





. Special Status Species (SSS) (RMP-34): Maintain, restore, or improve Special Status plant
populations and animal habitats; manage public lands to conserve or contribute to the recovery of
threatened or endangered species; and prevent future [Endangered Species Act] ESA listings.

° Wildlife (RMP-33): Goal - Provide diverse, structured, resilient, and connected habitat on a
landscape level to support viable and sustainable populations of wildlife, fish, and other aquatic
organisms.

. Wildland Fire Management (RMP-57): Goal 2 - Restore and maintain the integrity of ecosystems

consistent with appropriate fire regimes and land uses.

. Fire (ARMPA ROD 1-19, Table [-4): Identify and prioritize areas that are vulnerable to wildfires
and prescribe actions important for [Greater Sage-Grouse] GRSG protection.

o Nonnative, Invasive Plant Species (ARMPA ROD I-19, Table I-4): Improve GRSG habitat by
treating annual grasses. ‘

° Special Status Species (ARMPA 2-3): Goal SSS 1 — Conserve, enhance, and restore the
sagebrush ecosystem upon which GRSG populations depend in an effort to maintain and/or
increase their abundance and distribution, in cooperation with other conservation partners.

. Vegetation (ARMPA 2-10): Goal VEG 1 — Increase the resistance of GRSG habitat to invasive
annual grasses and the resiliency of GRSG habitat to disturbances such as fire and climate
change to reduce habitat loss and fragmentation.

® Vegetation (ARMPA 2-10): Goal VEG 3 — Use integrated vegetation management to control,
suppress, and eradicate invasive plant species per BLM Handbook H-1740-2. Apply ecologically
based invasive plant management principles in developing responses to invasive plant species.

. Fire and Fuels Management (ARMPA 2-15): Objective FIRE 1 — Manage wildland fire and
hazardous fuels to protect, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat.

The proposed action is in conformance with the LUP, as amended, and is specifically provided in the following
LUP decisions:

. Vegetation (ARMPA 2-14): Management Decision VEG 14 - Allowable methods for vegetation
treatment include mechanical, biological (including targeted grazing), chemical, or wildland fire
or combinations of these general treatment categories.

. Vegetation (ARMPA 2-14): Management Decision VEG 21: Allowable methods of invasive
plant control include mechanical, chemical, biological (including targeted grazing, biocides, and
bio-controls), or prescribed fire or combinations of these methods. Treat areas that contain
cheatgrass and other invasive or noxious species to minimize competition and favor
establishment of desired species.

C. Identify applicable National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents and other related
documents that cover the proposed action.

List by name and date all applicable NEPA documents that cover the proposed action.

° Miller Homestead Fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan Environmental
Assessment (EA) (DOI-BLM-OR-B060-2012-0047-EA), dated October 15, 2012.

° Holloway Wildfire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation EA (DOI-BLM-OR-B060-2013-
0003-EA), dated March 1, 2013.

o The Buzzard Complex Fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans EA (DOI-BLM-
OR-B050-2014-0032-EA), dated October 2014.






3. Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as rangeland
health standard assessment, recent endangered species listings, or updated lists of BLM-sensitive
species)? Can you reasonably conclude that new information and new circumstances would not
substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action?

Yes, the analyses of the proposed actions in the Miller Homestead Fire Emergency Stabilization and
Rehabilitation Plan, Holloway Wildfire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation, and Buzzard Complex Fire
Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans EAs remain valid and sufficient in light of new information
or circumstances. No new threatened and endangered (T & E) species or SSS or environmental concerns have
been identified in the proposed DNA area since the 2012, 2013, and 2014 EAs for Miller Homestead Fire
Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan, Holloway Wildfire Emergency Stabilization and
Rehabilitation, and the Buzzard Complex Fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans.

The proposed action meets goals and objectives of current management strategies to meet sage-grouse habitat
needs. The above mentioned EAs all included both Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA), and General
Habitat Management Areas (GHMA), as does the proposed South Catlow biological thinning area.

4. Are the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that would result from implementation of the new
proposed action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzed in the existing NEPA
document(s)?

Each of the biological thinning locations is in a similar area to the proposed South Catlow biological thinning in
regards to elevation (3,400 feet—8,200 feet) and Greater Sage-Grouse habitat (PHMA or GHMA), and Holloway
Wildfire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation EA included WSA. The direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects of the current proposed action are unchanged from those identified in the Miller Homestead Fire
Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan, Holloway Wildfire Emergency Stabilization and
Rehabilitation, and Buzzard Complex Fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans EAs. There are no
reasonability foreseeable future actions (RFFA) planned in the proposed biological thinning arca. The EAs
sufficiently document the site-specific impacts related to the current proposed action.

5. Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA document(s)
adequate for the current proposed action?

Interested publics and local, State and Federal agencies are fewer than those that participated in the Miller
Homestead Fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan, Holloway Wildfire Emergency Stabilization
and Rehabilitation, and the Buzzard Complex Fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans EAs and
their issues and input were documented in the project file. Although there are different permittees in the South
Catlow biological thinning area, the issues brought up were the same as those for the above mentioned EAs.















