacts from invasive plants and associated treatments. Similar to those 
of Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures in this alternative would benefit 
weed control in the long term by prioritizing restoration. It would reduce, monitor, and control 
invasive species after construction and fuels treatments and in new range improvements. Unlike 
Alternative B, monitoring and controlling invasive species after fuels treatments and in new 
range improvements would apply to PHMA, IMHA, and GHMA, rather than only to PHMA. 
These policies could reduce the general impacts of invasive plants described under Alternative A 
on riparian habitat overlapping these areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
However, the additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative C would 
provide a net added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative D, implementing vegetation rehabilitation designed to achieve the greatest 
improvement in GRSG abundance and distribution, including those that address conifer 
encroachment, in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, would be prioritized. Factors contributing to 
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higher emphasis would include the likelihood of conifer encroachment into GRSG habitat. In 
addition, the vegetation management tools described above for Invasive Plants and Fire and 
Fuels would help to reduce encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and to reduce the 
negative impacts of conifer encroachment on riparian habitat overlapping these areas, as 
discussed under Alternative A. Impacts from treatments associated with this alternative would be 
the same as those described for vegetation treatments for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels 
under Alternative A. Alternative D would address conifer encroachment more so than any of the 
other alternatives, so it is the most protective of riparian habitat overlapping GRSG habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, vegetation rehabilitation projects targeting conifer encroachment 
would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under 
Alternative A. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment 
management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Management under Alternative D would include the same conservation measures as Alternative 
B, but it would expand many of those measures to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. It would also 
manage for vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure, consistent 
with appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives relative to site potential. Both Alternatives D 
and F apply the same conservation measures as Alternative B, but Alternative B largely applies 
only to PHMA, whereas Alternative D applies to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and Alternative F 
applies to all occupied habitat. Together, these efforts would reduce the potential for negative 
grazing-related impacts on riparian birds and habitat described under Alternative A more so than 
Alternatives B, or E, but less than Alternative C. Alternative D would be similar to Alternative F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would close most PHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and nonenergy minerals 
leasing and development. It would place additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions on 
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existing and future fluid mineral leases in certain IHMA: leasing would be allowed, subject to 
standard seasonal and daily stipulations in breeding and winter habitat, and well density would 
not be allowed to exceed 1/640 acres; an NSO of 1.86 miles would be allowed around leks. In 
addition, IHMA would be closed to nonenergy minerals leasing. In GHMA, NSO would be 
allowed for nonenergy minerals leasing, or with 1.86 miles of PHMA and IHMA, or for future 
fluid mineral leasing within 1.86 miles of occupied leks. Otherwise, GHMA would be available 
for fluid or nonenergy minerals leasing, subject to applicable seasonal and daily timing 
restrictions.  

Geophysical exploration would be allowed in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, subject to seasonal 
timing restrictions and other restrictions that may apply. These actions would reduce the impacts 
of energy development on riparian birds, discussed under Alternative A, to a level similar to that 
of Alternative B.  

Unlike Alternative B, Alternative D directly addresses solar and wind energy development, 
which would not be allowed in PHMA. In IHMA, wind and solar energy development would be 
restricted where its adverse effects could not be mitigated. Ancillary facilities, such as roads and 
electric lines, could be authorized, provided mitigation prevents any net loss of GRSG habitat. 
GHMA would be considered avoidance areas for wind and solar development. Relative to 
Alternatives A and B, these actions could reduce the potential for collisions between turbines and 
riparian birds in habitat overlapping IHMA. But if these measures lead to the concentration of 
wind energy developments outside of IHMA, any net benefit to riparian birds could be 
eliminated. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat, reducing the 
potential for predator perches and collisions with riparian birds. Therefore, Alternative D’s direct 
and indirect effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with 
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative D would apply the following conservation measures to reduce the potential negative 
impacts of recreation on GRSG in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA:  

• Special Recreation Permits would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis and recreation 
would be directed away from sensitive areas and during sensitive seasons 

• Certain developed recreation sites and associated facilities would be designed or 
designated to direct recreation away from sensitive areas 

• Seasonal restrictions for authorized activities would be incorporated 
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Under Alternative D, these measures could reduce the general impacts of recreation on riparian 
birds and habitats overlapping PHMA, IHMA, and GHNA that were described under 
Alternatives A and B. This alternative might have more protective benefit for riparian birds and 
their habitat than Alternatives A, B or C because it addresses roughly the same extent of GRSG 
habitat as Alternative C but includes additional conservation measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative D would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat and riparian birds. Under Alternative D, in MZ IV, 
some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, 
Alternative D’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on riparian birds in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Alternative E1  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 is similar to Alternative B but is not as restrictive. Core habitat and IHMA would 
generally be identified as new ROW avoidance areas. Within core habitat, new infrastructure 
ROWs or SUAs would be collocated with existing infrastructure. In IHMA, new infrastructure 
could be built if GRSG habitat protection criteria are met. General impacts on riparian birds and 
riparian habitat under this alternative would be the same as those for Alternative A. Because 
Alternative E1 includes fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than Alternative B, 
the potential for some infrastructure-related impacts on riparian birds may be higher. Alternative 
E1 would reduce the likelihood of impacts from infrastructure compared to existing management 
under Alternative A; however, it would not be as protective of sagebrush habitat as Alternative 
D, which would designate PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA as new ROW avoidance areas, or 
Alternatives C or F, which would generally manage all occupied GRSG habitats as a new ROW 
exclusion areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush 
habitat, which would benefit riparian birds by preventing collisions and predator perches. 
Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on riparian 
birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
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reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would focus resources to reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas, prioritizing fire 
suppression and maintaining fuel breaks in core habitat and IHMA. Fuels treatments would 
protect existing sagebrush ecosystems. Fire response times to core habitat and IHMA would be 
reduced to limit fire damage. This alternative is unique in that adaptive management would be 
used to account for acres of habitat lost to fire in core habitat and IHMA. These measures would 
reduce the threat of wildfire to riparian habitat overlapping with core habitat, IHMA, and in 
some cases GHMA; however, suppression-related juniper encroachment discussed in Alternative 
A could increase in some areas under Alternative E1. This would be offset to a certain degree, 
however, by restoration and vegetation management measures that prioritize the removal of 
conifers in core habitat and IHMA. 

The general effects of fire suppression and fuels treatments under Alternative E1 would be 
similar to those of Alternative A. Alternative E1 would be the most beneficial in terms of 
protecting riparian areas overlapping GRSG habitat from wildfire, due to the combination of 
suppression prioritization and adaptive management measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative E1 would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat. Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during suppression. 
Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of fire on riparian birds in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would maintain the policies described for Alternative A. It would include 
additional measures to protect core habitat, IHMA, and GHMA, which would be managed to 
prevent invasion. Invasive plants threatening GRSG habitat eradicated in core habitat and IHMA, 
where invasive plants would be monitored for three years following a fire. The measures under 
Alternative E1 would significantly reduce the impacts of invasive plants, described under 
Alternative A, on riparian areas overlapping core habitat, IHMH, and GHMA. Alternative E1 
would be the most protective in terms of controlling invasive plants in riparian zones overlapping 
these areas. However, the short-term impacts on riparian habitat associated with invasive plant 
treatments (see Alternative A) would be the same and could affect a larger area. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue, 
but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat, which would add benefit to 
adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of invasive plants 
management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase 
impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects  

Alternative E1 would prioritize conifer removal in core habitat and IHMA using methods that 
would minimize disturbance to GRSG. Conifer encroachment projects would focus on areas with 
highest restoration potential (low canopy cover, existing sagebrush understory, and adjacent 
GRSG populations) and would not be conducted in juniper stands older than 100 years. In 
addition, as described above Invasive Plants, core habitat, IHMA, and GHMA would be 
managed to prevent invasion. Unlike Alternative D, Alternative E1 contains a specific restoration 
measure addressing conifer encroachment. However, Alternative D addresses conifer 
encroachment as part of several restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over 
a larger area. Although treatments associated with these measures could negatively impact 
riparian habitat in the short term (refer to vegetation treatments discussion for Invasive Plants in 
Alternative A), they would benefit riparian habitat in the long term by reducing the negative 
impacts from conifer encroachment, described in Conifer Encroachment under Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments having the potential to reduce juniper encroachment would be 
instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. 
Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on 
riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 takes a very different approach to livestock grazing than the other alternatives. 
Management under Alternative E1 would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans in 
core habitat and IHMA. Rangeland health assessments and permit renewal assessments would be 
conducted in core habitat and IHMA. Allotments in core habitat that have declining GRSG 
populations would be prioritized, followed by allotments in IHMA that contain breeding habitats 
with decreasing lek counts. If assessments were to determine that livestock grazing is limiting 
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the achievement of desired habitat characteristics, grazing permits would be adjusted during the 
renewal process to achieve desired conditions. These measures could reduce the potential for 
degradation in areas where riparian habitat overlaps GRSG core habitat and IHMA. Relative to 
Alternative B, Alternative E1 focuses less management on riparian areas, meadows, and other 
wetlands.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative E1 would follow much of the current guidance on leasing and developing mineral 
resources (Alternative A). But it would add measures to minimize impacts on GRSG that could 
also minimize impacts on riparian birds. In core habitat and IHMA, surface occupancy 
associated with oil and gas development would not be allowed, unless the surface development 
would not accelerate or cause declines in GRSG populations. Surface disturbance from roads 
associated with fluid mineral development would be limited to 3 percent of suitable habitat per 
an average of 640 acres in core habitat and 5 percent in IHMA. Wind energy project proponents 
would comply with all infrastructure development BMPs and the 2012 USFWS Wind Energy 
Guidelines. Under Alternative E1, exploration for oil and gas that uses temporary roads would be 
permissible if site disturbance were minimized; this could lead to vehicle collisions with riparian 
birds. Under Alternative E1, impacts on riparian birds and habitat from energy development 
would essentially continue as described in Alternative A. The effects of wind energy on riparian 
birds, as described in Infrastructure and Energy Development under Alternative A, would be 
reduced as the result on compliance with USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E1, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat, reducing the 
potential for negative impacts on riparian birds. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect 
effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
riparian birds or riparian habitat. 
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Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under current management, travel on Forest Service-administered lands is limited to designated 
roads; thus, Alternative E1 conservation measures directed toward limiting motorized travel to 
designated roads, primitive roads, and trails and travel management would not be applicable. 
Under Alternative E1, timing and seasonal restrictions would be applied to activities known to 
disturb nesting GRSG. These conservation measures would have no measurable impact, either 
positive or negative, on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Management actions associated with recreation management under Alternative E1 would largely 
be neutral to riparian habitat and riparian birds. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect 
effects of recreation management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely neutral. When 
combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Alternative E2  

Infrastructure 

Alternative E2 infrastructure conservation measures addressing the siting of ROWs and SUAs 
and wind energy developments would benefit riparian birds by reducing the potential for 
collision hazards and avian predators, as discussed under Alternative A. Under Alternative E2, 
PHMA would be designated as avoidance areas for new ROWs and SUAs. This would be less 
protective of riparian birds than Alternatives B, C, or F but would be similar to Alternatives D 
and E1. Similar to Alternative D, Alternative E2 directly addresses siting wind energy facilities; 
however, Alternative E2 would be less restrictive than Alternative D. It would avoid rather than 
exclude siting wind energy developments in PHMA and would apply BMPs and industry, state, 
and federal stipulations in cases where siting in PHMA could not be avoided.  

Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2 would not promote the undergrounding of utilities. 
Electrical transmission lines and, where feasible and consistent with federally required electrical 
separation standards, new linear transmission features would be sited in existing corridors, or at a 
minimum, in concert with existing linear features in GRSG habitat. Therefore, in this respect, 
Alternative E2 would not be as likely to prevent collisions with birds as Alternatives B, C, D, or 
F and would not be as protective. GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed for the 
conservation of the species, and no specific management actions are provided for this habitat. 
Therefore, current trends for riparian species would likely continue outside of PHMA.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would continue, but with 
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additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 
Infrastructure management would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in sagebrush 
habitat, which would benefit riparian birds by preventing collisions and predator perches. 
Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management on riparian 
birds in MZ would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or 
riparian habitat. 

Fire and Fuels 

Alternative E2 fire and fuels conservation measures with the potential to reduce the general 
effects of fire and fuels on riparian birds, as described under Alternative A, are the following:  

• Creating and implementing a statewide fire agency agreement that would eliminate 
jurisdictional boundaries and allow for immediate response to natural fire in PHMA 

• Focusing research efforts on effective reclamation and restoration of landscapes altered 
by wildfire 

• Promoting efforts to reduce the size and frequency of catastrophic fires 

Similar to Alternative B, Alternative E2 would consider the use of prescriptive grazing to 
specifically reduce fire size and intensity on all types of landownership. Overall, the protective 
benefits of Alternative E2 on riparian birds and habitat would likely be most similar to that of 
Alternative B, but Alternative E2 could also have similar negative impacts from the use of heavy 
equipment for suppression as those described under Alternative A: invasion of exotic plants into 
riparian areas that could degrade riparian areas, injure or kill eggs or chicks, or change species 
movement patterns or distribution of prey species due to areas devoid of vegetation. 

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under Alternative E2 would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat. Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression would 
continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during suppression. 
Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of fire on riparian birds in MZ IV would 
be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Invasive Plants 

Alternative E2 directs land managers to aggressively respond to new infestations to keep 
invasive species from spreading. Every effort would be made to identify and treat new 
infestations before they become larger problems. Additionally, containment of known 
infestations in or near sagebrush habitats would be a high priority for all land management. 
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Vegetation management tools described above for Fire and Fuels and below for Livestock 
Grazing would help to reduce the general impacts of invasive plants on riparian habitat, as 
described under Alternative A. Alternative E2, like Alternative E1, would be more protective 
during invasive plant control in riparian habitats next to sagebrush habitats than any of the other 
alternatives; however, the short-term negative impacts on riparian birds and habitat associated 
with invasive plant treatments, described under Alternative A, would be the same and could 
affect a larger area.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would continue. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and 
indirect effects of invasive plants management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment 

Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation management conservation measure 
specific to conifer encroachment that would aggressively remove encroaching conifers and other 
plant species to expand GRSG habitat, where possible. This would benefit riparian birds and 
riparian habitat by reducing the negative impacts from conifer encroachment described in 
Conifer Encroachment under Alternative A. In comparison, Alternative D would address conifer 
encroachment as part of several restoration and fire suppression conservation measures and over 
a larger area; this could provide a greater benefit to riparian birds and riparian habitat. In that, 
Alternative E2 is most similar to Alternative E1.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, vegetation management conservation measures for invasive 
plants and fuels treatments that could reduce juniper encroachment would be instituted, as 
opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management under Alternative A. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects of conifer encroachment management on riparian 
birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Livestock Grazing 

Alternative E2 would continue to make GRSG PHMA and GHMA available for livestock 
grazing. Should site-specific concerns be raised about the effect of grazing on GRSG habitat, and 
such effects were documented over a sufficiently long time frame, corrective management 
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actions would be addressed through BMPs. Incompatible grazing strategies would be addressed 
through established rangeland management practices, consistent with the maintenance or 
enhancement of habitat. GRSG seasonal habitat (leks, nesting and early brood rearing, late brood 
rearing, and winter) requirements would be considered when managing sagebrush rangelands. 
Water developments would be designed to enhance mesic habitat for use by GRSG and to 
maintain adequate vegetation in wet meadows. In PHMA, GRSG stipulations would take 
precedence over stipulations for other species if conflicts were to occur, if otherwise allowable 
by law. Livestock fences would be located away from leks, and the NRCS fence standards would 
be used to reduce bird strikes. New infestations of invasive exotic plants would be responded to 
aggressively to prevent spreading. Overall, measures associated with livestock grazing under 
Alternative E2 would benefit riparian birds and riparian habitat, but Alternative E2 would be less 
protective of riparian birds and riparian habitat than Alternatives B, C, D, or F.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development  

As previously discussed under Alternative A, energy development infrastructure would not be 
sited in or next to riparian areas; however, turbines and vehicles traveling on roads associated 
with energy development would pose a collision hazard to migrating riparian birds and those that 
also use upland habitats. Based on this rationale, the Alternative E2 conservation measure most 
pertinent to riparian birds would be the one designating PHMA as an avoidance area for wind 
energy development. Although wind energy development in PHMA would not be entirely 
precluded, it could prevent strikes with turbines in some areas and perhaps more than under 
current management.  

GRSG habitat outside PHMA would not be managed for the conservation of the species. No 
specific management actions are provided for this habitat. Similar to Alternative E1, impacts on 
riparian birds from energy development activities under Alternative E2 would essentially 
continue as described in Alternative A, although somewhat reduced by the application of BMPs.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative E2, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management would 
continue; however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat would be included, 
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reducing the potential for predator perches and collisions with riparian birds. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely 
beneficial. —when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it 
would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Recreation 

Alternative E2 would limit or reduce impacts from recreation by preventing new permanent 
disturbance, including structures, fences, and buildings, in occupied leks or within 1 mile of an 
occupied lek, unless it is not visible to the GRSG using the lek. It would limit disturbance 
outside of leks to no more than 10 db above the ambient (background) level at the edge of the lek 
during breeding season. Time-of-day (when the lek is active) and seasonal stipulations applying 
to specific habitats would be applied, based on site-specific conditions and in coordination with 
the local UDWR biologist. 

In PHMA (nesting and brood-rearing areas, winter habitat, other habitat), disturbance would be 
avoided or minimized by locating development in habitat of the least importance. If avoidance 
were not possible, project proponents would have to explain why. Cumulative new permanent 
disturbance would not be allowed to exceed 5 percent of surface area, and barriers to migration, 
if applicable, would be avoided. These conservation measures are all very specific to sagebrush 
or GRSG habitat and would have no measurable impact, either positive or negative, on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Energy development under Alternative E2 would largely be neutral to riparian birds. Therefore, 
Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely neutral. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Alternative F  

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Land uses and realty management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that 
under Alternative B. The effects on riparian birds and habitat would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of infrastructure management on riparian birds 
and riparian habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 
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Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects  

Fire and fuels management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. The impacts on riparian birds and habitat would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of fire and fuels management on riparian birds 
and riparian habitat in MZ IV would be the same 

Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Invasive plants management under Alternative F would essentially be the same as that under 
Alternative B. Together, these measures would reduce impacts from invasive plants on riparian 
birds, as described under Alternative A, but the effects of the treatments would be the same. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of invasive plants management on riparian birds 
and riparian habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Like Alternatives A and B, Alternative F does not directly address conifer encroachment and 
would maintain the invasive plant direction described under Alternative A. Although the types of 
impacts would be the same, the conservation measures described above in Invasive Plants and 
the fuels treatments described above in Fire and Fuels would likely reduce the magnitude of the 
impacts on riparian habitat associated with conifer encroachment, relative to Alternative A. 
Because those measures generally would apply throughout occupied GRSG under Alternative F, 
whereas they would be limited to PHMA under Alternative B, Alternative F could provide an 
additional reduction in the magnitude of impacts on riparian habitat from conifer encroachment. 

Cumulative Effects 

Refer to Alternative B. The cumulative effects of conifer encroachment management on riparian 
birds and riparian habitat in MZ IV would be the same. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would include beneficial management actions similar to those of Alternative B, 
except they would apply in all GRSG habitats. These are as follows: 

• Completing land health assessments 
• Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat 
• Considering retiring vacant allotments 
• Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows 
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• Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings 
• Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when 

beneficial to GRSG 
• Implementing BMPs for West Nile virus 
• Removing, modifying, or marking fences 

No new construction of water developments could benefit riparian habitat overlapping occupied 
GRSG habitat by preventing additional diversions from seeps or springs. Together these efforts 
would reduce the potential for negative impacts from grazing on GRSG described under 
Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, BLM 
2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under Alternative F would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Most of the Alternative F energy development conservation measures, with the exception of 
wind energy development, would likely have little bearing on riparian birds and habitat for the 
reasons discussed under Alternative A. Alternative F would prevent siting wind energy 
developments in PHMA. Outside of PHMA, wind energy would be sited at least 5 miles from 
active GRSG leks and at least four miles from the perimeter of GRSG winter habitat. These 
measures would reduce the potential for collisions between wind turbines and migrating riparian 
birds or those that also use upland habitats. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management direction 
would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat by adding all 
PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. This would reduce the potential for 
predator perches and collisions with riparian birds. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect 
effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on 
riparian birds or riparian habitat. 
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Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative F would follow the same general approach as Alternative A; however, as with 
Alternative B, only recreational SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted 
in PHMA. In addition, in all occupied habitat, camping areas within 4 miles of active leks would 
be closed seasonally. The general recreational effects of Alternative F would be the same as 
those for Alternatives A and B, although riparian birds and habitats overlapping seasonal closure 
areas may derive a small added benefit. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under Alternative F would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
primarily in PHMA, thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat and riparian birds. Under 
Alternative F, in MZ IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue, 
but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to 
GRSG. Therefore, Alternative F’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on 
riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. —when combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Proposed Plan 

Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Many of the infrastructure-related conservation measures under the Proposed Plan address siting 
and, as discussed under Alternative A, would have little bearing on riparian habitat or birds. 
However, the Proposed Plan conservation measures that prohibit wind developments in PHMA, 
restrict them in IHMA, and avoid them in GHMA could reduce collision hazards with migratory 
riparian birds or those that use upland habitats. As with Alternatives B and C, collocating new 
authorizations in or next to existing disturbances and burying power and communication lines 
could reduce the collision hazards for riparian birds that use upland areas.  

