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Idaho State Office
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Boise, Idaho 83709-1657
https://www.blm.gov

In reply refer to: OCT 1 3 2020
1793 (930)

Dear Reader:

The Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) is
available for your review. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) prepared this document in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended, the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as amended, implementing regulations, and
other applicable law and policy. Please note when reading this document that we refer to the
entire planning process that culminated in a Record of Decision in March 2019, as the 2019
Planning Process or Effort. The NEPA analysis, including the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) were completed in
2018, so we refer to those documents as the 2018 DEIS and the 2018 FEIS.

The affected area includes the following BLM Idaho Field Offices: Owyhee, Four Rivers,
Bruneau, Jarbidge, Burley, Shoshone, Pocatello, Upper Snake, Challis, and Salmon. The
planning area encompasses approximately 11.4 million surface acres administered by the BLM
and approximately 27 million subsurface acres in Ada, Adams, Bear Lake, Bingham, Blaine,
Bonneville, Butte, Camas, Caribou, Cassia, Clark, Custer, Elmore, Fremont, Gem, Gooding,
Jefferson, Jerome, Lemhi, Lincoln, Madison, Minidoka, Oneida, Owyhee, Payette, Power, Twin
Falls, and Washington Counties.

The BLM has prepared this FSEIS to review its previous NEPA analysis and clarify and
augment it where necessary. This FSEIS addresses four specific issues: The range of
alternatives, need to take a hard look at environmental impacts, cumulative effects analysis, and
the BLM’s approach to compensatory mitigation. The BLM’s FSEIS will help the BLM
determine whether its 2015 and 2019 land use planning and NEPA processes have sufficiently
addressed Greater Sage-Grouse habitat conservation or whether the BLM should initiate a new
land use planning process to consider additional alternatives or new information.

Following the publishing of the Notice of Availability for the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (DSEIS) in the Federal Register on February 21, 2020 (85 FR 10185), the
BLM received public comments for 90 days, through May 21, 2020. Across the Idaho Draft
SEIS and five other Draft SEISs for other BLM State Offices, a total of 126,062 submissions
were received; 222 of these were considered unique submissions. In addition, the BLM received
125,840 campaign letters spearheaded by two separate organizations. In accordance with the



NEPA, the BLM reviewed and considered all substantive comments received, and provides
responses to such comments in this FSEIS.

To address public comments raised during this supplemental analysis, the BLM convened a team
of biologists and land use planners to evaluate scientific literature provided to the agency. Upon
review, the BLM found that the most up-to-date Greater Sage-Grouse science and other
information has incrementally increased, and built upon, the knowledgebase of Greater Sage-
Grouse management evaluated by the BLM most recently in its 2019 land use plan amendments,
but does not change the scope or direction of the BLM’s management; however, new science
does suggest adaptations to management may be warranted at site-specific scales.

After reviewing public comments and completing the new science evaluation, the BLM
determined that the most recent scientific information relating to Greater Sage-Grouse is
consistent with the BLM’s environmental analysis supporting its 2019 Greater Sage-Grouse land
use plan amendments.

You can access the FSEIS on the project website at: https://goo.gl/Jd8uVf. Hard copies are also
available for public review at BLM offices within the planning area.

Thank you for your continued interest in Greater Sage-Grouse management. We appreciate the
information and suggestions you contributed to the NEPA process.

Sincerely,

. Ruhs
State Director
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Responsible Agency:  United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Abstract: This final supplemental environmental impact statement (FSEIS) has been prepared by the
United States Department of the Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The FSEIS
describes and analyzes the eight alternatives considered during the 2015 and 2019 Greater Sage-Grouse
planning processes, BLM’s consultation and coordination process with federal and state stakeholders,
and the rigorous analysis completed to align BLM Greater Sage-Grouse management with the State of
Idaho’s plans.

On October 16, 2019, the US District Court for the District of Idaho issued an order granting a motion
for a preliminary injunction filed by Plaintiffs Western Watersheds Project, WildEarth Guardians, Center
for Biological Diversity, and Prairie Hills Audubon Society. The court found that the Plaintiffs were likely
to succeed on the merits of their claims that the BLM violated the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) when adopting the 2019 Greater Sage-Grouse plans. The BLM has prepared this FSEIS to review
its previous NEPA analysis, clarify and augment it where necessary, and provide the public with
additional opportunities to review and comment. The BLM’s FSEIS will help the BLM determine whether
its 2015 and 2019 land use planning and NEPA processes have sufficiently addressed Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat conservation or whether the BLM should initiate a new land use planning process to
consider additional alternatives or new information. To inform this decision that the BLM will make, it
has prepared this FSEIS to address four specific issues: the range of alternatives, need to take a “hard
look” at environmental impacts, cumulative effects analysis, and the BLM’s approach to compensatory
mitigation.

References to the CEQ regulations throughout this SEIS are to the regulations in effect prior to September [4,
2020. The revised CEQ regulations effective September 14, 2020 are not referred to in this SEIS because the
NEPA process began prior to this date.

For further information, contact:

Pam Murdock, BLM Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse State Implementation Lead
Telephone: (208) 373-4050

Bureau of Land Management, ldaho State Office

1387 S. Vinnell Way

Boise, ID 83709
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Executive Summary

ES.I INTRODUCTION

Greater Sage-Grouse is a state-managed species that depends on sagebrush steppe ecosystems. These
ecosystems are managed in partnership across its range by federal, state, and local authorities. State
agencies responsible for fish and wildlife management possess broad responsibility for protecting and
managing fish, wildlife, and plants within their borders, except where preempted by federal law. Similarly,
the BLM has broad responsibilities to manage public lands and resources for the public’s benefit.
Approximately half of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat is managed by the BLM and Forest Service. State
agencies are at the forefront of efforts to maintain healthy fish and wildlife populations and to conserve
at-risk species. State-led efforts to conserve the species and its habitat date back to the 1950s. For the
past two decades, state wildlife agencies, federal agencies, and many others in the range of the species
have been collaborating to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitats. The BLM prepared this Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) to clarify analysis from the 2018 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (2018 FEIS) published as part of the 2019 Plan Amendment Process and
subsequent Record of Decision. This FSEIS clarifies the range of alternatives analyzed, the range-wide
nature of the analysis, and other aspects of the 2018 FEIS where information was incorporated by
reference from the 2015 Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan Amendments.

In 2010, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) determined that listing the Greater Sage-Grouse
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) was “warranted, but precluded” by other priorities. In
its determination, the USFWS found there to be inadequate regulatory mechanisms to protect Greater
Sage-Grouse and conserve its habitat. In response, the BLM, in coordination with the Forest Service,
USFWS, and state agencies, developed a management strategy that included targeted Greater Sage-
Grouse management actions. In 2015, the BLM and Forest Service adopted land use plan amendments
and revisions to 98 BLM and Forest Service land use plans across ten western states. These planning
decisions addressed, in part, threats to the Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat. The amended land use
plans govern the management of 67 million acres of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat on federal lands.

In September 2015, the USFWS determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse did not warrant listing under
the ESA. The USFWS based its 2015 determination, in part, on the regulatory certainty provided by the
conservation commitments and management actions in the federal planning decisions, as well as on
other private, state, and federal conservation efforts.

The 2015 plans recommended that sagebrush focal areas (SFAs) be proposed for withdrawal from
location and entry under the Mining Law of 1872. While the BLM later proposed to withdraw these
areas, it canceled that proposed withdrawal on October |1, 2017. The BLM determined that the
proposal to withdraw these areas was unreasonable in light of the data that showed that mining affected
less than 0.1 percent of Greater Sage-Grouse across its occupied range.

On March 29, 2017, the Secretary of the Interior issued Secretary’s Order 3349, American Energy
Independence. It ordered DOI agencies to reexamine practices “to better balance conservation strategies
and policies with the equally legitimate need of creating jobs for hard-working American families.”

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS ES-1
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On June 7, 2017, the Secretary issued Secretary’s Order 3353 with a purpose of enhancing cooperation
among eleven western states and the BLM in managing and conserving Greater Sage-Grouse. Secretary’s
Order 3353 directed an Interior Review Team, consisting of the BLM, the USFWS, and US Geological
Survey (USGS), to coordinate with the Sage-Grouse Task Force. They also were directed to review the
2015 Greater Sage-Grouse plans and associated policies to identify provisions that may require
modification, including opportunities to enhance consistency with individual state plans and better
balance the BLM’s multiple-use mission, as directed by Secretary’s Order 3349.

On August 4, 2017, the Interior Review Team submitted its Report in Response to Secretary’s Order
3353. The report the team recommended modifying the Greater Sage-Grouse plans and associated
policies to better align with the individual state plans. On August 4, 2017, the Secretary issued a memo
to the Deputy Secretary directing the BLM to implement the recommendations found in the report.

In the Federal Register of October |1, 2017, the BLM published the Notice of Intent to Amend Land Use
Plans Regarding Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation and Prepare Associated Environment Impact
Statements or Environmental Assessments.

The BLM continues to prioritize efforts to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and restore sagebrush
habitat. From Fiscal Year 2017 to Fiscal Year 2020, the BLM has treated on average over 550,000 acres
of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat every year. In Fiscal Year 2020, the BLM treated approximately 584,000
acres. These 2020 treatments included approximately 162,000 acres of conifer removal; 71,000 acres of
fuel breaks; 203,000 acres with invasive species treatments; 42,000 acres of habitat protection; and
restored habitat on 106,000 acres of uplands and over 700 acres of riparian habitat. In 2020, Idaho
conducted habitat treatments on 136,000 acres.

The BLM is committed to working directly with local communities on sagebrush conservation efforts
and to emulate the successes demonstrated by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
through the Sage-Grouse Initiative on private lands. These efforts include:

e an agreement with the Intermountain West Joint Venture to work with local cattlemen
associations to improve sagebrush rangeland conditions through actions such as controlling
invasive species, improving mesic areas, and removing invasive conifers;

e a Memorandum of Understanding between the BLM, NRCS, and the Forest Service resulting in
development of a map that identifies areas where the agencies have ongoing restoration projects
and opportunities for additional collaboration across land ownerships and associated landscapes;

e promoting a locally led collaborative conservation, the BLM, the USFWS, and the Geological
Survey are collaborating with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies as they lead
the development and implementation of the Sagebrush Conservation Strategy;

e working with livestock permittees and stakeholders on “targeted grazing” to utilize grazing as a
tool to create and maintain fuel breaks to manage the threats of wildfire and invasive species in
or next to Greater Sage-Grouse habitats; and,

e working to develop “outcome-based grazing” to provide greater flexibility for livestock
permittees and land managers to meet habitat objectives as conditions on-the-ground change.

