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Appendix B. Fluid Mineral Lease Notices;
Lease Stipulations; and the Process for
Exceptions, Modifications, and Waivers

B.1. Lease Notices

A lease notice provides more detailed information concerning limitations that already exist in
law, lease terms, regulations, or operational orders. A Lease Notice also addresses special items
the lessee should consider when planning operations, but does not impose new or additional
restrictions (Uniform Format for Oil and Gas Lease Stipulations, March 1989. Rocky Mountain
Regional Coordinating Committee). “An information [lease] notice has no legal consequences,
except to give notice of existing requirements, and may be attached to a lease by the authorized
officer at the time of lease issuance to convey certain operational, procedural or administrative
requirements relative to lease management within the terms and conditions of the standard lease
form. Information [lease] notices shall not be a basis for denial of lease operations.” (43 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] 3101.1-3). There are four standard lease notices that are attached to
every lease issued by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) within Wyoming (three numbered,
and one unnumbered lease notice).

LEASE NOTICE NO. 1

Under Regulation 43 CFR 3101.1-2 and terms of the lease (BLM Form 3100-11), the authorized
officer may require reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to other resource values,
land uses, and users not addressed in lease stipulations at the time operations are proposed.
Such reasonable measures may include, but are not limited to, modification of siting or design
of facilities, timing of operations, and specification of interim and final reclamation measures,
which may require relocating proposed operations up to 200 meters, but not off the leasehold,
and prohibiting surface disturbance activities for up to 60 days.

The lands within this lease may include areas not specifically addressed by lease stipulations that
may contain special values, may be needed for special purposes, or may require special attention
to prevent damage to surface and/or other resources. Possible special areas are identified below.
Any surface use or occupancy within such special areas will be strictly controlled or, if absolutely
necessary, prohibited. Appropriate modifications to imposed restrictions will be made for the
maintenance and operation of producing wells.

1. Slopes in excess of 25 percent.

2. Within 500 feet of surface water and/or riparian areas.

3. Construction with frozen material or during periods when the soil material is saturated or
when watershed damage is likely to occur.

4. Within 500 feet of Interstate highways and 200 feet of other existing rights-of-way (i.e., U.S.
and State highways, roads, railroads, pipelines, powerlines).

5. Within 0.25 mile of occupied dwellings.

6. Material sites.

GUIDANCE:

The intent of this notice is to inform interested parties (potential lessees, permittees, operators) that

when one or more of the above conditions exist, surface-disturbing activities will be prohibited
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unless or until the permittee or the designated representative and the surface management agency
(SMA) arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. This negotiation will
occur prior to development and become a condition for approval when authorizing the action.

Specific threshold criteria (e.g., 500 feet from water) have been established based upon the
best information available. However, geographical areas and time periods of concern must
be delineated at the field level (i.e., "surface water and/or riparian areas" may include both
intermittent and ephemeral water sources or may be limited to perennial surface water).

The referenced oil and gas leases on these lands are hereby made subject to the stipulation that the
exploration or drilling activities will not interfere materially with the use of the area as a materials
site/free use permit. At the time operations on the above lands are commenced, notification

will be made to the appropriate agency. The name of the appropriate agency may be obtained
from the proper BLM Field Office.

THIS NOTICE APPLIES TO ALL PARCELS.
LEASE NOTICE NO. 2

BACKGROUND:

The BLM, by including National Historic Trails within its National Landscape Conservation
System, has recognized these trails as national treasures. Our responsibility is to review our
strategy for management, protection, and preservation of these trails. The National Historic Trails
in Wyoming, which include the Oregon, California, Mormon Pioneer, and Pony Express Trails, as
well as the Nez Perce Trail, were designated by Congress through the National Trails System Act
(P.L. 90-543; 16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1241-1251) as amended through P.L. 106-509
dated November 13, 2000. Protection of the National Historic Trails is normally considered
under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (P.L. 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) as
amended through 1992 and the National Trails System Act. Additionally, Executive Order 13195,
“Trails for America in the 21st Century,” signed January 18, 2001, states in Section 1: “Federal
agencies will...protect, connect, promote, and assist trails of all types throughout the United
States. This will be accomplished by: (b) Protecting the trail corridors associated with national
scenic trails and the high priority potential sites and segments of national historic trails to the
degrees necessary to ensure that the values for which each trail was established remain intact.”
Therefore, the BLM will be considering all impacts and intrusions to the National Historic Trails,
their associated historic landscapes, and all associated features, such as trail traces, grave sites,
historic encampments, inscriptions, natural features frequently commented on by emigrants in
journals, letters and diaries, or any other feature contributing to the historic significance of the
trails. Additional National Historic Trails will likely be designated amending the National Trails
System Act. When these amendments occur, this notice will apply to those newly designated
National Historic Trails as well.

STRATEGY:

The BLM will proceed in this objective by conducting a viewshed analysis on either side of the
designated centerline of the National Historic Trails in Wyoming, except, at this time, for the Nez
Perce Trail, for the purpose of identifying and evaluating potential impacts to the trails, their
associated historic landscapes, and their associated historic features. Subject to the viewshed
analysis and archeological inventory, reasonable mitigation measures may be applied. These may
include, but are not limited to, modification of siting or design of facilities to camouflage or
otherwise hide the proposed operations within the viewshed. Additionally, specification of
interim and final reclamation measures may require relocating the proposed operations within
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the leasehold. Surface-disturbing activities will be analyzed in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (P.L. 91190; 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) as amended
through P.L. 94-52, July 3, 1975 and P.L. 94-83, August 9, 1975, and the NHPA, supra, to
determine if any design, siting, timing, or reclamation requirements are necessary. This strategy
is necessary until the BLM determines that, based on the results of the completed viewshed
analysis and archeological inventory, the existing land use plans (Resource Management Plans

[RMPs]) have to be amended.

The use of this lease notice is a predecisional action, necessary until final decisions regarding
surface-disturbing restrictions are made. Final decisions regarding surface-disturbing restrictions
will take place with full public disclosure and public involvement over the next several years if
BLM determines that it is necessary to amend existing land use plans.

GUIDANCE:

The intent of this notice is to inform interested parties (potential lessees, permittees, operators)
that when any oil and gas lease contains remnants of National Historic Trails, or is located within
the viewshed of a National Historic Trails’ designated centerline, surface-disturbing activities will
require the lessee, permittee, operator or, their designated representative, and the SMA to arrive at
an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. This negotiation will occur prior to
development and become a condition for approval when authorizing the action.

THIS NOTICE APPLIES TO ALL PARCELS.
LEASE NOTICE NO. 3

Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat: The lease may in part, or in total, contain important Greater
Sage-Grouse habitats as identified by the BLM, either currently or prospectively. The operator
may be required to implement specific measures to reduce impacts of oil and gas operations on
the Greater Sage-Grouse populations and habitat quality. Such measures shall be developed
during the Application for Permit to Drill (APD) onsite and environmental review process and
will be consistent with the lease rights granted.

THIS NOTICE APPLIES TO ALL PARCELS.
UNNUMBERED LEASE NOTICE
ATTACHMENT TO EACH LEASE

Provisions of the Mineral Leasing Act (MLA) of 1920, as amended by the Federal Coal Leasing
Amendments Act of 1976, affect an entity's qualifications to obtain an oil and gas lease. Section
2(a)(2)(A) of the MLA, 30 U.S.C. 201 (a)(2)(A), requires that any entity that holds and has
held a Federal coal lease for 10 years beginning on or after August 4, 1976, and who is not
producing coal in commercial quantities from each such lease, cannot qualify for the issuance of
any other lease granted under the MLA. Compliance by coal lessees with Section 2(a)(2)(A) is
explained in 43 CFR 3472.

In accordance with the terms of this oil and gas lease, with respect to compliance by the initial

lessee with qualifications concerning federal coal lease holdings, all assignees and transferees

are hereby notified that this oil and gas lease is subject to cancellation if: (1) the initial lessee as

assignor or as transferor has falsely certified compliance with Section 2(a)(2)(A), or (2) because

of a denial or disapproval by a State Office of a pending coal action, i.e., arms-length assignment,

relinquishment, or logical mining unit, the initial lessee as assignor or as transferor is no longer in
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compliance with Section 2(a)(2)(A). The assignee, sublessee or transferee does not qualify as
a bona fide purchaser and, thus, has no rights to bona fide purchaser protection in the event of
cancellation of this lease due to noncompliance with Section 2(a)(2)(A).

Information regarding assignor, sublessor or transferor compliance with Section 2(a)(2)(A) is
contained in the lease case file as well as in other BLM records available through the State Office
issuing this lease.

B.2. Lease Stipulations

The RMP determines which areas of the planning area are open to fluid mineral leasing, including
the constraints or conditions open areas are subject to, and which areas are closed to fluid mineral
leasing. The Approved RMP closes the following areas to mineral leasing: Wilderness Study
Areas, recommended Wild and Scenic Rivers, and certain Special Recreation Management
Areas (Burnt Hollow, Dry Creek Petrified Tree, Middle Fork Powder River, Mosier Gulch, and
Hole-in-the-Wall).

In areas open to leasing the BLM may impose lease stipulations. A lease stipulation is a condition
of lease issuance that provides a level of protection for other resource values or land uses by
restricting lease operations during certain times or locations or to avoid unacceptable impacts, to
an extent greater than standard lease terms or regulations. These resource values and land uses
generally include wildlife, soil, water, recreation, visual, and cultural resources. A stipulation is
an enforceable term of the lease contract, supersedes any inconsistent provisions of the standard
lease form, and is attached to and made a part of the lease. Lease stipulations further implement
the BLM’s regulatory authority to protect resources or resource values. Lease stipulations are
developed through the land use planning process. “The authorized officer may require stipulations
as conditions of lease issuance. Stipulations shall become part of the lease and shall supersede
inconsistent provisions of the standard lease form. Any party submitting a bid... shall be deemed
to have agreed to stipulations applicable to the specific parcel...” (43 CFR 3101.1-3).

Exceptions, waivers, and modifications provide an effective means of applying “Adaptive
Management” techniques to oil and gas leases and associated permitting activities to meet
changing circumstances. The criteria for approval of exceptions, waivers, and modifications
should be supported by NEPA analysis, either through the land use planning process or
site-specific environmental review.

This appendix identifies fluid mineral lease stipulations and addresses the procedure for providing
exceptions, modifications, and waivers of lease stipulations. Procedures for changing Conditions
of Approval (COAs) placed on surface disturbance and disruptive activity authorizations to
protect resource values are the same.

Definitions

The three types of surface stipulations the BLM applies are: (1) no surface occupancy (NSO), (2)
timing limitation stipulation (TLS), and (3) controlled surface use (CSU).

e NSO: Use or occupancy of the land surface for fluid mineral exploration or development is
prohibited in order to protect identified resource values. The minerals under NSO lands may
potentially be developed by directionally or horizontally drilling from nearby lands that do not
have the NSO limitation.
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e TLS: Prohibits surface use during a specified time period to protect identified resource values.
(Seasonal Restriction).

e CSU: Use and occupancy is allowed (unless restricted by another stipulation), but identified
resource values require special operational constraints that may modify lease rights.

Surface use rights are described in more detail at 43 CFR 3101.1-2.

An applicant may request an exception, modification, or waiver of a stipulation or restriction
included in a lease or applied as a COA.

e Exception: A one-time exemption to a lease stipulation or COA determined on a case-by-case
basis.

e Modification: A change to the provisions of a lease stipulation, either temporarily or for
the term of the lease.

e Waiver: A permanent exemption to a lease stipulation.

Standard Stipulations

The following three stipulations are applied to all BLM-administered fluid mineral leases within
Wyoming.

LEASE STIPULATION NO. 1: CULTURAL RESOURCES

This lease may be found to contain historic properties and/or resources protected under the NHPA,
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act, Executive Order 13007, or other statutes and executive orders. The BLM will not approve
any ground-disturbing activities that may affect any such properties or resources until it completes
its obligations (e.g., State Historic Preservation Officer [SHPO]) and tribal consultation) under
applicable requirements of the NHPA and other authorities. The BLM may require modification
to exploration or development proposals to protect such properties, or disapprove any activity that
is likely to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully avoided, minimized or mitigated.

LEASE STIPULATION NO. 2: ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SEC-

TION 7 CONSULTATION

The lease area may now or hereafter contain plants, animals, or their habitats

determined to be threatened, endangered, or other special status species. BLM may recommend
modifications to exploration and development proposals to further its conservation and
management objective to avoid BLM-approved activity that will contribute to a need to list such a
species or their habitat. The BLM may require modifications to or disapprove proposed activity
that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of a proposed or listed threatened
or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of a designated or
proposed critical habitat. The BLM will not approve any ground-disturbing activity that may
affect any such species or critical habitat until it completes its obligations under applicable
requirements of the Endangered Species Act as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq., including
completion of any required procedure for conference or consultation.

LEASE STIPULATION NO. 3: MULTIPLE MINERAL DEVELOPMENT
Operations will not be approved which, in the opinion of the authorized officer, would
unreasonably interfere with the orderly development and/or production from a valid existing
mineral lease issued prior to this one for the same lands.

Buffalo Planning Area Stipulations
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The following table lists the fluid mineral lease stipulations and exception, modification, and
waiver criteria for those stipulations included under the BLM’s Approved RMP. Table B.1,
“Lease Stipulations and Exception, Modification, and Waiver Criteria” (p. 229) describes the
stipulation (NSO, TLS, and CSU), identifies the applicable management action to which the
stipulation applies, discloses the approximate acreage to which the stipulation applies, and the
criteria for considering exceptions, modifications, and waivers.
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Table B.1. Lease Stipulations and Exception, Modification, and Waiver Criteria

Manage-

erosion
hazard

Stipulation |Protected |Acreage ] q A
metl;(t) ;&c— Type Resource Affected Stipulation Description
Soil-1004 |CSU Soil: severe |669,739 Surface disturbance is restricted on soils with a

severe erosion hazard rating.

Controlled Surface Use (CSU) (1): (a) Prior to surface
disturbance on soils with a severe erosion hazard rating a
site-specific construction, stabilization, and reclamation

plan (Plan) must be submitted to the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) by the applicant as a component of

the Application for Permit to Drill (APD) (BLM Form
3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface
Use Plan of Operations. The operator shall not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized
officer has approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).
(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the BLM authorized
officer’s satisfaction how the operator will meet the following
performance standards:

e The disturbed area will be stabilized with no evidence of
accelerated erosion features.

e The disturbed area shall be managed to ensure soil
characteristics approximate an appropriate reference
site with regard to erosional features to maintain soil
productivity and sustainability.

o Sufficient viable topsoil is maintained for ensuring
successful final reclamation. At locations where interim
reclamation will be completed, this will be accomplished
by respreading all salvaged topsoil over the areas of interim
reclamation.

o The original landform and site productivity will be partially
restored during interim reclamation and fully restored as a
result of final reclamation.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic
Database (SSURGO) Order 3 soil survey and/or

as determined by a BLM evaluation of the area.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring successful reclamation and erosion control
on soils with a severe erosion hazard rating in order to
meet the standards outlined in, Chapter 6 the BLM’s Oil
and Gas Gold Book, as revised, and the 2015 Buffalo Field
Office (BFO) Resource Management Plan (RMP) Record of
Decision (ROD).

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
failure to meet the performance standards above or a BLM
evaluation determines that the affected soils do not meet the
severe erosion hazard rating criteria.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based upon a NRCS soil
survey or BLM evaluation. The stipulation and performance
standards identified above may be modified based on
monitoring results.
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greater than
25% and less
than 50%

Manage- | .. q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area
does not include soils with severe erosion hazard. This
determination shall be based upon NRCS mapping and/or
BLM evaluation of the area.

Soil-1006 |CSU Soil: slopes |170,590 Surface disturbance is restricted on slopes greater

than 25% and less than 50%.

CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance on slopes greater
than 25% and less than 50% a site-specific construction,
stabilization, and reclamation plan (Plan) must be submitted
to the BLM by the applicant as a component of the APD
(BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form
3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of Operations. The Plan

must include designs approved and stamped by a licensed
engineer. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the BLM authorized
officer’s satisfaction how the operator will meet the following
performance standards:

e Slope stability is maintained preventing slope failure or
mass wasting.

o The disturbed area will be stabilized with no evidence of
accelerated erosion features.

e The disturbed area shall be managed to ensure soil
characteristics approximate an appropriate reference
site with regard to erosional features to maintain soil
productivity and sustainability.

e Sufficient viable topsoil is maintained for ensuring
successful final reclamation. At locations where interim
reclamation will be completed, this will be accomplished
by respreading all salvaged topsoil over the areas of interim
reclamation.

e The original landform and site productivity will be partially
restored during interim reclamation and fully restored as a
result of final reclamation.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
1:24,000 scale topographic maps, USGS Digital Elevation
Models, and/or as determined by a BLM evaluation of the area.
For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring successful reclamation and erosion control
on slopes greater than 25% and less than 50% in order to meet
the standards outlined in Chapter 6 of the BLM’s Oil and Gas
Gold Book, as revised, and the 2015 BFO RMP ROD.
Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
failure to meet the performance standards above, or a BLM
evaluation determines that the disturbed area is not located on
slopes greater than 25% but less than 50%.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation
of the area. The stipulation and performance standards
identified above may be modified based on monitoring results.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T p g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not include slopes greater than 25% but less than 50%. This
determination shall be based upon USGS mapping and/or
BLM evaluation of the area.
Soil-1006 [NSO Soil: slopes (45,570 No surface occupancy (NSO) or use is allowed on slopes

greater than
50%

greater than 50%.

On the lands described below:

NSO (1) as mapped by the USGS 1:24,000 scale topographic
maps, USGS Digital Elevation Models, and/or as determined
by a BLM evaluation of the area.

For the purpose of:
NSO (2) preventing mass slope failure and accelerated
erosion.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
mass slope failure or accelerated erosion, or if the action is
located entirely within an existing surface disturbance.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation
of the area. The stipulation may be modified based on
monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not include slopes greater than 50%. This determination shall
be based upon USGS mapping and/or BLM evaluation of
the area.
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Manage- | .. q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Soil-1010 |CSU Soil: limited 685,950 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted on
reclamation limited reclamation potential areas such as areas
potential possessing sensitive geologic formations, extremely
areas limiting soil conditions, biological soil crusts, badlands,

rock outcrops, and slopes susceptible to mass failure.

CSU (1): (a) CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance

on limited reclamation potential areas a site-specific
construction, stabilization, and reclamation plan (Plan) must
be submitted to the BLM by the applicant as a component
of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM
Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of Operations. The Plan
must include designs approved and stamped by a licensed
engineer. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the BLM authorized
officer’s satisfaction how the operator will meet the following
performance standards:

e The disturbed area will be stabilized with no evidence of
accelerated erosion features.

e The disturbed area shall be managed to ensure soil
characteristics approximate an appropriate reference
site with regard to erosional features to maintain soil
productivity and sustainability.

o Slope stability is maintained preventing slope failure and
erosion.

e Sufficient viable topsoil is maintained for ensuring
successful final reclamation. At locations where interim
reclamation will be completed, this will be accomplished
by respreading all salvaged topsoil over the areas of interim
reclamation.

e The original landform and site productivity will be partially
restored during interim reclamation and fully restored as a
result of final reclamation.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the NRCS SSURGO Order 3 soil
survey and as determined by a BLM evaluation of the area.
For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring successful reclamation and erosion control
on limited reclamation potential areas in order to meet the
standards outlined in, Chapter 6 of the BLM’s Oil and Gas
Gold Book, as revised, and the 2015 BFO RMP ROD.
Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
failure to meet the performance standards above or a BLM
evaluation determines that the area does not meet the limited
reclamation criteria.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a NRCS soil survey
and BLM evaluation. The stipulation and performance
standards identified above may be modified based on
monitoring results.
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Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area

does not include limited reclamation potential areas. This
determination shall be based upon NRCS mapping and BLM
evaluation.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Water- CSU Water: 95,172 Surface disturbance is restricted within 500 feet
1014 surface of springs, non-Coalbed Natural Gas (CBNG)
waters reservoirs, water wells, and perennial streams.

CSU (1): (a) CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within
500 feet of springs, non-CBNG reservoirs, water wells, and
perennial streams a site-specific construction, stabilization,
and reclamation plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM
by the applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form
3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface
Use Plan of Operations. The operator shall not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized
officer has approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).
(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the BLM authorized
officer’s satisfaction how the operator will meet the following
performance standards:

e Storm water and surface runoff will be controlled to
minimize erosion (rilling, gullying, piping, mass wasting)
and offsite siltation during construction, use/operations,
and reclamation.

e Offsite areas will be protected from accelerated soil
erosion.

e The original landform and site productivity will be partially
restored during interim reclamation and fully restored as a
result of final reclamation.

CSU (2) as mapped by the USGS National

Hydrologic Inventory and/or as determined by a

BLM evaluation of the area.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring protection of surface waters and
associated riparian habitats by meeting the standards outlined
in, Chapter 6 of the BLM’s Oil and Gas Gold Book, as
revised, and the 2015 BFO RMP ROD.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
failure to meet the performance standards above.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a USGS National
Hydrologic Inventory and/or BLM evaluation, in coordination
with the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and/or Wyoming State Engineer’s Office (WSEO).
The stipulation and performance standards identified above
may be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 500 feet of springs, non-CBNG reservoirs, water
wells, and perennial streams. This determination shall be
based upon USGS National Hydrologic Inventory and/or
BLM evaluation, in coordination with the Wyoming DEQ
and/or BFO.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Cave-1004 |CSU Cave and 212,626 Surface disturbance is restricted near the entrances
Karst: to significant caves.
significant CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance or disruptive
caves activities near an entrance to a significant cave a mitigation

plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the applicant
as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or
Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has
approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the BLM authorized
officer’s satisfaction that the action will not destroy,
disturb, deface, mar, alter, remove, or harm any
significant cave or alter the free movement of any

animal or plant life into or out of any significant cave.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the BLM.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) protecting significant cave resources (any
material or substance occurring naturally in caves, such as
animal life, plant life, paleontological deposits, sediments,
minerals, speleogens, and speleothems).

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the significant cave
resource(s) will be protected.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon on local evaluation.
The stipulation and standards identified above may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative of the operator subject to confirmation from
BLM.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does not
contain significant caves. This determination shall be based
upon USGS or BLM data and field evaluation of the area.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T P g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
Coal-2002 |CSU Coal: areas [304,967 Surface use or occupancy is restricted within areas
identified identified as highly likely to be considered in a Coal
0&G- as highly Lease by Application (LBA).
2007 likely to be CSU (1): Surface use or occupancy shall not be allowed by
considered in oil and gas lessee(s), operating rights holder(s), and/or oil and
a Coal (LBA) gas operator(s) on this federal oil and gas lease to conduct

any oil and gas operation, including drilling for, removing,
or disposing of oil and/or gas contained in federal coal
lease(s) unless a plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts
is developed between the oil and gas and the coal lessees,
and the Plan is approved by the BLM authorized officer;

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) areas identified as highly likely to be considered

in a Coal LBA as mapped by the U.S. Office of Surface
Mining, Wyoming DEQ, USGS, and/or BLM.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) protecting the first in time valid existing

rights of the coal lessee, the BLM authorized officer reserves
the right to alter or modify any oil and gas operations

on the lands described in this lease ensuring: a.) the
orderly development of the coal resource by surface and/or
underground mining methods; b.) coal mine worker safety;
and/or c¢.) coal production rates or recovery of the coal
resource. The oil and gas lessee(s), operating rights holder(s),
and/or oil and gas operator(s) of this federal oil and gas lease
shall not hold the United States as lessor, coal lessee(s),
sub-lessee(s), and/or coal operator(s) liable for any damage
or loss of the oil and gas resource, including the venting of
CBNG, caused by coal exploration or mining operations
conducted on federal coal lease.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not interfere
with coal operations.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation.
The stipulation may be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not contain areas identified as highly likely to be considered
in a coal LBA. This determination shall be based upon U.S.
Office of Surface Mining, Wyoming DEQ, USGS, and/or
BLM data.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Riparian- |CSU Riparian and | 144,045 Surface disturbance is restricted within 500 feet of
4009 Wetlands riparian systems, wetlands, and aquatic habitats.

CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within 500

feet of riparian systems, wetlands, and aquatic habitats a

site-specific construction, stabilization, and reclamation

plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the applicant
as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or

Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of

Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing

activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the BLM authorized

officer’s satisfaction how the operator will meet the following

performance standards:

e Storm water and surface runoff will be controlled to
minimize erosion (rilling, gullying, piping, mass wasting)
and offsite siltation during construction, use/operations,
and reclamation.

e Offsite areas will be protected from accelerated soil
erosion.

e The original landform and site productivity will be partially
restored during interim reclamation and fully restored as a
result of final reclamation.

CSU (2) as mapped by the USGS National
Hydrologic Inventory and/or as determined by a
BLM evaluation of the area.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring protection of surface waters and
associated riparian habitats by meeting the standards
outlined in, Chapter 6 of the BLM’s Oil and Gas Gold
Book, as revised, and the 2015 BFO RMP ROD.
CSU (3) On the lands described below:

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
failure to meet the performance standards above.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based upon a USGS
National Hydrologic Inventory and/or BLM evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 500 feet of riparian systems, wetlands, and aquatic
habitats. This determination shall be based upon USGS
National Hydrologic Inventory and/or BLM field evaluation.
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Manage- q q
ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Fish-4013 [CSU Fish: 261,870 Surface disturbance is restricted within 0.25 mile
occupied of naturally occurring water bodies containing
habitat native or desirable non-native fish species.

CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within

0.25 mile of naturally occurring water bodies containing

native or desirable non-native fish species a mitigation

plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the applicant
as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or

Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of

Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing

activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s

satisfaction that there will not be a local decline in fish

abundance or range as a result of the lease operations.

Examples of a few of the items to consider are as follows:

e Spill prevention measures to ensure hydrocarbons and
other potentially toxic substances used for lease activities
are prevented from entering the watercourse.

e Sediment control measures to ensure increased sediment
contributions are avoided.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the Wyoming Game

and Fish Department (WGFD) and/or BLM.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) protecting native and desirable non-native
fish populations and habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not result in a
local decline in native or desirable non-native fish abundance
or range.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a WGFD or BLM
evaluation, in coordination with the WGFD. The stipulation
may be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is

not within 0.25 mile of naturally occurring water bodies
containing native and desirable non-native fish species. This
determination shall be based upon WGFD mapping and BLM
onsite evaluation of the area.
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Manage-
ment Ac-
tion

Stipulation
Type

Protected
Resource

Acreage
Affected

Stipulation Description

WL-4015

NSO

Wildlife: Big
game habitat
management
areas

14,216

NSO or use is allowed within WGFD Big Game Habitat
Management Areas (Ed O. Taylor, Kerns, Bud Love, and
Amsden Creek).

On the lands described below:
NSO (1) as mapped by the WGFD.

For the purpose of:
NSO (2) ensuring the function and suitability of
WGFD Big Game Habitat Management Areas.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will
not impair the function or suitability of WGFD Big Game
Habitat Management Areas.

Modification: The BLM-authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a WGFD and BLM
evaluation, in coordination with the WGFD. The stipulation
may be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within a WGFD big game habitat management area. This
determination shall be based upon a BLM evaluation, in
coordination with the WGFD.

WL-4017

TLS

Wildlife: big
game crucial
winter range

81,437

Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are prohibited

or restricted from (1) November 15 to April 30 within
big-game crucial winter range, or from May 1 to

June 15 within elk calving areas (WGFD 2009).

On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped by the WGFD and evaluated by the BLM.
For the purpose of:

TLS (3) ensuring the function and suitability of

crucial big game winter ranges.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if the operator demonstrates that the crucial habitat
is not occupied during the period of concern, subject to
confirmation by the WGFD and BLM; or it is determined
that the action will not impair the function or suitability of
the crucial habitat.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the WGFD, to determine that the big
game crucial winter range is not present or boundaries of the
subject winter range areas have been refined. The stipulation
may be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within big game crucial winter range or an elk calving area.
This determination shall be based upon a BLM evaluation of
the area, in coordination with the WGFD.
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calving areas

Manage- q q

ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

WL-4017 |TLS Wildlife: elk |37,549 Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are

prohibited or restricted from (1) May 1 to June

15 within elk calving areas (WGFD 20009).

On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped by the WGFD and evaluated by the BLM.
For the purpose of:

TLS (3) ensuring the function and suitability of elk

calving areas.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if the operator demonstrates that the crucial elk
calving habitat is not occupied during the period of concern,
subject to confirmation by the WGFD and BLM; or it is
determined that the action will not impair the function or
suitability of the crucial habitat.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the WGFD, to determine that the elk
calving habitat is not present or boundaries of the subject
calving areas have been refined. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within an elk calving area. This determination shall be based
upon a BLM evaluation of the area, in coordination with the
WGEFD.
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Manage-
ment Ac-
tion

Stipulation
Type

Protected
Resource

Acreage
Affected

Stipulation Description

WL-4017

CSU

Wildlife: big
game crucial
winter ranges

81,437

Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted within
WGFD designated big game crucial winter range.

CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within WGFD
designated big game crucial winter range, a mitigation plan
(Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the applicant

as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or
Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized

officer’s satisfaction that the function and suitability

of crucial big game winter ranges will not be impaired

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the WGFD.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring the function and suitability of

crucial big game winter range.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
impair the function or suitability of the crucial habitat.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the WGFD. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within big game crucial winter range. This determination
shall be based upon a BLM evaluation of the area, in
coordination with the WGFD.
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Manage- q q

ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

WL-4017 |CSU Wildlife: elk |37,549 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted

within WGFD designated elk calving areas.

CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within

WGFD designated elk calving areas a mitigation plan
(Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the applicant

as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or
Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has
approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that the function and suitability of elk
calving area will not be impaired.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the WGFD.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring the function and suitability of elk
calving areas.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
impair the function or suitability of the elk calving area.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the WGFD. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within an elk calving area. This determination shall be based
upon a BLM evaluation of the area, in coordination with the
WGFD.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
WL-4018 |CSU Wildlife: 173,512 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted within WGFD
WL-4021 crucial elk designated elk crucial winter range and calving areas.
ranges CSU (1): (a) Fluid mineral production and byproducts shall

be piped out of and (b) permanent above ground facilities
will be located outside of WGFD designated elk crucial
winter range and calving areas unless a mitigation plan
(Plan) submitted by the applicant and approved by the
BLM as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or
Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has
approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(c) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that the function and suitability of elk crucial
winter range and elk calving areas will not be impaired.
On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the WGFD.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring the function and suitability of elk
crucial winter range and elk calving areas.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
impair the function or suitability of the crucial habitat.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the WGFD. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is
not within elk crucial winter range or a calving area. This
determination shall be based upon a BLM evaluation, in
coordination with the WGFD.
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Manage- | .. q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

WL-4023 |CSU Wildlife: 79,362 Surface occupancy or use is subject to the following
Fortification special operating constraints.
Creek CSU (1) Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities shall
Planning only be approved with adequate mitigation to ensure
Area compliance with the Fortification Creek RMP Amendment

(BLM 2011) performance standards. Prior to surface
disturbance within the Fortification Creek Planning Area a
mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the
applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3)
or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) within the Fortification Creek Planning

Area (Map 3-36)

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) protecting the viability of the Fortification

elk herd and facilitating ecosystem reconstruction in the
stabilization of disturbed areas.

Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of review determines that the action,
as proposed or conditioned, is sited in a location, or otherwise
designed, such that the Fortification Creek Resource
Management Planning Area objectives (performance
standards) are not applicable (i.e., outside the elk yearlong
range).

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

area subject to the stipulation or the CSU criteria if an
environmental record of review finds that a portion of the
CSU area is nonessential, it is identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate
or overly protective for maintaining the function or utility of
the site, or the modification will meet the goals identified in
the Fortification Creek Resource Management Planning Area.

Waiver: This stipulation may be waived over the entire
lease if the authorized officer determines that the described
lands are not within the Fortification elk herd yearlong range
or do not contain areas of limited reclamation potential
(including slopes greater than 25%) and therefore the
Fortification Creek Resource Management Planning Area
objectives (performance standards) are not applicable. This
determination shall be based upon BLM evaluation of the
area. The determination may be coordinated with other
agencies such as the WGFD or NRCS.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
WL-4026 |CSU Wildlife: 3,601 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted within 0.25

sharp-tailed
grouse leks

mile of the perimeter of occupied sharp-tailed grouse leks.
CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within 0.25 mile
of the perimeter of occupied sharp-tailed grouse leks a
mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the
applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3)
or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that the function and suitability of sharp-tailed
grouse breeding habitat will not be impaired (result in
physical injury; a decrease in productivity, by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior; or lek abandonment, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior).

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped by the WGFD.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring the function and suitability of
sharp-tailed grouse breeding habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will
not impair the function and suitability of sharp-tailed grouse
breeding habitat. The determination may include consultation
with the WGFD.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the WGFD. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 0.25 mile of an occupied sharp-tailed grouse lek. This
determination shall be based upon a BLM evaluation, in
coordination with the WGFD.
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Manage- q q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
WL-4026 |TLS Wildlife: 191,257 Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are prohibited or
sharp-tailed restricted from April 1 to July 15 (WGFD 2009) within 2
grouse miles of the perimeter of occupied sharp-tailed grouse leks.
nesting On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped by the WGFD and evaluated by the BLM.
For the purpose of:

TLS (3) ensuring the function and suitability of
sharp-tailed grouse nesting habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not affect
reproductive displays, nest attendance, egg or chick survival,
or early brood-rearing success. Actions designed to enhance
the long-term utility or availability of suitable sharp-tailed
grouse habitat may be exempted from this timing limitation.
The determination may include coordination with the WGFD,
so that granting an exception would not adversely impact the
population being protected.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
size and shape of the TLS area or the TLS criteria if it is
determined that the actual habitat suitability for seasonal
sharp-tailed grouse activities is greater or less than the
stipulated area, or it is identified through scientific research
or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate or
overly protective for maintaining the function or utility of
the site for the seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral
needs of the sharp-tailed grouse, including (but not limited
to) reproductive display, daytime loafing/staging activities,
and nesting.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined, in coordination with the
WGEFD, that the described lands are incapable of serving
the long-term requirements of sharp-tailed grouse breeding,
nesting, and early brood-rearing habitat.

Appendix B Fluid Mineral Lease Notices; Lease
Stipulations; and the Process for Exceptions,

Modifications, and Waivers

Buffalo Planning Area Stipulations

September 2015



Buffalo Approved RMP 247
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
WL-4028 [CSU Wildlife: 1,195,815 |Surface disturbance is restricted within U.S. Fish

non-special
status species
raptor nests

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Wyoming Ecological
Service’s recommended spatial biological buffers
(Appendix Q (p. 633)) or http://www.fws.gov/wyominges/
Pages/Species/Species_SpeciesConcern/Raptors.html)

of active non-special status species raptor nests.

CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within USFWS
recommended spatial buffers of raptor nests a mitigation
plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the applicant
as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or
Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has
approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that nesting raptors will not be disturbed. Nesting
raptors will not be agitated or bothered to a degree that causes
or is likely to cause:

e Physical injury,

e A decrease in productivity, by substantially interfering

with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or

e Nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with

normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO Geographic Information
System (GIS) database or determined by the BLM from field
evaluation, in coordination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.
For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring raptor productivity.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
result in a failure to meet the performance standards above.
The determination may include coordination with the WGFD
or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation.
Spatial buffers may be modified based on auditory and visual
impacts, as well as the topography and other ecological
characteristics surrounding the nest site. The stipulation and
performance standards identified above may be modified
based on monitoring results. The determination shall be based
upon field studies of the area by a qualified representative
and subject to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may
include consultation with the WGFD or USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not include spatial buffer zones for nesting raptors. This
determination shall be based upon field studies of the area
by a qualified representative and subject to confirmation
from BLM. Confirmation may include consultation with the
WGEFD or USFWS.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
WL-4030 |TLS Wildlife: Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are prohibited

non-special
status species
raptor
nesting

or restricted within (1) the USFWS Wyoming Ecological
Service’s recommended spatial buffers and dates of
active non-special status species raptor nests. (Appendix
Q (p. 633) or http://www.fws.gov/wyominges/Pages/
Species/Species_SpeciesConcern/Raptors.html).

On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database

or determined by, BLM from field evaluation,

in coordination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

TLS (3) ensuring raptor nest productivity.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not disturb
(likely to cause physical injury; a decrease in productivity, by
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or
sheltering behavior; or nest abandonment, by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior) nesting raptors. The determination may include
consultation with the WGFD or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation.
Spatial buffers may be modified based on auditory and visual
impacts, as well as the topography and other ecological
characteristics surrounding the nest site. The stipulation may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM. The
confirmation may include consultation with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not include spatial buffers for raptor nests. This determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
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Manage-
ment Ac-
tion

Stipulation
Type

Protected
Resource

Acreage
Affected

Stipulation Description

SS Plant-
4008

NSO

SS Plants:
populations

NSO or use is allowed within special status species

plant populations.

On the lands described below:

NSO (1) as mapped on the BFO GIS database, or determined
by BLM from field evaluation, in coordination with the
Wyoming Natural Diversity Database and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

NSO (2) protecting special status species plant
populations.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
adversely affect special status species plant populations.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in coordination with the USFWS. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not contain a special status species plant population. This
determination shall be based upon a BLM evaluation, in
coordination with the USFWS.
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250 Buffalo Approved RMP
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS Plant- |CSU SS Plants: 243,929 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted within
4008 habitat special status plant species habitat.

CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within special status
plant species habitat flowering season survey(s) must be
conducted and a mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted

to the BLM by the applicant as a component of the APD
(BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) —

Surface Use Plan of Operations. The operator shall not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized officer
has approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that special status plant species will not be harmed
and that the habitat on which they depend will be conserved.
On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped or determined by the USFWS,

Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, the BFO GIS
database, or from field evaluation.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) conserving special status plant species and
the habitat on which they depend.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if flowering season survey(s) determine that a
special status species plant population is not present or it is
determined that the action is sited in a location so that the
action will not harm special status plant species.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if flowering season survey(s) determine that the
entire lease area does not include populations or habitat
of special status species plants. This determination shall
be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
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Buffalo Approved RMP 251
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS Plant- |CSU SS Plants: |0 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted within
4008 Ute ladies’- 0.25 mile of Ute ladies’-tresses orchid populations.
tresses orchid CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within Ute
populations ladies’-tresses orchid habitat flowering season survey(s) must

be conducted and a mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted
to the BLM by the applicant as a component of the APD
(BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) —

Surface Use Plan of Operations. The operator shall not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized officer
has approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that Ute ladies’-tresses orchids will not be harmed
and that the habitat on which they depend will be conserved.
On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped or determined by the USFWS,

Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, the BFO GIS
database, or from field evaluation.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) conserving Ute ladies’-tresses orchids and
the habitat on which they depend.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if flowering season survey(s) determine that a
Ute ladies’-tresses orchid population is not present or it is
determined that the action is sited in a location so that the
action will not harm special status plant species.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if flowering season survey(s) determine that the
entire lease area does not include populations or habitat of
Ute ladies’-tresses orchid. This determination shall be based
upon field studies of the area by a qualified representative and
subject to confirmation from BLM.
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252

Buffalo Approved RMP

Manage- q q
ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS Fish NSO SS Fish: 4,846 NSO or use is allowed within 0.25 mile of any waters
-4008 occupied containing special status fish species.
habitat

On the lands described below;
NSO (1) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or from field
evaluation, in consultation with the WGFD.

For the purpose of:
NSO (2) protecting special status fish populations
and habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale,
sited in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action
will not result in a local decline in special status species fish
abundance or range.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based upon a BLM evaluation,
in consultation with the WGFD. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 0.25 mile of any waters containing special status fish
species. This determination shall be based upon WGFD
mapping and field evaluation of the area.
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Buffalo Approved RMP 253
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: [2,325,854 |Surface disturbance is restricted within special status
WL-4007 special status species wildlife habitat.

wildlife
habitat

CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within special
status species wildlife habitat an occupancy survey must be
conducted and a mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted

to the BLM by the applicant as a component of the APD
(BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) —
Surface Use Plan of Operations. The operator shall not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized officer
has approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that special status wildlife species will

not be harmed (any act which actually kills or injures
wildlife including habitat modification or degradation that
substantially impairs essential behavioral patterns) and

that the habitat on which they depend will be conserved.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped or determined by the USFWS,

WGFD, Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, or

BLM from field evaluation.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) conserving special status species wildlife

and the habitat on which they depend (BLM 2008 - 6840
manual).

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if an occupancy survey determines that special
status wildlife species are not present or it is determined that
the action is sited in a location so that the action will not harm
special status wildlife species. Confirmation may include
coordination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD
and/or USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not include special status species wildlife habitat. This
determination shall be based upon field studies of the area by
a qualified representative subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD
and/or USFWS.
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254 Buffalo Approved RMP
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: |58,902 Surface disturbance is prohibited or restricted within
WL-4009 prairie dog active prairie dog colonies on BLM-administered surface.

colonies and
dependent
species

CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within active
prairie dog colonies on BLM-administered surface a special
status species occupancy survey must be conducted and a
mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by the
applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3)
or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has

approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that activities with active prairie dog colonies on
BLM surface would not adversely impact suitable habitat for
special status species dependent upon prairie dog colonies.
On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped or determined on the BFO GIS
database or from field evaluation, in coordination

with the USFWS and WGEFD.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) conserving special status species wildlife

and the prairie dog colonies on which they depend.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that special status wildlife species
are not present or it is determined that the action is sited in a
location so that the action will not harm special status wildlife
species. This determination shall be based upon evaluation by
a qualified representative, subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD
and/or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD
and/or USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area

is not occupied by prairie dog dependent special status
wildlife species. This determination shall be based upon
field studies of the area by a qualified representative subject
to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may include
coordination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.
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Buffalo Approved RMP 255
Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T p g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
SS NSO SS Wildlife: |Core Stipulation: Occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks inside
WL-4024 Greater Population |designated Priority Habitat Management Area (PHMA)
Sage- Areas: (Core and Connectivity). This area encompasses occupied
Grouse Core |30,754 Greater Sage-Grouse leks inside designated PHMA (Core
Population and Connectivity). NSO or use is allowed within a six-tenths
Areas and | Connectiv- |(0.6) mile radius of the perimeter of occupied Greater
Connectivity |ity Corri- | Sage-Grouse leks inside designated Core Population Areas
Corridors dors: 7,359 | and Connectivity Corridors, as mapped on the BFO GIS

database.

Purpose: To protect occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks and
associated seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral needs
of Greater Sage-Grouse in proximity to leks, from habitat
fragmentation and loss and Greater Sage-Grouse populations
from disturbance inside designated Core Population Areas
and Connectivity Corridors.

Exception: The authorized officer 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. The BLM can and does grant exceptions

if the BLM, in coordination with the WGFD, determines
that granting an exception would not adversely impact the
population being protected. Any changes to this stipulation
will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the
regulatory provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the
use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

area subject to the stipulation or the NSO criteria if an
environmental record of review finds that a portion of the
NSO area is nonessential, or it is identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate
or overly protective for maintaining the function or utility of
the site for the seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral
needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse, including (but not limited
to) reproductive display, daytime loafing/staging activities,
and nesting. Any changes to this stipulation will be made

in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Waiver: This stipulation may be waived over the entire
lease if, in coordination with the State wildlife agency, it

is determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek has been
classified as unoccupied as determined by the State wildlife
agency. Any changes to this stipulation will be made in
accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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256

Buffalo Approved RMP

Manage-

ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

SS CSU SS Wildlife: |Core Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse Core Population Areas

WL-4024 Greater Population |and Connectivity Corridors (Priority Habitat). This area
Sage- Areas: encompasses BLM-administered surface within Greater
Grouse Core |30,754 Sage-Grouse Core Population Areas and Connectivity
Population Corridors (Priority Habitat). All applicable surface
Areas and | Connectiv- |disturbances (existing or future, and not limited to fluid
Connectivity |ity Corri- |mineral disturbances) must be restored, as described in the
Corridors dors: 7,359 | BFO RMP, to the approval of the BLM authorized officer.

Purpose: To restore functional Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
to support core Greater Sage-Grouse populations.

Exception: The authorized officer 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
needs of Greater Sage-Grouse. The BLM can and does grant
exceptions if the BLM, in coordination with the WGFD,
determines that granting an exception would not adversely
impact the population being protected. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use
plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals
1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or surface occupancy criteria if an
environmental record of review finds that a portion of the
CSU area is nonessential, or it is identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate
or overly protective for maintaining the function or utility
of the site for the needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse. Any
changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with
the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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Buffalo Approved RMP 257
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS TLS SS Wildlife: |Not Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse winter concentration areas.
WL-4024 Greater mapped This area encompasses designated Greater Sage-Grouse
Sage-Grouse winter concentration areas. No surface use is allowed
winter con- during December 1 — March 14, within mapped Greater

centration ar-
eas that sup-
port nesting
in Core Pop-
ulation Ar-
eas (Priority
Habitat Area
and general
habitat)

Sage-Grouse Winter concentration areas in designated PHMA
(Core and Connectivity), and outside designated PHMA
(Core and Connectivity) when supporting wintering Greater
Sage-Grouse that attend leks within designated PHMA (Core
only).

Purpose: To seasonally protect Greater Sage-Grouse winter
concentration areas from disruptive activities.

Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of review determines that the action,
as proposed or conditioned, will not impair the function and
suitability of the winter concentration area, or it is determined
that the winter concentration area is not occupied by
concentrated populations of Greater Sage-Grouse during the
period of concern. Actions designed to enhance the long-term
utility or availability of suitable Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
may be exempted from this timing limitation. The BLM can
and does grant exceptions to seasonal restrictions if the BLM,
in coordination with the WGFD, determines that granting

an exception would not adversely impact the population
being protected. Any changes to this stipulation will be made
in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

size and shape of the TLS area or the TLS criteria if an
environmental record of review indicates the actual habitat
suitability for seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse activities is
greater or less than the stipulated area, or it is identified
through scientific research or monitoring that the existing
criteria are inadequate or overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site for the seasonal habitat,
life-history, or behavioral needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse.
Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance
with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for
such changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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Buffalo Approved RMP

Manage-

metn;(t) ;&c— i;ng:latmn f{l:;:)e::_sg i?::;gefl Stipulation Description

SS CSU SS Wildlife: 519,444 Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse designated Core

WL-4024 Greater Population Areas. This area encompasses Greater
Sage- Sage-Grouse designated PHMA (Core only). Surface
Grouse Core occupancy or use will be restricted to no more than an
Population average of one disturbance location per 640 acres using the
Areas Density and Disturbance Calculation Tool (DDCT), and

the cumulative value of all applicable surface disturbances,
existing or future, must not exceed 5 percent of the DDCT
area.

This lease does not guarantee the lessee the right to occupy
the surface of the lease for the purpose of producing oil and
natural gas within Greater Sage-Grouse designated PHMA
(Core only). The surface occupancy restriction criteria
identified in this stipulation may preclude surface occupancy
and may be beyond the ability of the lessee to meet due to
existing surface disturbance on federal, state, or private lands
within designated PHMA (Core only) or surface disturbance
created by other land users. The BLM may require the
lessee or operator to enter into a unit agreement or drilling
easement to facilitate the equitable development of this and
surrounding leases.

Purpose: To protect Greater Sage-Grouse designated Core
Population Areas from habitat fragmentation and loss.

Exception: The authorized officer 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. The BLM can and does grant exceptions

if the BLM, in coordination with the WGFD, determines
that granting an exception would not adversely impact the
population being protected. Any changes to this stipulation
will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the
regulatory provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the
use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or surface occupancy criteria if an
environmental record of review finds that a portion of the
CSU area is nonessential, or it is identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate
or overly protective for maintaining the function or utility of
the site for the seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral
needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse, including (but not limited
to) reproductive display, daytime loafing/staging activities,
and nesting. Any changes to this stipulation will be made

in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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Buffalo Approved RMP 259
Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T p g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
SS TLS SS Wildlife: 440,114 Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse breeding, nesting, and
WL-4024 Greater early brood-rearing habitats inside designated PHMA (Core
Sage- only). This area encompasses Greater Sage-Grouse breeding,
Grouse Core nesting, and early brood-rearing habitats inside designated
Population PHMA (Core only). No surface use is allowed during March
Area nesting 15 — June 30, inside designated PHMA (Core only).
habitat

Where credible data support different timeframes for this
restriction, dates may be expanded by 14 days prior or
subsequent to the above dates.

Purpose: To seasonally protect Greater Sage-Grouse
breeding, nesting, and early brood-rearing habitats from
disruptive activities inside designated Core Population Areas.

Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of review determines that the action,
as proposed or conditioned, will not affect reproductive
displays, nest attendance, egg or chick survival, or early
brood-rearing success. Actions designed to enhance

the long-term utility or availability of suitable Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat may be exempted from this timing
limitation. The BLM can and does grant exceptions to
seasonal restrictions if the BLM, in coordination with the
WGEFD, determines that granting an exception would not
adversely impact the population being protected. Any
changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with
the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

size and shape of the TLS area or the TLS criteria if an
environmental record of review indicates the actual habitat
suitability for seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse activities is
greater or less than the stipulated area, or it is identified
through scientific research or monitoring that the existing
criteria are inadequate or overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site for the seasonal habitat,
life-history, or behavioral needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse,
including (but not limited to) reproductive display, daytime
loafing/staging activities, and nesting. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use
plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals
1624 and 3101.)
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260 Buffalo Approved RMP
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: |150,006 Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse Connectivity Corridors.
WL-4024 Greater This area encompasses Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA
Sage-Grouse (Connectivity Only). The cumulative value of all applicable
Connectivity surface disturbances (existing or future, and not limited to
Corridors fluid mineral disturbances) must not exceed an average of 5

percent of the sagebrush habitat mapped on the BFO GIS
database per 640 acres, using the DDCT.