Unlike Alternatives B and C, the Proposed Plan has no provisions to use existing roads or 
realignments to access valid ROWs that are not yet developed or to construct new roads to the 
absolute minimum standard necessary if valid ROWs could not be accessed via existing roads. 
Therefore, it would be less protective than Alternative B in terms of its potential to reduce 
collision hazards between riparian birds that use upland habitats and vehicles traveling on roads 
associated with infrastructure. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), some of the current infrastructure management operations would continue, but with 
additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. 

 296 



Infrastructure management activities would focus on ROW exclusion or avoidance areas in 
sagebrush habitat, which would benefit riparian birds by preventing collisions and predator 
perches. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of infrastructure management 
on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian 
birds or riparian habitat. 

Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would prioritize fire suppression in PHMA and IHMA. Unlike Alternative B, 
it would also include the following conservation measures in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to 
strategically reduce fire effects:  

• Planning and firefighter training in sagebrush management 
• Designing and implementing fuels treatments with an emphasis on maintaining, 

protecting, and expanding GRSG habitats 
• Considering conifer encroachment as areas to manage wildfire for resource benefit 

Although the Proposed Plan is similar to Alternatives B and C in prioritizing fire suppression, it 
would prioritize it in more GRSG habitat than Alternative B (only PHMA) and less than 
Alternative C (all occupied habitat). Therefore, based on suppression alone, the potential for the 
negative effects of suppression-related juniper encroachment on riparian birds (see Conifer 
Encroachment in Alternative A) would be less under the Proposed Plan than under Alternatives 
B or C. However, delineating conifer encroachment areas in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA as areas 
to manage wildfire for resource benefit would reduce the extent of juniper encroachment. This 
would protect a larger extent of riparian habitat than any of the other alternatives from the 
negative impacts of conifer/juniper encroachment and would counteract at least some 
suppression-related conifer encroachment.  

Cumulative Effects 

Fire and fuels management under the Proposed Plan would increase protection of sagebrush 
habitat, thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat. Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to 
the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, BLM 2013), current wildfire suppression 
operations would continue, but with additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat during 
suppression. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of fire on riparian birds in 
MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or 
riparian habitat. 
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Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, the direction described under Alternative A would be maintained, 
making it the same in terms of impacts from invasive plants and associated treatments. Similar to 
those of Alternative B, vegetation management conservation measures in the Proposed Plan 
would benefit weed control in the long term by prioritizing restoration. This includes reducing 
invasive plants and monitoring and controlling invasive species after construction and fuels 
treatments and in new range improvements. Unlike Alternative B, monitoring and controlling 
invasive species after fuels treatments and at new range improvements would apply to PHMA, 
IHMA, and GHMA, rather than only PHMA. These policies could reduce the general impacts of 
invasive plants described under Alternative A on riparian habitat overlapping these areas. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effects section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants would 
continue. However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat, under Alternative C 
would provide a net added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s 
direct and indirect effects of invasive plants management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would prioritize implementing vegetation rehabilitation projects designed to 
achieve the greatest improvement in GRSG abundance and distribution, including those that 
address conifer encroachment, in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. Factors contributing to higher 
emphasis would include the likelihood of conifer encroachment into GRSG habitat. In addition, 
vegetation management tools described above for Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels would help 
to reduce encroachment in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. This would reduce the negative impacts 
of conifer encroachment on riparian habitat overlapping these areas, as discussed under 
Alternative A. Impacts from treatments associated with this alternative would be the same as 
those described for vegetation treatments under Invasive Plants and Fire and Fuels for 
Alternative A. The Proposed Plan would address conifer encroachment more so than any of the 
other alternatives and, therefore, is most protective of riparian habitat overlapping GRSG habitat 
of any alternatives. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV, vegetation rehabilitation projects targeting conifer 
encroachment would be instituted, as opposed to no specific conifer encroachment management 
under Alternative A. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of conifer 
encroachment management on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. When 
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combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects 

Management under the Proposed Plan would include the same conservation measures as 
Alternative B, but it would expand many of those measures to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. It 
would also manage for vegetation composition (including riparian and lentic areas) and structure 
consistent with appropriate GRSG seasonal habitat objectives. Both Alternatives D and F apply 
the same conservation measures as Alternative B; however, Alternative B largely applies only to 
PHMA, whereas the Proposed Plan applies to PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, and Alternative F 
applies to all occupied habitat. Together, these efforts would reduce the potential for negative 
grazing-related impacts on riparian birds and habitat described under Alternative A, more so than 
Alternatives B or E but less than Alternative C. The Proposed Plan would be similar to 
Alternative F. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV (refer to the Cumulative Effect section of the Draft EIS, 
BLM 2013), livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans. 
However, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would 
provide an added benefit to adjacent riparian habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and 
indirect effects of livestock grazing on riparian birds in MZ IV would be largely beneficial. 
When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it would not 
substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would close most PHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and nonenergy 
minerals leasing and development. It would place additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions 
on existing and future fluid mineral leases in certain IHMA: leasing would be allowed subject to 
standard seasonal and daily stipulations in breeding and winter habitat, and well density would 
not be allowed to exceed 1/640 acres; NSO of 1.86 miles would be allowed around leks. In 
addition, IHMA would be closed to nonenergy minerals leasing. In GHMA, NSO would be 
allowed for nonenergy minerals leasing, or within 1.86 miles of PHMA and IHMA or for future 
fluid mineral leasing within 1.86 miles of occupied leks. Otherwise, GHMA would be available 
for fluid or nonenergy minerals leasing subject to applicable seasonal and daily timing 
restrictions. Geophysical exploration would be allowed in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, subject 
to seasonal timing restrictions and other restrictions that may apply. These actions would reduce 
the impacts of energy development on riparian birds discussed under Alternative A to a level 
similar to that of Alternative B.  
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Unlike Alternative B, the Proposed Plan directly addresses solar and wind energy development, 
which would not be allowed in PHMA. In IHMA, wind and solar energy development would be 
restricted where adverse effects could not be mitigated. Ancillary facilities, such as roads and 
electric lines, could be authorized, provided mitigation prevents any net loss of GRSG habitat. 
GHMA would be considered avoidance for wind and solar development. Relative to Alternatives 
A and B, these actions could reduce the potential for collisions between turbines and riparian 
birds in habitat overlapping IHMA. But if these measures were to concentrate wind energy 
developments outside of IHMA, any net benefit to riparian birds could be eliminated. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ IV, some of the current energy development management 
direction would continue; however, additional emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat would 
be included, reducing the potential for predator perches and collisions with riparian birds. 
Therefore, the Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects on riparian birds in MZ IV would be 
largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat. 

Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects 

The Proposed Plan would apply the following conservation measures to reduce the potential 
negative impacts of recreation on GRSG in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA:  

• Special Recreation Permits would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis and recreation 
would be directed away during sensitive seasons or in sensitive areas 

• Certain developed recreation sites and associated facilities would be designed or 
designated to direct recreation away from sensitive areas 

• Seasonal restrictions for authorized activities would be incorporated 

Under the Proposed Plan, these measures could reduce the general impacts of recreation on 
riparian birds and habitats overlapping PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, described under Alternatives 
A and B. The Proposed Plan might have an extra protective benefit to riparian birds and their 
habitat over Alternatives A, B, or C because it addresses roughly the same extent of GRSG 
habitat as Alternative C but includes additional conservation measures. 

Cumulative Effects 

Recreation management under the Proposed Plan would increase protection of sagebrush habitat, 
thereby benefiting adjacent riparian habitat and riparian birds. Under the Proposed Plan, in MZ 
IV, some of the current recreation management direction would continue, but with additional 
emphasis on protecting sagebrush habitat and preventing disturbance to GRSG. Therefore, the 
Proposed Plan’s direct and indirect effects of recreation management on riparian birds in MZ IV 
would be largely beneficial. When combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it would not substantially increase impacts on riparian birds or riparian habitat.
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EE. Comparison between Proposed Plan and Co-Preferred Alternatives 
 

Resource and Habitat Identifier 
Alternative D1 

(DEIS Co-Preferred 
Alternative) 

Alternative E1 
(DEIS Co-Preferred 

Alternative) 
Proposed Plan1 

Lands and 
Realty Alt. D Alt.  E Proposed 

Plan    

Major ROWs PPMA CHZ PHMA Exclusion Avoidance Avoidance 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Avoidance Avoidance Avoid Screening Process 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Avoidance Open Open (Avoidance 

Montana) 
Minor ROWs PPMA CHZ PHMA Avoidance Avoidance (Avoidance or Exclusion 

as described in the NO Action 
Montana) 

Avoidance  

 PMMA IHZ IHMA Avoidance Avoidance (Avoidance or Exclusion 
as described in the NO Action 

Montana) 

Avoidance  

 PGMA GHZ GHMA Avoidance Open  (Avoidance or Exclusion as 
described in the NO Action 

Montana) 

Open 

Utility Corridors 
(existing) 

PPMA CHZ PHMA Open Open Open 

 PMMA IHZ IHMA Open Open Open 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open 
Utility Corridors 

(New) 
PPMA CHZ PHMA NA NA Existing Open 

 PMMA IHZ IHMA NA NA Existing Open 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA NA NA Existing Open 

Land Tenure PPMA CHZ PHMA Retention NA  Retention 
  PMMA IHZ IHMA Retention NA Retention 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Retention NA Exchange Only 
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 EE-2  

Resource and Habitat Identifier 
Alternative D1 

(DEIS Co-Preferred 
Alternative) 

Alternative E1 
(DEIS Co-Preferred 

Alternative) 
Proposed Plan1 

Solar PPMA CHZ PHMA Exclusion Avoidance Exclusion  
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open – Idaho 

Avoidance - Montana 
Wind PPMA CHZ PHMA Exclusion Avoidance Exclusion 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open – Idaho 

Avoidance - Montana 
Minerals       

Fluid Minerals       
Oil and Gas N/A N/A SFA N/A N/A NSO no exception 

 PPMA CHZ PHMA Open Open NSO 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Open Open NSO 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open 

Geothermal N/A N/A SFA N/A N/A NSO no exceptions 
 PPMA CHZ PHMA Open Open NSO 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Open Open NSO 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open 

Locatable N/A N/A SFA N/A N/A Proposed Withdrawal 
 PPMA CHZ PHMA Open Open Open 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Open Open Open 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open 

Saleable  PPMA CHZ PHMA Closed to new Open Closed 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Closed to new Open Open 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open 