During the 2019 planning process’s public scoping period, the BLM sought public comments on whether
all, some, or none of the 2015 Greater Sage-Grouse plans should be amended, what issues should be
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considered, and if plans should be completed at the state level rather than at the national level. In
addition, the BLM recognizes that the Greater Sage-Grouse is a state-managed species that depends on
sagebrush steppe habitats managed in partnership by federal, state, and local authorities. Input from
governors would weigh heavily when the BLM considers what management changes should be made and
when ensuring consistency with the BLM’s multiple-use mission.

Further, in the 2018 DEIS the BLM requested public comments on the BLM’s approach to compensatory
mitigation. In response to these comments and information supplied by the states about how to align
with their compensatory mitigation laws and policies, the 2018 Final EIS clarified the BLM’s approach to
compensatory mitigation in its Management Alignment Alternative. Through the Draft SEIS, the BLM
sought additional comment from the public on compensatory mitigation.

This FSEIS also addresses and clarifies the BLM’s reliance on scientific information, including how the
BLM addresses the recommendation and objectives in the National Technical Team [NTT] and
Conservation Objectives Team [COT] reports. The BLM, the USFWS, states and other federal agency
partners prepared the NTT (2011) and the COT (2013) reports to identify rangewide Greater Sage-
Grouse conservation objectives and conservation measures that would: inform the USFWS 2015
decision under the Endangered Species Act and for partners; and provide guidance for the BLM to
consider through land use planning, which the BLM did in 2015 and 2019, and again in this FSEIS.

Further, at the time that the NTT and COT reports were being developed, the BLM, USFWS, and state
agencies had not completely developed or established the robust programs to conserve Greater Sage-
Grouse that exist today.

In 2015, the BLM developed an action alternative around the NTT report. In the 2018 FEIS, the BLM
incorporated this analysis by reference. The BLM also coordinated with the USFWS during the process
culminating in the 2019 RODs to make sure that the conservation measures from the NTT and COT
informed the management alignment alternative (Appendix S-1).

Idaho BLM, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation used
the COT report as the benchmark when developing the Management Alignment Alternative. The
USFWS was a cooperating agency that attended all meetings. They verified that the changes developed
to align BLM management with the State plans were consistent with conservation measures in the COT
Report (Appendix S-1). Including the USFWS as a cooperating agency during the 2019 planning
process ensured that BLM used the same materials and newest science that the USFWS uses and
recommends for Greater Sage-Grouse management.

This FSEIS also clarifies how the BLM considered comments, including those of other federal agencies
(including EPA) and experts, when developing its 2019 planning decisions.

In 2018, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provided comments on the Draft RMPAs/EISs.
Specifically, they provided six comments on the Idaho Draft RMPA/EIS, seven comments on the
Nevada/Northeast California Draft RMPAV/EIS, six on the Utah Draft RMPAV/EIS, three on the Wyoming
Draft RMPAVJEIS, six on the Oregon Draft RMPA/EIS, and five on the Colorado Draft RMPA/EIS. EPAs
comments include suggestions and questions regarding lek buffers, recent science, mitigation, adaptive
management, and fluid minerals. BLM responded to each of EPAs comments and made corrections
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and/or changes in the 2018 FEISs. The complete EPA comment analysis can be found in the
administrative record.

ES.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

In the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), Congress provided the BLM with discretion
and authority to manage public lands for multiple use and sustained yield and declared it the policy of
the United States to, consistent with the laws governing the administration of the public lands,
coordinate planning activities with the land use planning and management programs of other federal,
state, and local governments. Further, FLPMA specifically provides that it neither enlarges nor diminishes
the authority of the states in managing fish and wildlife. As the sovereign entities with the lead role in
managing game species, including Greater Sage-Grouse, states play a critical role in conserving the
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

In the 2019 Planning effort the BLM modified its approach to managing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat in
land use plans by (1) enhancing cooperation and coordination with the State of Idaho, (2) aligning with
DOl and BLM policies issued since 2015, and (3) incorporating appropriate management flexibility and
adaptation to better align with Idaho’s conservation plan. The BLM achieved these goals while
maintaining the vast majority of Greater Sage-Grouse protections it incorporated into its land use plans
in 2015. By implementing these land use plan conservation measures and continuing to exercise its
discretion to approve future project proposals under appropriate terms and conditions or deny them
where appropriate, the BLM can adequately protect Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat while meeting
its general obligation under FLPMA to manage public lands under principles of multiple use and sustained
yield.

On October 16, 2019, the US District Court for the District of Idaho issued an order granting a motion
for a preliminary injunction filed by Plaintiffs Western Watersheds Project, WildEarth Guardians, Center
for Biological Diversity, and Prairie Hills Audubon Society. The court found that the Plaintiffs were likely
to succeed on the merits of their claims that the BLM violated the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) when adopting the 2019 Greater Sage-Grouse plans.

The BLM has prepared this FSEIS to review its previous NEPA analysis, clarify and augment it where
necessary, and provide the public with additional opportunities to review and comment. The BLM’s
FSEIS will help the BLM determine whether its 2015 and 2019 land use planning and NEPA processes
have sufficiently addressed Greater Sage-Grouse habitat conservation or whether the BLM should
initiate a new land use planning process to consider additional alternatives or new information. To
inform this decision that the BLM will make, it has prepared this FSEIS to address four specific issues: the
range of alternatives, need to take a hard look at environmental impacts, cumulative effects analysis, and
the BLM’s approach to compensatory mitigation.

ES.3 ITEMS TO BE CLARIFIED IN THIs FSEIS

The items considered in this FSEIS are related to the analysis in the 2018 Final EIS. These items are:

e clarifying the range of alternatives (including how the BLM considered the full range of the 2015
alternatives in the 2019 planning process),
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e taking a hard look and using the best available science (including clarified effects analysis, how
the 2015 and 2019 FEISs addressed the NTT and COT recommendations and conservation
measures) (Appendix S-1),

e clarifying that the cumulative effects analysis was done at the range wide level and organized by
WAFWA Management Zone (MZs) Updated language also highlights why WAFWA MZs were
used,

e an updated Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.

ES.4 NEW SCIENCE AND INFORMATION CONSIDERED BY THE BLM

Land use plan decision-making is a multi-faceted and collaborative process. It involves evaluating
scientific information at landscape scales to anticipate the potential environmental consequences of
different policy and regulatory considerations. Science aides this process by educating policy makers on
these potential consequences. Science does not and cannot tell policy makers how to weigh competing
values and goals, particularly in a multiple-use environment.

The BLM has long utilized the best available science and information to facilitate informed choices among
different values for policy and management decisions regarding the Greater Sage-Grouse. The agency
has simultaneously sought to adapt and align its efforts with other federal and state management
frameworks. Science, regulations, and policy considerations help define how the BLM can adaptively
implement its multiple-use mission, including habitat management, while supporting a state’s obligation
to manage wildlife populations.

The BLM’s decade-long land use planning process for Greater Sage-Grouse began with the best available
science at that time, and the agency has consistently built upon that body of knowledge to inform its
adaptive management. In 201 |, the BLM assembled a “National Technical Team” (NTT), comprising
state and federal land managers and scientists to review the scientific literature available at that time. On
December 21, 201 I, the NTT finalized a document entitled A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse
Conservation Measures, also known as the National Technical Team Report (NTT Report). The NTT Report
was developed to synthesize “the latest science and best biological judgement” from the available
literature (NTT Report, Introduction, page 5) and was not itself a new or original scientific product.

While the NTT Report provided a synthesis of available information regarding sage-grouse management,
it did not evaluate conservation measures against other regulatory and policy requirements associated
with land use planning and NEPA; nor did it provide conservation measures specific to all populations,
landscapes, and site-specific condition. The NTT Report acknowledges this inherent uncertainty and
clearly indicates the conservation measures are not management decisions. Rather, the NTT Report was
intended “to assist [the BLM] in making management decisions.” (NTT Report, Introduction, page 5.) In
other words, “the conservation measures described in [the] report are not an end point but, rather, a
starting point to be used in the BLM’s planning processes” (ibid, page 5) (emphasis added). The BLM was
not bound to the NTT Report recommendations and has subsequently built upon that body of
knowledge and considered new policy and regulatory considerations to adapt its management to
changing circumstances.

The BLM understood the NTT Report to be a compendium of conservation measures based on best
science available and was meant to be adapted based on site-specific considerations. The BLM
anticipated adjustments to the conservation measures to address local ecological site variability,
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regulatory frameworks, and an evolving body of science related to Greater Sage-Grouse management,
and intended its management and planning process to be adaptive to changing scientific, regulatory, and
policy considerations. In point of fact, the BLM issued policy in 2012 (IM 2012-044) guiding use of the
NTT Report in land use planning and instructing the BLM to consider its recommended conservation
measures insofar as they were consistent with applicable law.

While the BLM’s Greater Sage-Grouse habitat management efforts build upon recommendations in the
NTT Report, its approach has adapted as expected to new information, policy, regulation, and informed
choices among competing uses of Public Lands. At regular intervals, the BLM has assessed and
synthesized new science, using it to inform efforts to better aligned its management with state and local
frameworks. The BLM first initiated its own assessment through the NTT as described above, followed
by the USFWS efforts to develop the COT report. The BLM then commissioned a second synthesis
from USGS in 2017 prior to initiating the 2019 planning process. Finally, the BLM coordinated with
USGS in 2020 to review scientific literature presented during the DSEIS comment period. The USGS
has continuously evaluated science published after 2018 and has maintained an annotated bibliography of
scientific research on greater sage-grouse. The BLM relied upon USGS’ annotated bibliography for the
2020 review. Out of the 75 articles considered by the BLM as new science, USGS had already reviewed
67 articles. BLM biologists summarized the remaining eight papers submitted by the public for validation.