This lease does not guarantee the lessee the right to occupy
the surface of the lease for the purpose of producing oil and
natural gas within Greater Sage-Grouse designated PHMA
(Connectivity Only). The surface occupancy restriction
criteria identified in this stipulation may preclude surface
occupancy and may be beyond the ability of the lessee to
meet due to existing surface disturbance on federal, state,
or private lands within designated Connectivity Corridors
or surface disturbance created by other land users. The
BLM may require the lessee or operator to enter into a unit
agreement or drilling easement to facilitate the equitable
development of this and surrounding leases.

Purpose: To protect Greater Sage-Grouse Connectivity
Corridors from habitat fragmentation and loss.

Exception: The authorized officer 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. An exception to the stated limits may be
granted when compensatory mitigation is determined to
provide an overall beneficial effect to Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat and populations. The BLM can and does grant
exceptions if the BLM, in coordination with the WGFD,
determines that granting an exception would not adversely
impact the population being protected. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use
plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals
1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or surface occupancy criteria if an
environmental record of review finds that a portion of the
CSU area is nonessential, or it is identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate
or overly protective for maintaining the function or utility of
the site for the seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral
needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse, including (but not limited
to) reproductive display, daytime loafing/staging activities,
and nesting. Any changes to this stipulation will be made

in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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Buffalo Approved RMP 261
Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T p g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
SS TLS SS Wildlife: |131,849 Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse breeding, nesting, and
WL-4024 Greater early brood-rearing habitat within PHMA (Connectivity
Sage-Grouse only). This area encompasses Greater Sage-Grouse breeding,
Connectivity nesting, and early brood-rearing habitat within PHMA
Corridor (Connectivity only). No surface use is allowed during March
nesting 15 — June 30, inside PHMA (Connectivity only), within four
habitat miles of an occupied lek (independent of habitat suitability).

Purpose: To seasonally protect Greater Sage-Grouse
breeding, nesting, and early brood-rearing habitats inside
Connectivity Corridors from disruptive activities, within four
miles of an occupied lek.

Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of review determines that the action,
as proposed or conditioned, will not affect reproductive
displays, nest attendance, egg or chick survival, or early
brood-rearing success. Actions designed to enhance

the long-term utility or availability of suitable Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat may be exempted from this timing
limitation. The BLM can and does grant exceptions to
seasonal restrictions if the BLM, in coordination with the
WGEFD, determines that granting an exception would not
adversely impact the population being protected. Any
changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with
the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

size and shape of the TLS area or the TLS criteria if an
environmental record of review indicates the actual habitat
suitability for seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse activities is
greater or less than the stipulated area, or it is identified
through scientific research or monitoring that the existing
criteria are inadequate or overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site for the seasonal habitat,
life-history, or behavioral needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse,
including (but not limited to) reproductive display, daytime
loafing/staging activities, and nesting. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use
plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals
1624 and 3101.)

Waiver: This stipulation may be waived over the entire
lease if, in coordination with the State wildlife agency, it

is determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek has been
classified as unoccupied as determined by the State wildlife
agency. Any changes to this stipulation will be made in
accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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Buffalo Approved RMP

Manage- q q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

SS NSO SS Wildlife: 16,103 Stipulation: Occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks outside

WL-4024 general designated PHMA (Core and Connectivity). This area
Greater encompasses occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks outside
Sage-Grouse designated Core Population Areas and Connectivity
breeding Corridors. NSO or use is allowed within a one-quarter (0.25)
habitat mile radius of the perimeter of occupied Greater Sage-Grouse

leks outside designated PHMA (Core and Connectivity), as
mapped on the BFO GIS database.

Purpose: To protect occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks and
associated seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral needs
of Greater Sage-Grouse in proximity to leks, from habitat
fragmentation and loss and Greater Sage-Grouse populations
from disturbance outside designated Core Population Areas
and Connectivity Corridors.

Exception: The authorized officer 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. The BLM can and does grant exceptions

if the BLM, in coordination with the WGFD, determines
that granting an exception would not adversely impact the
population being protected. Any changes to this stipulation
will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the
regulatory provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the
use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

area subject to the stipulation or the NSO criteria if an
environmental record of review finds that a portion of the
NSO area is nonessential, or it is identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the existing criteria are inadequate
or overly protective for maintaining the function or utility of
the site for the seasonal habitat, life-history, or behavioral
needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse, including (but not limited
to) reproductive display, daytime loafing/staging activities,
and nesting. Any changes to this stipulation will be made

in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Waiver: This stipulation may be waived over the entire
lease if, in coordination with the State wildlife agency, it

is determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek has been
classified as unoccupied as determined by the State wildlife
agency. Any changes to this stipulation will be made in
accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
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Buffalo Approved RMP 263
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS TLS SS wildlife: |779,834 Stipulation: Greater Sage-Grouse breeding, nesting and early
WL-4024 general brood-rearing habitat outside designated PHMA (Core and
Greater Connectivity). This area encompasses Greater Sage-Grouse

Sage-Grouse
nesting and
early brood-
rearing
habitat

breeding, nesting and early brood-rearing habitat outside
designated PHMA (Core and Connectivity). No surface use is
allowed during March 15 — June 30, in Greater Sage-Grouse
breeding, nesting and early brood-rearing habitats outside
designated PHMA (Core and Connectivity), within two miles
of an occupied lek.

Where credible data support different timeframes for this
restriction, dates may be expanded by 14 days prior or
subsequent to the above dates.

Purpose: To seasonally protect Greater Sage-Grouse nesting
and early brood-rearing habitats from disruptive activities
outside designated Core Population Areas and Connectivity
Corridors, within two miles of an occupied lek.

Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of review determines that the action,
as proposed or conditioned, will not affect reproductive
displays, nest attendance, egg or chick survival, or early
brood-rearing success. Actions designed to enhance

the long-term utility or availability of suitable Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat may be exempted from this timing
limitation. The BLM can and does grant exceptions to
seasonal restrictions if the BLM, in coordination with the
WGFD, determines that granting an exception would not
adversely impact the population being protected. Any
changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with
the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

Modification: The authorized officer may modify the

size and shape of the TLS area or the TLS criteria if an
environmental record of review indicates the actual habitat
suitability for seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse activities is
greater or less than the stipulated area, or it is identified
through scientific research or monitoring that the existing
criteria are inadequate or overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site for the seasonal habitat,
life-history, or behavioral needs of the Greater Sage-Grouse,
including (but not limited to) reproductive display, daytime
loafing/staging activities, and nesting. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use
plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manuals
1624 and 3101.)
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Manage- q q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Waiver: This stipulation may be waived over the entire
lease if, in coordination with the State wildlife agency, it
is determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek has been
classified as unoccupied as determined by the State wildlife
agency. Any changes to this stipulation will be made in
accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
SS NSO SS wildlife: |7,710 NSO or use is allowed within 0.5 mile of bald eagle nests.
WL-4026 bald eagle
nesting On the lands described below:
habitat NSO (1) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or determined
by field evaluation, in coordination with the WGFD and/or
USFWS.

For the purpose of:
NSO (2) ensuring productivity of bald eagles.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an

exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited

in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not

disturb (as defined by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection

Act) nesting bald eagles. Bald eagles will not be agitated or

bothered to a degree that causes or is likely to cause:

e Physical injury, or

® A decrease in productivity, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or

e Nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with
normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is
not within 0.5 mile of a bald eagle nest. Confirmation may
include coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.
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Manage-
ment Ac-
tion

Stipulation
Type

Protected
Resource

Acreage
Affected

Stipulation Description

SS
WL-4026

TLS

SS Wildlife:
bald eagle
nesting

36,597

Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are
prohibited or restricted from February 1 to August
15 within 1.0 mile of active bald eagle nests.

On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or
determined by field evaluation, in coordination with
the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

TLS (3) ensuring productivity of bald eagles.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if a staff review determines that the action will
not disturb nesting bald eagles. This determination shall be
based upon field study by a qualified representative, subject
to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may include
coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is
not within 1.0 mile of a bald eagle nest. Confirmation may
include coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS NSO SS Wildlife: |58,902 NSO or use is allowed within 0.5 miles from the
WL-4028 bald and edge of consistently used bald or golden eagle
golden eagle winter roosts and the following consistently used

winter roosts

riparian corridors: Clear Creek, Crazy Woman Creek,
Piney Creek, Powder River, and Tongue River.

On the lands described below:

NSO (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or
determined by field evaluation, in coordination with
the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

NSO (3) protecting wintering bald and golden
eagles.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
harm roosting eagles.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 0.5 mile of a consistently used eagle roost or riparian
corridor.
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Buffalo Approved RMP 267
Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T p g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: |58,902 Surface disturbance is restricted within 1.0 mile
WL-4028 bald and from the edge of consistently used bald or golden
golden eagle winter roosts and the following consistently
eagle winter used riparian corridors: Clear Creek, Crazy Woman
roosting Creek, Piney Creek, Powder River, and Tongue River.
habitat CSU (1): (a) Prior to surface disturbance within 1.0 mile of

consistently used bald and golden eagle winter roosts and
riparian corridors a mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted
to the BLM by the applicant as a component of the APD
(BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) —
Surface Use Plan of Operations. The operator shall not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized officer
has approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).
(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that wintering eagles will not be disturbed (as
defined by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act). Bald
or golden eagles will not be agitated or bothered to a degree
that causes or is likely to cause:
e Physical injury, or
e A decrease in productivity, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or
determined by field evaluation, in coordination with
the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) protecting bald and golden eagle winter
roosting habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
result in a failure to meet the performance standards above.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify

the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation and
performance standards identified above may be modified
based on monitoring results. The determination shall be based
upon field studies of the area by a qualified representative
and subject to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may
include coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 1.0 mile of a consistently used eagle winter roost or
riparian corridor.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected |Acreage
ment Ac- T P g Stipulation Description
tion ype Resource Affected
SS TLS SS Wildlife: |58,902 Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are
WL-4028 bald and prohibited or restricted from (1) November 1 to April
golden 1 within 1.0 mile from the edge of consistently used
eagle winter eagle winter roosts and the following consistently
roosting used riparian corridors: Clear Creek, Crazy Woman
habitat Creek, Piney Creek, Powder River, and Tongue River.

On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or
determined by field evaluation, in coordination with
the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

TLS (3) protecting roosting eagles.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designated so that the action will
not harm roosting eagles.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within 1.0 mile of a consistently used bald or golden eagle
winter roost or riparian corridor.
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Manage-
ment Ac-
tion

Stipulation
Type

Protected
Resource

Acreage
Affected

Stipulation Description

SS
WL-4031

TLS

SS Wildlife:
special
status raptor
nesting

701,847

Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities are prohibited or
restricted (1)within USFWS recommended spatial buffers
and dates (Appendix Q (p. 633) or http://www.fws.gov/
wyominges/Pages/Species/Species_SpeciesConcern/
Raptors.html) of active raptor nests of special status species.
On the lands described below:

TLS (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or
determined by field evaluation, in coordination with

the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

TLS (3) ensuring productivity of nesting special

status raptors.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action will not disturb
nesting special status raptors.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within the USFWS recommended spatial buffer of a sensitive
species raptor nest. This determination shall be based

upon field studies of the area by a qualified representative
and reviewed by BLM. The determination may include
coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.
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raptor nests

Manage- q q
ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS NSO SS Wildlife: 701,847 NSO or use is allowed within a species specific spatial
WL-4032 special status buffer of special status species raptor nests using USFWS

Wyoming Ecological Service’s recommendations (Appendix
Q (p. 633) or http://www.fws.gov/wyominges/Pages/Species/
Species_SpeciesConcern/Raptors.html).

On the lands described below:

NSO (1) as mapped on the BFO GIS database or determined
by field evaluation, in coordination with the WGFD and/or
USFWS.

For the purpose of:
NSO (2) protecting nest sites of special status
raptors.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, or
sited in a location, or a site-specific evaluation determines that
nesting special status raptors will not be disturbed (agitated
or bothered to a degree that causes or is likely to cause:
physical injury; or a decrease in productivity, by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behavior; or nest abandonment, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.) The
determination may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify
the area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation
including topography, visibility, disturbance and human
activity levels, and other factors. The stipulation may be
modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within the USFWS recommended spatial buffer of a sensitive
species raptor nest. This determination shall be based

upon field studies of the area by a qualified representative
and reviewed by BLM. The determination may include
coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: 1,217,959 |Surface disturbance is restricted within 1,640 feet (500 meters)
WL-4034 amphibian of perennial water, vernal pools, playas, and wetlands.
habitat CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within 1,640 feet

(500 meters) of perennial water, vernal pools, playas, and

wetlands appropriate surveys must be conducted and a

mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by

the applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form

3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface

Use Plan of Operations. The operator may not initiate

surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized

officer has approved the Plan or approved it with conditions.

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s

satisfaction that special status amphibian species will not be

disturbed to a degree that causes or is likely to cause:

e Physical injury,

o A decrease in productivity, by substantially interfering with
normal breeding, sheltering, or hibernation behavior, or

e Site abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal
breeding, sheltering, or hibernation behavior.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database

or determined by field evaluation, in coor-

dination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring production of special status amphibian
species breeding, sheltering, and hibernation habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the proposed action is of a
scale, sited in a location, or otherwise designed so that the
action will not result in a failure to meet the performance
standards above. The determination shall be based upon field
studies of the area by a qualified representative and subject
to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may include
coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not include special status species amphibian habitat. This
determination shall be based upon field studies of the arca
by a qualified representative and reviewed by BLM. The
determination may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage

ment Ac- Stipulation Description

tion Type Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: [1,217,959 |Surface disturbance is restricted within 1,640
WL-4034 reptile acres feet (500 meters) of south facing rock outcrops,
habitat outcrops perennial water, vernal pools, playas, and wetlands.
not mapped | CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within 1,640 feet

(500 meters) of south facing rock outcrops, perennial water,
vernal pools, playas, and wetlands appropriate surveys must
be conducted and a mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted
to the BLM by the applicant as a component of the APD
(BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) —
Surface Use Plan of Operations. The operator may not initiate
surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized
officer has approved the Plan or approved it with conditions.
(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that special status reptile species will not be
disturbed to a degree that causes or is likely to cause:

e Physical injury,

e A decrease in productivity, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, basking, sheltering, or hibernation
behavior, or

e Site abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal
breeding, basking, sheltering, or hibernation behavior.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS data-

base or determined by field evaluation, in

coordination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring production of special status reptile species
breeding, basking, sheltering, and hibernation habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the proposed action is of a
scale, sited in a location, or otherwise designed so that the
action will not result in a failure to meet the performance
standards above. The determination shall be based upon field
studies of the area by a qualified representative and subject
to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may include
coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area
does not include special status species reptile habitat. This
determination shall be based upon field studies of the area
by a qualified representative and reviewed by BLM. The
determination may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.
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Buffalo Approved RMP 273
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
SS CSU SS Wildlife: [115,196 Surface disturbance is restricted within 1,640 feet (500
WL-4034 bat habitat meters) of cave entrances, mature forest, and rock outcrops.

CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within 1,640 feet
(500 meters) of cave entrances, mature forest, and rock
outcrops appropriate surveys must be conducted and a
mitigation plan (Plan) must be submitted to the BLM by

the applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form

3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface

Use Plan of Operations. The operator may not initiate

surface-disturbing activities unless the BLM authorized

officer has approved the Plan or approved it with conditions.

(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s

satisfaction that special status bat species will not be disturbed

to a degree that causes or is likely to cause:

e Physical injury,

e A decrease in productivity, by substantially interfering
with normal breeding, nursery, roosting, or hibernation
behavior, or

e Site abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal
breeding, nursery, roosting, or hibernation behavior.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database

or determined by field evaluation, in coor-

dination with the WGFD and/or USFWS.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring production of special status bat species
breeding, nursery, roosting, and hibernation habitat.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the proposed action is of a
scale, sited in a location, or otherwise designed so that the
action will not result in a failure to meet the performance
standards above. The determination shall be based upon field
studies of the area by a qualified representative and subject
to confirmation from BLM. Confirmation may include
coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation and performance standards identified above may
be modified based on monitoring results. The determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and subject to confirmation from BLM.
Confirmation may include coordination with the WGFD or
USFWS.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does not
include special status species bat habitat. This determination
shall be based upon field studies of the area by a qualified
representative and reviewed by BLM. The determination may
include coordination with the WGFD or USFWS.
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Manage- q q
ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Cultural- |NSO Cultural: 15,382 NSO or use (NSO) (1) is allowed within the following historic
5006 historic properties: Pumpkin Buttes, Cantonment Reno, Dull Knife
properties Battle, Crazy Woman Battle, contributing and unevaluated

segments of the Bozeman Trail, all rock art sites, all rock
shelter sites, all Native American burials.

On the lands described below:
NSO (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database.

For the purpose of:
NSO (3) protecting historic properties.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so it will not be placed
within the actual boundaries of or will not disturb the site
within the defined NSO area.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
stipulation in consultation with State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO), applicable tribes, and other interested parties,
if the site is no longer considered eligible under National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or if, in consultation with
SHPO, applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties it
is determined that the identified property’s sacred, spiritual,
and/or traditional values have been downgraded and/or the
tribes have reduced the previous avoidance distance around
the site.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined in consultation with SHPO,
applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties, that the
identified site is no longer considered sacred, spiritual, and/or
traditional.
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Buffalo Approved RMP 275
Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Cultural- |CSU Cultural: 613,601 Surface disturbance is restricted within three miles of the
5006 historic following historic properties: Pumpkin Buttes, Cantonment
property Reno, Dull Knife Battle, Crazy Woman Battle, contributing
setting and unevaluated segments of the Bozeman Trail, all rock

art sites, all rock shelter sites, all Native American burials.
CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within three miles of
the identified historic properties a mitigation plan (Plan) must
be submitted to the BLM by the applicant as a component
of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice (BLM
Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of Operations. The
operator may not initiate surface-disturbing activities

unless the BLM authorized officer has approved the Plan

or approved it with conditions after consultation with
SHPO, applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties.
(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that there will be no adverse effects to NRHP
eligible or listed historic properties (i.e., the infrastructure will
either not be visible or will result in a weak contrast rating).
On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database.

CSU (3) ensuring the setting of historic properties.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if , after consultation SHPO, applicable Indian
tribes, and other interested parties, it is determined that

the proposed action will result in a no adverse effect
determination to the sacred, spiritual, and/or traditional nature
of the property(s) (i.e., will not result in a more than a weak
contrast rating).

Modification: The BLM authorized officer if, in consultation
with SHPO, applicable Indian tribes, and other interested
parties, the site is no longer considered eligible under NRHP
or if, in consultation with Indian tribes and/or SHPO, it is
determined that the identified property’s sacred, spiritual,
and/or traditional values have been downgraded and/or the
tribes have reduced the previous avoidance distance around
the site.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined, in consultation with SHPO,
applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties, that the
identified site is no longer considered sacred, spiritual, and/or
traditional.
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Manage- q q
ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Cultural- [NSO Cultural: 15,382 NSO or use is allowed on lands containing traditional cultural
5011 traditional properties.
cultural
properties NSO (1) On the lands described below:

NSO (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database.

For the purpose of:
NSO (3) protecting traditional cultural properties.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so it will not be placed
within the actual boundaries of or will not disturb the site
within the defined NSO area.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer if, in consultation
with SHPO, applicable tribes, and other interested parties,
the site is no longer considered eligible under NRHP or if,

in consultation with SHPO, applicable Indian tribes, and
other interested parties it is determined that the identified
property’s sacred, spiritual, and/or traditional values have
been downgraded and/or the tribes have reduced the previous
avoidance distance around the site.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined, in consultation with SHPO,
applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties, that the
identified site is no longer considered sacred, spiritual, and/or
traditional.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
Cultural- |CSU Cultural: 613,601 Surface disturbance is restricted within three miles
5011 traditional of traditional cultural properties.
cultural CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within three miles of
property traditional cultural properties a mitigation plan (Plan) must
setting be submitted by the applicant. The Plan must be approved

or approved with conditions by the BLM authorized officer
prior to surface-disturbing activities after consultation with
SHPO, applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties.
(b) The Plan must demonstrate there will be no

adverse effects to NRHP eligible or listed historic
properties (i.e., proposed infrastructure is either

not visible or will result in a weak contrast rating)

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring the setting of traditional cultural
properties.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception, after consultation SHPO, applicable Indian tribes,
and other interested parties, it is determined that the proposed
action will result in a no adverse effect determination to the
sacred, spiritual, and/or traditional nature of the property(s).

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
stipulation, if in consultation with SHPO, applicable Indian
tribes, and other interested parties, the site is no longer
considered eligible under NRHP or if, in consultation with
Indian tribes and/or SHPO, it is determined that the identified
property’s sacred, spiritual, and/or traditional values have
been downgraded and/or the tribes have reduced the previous
avoidance distance around the site.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined, in consultation with SHPO,
applicable Indian tribes, and other interested parties, that the
identified site is no longer considered sacred, spiritual, and/or
traditional.
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Manage- q q
ment ic— L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

Paleo- NSO Paleontol- 860 NSO or use is allowed on lands containing paleontological

5007 ogy: high resources of high quality or importance.
quality or im-
portant re- On the lands described below:
sources NSO (1) as mapped on the BFO GIS database.

For the purpose of:
NSO (2) protecting paleontological resources of
high quality or importance.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale,
sited in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action
will protect paleontological resources of high quality or
importance.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation may be modified based on monitoring results.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area does
not contain paleontological resources of high quality or
importance.
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Manage- Stipulation |Protected Acreage
ment Ac- Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected
VRM- CSU Visual: Class|112,329 Surface disturbance is restricted within Visual
5005 IT and Special Resource Management (VRM) Class II areas.
Emphasis CSU (1) Prior to surface disturbance within VRM Class II
Areas areas, a site-specific plan must be submitted to the BLM by

the applicant as a component of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3)
or Sundry Notice (BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of
Operations. The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has approved
the plan (with conditions, as appropriate). The plan must
demonstrate to the BLM authorized officer’s satisfaction how
the operator will meet the following performance standards:

e A visual contrast rating must demonstrate that VRM Class
IT objectives will be met.

e Where required by the BLM authorized officer, a visual
simulation must be prepared and must demonstrate that
VRM Class II objectives will be met through practices
such as siting of permanent facilities.

e Where present and feasible, existing surface disturbances
shall be utilized; new surface disturbances shall be
minimized to the extent practicable.

e All permanent above-ground facilities (such as production
tanks or other production facilities) not having specific
coloration requirements for safety must be painted or
designed using a BLM-approved color.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped on the BFO GIS database.
For the purpose of:

CSU (3) protecting Class II VRM Areas.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is demonstrated through a BLM-approved
visual simulation and contrast rating worksheet that the
project or identified mitigation will meet or exceed VRM
Class II objectives. This restriction does not apply to
temporary structures such as drilling rigs.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation if it is demonstrated that VRM
Class II objectives have been modified through appropriate
RMP planning procedures, or if a portion of the lease is not
located within a VRM Class II area.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire leasehold is
no longer managed for VRM Class II objectives based on
planning, or if the entire leasehold is not located within a
Class II area.
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Manage-
ment Ac-
tion

Stipulation
Type

Protected
Resource

Acreage
Affected

Stipulation Description

Rec-6019

CSU

Recreation:
Special
Recreation
Management
Areas

9,504

Surface disturbance is restricted within the Special
Recreation Management Areas (SRMA) available

for leasing (Weston Hills).

CSU (1) (a) Prior to surface disturbance within SRMAs
available for leasing a mitigation plan (Plan) must be
submitted to the BLM by the applicant as a component
of the APD (BLM Form 3160-3) or Sundry Notice
(BLM Form 3160-5) — Surface Use Plan of Operations.
The operator shall not initiate surface-disturbing
activities unless the BLM authorized officer has
approved the Plan (with conditions, as appropriate).
(b) The Plan must demonstrate to the authorized officer’s
satisfaction that the proposed action is consistent

with the prescribed management for the SRMA.

On the lands described below:

CSU (2) as mapped or determined by BLM.

For the purpose of:

CSU (3) ensuring the recreational opportunities and
setting of the SRMA.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale,
sited in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action
will meet the management objectives, the recreational
opportunities, and setting of the SRMA.

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation may be modified based on monitoring results, or if
a portion of the area is no longer located within a SRMA.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area is not
within a SRMA.

ACEC-
7003

NSO

ACEC:
Pumpkin
Buttes

1,731

NSO or use is allowed within the Pumpkin

Buttes Area of Critical Environmental Concern.

On the lands described below:

NSO (2) as mapped or determined by BLM.

For the purpose of:

NSO (3) protecting the relevant and important

values.

Exception: The BLM authorized officer may grant an
exception if it is determined that the action is of a scale, sited
in a location, or otherwise designed so that the action will not
result in a failure to protect the relevant and important values.
The Plan may be subject to consultation with Wyoming
SHPO, applicable tribes, and other interested parties.
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Manage- q q
ment Ac- L O Stipulation Description
tion Type Resource Affected

Modification: The BLM authorized officer may modify the
area subject to the stipulation based on local evaluation. The
stipulation may be modified based on monitoring results, or
if a portion of the lease is no longer located in the Pumpkin
Buttes ACEC.

Waiver: The BLM authorized officer may waive this
stipulation if it is determined that the entire lease area
does not contain relevant and important Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) values, subject to
consultation with Wyoming SHPO, applicable tribes, and
other interested parties.

B.3. Processing Exceptions, Modifications, and Waivers

An exception, waiver, or modification must be based on one of two criteria. According to 43 CFR
3101.1-4, “A stipulation included in an oil and gas lease shall be subject to modification or waiver
only if the authorized officer determines that the factors leading to its inclusion in the lease have
changed sufficiently to make the protection provided by the stipulation no longer justified or if the
proposed operations would not cause unacceptable impacts.” Waiver, exceptions, or modifications
must be supported by appropriate environmental analysis and documentation.

The person requesting the exception, modification, or waiver is responsible to submit a written
request including information that might assist the authorized official in making a decision. The
authorized officer will review the information submitted in support of the request along with other
pertinent information. Requests must be submitted to the BLM field office (Buffalo) in which
the lease is located. Modification and waiver requests will be forwarded to the BLM-Wyoming
Deputy State Director for Minerals and Lands along with the Buffalo Field Office (BFO)’s
recommendation. Requests shall be subject to at least a 30 day public review if the authorized
officer determines that a stipulation involves an issue of major concern to the public (43 CFR

3101.1-4).

The request is considered a unique action and is analyzed and documented individually for RMP
and NEPA compliance. Processing may include coordination or consultation with the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department (WGFD), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), SHPO, or other
agencies. For example, requests will not be granted for stipulations designed to protect Threatened
and Endangered species, unless the BLM consults with the USFWS and reinitiates consultation, if
necessary. Consultation with other agencies require additional time and resources to process.

The request must include the lease number and effective date, the stipulation(s) the request is for,
the change in circumstances that lead the lessee or operator to believe the request is appropriate,
and the name and/or number of any applicable authorization(s) (i.e., APD, sundry, right-of-way).
A map is strongly recommended. The following information must be addressed, when applicable,
in the written request:

1. WHY the public land user wants the request. For example with a timing limitation exception
request, include the reason(s) why an action could not be completed within the original
stipulation period, any evidence of why the action would not adversely affect the resource
or species being protected, or any other information (additional mitigation measures or
alternatives) that would help the BLM (and WGFD or USFWYS) in reviewing the request.
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2. WHO is filing the request. This must include the company name, the name of the contact
person, and the address, telephone number, e-mail address (if available), and fax number of
the contact person.

3. WHAT is being requested. For example with a timing limitation request, include a detailed
description of the activity including types of equipment or vehicles required and the number
of trips expected.

4. WHERE the activity would take place. This must include the legal description of the activity
and a map clearly depicting these areas. Proponent prepared Geographic Information System
layers meeting BLM requirements can expedite the processing.

5. WHEN the activity would occur and it’s duration. This must include the start date, end date,
and time of day/night when activities would occur.

Requests must be made in writing and hard copy delivered to the Buffalo Field Manager at the
physical address of the office. When time is of the essence, the process may be initiated by fax
or electronic delivery of a scanned copy but the original must be received by the BFO within
three working days. No exception, waiver, or modification will be issued until the hard copy
request is received.

An exception request must be initiated near the time of the proposed activity. As a general

rule, the request should be made within two weeks of conducting the proposed activity. The
unpredictability of weather, animal movement and condition, and so on precludes analysis of
requests related to wildlife far in advance of the time periods in question. The BLM uses a set of
criteria when considering an exception request. Professional judgment plays a key part in the
BLM’s decisions on whether to grant exceptions. There is no clear-cut formula.

The following example describes some of the factors considered by the BLM when determining
whether a request for a big game winter range timing limitation exception should be granted.

Factors Considered

1. Resource Concern
e Animal presence or absence
e Additional or new resource concerns
e Potential for increased wildlife accidents or poaching

2. Animal Conditions
e Physical condition of individual animals (e.g., fat reserves)
e Local animal population condition (animal density)
e Potential for additive mortality
e Likelihood of introduction or increased incidence of disease
e Likelihood of decreased recruitment/natality

3. Climate/Weather
e Snow conditions (depth, crusting, longevity)
e Current and historic local precipitation patterns
e Current and historical seasonal weather patterns
e Recent and current wind-chill factors (indication of animals energy use)
e Duration of condition
e Short- and long-range forecasts
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4. Habitat Condition and Availability
e Water and forage condition (availability, quality, and quantity)
e Competition (interspecific, intraspecific)
e Animal use of available forage
e Suitable and ample forage immediately available and accessible

5. Spatial Considerations
e Migration/travel corridors
e Winter range, foraging, calving or breeding
e Topography (plains vs. mountains)
e Topographic/geographic limitations (barriers)
e Presence of thermal cover (e.g., protection from wind)
e Proportion of range impacted
e Juxtaposition and density of other activities/disturbances in the vicinity
e Cumulative impacts
6. Timing
e When proposed activity would occur in the stipulation period
e Kind and duration of potentially disruptive activity
e Likelihood of animals habituating to the proposed activity

A determination will be fully documented in the case file with an appropriate level of
environmental review after asking not one, but a series of questions, such as:

e Would the BLM remain in compliance with laws and regulations?

e s the proposal in conformance with the objectives of the RMP?

e What would be the level of harm to the protected resource, both locally and regionally?

e What would be the economic or public safety concerns if an active operation near completion
was shut in to comply with a seasonal closure? (For example: economic, multi-stage fracturing
not completed; safety, casing and cementing of fresh water zones not completed.)

e Are the impacts temporary, rather than long term?

e [s the resource being protected rare, or is it relatively common? Is it a special status species?

e Based on existing knowledge of a species and its use of an area, would impacts be confined
to single or a small number of individuals, or would there be impacts on local or regional
populations?

e Would impacts be allowed under existing law and policy?

e [s offsite mitigation an appropriate option? (For example, where individual or cumulative
impacts cannot be effectively mitigated on site?)

e Can the impacts be reduced to an acceptable level through intensive use of environmental
Best Management Practices?
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Appendix C. Best Management Practices
and Required Design Features

Best management practices (BMPs) are environmental protection measures developed by
governmental bodies, industry, and scientific or other working groups. BMPs are state-of-the-art
mitigation measures applied on a site-specific basis to reduce, prevent, or avoid adverse
environmental or social impacts. These practices are applied to help ensure that development

is conducted in an environmentally responsible manner. Some BMPs are as simple as choosing
a paint color that helps oil and natural gas equipment blend with the natural surroundings,
turning development almost invisible. Other BMPs may reduce the amount of vegetation lost
to development, may speed the re-growth of vegetation, or may reduce the amount of wildlife
disturbance in important habitats. Public land users are encouraged to review these practices,
incorporate them where appropriate, or develop better methods for achieving the same goal.

The purpose of this section is not to select certain practices or designs and require that only those
be used. It is not possible to evaluate all the known practices and make determinations as to which
are best. BMPs should be matched and adapted to meet the site-specific requirements of the

management action, project and local environment. No one management practice is best suited to
every site or situation. BMPs must be adaptive and monitored regularly to evaluate effectiveness.

The following sources contain information regarding the development and implementation of
BMPs. These references are not to be considered as exclusive sources of information; rather,
they should be used as a starting point when evaluating specific BMPs during project design
and implementation.

C.1. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) BMP Resources

BLM BMPs: This website provides an introduction to BLM BMPs with links to BLM
contacts, specific resources, and other BMP links, and other resources related to BLM BMPs.
http://www.blm.gov/bmp/

General Information for Oil and Gas BMPs: This resource provides general
information regarding BLM BMPs for oil and gas development. A sample of
BMPs are provided with a brief description of types of BMPs and terminology.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil _and gas/best management practices/
general information.html

BMP Frequently Asked Questions: The link below provides responses to frequently
asked questions regarding BLM BMPs.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil and gas/best management practices/
frequently asked questions.html

BMP Technical Information: The slide shows at the link below provide a detailed look
at a menu of possible oil and natural gas development BMPs. These slide shows are

only a starting point and are not intended to serve as a comprehensive list of BMPs.
http://www.blm.gov/nhp/efoia/wo/fy05/im2005-069.htm

Oil and Gas Exploration — The Gold Book: The publication Surface Operating Standards and
Guidelines for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development (commonly referred to as The Gold
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Book) was developed to assist operators by providing information on the requirements for
obtaining permit approval and conducting environmentally responsible oil and gas operations on
federal lands and on private surface over federal minerals (split estate). split estate surface owners
will also find the Gold Book to be a useful reference guide. In 2007, the Gold Book was updated
to incorporate changes resulting from the new Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1 regulations.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil _and gas/best management practices/

gold book.html

Visual Resources: There are numerous design techniques that can be used to reduce
the visual impacts from surface-disturbing projects. The techniques described

here should be used in conjunction with BLM’s visual resource contrast rating
process wherein both the existing landscape and the proposed development or
activity are analyzed for their basic elements of form, line, color, and texture.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/Recreation/recreation_national/RMS/2.html

While written for renewable energy development, Best Management Practices for
Reducing Visual Impacts of Renewable Energy Facilities on BLM-Administered
Lands (BLM 2013a) provides visual BMPs applicable to many land use activities.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/renewable energy.html

Renewable Energy Development BMPs: The following resources provide information on BMPs
related to renewable energy development.

® Wind Energy Development Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement [EIS]: The
scope of the Wind Energy Programmatic EIS analysis includes an assessment of the
positive and negative environmental, social, and economic impacts; discussion of relevant
mitigation measures to address these impacts; and identification of appropriate, programmatic
policies and BMPs to be included in the proposed Wind Energy Development Program.
http://www.windeis.anl.gov/eis/index.cfm

® BLM Instruction Memorandum [IM] 2009-043, Rights-of-Way [ROW], Wind
Energy: This IM further clarifies the BLM Wind Energy Development policies
and BMPs provided in the Wind Energy Development Programmatic EIS.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/Instruction._ Memos_and Bulletins/
national instruction/2009/IM_2009-043.html

® Record of Decision for the Geothermal Resource Leasing Programmatic EIS:
This Record of Decision (ROD) provides a list of sample BMPs that have been
collected from various BLM and United States Forest Service documents addressing
geothermal and fluid mineral leasing and development, including resource management
plans (RMPs), forest plans, and environmental reports for geothermal leasing and
development. The document provides guidance on incorporating BMPs, as appropriate,
into the geothermal permit application or as Conditions of Approval (COAs).
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/
MINERALS REALTY AND RESOURCE PROTECTION /energy/geothermal eis/
final programmatic.Par.90935 File.dat/ROD Geothermal 12-17-08.pdf

® Record of Decision for the Solar Energy Development Programmatic EIS: This ROD
(published October 2012) includes policies and mitigation measures adopted as part
of the proposed solar energy deployment program. The Solar Energy Development
Programmatic EIS identifies for the Department of Energy, industry, and stakeholders
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the best practices for deploying solar energy and ensuring minimal impact to natural and
cultural resources on BLM-administered lands or other federal, state, tribal, or private lands.
http://www.solareis.anl.gov/

General Information for Management of Land Boundaries BMPs: The Departmental Manual
600 Chapter 5, Standards for Federal Lands Boundary Evidence and BLM H-9600-1, Cadastral
Survey Handbook, provides general information regarding BLM BMPs for management of public
land boundaries. Samples of BMPs are available with a brief description of types of BMPs and
terminology. http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/cadastralsurvey/cadastral_review of.html.

C.2. Other Agency BMP Resources

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) BMP Resources

Healthy Watersheds: This resource provides conservation approaches and tools designed to
ensure healthy watersheds remain intact. The website provides example approaches that are
generally site-specific, and watershed managers are encouraged to use the examples as guidance
in developing local conservation strategies. The website also supplies outreach strategies to
encourage stakeholder engagement in conservation and protection of healthy watersheds.
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/

Storm Water BMPs: This online menu provides BMPs designed to meet the minimum
requirements for six control measures specified by the EPA’s Phase II Stormwater Program.
The control measures include public education, public involvement, illicit discharge detection
and elimination, construction, post-construction, and pollution prevention/good housekeeping.
The menu also provides case studies assessing the performance of various storm water BMPs.
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/menuofbmps/menu.cfm

Pasture, Rangeland, and Grazing Operations BMPs: The link below provides BMPs
compiled by the EPA to prevent or reduce pollution associated with livestock grazing.
Topics include practices to reduce methane production, managing nonpoint source pollution,
controlled grazing, reducing animal feeding operation pollution, and manure management.
http://www.epa.gov/oecaagct/anprgbmp.html

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) BMP Resources

National Conservation Practice Standards: This website provides links for national conservation
practices developed by the NRCS on topics such as herbaceous wind barriers, feed management,
forest stand improvement, and irrigation management. The conservation practice standard contains
information on why and where the practice is applied, and sets forth the minimum quality criteria
that must be met during the application of that practice in order for it to achieve its intended purpose.
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Technical/Standards/nhcp.html

National Range and Pasture Handbook: Developed by NRCS grazing land specialists,
this handbook provides a source of expertise to guide cooperators in solving resource
problems and in sustaining or improving their grazing lands resources and operations.
http://www.glti.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/publications/nrph.html

Wyoming Game and Fish Department BMP Resources
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Aquatic Invasive Species: This resource provides information about how to

recognize aquatic invasive species and how to avoid introducing them or spreading
them through Wyoming's waters. The website contains links to external resources
including a link to waterbodies in the United States currently known to be impacted

by zebra and quagga mussels. The website also contains information about how to
decontaminate equipment and watercraft suspected of harboring aquatic invasive species.
http://gf.state.wy.us/fish/AlS/index.asp

C.3. Greater Sage-Grouse: Required Design Features and Best
Management Practices

C.3.1. Required Design Features

Required Design Features (RDFs) are required for certain activities in Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat. RDFs apply to locatable minerals to the extent permitted by applicable law and subject
to valid existing rights.RDFs establish the minimum specifications for certain activities to help
mitigate adverse impacts. However, the applicability and overall effectiveness of each RDF cannot
be fully assessed until the project level when the project location and design are known. Because
of site-specific circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to some projects (e.g., a resource is not
present on a given site) and/or may require slight variations (e.g., a larger or smaller protective
area). All variations in RDFs would require that at least one of the following be demonstrated in
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis associated with the project/activity:

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

e An alternative RDF, a state-implemented conservation measure, or plan-level protection is
determined to provide equal or better protection for Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat.

e A specific RDF will provide no additional protection to Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat.

The practices listed in this section are from the BLM National Technical Team (NTT) report (BLM
2012) and are treated in the RMP as RDFs to ensure regulatory certainty for the conservation of
Greater Sage-Grouse. The BLM will adopt them as operational requirements, through issuance of
the RMP ROD. The RDFs are primarily written for priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitat (Core
Populations Areas and Connectivity Corridors). Within general habitat, the RDFs applied are
determined on a project specific basis. The BLM may add additional RDFs as deemed necessary
by further environmental analysis and as developed through coordination with other federal, state,
and local regulatory and resource agencies. Because practices change, based on new information,
the RDFs will be updated periodically.

The EIS for the RMP may not decide or dictate the exact wording or inclusion of the RDFs.
Rather, they are used in the RMP process as a tool to help develop the RMP alternatives and to
provide a baseline for comparative impact analysis in arriving at RMP decisions. They will be
used in the same manner in analyzing activity plans and other site-specific proposals. Design
features and management practices and their wording can be a matter of policy. As such, specific
wording is subject to change primarily through administrative review, not through the RMP and
EIS process. Any further changes that may be made in the continuing refinement of these RDFs
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and any development of program-specific standard stipulations will be handled in another forum,
including appropriate public involvement and input.

BLM reserves the right to modify the operations of surface-disturbing or disruptive activities as
part of the statutory requirements for environmental protection. Those measures selected for
implementation will be identified in the site-specific ROD or decision record for those activities
and will inform a potential lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met
when using BLM-administered public lands and minerals. These measures have been written

in a format that will allow for either their direct use as stipulations or operating standards or in
addition to specific or specialized mitigation following the submission of a detailed development
plan or other project proposal and an environmental analysis. These operating standards are given
as acceptable methods for mitigating anticipated effects and achieving the desired plan outcomes
but are not prescribed as the only method for achieving the outcomes.

Because of site-specific circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to all activities (e.g., a resource
or conflict is not present on a given site) and/or may require slight variations. Proposed variations
will be analyzed and may be applied in the site specific permitting process. All variations will
require appropriate analysis and disclosure as part of activity authorization. It is anticipated

that variations will be approved in very limited circumstances and only in coordination with

the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) and/or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Department
(USFWS).

Project proponents are encouraged to include all appropriate RDFs in their proposals. The BLM
will require application of all appropriate measures, warranted by site-specific analysis, in order
to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for impacts. RDFs not included in project
proposals and determined appropriate from the site-specific analysis will be required as COAs.
Additional COAs developed through consultation with other federal, state, and local regulatory
and resource agencies may be applied when supported by site-specific analysis.

The proponent must implement all identified measures because they are commitments made as
part of the BLM decision. Because the decision document creates a clear obligation for the BLM
to ensure any proposed mitigation adopted in the environmental analysis is performed, there is
the expectation that applied mitigation will lead to a reduction of environmental impacts in

the implementation stage and include binding mechanisms for enforcement (CEQ 2011). The
determination of adequate application of the mitigation measures and conservation actions for
specific projects will remain with the BLM’s authorized officer.

Those resource activities or programs currently without a standardized set of permit or operation
stipulations can use the RDFs for Greater Sage-Grouse as stipulations or as COAs or as a baseline
for developing specific stipulations for a given activity or program.

At the project level, to prioritize certain general habitat areas over marginal or substandard habitat,
consideration should be given to:

e The capability of the habitat to provide connectivity among Greater Sage-Grouse Core
Population Areas;

e Habitats occupied by Greater Sage-Grouse where enhancing habitat can offset losses to habitat
or populations elsewhere; and

e The potential to replace lost priority habitat or needed changes in priority habitat resulting from
perturbations or disturbances to support Greater Sage-Grouse objectives.

Lands and Realty
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o Where existing leases or ROWs have had some level of development (road, fence, well, etc.)
and are no longer in use, reclaim the site by removing these features and restoring the habitat.
Within designated priority habitat, reclaim by removing these features and restoring the habitat
of these ROW that are no longer in use.

West Nile Virus

e Increase the size of ponds to accommodate a greater volume of water than is discharged.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fluid Minerals

® Use only closed-loop systems for drilling operations, with no reserve pits.

e Require noise shields when drilling during the lek, nesting, brood-rearing, and wintering
seasons.

® Design new transmission towers with anti-perching devices and retrofit existing towers to
discourage use by raptors.

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

e [ocate man camps outside priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitats.

e Roads (Priority Habitat Area)
o Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to accommodate their

intended purpose.

o Locate roads to avoid important areas and habitats.
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o

O

o
o

Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.

Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.
Establish slow speed limits on BLM system roads to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions or
design roads to be driven at slower speeds.

Establish trip restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or minimization through use of
telemetry and remote well control (e.g., Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition).

Do not issue ROWSs to counties on newly constructed energy development roads, unless for a
temporary use consistent with all other terms and conditions included in this document.
Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed routes (use signing,
gates, etc.).

Apply dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

Close and rehabilitate duplicate roads.

e Roads (General Habitat)

o

O O O O

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

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

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

Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.

Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.
Apply dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

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

e Operations (Priority Habitat)

O
o

o O O

Clean up refuse to avoid attracting predators (Bui et al. 2010).

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracture stimulation, liquids gathering, etc.), and facilities.
Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce surface disturbance.

Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat has not been restored.
Consider using oak (or other material) mats for drilling activities to reduce vegetation
disturbance and for roads between closely spaced wells to reduce soil compaction and
maintain soil structure to increase likelihood of vegetation reestablishment following drilling.
Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation.

Place liquid gathering facilities outside of priority areas. Have no tanks at well locations
within priority areas (minimizes perching and nesting opportunities for ravens and raptors and
truck traffic). Pipelines must be under or immediately adjacent to the road (Bui et al. 2010).
Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and develop a plan to reduce the
frequency of vehicle use (Lyon and Anderson 2003).

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

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

Collocate new utility developments (powerlines, pipelines, etc.) and transportation routes in
existing utility or transportation corridors.

Bury new distribution powerlines except when an existing line is already in place.
Collocate powerlines, flow lines, and small pipelines under or immediately adjacent to
existing roads (Bui et al. 2010).

Design or site permanent structures which create movement (e.g., a pump jack) to minimize
impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse.
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o Cover (e.g., fine mesh netting or use other effective techniques) all drilling and production
pits and tanks regardless of size to reduce Greater Sage-Grouse mortality.

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

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

e Operations (General Habitat)

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

o Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce surface disturbance.

o Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2010).

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

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

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

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

o Control the spread and effects from non-native plant species. (e.g., by washing vehicles
and equipment.)

o Apply West Nile Virus (WNv) BMPs (Doherty 2007).

e Reclamation

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

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

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

o Implement irrigation during interim or final reclamation for sites where establishment of
seedlings has been shown or is expected to be difficult due to dry conditions.

o Use mulching, soil amendments, and/or erosion blankets to expedite reclamation and to
protect soils.

Locatable Minerals
RDFs apply to locatable minerals to the extent permitted by applicable law and subject
to valid existing rights.

e Locate new compressor stations outside priority habitats and design them to reduce noise
that may be directed towards priority habitat.
e [ocate man camps outside priority sage-grouse habitats.
e Roads
o Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to accommodate their
intended purpose.
o Locate roads to avoid important areas and habitats.
o Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.
o Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.
o Establish speed limits on BLM system roads to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions or design
roads to be driven at slower speeds.
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o Do not issue ROWs to counties on mining development roads, unless for a temporary use
consistent with all other terms and conditions included in this document.

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

o Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

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

e Operations

o Cluster disturbances associated with operations and facilities as close as possible.

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

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

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

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

o Bury powerlines.

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

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

o Control the spread and effects of non-native plant species (Gelbard and Belnap 2003;
Bergquist et al. 2007).

o Apply WNv BMPs (Doherty 2007).

o Require Greater Sage-Grouse-safe fences around sumps.

o Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2010).

o Locate man camps outside of priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitats.

e Reclamation

o Include restoration objectives to meet Greater Sage-Grouse habitat needs in reclamation
practices/sites.

o Address post reclamation management in reclamation plan such that goals and objectives are
to protect and improve sage-grouse habitat needs.

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

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

o Irrigate interim reclamation as necessary during dry periods.

Solid Minerals — Coal

e For coal mining operations on existing leases: in priority sage-grouse habitat areas, place
any new appurtenant facilities outside of priority areas. Where new appurtenant facilities
associated with the existing lease cannot be located outside the priority sage-grouse habitat
area, co-locate new facilities within existing disturbed areas. If this is not possible, then build
any new appurtenant facilities to the absolute minimum standard necessary.

Fuels Management (Original source BLM IM 2011-138)

e Design fuels treatment objective to protect existing sagebrush ecosystems, modify fire behavior,
restore native plants, and create landscape patters which most benefit sage-grouse habitat.
Appendix C Best Management Practices and
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e Provide training to fuels treatment personnel on sage-grouse biology, habitat requirements,
and identification of areas utilized locally.

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

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

® Ensure that treatments are configured in a manner (e.g., strips) that promotes use by sage-grouse
(Connelly et al. 2000).

e Incorporate roads and natural fuel breaks into fuel break design.

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

e Design vegetation treatment in areas of high frequency to facilitate firefighting safety, reduce
the risk of extreme fire behavior; and to reduce the risk and rate of fire spread to sage-grouse
priority habitats.

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

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

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

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

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

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

e In priority habitat, design and implement fuels treatments with an emphasis on protecting
existing sagebrush ecosystems.

o Do not reduce sagebrush canopy cover to less than 15 percent (Connelly et al. 2000; Hagen
et al. 2007) unless a fuels management objective requires additional reduction in sagebrush
cover to meet strategic protection of priority sage-grouse habitat and conserve habitat quality
for the species. Closely evaluate the benefits of fuel break against the additional loss of
sagebrush cover in the Environmental Assessment process.

o Apply appropriate seasonal restrictions for implementing fuels management treatments
according to the type of seasonal habitats present in a priority area.

o Allow no fuels treatments in known winter range unless the treatments are designed to
strategically reduce wildfire risk around or in the winter range and will maintain winter
range habitat quality.

o Do not use fire to treat sagebrush in less than 12-inch precipitation zones (e.g., Wyoming
big sagebrush or other xeric sagebrush species; Connelly et al. 2000; Hagen et al. 2007,
Beck et al. 2009). However, if as a last resort and after all other treatment opportunities have

Appendix C Best Management Practices and
Required Design Features
Required Design Features September 2015



Buffalo Approved RMP 295

been explored and site specific variables allow, the use of prescribed fire for fuel breaks that
would disrupt the fuel continuity across the landscape would be considered, in stands where
cheatgrass is a very minor component in the understory (BLM 2012).

o If prescribed fire is to be used for vegetation treatments, the burn plan will clearly indicate
how the Conservation Objective Team objectives will be met by its use, and why alternative
techniques were not selected.

o A risk assessment will be completed for implementation of prescribed fire in relation to the
Greater Sage-Grouse goals and objectives.