Non-energy PPMA CHZ PHMA Closed Open Closed 
 PMMA IHZ IHMA Closed Open Open 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Open Open Open 
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Resource and Habitat Identifier 
Alternative D1 

(DEIS Co-Preferred 
Alternative) 

Alternative E1 
(DEIS Co-Preferred 

Alternative) 
Proposed Plan1 

Livestock 
Grazing 

N/A N/A SFA N/A N/A Prioritized permit renewal 

 PPMA CHZ PHMA Available Available Available 

 PMMA IHZ IHMA Available Available Available 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Available Available Available 
Travel and 
Transportation 

PPMA CHZ PHMA Limited Limited Limited 

 PMMA IHZ IHMA Limited  Limited Limited 
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Limited Limited Limited 
Wild Horse and 
Burro 

PPMA CHZ PHMA Available N/A Prioritized permit renewal 

 PMMA IHZ IHMA Available N/A Available  
 PGMA GHZ GHMA Available N/A Available 
1 Montana designates PHMA and GHMA under Alternatives D, E, and the Proposed Plan 
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	Status
	Meadow milkvetch is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered imperiled globally (G2) and in Idaho (S2).
	Distribution
	Meadow milkvetch is endemic to central Idaho and northern Utah, with one historic report from the Green River Basin in western Wyoming. In Idaho, meadow milkvetch is distributed primarily in Custer and Lemhi Counties, in the valleys of the Big Lost, L...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Meadow milkvetch is a perennial herb in the pea family. It occurs in sagebrush valleys or closed drainage basins in moist, often alkaline meadows and swales at elevations of 4,400 to 6,620 feet. Threats to meadow milkvetch are livestock grazing and lo...
	Astragalus jejunus var. jejunus (Starveling milkvetch)
	Status
	Starveling milkvetch is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and imperiled in Idaho (S3).
	Distribution
	Starveling milkvetch is documented from Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming.
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Starveling milkvetch is a perennial herb that occurs in sagebrush and pinyon-juniper on dry, barren ridges, summits, bluffs, hilltops, and river terraces on tuff, shale, sandstone, cobble or clays at elevations of 5,700 to 7,310 feet. Starvelig milkve...
	Astragalus scaphoides (Bitterroot milkvetch)
	Status
	Bitterroot milkvetch is an R1 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally (G3) and in Montana (S3).
	Distribution
	The distribution of Bitterroot milkvetch is limited to Lemhi County, Idaho, and Beaverhead Counties, Montana. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Bitterroot milkvetch is documented from the Dillon Ranger District.
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	A member of the pea family, Bitterroot milkvetch is a stout perennial herb that typically flowers in late May and early June. The species occurs in grassland, generally with a dense cover of sagebrush, on silty soils with a moderate to high content of...
	Balsamorhiza macrophylla (large-leaved balsamroot)
	Status
	Large-leaved balsamroot is an R1 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable to secure globally (G3G5) and vulnerable to apparently secure in Montana (S3S4).
	Distribution
	Large-leaved balsamroot is documented from Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species is known from the Madison Ranger District in the Centennials, Gallitin, and Madison Ranges.
	Habitat Associations and Natural History
	Large-leaved balsamroot is a perennial herb that flowers from late June to early July. The species occurs in sagebrush and grasslands in the montane zone, most often on open, east-facing slopes of 8 to 15 percent, with loamy soils in a sagebrush-forb ...
	Boechera fecunda (Sapphire rockcress)
	Status
	Sapphire rockcress is an R1 sensitive species that is considered imperiled globally (G2) and in Montana (S2).
	Distribution
	Sapphire rockcress is endemic to Montana. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, the species is documented from the Dillon, Wise River, Jefferson, and Butte Ranger Districts.
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Sapphire rockcress is a perennial forb in the mustard family. The species occurs on moderate to steep slopes that exhibit natural erosion, warm aspects, and sparse vegetation. In Beaverhead and Silver Bow Counties, Sapphire rockcress grows in mountain...
	Botrychium crenulatum (dainty moonwort)
	Status
	Dainty moonwort is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered globally vulnerable (G3), vulnerable in Montana (S3), and critically imperiled in Idaho (S1),
	Distribution
	Dainty moonwort is widely distributed throughout the western United States and Canada but is locally rare across its range. Dainty moonwort is documented from Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, British Colu...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Dainty moonwort is a small (2 to 6.5 inches) perennial fern that occurs in diverse habitats, including stream bottoms, seeps, and marsh edges, wet swales, alpine meadows, and grassy roadsides, often on soils of reprecipitated calcium. Dainty moonwort ...
	Botrychium hesperium (western moonwort)
	Status
	Western moonwort is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure globally (G4) and vulnerable in Montana (S3).
	Distribution
	Western moonwort is widely distributed throughout the western United States and Canada but is locally rare across its range. In the United States, the species is documented from Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and ...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Western moonwort is a small (2 to 8 inches) perennial fern that occurs in diverse habitats across its range, from open canopied forests in the south of its range to open meadows in the north. In Montana, the species occurs in valley and montane zones ...
	Botrychium lineare (slender moonwort)
	Status
	Slender moonwort is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally imperiled (G2) and possibly extirpated in Idaho (SH).
	Distribution
	Slender moonwort is widely distributed throughout the western United States and Canada but is locally rare across its range. In the United States, the species is documented from Alaska, California, Colorado, South Dakota, Montana, Utah, Washington, an...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Slender moonwort is a 2- to 7-inch perennial fern that occupies highly varied habitats across its range, including moist to dry meadows, bogs, swamps, roadside ditches, dry fields, and forests, in a variety of areas, ranging from limestone cliffs and ...
	Botrychium paradoxum (peculiar moonwort)
	Status
	Peculiar moonwort is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable to apparently secure globally (G3G4), vulnerable in Montana (S3), and critically imperiled in Idaho (S1).
	Distribution
	Peculiar moonwort occurs over a large area in the western United States and Canada but is locally rare across its range. In the United States, peculiar moonwort is documented from California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyo...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Peculiar moonwort is a 3- to 6-inch perennial fern with a single spore-bearing frond. Peculiar moonwort occurs in montane and subalpine zones, in mesic meadows in sagebrush and spruce lodgepole pine forests. In Montana, associated species are rough fe...
	Botrychium simplex (little grape fern)
	Status
	Little grape fern is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but imperiled in Idaho (S2).
	Distribution
	Little grape fern is one of the most widely distributed moonworts. The species occurs across much of the United States (including Idaho and Montana) and Canada, though its abundance is low in many states and provinces in its range. Little grape fern i...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Little grape fern is a 1- to 5-inche perennial fern that occurs in diverse habitats across its range, including pastures, meadows, orchards, prairies, wetlands, fens, roadsides, and sand dunes, most of which are temporarily wet to permanently saturate...
	Bryum calobryoides (beautiful bryum)
	Status
	Beautiful bryum is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally vulnerable (G3) and possibly extirpated in Idaho (SH).
	Distribution
	Beautiful bryum is documented from California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, Alberta, British Columbia, and Quebec. One known population exists in the Sawtooth National Forest, and one historic population is documented from the Boise N...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Beautiful bryum is a small bright green moss that typically forms short dense tufts and occasionally occurs as individual stems. Beautiful bryum occurs in the montane to subalpine zones in bogs, meadows, and damp cliff sides, on substrates that range ...
	Carex idahoa (Idaho sedge)
	Status
	Idaho sedge is an R1 sensitive species that is considered imperiled to vulnerable globally and vulnerable in Montana (S2).
	Distribution
	Idaho sedge is documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Utah. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Idaho sedge is documented from the Dillon, Wisdom, Jefferson, and Butte Ranger Districts and could occur in all other ranger dist...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Idaho sedge is a rhizomatous perennial graminoid, whose fruits mature in July and August. The species occurs in moist alkaline meadows, often in subirrigated soils associated with low-gradient streams or springs and seeps. The species commonly occupie...
	Eleocharis rostellata (beaked spikerush)
	Status
	Beaked spikerush is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but vulnerable in Montana (S3).
	Distribution
	Beaked spikerush occurs in 39 of the United States (including Idaho and Montana), three Canadian provinces, northern Mexico, the Antilles, and the Andes. In Montana, beaked spikerush is documented from over a dozen extant sites and several historic lo...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Beaked spikerush is a perennial graminoid. In Montana, the species flowers in July, and fruits mature in July and August. Montana populations occur in wet, often alkaline soils associated with warm springs or fens in the valley and foothills zones at ...
	Epipactis gigantea (giant helleborine)
	Status
	Giant helleborine is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure globally (G4) but imperiled to vulnerable in Montana (S2S3).
	Distribution
	Giant helleborine is documented from Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, Nevada, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, and British Columbia. In Montana, giant helleborine is document...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Giant helleborine is a 12- to 39-inch-tall, long-lived perennial orchid with leafy stems that arise from short rhizomes. In Montana, plants typically flower between late June and early August. Montana populations of giant helleborine occur on stream b...
	Eriogonum brevicaule var. desertorum (desert buckwheat)
	Status
	Desert buckwheat is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered globally vulnerable (G3), vulnerable in Nevada (S3), and critically imperiled in Utah (S1).
	Distribution
	Desert buckwheat is narrowly distributed and is known only from central and eastern Elko County, Nevada, and northwestern Box Elder County, Utah.
	Habitat Associations, History
	Desert buckwheat is a low, matted herbaceous perennial herb that typically flowers between May and August. It occurs in mixed grassland, saltbush, and sagebrush communities and in pinyon-juniper woodlands on gravelly or silty to clayey flats, slopes, ...
	Eriogonum capistratum var. welshii (Welsh buckwheat)
	Status
	Welsh buckwheat is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered imperiled globally (T2) and in Idaho (S2).
	Distribution
	Welsh buckwheat is endemic to east-central Idaho. Occurrences are known from the valleys and foothills of the upper Big Lost, Little Lost, and Pahsimeroi Rivers in Custer and adjacent potions of Lemhi and Butte Counties. On the Salmon-Challis National...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Welsh buckwheat is a mat-forming perennial forb that flowers in late June. Welsh buckwheat occurs on rocky volcanic slopes and gravelly clay or sedimentary barren flats, with minimal vegetation consisting of scattered fringed sagebrush, Sandberg’s blu...
	Gentianopsis simplex (hiker’s gentian)
	Status
	Hiker’s gentian is an R1 sensitive species that is considered globally secure (G5) but imperiled in Montana (S2).
	Distribution
	Hiker’s gentian is documented from California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Wyoming. In Montana, the species is documented from Beaverhead, Carbon, and Missoula Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, hiker’s gentian is known fro...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History
	Hiker’s gentian is an annual forb that flowers in July and August. The species occupies fens, meadows, and seeps in the montane and subalpine zones and typically grows in areas of crystalline parent material. In Montana, hiker’s gentian is documented ...
	Juncus hallii (Hall’s rush)
	Status
	Hall’s rush is an R1 sensitive species that is apparently secure to secure globally (G4G5) and apparently secure in Montana.
	Distribution
	Hall’s rush is documented from Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. In Montana, the species occurs in Beaverhead, Broadwater, Jefferson, Madison, Meagher, Powell, and Silver Bow Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Hall’s rus...
	Habitat Associations, History
	Hall’s rush is a perennial graminoid that typically flowers in July and August. The species occurs in moist to dry meadows and slopes from valley to montane zones at 4,000 to 8,860 feet in Montana.
	Mimulus primuloides (primrose monkeyflower)
	Status
	Primrose monkeyflower is an R1 sensitive species that is considered apparently secure globally (G4) but imperiled in Montana (S2).
	Distribution
	Primrose monkeyflower is documented from Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington. In Montana, the species is documented from Beaverhead and Ravalli Counties. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, pr...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	A member of the lopseed family, primrose monkeyflower is a small perennial mat-forming herb that flowers from July to early September. Primrose monkeyflower occurs in fens, sphagnum bogs, and wet meadows in montane and subalpine zone. In Montana, prim...
	Noccaea idahoensis var. aileeniae (=Thlaspi aileeniae; Idaho pennycress)
	Status
	Idaho pennycress is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and in Idaho (S3).
	Distribution
	Idaho pennycress is endemic to the intermountain valleys of central Idaho. Occurrences are documented from upper Marsh Creek, Stanley Basin, Sawtooth Valley, and upper Big Wood River drainage. Eight of 18 known occurrences are in the Sawtooth National...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	A member of the mustard family, Idaho pennycress is a perennial herb that occurs in sagebrush-fescue flats with little sagebrush and mountain big sagebrush, on loose bare sandy soil, on steep slopes among small rocks in the openings between sagebrush ...
	Oxytropis besseyi var. salmonensis (Challis crazyweed)
	Status
	Challis crazyweed is on the R4 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and in Idaho (S3).
	Distribution
	Challis crazyweed is endemic to Custer County, Idaho, where it occurs in the Big Lost, Pahsimeroi, and Upper Salmon watersheds. In the Salmon-Challis National Forest, occurrences are documented from Challis-Yankee Fork and Lost River Ranger Districts....
	Habitat Associations, Natural History
	A member of the pea family, Challis crazyweed is a long-lived perennial forb that flowers from June to July. Challis crazyweed occurs in sagebrush and salt desert shrub in sandy washes or open slopes of rocky volcanic soil at elevations of 5,400 to 6,...
	Penstemon idahoensis (Idaho penstemon)
	Status
	Idaho penstemon is an R4 sensitive species that is considered imperiled globally (G2) and in Idaho (S2).
	Distribution
	Idaho penstemon is documented from Idaho, Nevada, and Utah.
	Habitat Associations, Natural History
	A member of the plantain family, Idaho penstemon is a perennial forb that is 3 to 8 inches tall. Most occurrences consist of low numbers of individuals covering small areas. Idaho penstemon occurs most commonly in Utah juniper communities, on gentle t...
	Penstemon lemhiensis (Lemhi penstemon)
	Status
	Lemhi penstemon is an R1 and R4 sensitive species that is considered vulnerable globally (G3) and in Montana and Idaho (S3).
	Distribution
	Lemhi penstemon is a regional endemic of Lemhi County, Idaho, and Beaverhead, Deer Lodge, Ravalli, and Silverbow Counties, Montana. In the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Lemhi penstemon is documented from the Wise River, Jefferson, Butte, Dillo...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	A member of the plantain family, Lemhi penstemon is a tall, conspicuous perennial forb that typically flowers from early June to late July. Most occurrences contain fewer than 30 individuals. Lemhi penstemon occurs in big sagebrush-grassland communiti...
	Phacelia minutissima (least phacelia)
	Status
	Least phacelia is an R4 sensitive species that is considered globally vulnerable (G3) but imperiled in Idaho (S2).
	Distribution
	Least phacelia is a regional endemic that is documented from Nevada, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. In Idaho, multiple occurrences of least phacelia are known from the Owyhee Mountains. Two occurrences have been documented north of the Snake River. On...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	A member of the waterleaf family, least phacelia is an annual forb that occurs in sagebrush and lower montane forests in ephemerally moist drainages. Individuals of this species grow singly or close together in dense mats. Least phacelia often occurs ...
	Physaria carinata ssp. carinata (keeled bladderpod)
	Status
	Keeled bladderpod is on the R1 sensitive list and is considered vulnerable globally (T3) and critically imperiled in Montana (S1).
	Distribution