The BLM plans also call for rigorous annual reviews of adaptive management triggers and anthropogenic
disturbances, that allows the plans to adapt with changing information and conditions on the ground.

This common progression of informed decision-making and adaptive management is further exemplified
by the BLM application of the Conservation Objectives Team report.

In 2012 the director of the USFWS convened a Conservation Objectives Team (COT) of state and
USFWS representatives. The team developed a peer-reviewed report (COT Report) that established
broad conservation objectives based on the “best scientific and commercial data available at the time of
its release” (COT Report, page ii). Like the NTT, the COT Report was an assessment of the best
available science at the time and did not present new or original scientific research.

The COT Report, released in March 2013, identifies conservation objectives, measures, and options for
each of the Greater Sage-Grouse threats assessed. The COT Report also identified Priority Areas for
Conservation (PACs) which were described as “the most important areas needed for maintaining
Greater Sage-Grouse representation, redundancy, and resilience across the landscape” (ibid, page 13). In
contrast to the NTT Report, the COT Report identified threats to each PAC, recognizing that threats
vary across the range, and therefore corresponding management should vary to address those threats.
The preface to the report is clear that the COT report “is guidance only” and that the “identification of
conservation objectives and measures does not create a legal obligation beyond existing legal
requirements” (ibid, page ii). Further, the preface notes that the objectives “are subject to modification
as dictated by new findings, changes in species’ status, and the completion of conservation actions” (ibid,

page ii).

Similar to the NTT Report, the BLM understood that the COT Report was a compendium of
conservation objectives established to relative to identified threats to Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation. The COT Report recommended objectives for the BLM to evaluate and consider but was
not bound to achieving only those objectives. Further, like the NTT Report, the COT recognizes
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uncertainty in land management and anticipated adapting management strategies to changing scientific,
regulatory, and policy considerations. In the management of natural resources such as Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat, it is unlikely that a manager knows with certainty that a management action will result in
precisely the expected outcome. While science and information can inform the managers decision
among a variety of management options, it cannot account for all variability across landscapes, time, and
conditions. The COT acknowledges that varying management strategies may be employed to achieve the
recommended conservation objectives. The COT does not establish an expectation that conservation
outcomes will be uniform across all BLM managed landscapes. The BLM further recognizes the
challenges land managers face when selecting from among a range of management options to achieve
objectives and outcomes that may be uncertain due to varying natural conditions. This recognition
creates a variable management framework wherein the BLM may choose locally from among a range of
informed science, policy, and regulatory considerations. See Appendix S-1 for a full discussion of the
NTT and COT reports and their role in informing decisions in the 2015 and 2019 plans.

The 2015 plans took a one-size-fits-all approach. Through a decade of land use planning and
implementation of Greater Sage-Grouse management decisions, the BLM has continuously collaborated
in the development, synthesis, and application of new science. Throughout this planning and
conservation effort, the BLM has remained well-connected to our partners. Many of these cross-
agencies partnerships are facilitated by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
(WAFWA). For example, WAFWA has convened the Sagebrush Executive Oversight Committee to
coordinate sage-grouse and sagebrush conservation efforts across Federal and State agencies. The BLM
is represented on this committee by the Assistant Director for Resources and Planning. WAFWA has
also formed sub-committees to work on a Sagebrush Conservation Strategy and a 2020 Sage-grouse
Conservation Assessment, of which the latter will rely heavily on the BLM’s Five-Year Sage-grouse
Monitoring Report. The BLM has also formed other partnerships, such as with the Natural Resources
Conservation Service’s Sage Grouse Initiative (now a component of NRCS’s Working Lands for Wildlife
initiative) and with the Intermountain West Joint Venture. There are also several state-level agreements
related to BLM’s management of sagebrush and sage-grouse.

As acknowledged by the NTT and COT reports and the growing body of scientific information, there
exist site-specific variables not anticipated in either report or adopted in the 2015 approved plans. The
2019 plans thoughtfully considered the unique needs of each state’s specific regulatory and policy
considerations and addressed new science in that capacity. This tailored and adaptive approach
accounted for more site-specific conditions, maximizing the collaborative approach between federal and
state resource management, in a way that the 2015 plans failed to do.

To address science and information raised through public comments on this supplemental analysis, the
BLM convened a team of biologists and land use planners to evaluate scientific literature provided to the
agency. The BLM found that the most up-to-date Greater Sage-Grouse science and other information
has incrementally increased, and built upon, the knowledgebase of Greater Sage-Grouse management
evaluated by the BLM most recently in its 2019 land use plan amendments, but does not change the
scope or direction of the BLM’s management. While the NTT, the COT and this new science and
information remain consistent with the scope of the 2019 planning decisions, new science does suggest
adaptations to management may be warranted at site-specific scales. This is precisely the approach
envisioned by the NTT and COT reports as well as the BLM’s decades long planning efforts to address
local actions that may affect Greater Sage-Grouse. Where appropriate, the BLM will consider this
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science and information through implementation-level NEPA analysis, consistent with its approved land
use plans, policies, and regulatory frameworks.

ES.5 ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

The additional information provided in this SEIS do not change analytical conclusions from either the
2018 Proposed RMPA/Final EIS or the 2015 Proposed LUPA/Final EIS. See summary of environmental
consequences from 2018 in Section ES.4 of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS and from 2015 in Section 2.13
of the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS.
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1.1 INTRODUCTION

Greater Sage-Grouse is a state-managed species that depends on sagebrush steppe ecosystems. These
ecosystems are managed in partnership across its range by federal, state, and local authorities. State
agencies responsible for fish and wildlife management possess broad responsibility for protecting and
managing fish, wildlife, and plants within their borders, except where preempted by federal law. Similarly,
the BLM has broad responsibilities to manage public lands and resources for the public’s benefit.
Approximately half of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat is managed by the BLM and Forest Service.

State agencies are at the forefront of efforts to maintain healthy fish and wildlife populations and to
conserve at-risk species. State-led efforts to conserve the species and its habitat date back to the 1950s.
For the past two decades, state wildlife agencies, federal agencies, and many others in the range of the
species have been collaborating to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitats.

In 2010, USFWS determined that listing the Greater Sage-Grouse under the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (ESA) was “warranted, but precluded” by other priorities. In its determination, the USFWS found
there to be inadequate regulatory mechanisms to protect Greater Sage-Grouse and conserve its habitat.
In response, the BLM, in coordination with the Forest Service, USFWS, and state agencies, developed a
management strategy that included targeted Greater Sage-Grouse management actions. In 2015, the
BLM and Forest Service adopted land use plan amendments and revisions to 98 BLM and Forest Service
land use plans across ten western states. These planning decisions addressed, in part, threats to the
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat. The amended land use plans govern the management of 67 million
acres of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat on federal lands.

In September 2015, the USFWS determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse did not warrant listing under
the ESA. The USFWS based its 2015 determination, in part, on the regulatory certainty provided by the
conservation commitments and management actions in the federal planning decisions, as well as on
other private, state, and federal conservation efforts.

The 2015 plans recommended that sagebrush focal areas (SFAs) be proposed for withdrawal from
location and entry under the Mining Law of 1872. While the BLM later proposed to withdraw these
areas, it canceled that proposed withdrawal on October |1, 2017. The BLM determined that the
proposal to withdraw these areas was unreasonable in light of the data that showed that mining affected
less than 0.1 percent of Greater Sage-Grouse across its occupied range.

On March 29, 2017, the Secretary of the Interior issued Secretary’s Order 3349, American Energy
Independence. It ordered DOI agencies to reexamine practices “to better balance conservation strategies
and policies with the equally legitimate need of creating jobs for hard-working American families.”

On June 7, 2017, the Secretary issued Secretary’s Order 3353 with a purpose of enhancing cooperation
among eleven western states and the BLM in managing and conserving Greater Sage-Grouse. Secretary’s
Order 3353 directed an Interior Review Team, consisting of the BLM, the US Fish and Wildlife Service

(USFWS), and US Geological Survey (USGS), to coordinate with the Sage-Grouse Task Force. They also

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS I-1



|. Purpose and Need for Action

were directed to review the 2015 Greater Sage-Grouse plans and associated policies to identify
provisions that will maintain healthy Sage Grouse populations but may require modification, including
opportunities to enhance consistency with individual state plans and better balance the BLM’s multiple-
use mission, as directed by Secretary’s Order 3349.

On August 4, 2017, the Interior Review Team submitted its Report in Response to Secretary’s Order
3353. The report the team recommended modifying the Greater Sage-Grouse plans and associated
policies to better align with the individual state plans. On August 4, 2017, the Secretary issued a memo
to the Deputy Secretary directing the BLM to implement the recommendations found in the report.

In the Federal Register of October |1, 2017, the BLM published the Notice of Intent to Amend Land Use
Plans Regarding Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation and Prepare Associated Environment Impact
Statements or Environmental Assessments.

The BLM continues to prioritize efforts to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and restore sagebrush
habitat. From Fiscal Year 2017 to Fiscal Year 2020, the BLM has treated on average over 550,000 acres
of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat every year. In Fiscal Year 2020, the BLM treated approximately 584,000
acres. These 2020 treatments included approximately 162,000 acres of conifer removal; 71,000 acres of
fuel breaks; 203,000 acres with invasive species treatments; 42,000 acres of habitat protection; and
restored habitat on 106,000 acres of uplands and over 700 acres of riparian habitat. In 2020, Idaho
conducted habitat treatments on 136,000 acres.

The BLM is committed to working directly with local communities on sagebrush conservation efforts
and to emulate the successes demonstrated by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
through the Sage-Grouse Initiative on private lands. These efforts include:

e an agreement with the Intermountain West Joint Venture to work with local cattlemen
associations to improve sagebrush rangeland conditions through actions such as controlling
invasive species, improving mesic areas, and removing invasive conifers;

e a Memorandum of Understanding between the BLM, NRCS, and the Forest Service resulting in
development of a map that identifies areas where the agencies have ongoing restoration projects
and opportunities for additional collaboration across land ownerships and associated landscapes;

e promoting a locally led collaborative conservation, the BLM, the USFWS, and the Geological
Survey are collaborating with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies as they lead
the development and implementation of the Sagebrush Conservation Strategy;

e working with livestock permittees and stakeholders on “targeted grazing” to utilize grazing as a
tool to create and maintain fuel breaks to manage the threats of wildfire and invasive species in
or next to Greater Sage-Grouse habitats; and,

e working to develop “outcome-based grazing” to provide greater flexibility for livestock
permittees and land managers to meet habitat objectives as conditions on-the-ground change.