© Monitor and control invasive vegetation post treatment.

o Rest treated areas from grazing for two full growing seasons unless vegetation recovery
dictates otherwise (WGFD 2011).

o Require use of native seeds for fuels management treatment based on availability, adaptation
(site potential), and probability of success (Richards et al. 1998). Where probability of
success or native seed availability is low, non-native seeds may be used as long as they meet
sage-grouse habitat objectives (Pyke 2011).

o Design post fuels management projects to ensure long term persistence of seeded or
pretreatment native plants. This may require temporary or long-term changes in livestock
grazing management, or other activities to achieve and maintain the desired condition of the
fuels management project (Eiswerth and Shonkwiler 2006).

® Design fuels management projects in sage-grouse habitat to strategically and effectively reduce
wildfire threats in the greatest area. This may require fuels treatments implemented in a more
linear versus block design (Launchbaugh et al. 2007).

e During fuels management project design, consider the utility of using livestock to strategically
reduce fine fuels (Diamond et al. 2009), and implement grazing management that will
accomplish this objective (Davies et al. 2011; Launchbaugh et al. 2007). Consult with
ecologists to minimize impacts to native perennial grasses.

e Restore annual grasslands to a species composition characterized by perennial grasses, forbs,
and shrubs.

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

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

Fire Management (Original source BLM IM 2011-138)

® Develop state-specific sage-grouse toolboxes containing maps, a list of Resource Advisors
(READs), contact information, local guidance, and other relevant information.

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

® Assign a sage-grouse READ to all extended attack fires in or near priority Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat. Prior to the fire season, provide training to sage-grouse READs on wildfire suppression
organization, objectives, tactics, and procedures to develop a cadre of qualified individuals.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

® As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned islands, dog legs, or other
habitat features to minimize sagebrush loss.

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

e Design post Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ES&R) management to ensure long
term persistence of seeded or pre-burn native plants. This may require temporary or long-term
changes in livestock grazing and travel management, etc., to achieve and maintain the desired
condition of ES&R projects to benefit sage-grouse (Eiswerth and Shonkwiler 2006).

e Post fire recovery must include establishing adequately sized exclosures (free of livestock
grazing) that can be used to assess recovery.

e Where burned sage-grouse habitat cannot be fenced from other unburned habitat, the entire
area (e.g., allotment/pasture) should be closed to grazing until recovered.

e Mowing of grass will be used in any fuelbreak fuels reduction project (roadsides or other areas).

e Any fuels treatments will focus on interfaces with human habitation or significant existing
disturbances.

® In priority sage-grouse habitat areas, prioritize suppression immediately after firefighter and
public safety to conserve the habitat.

® Prioritize native seed allocation for use in sage-grouse habitat in years when preferred native
seed is in short supply.

e Use native plant seeds for vegetation seedings based on availability, adaptation (site potential),
and probability of success (Richards et al. 1998). Where probability of success or native seed
availability is low, non-native seeds may be used as long as they meet sage-grouse habitat
conservation objectives (Pyke 2011).

® In fire prone areas where sagebrush seed is required for sage-grouse habitat restoration,
consider establishing seed harvest areas that are managed for seed production (Armstrong
2007) and are a priority for protection from outside disturbances.

® Consider potential changes in climate (Miller et al. 2011) when proposing post-fire seedings
using native plants. Consider seed collections from the warmer component within a species’
current range for selection of native seed (Kramer and Havens 2009).

Habitat Restoration/Vegetation Management

e Include sage-grouse habitat parameters as defined by Connelly et al. (2000), Hagen et al.
(2007) or if available, State Sage-Grouse Conservation plans and appropriate local information
in habitat restoration objectives. Make meeting these objectives within priority sage-grouse
habitat areas the highest restoration priority.

Recreation

e Only allow Special Recreation Permits in priority habitat that have neutral or beneficial effects
to priority habitat areas.
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e Do not construct new recreation facilities (e.g., campgrounds, trails, trailheads, staging areas)
within Core/Connectivity Areas unless the development would have a neutral effect or be
beneficial to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat (such as concentrating recreation, diverting use away
from critical areas, etc.), or unless the development is required for visitor safety or resource
protection.

Travel and Transportation Management

e Use existing roads, or realignments as described above to access valid existing rights that are
not yet developed. If valid existing rights cannot be accessed via existing roads, then build
any new road constructed to the absolute minimum standard necessary, and add the surface
disturbance to the total disturbance in the priority area. If that disturbance exceeds 3 percent for
that area, then make additional, effective mitigation necessary to offset the resulting loss of
sage-grouse habitat.

e Allow no upgrading of existing routes that would change route category (road, primitive road,
or trail) or capacity unless the upgrading would have minimal impact on sage-grouse habitat, is
necessary for motorist safety, or eliminates the need to construct a new road.

e Limit route construction to realignments of existing designated routes if that realignment has
a minimal impact on sage-grouse habitat, eliminates the need to construct a new road, or is
necessary for motorist safety.

e Among other designation criteria from 43 Code of Federal Regulations (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.”

e Conduct restoration of roads, primitive roads and trails not designated in travel management
plans. This also includes primitive route/roads that were not designated in Wilderness Study
Areas and within lands with wilderness characteristics that have been selected for protection.

e In priority habitat, limit motorized travel to existing roads, primitive roads, and trails at a
minimum, until such time as travel management planning is complete and routes are either
designated or closed.

e Where off-road 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. This
may include closure of routes or areas. (43 CFR 8341.2).

o When reseeding roads, primitive roads, and trails in priority habitat, use appropriate seed mixes
and consider the use of transplanted sagebrush.

Rights-of-Ways and Corridors

e Evaluate and take advantage of opportunities to remove or modify existing powerlines within
priority sage-grouse habitat areas. When possible, require perch deterrents on existing or new
overhead facilities.

e Where existing leases or ROWs have had some level of development (road, fence, well, etc.)
and are no longer in use, reclaim the site by removing these features and restoring the habitat.
Within designated priority habitat reclaim by removing these features and restoring the habitat
of these ROW that are no longer in use.

® Where new ROWSs are necessary, co-locate new ROWSs within existing ROWs where possible.

Additional RDFs Identified During the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy
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Fire and Fuels Management

o Work cooperatively with permittees, lessees and other landowners to develop grazing
management strategies that integrate both public and private lands into single management
units.

e Avoid using prescribed fire in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat unless evaluation of site-specific
conditions demonstrate that there would be a net benefit for Greater Sage-Grouse. If prescribed
fire is used in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, include an analysis in the NEPA document that
indicates how Greater Sage-Grouse 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 Greater Sage-Grouse habitat would be minimized.

e If prescribed fire is to be used at the implementation level, at a minimum, the burn plan will
indicate how Conservation Objective Team/land use plan objectives would be addressed and
met and why alternative techniques were not selected.

e Avoid prescribed fire as a vegetation or fuels treatment in Wyoming big sagebrush or other
xeric sagebrush species, or in areas with a potential for post-fire exotic annual dominance.
However, after other treatment opportunities have been explored and as site-specific variables
allow, prescribed fire could be used in these areas to meet specific fuels objectives that would
maintain, improve, or restore Greater Sage-Grouse priority habitat (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).

e 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.

Conifer Removal

e Remove conifers encroaching into sagebrush habitats, in a manner that considers tribal cultural
values. Prioritize treatments closest to occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitats and near
occupied leks, and where juniper encroachment is phase 1 or phase 2. Use of site-specific
analysis and principles like those included in the FIAT report and other ongoing modeling
efforts to address conifer encroachment will help refine the location for specific priority
areas to be treated.

Livestock Grazing Management

e Work cooperatively with permittees, lessees and other landowners to develop grazing
management strategies that integrate both public and private lands into single management
units.

C.3.2. Best Management Practices

The management practices in this section are additional practices available for consideration at the
project level; BMPs are discretionary. Proponents are encouraged to apply appropriate measures
to project proposals to minimize adverse impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse.

Recommendations from Scoping for BLM’s National Greater Sage-Grouse
Land Use Planning Strategy
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Fluid Minerals

e Any oil, gas, geothermal activity will be conducted to maximize avoidance of impacts, based
on evolving scientific knowledge of impacts.

e Prohibit the surface disposal of coalbed methane wastewater, as well as the construction of
evaporation or infiltration reservoirs to hold wastewater. Inject coalbed methane wastewater
underground into a formation of equal or lower water quality.

e Any oil, gas, or geothermal activity will be conducted to maximize avoidance of impacts, based
on evolving scientific knowledge of impacts.

Fuels and Fire Management

e Monitor and control invasive vegetation in treated, burned, or restored sagebrush steppe.
Rapidly restore burned or disturbed sagebrush steppe to prevent incursion of invasive plants.

e Vehicles will be washed following projects in known invasive species infestation areas.

e Design and implement fuels treatments with an emphasis on protecting existing sagebrush
ecosystems.

o Retain sagebrush canopy cover at what is expected for that ecological site, consistent with
sage-grouse habitat objectives (Connelly et al. 2000; Hagen et al. 2007) unless a fuels
management objective requires additional reduction in sagebrush cover to meet strategic
protection of sage-grouse habitat and conserve habitat quality for the species.

o Closely evaluate the benefits of the fuel break against the additional loss of sagebrush cover
in future NEPA documents.

o Apply appropriate seasonal restrictions for implementing fuels management treatments
according to the type of seasonal habitats present.

o Allow no fuels treatments in known winter range unless the treatments are designed to
strategically reduce wildfire risk around or in the winter range and will maintain winter
range habitat quality.

o Do not use fire to treat sagebrush in less than 12-inch precipitation zones (e.g., Wyoming
big sagebrush or other xeric sagebrush species; Connelly et al. 2000; Hagen et al. 2007;
Beck et al. 2009). However, if as a last resort and after all other treatment opportunities have
been explored and site specific variables allow, the use of prescribed fire for fuel breaks that
would disrupt the fuel continuity across the landscape could be considered, in stands where
cheatgrass is a very minor component in the understory (BLM 2012).

o Design post fuels management projects to ensure long term persistence of seeded or
pre-treatment native plants, including sagebrush. This may require temporary or long-term
changes in livestock grazing management, travel management, or other activities to
achieve and maintain the desired condition of the fuels management project (Eiswerth and
Shonkwiler 2006).

e Adjust grazing management in advance of predicted drought so that, to the degree possible,
sagebrush habitat continues to meet sage-grouse habitat objectives. During drought periods,
prioritize evaluating effects of the drought in sage-grouse habitat areas relative to their
biological needs, as well as drought effects on ungrazed reference areas. Since there is a lag in
vegetation recovery following drought (Thurow and Taylor 1999; Cagney et al. 2010), ensure
that post-drought management allows for vegetation recovery that meets sage-grouse needs in
sage-grouse habitat areas based on sage-grouse habitat objectives.

® Ensure that vegetation treatments create landscape patterns which most benefit sage-grouse.
Only allow treatments that are demonstrated to benefit sage-grouse and retain sagebrush height
and cover consistent with sage-grouse habitat objectives (this includes treatments that benefit
livestock as part of an Allotment Management Plan [ AMP]/Conservation Plan to improve
sage-grouse habitat).
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e Evaluate existing structural range developments and location of supplements (salt or protein
blocks) to document that they conserve, enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat.

® Include sage-grouse habitat objectives in habitat restoration projects. Make meeting these
objectives within occupied sage-grouse habitat the highest restoration priority.

e Design post restoration management to ensure long term Greater Sage-Grouse persistence.
This could include changes in livestock grazing management and travel management, etc., to
achieve and maintain the desired condition of the restoration effort that benefits sage-grouse
(Eiswerth and Shonkwiler 2006).

e Avoid sagebrush reduction/treatments to increase livestock or big game forage in occupied
habitat and include plans to restore high-quality habitat in areas with invasive species.

e In sage-grouse habitat, ensure that soil cover and native herbaceous plants are at their
Ecological Site Description (ESD) potential to help protect against invasive plants.

e Consider potential changes in climate (Miller et al. 2011) when proposing post-fire seedings
using native plants. Consider seed collections from the warmer component within a species’
current range for selection of native seed (Kramer and Havens 2009).

e Establish and strengthen networks with seed growers to assure availability of native seed for
restoration projects.

e Post fire recovery will include establishing adequately sized exclosures (free of livestock
grazing) that can be used to assess recovery.

e Where burned sage-grouse habitat cannot be fenced from other unburned habitat, the entire
area (e.g., allotment/pasture) should be closed to grazing until recovered.

e Mowing of grass will be used in any fuelbreak fuels reduction project (roadsides or other areas).

Vegetation Management

e Composition, function, and structure of native vegetation communities will meet ESD and will
provide for healthy, resilient, and recovering sage-grouse habitat components.

e Avoid sagebrush reduction/treatments to increase livestock or big game forage in occupied
habitat and include plans to restore high-quality habitat in areas with invasive species.

e Include sage-grouse habitat parameters as defined by Connelly et al. (2000), Hagen et al.
(2007), or if available State Sage-Grouse Conservation Plans and appropriate local information
in habitat restoration objectives. Make meeting these objectives within priority sage-grouse
habitat areas the highest restoration preference.

e Design post restoration management to ensure long term persistence. This could include
changes to livestock grazing management and travel management, etc., to achieve and
maintain the desired condition of the restoration effort that benefits sage-grouse (Eiswerth
and Shonkwiler 2006).

e Consider potential changes in climate (Miller et al. 2011) when proposing restoration seedings
using native plants. Consider collection from warmer component of the species current range
when selecting native species (Kramer and Havens 2009).

Invasive Species and Pest Management

e In sage-grouse habitat, ensure that soil cover and native herbaceous plants are at their ESD
potential to help protect against invasive plants.

Travel and Transportation Management

e Limit route construction to realignments of existing designated routes if that realignment has
a minimal impact on sage-grouse habitat, eliminates the need to construct a new road, or is
necessary for motorist safety. Mitigate any impacts with methods that have been demonstrated
to be effective to offset the loss of sage-grouse habitat.
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e Use existing roads, or realignments to access valid existing rights. If valid existing rights
cannot be accessed via existing roads, then, following the lek prohibitions, build any new road
constructed to the absolute minimum standard necessary, and add the surface disturbance to the
total disturbance. If the disturbance cap is exceeded, then make additional, mitigation that has
been demonstrated to be effective to offset the resulting loss of sage-grouse habitat.

During subsequent travel management planning, all routes within Priority Habitat 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 Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

During implementation-level travel planning, threats to Greater Sage-Grouse and their habitat
would be considered when evaluating route designations and/or closures.

During subsequent travel management planning, routes within Priority Habitat that do not have
a purpose or need would be considered for closure.

During subsequent travel management planning, routes within Priority Habitat that are
duplicative, parallel, or redundant would be considered for closure.

During subsequent travel management planning, off-highway vehicle (OHV) timing limitations
would be considered in important seasonal habitats where OHV use is a threat.

During subsequent travel management planning, consider limiting snow machine travel to
designated routes or consider seasonal closures in Greater Sage-Grouse wintering areas.

During subsequent travel management planning, routes in Priority Habitat 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, prioritize restoration of routes not designated
in a Travel Management Plan within Priority Habitat.

During subsequent travel management planning, consider using seed mixes or transplant
techniques that will maintain or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse 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. Use time of day
limits to reduce impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse during breeding and nesting periods.

Livestock Grazing Management

e Reduce grazing in advance of predicted drought so that, to the degree possible, sagebrush
habitat continues to meet sage-grouse habitat objectives. During drought periods, prioritize
evaluating effects of the drought in sage-grouse habitat areas relative to their biological needs,
as well as drought effects on ungrazed reference areas. Since there is a lag in vegetation
recovery following drought (Thurow and Taylor 1999), ensure that post-drought management
allows for vegetation recovery that meets sage-grouse needs in sage-grouse habitat areas based
on sage-grouse habitat objectives.

Avoid grazing and trailing within lekking, nesting, brood-rearing, and winter habitats during
periods of the year when these habitats are utilized by sage-grouse.

Any vegetation treatment plan must include pretreatment data on wildlife and habitat condition,
establish non-grazing exclosures, and include long-term monitoring where treated areas are
monitored for at least three years before grazing returns. Continue monitoring for five years
after livestock are returned to the area, and compare to treated, ungrazed exclosures, as well as
untreated areas.
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Implement management actions (grazing decisions, AMP/Conservation Plan development,

or other agreements) to modify grazing management to meet seasonal sage-grouse habitat
requirements (Connelly et al. 2011). Consider singly, or in combination, changes in:

Season or timing of use;

Number of livestock (includes temporary non-use or livestock removal);

Distribution of livestock use;

Intensity of use; and

Type of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, llamas, yaks, alpacas and goats) (Briske et
al. 2011).

During drought periods, prioritize evaluating effects of the drought in priority sage-grouse
habitat areas relative to their needs for food and cover. Since there is a lag in vegetation
recovery following drought (Thurow and Taylor 1999; Cagney et al. 2010), ensure that
post-drought management allows for vegetation recovery that meets sage-grouse needs in
priority sage-grouse habitats.

Reduce hot season grazing on riparian and meadow complexes to promote recovery or
maintenance of appropriate vegetation and water quality. Utilize fencing/herding techniques or
seasonal use or livestock distribution changes to reduce pressure on riparian or wet meadow
vegetation used by sage-grouse in the hot season (summer) (Aldridge and Brigham 2002;
Crawford et al. 2004; Hagen et al. 2007).

In priority habitat, only allow treatments that conserve, enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat
(this includes treatments that benefit livestock as part of an AMP/Conservation Plan to improve
sage-grouse habitat).

Prioritize completion of land health assessments and evaluations and processing grazing
permits within priority sage-grouse habitat areas. Focus this process on allotments that have
the best opportunities for conserving, enhancing or restoring habitat for sage-grouse. Utilize
sage-grouse habitat objectives to conduct land health assessments to determine if standards

of rangeland health are being met.

Design any new structural range improvements to conserve, enhance, or restore sage-grouse
habitat through an improved grazing management system relative to sage-grouse objectives.
Structural range improvements, in this context, include but are not limited to: cattleguards,
fences, enclosures, 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.

Evaluate the role of existing seedings that are currently composed of primarily introduced
perennial grasses in and adjacent to sage-grouse habitat to determine if they should be restored
to sagebrush or habitat of higher quality for sage-grouse. If these seedings provide value in
conserving or enhancing sage-grouse habitats, then no restoration would be necessary. Assess
the compatibility of these seedings for sage-grouse habitat during the land health assessments.
Evaluate existing structural range improvements and location of supplements (salt or protein
blocks) to make sure they conserve, enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat.

Design all range projects in a manner that minimizes potential for invasive species
establishment. Monitor for, and treat invasive species associated with existing range
developments (Gelbard and Belnap 2003; Bergquist et al. 2007).

When developing or modifying water developments, use applicable BMPs to mitigate potential
impacts from WNv (Clark et al. 2006; Doherty 2007; Walker et al. 2007; Walker and Naugle
2011).

Restore seedings of introduced perennial grass to sagebrush habitat where feasible, unless the
seedings offer a specific purpose related to achievement of sage-grouse habitat objective.

nhk W=
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An example of a related purpose would be a seeded pasture that supports a grazing strategy
beneficial to sagebrush habitat in associated pastures.

Sage-Grouse in Fire Operations and Fuels Management (BLM IM 2013-128)
(BLM 2013b)

Washington Office (WO) IM 2013-128 supersedes WO IM 2011-138 (June 13, 2011) and Fire
and Aviation IM 2012-017 (May 14, 2012).

Fire Operations

1. Compile district-level information into statewide sage-grouse tool boxes. Tool boxes will
contain maps, listing of READs, contact information, local guidance, and other relevant
information for each district, which will be aggregated into a statewide document.

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

3. Assign a READ 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 READs on wildfire suppression organization, objectives, tactics, and
procedures to develop a cadre of qualified individuals.

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

5. As appropriate, utilize existing fuel breaks, such as roads or discrete changes in fuel type, as

control lines in order to minimize fire spread.

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

7. 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.

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

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

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

11. Utilize retardant, mechanized equipment, and other available resources to minimize burned
acreage during initial attack.

12. As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned islands, dog legs, or
other habitat features to minimize sagebrush loss.

13. Adequately document fire operation activities in sage-grouse habitat for potential follow-up
coordination activities.

o

Fuels Management

1.  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.

2. Provide training to fuels treatment personnel on sage-grouse biology, habitat requirements,
and identification of areas utilized locally.
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3. 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).

4. 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.

5. Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a manner that promotes use
by sage-grouse.
6. Where applicable, incorporate roads and natural fuel breaks into fuel break design.

7. 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.

8. 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 current fuels
treatment opportunities for suppression resources.

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

10. 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.

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

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

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

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

15. Strategically place and maintain pre-treated strips/areas (e.g., mowing, herbicide application,
etc.) to aid in controlling wildfire, should wildfire occur near preliminary priority habitat or
important restoration areas (such as where investments in restoration have already been
made).

Local Unit Fire Program
Many local units with sage-grouse habitats have established protocols that address
sage-grouse and fire suppression activities. Examples of these protocols are:

Preseason:

e Ensuring that land use plans, RMPs, and fire management plans are current and include
guidance for management of sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat.
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e Conducting informational meetings and workshops with federal, state, and local cooperators to
share sage-grouse information such as location of habitats, BMPs for suppression activities
in habitat areas, rehabilitation priorities in habitat areas, etc.

e Ensure BLM Multi-Area Coordination representatives at all levels (local, geographic, and
national) understand sage-grouse issues and that it is a high agency priority.

Initial Attack:

e Ensuring that interagency fire managers update pre-planned responses within the dispatch zone
to align the initial attack response with protection priorities and resource values.

e Encouraging dispatch centers to utilize Geographic Information System (GIS) maps in
Wildland Fire Computer Aided Dispatch System to determine if new starts are within
sage-grouse habitat or in close proximity to other identified values or assets, and relay that
information to responders.

e Briefing all local initial attack crews on awareness of sage-grouse habitat during response and
suppression, and ensuring they review and are familiar with BMPs.

e Ensuring out-of-area resources (severity crews, overhead, etc.) receive a full briefing,
which includes (among other things) awareness of sage-grouse habitat during response and
suppression, and ensuring they review and are familiar with the sage-grouse suppression BMPs.

Extended Attack:

e Ensuring field or district officers and READs are present to brief incoming incident
management teams, which may be unfamiliar with sage-grouse issues.

e Ensuring READs are assigned to fires in the zone whenever fire suppression activities may
affect resource values, including sage-grouse habitat.

e Ensuring READs are assigned to incidents as early as possible.

e Ensuring READs participate in annual READ workshops which address (among other things)
sage-grouse concerns and BMPs.

e Ensuring READs have access to pre-built kits which include: hard copy and electronic resource
information, GIS sage-grouse habitat data, fire suppression BMPs for sage-grouse, and
rehabilitation guidelines.

e Ensuring sage-grouse issues are addressed throughout the Wildland Fire Decision Support
System process (particularly in decision documents), and specified in delegations of authority
to Incident Management Teams and Incident Commanders.

e Ensuring READs are assigned to large incidents managed by an incident management team for
the duration of the incident. Ensure that, per delegations of authority, READS are included in
planning meetings, firefighter briefings, and provide input to the Incident Action Plan.

Post Incident:

e Ensuring READs complete a READ Report upon demobilization of an incident. This report
should summarize suppression actions, suppression damage, and damage caused by the fire
itself. The READ Report should provide preliminary recommendations for stabilization,
rehabilitation, and restoration and vetted by the Emergency Stabilization Rehabilitation
Interdisciplinary Team prior to preparation of the Emergency Stabilization Rehabilitation
Plan. This preliminary assessment (READ Report) and subsequent Emergency Stabilization
Rehabilitation Plan should include impacts to sage-grouse habitat and recommendations for
mitigation.
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BLM National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy (BLM 2004)

e Develop cooperative agreements with other land owners to maintain sagebrush patches within

developed lands (housing developments, croplands, business developments etc.). Avoid the
impact of construction and operations by not placing mines, oil and gas and geothermal drilling
sites and facilities, roads, and mineral material disposal sites in or next to sensitive habitats
such as Greater Sage-Grouse leks, nesting, early brood-rearing, breeding, and wintering habitat.
When habitat loss cannot be avoided, stipulations, COAs, or mitigating measures should be
developed to reduce impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse habitats.

e Whenever feasible and environmentally preferred, avoid surface occupancy by roads, livestock
management facilities, well pads, powerlines, fences, or other structures adjacent to occupied
leks. Signage, including OHV designations, identifying and/or protecting sensitive areas should
be considered. Dust abatement measures should be employed.

e Locate or construct facilities such as oil and gas compressor stations so that the noise from the
station does not disturb grouse activities at the lek. Installing muffiers and baffle panels, berm
the station (where invasive weeds are not an issue), or placing restrictions on how close these
facilities can be located to leks, nesting and early brood-rearing habitat should be considered.
New recreational facilities such as campgrounds should also be located so that the noise does
not disturb grouse activities at the lek. Construction and/or maintenance should be scheduled
to minimize conflicts with any known leks. Greater Sage-Grouse are sensitive to noise levels
from all activities during early evening and morning hours when strutting occurs during March
and April, so actions to reduce noise levels during these periods should be taken.

Reduce habitat loss associated with mineral exploration and development by consolidating
facilities as much as possible. The possibility of burying utility and flow lines beneath or
along roads, centralizing tank batteries, and drilling multiple wells from a single location
should be considered.

Design and construct mineral exploration and development operations so as to disturb the
smallest footprint practical on the landscape while meeting all safety requirements. Where
feasible, consider mowing of parking and storage areas on portions of oil and gas well drilling
locations rather than stripping the topsoil and vegetation from the entire location, and the

use of two-track trails to conduct exploration activities. Minimize traffic by limiting public
vehicular access in new development areas, use remote monitoring of production facilities,
encourage car-pooling and the use of buses, and encourage operator-enforced speed limits to
reduce dust, noise, and potential collisions with Greater Sage-Grouse so as to reduce habitat
impacts. Consider using stakeless geophysical exploration activities to reduce vehicle traffic
in sagebrush habitat.

Plan and construct mining and mineral development activities, to the degree possible given
State water rights, to minimize disturbances that would result in alterations to springs and
riparian habitat. Greater Sage-Grouse can be impacted by the loss of surface water. Alternative
water sources should be developed to replace natural sources that have been negatively affected
or destroyed during these development activities. Water storage impoundments should be
designed to avoid or minimize loss or degradation of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Water
storage impoundments should be monitored and treated to prevent mosquito breeding (and the
associated spread of WNv). Evaporation, reserve, work over, and production pits should also
be designed with adequate fencing/netting or other protective features to reduce mortality of
Greater Sage-Grouse due to drowning or entrapment.

e Carefully consider impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse and their habitats when reviewing requests
for exceptions, waivers, or modifications to lease stipulations or evaluating requests for waivers
of COAs.
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e Evaluate land exchanges, acquisitions and disposals to determine if important Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat would be impacted or whether the BLM would be acquiring important
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

e Evaluate proposed agricultural leases, range improvements, special recreation or land use
permits, and habitat improvement projects to determine if Greater Sage-Grouse and their
habitats would be impacted.

e Conduct fire management activities to minimize overall wildfire size and frequency in
sagebrush plant communities where Greater Sage-Grouse habitat objectives will not be met if a
fire occurs. Wildfire suppression in sagebrush habitat with an understory of invasive, annual
species is crucial. Prioritization of suppression actions should take into account the value
and rarity of sagebrush habitat and Greater Sage-Grouse. Retain unburned areas, including
interior islands and patches, of sagebrush unless there are compelling safety, private property,
resource protection, or control objectives at risk. Burnout operations in areas where there
are no threats to human life, private property or other important resources identified in land
management plans should be minimized in crucial Greater Sage-Grouse habitats as identified in
land and fire management plans.

e Annually update Fire Management Plans to incorporate new sagebrush habitat information
as well as fire suppression priorities in sagebrush habitats. Objectives for the management of
sagebrush ecosystems should be incorporated into Fire Management Plans and provided to
initial attack personnel at the beginning of each fire season.

e Provide Fire Management Plans to the Incident Management Team. The Field Office should
provide READs to assist the Incident Commander or Incident Management Teams in
developing timely fire suppression priorities in crucial Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

e Evaluate impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat in areas where wildland fire use for resource
benefits may be implemented. Also consider the interval since last fire, fire size and past plant
community response to burning during this process.

e Establish fuels treatment projects at strategic locations to minimize size of wildfires and limit
further loss of sagebrush. Fuels treatment may include the use of green-strips (strips of fire
resistant vegetation) to help reduce the spread of wildfires into sagebrush communities.

e Use prescriptive livestock grazing, where appropriate, to reduce annual grass production and
the spread of wildfire into sagebrush communities. Timing of grazing and effects on residual
native plants need to be carefully evaluated.

e Consider removal of conifers (e.g., cutting, burning, chaining, etc.) where they have encroached
upon Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Areas of dense conifers (pinyon pine, juniper, ponderosa
pine, Douglas-fir) may require cutting or chaining to reestablish sagebrush plant communities
(prescribed fire may not be feasible given the lack of understory and high woody fuel loads).
Sites selected for cutting or chaining should have conifers that have established after the
early to mid-1800s. Sites should also have evidence of past sagebrush plant communities as
evidenced by residual native plants or soils that support a rangeland not a woodland ecological
site. Cutting and chaining may occur as a single treatment or a preparatory treatment for
prescribed burning. Post-treatment seeding will probably be required in areas where residual,
herbaceous vegetation is inadequate to recover once the conifer competition is removed.

e Steps such as recontouring, respreading topsoil, revegetating all disturbed areas not needed
for well or mine production, including cuts, fills, borrow ditches, and well pads up to the
production facilities are suggested. Additionally, allowing room for the setup of work over rigs,
and allowing future setup and parking on the top of new vegetation will minimize the need
for future disturbances. The use of native species of shrubs, forbs, and grasses in seed mixes
appropriate for each ecological site will also enhance habitat value or Greater Sage-Grouse.
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Evaluate (e.g., monitor) burned areas for up to three years post-fire and continue management
restrictions until the recovering or seeded plant community reflects the desired condition.
Reclaim unnecessary or redundant roads and facilities by removing surfacing material,
reestablishing the original contour, spreading topsoil, and seeding to restore habitat.

Utilize the ES&R program to apply appropriate post-wildfire treatments (livestock and/or
recreation exclusion, reseeding, erosion control structures, etc.) within Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat. Use of native species is encouraged dependent on cost, availability and chance

for success. Seed mixtures should be designed to reestablish important seasonal habitat
components for Greater Sage-Grouse.

Install anti-perching devices on existing or new powerlines in occupied Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat, or habitat identified for restoration, to minimize raptor use of these poles.

Encourage placement of new utility developments (powerlines, pipelines, etc.) and
transportation routes in existing utility or transportation corridors to minimize fragmentation
of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. If corridors do not exist, consider consolidating utility lines,
pipelines, and other structures along the same new route (e.g., at one location) that least
impacts sagebrush habitat.

Place new roads where construction activity and use is concentrated and does not impact
critical areas such as leks, nesting, early brood-rearing, winter habitat, riparian areas, springs
and wetlands.

Manage existing road use to decrease the level of disturbance during critical periods such as
breeding (lek use) by implementing seasonal or daily use schedules, by limiting traffic volume,
and/or by posting speed limits.

Locate new structures associated with recreation (picnic areas, campgrounds, wildlife
viewing sites, dispersed recreation sites, kiosks and parking lots) and livestock management
facilities (corrals, water pipelines and tanks/troughs, exclosures, etc.) away from crucial
breeding, brood-rearing and winter areas; or manage disturbance with seasonal or daily timing
restrictions. Construction of recreational-related facilities (kiosks, toilets, signs, etc.) that
provide avian perches should be avoided unless they include mitigating features such as perch
guards. Manage use at established structures/developments to reduce impacts to Greater
Sage-Grouse during critical periods of their life cycle.

Design and locate the placement of fences for livestock, wildlife, recreation and developed
site protection so as not to disturb important Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas. Impacts of
livestock congregation against fences and its effect on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat near leks,
nesting, and wintering areas should be considered.

Design wind energy facilities to reduce habitat fragmentation and mortality to Greater
Sage-Grouse. Tubular tower designs to reduce raptor perches and noise reduction to minimize
disturbance to nesting birds are encouraged. Design criteria for these projects should include
minimizing the facility footprint (including the road network required to service the generators)
in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. BMPs for wind energy are currently being developed in

the Wind Energy Programmatic EIS. The BMPs that address the conservation of Greater
Sage-Grouse and their habitat are adopted by reference.

Manage dispersed recreation activities like hiking, mountain biking, and horseback riding to
minimize impacts to vegetation and Greater Sage-Grouse in sensitive Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat areas. Keeping these users on established trails will minimize impacts to Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat and activities.

Consider seasonal closures to protect priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitat if other alternatives
will not achieve desired objectives.

Reclaim unused roads and facilities by reseeding sagebrush, shrubs, and native grasses and
forbs to help improve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and reduce weed invasion.
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Encourage vegetative restoration along roads, ROWs, on well pads, and at existing facilities
where habitat needs for Greater Sage-Grouse are not currently met.

Require successful seeding of appropriate vegetation on any new disturbance associated with
mineral and energy facility developments, livestock management facilities, and recreation
facilities.

Restore small areas dominated by invasive species with desirable vegetation to minimize
fragmentation of habitat.

Where good habitat quality exists, maintain current management practices considering plant
composition and soil type.

Use grazing practices that promote the growth and persistence of native shrubs, grasses and
forbs needed by Greater Sage-Grouse for seasonal food and concealment. Vegetation structure
(height) should be managed so as to provide adequate cover for Greater Sage-Grouse during
the nesting period.

Change mineral supplement and/or watering locations to move domestic livestock to desired
areas. However, any change in location of supplement or watering location should consider
potential effects to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Coordinate with state wildlife agencies where wildlife use detrimentally affects Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat quality.

Construct and maintain water developments at key locations in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.
Install or retrofit water developments with wildlife escape ramps.

Maintain seeps, springs, wet meadows, and riparian vegetation in a functional and diverse
condition for young Greater Sage-Grouse and other species that depend on forbs and insects
associated with these areas. Consider fencing if vegetation associated with these wet areas
cannot be maintained with current livestock or wildlife use and the impacts of the fence are
outweighed by the improved habitat quality.

Maintain sagebrush and understory diversity (relative to site potential) adjacent to crucial
seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse habitats unless such removal is necessary to achieve Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat management objectives.

Encourage the use of insecticide baits and natural pathogens instead of broad-spectrum
insecticides where insect control is required. Improper use of pesticides to control insect
outbreaks can result in a reduction of food resources for Greater Sage-Grouse, particularly
nesting females and chicks. While the Animal and Plant Inspection Service is responsible for
controlling these insects on public lands, the BLM should recommend avoidance areas as
well as the type of treatment. Target pest control toward key problem areas, and schedule
applications to be effective in minimum doses. Broadcast spraying should generally be avoided
in favor of ground applications to minimize drift into non-target areas. Avoid applying
pesticides to Greater Sage-Grouse breeding habitat during the brood-rearing season (mid-May
through mid-July) to reduce the loss of food supply to chicks and avoid the chance of secondary
poisoning.

Grazing use should be adjusted during extended drought periods. Consider transitioning back
to pre-drought use when drought conditions have ended.

Reduce the density of conifers that have encroached into but do not yet dominate sagebrush
plant communities. Site selection should be based on proximity to occupied habitat, site
potential, herbaceous invasive species, or other factors that affect the potential for sagebrush
plant communities to be reestablished.

Where other grazing management options are not achieving, or cannot achieve, the desired
objectives, a short-term option may be livestock exclusion.

Restore lost riparian and wetland plant species diversity and structure by replanting appropriate
species near crucial Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.
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e Treatments should be designed to improve a deficient condition within the community (e.g.,
poor cover of herbaceous understory).

e Reintroduction of appropriate fire regimes will help to limit conifer encroachment into the
sagebrush plant communities. Prioritization of areas to be burned or mechanically treated
should take into account invasive herbaceous species, fire regime, and condition class (measure
of departure from historic fire regime). A balance should be achieved between treating areas
that have significantly departed from historic fire regime (condition class 3) and areas that are
functioning within an appropriate fire regime (condition class 1).

e Seeding may be required in areas where residual perennial vegetation is insufficient to respond
following prescribed burning. Minimize seeding with non-native species that may create a
continuous perennial grass cover and restrict reestablishment of native vegetation. However,
non-native seed may be appropriate on severely degraded sites if native species would not
be successful or are not available.

e Evaluate all wildfires in known Greater Sage-Grouse habitat to ensure that the appropriate
plant species are reseeded relative to site potential and seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
requirements. Emphasize the use of native species in these seed mixtures and minimize the
use of introduced grasses. Make burned Greater Sage-Grouse habitats a high priority for
restoration if funds are limited in the ES&R Program. If native plant seed is scarce, assign a
priority that this seed be reallocated to ES&R projects in critical Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
areas. Seeding of non-native species may be necessary in areas where invasive plants dominate
or have the potential to dominate the post-fire plant community.

e BMPs for this species identified in Grazing Influence, Objective Development, and
Management in Wyoming’s Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat as Grazing Management
Recommendations include the following:

o Avoid any new sources of disturbance such as range improvements on leks sites. Identify the
location of leks through consultation with local biologists to provide appropriate emphasis.

0 Maintain the Sagebrush/Bunchgrass Plant Community wherever currently present. Manage
for high vigor in all plant communities. Avoid repeatedly using cool-season bunchgrass in
the critical growing season and limit utilization to moderate levels to assure that the previous
year’s standing crop is available for hiding cover.

o Avoid repeatedly grazing riparian areas in seasons when temperatures are high.

o Avoid levels of browsing on sagebrush that would limit Greater Sage-Grouse access to their
food supply and cover. Additionally, avoid heavy use of herbaceous standing crop as this
will adversely affect hiding cover the following spring.

o Carefully consider changes in management that would increase utilization or change the
timing of grazing on bunchgrass community sites.

o Avoid confining animals on inadequate pasture or supplemental feeding to compensate for
a lack of natural forage.

o Restrict grazing in conjunction with restoration efforts until the site is ready to sustain
grazing.

Northeast Wyoming Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan (NWSGLWG 2006)

e Road Building Maintenance and Usage
1.  Work cooperatively with all involved permittees, lease holders or field operators, and
affected landowners, develop a road use and travel plan for areas within 3 miles (5
kilometers) of sage-grouse leks (Connelly et al. 2000).
2. Coordinate planning among all companies operating in the same field and strongly
encourage everyone involved to follow the same road use plan.
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10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

Map all existing and proposed roads for areas to be developed, and consolidate activities
using existing roads and other facilities where possible.

Minimize the number of vehicles per visit, and the number of roads used within the area.
Encourage remote monitoring of production sites to minimize road use and reduce
harassment of birds during critical seasons (breeding, nesting, brood-rearing, and winter).
Allow traffic at most, only every other day, less frequently if possible.

Limit traffic on all roads to three, one-hour travel periods per day spaced at least two
hours apart.

Establish acceptable stopping points and “drive through only” areas.

Sign roads as appropriate to prevent off-road travel and to inform all users of the roads of
acceptable use times and approved stopping areas.

As appropriate, gate and close all newly constructed (project related) roads to public travel.
Consider using pipelines to bring product to a central facility to reduce needed number
of roads and traffic.

Minimize visual/auditory impacts where practicable (e.g., place roads below ridgelines
or along topographic features).

Place roads outside of riparian areas where possible.

If avoidance is not possible, minimize impacts to riparian, wetland, or wet meadow habitats
to limit impacts to brood-rearing areas. (exploration, drilling, production and operations).
Avoid placement of well pads, roads and other well field facilities on mapped winter
habitats, or within a 1/8-mile (200 meter) buffer surrounding winter habitat.

Encourage road rehabilitation or realignment to minimize impacts to sage-grouse.

Select sites for construction that will not disturb suitable nest cover or brood-rearing
habitats within 3 miles (5 kilometer) of occupied leks, or within identified nesting and
brood-rearing habitats outside the 3-mile (5 kilometer) perimeter (Connelly et al. 2000).
Utilize minimum construction and maintenance standards appropriate for the operation.
Establish acceptable times for road construction and maintenance that will minimize
disturbance during critical seasonal use periods.

Reclaim roads that are only needed periodically, and allow operators to drive over
reclaimed roads when needed.

e Powerline Construction and Maintenance

1.

(8]

9]

*

10.

Working cooperatively with all involved permittees, lease holders or field operators to
develop a master powerline plan for all areas within 3 miles (5 kilometer) (Connelly et al.
2000) of sage-grouse leks and on other identified sage-grouse habitats.

Where feasible, bury new powerlines.

Map all existing and proposed powerlines for the area, consolidating new powerlines
into existing disturbance corridors.

Coordinate planning and powerline needs among companies operating in the same field.
Include powerline access roads in the road use and travel plan to include power companies
in appropriate use times.

Select sites for construction that will not disturb suitable nest cover and brood-rearing
habitats within 3 miles (Connelly et al. 2000) of a lek.

Select sites for construction that will not disturb wintering habitat.

Locate any above-ground powerlines off of ridges and out of riparian areas (1,000 feet
(300 meters) riparian buffer where feasible).

Direct powerline construction (above or underground) to areas of existing disturbance
corridors (i.e., existing roads, railroads, powerlines, etc.).

Recommend the lowest voltage powerline needed for the project while considering future
needs.
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Reduce existing above ground powerlines by burying them as opportunities (such as

rebuilds) arise.

a. If burying powerlines cannot be accomplished, install perch guards to prevent raptor
use.

b. Recommend onsite power generation to minimize overhead powerlines.

c. Visibility markers should be included on above ground lines in high avian use areas
such as across drainages, water bodies, prairie dog colonies, etc.

e General Mineral Development

1.

2.

*

10.

I1.

12.

Evaluate and address the needs of sage-grouse when placing well sites, mines, pits and
infrastructure. Develop a plan for roads, pipelines, etc. to minimize impacts to sage-grouse.
Consider developing travel management plans that would allow seasonal closure of roads
for all but permitted uses (i.e., recreation and hunting) and encourage the reclamation of
unnecessary or redundant roads.

Where mineral development occurs in sage-grouse habitat, tailor reclamation to restore,
replace or augment needed habitat types.

Where necessary to build or maintain fences, evaluate whether increased visibility,
alternate location, or different fence design will reduce hazards to flying grouse.

Avoid construction of overhead lines and other perch sites in occupied sage-grouse habitat.
Where these structures must be built, or presently exist, bury the lines, locate along existing
utility corridors or modify the structures to prevent perching raptors, where possible.
Reduce noise from industrial development or traffic, especially in breeding and
brood-rearing habitats.

Manage water production to enhance or maintain sage-grouse habitat.

Avoid surface and sub-surface water depletion that impacts sage-grouse habitats.

Consider an exception or waiver of seasonal stipulations if technologies that significantly
reduce surface disturbance are used.

Control dust from roads and other surface disturbances within the population’s seasonal
habitats.

Continue research efforts to determine the effects of mineral development on sage-grouse
populations.

Consider offsite mitigation as an alternative mitigation for mineral development impacts
on known sage-grouse habitat. Work with mineral entities to develop and implement
acceptable offsite mitigative measures for enhancing sage-grouse or habitat, as needed, to
offset impacts of surface-disturbing activities.

e Oil and Gas Development and Sand and Gravel Mining

1.

As a general rule, do not drill or permit new or expand existing sand and gravel activities
within 3 miles (5 kilometer) (Connelly et al. 2000) of active leks between March 1st and
July 15th. As seasonal habitat mapping efforts are completed, re-direct efforts towards
protecting nesting habitat. (Dates and distances of agency proposed action will be used.)
Avoid surface disturbance or occupancy on or within 0.25 mile of known active lek sites.
(Distances of agency proposed action will be used.)

Evaluate well spacing and location requirements under Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation
Commission jurisdiction in light of sage-grouse habitat needs and consider spacing
exceptions that protect habitat. The limitations of obtaining spacing exceptions must

be recognized.

To minimize disturbance during the breeding season, avoid human activity within 0.25 mile
of occupied sage-grouse leks. (Dates and distances of agency proposed action will be used.)
Where technically and economically feasible, use directional drilling or multiple wells
from the same pad.
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6.

7.

Where facilities are developed within sage-grouse habitat, minimize potential use by
predators (i.e., raptor proof power poles, eliminate crawlspaces under buildings).
Encourage the development of new technologies that would reduce total surface
disturbance within occupied sage-grouse habitat (i.e., directional drilling, multiple wells
from the same well pad and reinjection of produced water).

e Vegetation Management

1.

2.

10.

I1.
12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

Develop priorities and implement habitat enhancements in areas currently occupied by

sage-grouse.

Develop priorities and implement habitat enhancements in historical or potential

sage-grouse habitats.

Develop and implement wildfire suppression guidelines that address sage-grouse habitat

health and management.

Remove juniper and other conifers where they have invaded sagebrush sites important

to sage-grouse.

Ensure vegetation treatments and post-treatment management actions are appropriate to

the soil, climate, and landform of the area.

Recognize that fire provides a natural diversity component in sagebrush habitats; manage

fire on a landscape and patch scale at a local level.

a. Use prescribed fire to maintain, enhance or promote sagebrush ecosystem health by
mimicking natural fire frequencies.

b. Where sage-grouse are present or desired, fire management objectives should recognize
that fire generally burns the better sage-grouse nesting and severe winter habitat.

c. Evaluate all wildfires greater than 40 acres in occupied sage-grouse habitat to
determine if rehabilitation of the burned area is needed with emphasis placed on
habitats that would be susceptible to invasion by annual grasses.

When rehabilitation is necessary, the first priority is protection of the soil resource. Use

appropriate mixtures of sagebrush, native grasses, and forbs that permit burned areas to

recover to a sagebrush-perennial grass habitat.

Grazing management following sagebrush treatments or manipulations should be designed

to benefit long-term sagebrush diversity and ecosystem health. Grazing management

strategies should be designed to permit reestablishment of native sagebrush, grasses, and
forbs that benefit sage-grouse.

Experiments in habitat manipulation should be relatively small in comparison to a specific

sage-grouse population.

Determine threshold levels of habitat alteration that can occur without negatively impacting

specific sage-grouse populations. As a general rule, treat no more than 20 percent of any

seasonal habitat type until results are evaluated.

Treat sagebrush in patches rather than contiguous blocks.

Protect patches of sagebrush within burned areas from disturbance and manipulation.

Consider all alternatives when designing sagebrush treatments.

Additional treatments in adjacent areas should be deferred until the previously treated area

again provides suitable sage-grouse habitat.

Avoid removing sagebrush adjacent to sage-grouse foraging areas along riparian zones,

meadows, lake beds and farmland unless such removal is necessary to achieve habitat

management goals.

Use mechanical or other appropriate treatments such as herbicides in areas with relatively

high shrub cover (greater than 30%) and a poor herbaceous component in order to improve

brood-rearing habitats.
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Implement effective monitoring plans to determine the effectiveness of vegetation
treatments.

Develop and maintain cumulative records for all vegetation treatments to determine
and evaluate site specific and cumulative impacts to sage-grouse habitats and identify
recommended management practices for successful vegetation treatments.

e Invasive Plants

1. Identify invasive plants of concern in sage-grouse habitats.

2. Map areas where invasive plants of concern already exist.

3. Implement strategies to assist in prevention of the spread of noxious weeds or invasive
plants detrimental to sage-grouse.

4. Prioritize and aggressively treat invasive plants in identified areas of concern.

5. Employ appropriate site preparation techniques and timely reseeding with approved seed
mixes of any disturbed areas to prevent encroachment of invasive plants.

6. Maintain cumulative records for invasive plants treatment and prevention programs to
evaluate site specific and cumulative impacts to sage-grouse habitats.

e Land Use

1. Encourage assimilation of sage-grouse information into plans as they are developed.
Develop and distribute appropriate literature.

2. Limit free-roaming dogs and cats.

3. Maintain appropriate stocking rates of livestock.

4. Encourage cluster development, road consolidation and common facilities that would have
a reduced impact on sage-grouse.

5. Where necessary to build or maintain fences, evaluate whether increased visibility,
alternate location, or different fence design will reduce hazards to flying grouse.

6. Maintain healthy sagebrush communities.

7. Plan development to allow for sage-grouse movement.

8.  Where possible protect habitat through conservation (i.e., land exchanges, conservation
easements, leases or Conservation Reservation Program type programs).

9. Locate and manage facilities to eliminate predator impacts to sage-grouse.

10. Provide education on the effects of development on sage-grouse habitat and populations.
Facilitate conservation districts and extension agents' ability to educate the public about
sage-grouse.

11. Consider developing travel management plans that would allow seasonal closure and
reclamation of roads.

12. Reduce noise from industrial development or traffic especially in breeding and
brood-rearing habitats.

13. Avoid construction of overhead lines and other perch sites in occupied sage-grouse habitat.
Where these structures must be built, or presently exist, bury the lines, locate along existing
utility corridors or modify the structures in key areas (priority habitat).