	Keeled bladderpod is endemic to carbonate mountain ranges of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. In Montana, occurrences are documented from Beaverhead and Granite Counties. On the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, keeled bladderpod occurs on the Wise Ri...
	Habitat Associations, Natural History, and Threats
	Alternative A—No Action
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative A, management of infrastructure would continue to follow existing LUPs, and no changes would occur to the current National Forest System infrastructure, including power lines, wind turbines, solar panels, communications towers, fence...
	Construction, maintenance, and use of infrastructure and ancillary facilities would continue to lead to higher short-term concentrations of disturbance in GRSG habitat. Land tenure adjustments would be subject to current disposal, exchange, and acquis...
	Impacts on sensitive plants could result from construction and maintenance of infrastructure, such as power lines, communication towers, fences, and roads. In the footprint of permanent impacts, effects on sensitive plants could include direct mortali...
	Impacts on sensitive plants also could result from temporary ground disturbance associated with temporary access route construction, laydown area establishment, and vegetation clearing, which could alter vegetation assemblages, compact soils, alter hy...
	Although land tenure adjustments or withdrawals made in GRSG habitat could reduce the habitat available to sustain GRSG populations, unless provisions were made to ensure that GRSG conservation remained a priority under the new land management regime,...
	Although infrastructure-related impacts could occur to any of the sensitive plants in Table 2, those for which infrastructure development or maintenance, particularly road construction or maintenance, has been identified as a primary threat are the fo...
	Cumulative Effects
	Current infrastructure management would continue under Alternative A. ROW exclusion or avoidance areas would not be instituted as they would be under Alternatives B, C, D, F, and G. Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and indirect effects of in...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Wildfire, prescribed burns, and fuels management would continue to follow current direction under Alternative A, which would impose fewer restrictions on these actions than the other alternatives. Prescribed burns and other fuels treatments involving ...
	Fire-adapted plant species and those that favor early successional habitats could benefit. For example, Lemhi penstemon, which grows in mountain big sagebrush vegetation, has been shown to respond favorably to prescribed fire under certain conditions ...
	Additional impacts on sensitive plant species could result from the direct and indirect effects of fire suppression. Creating fire lines could result in direct mortality to individual plants or negative impacts of altering their habitat through soil d...
	Applying fire retardant can negatively impact some plant species by killing entire plants, burning shoots and leaves, and reducing germination rates (Bell et al. 2005). Fire retardant also can have fertilizing effects and promote the spread of invasiv...
	Longer term impacts on plant species could occur from fire suppression, which could initially result in higher rates of pinyon-juniper encroachment in some areas. In the initial stages of encroachment (phase 1), fuel loadings remain consistent with th...
	Although impacts from fire and fuels management could occur on any of the sensitive plants in Table 2, fire has been identified as a major potential threat to primrose monkeyflower, Idaho pennycress, bugleg goldenweed, and Idaho range lichen. Fuels ma...
	Cumulative Effects
	Current wildfire suppression operations and fuels management activities would continue under Alternative A. The limitation or prohibition of prescribed fire in sagebrush habitats and the sagebrush protection emphasis during wildland fire operations wo...
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Invasive nonnative plants have been identified as a significant threat to over half of the sensitive plant species in Table 2. Under Alternative A, land use and management would continue in compliance with existing LUPs, and the introduction, spread, ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative A, current invasive species treatments, including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control, would continue in MZs IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would ...
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative A, conifer encroachment into sagebrush would follow existing trends, which is common and widespread in the Intermountain West. Sagebrush vegetation types susceptible to encroachment are Wyoming sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, and ...
	National Forests continue to implement vegetation treatments that curtail conifer encroachment into vegetation communities, including sagebrush. Treatments include prescribed fire, lop-and-scatter, and mechanical methods, such as mastication. These ac...
	Although conifer encroachment has not been specifically identified as a primary threat to the species in Table 2, impacts could occur on any species in areas of conifer encroachment.
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative A, conifer encroachment and its management would continue in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), and the overall acreage occupied by conifers would continue to increase over time. Therefore, under Alternative A, the direct and in...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative A, livestock grazing would continue under current management, with no expected change in AUMs, season-of-use, or other terms, conditions, or directives delineated in grazing permits or AMPs, although administrative actions may be imp...
	The effects of grazing on sensitive plants are the following:
	 Trampling, which can result in direct mortality of individuals and loss of entire occurrences
	 Herbivory, which can result in direct mortality or reduced vitality and reproduction of individuals
	 Alteration of habitat through soil compaction, which can reduce water infiltration, change hydrology, and render areas less suitable or unsuitable for sensitive plants
	 Increased competition for light, nutrients, and water through the introduction or spread of nonnative invasive species, which may reduce sensitive plant species abundance or result in the loss of occurrences
	The nature and extent of the impacts of livestock grazing on individuals, populations, and habitat quality of sensitive plants depend on the palatability of the species and their grazing and trampling tolerance, grazing intensity and timing, forage pr...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative A, livestock grazing would continue to be managed in MZ IV through existing grazing plans and methods and guidelines from existing plans. This would maintain ecological conditions according to Standards for Rangeland Health, which in...
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative A, mineral leasing and development would continue to be managed as it is now, with no additional provisions to conserve GRSG habitat. As such, this alternative would cause the greatest number of direct and indirect impacts on sensiti...
	Impacts on sensitive plants from energy development would be similar to those for infrastructure development and maintenance. They could include direct mortality of individual plants or occurrences, loss of habitat in the disturbance footprint of new ...
	Energy development would comply with LUPs and environmental laws and regulations, including NEPA, which would result in the implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on sensitive plants. Although energy development has not bee...
	Cumulative Effects
	Current energy and development activities would continue under Alternative A. Areas to fluid minerals and other energy development and areas from mineral entry would not be closed or withdrawn as they would be under Alternatives B, C, D, and F. Theref...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative A, recreation would continue to be managed according to current direction, and associated impacts on sensitive plant species would follow existing trends. Recreation encompasses a wide range of activities that result in a variety of ...
	Impacts on sensitive plants from development of infrastructure to support concentrated recreation would be as discussed above under Infrastructure. Expanding or developing infrastructure to support recreation would follow existing direction and would ...
	Of the sensitive plant species in Table 2, recreation has been identified as a primary threat to Lemhi milkvetch, peculiar moonwort, little grape fern, beautiful bryum, giant helleborine, primrose monkeyflower, Idaho pennycress, least phacelia, salmon...
	Cumulative Effects
	Current recreation management would continue under Alternative A. The limitation on permitting recreational SUAs only if they were neutral or beneficial to GRSG would not be instituted, nor would other measures that focus on conserving GRSG habitat be...
	Determination
	Alternative B—National Technical Team
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative B, all PHMA would be managed as exclusion areas, GHMA would be managed as avoidance areas for new ROW and SUA projects, and new ROWs or SUAs would be collocating with existing infrastructure in PHMA and GHMA. Alternative B also would...
	 Collocation of new ROWs or SUAs with existing infrastructure
	 Removal, burial, or modification of existing power lines
	 Collocation of new facilities with existing facilities, where possible
	 Use of existing roads or realignments to access valid existing rights that are not yet developed or constructing new roads to the absolute minimum standard necessary if valid existing rights could not be accessed via existing roads
	 The establishment of a 3 percent threshold on anthropogenic disturbance (including highways, roads, geothermal wells, wind turbines, and associated facilities)
	In addition, Alternative B would contain provisions to retain public ownership of GRSG PHMA and to acquire state and private lands with intact subsurface mineral estate where suitable conservation actions for GRSG could not otherwise be achieved.
	Under Alternative B, impacts on sensitive plant species could include direct mortality, loss or degradation of habitat, and loss or reduction of pollinators. Although the types of infrastructure-related impacts would be similar to those under Alternat...
	Sensitive plants outside PHMA would likely experience little change in direct or indirect effects. However, if the 3 percent development threshold were to end up concentrating new infrastructure development outside PHMA, rather than just reducing it, ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative B, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an overall benefit to sensitive plants. Therefore, the direct and indir...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative B, fire suppression would be prioritized in PHMA to protect mature sagebrush habitat. Suppression would be prioritized in GHMA only where fires would threaten PHMA. Alternative B does not include any other specific wildland fire mana...
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants associated with fire and fuels under Alternative B would be similar to those under Alternative A; however, the extent of those impacts and their distribution across the landscape would change. Under Alternative...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative B, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase protection of GRSG habitat, primarily in PHMA. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on sensitive plants, their overall effects would be neutr...
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative B, weed control would follow current direction, and the types of direct and indirect impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as those discussed under Alternative A. However, vegetation management conservation measures under Alt...
	Under Alternative B, the use of native seed would be favored in restoration, though nonnative seed could be used under certain circumstances. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) already restricts the use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits t...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative B, current invasive nonnative plant treatments in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control, would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions...
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternative A, Alternative B does not directly address conifer encroachment. The types of impacts of conifer encroachment and associated management actions on sensitive plants would be the same as those under Alternative A. Although the types ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative B, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though it also would incorporate conservation measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associa...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative B would incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into livestock grazing management in PHMA. Actions would include the following:
	 Completing range condition assessments
	 Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat
	 Modifying grazing systems to meet seasonal GRSG habitat requirements
	 Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows
	 Evaluating introduced perennial grass seedings
	 Authorizing new water developments and structural range improvements only when beneficial to GRSG
	 Incorporating BMPs for West Nile virus
	 Removing, modifying, or marking fences
	Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same under Alternatives A and B, the level and extent of negative impacts would be reduced under Alternative B. Sensitive plants in PHMA would likely benefit from improving habitat conditi...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative B, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve sagebrush habitat under Alternative B would further minimize negative impacts...
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative B addresses energy development directly with provisions for fluid energy development. Actions in Alternative B relevant to the analysis of impacts on sensitive plants are the following:
	 Closing PHMA to fluid mineral leasing with possible exceptions
	 Allowing geophysical exploration in PHMA only to obtain information about areas outside and next to PHMA
	 Requiring exploratory operations in PHMA to be done using helicopter-portable drilling methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions and any other restrictions
	 In PHMA prohibiting new surface occupancy on federal leases
	 For existing leases entirely in PHMA, applying NSO buffers around leks, and if the entire lease falls in this buffer, limiting disturbances to the 3 percent threshold
	 Applying BMPs to limit the impact of operations on PHMA
	 Applying BMPs to improve reclamation standards and successfully restore PHMA
	All of these actions would likely reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral development on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A.
	Although Alternative B does not directly address wind energy development or industrial solar development, its 3 percent threshold for anthropogenic disturbances would apply to energy development and would limit the extent of all types of energy develo...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative B, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat by adding all PHMA to existing closures and proposing it for withdrawal. Therefore, Alternative B’s dire...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative B, only recreation SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG would be permitted in PHMA. In addition, opportunities for road construction in PHMA would be limited, minimum standards would be applied, and upgrading roads in PHMA wou...
	Cumulative Effects
	Alternative C—Conservation Groups
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternative A, infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plant species under Alternative C could include direct mortality, habitat loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction. The extent of these impacts would be less overall than ...
	As for Alternative B, the proposal under Alternative C to potentially bury some existing power lines in occupied GRSG habitat could impact sensitive plant species through direct mortality or habitat degradation. Because power lines could be buried in ...
	In addition to the above measures, which focus on specific types of infrastructure, Alternative C is similar to Alternative B in placing a 3 percent threshold on anthropogenic disturbance. However, Alternative C would apply that threshold throughout o...
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of fire and fuels-related impacts of Alternative C on sensitive plants would be similar to those discussed for Alternative B. However, Alternative C expands most GRSG conservation elements to all occupied habitat rather than limiting them to...
	 Prioritizing suppression in all occupied habitat, rather than limiting it to PHMA
	 Applying fuels management treatment provisions (including post-fire revegetation and invasive species control) to all occupied GRSG habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA
	Additional fire and fuels-related impacts on sensitive plant species could result from the increased fire risk of eliminating grazing. Those impacts are discussed below under Livestock Grazing.
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative C, invasive nonnative plant control efforts would follow current direction, and the types of direct and indirect impacts expected to sensitive plants would be the same as those discussed under Alternative A. As with Alternative B, ve...
	Under Alternative C, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing or he...