During the public scoping period for the 2019 planning process, the BLM sought public comments on
whether all, some, or none of the 2015 Greater Sage-Grouse plans should be amended, what issues
should be considered, and if plans should be completed at the state level rather than at the national
level. The BLM specifically sought public comment on SFA designations, mitigation standards, lek buffers,
disturbance and density caps, habitat boundaries to reflect new information, and reversing adaptive
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management responses when the BLM determines that resource conditions no longer warrant those
responses. In addition, the BLM recognized that the Greater Sage-Grouse is a state-managed species
that depends on sagebrush steppe habitats managed in partnership by federal, state, and local authorities.
Input from governors would weigh heavily when the BLM considers what management changes should
be made and when ensuring consistency with the BLM’s multiple-use mission.

After reviewing comments received during the public scoping period, the BLM proposed the Draft EIS
on May 4, 2018 and ultimately issued the Final EIS on December 6, 2018. Through the notice and
comment process, the BLM was able to accomplish the objectives set forth in SO 3353 and remedy
inconsistencies that existed in the 2015 LUPAs. Below is a summary of some of the issues raised during
the Draft EIS and addressed during the Final EIS.

Further, in the 2018 DEIS the BLM again requested public comments on a number of issues, including
the BLM’s approach to compensatory mitigation. In response to these comments and information
supplied by the states about how to align with their compensatory mitigation laws and policies, the 2018
Final EIS clarified the BLM’s approach to compensatory mitigation in its Proposed Plan Amendment.
Through the Draft Supplemental EIS (DSEIS), the BLM sought additional comment from the public on
compensatory mitigation.

This Final Supplemental EIS (FSEIS) also addresses and clarifies the BLM’s reliance on scientific
information, including how the BLM addresses the recommendation and objectives in the National
Technical Team [NTT] and Conservation Objectives Team [COT] reports. The BLM, the USFWS,
states and other federal agency partners prepared the NTT (201 1) and the COT (2013) reports to
identify rangewide Greater Sage-Grouse conservation objectives and conservation measures that would:
inform the USFWS 2015 decision under the Endangered Species Act and inform partners; and provide
guidance for the BLM to consider through land use planning, which the BLM did in 2015 and 2019, and
again in this FSEIS. The NTT and COT reports constituted starting points for the BLM to consider in at
least one alternative to be considered through the NEPA and land use planning process. They are not
compendiums that, standing alone, represent best available science. The NTT and COT reports do not
address, or even attempt to address, how the implementation of their Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation measures would affect other uses of the public lands—such as recreation, fluid mineral
development, mining, and livestock grazing. Moreover, the NTT and COT reports do not quantify, or
even attempt to quantify, the Greater Sage-Grouse conservation benefits of each respective
conservation measure.

At the time that the NTT and COT reports were being developed, the BLM, USFWS, and state agencies
had not completely developed or established the robust programs to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse
that exist today.

In 2015, the BLM developed an action alternative around the NTT report. In the 2018 Final EIS, the BLM
incorporated this analysis by reference. The BLM also coordinated with USFWS during the process
culminating in the 2019 RODs to make sure that the conservation measures from the NTT and COT
informed the management alignment alternative (Appendix S-1).

Idaho BLM, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation used
the COT report as the benchmark when developing the Management Alignment Alternative. USFWS
was a cooperating agency that attended all meetings. They verified that the changes developed to align

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS 1-3



|. Purpose and Need for Action

BLM management with the State plans were consistent with conservation measures in the COT Report
(Appendix S-1). Including the USFWS as a cooperating agency during the 2019 planning process
ensured that BLM was aware of the same materials and newest science that the USFWS uses and
recommends for Greater Sage-Grouse management.

Prior to the release of the 2018 Draft EIS, the USFWS shared a draft comment memo with the Idaho
BLM that supported the recommendations in the Idaho management alignment alternative. Specifically,
USFWS concluded that recommendations provided by the State of Idaho incorporated relevant new
science that would ensure regulatory mechanisms for BLM-administered lands would continue to be
adequate to meet the COT Objectives.

This FSEIS also clarifies how the BLM considered comments, including those of other federal agencies
(including EPA) and experts, when developing its 2019 planning decisions. For example, when the BLM
published its 2018 DEISs, the BLM received comments about potential reductions to lek buffers. Under
the Management Alignment Alternative in the 2018 DEIS, BLM Idaho considered removing GHMA lek
buffers and reducing IHMA lek buffers. But in response to public comments, BLM Idaho changed its
approach in the 2018 Final EIS. Under the Management Alignment Alternative in the 2018 Final EIS, BLM
Idaho considered maintaining the GHMA buffers rather than eliminating them and maintaining larger
IHMA buffers than those considered in the DEIS’s Management Alignment Alternative (see Section
4.5.1, Modifying Lek Buffers, in Chapter 4).

In 2018, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provided comments on the Draft RMPAs/EISs.
Specifically, they provided six comments on the Idaho Draft RMPAV/EIS, seven discrete comments on the
Nevada/Northeast California Draft RMPAV/EIS, six on the Utah Draft RMPAV/EIS, three on the Wyoming
Draft RMPAVEIS, six on the Oregon Draft RMPA/EIS, and five on the Colorado Draft RMPA/EIS. EPA’s
comments include suggestions and questions regarding lek buffers, recent science, mitigation, adaptive
management, and fluid minerals. BLM responded to each of EPA’s comments and made corrections
and/or changes in the 2018 Final EISs. The complete EPA comment analysis can be found in the
administrative record. This FSEIS also clarifies how the BLM considered comments, including those of
other federal agencies and experts, when developing its 2019 planning decisions.

In Idaho, the EPA contacted the BLM by telephone before submitting their comments on the 2018 Final
EIS. EPA was interested in understanding how the alignment alternative was developed and wanted to let
us know that they were appreciative that we considered their Draft EIS comments about lek buffers.
During the call, BLM explained the process used to develop the Management Alignment Alternative. For
example, we discussed the multidisciplinary approach where stakeholders from the Governor’s Sage -
grouse Taskforce worked closely with the BLM, USFWS, and other federal partners to create an
alternative that met the needs of Greater Sage-Grouse. The EPA followed up with a December 20, 2018
comment letter on the Final EIS.

EPA’s December 20, 2018 Final EIS comment letter acknowledged the changes that the BLM made in
response to their Draft EIS comments. Specifically, they acknowledged that the BLM considered their
Draft EIS comments regarding buffers by increasing the size in IHMA and adding them back in GHMA in
the Final EIS. The EPA also acknowledged that the BLM considered their recommendation to “describe
how data and science informed the buffer decisions.” EPA wrote:
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In our August 2018 comments on the Draft EIS, we recommended that the Final EIS include a
description of how the BLM evaluated and interpreted the data and science relevant to the decision to
reduce lek buffers within Important Habitat Management Areas and to remove buffers and mitigation
requirements within General Habitat Management Areas. We appreciate that, for the FEIS, lek buffers
have been increased relative to the DEIS, and mitigation requirements for General Habitat Management
Areas are now included. Larger buffers and broader application of mitigation requirements will result in
improved protection for Greater Sage-Grouse.

Regarding our recommendation to describe how data and science relevant to the decision was evaluated
and interpreted, we appreciate this addition in the FEIS's Idaho-Specific Comment Responses:... We
appreciate your consideration of our comments.

Ultimately, BLM Idaho’s 2019 ROD and ARMPA did not reduce lek buffers in PHMA, leaving them
unchanged from those in the 2015 ARMPA. This decision was made by the BLM after close coordination
with the Governor’s Office, the Governor’s Sage-Grouse Task Force members, and after reviewing
applicable public comments.

BLM ldaho, however, chose to reduce lek buffers in IHMA and GHMA to better align buffers distances
with the Governor’s three-tier habitat approach where PHMA has the most restrictive buffers (same as
2015 ARMPA), IHMA has slightly reduced buffer distances, and GHMA has the smallest buffer distances.
This approach encourages development outside of the best habitat and into lesser quality or non-habitat.
All buffer reductions were within the ranges reported in the scientific literature (USGS Open File
Report 2014-1239).

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

In the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), Congress provided the BLM with discretion
and authority to manage public lands for multiple use and sustained yield and declared it the policy of
the United States to, consistent with the laws governing the administration of the public lands,
coordinate planning activities with the land use planning and management programs of other federal,
state, and local governments. Further, FLPMA specifically provides that it neither enlarges nor diminishes
the authority of the states in managing fish and wildlife. As the sovereign entities with the lead role in
managing game species, including Greater Sage-Grouse, states play a critical role in conserving the
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

In the 2019 Planning effort, the BLM modified its approach to managing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat in
land use plans by (1) enhancing cooperation and coordination with the State of Idaho, (2) aligning with
DOl and BLM policies issued since 2015, and (3) incorporating appropriate management flexibility and
adaptation to better align with Idaho’s conservation plan. The BLM achieved these goals while
maintaining the majority of Greater Sage-Grouse protections it incorporated into its land use plans in
2015. By implementing these land use plan conservation measures and continuing to exercise its
discretion to approve future project proposals under appropriate terms and conditions or deny them
where appropriate, the BLM can adequately protect Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat while meeting
its general obligation under FLPMA to manage public lands under principles of multiple use and sustained
yield.
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On October 16, 2019, the US District Court for the District of Idaho issued an order granting a motion
for a preliminary injunction filed by Plaintiffs Western Watersheds Project, WildEarth Guardians, Center
for Biological Diversity, and Prairie Hills Audubon Society. The court found that the Plaintiffs were likely
to succeed on the merits of their claims that the BLM violated the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) when adopting the 2019 Greater Sage-Grouse plans.