14. Control dust from roads and other surface disturbances.

e Parasites and Diseases

1. Investigate and record deaths that could be attributed to parasites or disease.

2. Develop and implement strategies to deal with disease outbreaks where appropriate.

3. Implement pond design standards to minimize mosquito breeding habitat.

a. Overbuild the size of ponds to accommodate a greater volume of water than is
discharged. This will result in non-vegetated and muddy shorelines that breeding
mosquitoes avoid.
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b. Build steep shorelines to reduce shallow water and aquatic vegetation around the
perimeter of impoundments. Construction of steep shorelines also will increase wave
action that deters mosquito production.

c. Maintain the water level below that of rooted vegetation for a muddy shoreline that is
unfavorable habitat for mosquito larvae. Rooted vegetation includes both aquatic and
upland vegetative types. Always avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain
or low lying areas.

d. Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage or overflow.
Seepage and overflow results in down-grade accumulation of vegetated shallow water
areas that support breeding mosquitoes.

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

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

g. Fence pond sites to restrict access by livestock and other wild ungulates that trample
and disturb shorelines, enrich sediments with manure and create hoof print pockets of
water that are attractive to breeding mosquitoes.

e Predation
Predation recommended management practices on public lands would only be implemented in
coordination with U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Wildlife Services.

1.

5.
6.

7.

Predator control may be warranted to maintain or enhance local sage-grouse populations
when there is a demonstrated need such as a population is trending downward over a
3-year period; populations of "newcomer" predators are artificially high in sage-grouse
habitat; specific sage-grouse populations need short-term help.

Develop and distribute educational materials regarding human practices that may allow
establishment/expansion of predator populations. Examples of these activities include
landfills and other garbage/waste disposal that may provide artificial food sources for a
variety of predators, and buildings/structures that provide nesting/roosting habitat for
ravens/raptors.

Avoid construction of overhead lines and other perch sites in occupied sage-grouse habitat.
Where these structures must be built, or presently exist, bury the lines, locate along
existing utility corridors or modify the structures in key areas.

Predator control to enhance sage-grouse survival should be targeted only predators
identified as impacting that sage-grouse population.

Better quantify and qualify the role of predation on sage-grouse in Wyoming.
Discourage the establishment, and bring into balance artificially high populations of
“newcomer” predators in sage-grouse habitat.

Monitor the effectiveness of any predator control efforts that are implemented.

e Livestock Grazing Management

1.

In interactions between wildlife professionals, livestock producers and other interested
parties, employ tolerance and understanding, and respect other perspectives. Focus on
areas of mutual interest.

Evaluate effects of different grazing treatments on sage-grouse productivity, survival,
and habitat use.

Actively educate stakeholders about grazing strategies that can be used to improve or
maintain sage-grouse habitats. Cooperate to create and distribute a Wyoming guide to
enhancing sage-grouse habitat.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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In general, avoid yearlong and spring-to-fall continuous grazing schemes in sage-grouse
habitat. Yearlong and spring-to-fall grazing may be a tool if it is not continued each year.
Where appropriate, implement livestock grazing systems that provide for areas and times
of rest or deferment.

Where practicable, avoid heavy utilization of grazed pastures to compensate for rested

pastures (a year of rest cannot compensate for a year of excessive use).

Design grazing systems that provide sage-grouse habitat in riparian areas and around

water sources.

During periods of forage drought, utilize grazing schemes that reduce impacts to

sage-grouse (e.g., adjust intensity, timing and/or duration of grazing).

Investigate the possibility of developing forage banks for use during periods of drought to

alleviate inappropriate use by grazing animals on sage-grouse habitat.

Reduce disturbance to sage-grouse habitat from livestock management activities (e.g.,

salting or mineral placement, turnout or gathering, bed ground/camp locations, etc.)

Develop and implement management plans for grazing that take into consideration the

seasonal sage-grouse habitat needs. These management plans could include a variety of

grazing systems designed to reach habitat goals, including short-duration, rest rotation, etc.

Look for ways to minimize negative impacts and enhance sage-grouse habitat when

establishing livestock range improvement projects (e.g., water overflow for sage-grouse

from water developments, placement of fences, facilities that provide raptor perch sites,
construction of roads, salt grounds).

Avoid human activity near leks during the breeding season between the hours of 8 p.m.

to 8 a.m.

Except for livestock guard dogs, avoid allowing dogs to run unchecked in sage-grouse

habitats.

Experiment with types of grazing to improve sage-grouse habitat accompanied by

monitoring to determine effects on sage-grouse.

Use techniques such as increased visibility, alternate location, or different design to build

and maintain fences that are not hazards to flying grouse.

During the breeding season (March 1st through May 15th), use sheep bedding grounds

at least 0.5 mile from leks. Should herding practices regain popularity, herders should

attempt to avoid disturbing occupied leks with their sheep bands, once they leave the bed
ground and begin their daily movements.

During the breeding season (March 1st through May 15th), reduce physical disturbance

to breeding sage-grouse by placing salt or mineral supplements beyond 0.25 mile of lek

locations.

In suitable nesting habitats within 3 miles of leks, design grazing systems to manage for

residual herbaceous vegetation to provide cover for nesting sage-grouse hens. Options to

promote herbaceous cover include:

a. When circumstances allow, shift early-season livestock use to pastures with minimal,
or no, potential for nesting (e.g., pastures lacking sagebrush, exotic grass seedings,
annual grasslands, etc.).

b. When pastures with potential nesting habitat are grazed early in the season, use an
appropriate stocking rate when herbaceous plants are not rapidly growing (generally
prior to late-April). Options for monitoring grazing can be found in the Wyoming
Rangeland Monitoring Guide.

Manage stocking rates and rotations to maintain the health and productivity of rangelands

for livestock and sage-grouse. Incorporate one of the monitoring programs from the
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21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

27.

28.

Wyoming Rangeland Monitoring Guide to ensure proper grazing utilization and plant
recovery.

If your goal is to increase production of grasses and forbs, manage for increased soil
water intake by promoting residual vegetation and mulch through implementation of
light grazing intensities.

In pastures with riparian habitats (assuming riparian vegetation is actively growing),
manage livestock grazing to allow herbaceous vegetation recovery.

Supplemental winter-feeding of livestock in occupied sage-grouse winter habitats should
be avoided for both sheep and cattle operations to prevent over-utilization of sagebrush
resources by sheep and trampling damage by cattle.

Utilization of sagebrush plants should not exceed 20 percent by livestock and big game.
Placement of new fences and structures should include consideration of their impact on
sage-grouse. In general, avoid constructing fences within 0.5 mile of leks. Avoid locating
fences in swales and on ridge tops. Minimize fence height and maximize bottom wire
height to the extent possible. In areas with documented collisions make fences as visible as
possible, (e.g., wire markers, use white-topped steel fence posts, use wooden stays and/or
reduce spacing between fence posts, etc.).

Where feasible, place new, taller structures such as corrals, loading facilities, water storage
tanks, windmills, etc. at least 0.5 mile from leks to reduce opportunities for perching
raptors.

New spring developments in sage-grouse habitat should be designed to maintain or
enhance the free-flowing characteristics of springs and wet meadows with the use of float
valves on troughs or other features where feasible. Spring and wet meadows should be
protected from over utilization and trampling by livestock.

Equip new and existing livestock troughs and open water storage tanks with ramps to
facilitate the use of, and escape from, troughs by sage-grouse and other wildlife.

e Weather

1.

Where drought has been documented for two consecutive years, consider implementation

of Recommended Management Practices in year three that may include:

a. Drought management of livestock and wildlife grazing.

b. Protection of critical sage-grouse habitats from wildfire and prescribed fire.

c. Reduced bag limits during sage-grouse hunting seasons. (not within BLM management
authority)

d. Predator management programs to enhance nesting and early-brood-rearing success

of impacted populations. (would only be implemented in coordination with USDA

Wildlife Services when a need has been determined.)

Water hauling and protection of water sources from evaporation.

Installation of guzzlers, snow fences and fencing of water source overflows.

Insure wildlife escape ramps are in place on existing water sources.

Implement other appropriate management options developed by local sage-grouse

working groups.

BaQe o

e Coal Exploration, Mining, and Reclamation

1.

Nk

Evaluate and address the needs of sage-grouse when siting mines, and mining related
infrastructure. Impacts to sage-grouse should be minimized where practicable.

Tailor reclamation to replace or augment sage-grouse habitat to the extent practicable in
instances where such habitat is adversely affected.

Evaluate fence design, location and visibility to reduce hazards to flying grouse.
Manage water production to enhance or maintain sage-grouse habitat.

Control dust from roads.
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Control mosquito larvae, to the extent practicable and feasible, in mine-related surface
water impoundments.

Install wildlife escape ramps in mine reclamation-related livestock watering facilities
(tanks).

Continue sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat-related research and monitoring efforts.
Remove only that amount of topsoil necessary to support continued mining operations on
an annual basis or otherwise manage topsoil removal operations to minimize the impact
on sage-grouse.

Consider alternative mitigation measures for mining impacts on known sage-grouse
habitat. This may include, but not be limited to, implementing offsite mitigative
measures for enhancing sage-grouse habitat to offset the temporary impacts of coal mine
surface-disturbing activities.

When feasible and practicable, new or expanded exploration within two miles of active
leks should occur prior to March 15th or after July 15th. Following initiation of mining
(i.e., topsoil removal) this recommendation will not be applicable.

When feasible and practicable, plan to avoid new surface occupancy or disturbance
activities on or within 0.25 mile (400 meters) of the perimeter of known active lek sites
from March 1 to May 15. Following initiation of mining (i.e., topsoil removal) this
recommendation will not be applicable. (Active coal mines are located outside of priority
habitat.)

Continue the effort to establish Wyoming big sagebrush to meet shrub density requirements.

e Other Solid Mineral Mining Operations

1.

When feasible, new or expanded exploration and/or mining activities within 3 miles (5
kilometer) (Connelly et al. 2000) of active leks should be avoided between March 1st and
July 15th. Following initiation of mining (i.e., topsoil stripping) this recommendation
would not be applied. As seasonal habitat mapping efforts are completed, re-direct efforts
towards protecting nesting habitat.

When feasible, plan to avoid new surface occupancy or disturbance activities within 3
miles (5 kilometer) (Connelly et al. 2000) of the perimeter of known active lek sites from
March 1 to May 15.

Where sage-grouse are present or desired, avoid human activity adjacent to leks during the
breeding season between the hours of 8 p.m. and 8 a.m.

o Pesticides

1.

2.
3.
4

SN

9.

10.

Determine the extent of pesticide use within sage-grouse habitats.

Examine what, if any, effects each pesticide use may have on sage-grouse populations.
Where possible, adjust management instead of applying pesticides.

Make use of current laboratory analysis procedures where sage-grouse mortality is
observed. Report where pesticides have caused mortality in sage-grouse.

Determine which pesticides and application strategies are least harmful to sage-grouse.
Research effects of pesticides on sage-grouse in Wyoming with a specific goal of testing
impacts of actual rangeland applications.

Work with county Weed and Pest Districts to identify low-toxicity alternatives to pesticides
classified as a medium to very high risk to game birds.

Assist in providing Wyoming retail dealers, Weed and Pest Districts, and county extension
agents with information intended for users regarding product toxicity levels to sage-grouse,
and alternatives that are effective while less toxic.

Encourage simple, standardized record-keeping formats, and allow access to pesticide

use information.

Address grasshopper issues using Reduced Agent Area Treatments approach.
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11. Avoid broadcast spraying during the nesting season, March 1 to July 15, within three

miles of a sage-grouse lek site.
e Recreation

1. Develop travel management plans and enforce existing plans.

2. Restrict off-road-vehicle use in occupied sage-grouse habitats.

3. Avoid recreational activities in sage-grouse nesting habitat during the nesting season.

4. Restrict permitted organized recreational activities between March 1 and July 15 within
3 miles (5 kilometer) (Connelly et al. 2000) of a lek site.

5. Recreational facilities shall be located at least 3 miles (5 kilometer) (Connelly et al. 2000)
from lek sites and in areas that are not in crucial sage-grouse habitat.

6. In coordination with the WGFD, establish and maintain a small number of lek viewing
sites and minimize viewing impacts on these sites. Viewing sage-grouse on leks (and
censusing leks) should be conducted so that disturbance to birds is minimized or preferably
eliminated.

7. Do not provide all lek locations to individuals simply interested in viewing birds.

8. Develop and provide information related to recreation and its impacts on sage-grouse
habitat.

9. Discourage dispersed camping within important riparian habitats occupied by sage-grouse
during late summer.

10. Avoid construction of overhead lines and other perch sites in occupied sage-grouse habitat.
Where these structures must be built, or presently exist, bury the lines, locate along
existing utility corridors or modify the structures in key areas.

11. Control dust from roads and other surface disturbances.

12. Inform the public that dog training on sage-grouse outside the hunting season is wildlife
harassment and therefore illegal.

Northeast Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group: Recommendations for
Development Within Connectivity Corridors (NWSGLWG 2010)

1. Encourage the suspension of federal and state leases in the connectivity corridors where
mutually agreed to by the leasing agency and the operator. These suspensions should be
allowed until additional information clarifies their continued need. Where suspensions
cannot be accommodated, or at the option of the operator, limit disturbance to no more than
5 percent (up to 32 acres) per 640 acres of suitable Greater Sage-Grouse habitat within
connectivity corridors.

2. Carefully plan developments to avoid or minimize fragmentation of sagebrush habitats in
connectivity corridors. The Northeast Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group expects
industry, BLM and WGFD to work closely together to minimize the overall acreages
disturbed with efficient road and well pad designs to avoid excessive engineering and size of
pads. BLM should especially be judicious in its application of Gold Book Standards within
connectivity corridors using minimum standards whenever possible.

3. The Northeast Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group recognizes that reducing human
disturbance during the breeding season is beneficial for sage-grouse within important habitats
in connectivity corridors. The Northeast Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group recommends
that a Controlled Surface Use buffer of 0.6 mile around leks or their documented perimeters
and a March 15 — June 30 Timing Limitation Stipulation (TLS) be required within nesting
habitat within 4 miles of leks. These stipulations will be followed regardless of surface or
mineral ownership.
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Utility providers will work closely with state and federal agencies to ensure that new
distribution powerlines are sited with consideration for sage-grouse habitat within
connectivity corridors. Eliminate or minimize the use of overhead powerlines after power

is delivered (“dropped”) to the development by the utility company. Electrical, gas and
water lines should be constructed outside of sage-grouse habitat. Within sage-grouse habitat,
consolidate these utility lines within a common corridor. Utility providers will work closely
with WGFD, landowners and land management agencies to ensure that source lines are
sited with consideration for sage-grouse habitat. Energy companies will be encouraged in
the COAs in their plans of development to request overhead powerlines be immediately
retired after they are no longer needed for development of minerals. Alternatives to overhead
power will be investigated if the landowner requests the powerline to remain for developing
water wells for livestock or wildlife.

Water reservoirs for Coalbed Natural Gas produced water or other uses may provide habitat
for mosquitoes, which spread WNv, promote habitat for newcomer predators (e.g., red
fox, raccoon and striped skunk) and occupy acreage that would otherwise be suitable for
sage-grouse. Water management will minimize reservoir use. The Northeast Wyoming
Sage-Grouse Working Group encourages treatment and discharge into perennial streams,
reinjection or other nonsurface discharge options within connectivity corridors.

With an effort led by the Governor’s office or other agencies, develop a comprehensive
larvicide program to manage mosquitoes for all waters within the connectivity corridor. This
will include pre and post treatment monitoring to document presence of the primary WNv
vector (Culex tarsalis) and determine efficacy of the treatment program.

Energy operators should use telemetry systems to remotely monitor system performance and
safety issues. Non-emergency visits will observe timing restrictions during the TLS window,
avoiding sunrise/sunset time periods when grouse are most active and obey conservative
speed limits. Minimize noise levels and locations of compressors and generators within
connectivity areas.

Require the use of site specific and beneficial seed mixtures for sage-grouse on interim
and final reclamation. Reference ESDs from NRCS or other professional service. Allow
for spring seeding exceptions from TLS to ensure that forb species are planted during
optimum precipitation periods (e.g., spring). Promote the inclusion of sagebrush seeds in
final reclamation efforts.

The Northeast Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group encourages landowners within
connectivity corridors to consider participation in USDA/NRCS conservation programs
for sage-grouse and other wildlife. These efforts should be further supported by industry,
Conservation Districts, and state and federal agencies wherever possible by promoting
participation, sponsoring education opportunities and cost sharing programs.

All stakeholders need to be vigilant in identifying invasive weed establishment, treating them
appropriately and preventing further spread by routine washing of vehicles and equipment.

The WGFD will coordinate monitoring in connectivity corridors including:
e leck counts and surveys;
e perform genetic analyses using DNA from collected feathers, blood samples, etc.;

e monitor a radio-marked sample of sage-grouse in this area for seasonal habitat use and
assess the role that WNv may have in annual mortality rates.

Coordinate response to range fires in sagebrush habitats with respective counties and other
appropriate agencies. Sagebrush habitats should receive a priority response.
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Appendix D. Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat
Management Strategy

Introduction

The Buffalo Resource Management Plan (RMP) provides specific goals, objectives, management
actions, and required design features for the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse in Wyoming.
These are the commitments made to meet the federal agencies’ national policy and direction for
the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse in light of the 2010 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) listing decision as warranted but precluded from listing under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA). Through the National Planning Strategy, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in
coordination with USFWS have identified conservation measures to be included in the land use
plans (LUPs) as the principal regulatory mechanisms to assure adequate conservation of the
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat on public lands.

The measures identified in this RMP have been developed in coordination with not just the
USFWS, but also the State of Wyoming, including the Wyoming Game and Fish Department
(WGFD), and local cooperating agencies including conservation districts and counties.

Wyoming has established Core Population Areas to help delineate landscape planning units by
distinguishing areas of high biological value. These areas are based on the locations of breeding
areas and are intended to help balance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat requirements with demand for
energy development (Doherty et al. 2011). The Approved RMP is consistent with the Core Area
Strategy, but contains additional restrictions to protect other resources, which results in added
protections to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and achieving conservation objectives identified in the
Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report on BLM-managed public lands. The COT Report
indicates that the Core Area Strategy is a substantial regulatory mechanism that contributes to the
conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse and balances the priorities of retaining a healthy Greater
Sage-Grouse population on the landscape and energy development.

This appendix will introduce the framework for implementation of Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation measures within the Buffalo Field Office. Implementation is a combination

of permitting activities under the auspices of management direction provided in the LUP,
undertaking specific activities in pursuit of the goals and objectives identified in the plan and
monitoring of sage brush habitat and populations.

The implementation framework outlined here is focused specifically towards Greater Sage-Grouse
and is reflective of how the national strategy will be assimilated into the existing statewide
implementation efforts currently in place in Wyoming. This framework has been developed
mindful of the varying scales at which implementation will be evaluated: at the local level to
define successful conservation measures, at the state level to assess success of the statewide
strategy, and across the species’ range.

In 2013, the Director of USFWS tasked staff with the development of range-wide conservation
objectives for the sage-grouse to define the degree to which threats need to be reduced or
ameliorated to conserve sage-grouse so that it is no longer in danger of extinction or likely to
become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future. Recognizing that state wildlife agencies
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have management expertise and management authority for sage-grouse, the USFWS created a
COT of state and USFWS representatives to accomplish this task.

The COT conservation framework consisted of (1) identifying sage-grouse population and
habitat status and threats, (2) defining a broad conservation goal, (3) identifying Priority Areas
for Conservation (PACs), and (4) developing specific conservation objectives and measures.
The COT used three parameters—population and habitat representation, redundancy, and
resilience (Shaffer and Stein 2010, Redford et al. 2011)—as guiding concepts in developing the
conservation goal, priority areas for conservation, conservation objectives, and measures.

The COT report identified priority areas for Greater Sage-Grouse population habitats as PACs.
PAC:s are recognized as key areas across the landscape that are necessary to maintain redundant,
representative, and resilient populations” of the species. The COT Report describes maintaining
the integrity of PACs as “the essential foundation for sage-grouse conservation.” PACs cover
nearly 73 million acres across the west; within the Buffalo planning area, more than 1.2 million
acres are considered priority habitat. Twenty-one percent of the priority habitat in the planning
area is BLM-administered surface and 56 percent is BLM-administered minerals. Based upon
2007 lek counts and the population data contained in the COT Report, the Buffalo planning
area contains an estimated four percent of the range-wide population of Greater Sage-Grouse
(Table D.1, “Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat within the Buffalo Planning Area” (p. 326)).

Table D.1. Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat within the Buffalo Planning Area

Populations/Subpopulations: Powder River Basin, Wyoming Portion, WAFWA Management Zone I (for the

portion of the population that lies within the planning area; Wyoming 9-Plan (TBNG) removed)

Surface Estate

Core Area Acres (%)

Connectivity
Corridor Acres (%)

Priority Habitat
Total (core +

General Habitat
Acres (%)

Corridor Acres (%)

connectivity)

connectivity)
Private 716,859 (79) 235,843 (85) 952,702 (81) 3,772,508 (79)
State 76,634 (8) 16,467 (6) 93,100 (8) 391,374 (8)
BLM 112,451 (12) 24,989 (9) 137,440 (12) 628,162 (13)
Other 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 12,736 (0.3)
Total 905,944 277,300 1,183,244 4,804,779

Connectivity LDl L8 EL (AT General Habitat

Fluid Mineral Estate | Core Area Acres (%) Total (core +

Acres (%)

Non-federal

385,488 (43)

122,886 (44)

508,375 (43)

2,189,675 (46)

BLM

520,456 (57)

154,413 (56)

674,869 (57)

2,615,104 (54)

Total

905,944

277,300

1,183,244

4,804,779

% percent

BLM Bureau of Land Management
TBNG Thunder Basin National Grassland
WAFWA Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

The conservation objectives identified in the COT Report, targeted at maintaining redundant,
representative, and resilient sage-grouse habitats and populations, is the basis on which the Greater
Sage-Grouse elements of the Buffalo Approved RMP were developed. Due to the variability in
ecological conditions and the nature of the threats across the range of the sage-grouse, developing
detailed, prescriptive species or habitat actions was not attainable at the range-wide scale. Specific
strategies and actions necessary to achieve the conservation objectives have been developed by
BLM in cooperation with State and local governments to ensure implementation of activities to
meet the objectives identified in the COT report.
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D.1. COT Objective 1: Stop Population Declines and Habitat Loss

There is an urgent need to ‘stop the bleeding’ of continued population declines
and habitat losses by acting immediately to eliminate or reduce the impacts
contributing to population declines and range erosion. There are no populations
within the range of sage-grouse that are immune to the threat of habitat loss and
fragmentation. (COT Report, 2013)

The COT Report identified a series of threats to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and the extent

of those threats at the population scale. The management actions identified in the RMP were
specifically designed to reduce the threats, as they were identified. The Buffalo RMP encompasses
lands within Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Management Zone
(MZ) 1. To ensure that the threats are adequately addressed by the RMP, a strategy for reviewing
activities and projects on public lands to determine the extent of their impact on Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat has also been developed. The following outlines the process by which all
activities on public lands will be reviewed.

The BLM will ensure that any activities or projects in Greater Sage-Grouse habitats would: (1)
only occur in compliance with the Buffalo RMP Greater Sage-Grouse goals and objectives for
priority management areas; and (2) maintain neutral or positive Greater Sage-Grouse population
trends and habitat by avoiding, minimizing, and offsetting unavoidable impacts to assure a
conservation gain at the scale of this LUP and within Greater Sage-Grouse population areas, State
boundaries, and WAFWA MZs through the application of mitigation for implementation-level
decisions. 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 Greater Sage-Grouse 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 priority and general
management areas in the Buffalo RMP.

To ensure that impacts from activities proposed in sage-grouse Core Areas are appropriately
approved and mitigated as necessary, 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 C (p. 285)) 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).
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To achieve the goals and objectives for Core Areas in the Buffalo Planning Area, 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 Core Areas 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, will appropriately mitigate impacts and be consistent with the LUP goals and objectives
for sage-grouse. The following steps provide for a sequential screening of proposals.

Table D.2. Implementation of RMP Decisions to Address COT Threats

Imple-

COT Threat Threat Extent Program Area RMP mentation Tracku.lg
Decision Mechanism
Process
Fire and Fuels Management
Sagebrush Present but Grassland and Shrubland
Elimination Localized Communities

Livestock Grazing Management
Fire and Fuels Management

Special Status Species
Grassland and Shrubland

Communities
Weeds/Annual Present but Invasive Species and
Grasses Localized Pest Management

Rights-of-Way

Travel and Transportation
Management

Recreation

Soil

Water/Riparian and
Wetland Communities
Leasables- Fluid Minerals
Grassland and Shrubland

Energy Prc;sent and Comrpunities .
Widespread Invasive Species and

Pest Management

Wildlife Resources

Special Status Species

Visual Resources

Rights-of-Way

Fire and Fuels Management

. Present but Grassland and Shrubland
Fire . .
Localized Communities

Livestock Grazing Management
Grazing
Range Present and Livestock Grazing Management
Management Widespread Special Status Species
Structures
Free;Roaming Not Present Wild Horse and Burro
Equids Management

Fire and Fuels Management
Conifer Present but Grassland and Shrubland
Encroachment Localized Communities

Special Status Species

Agriculture and | Present but

Urbanization Localized Lands and Realty
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RMP [mple- Tracking
mentation

Decision Mechanism
Process

COT Threat Threat Extent Program Area

Locatable Minerals
Leasable Minerals- Coal
Salable Minerals
Soil
Water/Riparian and
Present and Wetland Communities
Widespread Invasive Species and
Pest Management
Wildlife Resources
Special Status Species
Visual Resources
Rights-of-Way
. Present and Recreation .
Recreation Wid d Travel and Transportation
1desprea Management
g

Rights-of-Way
Soil
Water/Riparian and

Wetland Communities
Present and . .
Infrastructure Wi Invasive Species and

idespread

Pest Management
Wildlife Resources
Special Status Species
Visual Resources

Mining

COT Conservation Objectives Team
RMP Resource Management Plan

D.1.1. Step 1 — Determine Proposal Adequacy

This screening process is initiated upon formal submittal of a proposal for authorization for use of
BLM-administered 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. Evaluating consistency with (at a minimum) State sage-grouse regulations.

D.1.2. Step 2 — Evaluate Proposal Consistency with LUP

Step 2.1

The proposal will be reviewed to determine whether it would be allowed as prescribed in the LUP.
For example, some activities or types of development are prohibited in sage-grouse habitat, such
as wind developments in Priority Habitat. 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 2.2
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The proposal will be reviewed to determine whether it conforms with the Density and Disturbance
Limitations. If the proposed activity occurs within a Priority Habitat Management Area (PHMA),
evaluate whether the disturbance from the activity exceeds the limit on the amount of disturbance
allowed within the activity or project area (Density and Disturbance Calculation Tool [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. Should the project be a result of a valid existing right, BLM will work to minimize the
disturbance and determine any residual impacts that may require appropriate mitigation.

The maximum density of disruptive activities and surface disturbance allowed will be analyzed
via the DDCT, and will be conducted by the Federal Land Management Agency on federal land
and the project proponent on non-federal (private, state) land per the RMP 9 revision.

State Agency Permit is needed, without a need for a federal permit:

The first point of contact for addressing sage-grouse issues for any state permit application
should be the 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 permitting agency. 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 the
DDCT and recommended stipulations.

Federal Agency Permit is needed, with or without a State permit:

When a project requires federal action prior to approval, the proponent should contact the federal
agency responsible for reviewing the action. The federal agency and the proponent will determine
the best process for completing the DDCT and receiving recommendations from 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 permitting agency.

Maximum Density and Disturbance Process
Density and Disturbance Calculation

The DDCT is a spatially based tool that calculates both the average density of disruptive activities
and total surface disturbance within the area affected by the project, or DDCT assessment

area. The DDCT assessment area is created based on buffers around proposed projects (first
buffer) in protected sage-grouse core areas, and subsequent buffers around any occupied,

core area leks within the first buffer. A four mile buffer is used to identify 75 percent of the
sage-grouse use around a lek. All activities will be evaluated within the context of maximum
allowable disturbance (disturbance percentages, location and number of disturbances) of suitable
sage-grouse habitat within the DDCT assessment area. This tool allows for better siting of
projects rather than averaging the density/disturbance calculation per section.
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All lands within core area boundaries are is considered suitable habitat unless documented.
Mapped unsuitable habitat is treated neither as suitable habitat, nor disturbance, which results in
the area being removed from the DDCT assessment area altogether.

1. Density and Disturbance Calculation Tool: Determine all occupied leks within a core
population area that may be affected by the project by placing a four-mile boundary around
the project boundary (as defined by the proposed area of disturbance related to the project)
(see Figure D.1, “Four-Mile Buffer around the Proposed Project Boundary” (p. 331)). All
occupied leks located within the four-mile boundary and within a core population area will
be considered in this assessment.

Figure D.1. Four-Mile Buffer around the Proposed Project Boundary

A four-mile boundary will then be placed around the perimeter of each of these lek(s) (see
Figure D.2, “Four-Mile Boundary around Perimeter of Lek(s)” (p. 331)).
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Figure D.2. Four-Mile Boundary around Perimeter of Lek(s)

The core population area within the combined four-mile buffer around both the leks and
the project boundary creates the DDCT assessment area for each individual project (see
Figure D.3, “DDCT Assessment Area” (p. 332)).
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Figure D.3. DDCT Assessment Area

Disturbance will be analyzed for the DDCT assessment area as a whole and for each
individual lek within the DDCT assessment area (see Figure D.4, “Existing Disturbance
with Four-Mile Buffer” (p. 334)).
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Figure D.4. Existing Disturbance with Four-Mile Buffer

Density of disruptive features will be analyzed for the DDCT assessment area as a whole
and for each individual lek within the DDCT assessment area (see Figure D.5, “Density of
Existing Disruptive Features in the DDCT Assessment Area” (p. 336)).
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Figure D.S. Density of Existing Disruptive Features in the DDCT Assessment Area

If there are no leks identified for this assessment within the four-mile boundary around the
project boundary, the DDCT assessment area will be that portion of the four-mile project
boundary within the core population area.

2. Density and Disturbance Analysis: The total number of discrete disruptive activity features,
as well as the total disturbance acres within the DDCT assessment area will be determined
through an evaluation of:

a. [Existing disturbance (sage-grouse habitat that is disturbed due to existing anthropogenic
activity and wildfire).

b. Approved permits (that have approval for on the ground activity) not yet implemented.

c. Validating digitized disturbance through on the ground evaluation.

Permitting

The complete analysis package (DDCT results, mapbook, and Worksheet), and recommendations
developed by consultation and review outlined herein will be forwarded to the appropriate
permitting agency(s). 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 potential development
alternatives other than those contained in the project proposal.

If the permit for which a proponent has applied expires, another DDCT analysis is required
before issuing a new permit. An additional DDCT is not required for Permit extensions or
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renewals when no changes are being authorized. Any project will need to comply with the current
Executive Order.

Step 2.3

The BLM’s goal for any new activity or development proposal within core areas is to provide
consistent implementation of project proposals which meet the BLM’s LUP goals and the
population management objectives of the State. Activities would be consistent with the strategy
where it can be sufficiently demonstrated that no declines to core populations would be expected
as a result of the proposed action. Published research suggests that impacts to sage-grouse leks
associated primarily with infrastructure and energy development are discernible at a distance of
at least 4 miles and that many leks within this radius have been extirpated as a direct result of
development (Walker et al. 2007; Walker 2008). Research also suggests that an evaluation of
habitats and sage-grouse populations that attend leks within an 11-mile radius from the project
boundary in the context of “large” projects may be appropriate in order to consider all seasonal
habitats that may be affected for birds that use the habitats associated with the proposal during
some portion of the life-cycle of seasonally migratory sage-grouse (Connelly et al. 2000).

To determine the manner in which Greater Sage-Grouse may be impacted by proposed
undertakings, the following will be reviewed in the site specific NEPA analysis to quantify the
effects:

e Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat delineation maps.

e Current science recommendations.

e The ‘Base Line Environment Report’ (USGS) which identifies areas of direct and indirect
effect for various anthropogenic activities.

e Consultation with agency or State Wildlife Agency biologist.

e 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.

D.1.3. Step 3 — 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 sage-grouse 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 DR).
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 Greater
Sage-Grouse. If the preliminary review of the proposal concludes that there may be adverse
impacts to sage-grouse habitat or populations in Step 2 and the project cannot be effectively
relocated to avoid these impacts, proceed with the appropriate process for review, decision and
implementation (NEPA and DR) with the inclusion of appropriate mitigation requirements to
further reduce or eliminate impacts to sage-grouse habitat and populations and achieve compliance
with sage-grouse objectives. Mitigation measures could include design modifications of the
proposal, site disturbance restoration, post project reclamation, etc (see Appendix C (p. 285)).
Compensatory or offsite mitigation may be required (Step 4) in situations where residual impacts
remain after application of all avoidance and minimization measures.
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D.1.4. Step 4 — Apply Compensatory Mitigation or Reject / Defer
Proposal

If screening of the proposal 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 sage-grouse 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:

e The current trend within the Priority Habitat is down and additional impacts, whether mitigated
or not, could lead to further decline of the species or habitat.

e The proposed mitigation is inadequate in scope or duration, has proven to be ineffective or is
unproven is terms of science based approach.

e The project would impact habitat that has been determined to be a limiting factor for species
sustainability.

e 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 sage-grouse
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 sage-grouse goals and objectives, proceed with the appropriate process for review, decision
and implementation (NEPA and DR).

Mitigation
General

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 within
PHMA, the BLM will require and assure 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. In Wyoming, the USFWS has found that “the core area
strategy, if implemented by all landowners via regulatory mechanism, would provide adequate
protection for sage-grouse and their habitats in the state.” The BLM will implement actions to
achieve the goal of net conservation gain consistent with the Wyoming Strategy (Executive
Order 2015-4). Compensatory mitigation would be used when avoidance and minimization
measures consistent with Executive Order 2015-4 are inadequate to protect Core Population
Area Greater Sage-Grouse.

Mitigation will follow the regulations from the White House CEQ (40 CFR 1508.20; e.g., avoid,
minimize, and compensate), hereafter referred to as the mitigation hierarchy. If impacts from
BLM management actions and authorized third party actions that result in habitat loss and
degradation remain after applying avoidance and minimization measures (i.e., residual impacts),
then compensatory mitigation projects will be used to provide a net conservation gain to the
species. Any compensatory mitigation will be durable, timely, and in addition to that which would
have resulted without the compensatory mitigation (see Glossary Terms (p. 387)).
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The BLM, via the WAFWA MZ Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Team, will develop a
WAFWA MZ Regional Mitigation Strategy that will inform the NEPA decision making process
including the application of the mitigation hierarchy for BLM management actions and third party
actions that result in habitat loss and degradation. A robust and transparent Regional Mitigation
Strategy will contribute to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat conservation by reducing, eliminating, or
minimizing threats and compensating for residual impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

The BLM’s Regional Mitigation Manual MS-1794 serves as a framework for developing and
implementing a Regional Mitigation Strategy. The following sections provide additional guidance

specific to the development and implementation of a WAFWA MZ Regional Mitigation Strategy.

Developing a WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation Strategy

The BLM, via the WAFWA MZ Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Team, will develop a
WAFWA MZ Regional Mitigation Strategy to guide the application of the mitigation hierarchy
for BLM management actions and third party actions that result in habitat loss and degradation.
The Strategy should consider any State-level Greater Sage-Grouse mitigation guidance that is
consistent with the requirements identified in this Appendix. The Regional Mitigation Strategy
should be developed in a transparent manner, based on the best science available and standardized
metrics.

As described in the Approved RMP, the BLM will establish a WAFWA MZ Greater Sage-Grouse
Conservation Team (hereafter, Team) to help guide the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse,
within 90 days of the issuance of the ROD. The Strategy will be developed within one year of
the issuance of the ROD.

The Regional Mitigation Strategy should include mitigation guidance on avoidance, minimization,
and compensation, as follows:

e Avoidance
o Include avoidance areas (e.g., right-of-way avoidance/exclusion areas, no surface occupancy
areas) already included in laws, regulations, policies, and/or LUPs (e.g., RMPs, State Plans);
and,
o Include any potential, additional avoidance actions (e.g., additional avoidance best
management practices) with regard to Greater Sage-Grouse conservation.
e Minimization
o Include minimization actions (e.g., required design features, best management practices)
already included in laws, regulations, policies, LUPs, and/or land-use authorizations; and,
o Include any potential, additional minimization actions (e.g., additional minimization best
management practices) with regard to Greater Sage-Grouse conservation.
e Compensation
o Include discussion of impact/project valuation, compensatory mitigation options, siting,
compensatory project types and costs, monitoring, reporting, and program administration.
Each of these topics is discussed in more detail below.
m Residual Impact and Compensatory Mitigation Project Valuation Guidance
e A common standardized method should be identified for estimating the value of
the residual impacts and value of the compensatory mitigation projects, including
accounting for any uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of the projects.
e This method should consider the quality of habitat, scarcity of the habitat, and the
size of the impact/project.
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e For compensatory mitigation projects, consideration of durability (see Glossary
Terms (p. 387)), timeliness (see Glossary Terms (p. 387)), and the potential for failure
(e.g., uncertainty associated with effectiveness) may require an upward adjustment of
the valuation.

e The resultant compensatory mitigation project will, after application of the above
guidance, result in proactive conservation measures for Greater Sage-Grouse (consistent
with BLM Manual 6840 — Special Status Species Management, section .02).

m Compensatory Mitigation Options

e Options for implementing compensatory mitigation should be identified, such as:

o Utilizing certified mitigation/conservation bank or credit exchanges.
o Contributing to an existing mitigation/conservation fund.
o Authorized-user conducted mitigation projects.

e For any compensatory mitigation project, the investment must be additional (i.e.,
additionality: the conservation benefits of compensatory mitigation are demonstrably
new and would not have resulted without the compensatory mitigation project).

m Compensatory Mitigation Siting

e Sites should be in areas that have the potential to yield a net conservation gain to the
Greater Sage-Grouse, regardless of land ownership.

e Sites should be durable (see Glossary Terms (p. 387)).

e Sites identified by existing plans and strategies (e.g., fire restoration plans, invasive
species strategies, healthy land focal areas) should be considered, if those sites have the
potential to yield a net conservation gain to Greater Sage-Grouse and are durable.

m Compensatory Mitigation Project Types and Costs

e Project types should be identified that help reduce threats to Greater Sage-Grouse (e.g.,
protection, conservation, and restoration projects).

e Each project type should have a goal and measurable objectives.

e Each project type should have associated monitoring and maintenance requirements,
for the duration of the impact.

e To inform contributions to a mitigation/conservation fund, expected costs for these
project types (and their monitoring and maintenance), within the WAFWA MZ, should
be identified.

m Compensatory Mitigation Compliance and Monitoring

e Mitigation projects should be inspected to ensure they are implemented as designed,
and if not, there should be methods to enforce compliance.

e Mitigation projects should be monitored to ensure that the goals and objectives are met
and that the benefits are effective for the duration of the impact.

m Compensatory Mitigation Reporting

e Standardized, transparent, scalable, and scientifically-defensible reporting requirements
should be identified for mitigation projects.

e Reports should be compiled, summarized, and reviewed in the WAFWA MZ in order to
determine if Greater Sage-Grouse conservation has been achieved and/or to support
adaptive management recommendations.

m Compensatory Mitigation Program Implementation Guidelines

e Guidelines for implementing the State-level compensatory mitigation program should
include holding and applying compensatory mitigation funds, operating a transparent
and credible accounting system, certifying mitigation credits, and managing reporting
requirements.

Incorporating the Regional Mitigation Strategy into NEPA Analyses
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The BLM will include the avoidance, minimization, and compensatory recommendations from
the Regional Mitigation Strategy in one or more of the NEPA analysis’ alternatives for BLM
management actions and third party actions that result in habitat loss and degradation and the
appropriate mitigation actions will be carried forward into the decision.

Implementing a Compensatory Mitigation Program

The BLM needs to ensure that compensatory mitigation is strategically implemented to provide a
net conservation gain to the species, as identified in the Regional Mitigation Strategy. In order to
align with existing compensatory mitigation efforts, this compensatory mitigation program will
be managed at a State-level (as opposed to a WAFWA MZ or a Field Office), in collaboration with
our partners (e.g., federal, tribal, and state agencies).

To ensure transparent and effective management of the compensatory mitigation funds, the
BLM will enter into a contract or agreement with a third-party to help manage the State-level
compensatory mitigation funds, within one year of the issuance of the ROD. The selection of the
third-party compensatory mitigation administrator will conform to all relevant laws, regulations,
and policies. The BLM will remain responsible for making decisions that affect federal lands.

D.2. COT Objective 2: Implement Targeted Habitat Management
and Restoration

Some sage-grouse populations warrant more than the amelioration of the impacts
from stressors to maintain sage-grouse on the landscape. In these instances, and
particularly with impacts resulting from wildfire, it may be critical to not only
remove or reduce anthropogenic threats to these populations but additionally

to improve population health through active habitat management (e.g., habitat
restoration). This is particularly important for those populations that are essential
to maintaining range-wide redundancy and representation. (COT Report, 2013)

In many areas of Wyoming, amelioration of threats isn’t enough. Activities must be taken to
enhance the habitat for continued success of Greater Sage-Grouse. This objective identifies the
areas where RMPs will put forth the commitments for habitat restoration and enhancement.

The WGFD established local Greater Sage-Grouse working groups over 10 years ago. Each of
these local working groups developed conservation plans which have served to guide conservation
of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat at a local level. The management objectives for this federal

LUP were developed in coordination with the State of Wyoming, recognizing the ongoing work
which has been done over the last 10 years in Wyoming as a result of the conservation efforts
identified by each of the local working groups.

Upon completion of the planning process, with issuance of an Approved Plan and ROD,
subsequent implementation decisions will be put into effect by developing implementation
(activity-level or project-specific) plans. These implementation decisions will be based upon
the objectives identified in the Approved Plan and RODs, and will be coordinated with local
working groups.

Appendix D Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat

Management Strategy

COT Objective 2: Implement Targeted Habitat
Management and Restoration September 2015



Buffalo Approved RMP 343

D.3. COT Objective 3: Develop and Implement State and
Federal Conservation Strategies and Associated Incentive-based
Conservation Actions and Regulatory Mechanisms

To conserve sage-grouse and habitat redundancy, representation, and resilience,
state and federal agencies, along with interested stakeholders within range of the
sage-grouse should work together to develop a plan, including any necessary
regulatory or legal tools (or use an existing plan, if appropriate) that includes
clear mechanisms for addressing the threats to sage-grouse within PACs. Where
consistent with state conservation plans, sage-grouse habitats outside of PACs
should also be addressed. We recognize that threats can be ameliorated through

a variety of tools within the purview of states and federal agencies, including
incentive-based conservation actions or regulatory mechanisms. Federal land
management agencies should work with states in developing adequate regulatory
mechanisms. Federal land management agencies should also contribute to the
incentive-based conservation and habitat restoration and rehabilitation efforts. In
the development of conservation plans, entities (states, federal land management
agencies, etc.) should coordinate with FWS. This will ensure that the plans address
the threats contributing to the 2010 warranted but precluded determination, and
that conservation strategies will meaningfully contribute to future listing analyses.
(COT Report, 2013)

D.3.1. Implementation Working Groups

Implementation strategies for a landscape scale species requires coordination across multiple
scales, as the work that is conducted at the local scale must be tracked and evaluated for overall
success within core areas, the state of Wyoming across the region. As the Greater Sage-Grouse is
formally managed by the State of Wyoming, and has a statewide strategy through Governor’s
Executive Order 2011-05, implementation must be evaluated at that scale as well. For this reason,
Wyoming Plans will utilize multiple types of working groups, representing each of the scales at
which implementation will be tracked.

National Level

In December 2011, Wyoming Governor Matt Mead and Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar
co-hosted a meeting to address coordinated conservation of the sage-grouse across its range.
Ten states within the range of the sage-grouse were represented, as were the USFS, the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and the Department of the Interior (DOI) — including
representatives from the DOI’s BLM and USFWS. The primary outcome of the meeting was
the creation of a Sage-Grouse Task Force (Task Force) chaired by Governors Mead (WY) and
Hickenlooper (CO) and the Director of the BLM. The Task Force was directed to develop
recommendations on how to best advance a coordinated, multi-state, range-wide effort to
conserve the sage-grouse, including the identification of conservation objectives to ensure the
long-term viability of the species.

Regional Level

Regional Level Teams (Sage Grouse Implementation Group)
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State Level

The Sage Grouse Implementation Team (SGIT) has been established through Wyoming
Legislature (Wyoming Statute 9-19-101(a)) to review data and make recommendations to the
Governor of Wyoming regarding actions and funding to enhance and restore Greater Sage-Grouse
habitats in Wyoming. Additionally, the SGIT is responsible for making recommendations to the
Governor regarding regulatory actions necessary to maintain Greater Sage-Grouse populations
and Greater Sage-Grouse habitats.

Adaptive Management Working Group (AMWG) has been established in consultation with

the SGIT to provide appropriate guidance for agencies with the ability to affect sage-grouse
populations and/or habitat through their permitting authority. The AMWG includes BLM, USFS,
USFWS, and State of Wyoming.

Local Level

In 2000, a Local Working Group was established by the WGFD to develop and facilitate
implementation of local conservation plans for the benefit of sage-grouse, their habitats,

and whenever feasible, other species that use sagebrush habitats. This group prepared the
Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan (Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group
2003) to provide coordinated management and direction across the state. In 2004, local Greater
Sage-Grouse working groups were formed to develop and implement local conservation plans.
Eight local working groups around Wyoming have completed conservation plans, many of which
prioritize addressing past, present, and reasonably foreseeable threats at the state and local levels,
and prescribe management actions for private landowners to improve Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation at the local scale, consistent with Wyoming’s Core Population Area Strategy.

D.3.2. Implementation Tracking

Because the State of Wyoming continues to retain management of the species, and through
implementation of the Executive Order, BLM Wyoming will continue to coordinate tracking of
populations, disturbance and conservation actions.

DDCT Geographic Information System (GIS) for tracking disturbance
De-minimus Actions

Population Counts

Lek counts

Conservation Actions

In addition to the tracking databases being maintained by the State of Wyoming, a national-
Greater Sage-Grouse LUP Decision Monitoring and Reporting Tool is being developed to describe
how the BLM 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 ROD or approved plan. The BLM will provide data that can be integrated with
other conservation efforts conducted by state and federal partners.

D.3.3. Public Involvement

A website where the public can quickly and easily access data concerning implementation will
be developed and kept current on the Wyoming BLM database. Creating this website and
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maintaining it through the implementation cycle will be a vital part of implementation success.
The public is welcome to provide implementation comments to the BLM any time during the
cycle, but schedules for implementation planning decisions will be posted so the public can
make timely comments. All Activity Plan Working Group meetings where recommendations are
made to the BLM will be open to the public, and will provide for specific and helpful public
involvement. This includes providing web-based information to the public prior to any Activity
Plan Working Group meetings; such that members of the public can provide input to the working
session, both early and mid-way through the scheduled meetings.

The state sponsored Local Working Group and SGIT meetings are advertised and open to the
public.

D.4. COT Objective 4: Proactive Conservation Actions

Proactive, incentive based, voluntary conservation actions (e.g., Candidate
Conservation Agreements with Assurances [CCAAs], NRCS programs) should be
developed and/or implemented by interested stakeholders and closely coordinated
across the range of the species to ensure they are complimentary and address
sage-grouse conservation needs and threats. These efforts need to receive full
funding, including funding for necessary personnel. (COT Report, 2013)

In addition to the conservation activities identified through implementation of the RMP

in coordination with the Local Working Group Conservation Plans, BLM will continue

to partner with other agencies and stakeholders to identify conservation actions to benefit
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Actions which may occur could include Candidate Conservation
Agreements (CCAs) with accompanying CCAAs and designation of conservation easements.

CCAs are entered into when a potential threat to habitat is identified. BLM enters into CCAs
with USFWS to identify potential threats and plan for conservation measures to address potential
threats. The purpose of federal land CCAs and the accompanying non-federal CCAAs, is to
encourage conservation actions for species that are not yet listed as threatened or endangered.
The goal is that enhancements in conservation can preclude the need for federal listing or so that
conservation can occur before the status of the species has become so dire that listing is necessary.
Although a single property owner’s activities may not eliminate the need to list, conservation, if
conducted by enough property owners throughout the species’ range, can eliminate the need to list.

The BLM will work with partners and stakeholders to develop species-specific or ecosystem-based
conservation strategies and will work cooperatively with other agencies, organizations,
governments, and interested parties for the conservation of sensitive species and their habitats

to meet agreed on species and habitat management goals. Cooperative efforts are important

for conservation based on an ecosystem management approach and will improve efficiency by
combining efforts and fostering collaborative working relationships.

Conservation Easements are identified private lands with Greater Sage-Grouse habitat where the
private landowners enter into voluntary agreements with the government to give up developmental
rights which may adversely affect habitat. The most common way these areas may be used in
Wyoming is for mitigation banks. Allowing development within some areas of historic Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat or marginal habitat will require appropriate mitigation. In some cases the
most appropriate mitigation may be for project proponents to buy credits at a conservation
easement, thus creating a mitigation bank. Overall, the benefit is to the Greater Sage-Grouse,
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as it reduces the overall potential for fragmented habitat by ensuring there are areas with no
development potential which could adversely affect the viability of the species.

To learn more about what CCAs and CCAAs are in place for Greater Sage-Grouse,
please see the US Fish and Wildlife website: http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/
speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06W

Sweetwater River Conservancy Habitat Conservation Bank

The Sweetwater River Conservancy Habitat Conservation Bank is the first conservation bank
established for Greater Sage-Grouse. Located in central Wyoming, the bank manages habitat for
Greater Sage-Grouse allowing energy development and other activities to proceed on other lands
within Wyoming. A conservation bank is a site or suite of sites established under an agreement
with the USFWS, intended to protect, and improve habitat for species. Credits may be purchased
which result in perpetual conservation easements and conservation projects on the land to offset
impacts occurring elsewhere. The Sweetwater River Conservancy Habitat Conservation Bank
launched with 55,000 deeded acres of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, and could expand up to
700,000 acres on other lands owned by the Sweetwater River Conservancy contingent upon
demand (USFWS 2015).