	The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under Alternative C, as it would be under Alternative B. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) already restricts the use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species; fo...
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative C does not directly address conifer encroachment. The types of impacts of conifer encroachment and associated management actions on sensitive plants under Alternative C would be the same as those under Alterna...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative C, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though it also would incorporate conservation measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachment and associa...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative C would prohibit grazing in and would remove all livestock water troughs, pipelines, and wells from occupied GRSG habitat. Sensitive plants in occupied GRSG habitat could benefit from improving habitat conditions in uplands, riparian areas...
	Total elimination of grazing from occupied GRSG habitat may result in additional indirect impacts on occupied GRSG habitats, surrounding areas, and the sensitive plants that occupy them. Moderate grazing reduces herbaceous fuel loads on sagebrush step...
	Cumulative Effects
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative C would be the same as described under Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. Alternative C would extend some of Alternativ...
	 Closing occupied GRSG habitat to fluid mineral leasing, with possible exceptions
	 Allowing geophysical operations in occupied GRSG habitat only to obtain information about areas outside and next to PHMA
	 Requiring exploratory operations in occupied GRSG habitat to be done using helicopter-portable drilling methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions or other applicable restrictions
	 In occupied GRSG habitat, prohibiting new surface occupancy on federal leases
	 For existing leases entirely in occupied GRSG habitat, applying NSO buffers around leks, and if the entire lease falls in this buffer, limiting disturbances in sections to the 3 percent threshold
	All of these actions would likely reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral development on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A. Since these actions would apply to all occupied GRSG habitat rather than just PHMA, they also could reduce the le...
	Unlike Alternative B, Alternative C would directly address solar energy development by prohibiting it in occupied GRSG habitat and requiring it to be sited at least five miles from active GRSG leks. These actions could reduce negative impacts of energ...
	In addition to the provisions in Alternative C that specifically address energy development, the 3 percent threshold for anthropogenic disturbances would limit the extent of all types of energy development in occupied GRSG habitat. Impacts on sensitiv...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative C, measures to conserve occupied sagebrush habitat would be applied to energy development in MZ IV, which would provide an overall benefit to sensitive plant species. As a result, Alternative C’s direct and indirect effects of energy...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Similar to Alternative B, Alternative C would allow Recreation SUAs that are neutral or beneficial to GRSG, but Alternative C would extend this provision to all occupied habitat rather than restricting it to PHMA. Opportunities for road construction i...
	Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be similar under Alternatives A, B, and C, the degree and extent of impacts in occupied GRSG habitat would be reduced under Alternative C relative to Alternative A. The degree and extent of impac...
	Cumulative Effects
	Alternative D—Idaho and Southwest Montana Sub-region
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Although the types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative D would be similar to those discussed above for Alternative A, Alternative D would include actions that could change the extent of those impacts and their distr...
	 Transmission facilities greater than 50 kV
	 Wind energy testing and development
	 Commercial solar and geothermal development
	 Nuclear development
	 Gas or oil developments
	 Airports
	 Paved or gravel roads
	 Landfills
	In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, new authorizations or amendments to existing ROW and land use authorizations would be sited substantially in existing disturbances where feasible, and new ROW and land use authorizations would be sited outside 1.86-mile occupi...
	Some infrastructure related elements of Alternative D could increase negative impacts on sensitive plants relative to Alternatives A and B. Alternative D would require new power and communication lines in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA outside existing ROWs to ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative D, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an overall benefit to sensitive plants in it. Therefore, the direct and...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Like Alternative B, Alternative D would prioritize fire suppression and restoration in sagebrush areas using native plants. In addition, Alternative D would include planning and firefighter training to prepare for fire outbreaks in PHMA, IHMA, and GHM...
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants associated with fire and fuels would be similar to those discussed under Alternative A, but their extent and distribution across the landscape would differ. Excluding fire from PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would have s...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative D, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase protection of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on sensitive plants, overall their effects would be neutral or benef...
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under Alternative D, invasive nonnative plant control would follow current direction, and the types of direct and indirect impacts expected on sensitive plants would be the same as those under Alternative A. Like Alternative B, vegetation management c...
	 Sites with favorable environmental variables
	 Seasonal habitats that are thought to be limiting GRSG distribution or abundance
	 Sites otherwise suitable for GRSG but lacking adequate sagebrush cover
	 Sagebrush areas lacking adequate desirable understory vegetation
	As a result, sensitive plants in and next to areas restored could experience a long-term benefit.
	Under Alternative D, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing or he...
	The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under Alternative D, as it would be under Alternative B. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) already restricts the use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species; th...
	As under Alternative B, invasive species monitoring and control after fuels treatments under Alternative D could benefit sensitive plant species by minimizing habitat degradation from invasive species. Overall, Alternative D would reduce impacts of in...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative D, current invasive species management in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these acti...
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative D would address conifer encroachment more directly than Alternatives A, B, or C by emphasizing vegetation rehabilitation projects that reduce conifer encroachment into important GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation management tools descri...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative D, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate GRSG habitat conservation measures that directly addressed conifer encroachment. Ma...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative D would include most of the same measures as Alternative B to address livestock grazing, although in many cases it would extend those measures beyond PHMA to IHMA and GHMA. Like Alternative B, Alternative D would manage for vegetation comp...
	Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as under Alternative A, the level and extent of negative impacts would likely be reduced under Alternative D. Sensitive plants in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA would likely benefit from improv...
	Almost half of the sensitive plant species in Table 2 occur in riparian areas, meadows, seeps, springs, and other wetland areas, which livestock tend to use more intensively than upland areas. Because of these factors and the inclusion of measures to ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative D, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve existing sagebrush habitat under Alternative D would further minimize negativ...
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative D would be the same as described above under Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. As with Alternative B, Alternative D wo...
	 Closing most PHMA and IHMA to future fluid mineral leasing and development
	 Placing additional stipulations and seasonal restrictions on existing fluid mineral leases in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA to minimize potential impacts
	 Stipulating a maximum 3 percent surface disturbance per section for future fluid mineral leases in PHMA and IHMA
	These actions would reduce the impacts of fluid mineral development on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A and to a level similar to that of Alternative B.
	Unlike Alternative B, Alternative D would directly address solar and wind energy development. In PHMA, Alternative D would prohibit new wind and solar energy development. In IHMA, Alternative D would restrict wind and solar energy development where ad...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative D, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat and provide an overall long-term benefit to the sensitive plant species there. Therefore, Alternative D’...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative D would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation on GRSG. The measures that are most relevant to impacts on sensitive plants are the following:
	 Analyzing Special Recreation Permits on a case-by-case basis and directing use away from sensitive seasons and areas in PMHA, IMHA, and GHMA
	 Designating or designing developed recreation sites and associated facilities to direct use away from sensitive areas in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA
	 Incorporating seasonal restrictions for authorized activities to minimize impacts on GRSG habitat in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA
	Under Alternative D, these measures would reduce the general impacts of recreation on GRSG that were described under Alternative A. Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be similar under Alternatives A, B, and D, the degree and exten...
	Cumulative Effects
	Management actions for recreation under Alternative D would increase protection of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA in MZ IV and would minimize the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants in those areas. Therefore, when combined with the past, present,...
	Determination
	Under Alternative D, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be possible. Therefore, Alternative D of the Idaho and Southweste...
	Alternative E1—Idaho Governor’s Alternative
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative E1 would be similar to those discussed above for Alternative A. They could include direct mortality, habitat loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction.
	As with Alternative B, Alternative E1 would include actions to minimize the impact of infrastructure on GRSG. Core habitat would be identified as a ROW avoidance area, with limited exceptions. IHMA also would be identified as a ROW avoidance area, but...
	In many instances, mitigation would be required for unavoidable infrastructure impacts in GRSG habitats. Within core habitat and IHMA and to the extent possible, linear facilities would be collocated within .62 mile of linear facilities. Under Alterna...
	Because Alternative E1 would include fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than Alternative B, the potential for some infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants may be higher under Alternative E1. However, unlike Alternative B, A...
	Because project-level environmental review would be done under all alternatives, and measures to minimize or avoid impacts on sensitive plants would be implemented, the difference in infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an overall benefit to sensitive plants there. Therefore, Alternative E...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative E1 would focus resources to reduce wildfire in sagebrush areas, prioritize fire suppression in core, IHMA, and GHMA, and maintain fuel breaks in core and IHMA. Fuels treatments would protect existing sagebrush ecosystems. Fire response tim...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase protection of GRSG habitat. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on sensitive plants, their overall effects would be neutral or beneficial. ...
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative E1 would maintain the policies described under Alternative A and would have the same type of impacts on sensitive plants. In addition, Alternative E1 would include the following measures to minimize the impact of invasive nonnative plants ...
	 Manage to prevent invasion
	 Eradicate or control invasive nonnative plants
	 monitor invasive nonnative plants for three years following a fire in core and IHMA
	The actions under Alternative E1 would significantly reduce the level of impacts of invasive nonnative plants on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A. Under Alternative E1, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration ac...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, current invasive nonnative plant treatments in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), including mechanical, manual, chemical, and biological control of invasive plants, would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improve...
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternative D, Alternative E1 would include measures to directly address conifer encroachment. It would prioritize conifer removal in core and IHMA using methods that would minimize disturbance to the extent possible. Conifer encroachment proj...
	Collectively, elements of Alternative E1 that address conifer encroachment would likely reduce the magnitude of the negative impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive plants, relative to Alternative A. However, negative impacts of conifer encroachm...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate conservation measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachme...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Management under Alternative E1 would add GRSG guidelines to grazing management plans in core and IHMA. Rangeland health assessments using published characteristics of GRSG habitat and the ecological site descriptions would be conducted in core and IH...
	Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same under Alternative E1 as described under Alternative A, the level and extent of negative impacts would likely be reduced. Sensitive plants in core and IHMA would likely benefit from im...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve sagebrush habitat under Alternative E1 would further minimize negative impac...
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative E1 would follow much of the current guidance on leasing and developing mineral resources but would add measures to minimize impacts on GRSG. Limitations on energy development that are relevant to the analysis of impacts on sensitive plants...
	 in core and IHMA, exploration for oil and gas using temporary roads would be permissible if site disturbance were minimized
	 In core and IHMA, surface occupancy for oil and gas development would not be allowed unless the surface development would not accelerate or cause declines in GRSG populations
	 Surface disturbance from roads associated with fluid mineral development would be limited to 3 percent in core habitat and 5 percent in IHMA of suitable habitat per an average of 640 acres
	 Wind energy development projects would comply with all infrastructure development BMPs and the USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines.
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative E1 would be the same as under Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. Measures associated with energy development under Alte...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would conserve sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E1’s direct and indirect effects on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat in MZ IV w...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative E1 would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation on GRSG. The measures that are most relevant to impacts on sensitive plants are the following, which would apply in core and IHMA:
	 Restricting vehicle use to existing routes until comprehensive travel management plans were complete
	 Rerouting routes during travel management planning, where appropriate, to reduce impacts on GRSG
	The types of recreation-related impacts under Alternative E1 would be the same as described above for Alternative A, but its measures would reduce impacts from transportation. Because Alternative E1 would address recreation mainly through travel manag...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E1, some of the current recreation management direction would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would increase protection of GRSG habitat and minimize the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants. As a result,...
	Determination
	Under Alternative E1, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be possible. Therefore, Alternative E1 of the Idaho and Southwes...
	Alternative E2—Utah Governor’s Alternative