The BLM has prepared this FSEIS to review its previous NEPA analysis, clarify and augment it where
necessary, and provide the public with additional opportunities to review and comment. The BLM’s
FSEIS will help the BLM determine whether its 2015 and 2019 land use planning and NEPA processes
have sufficiently addressed Greater Sage-Grouse habitat conservation or whether the BLM should
initiate a new land use planning process to consider additional alternatives or new information. To
inform this decision that the BLM will make, it has prepared this FSEIS to address four specific issues: the
range of alternatives, need to take a hard look at environmental impacts, cumulative effects analysis, and
the BLM’s approach to compensatory mitigation.

1.3 PLANNING AREA AND CURRENT MANAGEMENT

Figure |-1 shows the FSEIS planning area. See Chapter 3, Affected Environment, for a description of
the planning area and current management.

Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA) are areas that have been identified as having the highest
conservation value to maintaining sustainable Greater Sage-Grouse populations. They include areas
meeting life cycle requirements, such a breeding and late brood-rearing habitats, and winter
concentration areas, and are based on best available science. PHMA include a variety of important
seasonal habitats and movement corridors that are spread across geographically diverse and naturally
fragmented landscapes. Greater Sage-Grouse use multiple areas to meet seasonal habitat needs
throughout the year and the resulting mosaic of habitats—winter, breeding, nesting, early brood-rearing,
late brood-rearing, transitional, and movement corridor habitats—can encompass large areas. Broad
habitat maps increase the likelihood that all seasonal habitats (including transition and movement
corridors) are included. While areas of non-habitat, such as canyons, water bodies, and human
disturbances, in and of themselves may not provide direct habitat value for Greater Sage-Grouse, these
areas may be crossed by birds when moving between seasonal habitats; therefore, these habitat
management areas are not strictly about managing habitat but are about providing those large landscapes
that are necessary to meet the life-stage requirements for Greater Sage-Grouse. These will include
areas that do not meet the habitat requirements described in the Seasonal Habitat Objectives table in
the 2015 Final EIS. These areas meet Greater Sage-Grouse habitat needs by maintaining large,
contiguous expanses of relatively intact sagebrush vegetation community.
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Figure 1-1
Planning Area Consists of Designated Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat in Idaho
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1.4 2019 ISSUES DEVELOPMENT

1.4.1 Issues and Related Resource Topics Identified Through Scoping as Part of the 2019
Planning Process

When deciding which issues to address related to the purpose and need, the BLM considers points of
disagreement, debate, or dispute regarding an anticipated outcome from a proposed action. Issues are
based on anticipated environmental effects; as such, issues can help shape the proposal and alternatives.
The BLM used internal, agency, and public scoping to identify issues to consider in the environmental
analysis. A summary of the scoping process as part of the 2019 planning process is presented in a report
titled Potential Amendments to Land Use Plans Regarding Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Scoping
Report (https://goo.gl/FopNgW).

When determining whether to retain an issue for more detailed analysis in the 2018 RMPA/EIS, the
interdisciplinary team considered, among other things, the following:

e The environmental impacts associated with the issue and the threats to species and habitat
associated with the issue are central to development of a Greater Sage-Grouse management
plan or of critical importance.

e A detailed analysis of environmental impacts related to the issue is necessary to make a
reasoned choice between alternatives.

e The environmental impacts associated with the issue are a significant point of contention among
the public or other agencies.

®  Whether there are potentially significant impacts on resources associated with the issue.

Ultimately, it was important for decision-makers and the public to understand the impacts that each of
the alternatives would have on specific resources; therefore, the BLM used the resource topics that
were tied to relevant issues as a heading to indicate which resources would be affected by a
management change. Resource topics helped organize the discussions of the affected environment
(Chapter 3) and environmental consequences (Chapter 4). Issues and resource topics were tracked
in parallel structure throughout the affected environment and environmental consequences for easy
reference.

The sections below lay out how issues raised during scoping for the 2019 planning process, as well as
related resource topics, were considered in the 2018 EIS. Generally, they fell into the following
categories:

e Issues and related resource topics retained for further consideration in the 2018 RMPA/EIS—
These were issues raised during scoping that were retained in the 2018 RMPA/EIS and for which
alternatives were developed to address the issues. In some cases, the resolution in the
alternatives were previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIS; in other cases, additional analysis is
needed in the 2018 RMPAVJEIS. Because the issues were analyzed under resource topics in 2015,
the resource topics corresponding with those retained for further analysis were also considered
in the 2018 RMPAVEIS. Just like issues, they may have been analyzed in the 2015 Final EIS for
those decisions included in the 2018 RMPAV/EIS.

e Clarification of decisions in the 2015 Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment
(ARMPA)—These are decisions or frameworks in the 2015 ARMPA that require clarification as
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to their application or implementation. No new analysis was required, as the effects behind the
decisions were analyzed in the 2015 Final EIS.

Issues and resource topics not carried forward for additional consideration or analysis—These
are issues brought up during scoping that were not carried forward in the 2018 RMPA/EIS.
While some of these issues were considered in the 2018 RMPAVJEIS, they did not require
additional analysis because they were analyzed in the 2015 Final EIS. Others were not carried
forward in the 2018 RMPAV/EIS because they did not further the purpose of aligning with the
state’s conservation plan. Similar to issues, there were resource topics that were not retained
for further analysis in the 2018 RMPA/EIS. This is because either they were not affected by the
changes proposed in Chapter 2 of the 2018 RMPAV/EIS or because the effect was analyzed in the
2015 Final EIS.

Issues and Related Resource Topics Retained for Further Consideration in this FSEIS

Table I-1 summarizes those issues below that were identified through scoping and that have been
retained for consideration and additional discussion in Chapters 3 and 4.

The issues identified in Table I-1 are significant because they address concerns raised by the Idaho
Governor and are specific to aligning the 2015 ARMPA/ROD with the Governor of Idaho’s Plan. Table
I-1 presents the issues as written by the Governor.

This amendment addresses the issues in Table 1-1 and provides focused changes to BLM management
direction from the 2015 ROD/ARMPA to align with the Governor’s Plan, as directed in SO 3353. The
characterization of the affected environment in Chapter 3 and the analysis in Chapter 4 focus only on
the resource topics related to the issues in Table I-1.

Table I-1
Issues and Related Resource Topics

Resource Topics

Issue Issues Related to the
Number
Issues
Modifying Habitat Boundary Designations o Greater Sage-
I e Integration of flexibility into the plans to be able to adjust habitat Grouse
management area boundaries without the need for a plan
amendment
Sagebrush Focal Area Designations e Mineral Resources
e  Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA) duplicate many protections that are o Greater Sage-
already in place through the designation of priority habitat Grouse
management areas (PHMA). The SFA designation focuses on de e Livestock Grazing
2 minimis land use activities in ldaho, and does nothing to address the ¢ Wild Horse &
primary threats of wildfire and invasive species, nor do SFAs provide Burro
an appreciable benefit to Greater Sage-Grouse. SFAs also
complicate the state’s adaptive management process and negatively
affect the economic viability of the state through land use
prohibitions (i.e., locatable mineral withdrawal recommendation).
Adjusting Disturbance and Density Caps o Greater Sage-
e The project scale disturbance cap is overly complex and does not Grouse
3 provide the flexibility to cluster multiple projects in one area of a e Mineral Resources

Biologically Significant Unit; thus, penalizing project collocation.

Lands and Realty
Socioeconomics
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Resource Topics

Issue Issues Related to the
Number
Issues
Modifying Lek Buffers Greater Sage-
e The application of uniform USGS lek buffers dilutes the efficacy of Grouse
Idaho’s unique, three-tiered habitat approach and does not provide Mineral Resources
4 an incentive to move development out of Greater Sage-Grouse Lands and Realty
priority habitat. Flexibility in lek buffer application should be based Socioeconomics
on site-specific information, habitat type, habitat quality, and type of Livestock Grazing
development, not a one-size-fits-all approach. Recreation
Including Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications on NSO Greater Sage-
Stipulations Grouse
5 e The no surface occupancy (NSO) requirement in PHMA should be Fluid Minerals
consistent with the Governor’s plan to include the flexibility of an
exception, waiver, or modification process.
Changing Requirements for Design Features Greater Sage-
e The Required Design Features (RDFs) appendix is redundant and Grouse
unclear, and does not provide managers the flexibility to apply the Mineral Resources
6 appropriate individual RDFs to address site-specific situations. Lands and Realty
Socioeconomics
Livestock Grazing
Modifying Habitat Objectives Greater Sage-
e  The Habitat Objectives table in the Idaho 2015 ROD/ARMPA is Grouse
7 being interpreted and applied as standards and not objectives on the
landscape. Clarification on its applicability and use are needed for
each habitat indicator.
Modifying Decisions for Livestock Grazing Commensurate with Livestock Grazing
the Threat Posed Greater Sage-
e Improper livestock grazing is a secondary threat in ldaho that should Grouse
be managed using existing regulations. The USFWS’s 2010
3 Warranted but Precluded determination recognized rangeland
health standards as an adequate regulatory mechanism. The 2015
ROD/ARMPA imposes uniform and unnecessary grazing standards
and does not incentivize proper livestock grazing (e.g., the grazing
permit renewal thresholds requirement for allotments in SFAs is
unnecessary).
Modifying the Mitigation Strategy to Align with the State Greater Sage-
Mitigation Strategy, including Standard for No Net Loss Grouse
e The net gain mitigation standard is an elusive standard and creates
9 no certainty to project proponents. The state can find no clear

authority for the federal agencies to require a net conservation gain
standard. Deference should be given to the state’s mitigation
framework.