Wyoming Landscape Conservation Initiative

The Wyoming Landscape Conservation Initiative is a long-term science based effort to assess
and enhance aquatic and terrestrial habitats at a landscape scale in southwest Wyoming, while
facilitating responsible development through local collaboration and partnership. Collaborative
efforts address multiple concerns at a scale that considers all activities on the landscape,

and can leverage resources that might not be available for single agency projects. Greater
Sage-Grouse initiatives from the Wyoming Landscape Conservation Initiative have included
habitat enhancement efforts (e.g., invasive weed treatment, prescribed grazing strategies), and
Greater Sage-Grouse research studies (Wyoming Landscape Conservation Initiative 2013).

Powder River Basin Restoration Program

The Powder River Basin Restoration Program is a collaborative partnership to restore and
enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat on a landscape level in the Powder River Basin. The
basin encompasses 13,493,840 acres in northeast Wyoming and southeast Montana. Surface
ownership 1s composed of approximately 70 percent private lands, 14 percent BLM-administered
lands (including 8 percent in Wyoming and 6 percent in Montana), 8 percent USFS lands, and

8 percent States of Wyoming and Montana lands. Subsurface mineral ownership is 50 to 60
percent federal (BLM 2014).

The Powder River Basin Restoration Program is focusing on areas affected by the federal oil and
gas development that has occurred over the past decade in the Powder River Basin in northeastern
Wyoming. Its objectives are restoring or enhancing disturbed previously suitable habitat to
suitable habitat for sagebrush obligate species, primarily Greater Sage-Grouse. This includes
multiple sites affected by coalbed natural gas abandonment reclamation efforts, wildfires, and
noxious and invasive plants. Priority will be given to those areas recognized as priority habitats
(e.g., Core Population Areas and connectivity corridors).

Habitat objectives are meeting the needs for nesting, brood-rearing, and late brood-rearing. The
program would contribute to efforts focused on the management and control of mosquitoes
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carrying West Nile virus and would include funding, labor, treatment locations, and other needs
as determined.

Additionally, efforts would be coordinated to reduce fuels in and near Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat, to enhance sagebrush stands, support restoration efforts, and reduce the risk of
high-severity wildfire. Pine stands and juniper woodlands would be managed for structural
diversity and to reduce fuels, especially near PHMA, human developments, and recreation areas.

Natural Resources Conservation Service Sage Grouse Initiative

The US Department of Agriculture, NRCS’s Sage-Grouse Initiative (SGI) is working with private
landowners in 11 western states to improve habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse (Manier et al.
2013). With 13.5 million acres of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat in private ownership within MZ
II/VII (Manier et al. 2013, p. 118), a unique opportunity exists for the NRCS to benefit Greater
Sage-Grouse and to ensure the persistence of large and intact rangelands by implementing the SGI.

Participation in the SGI program is voluntary, but willing participants enter into binding contracts
or easements to ensure that conservation practices that enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat,
such as fence marking, protecting riparian areas, and maintaining vegetation in nesting areas,

are implemented. Participating landowners are bound by a contract (usually 3 to 5 years) to
implement, in consultation with NRCS staff, conservation practices if they wish to receive the
financial incentives offered by the SGI. These financial incentives generally take the form

of payments to offset costs of implementing conservation practices and easements or rental
payments for long-term conservation.

While potentially effective at conserving Greater Sage-Grouse populations and habitat on private
lands, incentive-based conservation programs that fund the SGI generally require reauthorization
from Congress under subsequent farm bills, meaning future funding is not guaranteed.

D.5. COT Objective 5: Development of Monitoring Plans

A robust range-wide monitoring program must be developed and implemented for
sage-grouse conservation plans, which recognizes and incorporates individual
state approaches. A monitoring program is necessary to track the success of
conservation plans and proactive conservation activities. Without this information,
the actual benefit of conservation activities cannot be measured and there is no
capacity to adapt if current management actions are determined to be ineffective.
(COT Report, 2013)

D.5.1. The Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework

D.5.1.1. Introduction

The purpose of this 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 planning strategy (BLM IM 2012-044) to conserve the species and its
habitat. The regulations for the BLM (43 CFR 1610.4-9) require that LUPs establish intervals
and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and evaluations, based on the sensitivity of the
resource to the decisions involved. Therefore, BLM will use the methods described herein to
collect monitoring data to evaluate implementation and effectiveness of the Greater Sage-Grouse
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(hereafter, sage-grouse) planning strategy and the conservation measures contained in LUPs. The
type of monitoring data to be collected at the LUP scale will be described in the monitoring plan

which will be developed after the signing of the ROD. For a summary of the frequency of reporting
see Attachment A. Adaptive management will be informed by data collected at any and all scales.

To ensure the BLM has the ability to make consistent assessments about sage-grouse habitats
across the range of the species, this framework lays out the methodology for monitoring the
implementation and evaluating the effectiveness of BLM actions to conserve the species and its
habitat through monitoring that informs effectiveness at multiple scales. Monitoring efforts will
include data for measurable quantitative indicators of sagebrush availability, anthropogenic
disturbance levels, and sagebrush conditions. Implementation monitoring results will provide
information to allow the BLM to evaluate the extent that decisions from the BLM RMPs to
conserve sage-grouse and its habitat have been implemented. Population monitoring information
will be collected by state fish and wildlife agencies and will be incorporated into effectiveness
monitoring as it is made available.

This multi-scale monitoring approach is necessary as sage-grouse are a landscape species and
conservation is scale-dependent whereby 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 Stiver et al. (2014) as first
order (broad scale), second order (mid-scale), third order (fine scale), and fourth order (site scale)
to apply them to sage-grouse habitat selection. The various scales may show differences because
of the methods used. The broad and mid-scale may provide a generalize direction, however the
suitability baseline (pre-euro) is not considered an accurate baseline. The current baseline will
provide better information on trends provided the data used in the analysis is sound. Based upon
the management actions related to the BLM and Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Executive Order,
the broad and mid-scale may greatly underestimate the impacts of the threats outlined in the COT
report. Habitat selection and habitat use by sage-grouse occurs at multiple scales and is 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 utilization

by individual birds within a given season. Therefore, the tendency to look at a single indicator
of habitat suitability or only one scale limits the ability for managers to identify the threats to
sage-grouse and to respond at the appropriate scale. For descriptions of these habitat suitability
indicators for each scale, see the Sage-grouse Habitat Assessment Framework (HAF) (Stiver et
al. 2015).

Monitoring methods and indicators in this monitoring framework are derived from the current
peer-reviewed science. Range wide best-available datasets for broad and mid-scale monitoring
will be acquired. If these exiting datasets are not readily available or are inadequate, but

are necessary to effectively inform the three measurable quantitative indicators (sagebrush
availability, anthropogenic disturbance levels, and sagebrush conditions), the BLM 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 WAFWA MZ (Stiver et al. 2006) boundaries and other areas as appropriate for size (e.g.,
populations based on Connelly et al. 2004; Figure D.6, “Map of Greater Sage-Grouse Range,
Populations, Subpopulations, and Priority Areas for Conservation as of 2013” (p. 349)). This
broad and mid-scale monitoring data and analysis will provide context for RMP/land management
plan areas; states; Greater Sage-Grouse Priority Habitat, General Habitat and other sage-grouse
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designated management areas; and PACs as defined in the Greater Sage-grouse Conservation
Objectives: Final Report (COT, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2013). Throughout the remainder
of the document, all of these areas will be referred to as “sage-grouse areas.”
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Figure D.6. 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 D.5.1.2, “Broad and Mid-Scales” (p. 350), 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 D.3, “Indicators for Monitoring Implementation of the Strategy, Decisions, Sage-Grouse
Habitat, and Sage-Grouse Population at the Broad and Mid-scales” (p. 350)) For sage-grouse
habitat at the fine and site scales, described in Section D.5.1.3, “Fine and Site Scales” (p. 375),
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 of BLM multiscale monitoring commitments (see Attachment A).

Table D.3. Indicators for Monitoring Implementation of the Strategy, Decisions,
Sage-Grouse Habitat, and Sage-Grouse Population at the Broad and Mid-scales

Population (State

Implementation Habitat Wildlife Agencies)
Geographic Scales Availability Degradation Demographics
) Distribution
Broad Scale: From the BLM Planning Distribution and and amount of WAFWA

range of sage-grouse
to WAFWA
Management Zones

Strategy goal and
objectives

amount of sagebrush
within the range

energy, mining
and infrastructure

Management Zone
population trend

Management Zone
to populations

decisions across the
designated scale

Table 2 e.g., percent
of sagebrush per unit
area)

energy, mining
and infrastructure
facilities (Table 2)

facilities
Mid-scale: Mid-scale habitat Distribution
From WAFWA An analysis of RMP |indicators (HAF 2014;|and amount of Individual population

trend

Fine Scale: PACs

A summary of DDCT
actions related to
BLM mineral and
surface resources in
conjunction with other
ownerships

Areas that have
greater than 5%
sagebrush cover
and non-habitat
(unsuitable) that is
less than 0.6 miles
from the suitable
habitat

Distribution

and amount of
anthropogenic
disturbances and
wildfire occurrences
impacting specific
PACs

PAC trends

Site Scale: DDCT
Level

A summary of DDCT
actions related to
BLM mineral and
surface resources

The available
occupied habitat using
the DDCT process

Distribution

and amount of
anthropogenic
disturbances and
wildfire occurrences
impacting specific
PACs

Individual lek trends

BLM Bureau of Land Management
DDCT Density and Disturbance Calculation Tool
PAC Priority Area for Conservation
WAFWA Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

D.5.1.2. 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.
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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 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 square miles and are nested within MZs. PACs
range from 20 to 20,400 square miles 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. 2015) 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).

Midscale indicators using the HAF can grossly underestimate the occupation of anthropogenic
activities because of the use of 30 meter pixels (page Table II — X). The HAF removes ‘non’
habitat from the suitability availability. There are no parameters that are provided to protect
adjacent suitable habitat from development on these nonhabitat parcels, thus making the adjacent
nonhabitat a potential threat by indirect impacts.

The Wyoming BLM Offices will be actively participating in a fine and site scale monitoring
that will more accurately reflect the impacts associated with direct and indirect effects of
anthropogenic and wildfire impacts.

D.5.1.2.1. Implementation (Decision) Monitoring

Implementation monitoring is the process of tracking and documenting the implementation (or
the progress toward implementation) of RMP/land management plan decisions. The BLM 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 Buffalo 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 headquarters annually, as well as reported to

the State of Wyoming with numerical and spatial data twice a year, and a HQ summary report
every 5 years, for the Buffalo planning area. A national-level Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use
Plan Decision Monitoring and Reporting Tool is being developed to describe how the BLM
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 ROD or
approved plan. The BLM will provide data that can be integrated with other conservation efforts
conducted by state and federal partners.

D.5.1.2.2. Habitat (Vegetation) Monitoring

The 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 Federal

Register 13910 2010). The BLM will, therefore, monitor the relative extent of these threats
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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 D.4, “Relationship Between the Eighteen Threats and the Three Habitat Disturbance
Measures for Monitoring” (p. 352)). The three measures are:

1. Sagebrush Availability (percent of sagebrush per suitable unit area)
2. Habitat Degradation (percent of human activity per unit area)
3. Energy and Mining Density (facilities and locations per suitable unit area)

These three habitat disturbance measures will evaluate disturbance on all lands within priority
habitat, 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 on lands that can support sagebrush 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 D.5.1.2.2.1, “Sagebrush Availability (Measure 1)” (p. 353)). Measure
2 (see Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2)” (p. 364)) and Measure
3 (see Section D.5.1.2.2.3, “Energy and Mining Density (Measure 3)” (p. 369)) focus on where
habitat degradation is occurring within suitable sagebrush soils 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.

Table D.4. Relationship Between the Eighteen Threats and the Three Habitat Disturbance
Measures for Monitoring

ORI IV DS G0 Sagebrush Availability Habitat Degradation Dty Of. E.nergy aad
Threat Mining

Agriculture X

Urbanization X

Wildfire X

Conifer encroachment X

Treatments X

Invasive Species X

Energy (oil and gas wells X X
and development facilities)

Energy (coal mines) X X
Energy (wind towers) X X
Energy (solar fields) X X
Energy (geothermal) X X
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Density of Energy and
Mining

USFWS Listing Decision
Threat
Mining (active locatable,
leasable, and salable
developments)
Infrastructure (roads)
Infrastructure (railroads)
Infrastructure (powerlines)
Infrastructure
(communication towers)
Infrastructure (other vertical
structures)
Other developed X
rights-of-ways
Note: Data availability may preclude specific analysis of individual layers. See the detailed methodology for
more information.

Sagebrush Availability Habitat Degradation

X

TR T Pl o ol

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The methods to monitor disturbance found herein differ slightly from methods used in the
Sage-Grouse Baseline Environmental Report (BER) (Manier et al. 2013) that provided a baseline
of datasets of disturbance across jurisdictions. One difference is that, for some threats, the data
in the BER were for federal lands only. In addition, threats were assessed individually in that
report, 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 utilize 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
the three measures.

D.5.1.2.2.1. 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 la: the current amount of sagebrush on the geographic area of interest, and

e 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.
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The sagebrush base layer for Measure 1 will be based on geospatial vegetation data adjusted
for the threats listed in Table D.2, “Implementation of RMP Decisions to Address COT
Threats” (p. 328). 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.

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). 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 has 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, 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.
2015). 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 D.5.1.2.4, “Effectiveness Monitoring” (p. 370)).

Within the BLM, 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 D.5.1.3, “Fine and Site Scales” (p. 375)). 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.

The sagebrush layer based on LANDFIRE EVT will allow for the mid-scale estimation of
existing percent sagebrush across a variety of reporting units. This sagebrush base layer will be
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adjusted by changes in land cover and successful restoration for future calculations of sagebrush
availability (Measures la and 1b).

This layer will be used to determine the trend in other landscape indicators, e.g., patch size and
number, patch connectivity, linkage areas, and landscape matrix and edge effects (Stiver et al.
2015). In the future, changes in sagebrush availability, generated bi-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 D.5.1.2.4, “Effectiveness Monitoring” (p. 370)).

Data Sources for Establishing and Monitoring Sagebrush Availability

In much the same manner as how the LANDFIRE data was selected as the data source, described
above, the criteria for selecting the datasets (see Table D.5, “Datasets for Establishing and
Monitoring Changes in Sagebrush Activity” (p. 355)) for establishing and monitoring the change
in sagebrush availability, Measure 1, were threefold:

e Nationally consistent dataset available across the range
e Known level of confidence or accuracy in the dataset
e Continual maintenance of dataset and known update interval

Table D.5. Datasets for Establishing and Monitoring Changes in Sagebrush Activity

Most Recent Version

Dataset Source Update Interval Use
Year
. . . Denominator
Diop hysical Setting LANDFIRE Static 2008 for Sagebrush
) Availability (1.b.)
Existing Vegetation Numerator
TX s 1g 5 cgetatio LANDFIRE Static 2010 for Sagebrush
ypevi. Availability
Agricultural Updates;
. . removes existing
Cropland Data Layer Nathl’.lal. Agrlcul.tural Annual 2012 sagebrush from
Statistics Service
numerator of
sagebrush availability
Urban Area Updates;
National Land Cover Multi-Resolution 2011 available in | T€MOVes existing
Dataset Percent Land Characteristics 5 Year sagebrush from
. . March 2014
Imperviousness Consortium numerator of

sagebrush availability
< 1,000 acres Fire
updates; removes
Fire Perimeters GeoMac Annual 2013 existing sagebrush
from numerator of
sagebrush availability
> 1,000 acres Fire
Updates; removes
Monitoring Trends in A 2012 available in | SX1StN8 sagebrush
Burn Severity nnual April 2014 |from numerator of
sagebrush availability
except for unburned
sagebrush islands

Burn Severity

<less than
> greater than
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LANDFIRE Existing Vegetation Type Version 1.2

LANDFIRE EVT represents EVTs 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.

Ecological systems from the LANDFIRE EVT to be used in the sagebrush base layer were
determined by sage-grouse subject matter experts through the identification of the ecological
systems that have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation and could provide suitable
seasonal habitat for the sage-grouse (see Table D.6, “Ecological Systems in biophysical setting
and EVT Capable of Supporting Sagebrush Vegetation and Could Provide Suitable Seasonal
Habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse” (p. 356)). Two additional vegetation types that are not
ecological systems were added to the EVT and are 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 Biophysical Setting. 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.

Table D.6. Ecological Systems in biophysical setting and EVT Capable of Supporting
Sagebrush Vegetation and Could Provide Suitable Seasonal Habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse

Sagebrush Vegetation that the Ecological System
has the Capability to Produce

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Artemisia bigelovii
Colorado Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush Shrubland Artemisia nova
Artemisia frigida
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland Artemisia rigida
Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longicaulis
Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Artemisia nova
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata
Artemisia tridentata ssp. xericensis
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia spinescens
Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Artemisia nova
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia tripartita ssp. rupicola
Artemisia arbuscula
Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Artemisia nova

Ecological System

Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Shrubland

Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland

Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub

Wyoming Basins Dwarf Sagebrush Shrubland and Steppe
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Sagebrush Vegetation that the Ecological System
has the Capability to Produce

Artemisia cana ssp. cana
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata
Artemisia tridentata ssp. xericensis
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia tripartita ssp. tripartita
Artemisia frigida
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe Artemisia nova
Artemisia arbuscula
Artemisia tridentata ssp. spiciformis
Artemisia cana ssp. cana
Northwestern Great Plains Mixed grass Prairie Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana
Artemisia frigida
Artemisia cana ssp. cana

Ecological System

Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Steppe

Northwestern Great Plains Shrubland Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Western Great Plains Sand Prairie Artemisia cana ssp. cana
Western Great Plains Floodplain Systems Artemisia cana ssp. cana
Columbia Plateau Steppe and Grassland Artemisia spp.
Artemisia tridentata
Inter-Mountain Basins Semi-Desert Shrub-Steppe Artemisia bigelovii

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia nova

Rocky Mountain Lower Montane-Foothill Shrubland Artemisia tridentata

Artemisia frigida

Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed Montane Shrubland | Artemisia tridentata

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana
Artemisia arbuscula

Artemisia tridentata

Inter-Mountain Basins Curl-Leaf Mountain Mahogany
Woodland and Shrubland

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana
Shrubland Alliance (EVT only)
Quercus gambelii Shrubland Alliance (EVT only) Artemisia tridentata
EVT Existing Vegetation Type

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana

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 D.6, “Ecological Systems in biophysical setting and EVT
Capable of Supporting Sagebrush Vegetation and Could Provide Suitable Seasonal Habitat for
Greater Sage-Grouse” (p. 356) 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 their EVT product on a map zone
basis. There are 20 LANDFIRE map zones that cover the historic range of sage-grouse as defined
by Schroeder (2004). Attachment C lists the user and producer accuracies for the aggregated
ecological systems that make up the sagebrush base layer and also defines user and producer
accuracies. The aggregated sagebrush base layer for monitoring had producer accuracies ranging
from 56.7 percent to 100 percent and user accuracies ranging from 57.1 percent to 85.7 percent.

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

Appendix D Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat
Management Strategy
September 2015 The Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework



358 Buffalo Approved RMP

sagebrush will increase as the size of the reporting unit gets smaller. LANDFIRE data should
never be used at the 30m pixel level (900m2 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/sarsfags2.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 BER (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 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 D.6, “Ecological Systems in biophysical setting and EVT Capable

of Supporting Sagebrush Vegetation and Could Provide Suitable Seasonal Habitat for Greater
Sage-Grouse” (p. 356). 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.

Urban Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer

The National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD) Percent Imperviousness was selected as the best
available dataset to be used for urban updates. These data are generated on a five-year cycle and
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 will

be removed from the sagebrush base layer during the update process. Although the impervious
surface layer includes a number of impervious pixels outside of urban areas, there are two reasons
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why this is acceptable for this process. 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 because unincorporated urban areas were not being
included thus leaving large chunks of urban pixels unaccounted for in this rule set. Secondly,
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, it was determined to include all impervious pixels.

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 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 be used for determination of the existing
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 have the capability of supporting the conifer species (listed
above) and have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation. Those ecological systems
(see Table D.7, “Ecological Systems with Conifers Most Likely to Encroach into Sagebrush
Vegetation ” (p. 360)) were deemed to be the plant communities with conifers most likely to
encroach into sagebrush vegetation. Sagebrush vegetation was defined as including sagebrush
species (Attachment B) that provide habitat for the Greater Sage-Grouse and are included in the
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Sage-Grouse HAF. An adjacency analysis was conducted to identify all sagebrush pixels that were
directly adjacent to these conifer ecological systems and these immediately adjacent sagebrush
pixels were removed from the sagebrush base layer.

Table D.7. 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 to Produce

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 Woodland and
Savanna

Pinus ponderosa

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
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Coniferous Species and Sagebrush Vegetation that the
Ecological System has the Capability to Produce

Pinus edulis

Juniperus monosperma

Artemisia bigelovii

Artemisia tridentata

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis

Artemisia tridentata ssp.vaseyana

Pinus ponderosa

Pseudotsuga menziesii

Pinus edulis

Pinus contorta

Southern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine Woodland Juniperus spp.

Artemisia nova

Artemisia tridentata

Artemisia arbuscula

Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana

EVT Ecological Systems

Southern Rocky Mountain Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

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 the
Monitoring Sagebrush Availability section below.

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
Updating the Sagebrush Availability Sagebrush Base Layer

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 < 1,000 acres] minus [2009/10
MTBS Fires excluding unburned sagebrush islands] minus [Conifer Encroachment Layer]
2012 Existing Sagebrush Update = [Base 2010 Existing Sagebrush 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]
2013 and beyond Existing Sagebrush Updates = [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 MTBS Fires that
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are greater than 1,000 acres, excluding unburned sagebrush islands within the perimeter] plus
[restoration/monitoring data provided by the field]

Sagebrush Restoration Updates

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 in. When restoration has been determined to be successful
through range wide, 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 the change in the amount of sagebrush in a landscape 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 biophysical setting data layer that describes sagebrush
pre Euro-American settlement (biophysical setting v1.2 of LANDFIRE). This measure (1b)

will provide information during evaluations of monitoring data to set the context for a given
geographic area of interest. The information could also be used to inform management options for
restoration, mitigation and inform effectiveness monitoring.

The identification and spatial locations of natural plant communities (vegetation) that are
believed to have existed on the landscape (biophysical setting) were constructed based on an
approximation of the historical (pre Euro-American settlement) disturbance regime and how the
historical disturbance regime operated on the current biophysical environment. biophysical
setting is composed of map units which are based on NatureServe’s (2011) terrestrial ecological
systems classification.

The ecological systems within biophysical setting used for this monitoring framework are those
ecological systems that have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation and could provide
seasonal habitat for the sage-grouse. These ecological systems are listed in Table D.6, “Ecological
Systems in biophysical setting and EVT Capable of Supporting Sagebrush Vegetation and Could
Provide Suitable Seasonal Habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse” (p. 356) with the exception of the
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana Shrubland Alliance and the Quercus gambelii Shrubland
Alliance. Ecological systems selected included sagebrush species or subspecies that are included
in the Sage-Grouse HAF and are found in Attachment B.

Attributable to the lack of any reference data, the biophysical setting layer does not have an
associated accuracy assessment. Visual inspection, however, of the biophysical setting data
reveals inconsistencies in the labeling of pixels among LANDFIRE map zones. The reason for
these inconsistencies between map zones are the decision rules used to map a given ecological
system will vary between map zones based on different physical, biological, disturbance and
atmospheric regimes of the region. This can result in artificial edges in the map that are an
artifact of the mapping process. However, metrics will be calculated at broad spatial scales using
biophysical setting potential vegetation type, not small groupings or individual pixels, therefore,
the magnitude of these observable errors in the biophysical setting layer is minor compared with
the size of the reporting units. Therefore, since biophysical setting will be used to identify broad
landscape patterns of dominant vegetation, these inconsistencies will only have a minor impact on
the percent sagebrush availability calculation.
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LANDFIRE biophysical setting data are not designed to be used at a local level. In reporting the
percent sagebrush statistic for the various reporting units, 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 pixel level (30m2) for any reporting. The smallest geographic extent use of the data for this
purpose is at the PAC level and for the smallest PACs the initial percent sagebrush remaining
estimate will have greater uncertainties compared with the much larger PACs.

Tracking

BLM will analyze and monitor sagebrush availability (Measure 1) on a bi-annual basis and it
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 fire, agriculture, and urban development. Subsequent updates
will always include new fire and agricultural data and new urban data when available. Restoration
data that meets criteria of adding sagebrush areas back into the sagebrush base layer will begin
to be factored in as data allows. Attributable to data availability, there will be a two year lag
(approximately) between when the estimate is generated and when the data used for the estimate
becomes 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 BLM’s
Enterprise GIS 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
share to help users understand the limitation of the sagebrush estimates and will be summarized
spatially by map zone and included in the Portal.

LANDFIRE plans to begin a remapping effort in 2015. This remapping has the potential to
greatly improve overall quality of the data products primarily through the use of higher quality
remote sensing datasets. Additionally, 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 in partnership with the MRLC.
The Grass/Shrub mapping effort applies the Wyoming multi-scale sagebrush habitat methodology
(Homer et al. 2009) to spatially depict fractional percent cover estimates for five components
range 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. One of the benefits of the design of these fractional cover maps is that they
facilitate monitoring “with-in” class variation (e.g., examination of declining trend in sagebrush
cover for individual pixels). This “with-in” class variation can serve as one indicator of sagebrush
quality that cannot be derived from LANDFIRE’s EVT information. The Grass/Shrub 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. The earliest possible date for
this evaluation will not occur until 2018 or 2019 depending on data availability.
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D.5.1.2.2.2. Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2)

The measure of habitat degradation will be calculated by combining the footprints of threats
identified in Table D.4, “Relationship Between the Eighteen Threats and the Three Habitat
Disturbance Measures for Monitoring” (p. 352). 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 D.8, “Geospatial Data Sources for Habitat Degradation (Measure 2)” (p. 368),
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
[HS 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 Washington Office (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, 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
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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 the Monitoring Sagebrush Restoration under the Monitoring Sagebrush
Availability section). 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
influence of 3 acres (1.2 hectares) 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 (1.2 hectares) 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 7.3 acres (3.0 hectares) 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)
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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 (1.2 hectares) centered on each well or power plant point.

Mining (active developments; locatable, leasable, salable)

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 salable 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
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 240.2
feet, 84.0 feet, and 40.7 feet (73.2 meters, 25.6 meters, and 12.4 meters) 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
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 30.8 feet (9.4 meters) total width
(Knick et al. 2011) centered on the non-abandoned railroad line feature.

Infrastructure (powerlines)

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 kilovolt (kV) designation: 1-199 kV (100 feet/30.5 meters), 200—399
kV (150 feet/45.7 meters), 400-699 kV (200 feet/61.0 meters), and 700-or greater kV (250
feet/76.2 meters) based on average right-of-way and structure widths, according to BLM WO-300
(Minerals and Realty Management).
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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 (1.0 hectare) 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 7 = “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 (1.0 hectare) 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,
powerlines, railroads, pipelines, and other known linear features are represented in the categories
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 (see Table D.8, “Geospatial Data Sources

for Habitat Degradation (Measure 2)” (p. 368)) 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 (biophysical setting
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 2¢. 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).
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Table D.8. Geospatial Data Sources for Habitat Degradation (Measure 2)
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Direct Area of

Degradation Type Subcategory Data Source Influence Area Source
Wells IHS; BLM (AFMSS) S'Oh:;r;rses()z'o BLM WO-300

Energy (oil & gas) 5.0 acres (2.0
Power Plants Platts (power plants) ‘ hectares) ’ BLM WO-300

Energy (coal)

Mines

BLM; USFS; Office
of Surface Mining
Reclamation and
Enforcement; USGS
Mineral Resources
Data System

Polygon area
(digitized)

Esri/ Google Imagery

Power Plants

Platts (power plants)

Polygon area

Esri Imagery

(digitized)
Wind Turbines Federgl .AV1a.t10n 3.0 acres (1.2 BLM WO-300
. Administration hectares)
Energy (wind) 3.0 acres (1.2
Power Plants Platts (power plants) ' hectares) ) BLM WO-300
Energy (solar) Fields/Power Plants | Platts (power plants) heZ£2r61§§$eéi£a " NREL
3.0 acres (1.2
Wells IHS hectares) BLM WO-300
Energy (geothermal) Polygon area
Power Plants Platts (power plants) ( d}i,gi tized) Esri Imagery
. Locatable . Polygon area .
Mining Developments InfoMine (digitized) Esri Imagery

Surface Streets

Esri StreetMap

Premium 40.7 feet (12.4 meters) USGS
(Minor Roads)
Infrastructure (roads) Major Roads Esr;)ri‘;queizi\lllap 84.0 feet (25.6 meters) USGS
Interstate Highways Esri StreetMap 240.2 feet (73.2 USGS
Premium meters)
Infrastructure . . Federal Railroad
(railroads) Active Lines Administration 30.8 feet (9.4 meters) USGS
1-199 kV Lines | Llatts (Eﬁgss)mlssm 100 feet (30.5 meters)|  BLM WO-300
Infrastructure 200-399 kV Lines | T1as (Ezgss)rmssm 150 feet (45.7m) BLM WO-300
(powerlines) 400-699 kV Lines | T1ats (Eﬁgssims“on 200 feet (61.0 meters)|  BLM WO-300
700+ KV Lines | D1t (gi‘el:)mlss‘on 250 feet (76.2 meters)|  BLM WO-300
Infrastructure T Fede_r al . h
(communication owers Commun;cafuons 2.5 acres (1.0 hectare) BLM WO-300
Commission

kV kilovolt

AFMSS Automated Fluid Minerals Support System
BLM Bureau of Land Management

NREL National Renewable Energy Laboratory
USFS U.S. Forest Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
WO Washington Office
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D.5.1.2.2.3. 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 D.8, “Geospatial Data Sources for Habitat
Degradation (Measure 2)” (p. 368). 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 D.8, “Geospatial Data Sources for Habitat Degradation (Measure 2)” (p. 368). 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 5-year (or
longer) trends in habitat degradation.

a. Energy and Mining Density Datasets and Assumptions

Energy (oil and gas wells and development facilities) (See Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat
Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2)” (p. 364).)

Energy (coal mines) (See Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure
2)” (p. 364).)

Energy (wind energy facilities) (See Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation Monitoring
(Measure 2)” (p. 364).)

Energy (solar energy facilities) (See Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation Monitoring
(Measure 2)” (p. 364).)

Energy (geothermal energy facilities) (See Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation
Monitoring (Measure 2)” (p. 364).)

Mining (active developments; locatable, leasable, salable) (See Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat
Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2)” (p. 364).)

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 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.
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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 (biophysical setting) or areas currently
sagebrush (EVT).

Individual datasets and threat combination datasets for habitat degradation will be available
through the BLM’s Enterprise GIS web portal and geospatial gateway. Legacy datasets will be
preserved so that trends may be calculated.

D.5.1.2.3. 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.5.1.2.4. Effectiveness Monitoring

Effectiveness monitoring will provide the data needed to evaluate BLM 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 area. Effectiveness
monitoring methods described here will encompass multiple larger scales, from areas as

large as the WAFWA MZ to the scale of the Buffalo 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 D.5.1.3,
“Fine and Site Scales” (p. 375)). 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 Buffalo LUP.

The BLM will coordinate with the State of Wyoming in evaluating the compliance of all actions
within a sage-grouse core area. Evaluation of current disturbance, disruptions and conservation
actions within a sage-grouse core area will be conducted to determine if all entities are in
compliance with their specific standards and whether or not it indeed has not caused declines of
sage-grouse populations. This approach also helps focus scarce resources to areas experiencing
habitat loss, degradation, or population declines, without excluding the possibility of concurrent,
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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 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 (biophysical
setting)?

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?

d.  What is the population estimation of sage-grouse and the change in the population
estimation?

3. How is the BLM contributing to changes in the amount of sagebrush?
4. How is the BLM 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 adaptive management strategy (see
Section D.6.1, “Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Adaptive Management Plan” (p. 383)).

To determine the effectiveness of the sage-grouse objectives of the LUP, the BLM 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 Enterprise GIS web portal and the geospatial gateway.

Methods

At the broad and mid scales (PACs and above) the BLM 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
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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 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 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 la (see

Section D.5.1.2.2.1, “Sagebrush Availability (Measure 1)” (p. 353)) 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 (see Section D.5.1.2.2.1, “Sagebrush Availability
(Measure 1)” (p. 353)) 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 (see Future
Plans in Section D.5.1.2.2.1, “Sagebrush Availability (Measure 1)” (p. 353)); the results from
the calculation of the landscape 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 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-administered 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. 2015), 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
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National Resources Inventory Rangeland Resource Assessment (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/nra/nri/?&cid=stelprdb1041620).

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.

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 (see Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2)” (p. 364))
and Measure 3 (see Section D.5.1.2.2.3, “Energy and Mining Density (Measure 3)” (p. 369)). 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 (see Section D.5.1.2.3, “Population (Demographics)
Monitoring” (p. 370)) 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 to the change in the amount of sagebrush in the area of interest will use the information
from Measure 1a (see Section D.5.1.2.2.1, “Sagebrush Availability (Measure 1)” (p. 353)). This
measure is derived from the national datasets that remove sagebrush (Table D.5, “Datasets for
Establishing and Monitoring Changes in Sagebrush Activity” (p. 355)). To determine the relative
contribution of BLM 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 to the change in the amount of disturbance in the area of interest will use the information
from Measure 2a (see Section D.5.1.2.2.2, “Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure

2)” (p. 364)) and Measure 3 (see Section D.5.1.2.2.3, “Energy and Mining Density (Measure

3)” (p. 369)). These measures are all derived from the national disturbance datasets that degrade
habitat (Table D.8, “Geospatial Data Sources for Habitat Degradation (Measure 2)” (p. 368)).

To determine the relative contribution of BLM 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
Appendix D Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat

Management Strategy
September 2015 The Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework


http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps

374 Buffalo Approved RMP

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
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 LUP area, the BLM 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 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 Buffalo LUP.

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. 2015) 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.

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 (see Section D.5.1.2.3,
“Population (Demographics) Monitoring” (p. 370)) will be used to answer Question 4 of the
Land Use Plan Effectiveness Report.
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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 Buffalo
LUP, 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.

D.5.1.3. 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 D.5.1.2.4, “Effectiveness Monitoring” (p. 370)) and the
hard and soft triggers identified in the LUP’s adaptive management section.

The BLM will coordinate with the State of Wyoming to share conservation, disturbance and
vegetation analysis data to provide a core by core evaluation to make necessary adjustments in
activity, priorities and other actions.

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 (see Section D.5.1.4, “Conclusion” (p. 376)), details and
application of monitoring at the fine and site scales will be described in the implementation-level
monitoring plan for the Buffalo LUP. 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:

e “BLM Core Terrestrial Indicators and Methods” (MacKinnon et al. 2011);

e The BLM’s Technical Reference “Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health” (Pellant et
al. 2005); and,

e “Sage-Grouse HAF: Multiscale Assessment Tool” (Stiver et al. 2015).

Other state-specific disturbance tracking models include: the BLM’s Wyoming DDCT
(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.
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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 D.5.1.2.4, “Effectiveness Monitoring” (p. 370)).

D.5.1.4. Conclusion

This Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework was developed for all of the RMPs 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 to collaborate with partners/other agencies to
develop the Buffalo LUP-specific monitoring plan.

D.5.1.5. The BLM Greater Sage-Grouse Disturbance and Monitoring
Subteam Membership

Gordon Toevs (BLM-WO)

Duane Dippon (BLM-WO)

Frank Quamen (BLM-NOC)
David Wood (BLM-NOC)

Vicki Herren (BLM-NOC)

Matt Bobo (BLM-NOC)

Michael “Sherm” Karl (BLM-NOC)
Emily Kachergis (BLM-NOC)
Doug Havlina (BLM-NIFC)

Mike Pellant (BLM-GBRI)

John Carlson (BLM-MT)

Jenny Morton (BLM-WY)

Robin Sell (BLM-CO)

Paul Makela (BLM-ID)

Renee Chi (BLM-UT)
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Sandra Brewer (BLM-NV)
Glenn Frederick (BLM-OR)
Robert Skorkowsky (USFS)
Dalinda Damm (USFS)
Rob Mickelsen (USFS)
Tim Love (USFS)

Pam Bode (USFS)

Lief Wiechman (USFWS)
Lara Juliusson (USFWS)
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D.5.1.6. Attachments

ATTACHMENT A: AN OVERVIEW OF MONITORING COMMITMENTS

Table D.9. Monitoring Commitments Overview

Broad and Mid-Scales

Iy RECED L LRI Population | Effectiveness Flngcasieflte
tation Availability | Degradation
How will the |Tracking and |Tracking Tracking Tracking trends | Characterizing | Measuring
data be used? |documenting |changes in changes in in sage-grouse |the relation- |seasonal
implementa- |land cover disturbance populations ship among habitat,
tion of LUP  |(sagebrush) (threats) to (and/or leks; as | disturbance, connectivity at
decisions and |and inform sage-grouse determined by |implementa- |the fine scale,
inform adap- |adaptive habitat and state wildlife |tion actions, and habitat
tive manage- |management |inform agencies) and sagebrush |conditions at
ment adaptive and inform metrics and in- |the site scale,
management |adaptive form adaptive |calculating
management |management |disturbance
and inform
adaptive
management
Who is BLM FO and |[NOC and NIFC|National data |State wildlife |Comes from |BLM FO and
collecting the |USFS Forest sets (NOC), agencies other broad SO, USFS
data? BLM FOs and |through and mid-scale |Forests and RO
USFS Forests | WAFWA monitoring (with partners)
as applicable types, analyzed | including
by the NOC disturbance
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Broad and Mid-Scales ] q
Implemen- Sagebrush Habitat . ffecti FmSe 8; Site
tation Availability | Degradation Population | Effectiveness cates
How often Collected Updated Collected State data Collected Collection and
are the data and reported |and changes |and changes |reported and reported  |trend analysis
collected, annually; reported reported annually per |every 5 years |ongoing,
reported and  |summary every |annually; annually; WAFWA (coincident reported every
made available |5 years summary summary MOU; with LUP 5 years or
to USFWS? reports every |reports every |summary evaluations) as needed
5 years 5 years reports every to inform
5 years adaptive
management
What is the Summarized |Summarized |Summarized |Summarized |Summarized by| Variable (e.g.,
spatial scale? |by LUP with |by PACs (size |by PACs (size |by PACs (size |MZ, and LUP |projects and
flexibility for |dependent) dependent) dependent) with flexibility |seasonal
reporting by | with flexibility | with flexibility |with flexibility |for reporting |habitats)
other units for reporting by | for reporting by | for reporting by | by other units

other units

other units

other units

(e.g., PAC)

What are Additional ca- |At a minimum, | At a minimum, | No additional |Additional ca- |Additional ca-
the potential | pacity or re-pri-|current skills |current skills |personnel or |pacity or re-pri-| pacity or re-pri-
personnel oritization of |and capacity |and capacity |budget impacts |oritization of |oritization of
and budget ongoing moni- |must be must be for BLM ongoing moni- |ongoing mon-
impacts? toring work and | maintained; maintained, toring work and | itoring work
budget realign- | data mgmt cost |data mgmt budget realign- |and budget re-
ment are TBD and data layer ment alignment
purchase cost
are TBD
Who has 1. BLMFO |1. NOC 1. NOC 1. WAFWA |1. Broadand |1. BLM FO
primary and & SO; 2. WO 2. BLM SO, & state mid-scale & USFS
secondary USFS USFS RO wildlife at the Forests
responsibilities Forest & & appro- agencies NOC, 2. BLM SO
for reporting? RO priate pro- |2. BLM SO, LUP at & USFS
2. BLM & grams USFS RO, BLM SO RO
USFS NOC
Planning
What new National imple-| Updates to Data standards |Standards in | Reporting Data standards
processes/ tools | mentation data |national land |and roll-up population methodologies |data storage;
are needed? sets and analy- |cover data methods for  |monitoring and reporting
sis tools these data (WAFWA)

FO Field Office

SO State Office

LUP Land Use Plan
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
MZ Management Zone
NIFC National Interagency Fire Center
NOC National Operations Center

PAC Priority Area for Conservation
RO Regional Office

TBD To Be Determined

USFS U.S. Forest Service
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
WAFWA Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

BLM Bureau of Land Management

ATTACHMENT B: LIST OF ALL SAGEBRUSH SPECIES AND
SUBSPECIES INCLUDED IN THE SELECTION CRITERIA FOR

BUILDING THE EVT AND biophysical setting LAYERS
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® Artemisia arbuscula subspecies longicaulis
® Artemisia arbuscula subspecies longiloba
® Artemisia bigelovii

® Artemisia nova

® Artemisia papposa

® Artemisia pygmaea

® Artemisia rigida

® Artemisia spinescens

® Artemisia tripartita subspecies rupicola

e Artemisia tripartita subspecies tripartita

o Tanacetum nuttallii

® Artemisia cana subspecies bolanderi

® Artemisia cana subspecies cana

® Artemisia cana subspecies viscidula

e 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

Buffalo Approved RMP

ATTACHMENT C: USER AND PRODUCER ACCURACIES FOR
AGGREGATED ECOLOGICAL SYSTEMS WITHIN LANDFIRE MAP

ZONES

Table D.10. User and Producer Accuracies for Aggregated Ecological Systems within

LANDFIRE Map Zones

LANDFIRE Map Zone User Accuracy Producer Accuracy Percent of Map Zone
Name within Historic 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 Plate%,lu 85.7% 88.7% 12.7%
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%
]S{iaizi Nevada Mountain 0.0% 0.0% 12.3%
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LANDFIRE Map Zone User Accurac Producer Accurac Percent of Map Zone
Name y y within Historic Schroeder

Northwestern Rocky 66.7% 60.0% 7.3%
Mountains

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%

Note: There are two anomalous map zones with 0% user and producer accuracies, attributable to

no available reference data for the ecological systems of interest.

Note: 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 one

selects any sagebrush pixel on the classified map, what is the probability that one will be standing in a
sagebrush stand when one visits 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).

Note: 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 one knows that a particular
area is sagebrush, 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).

% percent

D.6. COT Objective 6: Prioritize, Fund and Implement Research
to Address Existing Uncertainties

Increased funding and support for key research projects that will address
uncertainties associated with sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat management

is essential. Effective amelioration of threats can only be accomplished if the
mechanisms by which those threats are imposed on the redundancy, representation,
and resilience of the species and its habitats are understood.” (COT Report, 2013)

In accordance with BLM policy, the ROD and Approved Plan will establish intervals and
standards for evaluations as part of the implementation strategy. Priorities will be established
based on the identified threats in the planning area, the conservation objectives included as part of
the Approved Plan, and any potential uncertainties associated with sage-grouse and associated
habitat management. A part of this strategy will include development of a budget to accomplish
each of the identified tasks and fund potential research topics to address any uncertainties.

As new science pertaining to sage-grouse and habitat is continuously evolving, refined
management strategies may be necessary to ensure that BLM is utilizing the most current science,
information, and data regarding sage-grouse. It is for this reason that BLM has collaborated with
the State of Wyoming and USFWS to develop an adaptive management strategy as a part of

the planning process.

D.6.1. Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Adaptive Management
Plan

The Greater Sage-Grouse adaptive management plan provides a means of addressing and
responding to negative impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse and it’s habitat before consequences
become severe or irreversible. This adaptive management plan:

e Utilizes science based soft and hard adaptive management triggers,
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e Addresses multiple scales of data, and
e Utilizes an AMWG.

D.6.1.1. Adaptive Management Triggers

Adaptive management triggers are essential for identifying when potential management changes
are needed in order to continue meeting Greater Sage-Grouse conservation objectives. With
respect to sage-grouse, all regulatory entities in Wyoming, including the BLM, use soft and hard
triggers. Soft and hard triggers are focused on three metrics: (1) number of active leks, (2) acres
of available habitat, and (3) population trends based on annual lek counts. The hard and soft
trigger data will be analyzed as soon as it becomes available after the signing of the ROD and
then at a minimum, analyzed annually thereafter.

Soft Triggers:

Soft triggers are indicators that management or specific activities may not be achieving the
intended results of conservation action or that unanticipated changes to populations or habitats
have occurred that have the potential to place habitats or populations at risk. The soft trigger is
any deviation from normal trends in habitat or population in any given year. Metrics include, but
are not limited to, annual lek counts, wing counts, aerial surveys, habitat monitoring, and DDCT
evaluations. For population metrics, normal population trends are calculated as the five-year
running mean of annual population counts. BLM, with the assistance of their respective RMP
implementation groups, local WGFD offices, and local sage-grouse working groups will evaluate
the metrics with the AMWG on an annual basis. The purpose of these strategies is to address
localized Greater Sage-Grouse population and habitat changes by providing the framework in
which management will change if monitoring identifies negative population and habitat anomalies
in order to avoid crossing a hard trigger threshold.

Hard Triggers:

Hard triggers are indicators that management is not achieving desired conservation results. Hard
triggers would be considered an indicator that the species is not responding to conservation
actions, or that a larger-scale impact or set of impacts is having a negative effect.

Within the range of normal population variables (five-year running mean of annual population
counts), hard triggers shall be determined to take effect when two of the three metrics exceeds
60 percent of normal variability for the area under management in a single year, or when any of
the three metrics exceeds 40 percent of normal variability for a three year time period within a
five-year range of analysis. A minimum of three consecutive years in a five-year period is used to
determine trends (i.e., Y1-2-3, Y2-3-4, Y3-4-5).

D.6.1.2. Adaptive Management Response

Soft Triggers Response:

Soft triggers require immediate monitoring and surveillance to determine causal factors and may
require curtailment of activities in the short- or long-term, as allowed by law. The project level
adaptive management strategies will identify appropriate responses where the project’s activities
are identified as the causal factor. BLM and the AMWG will implement an appropriate response
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strategy to address causal factors not attributable to a specific project or to make adjustments at a
larger regional or statewide level.

Hard Trigger Response:

Upon determination that a hard trigger has been tripped, the BLM will immediately defer issuance
of discretionary authorizations for new actions for a period of 90 days. In addition, within 14
days of a determination that a hard trigger has been tripped, the AMWG will convene to develop
an interim response strategy and initiate an assessment to determine the causal factor or factors
(hereafter called the causal factor assessment).

Interim Strategy

An interim response strategy will be developed, and implemented to the extent permitted by law,
within 90 days of determination that a hard trigger has been tripped. The technical team (see
Implementation Groups below) will be consulted to identify the scope and scale of the interim
strategy. Based on the recommendation of the AMWG, the BLM will implement an interim
response strategy through an Instruction Memorandum or other management mechanisms to
direct management until the causal factor(s) and appropriate response(s) can be determined. The
interim response strategy will consist of appropriate management measures undertaken at the
project stage, supported by the best available science, to address the specific metric which has
been tripped and may include deferral of some activities as appropriate. Measures that were
analyzed in this EIS and the COT, NTT reports, and NPT guidance will be reviewed in addition
to current science to identify the most appropriate measures to be implemented as part of the
interim response strategy. The BLM will comply with all applicable law in implementing such
response(s), and, if applicable, will undertake a plan amendment or revision under BLM’s
planning regulations and policies.

The interim strategy will be implemented for the biologically significant unit, which, in Wyoming,
is the Core Area, regardless of whether the Core Area crosses multiple planning boundaries. If

it has been identified that more than one Core Area has the same hard triggers being tripped,

or is trending towards triggers being tripped, the interim strategy will be implemented at the
appropriate scale.

Causal Factor Assessment

The causal factor assessment will be completed within 180 days of determination that a hard
trigger threshold has been crossed. Once the causal factor assessment is completed by the
AMWG, the interim response strategy will be modified to adequately address the causal factors
in consultation with the technical team. If a causal factor or factors cannot be identified, the
interim response strategy shall stay in place until the cause can be determined and any new
planning decision can be implemented.

D.6.1.3. EIS Level Projects

Each major project (EIS level) will include adaptive management strategies in support of the
population management objectives for Greater Sage-Grouse set by the State of Wyoming, and
will be consistent with the Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Adaptive Management Plan. These
adaptive management strategies will be developed in partnership with the AMWG, WGFD,
project proponents, partners, and stakeholders, incorporating the best available science.
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In making amendments to this plan, the BLM will coordinate with the USFWS as BLM continues
to meet its objective of conserving, enhancing and restoring Greater Sage-Grouse habitat by
reducing, minimizing or eliminating threats to that habitat. The hard and soft trigger data will be
analyzed as soon as it becomes available after the signing of the ROD and then at a minimum,
analyzed annually thereafter.

D.6.1.4. Implementation Groups

Sage-Grouse Implementation Team

The State of Wyoming’s strategy is implemented by the SGIT, established by Executive Order

in 2008 and codified in 2014 by the Wyoming Legislature (W.S. § 9-19-101). The SGIT is

a Governor appointed body with representation by federal agencies (BLM, USFS, USFWS,
NRCS), state agencies (Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, Department of Agriculture,
Department of Environmental Quality, Wildlife and Natural Resource Trust Fund, Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission, and Office of State Lands and Investments), the Wyoming Legislature,
county governments, energy developers, mining companies, landowners, and non- governmental
organizations. The BLM, USFWS, NRCS, and the USFS all have an equal role in the SGIT.