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative E2 would be similar to those discussed for Alternative A and could include direct mortality, habitat loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction. However, meas...
	Because Alternative E2 would include fewer limitations on infrastructure in GRSG habitat than Alternative B, the potential for some infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants may be higher under Alternative E2. However, unlike Alternative B bu...
	Because project-level environmental review would be done under all alternatives, and measures to minimize or avoid impacts on sensitive plants would be implemented, the difference in infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under Alternative...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E2, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an overall long-term benefit to sensitive plants. Therefore, Alternati...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E2, management actions associated with fire and fuels would increase protection of GRSG habitat. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on sensitive plants, their overall effects would be neutral or beneficial. ...
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E2, current invasive nonnative plant treatments in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue. The long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of t...
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Similar to Alternative E1, Alternative E2 includes a habitat restoration and vegetation management conservation measure specific to conifer encroachment that would aggressively remove encroaching conifers and other plant species to expand GRSG habitat...
	Collectively, elements of Alternative E2 that address conifer encroachment would likely reduce the magnitude of the negative impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A. In contrast, negative impacts of conifer encroa...
	Under Alternative E2, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate conservation measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachme...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Although the types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same under Alternative E2 as under Alternative A, the level and extent of negative impacts would likely be slightly reduced. Sensitive plants in GRSG habitat could benefit from improving h...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E2, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS), and additional measures to conserve sagebrush habitat under Alternative E2 could reduce negative impacts on ...
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under Alternative E2 would be the same as described for Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. Energy development under Alternative E2 would ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E2, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would conserve existing sagebrush habitat. Therefore, Alternative E2’s direct and indirect effects on sensitive plants in GRSG habitat i...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of recreation-related impacts under Alternative E2 would be the same as described above for Alternative A; however, measures incorporated under Alternative E2 would reduce the level of impacts relative to Alternative A and all other alternat...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative E2, some of the current recreation management direction would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would increase protection of GRSG habitat and would minimize the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants that oc...
	Determination
	Under Alternative E2, proposed conservation measures would limit some, but not all, impacts to sensitive plant species and impacts to potentially suitable habitat for these species would be possible. Therefore, Alternative E2 of the Idaho and Southwes...
	Alternative F
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative F would be similar to Alternative B with regard to infrastructure. Alternative F would treat PHMA as an exclusion area for new ROWs, with some exceptions. In existing ROWs, new ROWs could be authorized if the entire footprint of the propos...
	Under Alternative F, infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plant species could include direct mortality, habitat loss or degradation, and pollinator loss or reduction. The extent of these impacts would be less overall than under Alternative A an...
	Cumulative Effects
	The cumulative effects of infrastructure management actions under Alternative F when combined with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would be similar to those described for Alternative B and would not substantially increase...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Because fire and fuels management under Alternative F would be essentially the same as under Alternative B, the types of fire and fuels-related impacts of Alternative F on sensitive plants would be the same as those discussed above for Alternative B. ...
	With its emphasis on minimizing fire in mature sagebrush, Alternative F’s impacts on sensitive plants from suppression would be higher than Alternative A’s. Because reseeding would prioritize use of native seed in GRSG habitat over other areas in year...
	Elements of Alternative F that differ from those of Alternative B and that could lead to differences in the extent of direct and indirect beneficial and negative impacts on sensitive plants between the two alternatives are the following:
	 Excluding livestock grazing from burned areas in GRSG occupied habitat until woody and herbaceous plants achieve GRSG habitat objectives
	 Applying fuels management provisions (including post-fire revegetation and invasive species control) to all occupied habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA
	These differences would decrease the negative effects of grazing on sensitive plants in burned areas and would increase the impacts on sensitive plants in treatment areas. As discussed in the previous paragraph, impacts on sensitive plants in treatmen...
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternatives A and B, Alternative F does not directly address conifer encroachment. The types of impacts of conifer encroachment on sensitive plants under Alternative F would be the same as those under Alternative A. Although the types of impa...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative F, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate conservation measures protective of GRSG habitat. Management of conifer encroachmen...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternative B, Alternative F would incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations into livestock grazing management, but it would extend those to all occupied habitat rather than limiting them to PHMA. Actions that would dir...
	 Completing range condition assessments
	 Considering grazing methods and systems to reduce impacts on occupied GRSG habitat
	 Modifying grazing systems in occupied GRSG habitat to meet seasonal GRSG habitat requirements
	 Improving management of riparian areas and wet meadows in occupied GRSG habitat
	 Evaluating existing introduced perennial grass seedings in occupied GRSG habitat
	 Prohibiting new water developments in occupied GRSG
	 Avoiding new structural range improvements in occupied GRSG habitat unless studies show they benefit GRSG
	 Incorporating BMPs for West Nile virus
	 Removing fences
	Additional actions under Alternative F that entail more than extending Alternative B actions to all occupied habitat are as follows:
	 Excluding livestock grazing from burned areas until woody and herbaceous plants achieve GRSG habitat objectives
	 Closing the entire allotment if burned GRSG habitat could not be fenced from unburned habitat
	 Increasing vegetation treatment monitoring
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants from livestock grazing management under Alternative F would be the same as under Alternatives A and B. Overall, the level and extent of negative impacts would be reduced under Alternative F. Sensitive plants in...
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative F would be similar to Alternative B with regard to energy development. The types of impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as described for Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. Actions ...
	 Closing PHMA to new fluid mineral leasing, with possible exceptions
	 Allowing geophysical operations to obtain information about areas only outside and next to PHMA
	 Requiring exploratory operations in PHMA to be done using helicopter-portable drilling methods and in accordance with seasonal timing restrictions and other applicable restrictions
	 Prohibiting new surface occupancy on federal leases in PHMA
	 Applying NSO buffers around leks for existing leases entirely in PHMA and if the entire lease falls in this buffer, limiting disturbances in sections to a 3 percent disturbance threshold
	 Applying BMPs to limit the impact of operations
	 Applying BMPs to improve reclamation standards and successfully restore PHMA
	All of these actions would be likely to reduce the level of impacts of fluid mineral development on sensitive plants relative to Alternative A.
	Unlike Alternative B, Alternative F directly addresses wind energy development by prohibiting it in PHMA and requiring it to be sited at least 5 miles from active GRSG leks. This could reduce negative impacts associated with wind energy development on...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under Alternative F, measures to conserve occupied sagebrush habitat would be applied to energy development in MZ IV, which would provide an overall benefit to sensitive plant species that occur there. As a result, Alternative F’s direct and indirect ...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Alternative F would take a similar approach to recreation management as Alternative B. In PHMA, Alternative F would allow recreation SUAs that were neutral or beneficial to GRSG, limit opportunities for road construction, apply minimum standards to ro...
	Proposed Plan
	Infrastructure
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Although the types of infrastructure-related impacts on sensitive plants under the Proposed Plan would be similar to those discussed above for Alternative A, the Proposed Plan would include actions that could change the extent of those impacts and the...
	In PHMA and SFA, the Proposed Plan would restrict issuance of new lands SUAs for infrastructure, such as high-voltage transmission lines, major pipelines, hydropower, distribution lines, and cellular towers. Exceptions must be limited and based on rat...
	In all GRSG habitat management areas and SFA, new infrastructure (e.g., high-voltage transmission lines, major pipelines, roads, distribution lines, and cellular towers) would be collocated with existing infrastructure to limit disturbance to the smal...
	In PHMA and SFA outside of designated corridors, new transmission lines and pipelines would be buried to limit disturbance to the smallest footprint, unless explicit rationale is provided that the biological impacts on GRSG and its habitat are being a...
	Some infrastructure-related elements of the Proposed Plan could increase negative impacts on sensitive plants relative to Alternatives A and B. The Proposed Plan would require new power and communication lines in PHMA and SFA outside existing ROWs to ...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, management actions associated with infrastructure in MZ IV would increase protection of GRSG habitat (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) and would likely provide an overall benefit to sensitive plants that occur in in it. Therefo...
	Fire and Fuels
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	As with Alternatives B and D, the Proposed Plan would prioritize fire suppression and restoration in sagebrush areas using native plants. Similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would include the following:
	 Planning
	 Positioning firefighting resources locally
	 Training firefighters to prepare for fire outbreaks
	 Using fuels reduction and green strips to strategically reduce fire effects in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA
	In addition, the Proposed Plan would include SFA in these measures. The types of impacts on sensitive plants associated with fire and fuels would be similar to those discussed under Alternative A, but their extent and distribution across the landscape...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, management actions for fire and fuels would increase protection of all GRSG habitats. Though such management could result in some negative impacts on sensitive plants, overall their effects would be neutral or beneficial. Ther...
	Invasive Plants
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, invasive nonnative plant control would follow current direction, and the types of direct and indirect impacts on sensitive plants would be the same as those discussed under Alternative A. As with Alternative B, vegetation mana...
	Applicable to all GRSG habitat management areas and SFA, the Proposed Plan contains specific guidelines to incorporate appropriate invasive annual grass management during the design of GRSG habitat restoration projects and road and roadway maintenance...
	Under the Proposed Plan, short-term impacts of invasive plant treatments and other restoration actions, particularly those that involve mechanized equipment or herbicides, could negatively impact individual sensitive plants (for example, by crushing o...
	The use of native seed would be favored in restoration under the Proposed Plan, as it would be under Alternatives B and D. Forest Service policy (FSM 2070.3) restricts the use of nonnative seed in restoration and prohibits the use of invasive species;...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, current invasive species management would continue, and the long-term beneficial impacts of improved habitat conditions would continue to outweigh the short-term negative impacts of these activities on sensitive plants. Additi...
	Conifer Encroachment
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	Similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would address conifer encroachment more directly than Alternatives A, B, or C by emphasizing vegetation rehabilitation that reduces conifer encroachment into important GRSG habitat. In addition, vegetation m...
	The Proposed Plan would likely reduce the magnitude of the negative impacts on sensitive plants from conifer encroachment relative to Alternative A. Negative impacts of encroachment removal projects would be minimized or avoided because they would und...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, current management of conifer encroachment in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS) would continue, though the alternative also would incorporate GRSG habitat conservation measures that directly address conifer encroachment. ...
	Livestock Grazing
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The Proposed Plan contains a standard that specifically prohibits construction of water developments in PHMA, IHMA, and SFA, unless it would be beneficial to GRSG habitat. Other measures for livestock grazing in the Proposed Plan are similar to Altern...
	Both Alternative D and the Proposed Plan would consider retiring grazing in all GRSG habitats if grazing privileges were relinquished or an allotment became vacant, but the Proposed Plan extends this measure to include SFA. The Proposed Plan also focu...
	Sensitive plants that occur in GRSG habitats would likely benefit from improving habitat conditions in uplands, riparian areas, meadows, and other wetlands. Almost half of the sensitive plant species in Table 2 occur in riparian areas, meadows, seeps,...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, livestock grazing would continue to be managed through existing grazing plans in MZ IV (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). Additional measures to conserve existing sagebrush habitat under the Proposed Plan would further minimize...
	Energy Development
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The types of impacts on sensitive plants from energy development under the Proposed Plan would be the same as described above for Alternatives A and B, though their magnitude and spatial distribution would differ. As with Alternative D, the Proposed P...
	Unlike Alternative B, the Proposed Plan would directly address solar and wind energy development; similar to Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would prohibit new wind and solar energy development in PHMA. Unlike Alternative D, the Proposed Plan would e...
	Cumulative Effects
	Under the Proposed Plan, some of the current energy development would continue in MZ IV; however, additional measures would conserve existing sagebrush habitat and provide an overall long-term benefit to the sensitive plant species that occur there. T...
	Recreation
	Direct and Indirect Effects
	The Proposed Plan would apply measures to reduce the potential negative impacts of recreation on GRSG. Similar to Alternative D, in all GRSG habitats, terms and conditions in new and existing permits and operating plans should be included to protect o...
	Cumulative Effects
	Management actions associated with recreation under the Proposed Plan would increase protection of PHMA, IHMA, GHMA, and SFA in MZ IV and would minimize the negative impacts of recreation on sensitive plants in those areas. Therefore, when combined wi...
	The Proposed Plan includes measures to reduce impacts on GRSG habitat from activities in all major program areas of the current Forest Service LUPs in the analysis area. The restrictions and considerations for the benefit of GRSG habitat would also re...
	The PHMA of the Table 2 species do not exist in GRSG habitat or are outside the elevation range of the GRSG. Because of this, the GRSG LUPA for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise, Caribou-Targhee, Challis, Salmon, and Sawtooth National Forest Plans and t...
	The Proposed Plan would not cause a trend toward federal listing or a loss of viability to any of the 77 sensitive plant species considered in this analysis. Because of this, the determinations above are consistent with sensitive plant direction in ea...