Issues and Resource Topics Not Carried Forward for Additional Analysis
Issues and Related Resource Topics Not Carried Forward for Additional Analysis

The following issues were raised during scoping for the 2018 Draft EIS, were not carried forward in that
effort, and are not carried forward in this FSEIS for the same reasons. For example, population-based
management is not carried forward for detailed analysis because the BLM does not manage species
populations; that authority falls under the jurisdiction of the ldaho Department of Fish and Game.
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Because the following issues were analyzed in the 2015 Final EIS, and no significant new information has
emerged, they do not require additional analysis in this EIS. These issues were analyzed under most
resource topics in the 2015 Final EIS. The related resource topics are dismissed from additional analysis.
The types of impacts on these resources are described in the range of alternatives in the 2015 Final EIS.
The impacts of implementing the alternatives in this FSEIS are within the range of alternatives previously
analyzed.

o Restrictions on ROWs and infrastructure

e  Wind energy development in PHMA

e ROW avoidance in PHMA and GHMA

e Retention of lands as identified as PHMA or GHMA in federal ownership
e Prioritization of fluid mineral leases outside of PHMA and GHMA

¢ Numerical noise limitations within PHMA

e Vegetation treatments and wildfire response

e Habitat assessment framework

The following issues were evaluated as part of the 2015 Final EIS. For the same reasons they were
dismissed in the 2015 Final EIS, similarly they are not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIS (see
Section 1.5.3, Planning Issues; Issues Not Addressed: Outside the Scope of the Planning Effort, pg. 1-36,
in the Final EIS):

e Hunting Greater Sage-Grouse
e Predator control
e  Aircraft overflights in PHMA and GHMA

e No cattle grazing in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat

Resource Topics Not Carried Forward for Additional Analysis

The resource topics below are dismissed from detailed analysis because they have no potentially
significant impacts from actions proposed in this FSEIS:

e Geology
e Paleontological resources
e Indian Trust resources

e Noise

1.5 ITEMS TO BE CLARIFIED IN THIS FSEIS

The items considered in this FSEIS are related to the analysis in the 2018 Final EIS. These items are:

e clarifying the range of alternatives (including how the BLM considered the full range of the 2015
alternatives in the 2019 planning process),

e taking a hard look and using the best available science (including clarified effects analysis, how
the 2015 and 2019 FEISs addressed the NTT and COT recommendations and conservation
measures) (Appendix S-1),
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e clarifying that the cumulative effects analysis was done at the range wide level and organized by
WAFWA Management Zone (MZs) Updated language also highlights why WAFWA MZs were
used,

e an updated Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.

1.6 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER POLICIES, PLANS, AND PROGRAMS

The BLM recognizes the importance of state and local plans. It will work to be consistent with or
complementary to the management actions in these plans whenever possible.

1.6.1 State Plans

State plans considered during this effort are the following:

e Idaho Governor’s Executive Order No. 2015-04 (Adopting Idaho’s Sage-Grouse Management
Plan)

e Idaho State Board of Land Commissioners Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan

1.7 CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL SEIS

Based on comments received on the DSEIS, the BLM has updated the list of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects considered for cumulative impacts in Appendix S-2. Responses to
substantive public comments received on the DSEIS are included in Appendix S-3.
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Chapter 2. Alternatives

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the eight alternatives considered during the 2019 planning processes. The 2018
Draft RMPA/Draft EIS and Proposed RMPA/Final EIS analyzed in detail a No-Action Alternative and one
action alternative, the Management Alignment Alternative, while incorporating by reference the full
range of alternatives evaluated in detail by the BLM in its 2015 EISs. The 2019 Record of Decision also
explains how the BLM considered the alternatives evaluated in the BLM’s 2015 and 2018 EISs. This FSEIS
likewise considers this full range of reasonable alternatives, while adding a greater level of detail about
each alternative and giving the public an additional opportunity to review and comment on these eight
alternatives. The full range of alternatives considered in the 2018 Final EIS is both summarized and
provided in detail in the three tables in Section 2.6. NEPA’s implementing regulations require materials
to be incorporated by reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency
and public review of the action (40 CFR 1502. 21).

2.2 2018 PLAN AMENDMENT/2019 ROD DESCRIPTION

In 2019 BLM Idaho amended the existing Greater Sage-Grouse management direction from the
following Idaho plans, as directed by Secretary’s Order 3353; 2018 Proposed RMPA/Final EIS and 2019
Record of Decision promoted alignment between the BLM's management of Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat and the State of Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse Plan.

e Bennett Hills/Timmerman Hills Management Framework Plan (BLM 1980)
e Big Desert Management Framework Plan (BLM 1981)

e Big Lost Management Framework Plan (BLM 1983)

e Bruneau Management Framework Plan (BLM 1983)

e Cascade RMP (BLM 1988)

e Cassia RMP (BLM 1985)

e Challis RMP (BLM 1999)

e Craters of the Moon National Monument RMP (BLM 2006)

e Four Rivers RMP Revision

e Jarbidge (2015)

e Jarbidge RMP (BLM 1987)

e Kuna Management Framework Plan (BLM 1983)

e Lemhi RMP (BLM 1987)

e Little Lost-Birch Creek Management Framework Plan (BLM 1981)
e Magic Management Framework Plan (BLM 1975)

e Medicine Lodge RMP (BLM 1985)

e Monument RMP (BLM 1985)

e Owyhee RMP (BLM 1999)

e Pocatello RMP (BLM 2012)
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e Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area RMP (BLM 2008)
e Sun Valley Management Framework Plan (BLM 1981)

e Twin Falls Management Framework Plan (BLM 1982)

e Upper Snake RMP Revision

2.3 SUMMARY OF 2019 ALLOCATIONS

The Management Alignment Alternative and the Proposed Plan retained the decisions in the 2015
Record of Decision (ROD)/Amended Resource Management Plan Amendment (ARMPA), unless they
were specifically identified for change to in the Management Alignment Alternative.

Table 2-1 displays the land use allocations for the No-Action Alternative, the Management Alignment
Alternative, and the Proposed Plan Amendment; these allocation-level decisions are the same for all
three alternatives. The changes between the Management Alignment Alternative and the Proposed Plan
Amendment are more precise, as detailed in the side-by-side comparison in the 2018 Final EIS (Table
2.3).

Table 2-1
Land Use Allocations under the No-Action Alternative, the Management Alignment
Alternative, and the Proposed Plan Amendment

Resource PHMA IHMA GHMA
Land tenure Retain Retain Retain
Wind and solar Exclusion Avoidance Open
Rights-of-way Avoidance Avoidance Open
Oil and gas and Open with major Open with major Open with standard
geothermal stipulations stipulations stipulations
Nonenergy leasables Closed Open Open
Salable minerals Closed with limited Open Open

exceptions

Locatable minerals* Open Open Open
Travel management Limited Limited Limited
Livestock grazing Open Open Open

*Areas are open for locatable mineral entry unless they have been withdrawn under a separate order.

2.4 2019 PLANNING PROCESS

The 2019 planning process amended the plans identified in Section 2.2 by replacing the specific
objectives, management decisions, and appendices from the 2015 ARMPA with the language below. All
portions of the existing management plans, as amended by the 2015 ARMPA, that were not specifically
changed remained in effect. The plan amendment was derived by combining the Management Alignment
Alternative, with the further clarifications and modifications received from the Governor’s Greater
Sage-Grouse Task Force members and from applicable public comments. A detailed comparison of the
alternatives considered during this planning process and the Proposed Plan Amendment is found in the
side-by-side comparison tables below in Section 2.3.

The Management Alignment Alternative in the 2018 Draft RMPA/EIS included a proposed management
action for compensatory mitigation based upon the mitigation framework BLM incorporated into its
plans in 2015. However, following extensive review of FLPMA, including existing regulations, orders,
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policies, and guidance, the BLM has concluded that FLPMA does not explicitly mandate or authorize the
BLM to require public land users to implement compensatory mitigation as a condition of obtaining
authorization for the use of the public lands (IM 2018-093, Compensatory Mitigation, July 24, 2018). In
addition, the Draft 2018 RMPAV/EIS analyzed a change to the net conservation gain standard for
compensatory mitigation actions required to offset residual impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse on BLM-
administered lands.

To be consistent with the law, the BLM clarified its role in applying compensatory mitigation in IM 2018-
093. To align the 2019 planning effort with the BLM’s legal authority regarding compensatory mitigation,
the 2019 Plan Amendment clarified that the BLM would consider compensatory mitigation only as a
component of compliance with a state mitigation plan, program, or authority, or when offered
voluntarily by a project proponent. The 2019 Plan Amendment eliminated the net conservation gain
standard for compensatory mitigation and clarified that the BLM would continue to require appropriate
avoidance and mitigation actions to adequately conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat, and would
pursue no net loss of habitat as a broader planning goal and objective in alignment with state
management plans.

The BLM committed to cooperating with the State of Idaho to analyze applicant-proffered or state-
imposed compensatory mitigation to offset residual impacts. BLM could authorize such actions
consistent with NEPA analysis and the governing RMP.

Habitat Management Area Flexibility

The boundaries of the habitat designations have been adjusted to correct administrative mapping errors
that occurred when PHMA was designated in 2015. Habitat management area boundary changes also
included removing some areas of non-habitat that were added to PHMA by the 2015 ROD/ARMPA as
part of the SFA designations. Additionally, in the West Owyhee Conservation Area, the circle of 60,706
acres of PHMA (Brown’s Creek Area) that is surrounded by IHMA was re-designated as IHMA (See Map
[); 11,828 acres of non-Greater Sage-Grouse habitat managed as PHMA, in the Mountain Valleys
Conservation Area, was changed to non-habitat (Donkey Hills Area of Critical Conservation Concern
[ACEC] and mapping errors).

Management Decision (MD) SSS 6: The management area map and biologically significant unit (BSU)
baseline map could reevaluated, in conjunction with plan evaluation processes (i.e., approximately every
5 years). This reevaluation could indicate the need to adjust conservation area boundaries, PHMA,
IHMA, or GHMA, or the habitat or population baselines. These adjustments could occur on completion
of the appropriate analysis and process (e.g., plan maintenance in coordination with the teams identified
in MD SSS 44) to review the allocation decisions based on the map. Results from the wildfire and
invasive species assessments, such as identified focal or emphasis areas, would also be used to help
inform mapping adjustments during this evaluation.

MD SSS 9: This decision was deleted.

New MD SSS 44: In collaboration with the Ildaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and potentially other state and federal
agencies, the BLM would form two teams (a technical team and a policy team) through a memorandum
of understanding. These teams would be responsible for reviewing proposed infrastructure
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developments, exceptions, variances, adaptive management triggers and responses, habitat management
area adjustments, and mitigation, as described in detail in Appendix K [of the 2018 Final EIS].

Removing Sagebrush Focal Areas
MD SSS 10: This decision was deleted.

MD MR 10: This decision was deleted.