Land and Resource Management Plan — Implementation Teams

Land and RMPs are implemented through implementation teams. These implementation teams
include cooperating agencies who participated in the development of this LUP representing local,
state, and federal agencies. These implementation teams will coordinate with the AMWG and
others to evaluate metrics and management responses necessary to meet Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation objectives within their planning area.

Adaptive Management Working Group and Technical Team

An AMWG will be established in consultation with the SGIT to provide appropriate guidance for
agencies with the ability to affect sage-grouse populations and/or habitat through their permitting
authority. The AMWG will include BLM, USFS, USFWS, and State of Wyoming. The purpose
of this group will be to initiate a response strategy should it be determined that a hard trigger
has been tripped or if soft triggers are showing a trend across a region. A hard trigger may be
tripped at any time, thus, upon identification of such event, current available population and
habitat data will be reviewed by the AMWG with the assistance of a technical team comprised of
agency biologists, scientists familiar with the MZ in question, and other individuals as appropriate
(e.g., habitat managers, respective landowners, other appropriate representatives) to confirm that
a hard trigger has been tripped. Upon verification of data showing that a hard trigger has been
tripped, the AMWG will convene within 14 days.

The AMWG will review monitoring data which has been collected by the appropriate local
sage-grouse working groups in conformance with data collection standards. This group will meet
annually to review all data collected in the prior year regarding Greater Sage-Grouse populations
and habitats. Monitoring data will have been analyzed (by WGFD for population based metrics
(leks, wing counts, etc. and by land managers [BLM, USFS, State of Wyoming] for habitat based
metrics [DDCT, etc.]) Should the monitoring data suggest a trend toward a soft or hard trigger
being tripped, they will 1. Identify what metric is indicating that trend (population or habitat); and
2. Identify a technical team to review the data and compile a range of activities which may be
causing the trend. Should review of the monitoring data identify that multiple soft triggers have
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been tripped in one Core Area, or the same triggers have been tripped across multiple Core Areas,
the technical team will be tasked with verifying the scope and intensity of the trends.

Once the analysis of the trends has been completed by the technical team and reported back to
the AMWG, the AMWG will make recommendations to the appropriate land managing agency
regarding an interim adaptive management strategy to be implemented. Implementation will
occur via the appropriate regulations and policy applicable for that agency. At that time, the State
of Wyoming will conduct a review of the regulatory authority implementing the Sage Grouse Core
Area Strategy to determine if a State of Wyoming adaptive management strategy is warranted.

Upon review of the annual data by the AMWG and technical team, the State of Wyoming,

as part of the AMWG, will contact neighboring states within the respective MZ to inform
them of any findings. Should a hard trigger be tripped, the trigger which has been tripped
and any recommended adaptive management strategy being implemented will be shared with
the appropriate neighboring state(s). Should the need arise for implementation of a multi-state
adaptive management strategy; the AMWG will coordinate to develop an effective response.

D.6.1.5. Small Leks

Small leks will be given special consideration. Due to geographic variations a definition of
“small” is not provided, rather determination of “small” will be made by the AMWG based upon
recommendations of the scientific community. Generally, “small” is considered 10 or fewer males
for a three year time period within a five-year range of analysis. If a trigger is hit based upon such
a lek, then the adaptive management working group will evaluate the site-specific circumstances
and determine appropriate remedial action.

Glossary Terms

Additionality:
The conservation benefits of compensatory mitigation are demonstrably new and would not
have resulted without the compensatory mitigation project (BLM Manual Section 1794).

Avoidance mitigation:
Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action (40 CFR
1508.20(a)) (e.g., may also include avoiding the impact by moving the proposed action to a
different time or location).

Compensatory mitigation:
The restoration, creation, enhancement, and/or preservation of impacted resources (adopted
and modified from 33 CFR 332), such as on-the-ground actions to improve and/or protect
habitats (e.g., chemical vegetation treatments, land acquisitions, conservation easements).

Compensatory mitigation projects:
Specific, on-the-ground actions to improve and/or protect habitats (e.g., chemical vegetation
treatments, land acquisitions, conservation easements).

Compensatory mitigation sites:
The durable areas where compensatory mitigation projects will occur.
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Durability (protective and ecological):

The maintenance of the effectiveness of a mitigation site and project for the duration
of the associated impacts, which includes resource, administrative/legal, and financial
considerations.

Minimization mitigation:
Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
(40 CFR 1508.20 (b)).

Residual impacts:
Impacts from an authorized land use that remain after applying avoidance and minimization

mitigation; also referred to as unavoidable impacts.

Timeliness:

The lack of a time lag between impacts and the achievement of compensatory mitigation goals
and objectives (BLM Manual Section 1794).
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Appendix E. Legislation and Policy
Pertaining to Specific Resources

General Plans, Policies, and Regulations for All Resources

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Final Guidance for Department and Agencies on the Appropriate Use of
Mitigation and Monitoring (2011)

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Land Use Planning Handbook, H-1601-1, updated March 11, 2005

BLM Instruction Memorandum 2014-146, Guidance on Preparing Federal Register Notices (2014)

BLM National Environmental Policy Act Handbook H-1790-1 (2008)

BLM Planning Regulations 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1600

Instruction Memorandum 2013-137, Peer Review of Influential Scientific Information (2013)

Federal Land Policy and Management Act

National Environmental Policy Act

Physical Resources

Clean Air Act

Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended

BLM Air Resources Manual 7300

Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands
Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming (1998)

Mineral Resources

2006 Oil and Gas Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines (Gold Book, 4th edition)

Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58)

43 CFR Parts 3100 (oil and gas), 3150 (geophysical), 3200 (geothermal), 3400 (coal), 3500 (other leasable solids),
3600 (salable), and 3800 (locatable) 43 CFR

BLM Manual 2880, Mineral Leasing Act Rights-of-Way, Glossary of Terms (2012)

BLM National Notice-to-Lessees

BLM Onshore Oil and Gas Orders

U.S. Department of the Interior Manual 3031601, Mineral Materials Disposals (2002)

U.S. Department of the Interior Manual 3031, Energy and Mineral Resource Assessments (1985)

Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1976. This act amended Section 2 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 to
require that all public lands available for coal leasing be offered competitively. Competitive leasing provides an
opportunity for any qualified interested party to competitively bid for a federal coal lease.

Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management Act of 1982

Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Simplification and Fairness Act of 1996

Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing and Reform Act of 1987

General Mining Law of 1872. This law allowed the location of placer and lode mining claims, as well as patents,
declaring “all valuable mineral deposits in lands belonging to the United States ... to be free and open to exploration
and purchase.”

Integration of Best Management Practices into applications for permit to drill approvals and associated rights-of-way
(ROW; WO IM 2007-021)

Instruction Memorandum WY 2005-14, Water Disposal and Land Application Disposal in the Powder River
Basin. U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM (2005)

Instruction Memorandum 2013-101, Oil and Gas Leasing Reform (2013)

Materials Act of 1947 (as amended by the Surface Resources Act of 1955). Under this act, certain mineral and
vegetative materials may be disposed of either through a contract of sale or a free-use permit. These mineral
materials include common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, pumicite, cinders, and clay. This act also
provides for free use of material by government agencies or municipalities, or non-profit organizations if not
used for commercial purposes.

Surface Resources Act of July 23, 1955. This act removed sand, gravel, cinders, pumice, pumicite, and clay from
locatable mineral classification, unless they have some type of uncommon characteristic.

Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands of 1947, as amended. This act authorizes and governs mineral leasing
on acquired lands. It provides that minerals on these lands are subject to the federal mineral leasing system, even
though the commodity may be locatable or salable on other types of lands retained by the federal government.
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Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. Under this law, the BLM issues leases for development of oil and gas,
deposits of coal, phosphate, potash, sodium, sulfur and other leasable minerals on public domain lands and on
lands having federally-reserved minerals.

Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970. This act identifies the continuing federal policy to foster and encourage
private enterprise in the development of a stable domestic minerals industry, and the orderly and economic
development of domestic mineral resources.

Petrified Wood Act of 1962. This act provides for free collection of limited amounts of petrified wood by the public,
and for sale of larger quantities for commercial purposes.

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977. This law requires reclamation of surface coal mining
operations, imposes bonding requirements, and set up the US Office of Surface Mining, also called the US Office of
Surface Mining, Reclamation, and Enforcement, to oversee reclamation.

Unitization Handbook H-3180-1 (Exploratory)

Unitization Manual 3180 (Exploratory)

Fire and Fuels Management

The Interagency Prescribed Fire Planning and Implementation Procedures Guide (April 2014), with BLM
Supplement (December 2013)

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review (1995 and 2001) and Guidance for the
Implementation of Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy (February 2009)

Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003, which aids or directs the implementation of the goals of the:

e National Fire Plan (2000)

e 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy Implementation Plan (2001)

e Community Wildfire Protection Plans

BLM Manual M-9211 — Fire Planning Manual (September 2012)

BLM Manual MS-1111 Fire Business Management

BLM Manual MS-9200 — Fire Program management (in final revision)

BLM Manual 9212 — Fire Prevention (in revision)

BLM Manual MS-9214 — Fuels Management

BLM Manual MS-9238 — Fire Trespass (in final revision)

BLM Manual MS-9400 — Aviation Management

BLM Handbook H-9212-1 — Fire Prevention Handbook

BLM Handbook H-9214-1 — Fuels Management Handbook

BLM Handbook H-9218-1 — Reports and Statistics Handbook

BLM Handbook H-9238-1 — Fire Trespass Handbook

BLM Handbook H-9211-1 — Fire Planning Handbook (September 2012)

Instruction Memorandum 2014-114, Sage-Grouse Habitat and Wildland Fire Management (2014)

Instruction Memorandum 2013-128, Sage-Grouse Conservation in Fire Operations and Fuels Management (2013)
(supersedes IM 2011-138)

Interagency Fire Management Plan Template (2009)

Interagency Standards for Fire and Aviation Operations (published annually)

National Fire Plan (2000)

Protecting People and Natural Resources: A Cohesive Fuels Treatment Strategy (2006)

Secretary of the Interior. Secretarial Order 3336. Rangeland Fire Prevention, Management and Restoration. (2015)
U.S. Department of the Interior/U.S. Department of Agriculture Western Governors’ Association, 2001; A
Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment: 10-Year
Comprehensive Strategy and Implementation Plan (2001)

Biological Resources

Applicable federal and state laws that make the federal government responsible for control of weeds on federal
lands and provide direction for their control.

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Plant Protection and Quarantine Memorandum of Understanding #
08-8100-0870-MU: Management of Grasshoppers and Mormon Crickets on Lands Subject to the Jurisdiction of
the Department of the Interior

BLM Handbook H-4700-1, Wild Horses and Burros Management Handbook (2010)

BLM Manual 1737 — Riparian-Wetland Area Management (1992)

BLM Manual 1740-2 — Integrated Vegetation Management (2008)
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BLM Manual 1745 — Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
(1992)

BLM Manual 4180 — Land Health (2009)

BLM Manual 6500 — Wildlife and Fisheries Management (1988)

BLM Manual 6720 — Aquatic Resource Management (1991)

BLM Manual 6840 — Special Status Species Management (2008)

BLM Manual 7100 — Soil Classification

BLM Manual 9011 — Chemical Pest Control (1992)

BLM Manual 9014 — Use of Biological Control Agents of Pests on Public Lands (1990)

BLM Manual 9015 — Management and Coordination of noxious weeds activities

BLM Handbook H-9011-1 — Chemical Pest Control (1988)

BLM regulations contained in 43 CFR 8200

BLM National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy (2004)

Carlson-Foley Act (P.L. 90-583)

Cave Resources Protection Act (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4301 et seq.)

CFR, Title 50, Section 402 (50 CFR 402), Interagency Cooperation: Endangered Species Act

Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended

Department of the Interior Manual 517 — Integrated Pest Management

Department of the Interior Manual 601, Mineral Materials Disposals (2007)

Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-645;100 Stat. 3582)

Endangered Species Act

Executive Order 11987, Exotic Organisms

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands

Executive Order 13112, Establishment of the Invasive Species Council

Executive Order 13186, Migratory Birds

Executive Order 12962, Recreational Fisheries (June 7, 1995)

Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species Control

Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-629) (as amended by section 15 Management of Undesirable Plants on
Federal Lands, 1990) (superseded by Plant Protection Act of 2000; Secs. 2801 to 2813 repealed)

Final Environmental Impact Statement: Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in the 13 Western States (1991)
Fish and Wildlife 2000 — National and state policies

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980

Fish and Wildlife Management Act of 1956

Healthy Forests Act of 2003

Instruction Memorandum 2006—073, Weed-Free Seed Use on Lands Administered by the BLM (2006)
Instruction Memorandum 2009—018, Process for Setting Priorities for Issuing Grazing Permits and Leases (2009)
Instruction Memorandum 2010-012, Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Management Policy on Wyoming BLM
Administered Public Lands Including the Federal Mineral Estate (2010)

Instruction Memorandum 2010-013, Oil and Gas Leasing Screen for Greater Sage-Grouse (2010)

Instruction Memorandum 2010-022, Managing Structures for the Safety of Sage-Grouse, Sharp-tailed Grouse,
and Lesser Prairie-chicken (2009)

Instruction Memorandum 2010-181, White-Nose Syndrome (2010)

Instruction Memorandum 2011-138, Sage-Grouse Conservation Related to Wildland Fire and Fuels Management
(2011)

Instruction Memorandum 2012019, Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Management Policy on Wyoming BLM
Administered Public Lands Including the Federal Mineral Estate (2012)

Instruction Memorandum 2012-035, Interim Guidance on Exploration and Site Characterization for Potential
Carbon Dioxide Geologic Sequestration (2011)

Instruction Memorandum 2012-043, Greater Sage-Grouse Interim Management Policies and Procedures
Instruction Memorandum 2012-044, BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy (2012)
Instruction Memorandum 2013-176, Seed Collection Policy and Pricing (2013)

Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act (P.L. 106-247)

North American Wetlands Conservation Act, as amended (P.L. 101-233; 16 U.S.C. 4401)

Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-412)
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Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Environmental Impact Statement (1985)
Plant Protection Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-224) (supersedes Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (7 U.S.C. 2801
et seq.) except for Sec. 2814)
Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978
Riparian Habitat, Interior Department Manual 520
Riparian-Wetlands Initiative for the 1990s, U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM, January 22, 1992
Sikes Act of 1960, as amended
Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 (16 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.)
Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for the Public Lands
Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming
Supplement to the Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Final Environmental Impact Statement
Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. 315)
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement, 2007 and Final Programmatic Environmental Report
Water Quality Act of 1987, as amended from the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1977 (Clean Water
Act) as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.)
Wyoming Executive Order 2008-2, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection
Wyoming Executive Order 20104, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection (replaces Executive Order 2008-2)
Wyoming Executive Order 2011-5, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection (replaces Executive Order 2010—4)
Wyoming Executive Order 2013-3, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area — Grazing Adjustments
Heritage and Visual Resources
36 CFR Part 60: National Register of Historic Places — Identifies processes for the identification and evaluation of
historic properties for the National Register, and specifies procedures for listing properties on the National Register
36 CFR Part 78: Waiver of Federal Agency Responsibilities under Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation
Act — Identifies limited circumstances when Agencies may waive responsibilities under Section 110 and procedures
to follow
36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties — Identifies processes and procedures for federal agencies to
follow to be in compliance with Section 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act
43 CFR 8400 — Visual Resource Management
43 CFR Part 10: Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Regulations — Identifies processes and
procedures for federal agencies to follow to comply with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act
43 CFR Part 7: Protection of Archaeological Resources — Identifies processes and procedures for federal agencies to
follow to comply with the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-431; 92 Stat. 469; 42 U.S.C. 1996)
Antiquities Act of 1906 (P.L. 59-209; 34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 432, 433)
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-95; 93 Stat. 721; 16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq.) as amended
(P.L. 100-555; P.L. 100-588)
BLM Handbook H-8270-1, General Procedural Guidance for Paleontological Resource Management (1998)
BLM Handbook 8410-1, Visual Resource Inventory
BLM Information Bulletin No. 2002-101, Cultural Resource Considerations in Resource Management Plans
BLM Information Bulletins 98-135, 98-164, and 2000-096
BLM Manuals:
8100: Cultural Resource Management
8120: Tribal Consultation under Cultural Resources
8130: Planning For Uses of Cultural Resources
8140: Protecting Cultural Resources
8150: Permitting Uses of Cultural Resources
8170: Interpreting Cultural Resources for the Public
Buffalo Resource Area: Resource Management Plan/Record of Decision
Executive Order 11593 — Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment

Executive Order 13007 — Providing for American Indian and Alaska Native Religious Freedom and Sacred Land
Protections
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Executive Order 13084 — Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Historic Sites Act of 1935 (P.L. 74-292; 49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461)

Instruction Memorandum 2002—096, Use of Visual Resource Management Class I Designation in Wilderness
Study Area (2002)

Instruction Memorandum 2005—-14, Water Disposal and Land Application Disposal in the Powder River Basin (2005)
Instruction Memorandum 2010-022, Managing Structures for the Safety of Sage-grouse, Sharp-tailed Grouse,
and Lesser Prairie-chicken (2009)

Instruction Memorandum 2012-067, Clarification of Cultural Resource Considerations for Off-Highway Vehicle
Designations and Travel Management (2012)

Instruction Memorandum 2012—-140, Collecting Paleontological Resources Under the Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act of 2009 (2012)

Instruction Memorandum 2012—-141, Confidentiality of Paleontological Locality Information Under the Omnibus
Public Lands Act of 2009 (2012)

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (P.L. 89-665; 80 Stat. 915; 16 U.S.C. 470)

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-601; 104 Stat. 3048; 25 U.S.C. 3001)
Powder River Basin Oil and Gas Project Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment
Programmatic Agreement Among BLM, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National
Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers Regarding the Manner in which BLM will meet its
Responsibilities Under the National Historic Preservation Act (1997)

Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, as amended by Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 86-523;
74 Stat. 220, 221; 16 U.S.C. 469; P.L. 93-291; 88 Stat. 174; 16 U.S.C. 469)

State Protocol Agreement Between the Wyoming BLM State Director and the Wyoming State Historic Preservation
Officer (2006)

Update to Buffalo Resource Area: Resource Management Plan/Record of Decision (2001)

Land Resources

40 CFR 2740, 2912, 2911, and 2920, Land Use Authorizations

43 CFR 2091

43 CFR 2930, Permits for Recreation on Public Lands

BLM Handbook H-8342, Travel and Transportation Handbook (2012)

BLM Handbook H-9600-1, Cadastral Survey Handbook

BLM Manual 1626 — Travel and Transportation and Management (2011)

BLM Manual 1740 — Renewable Resource Improvements and Treatments (2008)

BLM Manual H-2101-4 — Preacquistion Environmental Site Assessment (2000)

BLM Manual 2200—1 — Land Exchange Handbook (2005)

BLM Manual 6250 — National Scenic and Historic Trail Administration (2012)

BLM Manual 6280 — Management of National Scenic and Historic Trails and Trails Under Study or Recommended
as Suitable for Congressional Designation (2012)

BLM Manual 6301 — Wilderness Characteristics Inventory (2011)

BLM Manual 6302 — Consideration of Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the Land Use Planning Process
(2011)

BLM Manual 6303 — Consideration of Lands with Wilderness Characteristics for Project-Level Decisions in Areas
not Analyzed in Accordance with Manual 6302 (2011)

BLM Manual 6310 — Conducting Wilderness Characteristics Inventory on BLM Lands (2012)

BLM Manual 6320 — Considering Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the BLM Land Use Planning Process
(2012)

BLM Manual 6330 — Management of Wilderness Study Area (2012)

BLM Manual 6820 — Management of National Scenic and Historic Trails and Trails Under Study or Recommended
as Suitable for Congressional Designation (2012)

BLM Manual 9113 — Roads Manual (1958)

BLM Manual 4180 — Rangeland Health Standards

BLM regulations contained in 43 CFR 4100 et seq.

BLM Wyoming Standards for Healthy Public Rangelands

Department of the Interior Manual 600 DM 5, Standards for Federal Lands Boundary Evidence

Executive Order 12548 (1986): Establishment of annual fees for domestic livestock grazing on public rangelands
Federal Land Transfer Facilitation Act
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Federal Land Policy and Management Act, Sections 102, 201, 202, 302, 304, 307, 309, 310, 401, 402, and 403
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act and Amendments

Interagency Ecological Site Handbook for Rangelands (2013)

Instruction Memorandum 2006173, Travel and Transportation Management, Off-Highway Vehicle Management,
Property, Engineering, Land Use Planning, and Lands and Realty (2006)

Instruction Memorandum 2008-014, Land Use Planning, Engineering, and All Resource Programs (2008)
Instruction Memorandum 2009-007, Process for Evaluating Status of Land Health and Making Determinations of
Causal Factors When Land Health Standards Are Not Achieved (2009)

Instruction Memorandum 2009-043, Right-Of-Way Management, Wind Energy (2009)

Instruction Memorandum 2010-101, Oil and Gas Leasing Reform — Land Use Planning and Lease Parcel Reviews
(2010)

Instruction Memorandum 2011-004, Transmittal of Revised Recreation and Visitor Services Land Use Planning
Guidance (2011)

Instruction Memorandum 2011-154, Requirement to Conduct and Maintain Inventory Information for Wilderness
Characteristics and to Consider Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in Land Use Plans (2011)

Instruction Memorandum 2012-032, Wyoming BLM Reclamation Policy (2012)

Instruction Memorandum 2012-169, Resource Management Plan Alternative Development for Livestock Grazing
(2012)

Instruction Memorandum 2013-131, Guidance on Estimating Nonmarket Environmental Values (2013)
Memorandum of Agreement WY-7 between BLM and the Wyoming Recreation Commission, addresses land
classifications and withdrawals to protect public lands generally, and specifically to protect historic trails.
Memorandum of Agreement WY-19 between BLM and the Wyoming Governor, addresses overall cooperation in
public and state land management efforts

Memorandum of Agreement WY-20 between BLM and the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, addresses a
myriad of land and resource management issues, including classifications, land acquisition, disposal, and access
Memorandum of Agreement WY-21 between BLM and Region II and Region IV of the U.S. Forest Service,
addresses overall coordination on a myriad of land and resource management issues

Memorandum of Agreement WY-63 between BLM, the U.S. Forest Service, Wyoming Department of Public Lands
and the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, addresses public land access and management of access problems
Memorandum of Agreement WY-65 between BLM and the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service,
addresses overall coordination on a myriad of land and resource management issues

Memorandum of Agreement WY-77 between BLM, the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service,
U.S. Forest Service, AES, and Wyoming State Conservation Commission, addresses overall coordination on
conservation planning projects

Memorandum of Agreement WY-117 between BLM and the Wyoming Board of Land Commissioners, the
Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, addresses cultural
resource protection in state exchanges

Memorandum of Agreement WY-118 between BLM and the Wyoming Board of Land Commissioners, addresses
processing state exchanges

Memorandum of Agreement WY-119 between BLM and the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service,
addresses management of agricultural trespass

Memorandum of Agreement WY-121 between BLM and the National Park Service, addresses management of the
Oregon National Historic Trails

Memorandum of Agreement WY-122 between BLM and the U.S. Forest Service, Wyoming Department of Public
Lands, Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, Wyoming Recreation Commission, Wyoming Department of
Agriculture, and the Wyoming Sate Planning Coordinator’s Office, addresses access to public land

Memorandum of Agreement WY-131 between BLM and the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, addresses
overall coordination on land and resource management

Memorandum of Agreement WY930-91-06-38 between BLM and the Wyoming Board of Land Commissioners,
addresses exchange pooling

Memorandum of Agreement WY930-91-06-39 between BLM and the Wyoming Board of Land Commissioners,
addresses exchange of state land in holdings in wilderness areas

Memorandum of Understanding between BLM and the Bureau of Reclamation addresses interaction and
management of reclamation withdrawn lands

Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-11)

Appendix E Legislation and Policy Pertaining to

Specific Resources
September 2015



Buffalo Approved RMP 395

Programmatic Agreement for historic preservation regarding how BLM will meet its responsibilities under the
National Historic Preservation Act by Bob Bennett, BLM Wyoming State Director dated 03/08/2006

Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-514)

Taylor Grazing Act of 1934

Transportation Safety Act of 1974

Special Designations

BLM Manual 1613, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

BLM Manual 6400, Wild and Scenic Rivers (2012)

Socioeconomic Resources

Additional Guidance on the Treatment of Socioeconomic Issues in Land Use Plans, BLM IM 2002-167
American Folklife Preservation Act of 1976 (20 U.S.C. 2101)

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-341; 42 U.S.C. 1996 and 1996a)

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470)

Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352)

Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.)

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (42 U.S.C.
9601 et seq.)

Environmental Justice Guidance under National Environmental Policy Act

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations

Executive Order 13006, Locating Federal Facilities on Historic Properties in Our Nation’s Central Cities
Executive Order 13007, which mandates the protection and preservation of Indian religious practices
Executive Order 13148, Greening of the Government Through Leadership in Environmental Management, 2000
Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992 (P.L. 102-386)

Guidance on the Recommended Formats for Land Use Plans, Records of Decision, and Their Supporting
Environmental Impact Statements, BLM IB 2002-056

Hazardous Materials Management, BLM Manual Section 1703

Instruction Memorandum 2002—164, Guidance to Address Environmental Justice in Land Use Plans and Related
National Environmental Policy Act Document. (2002)

Indian General Allotment Act of 1887

Indian Mineral Development Act of 1982 (25 U.S.C. 2101 et seq.)

Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 (25 U.S.C. 461 et seq.)

Indian Self Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975 (P.L. 93-658; 25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.)
Military Munitions and Explosives of Concern: A Handbook for Federal Land Managers with Emphasis on
Unexploded Ordnance, Draft BLM Handbook H-1703-2

National Contingency Plan Regulations (40 CFR 300)

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470)

Native American Coordination and Consultation, BLM Manual 8160

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (43 CFR 10)

Natural Resource Damage Assessment Regulations

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 651 et seq.)

Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2715a)

Pre-acquisition Environmental Site Assessments, BLM Manual Handbook H-2101-4

Recreational and Public Purposes Act of 1926, as amended in 1988 (43 U.S.C. 869)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.)

Rules applicable only within the State of Wyoming that have been adopted under the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 CFR 950)

Safe Water Drinking Act of 1974, as amended (42 U.S.C. 300 et seq.)

Secretarial Order 3206 for Implementing the Endangered Species Act

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act, Section 409 (P.L. 95-87, Section 401-C.1)

Use of the Economic Profile System in Planning, BLM IM 2003-169
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Appendix F. Mitigation Guidelines
for Surface-Disturbing and Disruptive
Activities, Wyoming Bureau of Land

Management

F.1. Introduction

Wyoming Mitigation Guidelines are a compilation of practices employed by Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) to mitigate impacts from surface disturbance. They apply to activities such
as road or pipeline construction, range improvements, and permitted recreation activities. The
guidelines are designed to protect resources such as soils and vegetation, wildlife habitat, and
cultural or historic properties. The guidelines are presented as an appendix of the Approved
Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Record of Decision (ROD) for easy reference as they
apply to many resources and derive from many laws. All BLM RMPs have included these
guidelines as appendices. Public comment on the guidelines, per se, has not been requested.
The guidelines are not land use decisions; rather they are examples of mitigation measures that
could be applied, as appropriate, based on site-specific National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) analysis for individual proposals. Comment on the use and application of specific
mitigation measures can be made during the NEPA process for individual proposals. Because
mitigation measures change or are modified, based on new information, the guidelines are updated
periodically for all field offices in Wyoming.

These guidelines are primarily for the purpose of attaining statewide consistency in how
requirements are determined for avoiding and mitigating environmental impacts and resource and
land use conflicts. Consistency in this sense does not mean that identical requirements would

be applied for all similar types of land use activities that may cause similar types of impacts.
Nor does it mean that the requirements or guidelines for a single land use activity would be
identical in all areas.

There are two ways the mitigation guidelines are used in the RMP and EIS process: (1) as part of
the planning criteria in developing the RMP alternatives; and (2) in the analytical processes of
both developing the alternatives and analyzing the impacts of the alternatives. In the first case,
an assumption is made that any one or more of the mitigations will be appropriately included as
conditions of relevant actions being proposed or considered in each alternative. In the second
case, the mitigations are used (1) to develop a baseline for measuring and comparing impacts
among the alternatives; (2) to identify other actions and alternatives that should be considered; and
(3) to help determine whether more stringent or less stringent mitigations should be considered.

The EIS for the RMP does not decide or dictate the exact wording or inclusion of these guidelines.
Rather, the guidelines are used in the RMP and EIS process as a tool to help develop the RMP
alternatives and to provide a baseline for comparative impact analysis in arriving at RMP
decisions. These guidelines will be used in the same manner in analyzing activity plans and
other site-specific proposals. These guidelines and their wording are matters of policy. As such,
specific wording is subject to change primarily through administrative review, not through the
RMP and EIS process. Any further changes that may be made in the continuing refinement of
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these guidelines and any development of program-specific standard stipulations will be handled in
another forum, including appropriate public involvement and input.

F.1.1. Purpose

The purposes of the “Wyoming BLM Mitigation Guidelines” are (1) to reserve, for the BLM,

the right to modify the operations of all surface and other human presence disturbance activities
as part of the statutory requirements for environmental protection; and (2) to inform a potential
lessee, permittee, or operator of the requirements that must be met when using BLM-administered
public lands. These guidelines have been written in a format that will allow for (1) their direct use
as stipulations, and (2) the addition of specific or specialized mitigation following the submission
of a detailed plan of development or other project proposal, and an environmental analysis.

Those resource activities or programs currently without a standardized set of permit or operation
stipulations can use the mitigation guidelines as stipulations or as conditions of approval, or as a
baseline for developing specific stipulations for a given activity or program.

Because use of the mitigation guidelines was integrated into the RMP EIS process and will be
integrated into the site-specific environmental analysis process, the application of stipulations
or mitigation requirements derived through the guidelines will provide more consistency with
planning decisions and plan implementation than has occurred in the past. Application of the
mitigation guidelines to all surface and other human presence disturbance activities concerning
BLM-administered public lands and resources will provide more uniformity in mitigation than
has occurred in the past.

F.2. Mitigation Guidelines

F.2.1. Surface Disturbance Mitigation Guideline

Surface disturbance will be prohibited in any of the following areas or conditions. Exception,
waiver, or modification of this limitation may be approved in writing, including documented
supporting analysis, by the authorized officer.

e Slopes in excess of 25 percent.

e Within important scenic areas (Class I and II Visual Resource Management Areas).

e Within 500 feet of surface water and/or riparian areas.

e Within either 0.25 mile or the visual horizon (whichever is closer) of historic trails.

e Construction with frozen material or during periods when the soil material is saturated or
when watershed damage is likely to occur.

Guidance

The intent of the Surface Disturbance Mitigation Guideline is to inform interested parties
(potential lessees, permittees, or operators) that when one or more of the five conditions exist,
surface-disturbing activities will be prohibited unless or until a permittee or his designated
representative and the surface management agency arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of
anticipated impacts. This negotiation will occur prior to development.
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Specific criteria (e.g., 500 feet from water) have been established based upon the best information
available. However, such items as geographical areas and seasons must be delineated at the field
level. Exception, waiver, or modification of requirements developed from this guideline must

be based upon environmental analysis of proposals (e.g., activity plans, plans of development,
plans of operation, and applications for permit to drill) and, if necessary, must allow for other
mitigation to be applied on a site-specific basis.

F.2.2. Wildlife Mitigation Guideline

When a proposed discretionary land use has potential for affecting wildlife or their habitat,
mitigation will be considered. BLM will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) on any proposals that may affect Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed, proposed,
or candidate species.

Guidance

The Wildlife Mitigation Guideline is intended to provide two basic types of protection: seasonal
restriction and prohibition of activities or surface use. Legal descriptions will ultimately be
required when applying mitigation and should be measurable and legally definable. There are no
minimum subdivision requirements at this time. The area delineated can and should be defined
as necessary, based upon current biological data, prior to the time of processing an application
and issuing the use authorization. The legal description must eventually become a part of the
condition for approval of the permit, plan of development, and/or other use authorization.

Seasonal restrictions protect wildlife during sensitive times of the year such as during the winter
when many species are stressed and the spring when most species are bearing and rearing young.

The prohibition of activity or surface use, is intended for protection of specific wildlife habitat
areas or values within the use area that cannot be protected by using seasonal restrictions. These
areas or values must be factors that limit life-cycle activities (e.g., Greater Sage-Grouse strutting
grounds, known Threatened and Endangered species habitat). Frequently, prohibition areas

are found within seasonal restriction areas.

Exception, waiver, or modification of requirements developed from this guideline must be based
upon environmental analysis of proposals (e.g., activity plans, plans of development, plans of
operation, applications for permit to drill) and, if necessary, must allow for other mitigation to
be applied on a site-specific basis.

F.2.3. Cultural Resource Mitigation Guideline

When a proposed discretionary land use has potential for affecting the characteristics which
qualify a cultural property for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), mitigation will be
considered. In accordance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act, procedures specified
in 36 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 800 will be used in consultation with the Wyoming State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in
arriving at determinations regarding the need and type of mitigation to be required.

Guidance
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The preferred strategy for treating potential adverse effects on cultural properties is “avoidance.”
If avoidance involves project relocation, the new project area may also require cultural resource
inventory. If avoidance is imprudent or unfeasible, appropriate mitigation may include excavation
(data recovery), stabilization, monitoring, protection barriers and signs, or other physical and
administrative measures.

Reports documenting results of cultural resource inventory, evaluation, and the establishment
of mitigation alternatives (if necessary) shall be written according to standards contained in
BLM Manuals, the cultural resource permit stipulations, and in other policy issued by the BLM.
These reports must provide sufficient information for Section 106 consultation. Reports shall be
reviewed for adequacy by the appropriate BLM cultural resource specialist. If cultural properties
on, or eligible for, the NRHP are located within these areas of potential impact and cannot be
avoided, the authorized officer shall consult with the SHPO in accordance with National Historic
Preservation Act Section 106 and the procedures contained in 36 CFR 800.

Mitigation measures shall be implemented according to the mitigation plan approved by the
BLM authorized officer. Such plans are usually prepared by the land use applicant according to
BLM specifications. Mitigation plans will be reviewed as part of Section 106 consultation for
NRHP eligible or listed properties. The extent and nature of recommended mitigation shall be
commensurate with the significance of the cultural resource involved and the anticipated extent of
damage. Reasonable costs for mitigation will be borne by the land use applicant. Mitigation must
be cost effective and realistic. It must consider project requirements and limitations, input from
concerned parties, and be BLM approved or BLM formulated.

Mitigation of paleontological and natural history sites will be treated on a project specific basis.
Factors such as site significance, economics, safety, and project urgency must be taken into
account when making a decision to mitigate. Authority to protect (through mitigation) such values
is provided for in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), Section 102(a)(8).
When avoidance is not possible, appropriate mitigation may include excavation (data recovery),
stabilization, monitoring, protection barriers and signs, or other physical and administrative
protection measures.

F.2.4. Special Resource Mitigation Guideline

To protect (resource value), activities or surface use will not be allowed (i.e., within a specific
distance of the resource value or between date to date) in (legal description).

Application of this limitation to operation and maintenance of a developed project must be based
on environmental analysis of the operational or production aspects.

Exception, waiver, or modification of this limitation in any year may be approved in writing,
including documented supporting analysis, by the authorized officer.

Example Resource Categories (select or identify category and specific resource value):

® Recreation areas

e Special natural history or paleontological features
e Special management areas

e Sections of major rivers

e Prior existing rights-of-way

Occupied dwellings
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e Other (specify)

Guidance

The Special Resource Mitigation Guideline is intended for use only in site-specific situations
where one of the first three general mitigation guidelines will not adequately address the concern.
The resource value, location, and specific restrictions must be clearly identified. A detailed

plan addressing specific mitigation and special restrictions will be required prior to disturbance
or development and will become a condition for approval of the permit, plan of development,

or other use authorization.

Exception, waiver, or modification of requirements developed from this guideline must be based
upon environmental analysis of proposals (e.g., activity plans, plans of development, plans of
operation, applications for permit to drill) and, if necessary, must allow for other mitigation to
be applied on a site-specific basis.

F.2.5. No Surface Occupancy Guideline

No Surface Occupancy (NSO) will be allowed on the following described lands (legal description)
because of (resource value).

Example Resource Categories (select or identify category and specific resource value):

e Recreation areas (e.g., campgrounds, historic trails, national monuments)

e Major reservoirs/dams

e Special management area (e.g., known Threatened or Endangered species habitat, areas suitable
for consideration for wild and scenic rivers designation)

e Other (specify)

Guidance

The NSO Mitigation Guideline is intended for use only when other mitigation is determined
insufficient to adequately protect the public interest and is the only alternative to “no development”
or “no leasing.” The legal description and resource value of concern must be identified and be
tied to an NSO land use planning decision.

Waiver of, or exception(s) to, the NSO requirement will be subject to the same test used to
initially justify its imposition. If, upon evaluation of a site-specific proposal, it is found that less
restrictive mitigation would adequately protect the public interest or value of concern, then

a waiver or exception to the NSO requirement is possible. The record must show that because
conditions or uses have changed, less restrictive requirements will protect the public interest. An
environmental analysis must be conducted and documented (e.g., environmental assessment, EIS,
etc., as necessary) in order to provide the basis for a waiver or exception to an NSO planning
decision. Modification of the NSO requirement will pertain only to refinement or correction of the
location(s) to which it applied. If the waiver, exception, or modification is found to be consistent
with the intent of the planning decision, it may be granted. If found inconsistent with the intent
of the planning decision, a plan amendment would be required before the waiver, exception,

or modification could be granted.
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When considering the “no development” or “no leasing” option, a rigorous test must be met and
fully documented in the record. This test must be based upon stringent standards described in
the land use planning document. Since rejection of all development rights is more severe than
the most restrictive mitigation requirement, the record must show that consideration was given
to development subject to reasonable mitigation, including “no surface occupancy.” The record
must also show that other mitigation was determined to be insufficient to adequately protect the
public interest. A “no development” or “no leasing” decision should not be made solely because
it appears that conventional methods of development would be unfeasible, especially where an
NSO restriction may be acceptable to a potential permittee. In such cases, the potential permittee
should have the opportunity to decide whether or not to go ahead with the proposal (or accept the
use authorization), recognizing that an NSO restriction is involved.
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Appendix G. Federal Oil and Gas
Operations on Split Estate Lands

G.1. Purpose

The purpose of this appendix is to summarize the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM)
procedures for considering proposals to conduct exploration and production operations on split
estate federal oil and gas leases. This appendix is provided for information purposes only, and is
not necessarily a complete statement of rights, obligations, or processes. This appendix is not

a part of the BLM’s land use plan decision for the Resource Management Plan (RMP). Any
conflict with any statute or regulation is unintentional. In the event of a conflict, the statute or
regulation controls. Federal oil and gas lessees and operators, and private surface owners, are
advised to confer with the BLM at the time an action is proposed for BLM’s consideration, in
order to obtain information about the current regulations and policies that may apply to the
proposal. Nothing in this appendix affects the authority of any Tribe or of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs in any way. This RMP applies to federal lands as defined by the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA), and does not apply to lands held in trust for any Tribe or for any
individual Indian or Indians.

G.2. Definitions

Casual use (operations): “Casual use means activities involving practices that do not ordinarily
lead to any appreciable disturbance or damage to lands, resources, or improvements. This term
does not apply to private surface. Casual use includes surveying activities” (Onshore Oil and
Gas Order No. 1, part II).

Lease: “means any contract, profitshare arrangement, joint venture or other agreement issued
or approved by the United States under a mineral leasing law that authorizes exploration for,
extraction of or removal of oil or gas” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part II).

Lease facility or production facility: “Production facilities means a lessee's or lease operator's
pipes and equipment used on the leasehold to aid in extracting, processing, and storing oil and
gas...” (64 Federal Register 32140). See also BLM Manual Section 2880 (“Mineral Leasing Act
Rights-of-Way”) at Page 9.

Lease site: “means any lands, including the surface of a severed mineral estate, on which
exploration for, or extraction and removal of, oil or gas is authorized under a lease” (43 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] 3160.0-5).

Lessee: “means any person holding record title or owning operating rights in a lease issued or
approved by the United States” (43 CFR 3160.0-5).

Operator: “means any person or entity including but not limited to the lessee or operating rights
owner, who has stated in writing to the authorized officer that it is responsible under the terms
and conditions of the lease for the operations conducted on the leased lands or a portion thereof”
(43 CFR 3160.0-5).
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Public lands: “means any land and interest in land owned by the United States within the
several States and administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land
Management...” (Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976, Sec. 103(e)).

Private surface owner: “Private Surface Owner means a non-Federal or non-state owner of the
surface estate and includes any Indian owner of surface estate not held in trust by the United
States” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part II).

Split estate: “Split Estate means lands where the surface is owned by an entity or person other
than the owner of the Federal or Indian oil and gas” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part II).
“When tribal lands are held in trust or are subject to Federal restrictions against alienation the
Bureau of Indian Affairs is the Surface Managing Agency, but if lands are held in unrestricted fee,
those lands are treated the same as private surface” (Preamble to Onshore Oil and Gas Order No.
1 revisions, 72 Federal Register 10322-10323, March 7, 2007).

Surface Managing Agency: “Surface Managing Agency means any Federal or state agency
having jurisdiction over the surface overlying Federal or Indian oil and gas” (Onshore Oil and
Gas Order No. 1, part II).

G.3. General

In considering and authorizing exploration and development of split estate federal oil and gas
leases, the BLM prefers that the operator and split estate surface owner reach a Surface Access
Agreement for proposed oil and gas operations. The BLM coordinates with both the operator and
surface owner, in accordance with the requirements of Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, and
generally provides the surface owner’s lands the same level of resource (soil, water, vegetation,
air, visual, cultural, etc.) protection as would be required on BLM-administered public lands.

“The BLM will offer the surface owner the same level of surface protection that the BLM
provides on Federal surface. The BLM will not apply standards or conditions that exceed those

that would normally be applied to Federal surface, even when requested by the surface owner”
(The Gold Book, page 12).

Federal mineral lessees may enter onto a privately-owned surface to the extent necessary to
explore and produce the federal minerals in compliance with the relevant statutes and BLM
regulations and land use designations. The BLM does not have the authority to regulate a surface
owner’s use of the surface estate, but does have the authority to regulate the activities of federal
mineral lessees and mining claimants. The BLM adds lease stipulations to split estate federal oil
and gas leases, in order to ensure that leasing decisions conform to the approved RMP for the area.

G.4. Operations

X.4.1 Geophysical

The BLM’s authority to permit geophysical operations is described under 43 CFR §3150.0-1:

Geophysical exploration on public lands, the surface of which is administered by
the Bureau, requires Bureau approval. The procedures in this part also apply to
geophysical exploration conducted under the rights granted by any Federal oil and
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gas lease unless the surface is administered by the U.S. Forest Service. However, a
lessee may elect to conduct exploration operations outside the rights granted by the
lease, in which case authorization from the surface managing agency or surface
owner may be required... The procedures of this part do not apply to... operations
conducted on private surface overlying public lands unless such operations are
conducted by a lessee under the rights granted by the Federal oil and gas lease...

As BLM Handbook H-3150-1! at pages 1-2 explains:

In those situations where Federal minerals are underlying private surface and the
private surface owner s consent is obtained, the BLM is not to become involved.
However, when landowner consent for access to the surface cannot be obtained for
geophysical exploration operations on a Federal lease by the lease operator, the
geophysical operation is to be authorized using the Sundry Notice process...2

When the geophysical exploration operator is the Federal lessee or designated
operator of the lessee, it is to file a Sundry Notice... with the BLM and provide
notification to the surface owner by certified mail that it intends to enter onto the
lands and conduct lease operations. The lessee/operator must then submit proof to
the BLM authorized officer that the surface owner has been notified. The lessee
or operator must also submit proof to the BLM authorized officer that it has a
current and adequate bond payable to the United States for use by the surface
owner for damages caused during exploration operations. The authorized officer
must give the surface owner 30 days to comment on the proposed action before
approving the Sundry Notice.

When a surface access agreement is reached to conduct geophysical operations on split estate
lands with leased or unleased federal oil and gas, the BLM does not become involved.

The BLM will not accept a NOI to Conduct Geophysical Operations (NOI), BLM Form 3150-4 or
bond to permit entry to split estate lands with unleased federal oil and gas, since the BLM has not
issued an oil and gas lease to allow for operations under 43 CFR Part 3160 (see 43 CFR 3150.0-1).

In order to conduct geophysical operations on split estate lands where a federal oil and gas lease
has been issued and where an agreement with the surface owner has not been reached, the lessee
or the operator must first obtain BLM authorization through an NOI that proposes entry to those
lands in order to conduct geophysical operations. The lessee or designated operator must provide
to the BLM a certification (see Attachment 1) that a good-faith effort was made to: (a) notify the
landowner prior to entry; (b) obtain a Surface Access Agreement; and (c) deliver a copy of the
proposed NOI to the surface owner.3 The NOI must also identify the surface owner and include
the owner’s name, address, and telephone number, if known. A good and sufficient bond to secure
payment of applicable damages for the use and benefit of the surface owner must be provided

to the BLM on BLM Form 3160-19. The lessee or designated operator must also submit to the
BLM evidence of service of a copy of the bond upon the surface owner. Prior to authorizing the

10nshore Oil and Gas Geophysical Exploration Surface Management Requirements. January 9, 2007.

2In BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2009-121, “Approval of Notice of Intent (NOI)

to Conduct Geophysical Exploration to Federal Oil and Gas Lessee on Split Estate”, dated May 8, 2009, the
BLM recognized that the Sundry Notice form (BLM Form 3160-5) is an imperfect form to use for permitting of
geophysical operations. This policy clarified that the BLM will “no longer require the lessee or its operator to file
a Sundry Notice” for the purpose of proposing entry to federal leases where a surface owner denies access to the
lessee or its operator. In its place the BLM would use the NOI form (BLM Form 3150-4).

3See Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, Part VL.
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NOI proposing entry to the lands for which the bond has been submitted, the BLM notifies the
surface owner and provides a 30-day period during which the surface owner may protest the
sufficiency of the bond. If the sufficiency of the bond is protested, the BLM reviews the bond
amount and determines if it is adequate. That decision by the BLM is subject to State Director
Review upon a request by any adversely affected party and the State Director’s decision is subject
to appeal to the Interior Board of Land Appeals.4

X.4.2 Notice of Staking/Application for Permit to Drill

X.4.2.1 Surveying and Staking Activities

The lessee or operator is encouraged to contact the surface owner of split estate lands early in
the process of planning for exploration and development of a federal lease. This facilitates early
discussion about the goals and objectives of both the surface owner and operator. Communication
between the lessee or operator and surface owner can reduce potential conflicts, thereby reducing
misunderstandings and permit processing times.

For surveying and staking activities, “[t]he operator is responsible for making access arrangements
with the appropriate Surface Managing Agency (other than the BLM and the USFS) or private
surface owner” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part [I1.D.2.a).

“No entry on split estate lands for surveying and staking should occur without the operator first
making a good faith effort to notify the surface owner. Also, operators are encouraged to notify
the BLM or the USFS, as appropriate, before entering private lands to stake for Federal mineral
estate locations” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part II1.D.2.b).

Aside from surveying and staking the proposed well location, road, pipeline, and/or other lease
facilities, the operator may also be required to conduct resource condition surveys of the leased
lands.

“As provided in the oil and gas lease, the BLM may request that the applicant conduct surveys
or otherwise provide information needed for the BLM’s National Historic Preservation Act
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer or Indian tribe or its Endangered Species
Act consultation with the relevant fisheries agency. The Federal mineral lessee has the right to
enter the property for this purpose, since it is a necessary prerequisite to development of the
dominant mineral estate. Nevertheless, the lessee or operator should seek to reach agreement
with the surface owner about the time and method by which any survey would be conducted”
(Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VI).

X.4.2.2 Onsite Inspection(s)
On split estate lands, the onsite inspection provides the opportunity for the BLM,

operator, and surface owner to evaluate and discuss the proposed well location or lease facility
in the field.

“Within 10 days of receiving the application, the BLM, in coordination with the operator and
Surface Managing Agency, including the private surface owner in the case of split estate minerals,
will schedule a date for the onsite inspection (unless the onsite inspection has already been
conducted as part of a Notice of Staking)” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part II1.LE.2.a).

4See 43 CFR §3165.3(b). See, e.g., William P. Maycock, 176 Interior Board of Land Appeals 206 (2008).
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“On non-NFS lands, the BLM will invite the Surface Managing Agency and private surface
owner, if applicable, to participate in the onsite inspection. If the surface is privately owned, the
operator must furnish to the BLM the name, address, and telephone number of the surface owner
if known” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part I11.C).

At the onsite inspection, the BLM will consider applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs)
that would avoid or mitigate environmental impacts to natural resources. The onsite inspection
provides the surface owner with the opportunity to review the proposed well location and/or lease
facilities; provide information to the BLM and operator about resources, improvements, and land
uses; and express preferences for BMPs to be used for lease operations.

“All parties who attend the onsite inspection will jointly develop a list of resource concerns that
the operator must address in the Application for Permit to Drill (APD). The operator will be
provided a list of these concerns either during the onsite inspection or within 7 days of the onsite
inspection. Surface owner concerns will be considered to the extent practical within the law”
(Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part II1.C).

“The BLM will invite the surface owner to the onsite inspection to assure that their concerns are
considered” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VI).

X.4.2.3 Required Components of a Complete APD for Split Estate Operations

X.4.2.3.1 Description of Surface Ownership

A description of the surface ownership (with name, address, and telephone number, if known)
along with a certification must be included in the APD submitted by the operator to the BLM.