	II. RECOMMENED CONSERVATION MEASURES TO AVOID, MINIMIZE, OR MITIGATE ADVERSE EFFECTS
	Management Indicator Species Analysis
	I. INTRODUCTION
	Management Indicator Species Analysis

	VI. SPECIES INFORMATION AND EFFECTS ANALYSIS (DIRECT, INDIRECT, AND CUMULATIVE)
	A.  GRSG (Centrocercus urophasianus)
	A complete analysis of the  GRSG appears in the biological evaluation section of this document.

	B. Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus)
	Habitat Associations and Threats
	Population, Status, Abundance, and Trend
	Caribou National Forest and Curlew National Grassland MIS Monitoring

	Alternative A
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative B
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative C
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative D
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative E1
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative E2
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative F
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Proposed Plan
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects


	C. Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus canadensis; Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest)
	Distribution
	Habitat Associations and Threats
	Population, Status, Abundance, and Trend
	Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest MIS Monitoring

	Alternative A
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative B
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative C
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative D
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative E1
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative E2
	Infrastructure
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative F
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Proposed Plan
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects


	D. Riparian Bird Species Richness
	Habitat Associations and Threats
	Curlew National Grassland MIS Monitoring

	Alternative A
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative B
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative C
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative D
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative E1
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative E2
	Infrastructure
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation
	Cumulative Effects

	Alternative F
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects

	Proposed Plan
	Infrastructure—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Fire and Fuels—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Invasive Plants (Annual Grasses and Other Noxious Weeds)—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Conifer Encroachment—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Livestock Grazing—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Energy Development—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects
	Recreation—Direct and Indirect Effects
	Cumulative Effects



	VII. LITERATURE CITED


	EE - ID swMT FEIS - DEIS_FEIS_Comparison
	EE. Comparison between Proposed Plan and Co-Preferred Alternatives