MD WHB 3: Prioritize gathers and population growth suppression techniques in herd management areas
in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, unless removals are necessary in other areas to address higher priority
environmental issues, including herd health impacts. Place higher priority on herd areas not allocated as
herd management areas and occupied by wild horses and burros in PHMA.

MD WHB 4: In PHMA, assess and adjust appropriate management levels (AMLs) through the NEPA
process within herd management areas when wild horses or burros are identified as a significant causal
factor in not meeting land health standards, even if current AML is not being exceeded.

MD WHB 5: In PHMA, monitor the effects of wild horse and burro use in relation to Greater Sage-
Grouse seasonal habitat objectives to help determine future management actions.

MD WHB 6: Develop or amend herd management area plans to incorporate Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat objectives and management considerations for all herd management areas in Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat, with emphasis placed on PHMA.

Modifying Disturbance and Density Caps

MD SSS 27: If the 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance cap is exceeded on lands (regardless of land
ownership) in Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho) in any given BSU, no further discrete
anthropogenic disturbances (subject to applicable laws and regulations, such as the General Mining Law
of 1872, as amended, and valid existing rights) would be permitted by BLM within Greater Sage-Grouse
PHMA and IHMA in any given BSU. This would be in effect until the disturbance has been reduced to
less than the cap, as measured according to Appendix E [of the 2018 Final EIS] for the intermediate
scale.

For Idaho, the BSU (Figure 2-2) is defined as the currently mapped nesting and wintering habitat in
PHMA and IHMA in a conservation area, inclusive of all ownerships. Anthropogenic disturbance
excludes habitat disturbance from wildfire and fuels management and includes the following
developments (see Appendix E [of the 2018 Final EIS] for further details):

e Oil and gas wells and development facilities

e Coal mines

e  Wind towers

e Solar fields

e Geothermal development facilities

e Mining (active locatable, nonenergy leasable and salable developments)

e Roads
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e Railroads

e Power lines

e Communication towers

e Other vertical structures

e Coal bed methane ponds

e Meteorological towers (e.g., wind energy testing)
e Nuclear energy facilities

e Airport facilities and infrastructure

e Military range facilities and infrastructure

e Hydroelectric plants

e Recreation areas facilities and infrastructure

This disturbance is measured by direct footprint or by the distance between the outermost lines on
transmission lines (Leu et al. 2008).

MD SSS 29: Subject to valid existing rights, new anthropogenic disturbances in PHMA: Anthropogenic
Disturbance Screening Criteria. In order to avoid surface-disturbing activities in PHMA, priority would
be given to development of rights-of-way (ROWs), fluid minerals, and other mineral resources subject
to applicable stipulations outside of PHMA. When authorizing development in PHMA, priority would be
given to development in non-habitat areas first and then in the least suitable habitat for Greater Sage-
Grouse. In addition to the PHMA and IHMA anthropogenic disturbance development criteria (MD SSS
30), the BLM would ensure an applicant has worked with the State of Idaho to submit a proposal that
meets the following criteria:

a. The population trend for the Greater Sage-Grouse in the associated conservation area is stable
or increasing over a 3-year period and the population levels are not currently engaging the
adaptive management triggers (this applies strictly to new authorizations; renewals and
amendments of existing authorizations would not be subject to this criteria when it can be
shown that long-term impacts from those renewals or amendments would be substantially the
same as the existing development).

b. The development with associated design features, avoidance, minimization, or mitigation actions
would not result in a net loss of Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or of the respective PHMA.

c. The project, its design features, avoidance and minimization actions, and associated impacts
would not result in a net loss of Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or habitat fragmentation or
other impacts causing a decline in the population of the species in the relevant conservation
area.

d. The development cannot be reasonably accomplished outside of the PHMA or can be either
developed pursuant to a valid existing authorization or collocated within the footprint of
existing infrastructure. Proposed actions would not increase the 201 | authorized footprint and
associated impacts more than 50 percent, depending on industry practice.

e. Development would adhere to the RDFs described in Appendix C [of the 2018 Final EIS].

f.  The project would not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27).
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g. Large-scale anthropogenic disturbances in PHMA would be reviewed by the technical and policy
teams, as described in MD SSS 44. (See the glossary for definition of large-scale anthropogenic
disturbances.)

Modifying Lek Buffers

MD SSS 35: In undertaking BLM management actions in PHMA, IHMA and GHMA, and consistent with
valid and existing rights and applicable law in authorizing third-party actions, the BLM would apply the
lek buffer-distances in accordance with Appendix B [of the 2018 Final EIS]. The buffers do not apply to
vegetation treatments specifically designed to improve or protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat;
however, impacts on leks should be analyzed and those impacts should be minimized to the extent
practicable.

Including Exceptions to NSO Stipulations

MD MR I: Areas in PHMA and IHMA would be open to mineral leasing and development and
geophysical exploration, subject to NSO with a limited exception (MD MR 3). GHMA would be open to
mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration, subject to Controlled Surface Used
(CSU), which includes standard stipulations and BMPs as identified in Appendix C [of the 2018 Final EIS]
(Required Design Features).

MD MR 2: In Idaho, parcels nominated for lease in PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA would be evaluated prior to
lease offering to determine if development is feasible.

MD MR 3: PHMA and IHMA: No waivers or modifications to a fluid mineral lease NSO stipulation
would be granted. The BLM Authorized Officer may grant an exception to a fluid mineral lease NSO
stipulation only where the proposed action: (i) would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on
Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat, or (ii) is proposed to be undertaken as an alternative to a similar
action occurring on a nearby parcel or the State of Idaho recommends the project goes forward, based
on its determination that the action would not result in a net loss to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Exceptions based on the goal of achieving no net loss may only be considered: (a) in PHMA of mixed
ownership where federal minerals underlie less than 50 percent of the total surface, or (b) in areas of
the public lands where the proposed exception is an alternative to an action occurring on a nearby
parcel subject to a valid federal fluid mineral lease existing as of the date of this Proposed Plan
Amendment. Exceptions based on the no net loss goal must also include measures, such as enforceable
institutional controls and buffers, sufficient to allow the BLM to conclude that such benefits would
endure for the duration of the proposed action’s impacts.

Any exceptions to this lease stipulation may be approved by the BLM Authorized Officer, only with the
concurrence of the BLM State Director and in coordination with the technical and policy team.
Approved exceptions would be made publicly available.

MD MR 8: Issue written orders of the authorized officer (43 CFR 3161.2) requiring reasonable
protective measures consistent with the lease terms where necessary to avoid or minimize impacts on
Greater Sage-Grouse populations or habitat.
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Changing Requirements for Design Features

MD SSS 32: In PHMA and IHMA, incorporate RDFs, as described in Appendix C [of the 2018 Final EIS],
in developing the project or proposal implementation, reauthorizations or new authorizations, as
conditions of approval into any post-lease activities and as BMPs for locatable minerals activities, to the
extent allowable by law, unless at least one of the following conditions could be demonstrated and
documented in the NEPA analysis associated with the specific project:

a. A specific RDF is not applicable to the site-specific conditions of the project or activity
b. A proposed design feature or BMP is determined to provide equal or better protection for
Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat

c. Analysis concludes that following a specific RDF would provide no more protection to Greater
Sage-Grouse or its habitat than not following it, for the project being proposed

In GHMA, the RDFs are considered BMPs that should be considered and applied, unless the proponent
can show that applying the BMP is technically or economically impracticable.

MD MR | I: PHMA—AII PHMA would be closed to new mineral materials development but continued
use of existing pits would be allowed. New free use permits and the expansion of existing pits may be
considered only if the following criteria are met:

a. The disturbance cap is not exceeded in a BSU

b. The activity is subject to the provisions set forth in the mitigation framework (Appendix F [of
the 2018 Final EIS])

All applicable RDFs are applied

d. The activity is permissible under the Idaho exception and development criteria (MD SSS 29 and
MD SSS 30)

e. IHMA—AIl IHMA would be open to mineral materials development, consistent with the Idaho
Anthropogenic Disturbance Criteria (MD SSS 30) and subject to RDFs and buffers.

GHMA: All GHMA would be open to mineral materials development, subject to BMPs as described in
Appendix C [of the 2018 Final EIS].

MD MR I5: PHMA are closed to leasing. IHMA and GHMA: Areas in known phosphate leasing areas
would remain open to leasing, subject to standard stipulations. IHMA outside of KPLA are open to
prospecting and subsequent leasing, provided the anthropogenic disturbance development criteria (MD
SSS 30) and the anthropogenic disturbance cap (MD SSS 27) can be met.

RDFs and buffers would be applied to prospecting permits.

GHMA: Lands outside known phosphate leasing areas are available for prospecting and subsequent
leasing and initial mine development subject to standard stipulations and BMPs, as described in Appendix
C [of the 2018 Final EIS].

MD RE |: PHMA—Designate and manage as exclusion areas for utility scale (20 megawatts) wind and
solar testing and development and nuclear and hydropower energy development. IHMA—Designate and
manage as avoidance areas for wind and solar testing and development, and nuclear and hydropower
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development. GHMA (Idaho)—Designate and manage as open for wind and solar testing and nuclear
and hydropower development.

MD LR 2: PHMA—Designate and manage as ROWV avoidance areas, consistent with MD SSS 29 and
subject to RDFs and buffers (Appendices B and C). IHMA—Designate and manage as ROW avoidance
areas, consistent with MD SSS 30 and subject to RDFs and buffers. GHMA—Designate and manage as
open, with proposals subject to BMPs, as described in Appendix C [of the 2018 Final EIS].

Modifying Habitat Objectives

OBJ SSS 2: In PHMA and IHMA, maintain large intact sagebrush steppe communities with vegetation
characteristics consistent with their ecological potential such that Greater Sage-Grouse can select
suitable seasonal habitats for breeding, nesting, rearing young, and wintering. Greater Sage-Grouse
select suitable use areas in large intact sagebrush ecosystems. Not every site would provide for every
Greater Sage-Grouse need, which is why they require large intact sagebrush ecosystems.