“The operator must indicate (in a narrative) the surface ownership at the well location, and of all
lands crossed by roads that the operator plans to construct or upgrade, including, if known, the
name of the agency or owner, phone number, and address. The operator must certify that they
have provided a copy of the Surface Use Plan of Operations required in this section to the private
surface owner of the well site location, if applicable, or that they made a good faith effort if unable
to provide the document to the surface owner” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part I11.D.4.k).

X.4.2.3.2 Surface Access Agreement or Waiver
For operations on leased split estate lands, the operator must undertake a good faith effort to
reach a Surface Access Agreement.

“[T]n the case of actual oil and gas operations, the operator must make a good faith effort to notify
the private surface owner before entry and make a good faith effort to obtain a Surface Access
Agreement from the surface owner... The Surface Access Agreement may include terms or
conditions of use, be a waiver, or an agreement for compensation. The operator must certify to
the BLM that: (1) It made a good faith effort to notify the surface owner before entry; and (2)
That an agreement with the surface owner has been reached or that a good faith effort to reach an
agreement failed” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VI).

“The operator must make a good faith effort to provide a copy of their Surface Use Plan of
Operations to the surface owner” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VI). The operator must
also provide a copy of any revisions to the Surface Use Plan of Operations to the surface owner. If
required under Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 6 (“Hydrogen Sulfide Operations”), the BLM
requires the operator to provide a copy of the Public Protection Plan to the surface owner.
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“The surface use agreement between the surface owner and the operator is confidential. However,
the APD Surface Use Plan of Operations must contain sufficient detail about any aspects of the
agreement necessary for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation and to
determine that the operations will be in compliance with laws, regulations, Onshore Orders, and
agency policies” (The Gold Book, page 12).

“If the BLM’s requirements conflict with provisions in the Surface [Access] Agreement, the
operator or surface owner should disclose that conflict at the onsite or to the BLM in writing, and
the BLM should consider those conflicts in making its final decision” (BLM’s Split Estate Report
to Congress at page 15). Thus, to the extent terms of the agreement may conflict with Conditions
of Approval, or Conditions of Approval, to the APD, the BLM should be made aware of those
terms, so that they can be considered in the BLM’s final decision.

“The BLM does not review the Surface Use Agreement and does not enforce portions of the
Surface Use Agreement that are not contained within the approved APD” (BLM’s Split Estate
Report to Congress at page 17).

X.4.2.3.3 Bonding In Lieu of a Surface Access Agreement or Waiver

It is the preference of the BLM that the operator and surface owner reach a Surface Access
Agreement. However, in those cases where an agreement is not reached, the BLM follows the
procedural requirements in the BLM’s regulations and policies. A good and sufficient bond to
secure payment of applicable damages for the use and benefit of the surface owner must be
provided to the BLM on BLM Form 3160-19. The lessee or designated operator must also submit
to the BLM evidence of service of a copy of the bond upon the surface owner. Prior to authorizing
the APD proposing entry to the lands for which the bond has been submitted, the BLM notifies
the surface owner and provides a 30-day period during which the surface owner may protest the
sufficiency of the bond. If the sufficiency of the bond is protested, the BLM reviews the bond
amount and determine if it is adequate. That decision by the BLM is subject to State Director
Review upon a request by any adversely affected party and the State Director’s decision is subject
to appeal to the Interior Board of Land Appeals.d

“If no agreement was reached with the surface owner, the operator must submit an adequate bond
(minimum of $1,000) to the BLM for the benefit of the surface owner sufficient to: (1) Pay for
loss or damages; or (2) As otherwise required by the specific statutory authority under which the
surface was patented and the terms of the lease. Surface owners have the right to appeal the
sufficiency of the bond. Before the approval of the APD, the BLM will make a good faith effort
to contact the surface owner to assure that they understand their rights to appeal” (Onshore

Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VI).

“The bond amount will be reviewed by the BLM to assure that it is sufficient based on the
appropriate law” (Preamble to Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1 revisions, 72 Federal Register
10323, March 7, 2007).

If operations under an approved APD result in loss or damages that are compensable under
the statutes by which the lands were patented, the surface owner may obtain judgment from a
court of competent jurisdiction. The BLM will then release from the bond the amount ordered
by the court to the surface owner.

5See 43 CFR §3165.3(b). See, e.g., William P. Maycock, 176 Interior Board of Land Appeals 206 (2008).
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X.4.2.4 Approval of the APD

The BLM considers the views of the surface owner before approving the APD. The

BLM must prepare an environmental record of review (43 CFR 3162.5-1(a)) to document its
evaluation of potential resource impacts, including documentation of NEPA compliance.

“The BLM must comply with NEPA, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Endangered
Species Act, and related Federal statutes when authorizing lease operations on split estate lands
where the surface is not Federally owned and the oil and gas is Federal. For split estate lands
within U.S. Forest Service (USFS) administrative boundaries, the BLM has the lead responsibility,
unless there is a local BLM/USFS agreement that gives the USFS this responsibility”” (Onshore
Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VI).

“After the APD is approved the operator must make a good faith effort to provide a copy of
the Conditions of Approval to the surface owner. The APD approval is not contingent upon
delivery of a copy of the Conditions of Approval to the surface owner” (Onshore Oil and Gas
Order No. 1, part VI).

X.4.3 Sundry Notices

Operations proposed by Sundry Notice that will result in additional surface disturbance or
re-disturbance of previously reclaimed areas require a Surface Use Plan of Operations.

“Prior to commencing any operation on the leasehold which will result in additional surface
disturbance, other than those authorized under § 3162.3—1 or § 3162.3-2 of this title, the operator
shall submit a proposal on Form 3160-5 to the authorized officer for approval. The proposal shall
include a surface use plan of operations” (43 CFR 3162.3-3).

“The operator must certify on Form 3160-5 that they have made a good faith effort to provide a
copy of any proposal involving new surface disturbance to the private surface owner in the case
of split estate” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part VIIL.A).

For review of Final Abandonment Notices submitted by an operator on split estate lands, the BLM
will consider the views of the surface owner.

“If applicable, the private surface owner will be notified and their views will be carefully
considered” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part XII).

“In cases where the Surface Managing Agency or private surface owner desires to acquire an oil
and gas well and convert it to a water supply well or acquire a water supply well that was drilled
by the operator to support lease operations, the Surface Managing Agency or private surface
owner must inform the appropriate BLM office of its intent before the approval of the APD in
the case of a dry hole and no later than the time a NOI to Abandon is submitted for a depleted
production well... The Surface Managing Agency or private surface owner must reach agreement
with the operator as to the satisfactory completion of reclamation operations before the BLM will
approve any abandonment or reclamation. The BLM approval of the partial abandonment under
this section, completion of any required reclamation operations, and the signed release agreement
will relieve the operator of further obligation for the well. If the Surface Managing Agency or
private surface owner acquires the well for water use purposes, the party acquiring the well
assumes liability for the well” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part IX.B).
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“Completion of a well as plugged and abandoned may also include conditioning the well

as water supply source for lease operations or for use by the surface owner or appropriate
Government Agency, when authorized by the authorized officer. All costs over and above the
normal plugging and abandonment expense will be paid by the party accepting the water well”
(43 CFR 3162.3-4(b)).

X.4.4 Emergency Operations

“In the event of an emergency, the operator may take immediate action without prior Surface
Managing Agency approval to safeguard life or to prevent significant environmental degradation.
The BLM or the USFS must receive notification of the emergency situation and the remedial
action taken by the operator as soon as possible, but not later than 24 hours after the emergency
occurred. If the emergency only affected drilling operations and had no surface impacts, only the
BLM must be notified. If the emergency involved surface resources on other Surface Managing
Agency lands, the operator should also notify the Surface Managing Agency and private surface
owner within 24 hours” (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, part IV.d).

G.5. References

® Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1

e Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development
(“The Gold Book™)

e 43 CFR Part 3150
e 43 CFR Part 3160
e 43 CFR Subpart 3814

e BLM Wyoming — Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission Memorandum of
Understanding

e BLM Handbook H-3150-1 (Geophysical Handbook)
e BLM Form 3160-019 (“Bond For Surface Owner Protection”)
e BLM Brochure: Split Estate — Rights, Responsibilities, and Opportunities

e BLM Brochure: Split Estate — Cultural Resource Requirements on Private Surface — Federal
Minerals for Oil and Gas Development

e BLM-Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 2003-131 (“Permitting Oil and Gas on Split
Estate Lands and Guidance for Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 17), April 2, 2003.

e BLM-Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 2007-165 (“Split Estate Report to Congress
— Implementation of Fluid Mineral Leasing and Land Use Planning Recommendations”),
July 26, 2007.

e Energy Policy Act of 2005, Section. 1835 (“Split-Estate Federal Oil and Gas Leasing and
Development Practices™).
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e Energy Policy Act of 2005 — Section 1835 — A Report to Congress (December 2006).

e BLM-Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 1989-201 (“Legal Responsibilities of BLM
for Oil and Gas Leasing and Operations on Split Estate Lands”), January 4, 1989.
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Appendix H. Proposed Resource
Management Plan and Approved Resource
Management Plan Crosswalk Tables

This appendix provides a crosswalk for readers between the maps (Table H.1, “Maps
Crosswalk” (p. 413)) and appendices (Table H.2, “Appendices Crosswalk™ (p. 416)) listed in the
Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and the Approved RMP. Some appendices and maps included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
have not been carried forward in the Approved RMP (denoted by “N/A” in the second column
of the table). In addition, the Approved RMP contains new maps and appendices that were not
included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (denoted by “N/A” in the first column of the table).

Table H.1. Maps Crosswalk

Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Approved RMP

Map 1-1. Buffalo Planning Area, Surface Management

N/A and Sub-Surface Estate

N/A Map' 1-2. Buffalo Planning Area, Greater ‘Sage‘Grouse
Habitat Management Areas across All Jurisdictions

N/A Map' 1-3. Buffalo Decision Area, Greater Sgge Grouse
Habitat Management Areas for BLM Administered Lands

N/A Map 2-1. Buffalo Habitat Management Areas

N/A Map 2-2. Buffalo Livestock Grazing

N/A Map 2-3. Buffalo Fluid Minerals (Oil and Gas)

N/A Map 2-4. Buffalo Locatable Minerals

N/A Map 2-5. Buffalo Salable Minerals (Mineral Materials)

N/A Map 2-6. Buffalo Wind Energy

N/A Map 2-7. Buffalo Designated Utility Corridors

N/A Map 2-8. Buffalo Rights-of-Way

N/A Map 2-9. Buffalo Land Tenure

N/A Map 2-10. Buffalo Trails & Travel Management (OHV)

Map 1. Surface Estate in the Planning Area

Map 1-4. Surface Estate in the Planning Area

Map 2. Federal Mineral Estate in the Planning Area

Map 1-5. Federal Mineral Estate in the Planning Area

Map 3. Physical Resources - Severe Erosion Hazard
Soils - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 4. Physical Resources - Lands with 25 Percent Slope
or Greater - All Alternatives

Map 3-1. Physical Resources - Lands with 25 Percent
Slope or Greater

Map 5. Physical Resources - Lands with Poor
Reclamation Suitability - All Alternatives

Map 3-2. Physical Resources - Lands with Poor
Reclamation Suitability

Map 6. Physical Resources - Limited Reclamation
Potential (LRP) Areas - All Alternatives

Map 3-3. Physical Resources - Limited Reclamation
Potential (LRP) Areas

Map 7. Physical Resources - Cave and Karst Formations
- All Alternatives

N/A

Map 8. Mineral Resources - Locatable - Existing and
Recommended Withdrawals - All Alternatives

Map 3-4. Mineral Resources - Locatable - Existing and
Recommended Withdrawals

Map 9. Mineral Resources - Locatable - Potential/Active
Mining Areas - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 10. Mineral Resources - Salable - Mineral Materials
Development Potential - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 11. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Coal - All
Alternatives

Map 3-5. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Coal

September 2015

Appendix H Proposed Resource Management
Plan and Approved Resource Management
Plan Crosswalk Tables



414

Buffalo Approved RMP

Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Approved RMP

Map 12. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Oil and Gas -

Constraints - Alternative C

Existing Leases - All Alternatives N/A
Map 13. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Oil and Gas N/A
Constraints - Alternative A
Map 14. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Oil and Gas N/A
Constraints - Alternative B
Map 15. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Oil and Gas N/A

Map 16. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Oil and Gas
Constraints - Alternative D

Map 3-6. Mineral Resources - Leasable - Oil and Gas
Constraints

N/A

Map 3-7. Mineral Resources - Salable

Map 17. Overlapping Timing Limitation (TL)
Stipulations for Biological Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-8. Overlapping Timing Limitation (TL)
Stipulations for Biological Resources

Map 18. Overlapping Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
Stipulations for Biological Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-9. Overlapping Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
Stipulations for Biological Resources

Map 19. Overlapping No Surface Occupancy (NSO)
Stipulations for Biological Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-10. Overlapping No Surface Occupancy (NSO)
Stipulations for Biological Resources

Map 20. Overlapping Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
Stipulations for Cultural Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-11. Overlapping Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
Stipulations for Cultural Resources

Map 21. Overlapping No Surface Occupancy (NSO)
Stipulations for Cultural Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-12. Overlapping No Surface Occupancy (NSO)
Stipulations for Cultural Resources

Map 22. Overlapping Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
Stipulations for Physical Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-13. Overlapping Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
Stipulations for Physical Resources

Map 23. Mineral Resources - Fluid Minerals -
Conventional Oil and Gas Potential - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 24. Mineral Resources - Fluid Minerals - Coalbed
Natural Gas Potential - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 25. Biological Resources - Vegetation - All
Alternatives

Map 3-14. Biological Resources - Vegetation

Map 26. Biological Resources - Forests and Woodlands -
All Alternatives

N/A

Map 27. Biological Resources - Invasive Species
Potential - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 28. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Streams with Fish Populations - All Alternatives

Map 3-15. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Streams with Fish Populations

Map 29. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife - Elk
Seasonal Ranges and Big Game Migration Corridors -
All Alternatives

Map 3-16. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife - Elk
Seasonal Ranges and Big Game Migration Corridors

Map 30. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Sharp-tailed Grouse Leks - Alternatives A, B, and D

Map 3-17. Biological Resources — Fish and Wildlife —
Sharp-tailed Grouse Leks

Map 31. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Raptors - Alternatives A and C

N/A

Map 32. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Raptors - Alternative B

N/A

Map 33. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Raptors - Alternative D

Map 3-18. Biological Resources - Fish and Wildlife -
Raptors

Map 34. Biological Resources - Special Status Species
- Plants - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 35. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Prairie Dog Colonies - All Alternatives

Map 3-19. Biological Resources - Special Status Species
- Prairie Dog Colonies

Map 36. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Classification

N/A

Map 37. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Greater Sage-Grouse - Alternative A

N/A
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Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Approved RMP

Map 38. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Greater Sage-Grouse - Alternative B

N/A

Map 39. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Greater Sage-Grouse - Alternative C

N/A

Map 40. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Greater Sage-Grouse - Alternative D

Map 3-20. Biological Resources — Special Status Species
— Greater Sage-Grouse

Map 41. Biological Resources - Special Status Species -
Bald Eagle Roosts and Nests - All Alternatives

Map 3-21. Biological Resources - Special Status Species
- Bald Eagle Roosts and Nests

Map 42. Biological Resources - Special Status Species

Resources - Alternative B

- Mountain Plover - All Alternatives N/A
Map 43. Heritage and Visual Resources - Cultural N/A
Resources - Alternative A

Map 44. Heritage and Visual Resources - Cultural N/A

Map 45. Heritage and Visual Resources - Cultural
Resources - Alternative D

Map 3-22. Heritage and Visual Resources - Cultural
Resources

Map 46. Heritage and Visual Resources - Cultural
Sub-Regions - All Alternatives

N/A

Map 47. Heritage and Visual Resources - Potential Fossil
Yield Classification - All Alternatives

Map 3-23. Heritage and Visual Resources - Potential
Fossil Yield Classification

Map 48. Heritage and Visual Resources - Visual Resource
Management - Alternative A

N/A

Map 49. Heritage and Visual Resources - Visual Resource
Management - Alternative B

N/A

Map 50. Heritage and Visual Resources - Visual Resource
Management - Alternative C

N/A

Map 51. Heritage and Visual Resources - Visual Resource
Management - Alternative D

Map 3-24. Heritage and Visual Resources - Visual
Resource Management

Map 52. Land Resources - Forest Products - All
Alternatives

Map 3-25. Land Resources - Forest Products

Map 53. Land Resources - Disposal Lands - Alternative
A

N/A

Map 54. Land Resources - Disposal Lands - Alternatives
B,C,and D

Map 3-26. Land Resources - Disposal Lands

Map 55. Land Resources - Renewable Energy -
Alternative B

N/A

Map 56. Land Resources - Renewable Energy -
Alternative D

Map 3-27. Land Resources - Renewable Energy

Map 57. Land Resources - Rights-of-Way Corridors -
Alternatives A and C

N/A

Map 58. Land Resources - Rights-of-Way Corridors -
Alternatives B and D

Map 3-28. Land Resources - Rights-of-Way Corridors

Map 59. Land Resources - Rights-of-Way Avoidance and
Exclusion - Alternative D

Map 3-29. Land Resources - Rights-of-Way Avoidance
and Exclusion

Map 60. Land Resources - Preliminary Transportation
Network

Map 3-30. Land Resources - Preliminary Transportation
Network

Map 61. Land Resources - Sheridan Area Transportation

Features - All Alternatives

Features - All Alternatives N/A
Map 62. Land Resources - Gillette Area Transportation N/A
Features - All Alternatives
Map 63. Land Resources - Wright Area Transportation N/A
Features - All Alternatives
Map 64. Land Resources - Kaycee Area Transportation N/A
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Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Approved RMP

Map 65. Land Resources - Transportation Access -

Alternative C

Alternative A N/A
Map 66. Land Resources - Transportation Access -

. N/A
Alternative B
Map 67. Land Resources - Transportation Access - N/A

Map 68. Land Resources - Transportation Access -
Alternative D

Map 3-31. Land Resources - Transportation Access

Map 69. Land Resources - Recreation - ERMA and
SRMA - Alternative B

N/A

Map 70. Land Resources - Recreation - ERMA and
SRMA - Alternative C

N/A

Map 71. Land Resources - Recreation - ERMA and
SRMA - Alternative D

Map 3-32. Land Resources - Recreation - ERMA and
SRMA

Map 72. Land Resources - Grazing Management -
Livestock Allotments - All Alternatives

Map 3-33. Land Resources - Grazing Management -
Livestock Allotments

Map 73. ACECs, BCBs, and Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics - Alternative B

N/A

Map 74. ACECs, BCBs, and Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics - Alternative D

Map 3-34. ACECs, BCBs, and Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics

Map 75. Special Designations - WSAs and WSRs - All
Alternatives

Map 3-35. Special Designations - WSAs and WSRs

Map 76. Fortification Creek Planning Area - All
Alternatives

Map 3-36. Fortification Creek Planning Area

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern
BCB Back Country Byway

BLM Bureau of Land Management

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Area
N/A Not applicable

OHV Off-highway Vehicle

RMP Resource Management Plan

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area
WSA Wilderness Study Area

WSR Wild and Scenic River

Table H.2. Appendices Crosswalk

Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Approved RMP

Resources

Appendix A. Legislation and Policy Pertaining to Specific

Appendix E. Legislation and Policy Pertaining to Specific
Resources

Appendix B. Greater Sage-Grouse Implementation
Framework
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Appendix I. Wyoming Standards for
Healthy Rangelands

I.1. Introduction

According to the Department of the Interior’s final rule for grazing administration, effective
August 21, 1995, the Wyoming Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State Director is responsible
for the development of standards for healthy rangelands and guidelines for livestock grazing
management on 18 million acres of Wyoming’s public rangelands. The development and
application of these standards and guidelines are to achieve the four fundamentals of rangeland
health outlined in the grazing regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 4180.1). Those
four fundamentals are: (1) watersheds are functioning properly; (2) water, nutrients, and energy
are cycling properly; (3) water quality meets State standards; and (4) habitat for special status
species is protected.

Standards address the health, productivity, and sustainability of the BLM-administered public
rangelands and represent the minimum acceptable conditions for the public rangelands. The
standards apply to all resource uses on public lands. Their application will be determined as
use-specific guidelines are developed. Standards are synonymous with goals and are observed on
a landscape scale. They describe healthy rangelands rather than important rangeland by-products.
The achievement of a standard is determined by measuring appropriate indicators. An indicator is
a component of a system whose characteristics (e.g., presence, absence, quantity, and distribution)
can be measured based on sound scientific principles.

Guidelines provide for, and guide the development and implementation of, reasonable,
responsible, and cost-effective management practices at the grazing allotment and watershed
level. The guidelines in this document apply specifically to livestock grazing management
practices on the BLM-administered public lands. These management practices will either
maintain existing desirable conditions or move rangelands toward statewide standards within
reasonable timeframes. Appropriate guidelines will ensure that the resultant management
practices reflect the potential for the watershed, consider other uses and natural influences, and
balance resource goals with social, cultural/historic, and economic opportunities to sustain viable
local communities. Guidelines, like standards, apply statewide.

Implementation of the Wyoming standards and guidelines will generally be done in the following
manner. Grazing allotments or groups of allotments in a watershed will be reviewed based on
the BLM’s current allotment categorization and prioritization process. Allotments with existing
management plans and high-priority allotments will be reviewed first. Lower priority allotments
will then be reviewed as time allows. The permittees and interested public will be notified when
allotments are scheduled for review and are encouraged to participate in the review. The review
will first determine if an allotment meets each of the six standards. If it does, no further action
will be necessary. If any of the standards aren’t being met, rationale explaining the contributing
factors will be prepared. If livestock grazing practices are found to be among the contributing
factors, corrective actions consistent with the guidelines will be developed and implemented. If a
lack of data prohibits the reviewers from determining if a standard is being met, a strategy will be
developed to acquire the data in a timely manner.
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Quantifiable resource objectives and specific management practices to achieve the standards will
be developed at the BLM Field Office level and will consider all reasonable and practical options
available to achieve desired results on a watershed or grazing allotment scale. The objectives
shall be reflected in site-specific activity or implementation plans as well as in livestock grazing
permits/leases for the public lands. Interdisciplinary activity or implementation plans will be used
to maintain or achieve the Wyoming standards for healthy rangelands. These plans may be
developed formally or informally through mechanisms available and suited to local needs (such
as Coordinated Resource Management [CRM] efforts).

On a continuing basis, the Standards for Healthy Rangelands will direct on-the-ground
management on public lands. They will serve to focus the ongoing development and
implementation of activity plans toward the maintenance or attainment of healthy rangelands.

The development and implementation of standards and guidelines will enable on-the-ground
management of the public rangelands to maintain a clear and responsible focus on both the
health of the land and its dependent natural and human communities. This development and
implementation will ensure that any mechanisms currently being employed or that may be
developed in the future will maintain a consistent focus on these essential concerns.

These standards and guidelines are compatible with BLM’s three-tiered land use planning process.
The first tier includes the laws, regulations, and policies governing BLM’s administration and
management of the public lands and their uses. The previously mentioned fundamentals of
rangeland health specified in 43 CFR 4180.1, the requirement for BLM to develop these state (or
regional) standards and guidelines, and the standards and guidelines themselves, are part of this
first tier. Also part of this first tier are the specific requirements of various federal laws and the
objectives of 43 CFR 4100.2 that require BLM to consider the social and economic well-being of
the local communities in its management process.

These standards and guidelines will provide for statewide consistency and guidance in the
preparation, amendment, and maintenance of BLM land use plans, which represent the second tier
of the planning process. The BLM land use plans provide general allocation decisions concerning
the kinds of resource and land uses that can occur on the BLM-administered public lands, where
they can occur, and the types of conditional requirements under which they can occur. In general,
the standards will be the basis for development of planning area-specific management objectives
concerning rangeland health and productivity, and the guidelines will direct development of
livestock grazing management actions to help accomplish those objectives.

The third tier of the BLM planning process, activity or implementation planning, is directed by
the applicable land use plan and, therefore, by the standards and guidelines. The standards and
guidelines, as BLM statewide policy, will also directly guide development of the site-specific
objectives and the methods and practices used to implement the land use plan decisions. Activity
or implementation plans contain objectives which describe the site-specific conditions desired.
Grazing permits/leases for the public lands contain terms and conditions which describe specific
actions required to attain or maintain the desired conditions. Through monitoring and evaluation,
the BLM authorized officer, in consultation with, grazing permittees, and other interested parties
determine if progress is being made to achieve activity plan objectives.

Wyoming rangelands support a variety of uses which are of significant economic importance to
the state and its communities. These uses include oil and gas production, mining, recreation and
tourism, fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, and livestock grazing. Rangelands also provide

amenities which contribute to the quality of life in Wyoming such as open spaces, solitude, and
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opportunities for personal renewal. Wyoming’s rangelands should be managed with consideration
of the state’s historical, cultural, and social development and in a manner which contributes

to a diverse, balanced, competitive, and resilient economy in order to provide opportunity for
economic development. Healthy rangelands can best sustain these uses.

To varying degrees, BLM management of the public lands and resources plays a role in the social
and economic well-being of Wyoming communities. The National Environmental Policy Act
(part of the above-mentioned first planning tier) and various other laws and regulations mandate
the BLM to analyze the socioeconomic impacts of actions occurring on public rangelands. These
analyses occur during the environmental analysis process of land use planning (second planning
tier), where resource allocations are made, and during the environmental analysis process of
activity or implementation planning (third planning tier). In many situations, factors that affect
the social and economic well-being of local communities extend far beyond the scope of BLM
management or individual public land users’ responsibilities. In addition, since standards relate
primarily to physical and biological features of the landscape, it is very difficult to provide
measurable socioeconomic indicators that relate to the health of rangelands. It is important that
standards be realistic and within the control of the land manager and users to achieve.

I.2. Standards for Healthy Public Rangelands

I.2.1. Standard #1

Within the potential of the ecological site (soil type, landform, climate, and geology), soils are
stable and allow for water infiltration to provide for optimal plant growth and minimal surface
runoff.

This Means That:

The hydrologic cycle will be supported by providing for water capture, storage, and sustained
release. Adequate energy flow and nutrient cycling through the system will be achieved as
optimal plant growth occurs. Plant communities are highly varied within Wyoming.

Indicators May Include But Are Not Limited To:

Water infiltration rates

Soil compaction

Erosion (rills, gullies, pedestals, capping)
Soil micro-organisms

Vegetative cover (gully bottoms and slopes)
Bare ground and litter

The above indicators are applied as appropriate to the potential of the ecological site.
1.2.2. Standard #2

Riparian and wetland vegetation has structural, age, and species diversity characteristic of the
stage of channel succession and is resilient and capable of recovering from natural and human
disturbance in order to provide forage and cover, capture sediment, dissipate energy, and provide
for groundwater recharge.
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This Means That:

Wyoming has highly varied riparian and wetland systems on public lands. These systems vary
from large rivers to small streams and from springs to large wet meadows. These systems are in
various stages of natural cycles and may also reflect other disturbance that is either localized or
widespread throughout the watershed. Riparian vegetation captures sediments and associated
materials, thus enhancing the nutrient cycle by capturing and utilizing nutrients that would
otherwise move through a system unused.

Indicators May Include But Are Not Limited To:

e Erosion and deposition rate

e Channel morphology and floodplain function
e Channel succession and erosion cycle

e Vegetative cover

e Plant composition and diversity (species, age class, structure, successional stages, desired
plant community, etc.)

e Bank stability
e Woody debris and instream cover
e Bare ground and litter

The above indicators are applied as appropriate to the potential of the ecological site.

1.2.3. Standard #3

Upland vegetation on each ecological site consists of plant communities appropriate to the site
which are resilient, diverse, and able to recover from natural and human disturbance.

This Means That:

In order to maintain desirable conditions and/or recover from disturbance within acceptable
timeframes, plant communities must have the components present to support the nutrient cycle
and adequate energy flow. Plants depend on nutrients in the soil and energy derived from sunlight.
Nutrients stored in the soil are used over and over by plants, animals, and microorganisms. The
amount of nutrients available and the speed with which they cycle among plants, animals, and the
soil are fundamental components of rangeland health. The amount, timing, and distribution of
energy captured through photosynthesis are fundamental to the function of rangeland ecosystems.

Indicators May Include But Are Not Limited To:

e Vegetative cover

e Plant composition and diversity (species, age class, structure, successional stages, desired
plant community, etc.)

e Bare ground and litter
e Erosion (rills, gullies, pedestals, capping)
e Water infiltration rates

The above indicators are applied as appropriate to the potential of the ecological site.
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1.2.4. Standard #4

Rangelands are capable of sustaining viable populations and a diversity of native plant and animal
species appropriate to the habitat. Habitats that support or could support Threatened, Endangered,
species of special concern, or sensitive species will be maintained or enhanced.

This Means That:

The management of Wyoming rangelands will achieve or maintain adequate habitat conditions
that support diverse plant and animal species. These may include listed Threatened or Endangered
species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife-designated), species of special concern (BLM-designated), and
other sensitive species (State of Wyoming-designated). The intent of this standard is to allow

the listed species to recover and be delisted.

Indicators May Include But Are Not Limited To:

e Noxious weeds

e Species diversity

e Age class distribution

e All indicators associated with the upland and riparian standards
e Population trends

e Habitat fragmentation

The above indicators are applied as appropriate to the potential of the ecological site.
I.2.5. Standard #5

Water quality meets State standards.
This Means That:

The State of Wyoming is authorized to administer the Clean Water Act. BLM management
actions or use authorizations will comply with all federal and state water quality laws, rules and
regulations to address water quality issues that originate on public lands. Provisions for the
establishment of water quality standards are included in the Clean Water Act, as amended, and
the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act, as amended. Regulations are found in Part 40 of the
CFR and in Wyoming’s Water Quality Rules and Regulations. The latter regulations contain
Quality Standards for Wyoming Surface Waters.

Natural processes and human actions influence the chemical, physical, and biological
characteristics of water. Water quality varies from place to place with the seasons, the climate,
and the kind substrate through which water moves. Therefore, the assessment of water quality
takes these factors into account.

Indicators May Include But Are Not Limited To:

e Chemical characteristics (e.g., pH, conductivity, dissolved oxygen)

e Physical characteristics (e.g., sediment, temperature, color)

e Biological characteristics (e.g., macro- and micro-invertebrates, fecal coliform, and plant
and animal species)
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1.2.6. Standard #6

Air quality meets State standards.
This Means That:

The State of Wyoming is authorized to administer the Clean Air Act. BLM management actions
or use authorizations will comply with all federal and state air quality laws, rules, regulations and
standards. Provisions for the establishment of air quality standards are included in the Clean Air
Act, as amended, and the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act, as amended. Regulations are
found in Part 40 of the CFR and in Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations.

Indicators May Include But Are Not Limited To:

e Particulate matter

e Sulfur dioxide

e Photochemical oxidants (ozone)

e Volatile organic compounds (hydrocarbons)
e Nitrogen oxides

e Carbon monoxide

e Odors

e Visibility

1.3. BLM Wyoming Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management

1. Timing, duration, and levels of authorized grazing will ensure that adequate amounts of
vegetative ground cover, including standing plant material and litter, remain after authorized
use to support infiltration, maintain soil moisture storage, stabilize soils, allow the release of
sufficient water to maintain system function, and to maintain subsurface soil conditions that
support permeability rates and other processes appropriate to the site.

2. Grazing management practices should restore, maintain, or improve riparian plant
communities. Grazing management strategies consider hydrology, physical attributes, and
potential for the watershed and the ecological site. Grazing management should maintain
adequate residual plant cover to provide for plant recovery, residual forage, sediment capture,
energy dissipation, and groundwater recharge.

3. Range improvement practices (instream structures, fences, water troughs, etc.) in and
adjacent to riparian areas will ensure that stream channel morphology (e.g., gradient,
width/depth ratio, channel roughness and sinuosity) and functions appropriate to climate and
landform are maintained or enhanced. The development of springs, seeps, or other projects
affecting water and associated resources shall be designed to protect the ecological and
hydrological functions, wildlife habitat, and significant cultural, historical, and archaeological
values associated with the water source. Range improvements will be located away from
riparian areas if they conflict with achieving or maintaining riparian function.

4. Grazing practices that consider the biotic communities as more than just a forage base will
be designed in order to ensure that the appropriate kinds and amounts of soil organisms,
plants, and animals to support the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow are
maintained or enhanced.

5. Continuous season-long or other grazing management practices that hinder the completion
of plants’ life-sustaining reproductive and/or nutrient cycling processes will be modified to
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ensure adequate periods of rest at the appropriate times. The rest periods will provide for
seedling establishment or other necessary processes at levels sufficient to move the ecological
site condition toward the resource objective and subsequent achievement of the standard.

6. Grazing management practices and range improvements will adequately protect vegetative
cover and physical conditions and maintain, restore, or enhance water quality to meet resource
objectives. The effects of new range improvements (water developments, fences, etc.) on the
health and function of rangelands will be carefully considered prior to their implementation.

7. Grazing management practices will incorporate the kinds and amounts of use that will
restore, maintain, or enhance habitats to assist in the recovery of federal Threatened and
Endangered species or the conservation of federally-listed species of concern and other
state-designated special status species. Grazing management practices will maintain existing
habitat or facilitate vegetation change toward desired habitats. Grazing management will
consider Threatened and Endangered species and their habitats.

8. Grazing management practices and range improvements will be designed to maintain or
promote the physical and biological conditions necessary to sustain native animal populations
and plant communities. This will involve emphasizing native plant species in the support of
ecological function and incorporating the use of non-native species only in those situations
in which native plant species are not available in sufficient quantities or are incapable of
maintaining or achieving properly functioning conditions and biological health.

9. Grazing management practices on uplands will maintain desired plant communities or
facilitate change toward desired plant communities.

1.3.1. Definitions

Activity Plans — Allotment Management Plans (AMPs), Habitat Management Plans (HMPs),
Watershed Management Plans, Wild Horse Management Plans, and other plans developed at the
local level to address specific concerns and accomplish specific objectives.

Coordinated Resource Management (CRM) — A group of people working together to develop
common resource goals and resolve natural resource concerns. CRM is a people process that
strives for win-win situations through consensus-based decision making.

Desired Plant Community — A plant community which produces the kind, proportion, and
amount of vegetation necessary for meeting or exceeding the land use plan/activity plan
objectives established for an ecological site(s). The desired plant community must be consistent
with the site’s capability to produce the desired vegetation through management, land treatment,
or a combination of the two.

Ecological Site — An area of land with specific physical characteristics that differs from other
areas both in its ability to produce distinctive kinds and amounts of vegetation and in its response
to management.

Erosion — (v.) Detachment and movement of soil or rock fragments by water, wind, ice, or
gravity. (n.) The land surface worn away by running water, wind, ice, or other geological agents,
including such processes as gravitational creep.

Grazing Management Practices — Grazing management practices include such things as grazing
systems (rest-rotation, deferred rotation, etc.), timing and duration of grazing, herding, salting,
etc. They do not include physical range improvements.
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Guidelines (For Grazing Management) — Guidelines provide for, and guide the development
and implementation of, reasonable, responsible, and cost-effective management actions at the
allotment and watershed level which move rangelands toward statewide standards or maintain
existing desirable conditions. Appropriate guidelines will ensure that the resultant management
actions reflect the potential for the watershed, consider other uses and natural influences, and
balance resource goals with social, cultural/historic, and economic opportunities to sustain viable
local communities. Guidelines, and, therefore, the management actions they engender, are based
on sound science, past and present management experience, and public input.

Indicator — An indicator is a component of a system whose characteristics (e.g., presence,
absence, quantity, and distribution) can be measured based on sound scientific principles.

An indicator can be measured (monitored and evaluated) at a site- or species-specific level.
Measurement of an indicator must be able to show change within timeframes acceptable to
management and be capable of showing how the health of the ecosystem is changing in response
to specific management actions. Selection of the appropriate indicators to be monitored in a
particular allotment is a critical aspect of early communication among the interests involved

on the ground. The most useful indicators are those for which change or trend can be easily
quantified and for which agreement as to the significance of the indicator is broad based.

Litter — The uppermost layer of organic debris on the soil surface, essentially the freshly fallen or
slightly decomposed vegetal material.

Management Actions — Management actions are the specific actions prescribed by the BLM
to achieve resource objectives, land use allocations, or other program or multiple use goals.
Management actions include both grazing management practices and range improvements.

Objective — An objective is a site-specific statement of a desired rangeland condition. It may
contain qualitative (subjective) elements, but it must have quantitative (objective) elements so
that it can be measured. Objectives frequently speak to change. They may measure the avoidance
of negative changes or the accomplishment of positive changes. They are the focus of monitoring
and evaluation activities at the local level. Objectives may measure the products of an area rather
than its ability to produce them, but if they do so, it must be kept in mind that the lack of a product
may not mean that the standards have not been met. Instead, the lack of a particular product may
reflect other factors such as political or social constraints. Objectives often focus on indicators
of greatest interest for the area in question.

Range Improvements — Range improvements include such things as corrals, fences, water
developments (reservoirs, spring developments, pipelines, wells, etc.) and land treatments
(prescribed fire, herbicide treatments, mechanical treatments, etc.).

Rangeland — Land on which the native vegetation (climax or natural potential) is predominantly
grasses, grass-like plants, forbs, or shrubs. This includes lands revegetated naturally or artificially
when routine management of that vegetation is accomplished mainly through manipulation of
grazing. Rangelands include natural grasslands, savannas, shrublands, most deserts, tundra, alpine
communities, coastal marshes, and wet meadows.

Rangeland Health — The degree to which the integrity of the soil and ecological processes of
rangeland ecosystems are sustained.

Riparian — An area of land directly influenced by permanent water. It has visible vegetation or
physical characteristics reflective of permanent water influence. Lakeshores and stream banks are
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typical riparian areas. Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do not have
vegetation dependent on free water in the soil.

Standards — Standards are synonymous with goals and are observed on a landscape scale.
Standards apply to rangeland health and not to the important by-products of healthy rangelands.
Standards relate to the current capability or realistic potential of a specific site to produce these
by-products, not to the presence or absence of the products themselves. It is the sustainability of
the processes, or rangeland health, that produces these by-products.

Terms and Conditions — Terms and conditions are very specific land use requirements that

are made a part of the land use authorization in order to assure maintenance or attainment of
the standard. Terms and conditions may incorporate or reference the appropriate portions of
activity plans (e.g., AMPs). In other words, where an activity plan exists that contains objectives
focused on meeting the standards, compliance with the plan may be the only term and condition
necessary in that allotment.

Upland — Those portions of the landscape which do not receive additional moisture for plant
growth from run-off, streamflow, etc. Typically these are hills, ridgetops, valley slopes, and
rolling plains.
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Appendix J. Surface Disturbance and
Reasonable Foreseeable Actions

This appendix includes tables that provide information on surface disturbance and reasonable
foreseeable actions within the planning area. Table J.1, “RFA-1A Reasonable Foreseeable
Development Assumptions: Oil and Gas” (p. 430) and Table J.2, “RFA-1B Reasonable
Foreseeable Development Assumptions: Other Resource Uses” (p. 432) provide foreseeable
development project assumptions by resource. Table J.3, “RFA-2 Summary of Projected Acres of
Surface Disturbance by Resource” (p. 435) provides projected acres of surface disturbance by
resource; the projected surface disturbances in Table J.3, “RFA-2 Summary of Projected Acres of
Surface Disturbance by Resource” (p. 435) are based on the project assumptions in Table J.1,
“RFA-1A Reasonable Foreseeable Development Assumptions: Oil and Gas” (p. 430) and

Table J.2, “RFA-1B Reasonable Foreseeable Development Assumptions: Other Resource

Uses” (p. 432).

The well count projections in Table J.1, “RFA-1A Reasonable Foreseeable Development
Assumptions: Oil and Gas” (p. 430) are derived from the Reasonable Foreseeable Development
Scenario (RFD) for Oil and Gas prepared by the BLM Wyoming State Office Reservoir
Management Group. The RFD projects future development potential and activity based on a
technical analysis of the oil and gas resource known to occur and potentially occurring within the
planning area, published industry reports, and input from local oil and gas operators and other
federal and state agencies. Additional information regarding the assumptions used to develop
projections for oil and gas activity can be found in the RFD Scenario for Oil and Gas which is
available on the Buffalo Resource Management Plan (RMP) revision website.

The BLM developed the assumptions and projections in Table J.2, “RFA-1B Reasonable
Foreseeable Development Assumptions: Other Resource Uses” (p. 432) based on BLM
Interdisciplinary Team knowledge, historical and existing activity for all programs, and current
project proposals.
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Table J.1. RFA-1A Reasonable Foreseeable Development Assumptions: Oil and Gas

Type of Development

Approved RMP

Mineral Resources — CBNG

Federal CBNG Well Projections

Existing Productive Federal CBNG Wells

Number of Existing Federal CBNG Wells 9,211
Projected Number of Abandoned Existing Federal CBNG Wells 9,211
Remaining Number of Existing Productive Federal CBNG Wells 0
Projected New Federal CBNG Wells

Number of Projected New Federal CBNG Wells 2,721
Projected Number of Abandoned New Federal CBNG Wells 946
Projected Productive New Federal CBNG Wells 1,775
Projected Total Productive Federal CBNG Wells

Remaining Number of Existing Productive Federal CBNG Wells 0
Projected Productive New Federal CBNG Wells 1,775
Total Number Productive Federal CBNG Wells 1,775
Non-federal CBNG Well Projections (State and Fee Minerals)

Existing Productive Non-federal CBNG Wells

Number of Existing Non-federal CBNG Wells 16,853
Projected Number of Abandoned Non-federal CBNG Wells 16,853
Remaining Number of Existing Productive Non-federal CBNG Wells 0
Projected New Non-federal CBNG Wells

Number of Projected New Non-federal CBNG Wells 4,987
Projected Number of Abandoned New Non-federal CBNG Wells 1,734
Projected Productive New Non-federal CBNG Wells 3,253
Projected Total Productive Non-federal CBNG Wells

Remaining Number of Existing Productive Non-federal CBNG Wells 0
Projected Productive New Non-federal CBNG Wells 3,253
Total Number Productive Non-federal CBNG Wells 3,253
Cumulative CBNG Productive Wells

Total Number Productive Federal CBNG Wells 1,775
Total Number Productive Non-federal CBNG Wells 3,253
Total Productive CBNG Wells 5,028
Mineral Resources — Conventional Oil and Gas

Federal Conventional Well Projections

Existing Productive Federal Conventional Wells

Number of Existing Federal Conventional Wells 2,189
Projected Number of Abandoned Existing Federal Conventional Wells 882
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Remaining Number of Existing Productive Federal Conventional Wells 1,307
Projected New Federal Conventional Wells

Number of Projected New Federal Conventional Wells 1,773
Projected Number of Abandoned New Federal Conventional Wells 88
Projected Productive New Federal Conventional Wells 1,685
Projected Total Productive Federal Conventional Wells

Remaining Number of Existing Productive Federal Conventional Wells 1,307
Projected Productive New Federal Conventional Wells 1685
Total Number Productive Federal Conventional Wells 2,992
Non-federal Conventional Well Projections (State and Fee Minerals)

Existing Productive Non-federal Conventional Wells

Number of Existing Non-federal Conventional Wells 1,944
Projected Number of Abandoned Non-federal Conventional Wells 727
Remaining Number of Existing Productive Non-federal Conventional Wells 1,217
Projected New Non-federal Conventional Wells

Number of Projected New Non-federal Conventional Wells 1,875
Projected Number of Abandoned New Non-federal Conventional Wells 94
Projected Productive New Non-federal Conventional Wells 1,781
Projected Total Productive Non-federal Conventional Wells

Remaining Number of Existing Productive Non-federal Conventional Wells 1,217
Projected Productive New Non-federal Conventional Wells 1781
Total Number Productive Non-federal Conventional Wells 2,998
Cumulative Conventional Productive Conventional Wells

Total Number Productive Federal Conventional Wells 2,992
Total Number Productive Non-federal Conventional Wells 2,998
Total Productive Conventional Wells 5,990
Cumulative Productive Wells

Total Number Productive CBNG Federal Wells 1,775
Total Number Productive Conventional Federal Wells 2,992
Total Number Productive Federal Wells 4,767
Total Number Productive CBNG Non-federal Wells 3,253
Total Number Productive Conventional Non-federal Wells 2,998
Total Number Productive Non-federal Wells 6,251
Total Productive Wells 11,018

CBNG Coalbed Natural Gas
RFA Reasonable Foreseeable Action
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Table J.2. RFA-1B Reasonable Foreseeable Development Assumptions: Other Resource Uses

Type of Development

| Approved RMP

PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Cave and Karst

Gating of Specific Caves 0

Cave Inventory Entire field office
Interpretive Signs 3

Cave Registers 3

Cave Management Plans All caves

MINERAL RESOURCES

Mineral Resources - Locatable

Exploration for Locatable Minerals (numbers of Notices and acres disturbed)

9 Notices/4.5 acres

Development of Locatable Minerals (numbers of POOs and acres disturbed)

9 POOs/1,252 acres

Mineral Resources — Leasable Coal

Exploration for Coal (number of licenses and acreage disturbed)

65 licenses/700 acres

Development of Coal (number of leases and net acreage disturbed by mining,
i.e., new disturbance — new reclamation)

28 new leases (106,400 acres) to existing mine operators.

Development of Coal by Non-conventional Means (in place conversion) —
number of authorizations and new acreage disturbed

No authorization policy

Mineral Resources — Leasable Geothermal

Geothermal Development (number of leases and acres) | 0/0
Mineral Resources — Other Leasable Minerals
Development of Other Leasable Minerals (number of leases and acres) | 0/0

Mineral Resources - Salable

Exploration for Salable Minerals (numbers of exploration sites and acres

9 exploration sites/

disturbed) 4.5 acres
Development of Salable Minerals (numbers of disposal operations and acres 137 operations/
disturbed) 1,193 acres
FIRE AND FUELS MANAGEMENT

Prescribed Fire (acreage) 14,000
Mechanical Fuels Management (acreage) 0

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Forests, Woodlands, and Forest Products

Forest Products Sales (acreage)

| 800 to 1000 acres annually or 16,000-20,000 acres for the lifetime of the plan

Invasive Species
(treatment acres based on disturbance for other resources)

Range Improvement Projects (acreage)

24

Prescribed Fire (acreage)

420

(434
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Type of Development

Approved RMP

BLM Road Maintenance (miles/acreage)

1 mile/7 acres

Forests and Woodlands (acreage)

1,000

Not Associated with any Surface Disturbance (acreage)

12,000

S107 42quiardaog

Federal Oil and Gas Well Activities (acreage)

Short term: 16,473
Long term: 4,250

Renewable Energy Projects (acreage)

6,060

Rights-of-way (miles/acreage)

274 miles/1,990 acres

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Wildlife Habitat Restoration and Enhancement: Mountain Mahogany (acreage) 8,714
Wildlife Habitat Restoration and Enhancement: Greater Sage-Grouse (acreage) 77,560
Watershed Restoration and Enhancement (acreage) 0

Stream Restoration, Structure Removal, and Other Fisheries Enhancements
(number of sites and acreage)

20 sites/20 acres

HERITAGE AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Paleontological

Fossil Collection (acreage)

LAND RESOURCES

Renewable Energy

Wind-Energy Testing — MET Towers (number of sites and acreage)

80 sites/240 acres

Wind-Energy Development (number of sites and acreage)

30 sites/up to 75,000 acres

Rights-of-Way

Communication Site Development (number of sites/acreage)

56 sites/28 acres

Powerline Development (number of sites and miles/acreage)

740 rights-of-way/
1,000 miles/
3,600 acres

Pipeline Development — Total Number of Projects

1,400

Road Development (number of sites and miles/acres)

1,100 rights-of-way/
1,725 miles/
6,275 acres

Compressor Stations (number of sites/acreage)

52 sites/76 acres

Travel and Transportation Management

Road Maintenance (miles/acreage)

20 miles/145 acres

BLM Nonmotorized Trail Creation (miles/acreage)

7 miles/50 acres

BLM Public Access Road Creation (miles) 5 miles
Recreation

Campsites (number of sites/acreage) 8/16
Interpretive Sites (number of sites/acreage) 5/2.5
Other Facilities (number of sites/acreage) 3/3
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Type of Development

Approved RMP

Reservoir/Pit Development (number of sites/acreage) 0/0
Well Development (number of sites/acreage) 6/<1
Spring Development (number of sites/acreage) 42/4
Fence Development (number of sites/miles) 200/200
Reservoir Conversion from CBNG Development/water disposal to Range 150

Improvement (acreage)

BLM Bureau of Land Management
CBNG Coalbed natural gas

POO Plan of Operations

RFA Reasonable Foreseeable Action

vey
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Table J.3. RFA-2 Summary of Projected Acres of Surface Disturbance by Resource

Type of Disturbance

Approved RMP

MINERAL RESOURCES

Mineral Resources — Locatable Exploration

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 4
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 4
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 450
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 450
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Mineral Resources — Locatable Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 1,252
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 329
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 923
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 17,525
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 4,556
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 12,969

Mineral Resources - Leasable Coal (It is assumed that the only solid leasable will be coal — all other solid leasable minerals activity is projected to be

possible, but insignificant compared to coal activity over the planning horizon.)

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 195,700
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 120,700
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions (long-term mining facilities)! 75,000
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 10,000
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 6,000
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions (long-term mining 4,000
facilities)?

Mineral Resources — Leasable Geothermal

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Mineral Resources — Leasable Oil and Gas (Coalbed Natural Gas only)

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 6,803
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 2,721
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 4,082
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Type of Disturbance

Approved RMP

Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 12,468
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 4987
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 7,481
Mineral Resources — Leasable Qil and Gas (Conventional only)

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 8,066
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 5,406
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 2,660
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 8,531
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 5,719
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 2,812
Mineral Resources — Salable Exploration

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 4.5
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 4.5
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 450
Acres Reclaimed at Non-BLM Actions 450
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Mineral Resources — Salable Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 1,193
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 224
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 969
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 10,728
Acres Reclaimed at Non-BLM Actions 3,123
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 7,605
FIRE AND FUELS MANAGEMENT

Prescribed Fire

Acres Treated from BLM Actions 14,000
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 14,000
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 2,000
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 2,000
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Wildfire — Active Rehabilitation (fire lines, etc.)

Acres Treated from BLM Actions 27,596
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 27,596
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 139,042
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 139,042

9¢y
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Approved RMP
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Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Mechanical Fuels Treatment

Acres Treated from BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 3,200
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 3,200
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Forests, Woodlands, and Forest Products

Acres Treated from BLM Actions

800 to 1,000 acres annually or 16,000-20,000 acres for the lifetime of the plan

Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions

800 to 1,000 acres annually or 16,000-20,000 acres for the lifetime of the plan

Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 10,000
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 10,000
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Invasive Species

Acres Treated Disturbance from BLM Actions 12,000
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 10,500
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 1,500
Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 63,000
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 59,500
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 3,500
Fish and Wildlife Resources

Wildlife Habitat Enhancements Activities

Acres Treated from BLM Actions 86,274
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 86,274
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 1,414,888
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 1,414,888
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Fisheries, Watershed, and Stream Enhancement Activities

Miles/Acres Treated from BLM Actions 1.5/20
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 20
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Miles/Acres Treated from Non-BLM Actions 12/145
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 145
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
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Type of Disturbance

Approved RMP

HERITAGE AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Paleontological

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 100
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 100
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 900
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 900
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0

LAND RESOURCES

Renewable Energy - Wind-Energy Development

8¢y

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 240 acres MET Towers (3 year disturbance) and 75,000 acres

wind towers and infrastructure

Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 240 acres MET Towers and 50,000 acres for buried power and staging

S107 42quiardag
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Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 25,000
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 161,818
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 141,591
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 20,227
Rights-of-Way (ROW)

Pipelines (Mineral and Water)

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 14,000
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 14,000
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 113,272
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 113,272
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0

Roads

Miles/Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions

1,035/18,550

Miles/Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 250/5,750
Miles/Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 785/12,800
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 150,086
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 46,523
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 103,564
Powerlines

Miles/Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 1,000/4,916
Miles/Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 100/491
Miles/Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 900/4,425
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 39,775
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 3,973
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Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 35,802
Communication Sites

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 56
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 20
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 36
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 453
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 162
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 291
Compressor Sites

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 200
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 40
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 160
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 1,618
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 324
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 1,295
Other Facilities

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 1,040
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 620
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 420
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 8,415
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 5,016
Acres of Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 3,398
Travel and Transportation Management

Nonmotorized Trails

Miles/Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 9/65
Miles/Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0/0
Miles/Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 9/65
BLM Public Access Road Creation

Miles/Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 2/15
Miles/Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0/0
Miles/Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 2/15
BLM Public Access Road Reclamation3

Miles/Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 0/0
Miles/Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 5/36
Miles/Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0/0
Recreation

Recreational Site Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 20
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Type of Disturbance

Approved RMP

Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 20
Livestock Grazing Management

Spring Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 4
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 2
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 2
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 1
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 0.5
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0.5
Pipeline Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 40
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 35
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 5
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 20
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 18
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 2
Reservoir/Pit Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
Fence Development

Miles/Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 150/38
Miles/Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 140/35
Miles/Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 10/3
Miles/Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 50/13
Miles/Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 45/11
Miles/Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 5/2
Well Development

Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions <1
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions <1
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions <1
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions <1

oy
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Approved RMP

Reservoir Maintenance Development
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Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 0
Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 0
Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 0
CUMULATIVE DISTURBANCE#

Total Acres Disturbed from BLM Actions 486,957
Total Acres Reclaimed from BLM Actions 358,871
Total Acres Long-Term Disturbance from BLM Actions 128,086
Total Acres Disturbed from Non-BLM Actions 2,168,799
Total Acres Reclaimed from Non-BLM Actions 1,965,851
Total Acres Long-Term Disturbance from Non-BLM Actions 202,949
Cumulative Long-Term Acres of Disturbance 331,035

10f the 75,000 acres of long-term disturbance from BLM actions, 45,500 acres are part of the active mine.

20f the 4,000 acres of long-term disturbance from non-BLM actions, 2,500 acres are part of the active mine. The remaining

long-term disturbance acreage includes buildings and processing areas.

3Represents the projected reclamation of existing roads in the planning area. As such, there is no long-term disturbance antici-
pated from this action. The projected acres reclaimed from this action are not included in the cumulative disturbance acreages.

4Numbers may not add up due to rounding.

BLM Bureau of Land Management
RFA Reasonable Foreseeable Action
ROW right-of-way
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Appendix K. Biological Opinion

U.S.
FISIL & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
5353 Yellowstone Road, Suite 308A
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82009

JUN 2 4 2015
In Reply Refer To:
06E13000-2015-F-0088
Memorandum
To: Field Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Buffalo Field Office,

Buffalo, Wyoming

From: Field Supervisor, Wyoming Field Office,
Cheyenne
Subject: Section 7 Consultation for the Buffalo Resource Management Plan

This correspondence transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) programmatic
concurrence and programmatic biological opinion in response to the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) request for consultation for the impacts from the BLM Buffalo Resource
Management Plan (RMP) Revision (BLM 2015b) and committed conservation measures
(Proposed Action) to federally listed species in Wyoming in accordance with section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.). Your March 6,
2015, request for formal consultation was received in our office on March 9, 2015. On April 7,
2015, the USFWS notified the BLM that all information necessary to begin consultation had
been received or was otherwise accessible.

This correspondence addresses potential effects to the northern long-eared bat (Myotis
septentrionalis) and the Ute ladies'-tresses orchid (Spiranthes diluvialis) from all planned
programs (Appendix 1) of the Proposed Buffalo RMP as well as the BLM’s commitment to the
conservation measures listed in the Buffalo RMP Biological Assessment (BA) (BLM 2015a) and
commitments in relevant Programmatic Statewide Species BAs.

The planned programs of the Buffalo RMP are: (1) Air Quality, (2) Soil, (3) Water, (4) Cave
and Karst Resources, (5) Mineral Resources — Locatable, (6) Leasable Minerals — Coal, (7)
Leasable Minerals — Oil and Gas, (8) Salable, (9) Fire and Fuels Management (Wildfire), (10)
Fire and Fuels Management (Prescribed Fire), (11) Forests and Woodlands, (12) Grassland and
Shrubland Communities, (13) Vegetation - Riparian/Wetland Resources, (14) Invasive Species
and Pest Management, (15) Fish and Wildlife Resources, (16) Special Status Species (Plants),
(17) Special Status Species (Fish and Wildlife), (18) Cultural Resources, (19) Paleontological
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Resources, (20) Visual Resource Management, (21) Forest Products, (22) Lands and Realty, (23)
Renewable Energy, (24) Rights of Way Corridors, (25) Travel and Transportation Management,
(26) Recreation, (27) Non-Wilderness Study Area Lands with Wilderness Characteristics,

(28) Livestock Grazing Management, (29) Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs),
(30) National Back Country Byways, (31) Wild and Scenic Rivers, (32) Wilderness Study Areas,
(33) Socioeconomic, and (34) Health and Safety.

This correspondence includes an acknowledgment of “no effect” (NE) determinations, an
informal consultation for “not likely to adversely affect” (NLAA) determinations for effects to
listed species and designated critical habitats, and a programmatic BO for potential adverse
effects from BLM-authorized activities within the Buffalo Planning Area. The BLM-
administered programs with potentially likely adverse effects include the Leasable Minerals —
Coal, Leasable Minerals — Oil and Gas, Vegetation - Riparian/Wetland Resources, and the
Livestock Grazing Management Programs. This consultation is based on our review of your BA
(BLM 2015a) and your draft environmental impact statement (BLM 2013) and proposed RMP
(BLM 2015b).

Consultation History

The USFWS and the BLM (numerous BLM Field Offices and the Wyoming State Office) began
informal programmatic consultation on impacts of BLM Resource RMP activities to the Ute
ladies'-tresses orchid (Spiranthes diluvialis) on October 23, 2001. Between October 23, 2001,
and April 5, 2007, the USFWS provided statewide species-specific section 7 consultation on
individual BT.M RMPs (including the existing Buffalo RMP [BLM 1985]) throughout Wyoming
for the effects of those RMPs to the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid. Between March 22, 2010, and
March 6, 2015, the USFWS reviewed multiple drafts of the Buffalo RMP Revision and Buffalo
RMP Revision BA. With the proposed listing of the northern long-eared bat on October 2, 2013
(78 FR 61046), the USFWS and the BLM began coordination efforts for the analysis of effects
and development of appropriate conservation measures for that species as well. The USFWS
received all information necessary to begin formal consultation on the proposed Buffalo RMP
Revision (BLM 2015b) on March 6, 2015. The USFWS published the final rule to list the
northern long-eared bat as a threatened species on April 2, 2015 (80 FR 17974). All necessary
information to begin consultation was received on March 9, 2015. The USFWS provided the
BLM with a draft BO on June 1, 2015. After receiving final comments from the BLM on June
11,2015, the USFWS then began steps to finalize the BO and associated appendices.

Interim 4(d) rule for the northern long-eared bat

On April 2, 2015, the USFWS published a species-specific rule pursuant to section 4(d) of the
ESA for the northern long-eared bat (80 FR 17974). The USFWS interim 4(d) rule exempts the
take of the northern long-eared bat from the section 9 prohibitions of the ESA, if the species is
found outside of a 150-mile buffer around counties determined to be positive for the pathogen
(Pseudogymnoascus destructans) that causes white nose syndrome (WNS) in bats. Because
northern long-eared bats in Wyoming are currently outside of the buffer, take is exempted from
section 9 prohibitions by the interim 4(d) rule without the need to implement the conservation
measures listed in the special rule. However, if the expansion of WNS in bats brings the
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pathogen within 150 miles of northern long-eared bat populations in Wyoming, then, at the
project level, the BLM may need to include conservation measures from the interim 4(d) rule for
BLM-authorized activities that could cause incidental take of northern long-eared bats. In
addition, the interim 4(d) rule does not afford exemption from the ESA's section 7 procedural
requirements. Therefore, consultation remains appropriate when actions (even those within the
scope of the interim 4(d) rule) are funded, authorized or carried out by a Federal agency. The
purpose of section 7 consultation is broader than the mere evaluation of take and issuance of an
incidental take statement; such consultations fulfill the requirements of section 7(a)(2) of the
ESA, directing that all Federal agencies insure that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any listed species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
designated critical habitat.

Informal Consultation

In the Buffalo RMP BA, the BLM made LAA, NLAA and NE determinations for the effect of
certain programs on listed species in the Buffalo planning area in Wyoming. These are displayed
in Table 1. When the BLM makes a “no effect” determination, concurrence from the USFWS is
not required, although we appreciate receiving the information used to make the determination.
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Table 1. Listed Species “likely to adversely affect” (LAA), “not likely to adversely affect
(NLAA)”, and “no effect (NE)” determinations made by the BLM.

Species § N
3 g
| f
s 2
§ 8
E E
2 2
Program 5 =
z
ACECs NE NLAA
Air Quality NLAA NE
Cave and Karst Resources NE NE
Cultural Resources NLAA | NLAA
Fire and Fuels Management (Prescribed Fire) NLAA | NLAA
Fire and Fuels Management (Wildfire) LAA NLAA
Fish and Wildlife Resources NLAA | NLAA
Forests and Woodlands NLAA NE
Forest Products NLAA NE
Grassland and Shrubland Communities NE NE
Health and Safety NLAA | NLAA
Invasive Species and Pest Management NLAA | NLAA
Lands and Realty NLAA | NLAA
Leasable Minerals — Coal NLAA LAA
Leasable Minerals — Oil and Gas NLAA LAA
Livestock Grazing Management NLAA LAA
Mineral Resources — Locatable NLAA | NLAA
National Back Country Byways NE NLAA
Non-Wilderness Study Area Lands with Wilderness Characteristics NE NE
Paleontological Resources NLAA | NLAA
Recreation NLAA | NLAA
Renewable Energy NLAA | NLAA
Rights of Way Corridors NLAA | NLAA
Vegetation - Riparian/Wetland Resources NLAA LAA
Salable NLAA | NLAA
Socioeconomic NE NE
Soil NLAA | NLAA
Special Status Species (Plants) NE NLAA
Special Status Species (Fish and Wildlife) NLAA | NLAA
Travel and Transportation Management NLAA | NLAA
Visual Resource Management NLAA NLAA
Water NLAA NLAA
Wild and Scenic Rivers NE NE
Wilderness Study Areas NE NE

The Buffalo RMP is used by the BLM to guide and control future actions and set standards, upon
which future decisions on site-specific activities are based. An RMP only establishes general
management policy and is not used to make decisions that commit resources. An RMP identifies
desired outcomes, also known as “desired future conditions.” These outcomes are expressed in
RMPs as goals, standards, objectives, and allowable uses and actions needed to achieve desired
outcomes, often referred to as RMP decisions or resource allocations. It is these decisions or
resource allocations of the Buffalo RMP that the effects determinations in this consultation are
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based. As such, the BLM is still obligated to conduct section 7 consultation at the project-
specific level for all BLM-authorized activities that “may affect” a listed species.

Northern long-eared bat. The BA addressed activities that are not likely to adversely affect the
northern long-eared bat. The USFWS concurs with your “may affect, not likely to adversely
affect” determinations for those programs and activities described in the Proposed Action that
are anticipated to not likely adversely affect this species. The USFWS concurrence is based on
the commitment by the BLM to implement conservation measures to ensure any potential effects
from BLM activities will be sufficiently minimized by protective buffers, timing restrictions, etc.
(see Appendix 2). The BLM also made likely to adversely affect determinations for the Buffalo
RMP Revision Fire and Fuels Management (Wildfire) Program. Adverse effects from this
Program are the topic of the attached BO.

Ute ladies -tresses. The BA addressed activities that are not likely to adversely aftect the Ute
ladies'-tresses orchid. The USFWS concurs with your may affect not likely to adversely affect
determinations for those activities described in the Proposed Action that are anticipated to not
likely adversely affect these plants. The USFWS concurrence is based on the commitment by
the BLM to implement conservation measures to ensure any potential effects from BLM
activities will be sufficiently minimized by protective buffers, timing restrictions, etc. (see
Appendix 2). The BLM also made likely to adversely affect determinations for the Leasable
Minerals — Coal, Leasable Minerals — Oil and Gas, Vegetation - Riparian/Wetland Resources,
and the Livestock Grazing Programs. Adverse effects from these four programs are the topic of
the attached BO.

Thank you for your assistance in the conservation of endangered, threatened, and candidate
species. In future communications regarding this biological opinion, please refer to consultation
number 06E13000-2015-F-0088. If we may be of further assistance, please contact Alex
Schubert of my staff at (307) 772-2374, extension 238.

e BLM, Endangered Species Program Lead, Cheyenne, WY (C. Keefe) (ckeefe@blm.gov)
FWS, Endangered Species, Lakewood, CO (B. Fahey) (bridget_fahey@fws.gov)
WGFD, Statewide Nongame Bird and Mammal Program Supervisor, Lander, WY
(Z. Walker) (zack.walker@wyo.gov)

WGFD, Statewide Ilabitat Protcction Coordinator, Cheyenne, WY (M. Flanderka)
(mary.flanderka@wyo.gov)

WGFD, Habitat Protection Secretary, Cheyenne, WY (N. Stange)

(nancy.stange@wyo.gov)
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PROGRAMMATIC BIOLOGICAL OPINION
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action examined is the management of U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
lands according to the revised Buffalo Field Office (Buffalo) Resource Management Plan (RMP)
as well as the BLM’s commitment to conservation measures (Appendix 2) listed in the
Biological Assessment (BA) (BLM 2015a) for this RMP (BLM 2015b). The purpose of the
Buffalo RMP is to provide direction for managing public lands administered by the BLM in
accordance with its multiple use mandate. The purpose of revising the existing Buffalo RMP
(BLM 1985) is to address conditions within the planning area that have changed and to evaluate
new information in order to develop an appropriate management strategy. Decisions made as a
result of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Buffalo RMP will result in revising the existing
Buffalo RMP.

RMPs are used by the BLM to guide and control future actions and set standards upon which
future decisions on site-specific activities are based. RMPs only establish general management
policy on a broad scale. RMPs are not used to make decisions that commit resources on a small
scale. RMPs also identify desired outcomes, also known as “desired future conditions.” These
outcomes are expressed in RMPs as goals, standards, objectives, and allowable uses and actions
needed to achieve desired outcomes, often referred to as RMP decisions or resource allocations.
It is these decisions or resource allocations upon which the effects determinations (Table 1) in
this biological opinion (BO) are based. As such, the BLM is still obligated to conduct section 7
consultation at the project-specific level for all BLM-authorized activities that “may affect” a
listed species.

Table 1. Listed species “likely to adversely affect” determinations made by the BLM.

Species o
1
Program ? a
20 )
3 G
— n
g 2
3|z
Eg| =
Zo| O
Fire and Fuels Management (Wildfire) LAA
Leasable — Coal LAA
Leasable — Oil and Gas LAA
Livestock Grazing LAA
Vegetation - Riparian/Wetland Resources LAA

The Buffalo RMP incorporates current laws and regulations and public land resource
management initiatives to guide long-range land management decisions for public lands and
resources in Sheridan, Campbell, and Johnson Counties in Wyoming. The BLM administers
782,102 acres of public land surface and 4,803,277 acres of Federal mineral estate within the
planning area. The Buffalo RMP does not include land management decisions where land
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surfaces and minerals are both privately owned, or owned by the State of Wyoming, or local
governments, or those lands that are managed by other Federal agencies.

This formal consultation only addresses adverse effects to listed species which are likely to occur
as a result of the following programs in the Buffalo RMP: (1) Fire and Fuels Management
(wildfire), (2) Leasable — Coal, (3) Leasable — Oil and Gas, (4) Livestock Grazing, and

(5) Vegetation - Riparian/Wetland Resources Program activities. Informal consultation on other
actions identified in the RMP was addressed previously in the cover memorandum for this
document.

Conservation measures were included in the Buffalo BA (BLM 2015a) to address potential
adverse effects. The BLM has committed to implementing the conservation measures listed in
that conservation strategy as part of their proposed action (BLM 2015b). Therefore, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has evaluated the implementation of these conservation
measures as part of the proposed action.

Fire and Fuels Management (Wildfire)

The Buffalo Field Office fire management program attempts to balance suppression strategies
with resource values and desired conditions. Wildfires may be managed to enhance other
resources such as wildlife habitat and forest health. Response to wildfires could vary from full
protcction in arcas where fire is undesirable, to monitoring fire behavior in areas where fire can
be used as a management tool. The entire planning area is available to identify appropriate
landscapes where wildfire could be managed for multiple objectives. Heavy equipment is
prohibited in certain areas with sensitive resources such as riparian/wetland habitat, except where
human safety is at risk or if the effects of the fire are anticipated to cause more resource damage
than the use of heavy equipment (BLM 2015b).

BLM responds to wildfires based on: (1) ecological, (2) social, and (3) legal consequences while
supporting other resource values. BLM maintains partnerships with interagency cooperators and
the public to strengthen coordination of all fire suppression activities. BLM cooperates with
stakeholders to enhance the local fire prevention, defensible space protection, and public
education programs. BLM implements appropriate emergency stabilization and rehabilitation
actions following wildland fire. BLM pursues wildland fire management agreements to achieve
resource objectives while protecting life and property. A resource advisor appropriate to the
potentially affected resource is consulted, or assigned, to all wildland fires that involve or
threaten BLM-administered lands. BLM prohibits the use of retardant or foam within 300 feet of
surface water sources. BLM uses protection strategies in the following areas: (1) wildlife urban
interface areas (WUISs), (2) the wildland industrial interface, (3) developed recreation,

(4) developed electronic communication sites of all types, and (5) where sensitive or high value
resources would be adversely affected by fire (e.g., greater sage-grouse core population areas).

Table 2 lists the acres of wildfire from 1990 to 2007 that have occurred in different vegetation
types in the planning area. The data include only fires in which BLM responded or assisted.
Land status may include mixed surface ownership.
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Table 2. Total Acres of Wildfire responded to by the BLM in Different Vegetative Types in
the Planning Area from 1990 through 2007

egetation
Agriculture
IAspen
Ponderosa pine 9,726
Lodgepole pine 3,891
Douglas-fir & limber pine 1,787
Spruce/Fir 518
Mixed grass prairie 93,033
Mountain shrub 1,622
Riparian forest-dominated 173
Riparian herbaceous-dominated S
Riparian shrub-dominated 298
Sagebrush 36,296
Other (sparse vegetation or no record) 2,445
Total 149,974

Best management practices (BMP) or standard operating procedures (SOP) are applied to
wildfire response strategies in sensitive areas or habitats. The Buffalo Field Office emphasizes
minimal use of heavy equipment for fireline construction, except where protection from wildfire
is critical for safety or to preserve sensitive resources. In special management areas with BLM
surface restrictions, the BLM attempts to coordinate actions with interagency cooperators. In
areas where mineral resources have been developed, road networks offer fuel breaks and access
to wildfires.

Within the planning area, new or expanding concerns have changed the focus of wildland fire
management. Energy development and human activity in the Powder River Basin are expected
to expand industrial interface areas and may lead to an increase of human-caused fires. Urban
residential development is expanding throughout the planning area, especially in the southern
Big Horn Mountains and foothills.

Suppression activities can result in temporary surface disturbance and soil compaction from
increased vehicle traffic, staging, and fire camps. The construction of fire lines can increase
erosion as a result the removal of vegetation, duff, and the organic layer of the soil. Fire lines
may vary in length, width, and depth. Concentrated surface runoff and increased erosion may
occur, especially in areas with steep slopes and soils with low reclamation suitability.

Human-caused fires may be accidental from fireworks, open-air burning, wood cutting, railroad
and vehicle malfunction, cigarette smoking, escaped campfire, and escaped prescribed fire. Most
wildfires in the planning area are ignited by lightning in fine fucls (curcd grasscs), cspecially
cheatgrass. Management actions include rehabilitating fire lines constructed by heavy equipment
or on steep slopes to prevent or control erosion. Rehabilitation will include, but not be limited
to, water barring and reseeding. Surface disturbance and soil compaction resulting from fire line
construction, use of heavy equipment, and other fire-suppression activities will result in direct
adverse effects by flattening or removing vegetation, potentially removing root systems of plants,
particularly trees and shrubs, and increasing erosion, especially on steep slopes. The response to
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fire depends on the size, location, intensity, season, timing, and amount of post-fire precipitation,
and preexisting plant community condition and the abundance of invasive plant species in the
area. Large fires (100 acres or more) may occur at a frequency of every five to seven years.
Management actions include cooperating and pursuing agreements with other agencies and
landowners to perform landscape treatments to enhance fuels management and restore fire-
adapted ecosystems.

Emergency stabilization actions are implemented soon after the fire to protect life and property;
to stabilize soils and watersheds; to protect unique biological resources; and significant heritage
sites. Stabilization actions include project planning and must be implemented within 1 year of
fire containment. Burned-area rehabilitation projects are developed to restore fire-damaged
lands that are unlikely to recover naturally. In rehabilitation plans there is no immediate threat to
safety or a specific resource, and treatments may include repair or replacement of minor facilities
such as fences and campgrounds. These plans must be completed within 3 years of fire
containment. Emergency stabilization protection priorities are: (1) human life and safety; and
(2) property and unique biological resources (designated critical habitat for Federal and state
listed, proposed or candidate threatened and endangered species) and significant heritage sites.
Burned area rehabilitation protection priorities are: (1) to repair or improve lands damaged
directly by a wildland fire; and (2) to rehabilitate or establish healthy, stable ecosystems in the
burned area.

Leasable Minerals — Coal

Wyoming produces approximately one-third of all coal produced in the United States. The
Powder River Basin in northern Wyoming contains some of the largest low-sulfur coal deposits
in the world. New coal lease applications are processed by the BLM using the coal-screening
process. Exploration on Federal mineral lands is subject to the requirements and conditions of
the coal exploration license process, the result being a set of project-specific stipulations and
conditions designed to limit impacts from exploration on other resources. Before the area can be
considered for leasing, the amount of overburden, volume and quality of coal, and other
information needed to plan a mine is gathered (BLM 2015b).

Coal in Wyoming generally is extracted using surface mining methods, although in the past,
some coal was mined underground. Surface mining involves the use of large equipment, such as
draglines, shovels, and haul trucks. Small drill rigs are used for exploration to determine the
location and thickness and to obtain cores (for determining quality). Extracting coal using
surface mining methods often results in large areas of surface disturbance from road
construction, removal of topsoil and overburden, and stock piling of these materials. Once an
area is mined out, reclamation begins and includes recontouring as closely to the original
landscape as possible, reconstruction of drainages, and reseeding and monitoring to ensure the
habitats are useable (BLM 2015b).

Thick coal deposits occur at or near the surface along the eastern boundary of the Buffalo
Planning Area, along a north-south trend situated east of both Gillette and Wright, and in the
northwestern portion of the Buffalo Planning Area. Coal occurs at depth, below the surface,
throughout most of the remainder of the Buffalo Planning Area. There are currently 12 (13
counting the Jacobs Ranch mine, which was recently consolidated with the Black Thunder mine)
operating mines in the planning area. All are in Campbell County, though part of the Antelope
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Mine is in Converse County. There are presently two mining operations proposed to be opened
on existing Federal coal leases or on privately owned coal. One of these proposed mining
operations is located in Sheridan County. All of the existing or proposed mining operations are
surface coal mines, using truck/shovel or dragline mining methods (BLM 2015b).

Since 1985, Federal coal resources in the Buffalo Planning Area have been managed under the
guidelines of the existing Buffalo RMP (BLM 1985), including a major update in April 2001.
The RMP provides a framework for coal resource management, including exploration and
leasing. The RMP includes specific land use planning and coal screening, and direction on
competitive coal leasing. The BLM goal for coal resource management in the Buffalo planning
area is to meet reserve needs to maintain currently operating mines, consistent with
environmental protections, coal resource conservation, and fair market value return to the public
and government (BLM 2015b). In the 1985 Buffalo RMP, the priority areas available for
consideration of coal leasing covered approximately 484,000 acres. After the coal screening
process, approximately 378,000 acres containing approximately 26 billion tons of coal remained.

A Federal coal lease conveys the rights to explore, develop, and remove the coal leased. The
lessee must comply with the requirements of the Mineral Leasing Act, the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA), any relevant state and Federal laws, and the terms and
conditions of the lease. A reclamation bond is required at the time the lease is permitted for
mining. That bond amount is established by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality

(DEQ).

Coal forecasts for the Powder River Basin through 2020 indicate total production is expected to
grow at an annual rate of 2 to 3 percent, consistent with electric power demand. By 2030 the
BLM expects Powder River Basin coal production to be between 500 and 700 million tons
annually (BLM 2015b).

Leasable Minerals — OQil and Gas

Oil and gas reservoirs can be discovered by direct or indirect exploration methods. Direct
methods include mapping of surface geology, observing seeps, and gathering information on
hydrocarbon shows observed in drilling wells. Indirect methods, such as gravity, magnetic, and
seismic surveys, are used to delineate subsurface features that could contain oil and gas that are
not directly observable. The petroleum industry utilizes two-dimensional and three-dimensional
seismic technology to gather subsurface stratigraphic information to aid in the search for oil and
gas reserves. Seismic technology utilizes explosives in drilled shot holes for source points along
linear survey lines and vibroseis or shaker trucks and buggies for source points in a grid pattern
over a large area that can cover hundreds of square miles.

The BLM reviews and approves Notices of Staking, applications for permits to drill (APDs), and
applications from companies to lease, explore, develop, and produce oil, gas, and geothermal
resources on Federal lands (Table 3). The BLM also is responsible for inspection and
enforcement of oil and gas wells and other development operations, to ensure that lessees and
operators comply with lease requirements and BLM regulations.
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Table 3. Number of oil and gas leases by county in the planning area

457

Campbell

1,428,517

3,149
Johnson 1,092 803,511
Sheridan 255 301,947
|As presented in BLM 2015b

Table 4 lists well statistics for the planning area as of 2008. After the BLM approves an
application-for-permit-to-drill (APD) on Federal oil and gas leases, the developing company
may proceed with drilling in accordance with applicable regulations, Onshore Oil and Gas
Orders, Notices to Lessees, lease terms and conditions, and the approved APD (with the

conditions of approval attached to the permit).
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Campbell County
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Number of Plugged and Abandoned

Approval)

3,911 5,236 9,147
Wells
Number of Dormant Wells 105 136 241
Number of Completed Wells 7.582 12,085 19,667
Number of Monitoring Wells 11 23 34
Notice of Intent to Abandon 204 415 619
Number of Spuds 385 513 898
Number of Expired Permits 9,079 8,825 17,904
Number of Permits To Drill 1,349 480 1.829
Permits Issued (Total of all the above) 22,626 27,713 50,339
Total
(Permits Issued and Waiting on 22,653 27,729 50,382
Approval)
Johnson County
Number of Plugged and Abandoned 1,000 698 1,698
Wells
Number of Dormant Wells 95 14 109
Number of Completed Wells 2,995 1,745 4,740
Number of Monitoring Wells 17 9 26
Notice of Intent to Abandon 34 39 73
Number of Spuds 219 113 332
Number of Expired Permits 4,075 2,854 6.929
Number of Permits To Drill 875 226 1,101
Permits Issued (Total of all the above) 9,310 5,698 15,008
Waiting On Approval 19 16 35
Total
(Permits Issued and Waiting on 9,329 5,714 15,043
Approval)
Sheridan County
Number of Plugged and Abandoned 104 366 470
Wells
Number of Dormant Wells 0 9 9
Number of Completed Wells 457 3,976 4,433
Number of Monitoring Wells 6 13 19
Notice of Intent to Abandon 2 91 93
Number of Spuds 18 125 143
Number of Expired Permits 1,187 4,631 5,818
Number of Permits To Drill 173 200 373
Permits Issued (Total of all the above) 1,947 9,411 11,358
Waiting On Approval 13 22 35
Total
(Permits Issued and Waiting on 1,960 9,433 11,393

As presented in RMP (BLM 2015b)

Geophysical exploration is a tool of the oil and gas industry that bounces shock waves off

subsurface rock layers to determine their thickness and geometry. The energy typically comes
from the detonation of explosives in a shallow drill hole or from a heavy weight either dropped
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or vibrated on the ground surface. Seismic operations use existing roads, when feasible, but also
require off-road travel, which may include new surface disturbance. Geophysical exploration
(primarily three-dimensional) is expected to continue through the life of the plan.

The BLM is responsible for authorizing and administering geophysical exploration operations on
all public surface lands within the planning area, while the Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation
Commission (WOGCC) is responsible for authorizing all operations on State and private surface
land. Once acreage in the planning area is nominated by the public to be included in an oil and
gas lease sale, the acreage description is sent to the Buffalo Field Office to be reviewed, and
stipulations for protection of wildlife and other sensitive resources are developed. These
stipulations become part of the lease. After an oil and gas lease is acquired, and prior to
development, an APD must be filed with the WOGCC and the Buffalo Field Office if the well is
located on a Federal oil and gas lease in the planning area. Once the permit is approved, the
company may proceed with drilling according to the conditions of the permit’s approval.
Coalbed natural gas (CBNG) has become one of the largest contributors to the total natural gas
production in Wyoming, and the coals of the Powder River Basin (northern Wyoming) are the
largest source of CBNG.

Ancillary oil and gas development involves allowing the construction of roads, pads, pipelines,
and other facilities, such as aboveground powerlines. Stipulations involve implementing leases
with no surface occupancy (NSO) or controlled surface use (CSU) restrictions, timing limitation
stipulations (TLSs), or with other standard surface protection restrictions; negotiating mitigated
impacts between lessees and the BLM authorized officer; and deciding mitigation measures and
limitations, as well as reclamation plans. Reclamation actions take place following the
expiration of a lease and may include reseeding, reshaping land contours, well pad and road
closure, and revegetation.

Surface-disturbing and other activities associated with the Leaseable minerals — Oil and Gas
program include, but are not limited to, the following actions: applying dust-control measures;
restricting flaring of natural gas; controlling or limiting emissions; constructing and reclaiming
well pads, access roads, and reserve pits; constructing reservoirs associated with water disposal;
constructing compressor stations, product enhancements and disposal facilities; building
pipelines associated with leases or units; installing powetlines associated with leases or units;
and conducting geophysical exploration.

Livestock Grazing Management

The BLM is responsible for administering livestock grazing on public land across the planning
area. Livestock grazing includes the grazing of domestic animals (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses,
yaks, and bison). All public land in the planning area is designated for grazing unless otherwise
prohibited and is governed under Taylor Grazing Act section 15, which concerns issuing grazing
leases on public lands outside the original grazing district boundaries established by the Taylor
Grazing Act of 1934. A grazing lease is a document that authorizes grazing use of public lands.
Base property is land owned or controlled by a BLM lessee that may serve as a base for livestock
operations. The land must have the capability to produce crops or forage that can be used to
support the livestock authorized for a specified period. The base property supporting a section
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15 grazing lease must adjoin the leased public lands unless no applicant owns adjoining lands.
In most cases, the base property for a section 15 lease adjoins, surrounds, or is intermingled with
the leased public lands. Public lands in the planning area comprise approximately 10 percent of
the surface acres; the remaining 90 percent is a combination of private and state lands. The
majority of lands with streams and springs (“live water””) were homesteaded and are in private
ownership. Therefore, except for drilled water wells and associated stock water pipelines and
constructed reservoirs, most of the water available for livestock and wildlife comes from private
lands.

The BLM recognizes that production on its rangelands can be sustained only with proper
management of livestock grazing activities. To evaluate rangeland health and keep production
sustainable, the BLM utilizes the Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines
Jor Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land
Management in the State of Wyoming (BLM 1998). In 1998, the BLM began assessing grazing
allotments with these standards in accordance with the change in 1995 to the 43 CFR 4100
grazing regulations. An allotment is an area of land designated and managed for grazing of
livestock. Management decisions and actions are made in accordance with the Wyoming
Standards for Healthy Rangelands. The BLM uses these standards to allow sustainable livestock
grazing to continue while protecting watersheds, riparian and upland ecosystems, and wildlife
habitat.

Grazing standards address the health, productivity, and sustainability of BLM-administered
public rangelands and represent the minimum acceptable health for public rangelands. The
standards apply to all resource uses on public lands. Their application is determined as resource-
specific guidelines are developed. Standards are synonymous with goals and are observed on a
landscape scale. They describe healthy rangelands rather than important rangeland by-products.
The achievement of a standard is determined by observing, measuring, and monitoring
appropriate indicators. An indicator is a component of a system the characteristics (e.g.,
presence, absence, quantity, and distribution) of which can be observed, measured, or monitored
based on sound scientific principles.

In the planning area, public lands comprise approximately 10 percent of the surface acres; the
remaining 90 percent is a combination of private and state lands. Due to this scattered land
pattern, livestock operations and management are run as seamless units regardless of surface
ownership. To separate public lands to be managed as special units would not be feasible for the
grazing lessee or the BLM. The BLM’s Buffalo Field Office administers 427 grazing leases on
477 allotments; approximately 370 of these are Category C (custodial) allotments where BLM is
the minority surface owner. The BLM manages livestock on the majority of the BLM-
administered surface acres in the planning area through leasing of grazing rights for determined
levels of use. Levels of use are allocated in Animal-Unit-Months (AUMs). An AUM is a
standardized measurement of the amount of forage necessary [or the sustenance of one cow

unit or its equivalent for one month (approximately 800 pounds of forage). The surface acreage
leased for grazing in the planning area incorporates approximately 106,078 AUMs of livestock
forage. The Buffalo Field Office also administers grazing use for public lands within the
boundaries of adjacent BLM Field Office planning areas through cooperative management
agreements.
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Table S. Livestock type and number of leases in the Buffalo planning area (BLM 2015)

L.y ckTvne  Numberof Les
Cattle only 362

Sheep only 18

(Cattle and sheep R4

Horses only 5

Bison only 2

Yak only 1

Cattle and horses 11

Cattle, sheep, and horses 4

Total 427

Livestock grazing on allotments is authorized during various times during the year depending on
management objectives. Grazing periods vary with elevation and geographical change, resource
needs, and user preference. The higher-elevation allotments are generally grazed during summer
and fall. The lower-elevation areas can be grazed during any season. Most of the allotments in
the planning area are operating with prescribed use levels that provide for plant recovery to
enhance rangeland health. When rangelands are not meeting resource objectives, the BLM
implements changes in grazing management.

In 1985, all allotments in the Buffalo Planning Area were placed in categories established by
BLM range management policies, as follows: “I” (Improve), “M” (Maintenance), and “C”
(Custodial). The BLM categorizes allotments according to the greatest potential for resource
improvement and the greatest economic return for applied management. Factors in the
categorization process include public land acreage, estimated range health and trend, resource
conflict or concerns, existing grazing systems, range suitability, production potential, wildlife
habitat values, land patterns and acreages, and range improvement needs.

At present, 18 of the allotments in the Buffalo Planning Area are operated under allotment
management plans (AMPs) or management agreements (Table 6). AMP and grazing agreements
usually incorporate a deferred rotation grazing system to allow periodic rest during the critical
growing season for vegetation from initial spring green-up through seedset (March 1 to July 10).

Table 6. Allotment management plans and management agreements (BLM 2015b)

Tongue River AMP
22214 Schooner Ranch AMP 12,482
32014 North Windmill AMP 2,074
02275 Remington Creek AMP 2,676
02310 Little Willow AMP 6,080
02344 Dry Vee Agreement 4.442
Slope/Mountain/Stubbs
02371 Draw/Poker Creek AMP 16,540
10
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Wormwood
02380 Ranch/Beaver AMP 12,917
02390 Olmstead AMP 832
02426 Crooked Creek AMP 20,367
02430 Powder River AMP 4,526
02438 T.W. IAMP 1,840
02476 Gardner Mountain IAMP 1,622
12033 Red Fork IAMP 10,000
12139 Falxa IAMP 14,759
12162 Fence Creek AMP 4.820
22106 'Wagonhammer AMP 3,881
Total 123.247
AMP = Allotment management plan

The BLM assesses approximately 10 percent of the public land grazing allotments in the
planning area annually. Where livestock grazing has been identified as contributing to an
allotment not meeting the rangeland health standards, allotment-specific guidelines or BMPs are
being implemented to improve rangeland health. The BLM monitors to ensure proper grazing on
the allotments and uses monitoring results to determine if present management is adequate for
meeting rangeland health requirements or if a change in management is needed. Changes in
management that have been applied include the construction or implementations of range
improvements to aid in livestock management. Range improvement projects can include
construction of fences, water delivery systems, and water holding facilities; prescribed burning;
and ensuring reliable water sources. It can also include cultural changes such as a change in
livestock type, deferment of a portion or all of an allotment, change or limitation of the season of
use, or leasing additional lands.

As part of the livestock grazing management program, the BLM implements range improvement
projects to help achieve management goals. The BLM’s livestock grazing management program
includes livestock management actions; range management; range improvements, such as
fencing and water sources; detrimental impacts management; and lease management. Livestock
grazing management includes converting to new types of livestock, and authorizing livestock
grazing, such as adjusting season of use, distribution, kind, class, and number of livestock. One
method that livestock producers can use to change the distribution of livestock is to provide salt
or mineral supplements in specified areas. Range management actions include using prescribed
fire, vegetation-manipulation projects, changing composition of existing vegetation, using
noxious weed control, using mechanical or biological vegetative treatments to improve forage
production, using heavy equipment, and herbicide treatment of sagebrush. Fencing actions
include fence construction and repair, designing and implementing grazing systems, and building
livestock exclosures for important riparian habitats. Water management actions include
developing reservoirs, springs, pipelines, and wells, and providing access to these developments.
Managing detrimental impacts include documenting, treating, and preventing resource damage.
Potential detrimental impacts include the degradation of streambanks, the introduction and
spread of invasive non-native species (INNS), increasing soil erosion, and a reduction in
cottonwood tree recruitment. Lease management actions include conducting monitoring studies,
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performing project work to enhance and improve riparian zones, designating stock trails,
managing leases, developing management plans and agreements, and canceling or changing
livestock trails.

Before 1997, an average of 6 to 10 range improvement projects were completed annually in the
Buffalo planning area. Since 1998, an average of four to six range improvement projects have
been completed annually. These projects consist primarily of fences, stock-water pipelines,
spring developments, water wells, and vegetative treatments (BLM 2015b).

Vegetation — Riparian/Wetland Resources

Riparian and wetland areas occur throughout the planning area. Riparian and wetland
communities have persistent water or obligate vegetation (e.g., sedges, rushes, and willows)
reflecting the availability of surface water or groundwater. Due to the importance of riparian and
wetland areas, the BLM performs assessments of the functional condition of these areas using a
method referred to as the assessment of Properly Functioning Condition (PFC). The qualitative
assessment process consists of an approach that considers the hydrology, vegetation, and erosion
and deposition (water, soil, and vegetation) attributes of riparian-wetland areas. The PFC
assessment reflects how well the physical processes that have been assessed are functioning. A
resilient system allows for desirable characteristics. Riparian-wetland areas that are not
functioning properly cannot sustain desirable characteristics over time. A riparian-wetland area
is considered to be in PFC when adequate vegetation and landforms are present to: (1) dissipate
stream energy associated with high-water flow, thereby reducing erosion and improving water
quality, (2) filter sediment, capture bedload, and aid floodplain development, (3) improve flood-
water retention and groundwater recharge, (4) develop root masses that stabilize stream banks
against cutting action, (5) develop diverse ponding and channel characteristics to provide the
habitat and the water depth, duration, and temperature necessary for fish production, waterfowl
breeding, and other uses, and (6) support greater biodiversity.

The BLM goal for riparian and wetland areas is to maintain, rehabilitate, and improve riparian
ecosystems to achieve maximum long-term benefits. Management challenges for riparian and
wetland communities include balancing the sometimes conflicting demands of livestock grazing
and wildlife habitats; managing for PFC; protecting water quality; avoiding improper livestock
grazing, especially during dry summer months without sufficient alternative water supplies; and
fencing or other livestock exclusion options along riparian areas and wetlands. Livestock
grazing is the most widespread activity that influences riparian habitat conditions in the planning
area. Energy development, roads, forest management, dispersed recreation, and localized
wildlife impacts also affect the functional capability of riparian-wetland areas. The cumulative
impacts of overlapping uses complicate the eftectiveness of applying management constraints to
a single activity to achieve riparian objectives.
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STATUS OF THE SPECIES
Northern Long-eared Bat Life History and Biology

The northern long-eared bat is a temperate, insectivorous, migratory bat that hibernates in mines
and caves in the winter and spends summers in wooded areas. The key stages in its annual cycle
are: hibernation, spring staging and migration, pregnancy, lactation, volancy/weaning, fall
migration and swarming. Northern long-eared bats generally hibernate between mid-fall through
mid-spring each year. The spring migration period likely runs from mid-March to mid-May each
year, as females depart shortly after emerging from hibernation; females are pregnant when they
reach their summer area. Young are born between mid-June and early July, with nursing
continuing until weaning, which is shortly after young become volant (able to fly) in mid- to
late-July. Fall migration likely occurs between mid-August and mid-October.

Suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat consists of a wide variety of forested and
wooded habitats where they roost, forage, and travel and may also include some adjacent and
interspersed non-forested habitats such as emergent wetlands and adjacent edges of agricultural
fields, old fields and pastures. These areas include forests and woodlots containing potential
roosts, as well as linear features such as fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors.
These wooded areas may be dense or loose aggregates of trees with variable amounts of canopy
closure.

The northern long-eared bat consistently avoids foraging in or crossing large open areas,
choosing instead to use tree-lined pathways or small openings (Patriquin and Barclay 2003,
Yates and Muzika 2006). Further, wing morphology of the species suggests that they are
adapted to moving in cluttered habitats. Thus, isolated patches of forest may not be suitable for
foraging or roosting unless the patches are connected by a wooded corridor.

Upon emergence from the hibernacula in the spring, females seek suitable habitat for maternity
colonies. Northern long-eared bats actively form colonies in the summer (Foster and Kurta
1999) and exhibit fission-fusion behavior (Garroway and Broders 2007), where members
frequently coalesce to form a group (fusion), but composition of the group is in flux, with
individuals frequently departing to be solitary or to form smaller groups (fission) before
returning to the main unit (Barclay and Kurta 2007). As part of this behavior, northern long-
eared bats switch tree roosts often (Sasse and Pekins 1996), typically every 2 to 3 days (Carter
and Feldhamer 2005, Foster and Kurta 1999, Owen ef al. 2002, Timpone ef al. 2010). Northern
long-eared bat maternity colonies range widely in size, although 30-60 bats may be most
common (USFWS 2014). The northern long-eared bat shows some degree of inter-annual
fidelity to single roost trees and/or maternity areas. Males are routinely found with females in
maternity colonies. These bats use networks of roost trees often centered around one or more
central-node roost trees (Johnson ef al. 2012). The roost networks also include multiple alternate
roost trees and male and non-reproductive females may also roost in cooler places, like caves and
mines (Amelon and Burhans 2006, Barbour and Davis 1969).

Northern long-eared bats roost in cavities, underneath bark, crevices, or hollows of both live and
dead trees and/or snags (typically >3 inches diameter at breast height). They are known to use a
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wide variety of roost types, using tree species based on presence of cavities or crevices or
presence of peeling bark. These bats have also been occasionally found roosting in structures
like barns and sheds (particularly when suitable tree roosts are unavailable). Young northern
long-eared bats are typically born in late-May or early June, with females giving birth to a single
offspring. Lactation then lasts 3 to 5 weeks, with pups becoming volant (able to fly) between
early July and early August. Males and non-reproductive females may summer near hibernacula,
or migrate to summer habitat some distance from their hibernaculum. The northern long-eared
bat is not considered to be a long distance migrant (typically 40-50 miles). Migration is an
energetically demanding behavior, particularly in the spring when their fat reserves and food
supplies are low and females are pregnant. Suitable winter habitat (hibernacula) includes
underground caves and cave-like structures (e.g. abandoned or active mines, railroad tunnels).
There may be other landscape features being used during the winter that have yet to be
documented. Generally, northern long-eared bats hibernate from October to April depending on
local climate (November-December to March in southern areas and as late as mid-May in some
northern areas). Hibernacula typically have significant cracks and crevices for roosting;
relatively constant, cool temperatures (0-9 degrees Celsius) and with high humidity and minimal
air currents. Specific areas where they hibernate have very high humidity, so much so that
droplets of water are often seen on their fur. Within hibernacula, surveyors find them in small

CIEVICES OF cracks, often withronly the nose and ears visible.

Northern long-eared bats tend to roost singly or in small groups (USFWS 2014), with
hibernating population sizes ranging from just a few individuals to around 1,000 (USFWS
unpublished data). Northern long-eared bats display more winter activity than other cave
species, with individuals often moving between hibernacula throughout the winter (Caceres and
Barclay 2000, Griffin 1940, Whitaker and Rissler 1992). Northern long-eared bats have shown a
high degree of philopatry to the hibernacula used, returning to the same hibernacula annually.
Upon arrival at hibernacula in mid-August to mid-November, these bats “swarm,” a behavior in
which large numbers of bats fly in and out of cave entrances from dusk to dawn, while relatively
few roost in caves during the day. Swarming continues for several weeks and mating occurs
during the latter part of the period. After mating, females enter directly into hibernation but not
necessarily at the same hibernaculum where mating occurred. The majority of bats of both sexes
hibernate by the end of November (by mid-October in northern areas).

After hibernation ends in late March or early April (as late as May in some northern areas), most
northern long-eared bats migrate to summer roosts. Females emerge from hibernation prior to
males. Reproductively active females store sperm from autumn copulations through winter.
Ovulation takes place after the bats emerge from hibernation in spring. The period after
hibernation and just before spring migration is typically referred to as “staging,” a time when
bats forage and a limited amount of mating occurs. This period can be as short as a day for an
individual, but not all bats emerge on the same day.

In general, northern long-eared bats use roosts in the spring and fall similar to those selected
during the summer. Suitable spring staging/fall swarming habitat consists of the variety of
forested/wooded habitats where they roost, forage, and travel, which is most typically within 5
miles of a hibernaculum. This includes forested patches as well as linear features such as
fencerows, riparian forests and other wooded corridors. These wooded areas may be dense or
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loose aggregates of trees with variable amounts of canopy closure. Isolated trees are considered
suitable habitat when they exhibit the characteristics of a suitable roost tree and are less than
1,000 feet from the next nearest suitable roost tree, woodlot, or wooded fencerow.

Northern Long-eared Bat Threats

White-nose syndrome (WNS) is a severe and immediate threat to the northern long-cared bat.
Since the disease was first observed in New York in 2007 (later biologists found evidence from
2006 photographs), WNS has spread rapidly in bat populations. Population numbers of northern
long-eared bats have declined by 99 percent in the northeastern portions of the species range,
which along with Canada, has been considered the core of the species’ range. Although there is
uncertainty about how quickly WNS will spread through the remaining portions of this species
range, it is expected to spread throughout its entire range. In general, the USFWS believes that
WNS has significantly reduced the redundancy and resiliency of the northern long-eared bat.

Although significant northern long-eared bat population declines have only been documented
due to the spread of WNS, other sources of mortality could further diminish the species’ ability
to persist as it experiences ongoing dramatic declines. Specifically, declines due to WNS have
significantly reduced the number and size of northern long-eared bat populations in some areas
of'its range. This has reduced these populations to the extent that they may be increasingly
vulnerable to other stressors that they may have previously had the ability to withstand. These
impacts could potentially be seen on two levels. First, individua<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>