The desired conditions for Greater Sage-Grouse (see Table 2.2 in the 2015 Final EIS) are a list of
indicators, characteristics, and values that describe Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitat use areas. The
BLM used indicator values derived from a synthesis of local and regional Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
research and data to describe the typical vegetation communities that Greater Sage-Grouse select.
While the desired conditions are not attainable on every site or every acre in designated Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat management areas, the values reflect a range of habitat conditions that generally lead to
greater survival of individuals in a population. When permitting land use activities, the BLM would
consider the ecological site potential in designated habitat management areas to validate the habitat
conditions achievable for a specific site.

The seasonal habitat descriptions in Table 2.2 in the 2015 Final EIS vary across the range of Greater
Sage-Grouse, in a subregion, and between sites. They are not land health standards but are quantitative
measures that help inform the special status species habitat land health standard for Greater Sage-
Grouse. These measurable values reflect ecological potential and may be adjusted, based on local factors
influencing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat selection. Local data or recent science may indicate that
Greater Sage-Grouse select for vegetation structure and composition in seasonal habitats not
characterized by the values in the desired conditions table. In these cases, it may be appropriate to
adjust the values. Desired conditions should be evaluated in the context of annual variability in ecological
conditions and should not be used singly to determine habitat suitability for Greater Sage-Grouse. As
appropriate, they may be used to demonstrate trends over time, during plan evaluations for
effectiveness of Greater Sage-Grouse conservation, or when identifying limiting habitat characteristics
for a given area.

The indicators, characteristics, values, and desired seasonal habitat conditions in the Greater Sage-
Grouse plan desired conditions table are meant to inform the wildlife habitat component of the land
health standards evaluation process (43 CFR 4180.2) but do not replace rangeland health assessments.
Results from the land health standards evaluation should be used to support the BLM in land use
authorization processes and during development of appropriate objectives for management actions, such
as vegetation treatments.
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The desired conditions tables are to be used as follows:

e To assess habitat suitability, as defined by BLM policy and the Habitat Assessment Framework,
for Greater Sage-Grouse at the appropriate scale

e To describe desired conditions that provide habitat at multiple spatial scales, as defined by the
best available science

e To evaluate land use plan effectiveness for Greater Sage-Grouse conservation

e To develop measurable project objectives for actions in BLM-designated Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat management areas, as needed, when considered alongside land health standards,
ecological potential, and local information

Update Table 2.2 from the 2015 ARMPA as follows:

NESTING/EARLY BROOD REARING (Seasonal Use Period May I-June 30)

Cover and Perennial Adequate Connelly et al. 2000;% Connelly et al. 2003;’ Hagen et al.
food grass (and nesting cover | 2007;'' Stiver et al. 2015;'"® Hausleitner 2005

f?rb) height Holloran et al. 2005

(includes

residual Gibson et al. 2016

grasses)

Smith et al. 2017
Smith et al. 2018

Modifying Decisions for Livestock Grazing

MD LG 15: Generally, the BLM would prioritize (1) the review of grazing permits/leases, in particular to
determine if modification is necessary prior to renewal, and (2) the processing of grazing permits/leases
based on land health conditions or concerns related to rangeland health standards. If similar issues are
found in both PHMA and IHMA, then those in PHMA should be addressed first. In setting workload
priorities, precedence would be given to existing permits/leases in these areas not meeting land health
standards and that have declining Greater Sage-Grouse populations, defined by a soft or hard population
adaptive management trigger being engaged. Greater Sage-Grouse populations that are stable or
trending upward would be a lower priority for permit renewal and the assessment process. The BLM
may use other criteria for prioritization to respond to urgent natural resource concerns, such as fire,
and legal obligations.

MD LG I6: Grazing in the PHMA and IHMA would be managed according to the process outlined in the
text below, and the grazing permit renewal process would be managed according to 43 CFR 4100,
Subpart 4180, and as outlined in the process below.

a. Incorporate the Greater Sage-Grouse desired conditions in Table 2.2 [of the 2015 Final EIS] and
management considerations as desired conditions, and manage livestock grazing, recognizing that
these conditions may not be achievable: (1) due to the existing ecological condition, ecological
potential, or existing vegetation; or (2) due to causal events unrelated to existing livestock
grazing; and 3) that they are not intended to be prescriptive at the allotment level.

b. Conduct habitat assessments using appropriate monitoring methods. Where appropriate, make
a determination of factors causing any failure to achieve the desired conditions in Table 2.2 [of

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS 2-9



2. Alternatives

the 2015 Final EIS]. The assessment would be conducted at a resolution and scale sufficient to
document the habitat condition and would include local, spatial, and interannual variability. Any
determination relative to the habitat characteristics (Table 2.2 [of the 2015 Final EIS]) would be
based on existing ecological condition, ecological potential, and existing vegetation information.
This is to ensure the assessment recognizes whether these habitat characteristics are achievable.

c. The assessment would rely on published characteristics of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and the
ecological site descriptions, on Table 2.2 [of the 2015 Final EIS as amended], and where available
and applicable, rangeland health determinations made in accordance with 43 CFR 4180.2(c).

d. After conducting the assessment in (b), above, if the current grazing system achieves applicable
Idaho rangeland health standards, absent substantial and compelling information, no further
grazing management changes are necessary to achieve desired conditions for Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat.

e. If the process and conditions outlined in (b), above demonstrate that livestock grazing is limiting
achievement of the desired conditions (Table 2.2 [of the 2015 Final EIS]), renewed permits
would include measures, including but not limited to the actions outlined in Appendix C [of the
2018 Final EIS] to achieve desired habitat conditions. These measures must be tailored to
address the specific management issues.

f.  Adaptive management changes related to existing grazing permits should be undertaken only
where improper grazing is determined to be the causal factor in not meeting habitat
characteristics, specific to site capability, based on monitoring, with appropriate spatial
variability. See Appendix C.

g.  Where management changes are needed and necessary pursuant to (f), above, implement
management actions that are narrowly tailored to address the specific habitat objective applied
at the allotment or activity plan level, including the actions outlined in Appendix C [of the 2018
Final EIS], Grazing Section of BMPs.

MD LG 17: Allotments in PHMA, focusing on those with declining Greater Sage-Grouse populations,
defined by a soft or hard adaptive management trigger being engaged and/or with land health concerns,
would be prioritized for field checks. This is to help ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of
the grazing permits. Field checks can include monitoring for actual use, utilization, and use supervision.

MD WHB 2: Complete rangeland health assessments for herd management areas containing Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat using an interdisciplinary team of range, wildlife, and riparian specialists. The
priority for conducting assessments is herd management areas with known land health issues and where
local populations of Greater Sage-Grouse are in decline according to the adaptive management trigger
standards. When similar issues are found in multiple herd management areas, then the priority should
be: ) herd management areas containing PHMA; 2) herd management areas containing IHMA; 3) herd
management areas containing GHMA; 4) herd management areas containing Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat outside of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA mapped habitat; 5) herd management areas without
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Modifying the Mitigation Strategy to Align with the State Mitigation Strategy

In all designated Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, in undertaking BLM management actions, and consistent
with valid existing rights and applicable law, in authorizing third-party actions that result in habitat loss
and degradation, the BLM would achieve the planning-level Greater Sage-Grouse management goals and
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objectives through implementation of mitigation and management actions. Under this Proposed Plan
Amendment, management would be consistent with the Greater Sage-Grouse goals and objectives, and
in conformance with BLM Manual 6840, Special Status Species Management. In accordance with BLM
Manual 6840, the BLM would undertake planning decisions, actions and authorizations “to minimize or
eliminate threats affecting the status of [Greater Sage-Grouse] or to improve the condition of [Greater
Sage-Grouse] habitat” across the planning area.

The BLM has determined that FLPMA does not explicitly mandate or authorize the BLM to require
public land users to implement compensatory mitigation as a condition of obtaining authorization for the
use of the public lands. Therefore, consistent with valid existing rights and applicable law, when
authorizing third-party actions that result in habitat loss and degradation, the BLM would consider
voluntary compensatory mitigation actions only as a component of compliance with a State mitigation
plan, program, or authority, or when offered voluntarily by a project proponent.

Project-specific analysis would be necessary to determine how a compensatory mitigation proposal
addresses impacts from a proposed action. The BLM would cooperate with the State to determine
appropriate project design and alignment with State policies and requirements, including those regarding
compensatory mitigation. When the BLM is considering compensatory mitigation as a component of the
project proponent’s submission or based on a recommendation from the State, the BLM’s NEPA analysis
would evaluate the need to avoid or minimize impacts of the proposed project and achieve the goals and
objectives of this RMPA. The BLM would defer to the appropriate State authority to quantify habitat
offsets, durability, and other aspects used to determine the recommended compensatory mitigation
action.

The BLM would not deny a proposed authorization in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat solely on the
grounds that the proponent has not proposed or agreed to undertake voluntary compensatory
mitigation. In cases where waivers, exceptions, or modification may be granted for projects with a
residual impact, voluntary compensatory mitigation consistent with the State’s management goals can be
one mechanism by which a proponent achieves the RMPA goals, objectives, and waiver, exception, or
modification criteria. VWhen a proponent volunteers compensatory mitigation as their chosen approach
to address residual impacts, the BLM can incorporate those actions into the rationale used to grant a
waiver, exception, or modification. The final decision to grant a waiver, exception, or modification
would be based, in part, on criteria consistent with the State’s Greater Sage-Grouse management plans
and policies.

In 2015, Governor Otter issued Executive Order 2015-04 directing all Idaho executive agencies to
implement the Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse Management Plan to the extent consistent with state law.
The application of the foundational elements of the management plan is consistent with the USFWS$S
Conservation Objectives Team Report and apply across all land ownerships in Idaho. This plan included
compensatory mitigation for large-scale anthropogenic development within a set of project screening
criteria, based on the three-tiered management approach if new, significant, and unavoidable impacts are
demonstrated to be associated with the project. In the Governor’s plan, if unavoidable impacts are
demonstrated to be associated with the project, a compensatory mitigation plan would be based on the
guiding principles of Idaho’s Mitigation Framework, 201 1.

The BLM recognizes that Greater Sage-Grouse is a State-managed species, and, in accordance with 43
CFR 24.3(a), that State authority regarding fish and resident wildlife guides how the BLM cooperates
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with the State in the absence of specific, overriding federal law. Further, the BLM recognizes that state
governments have established fish and wildlife agencies that are charged with the responsibility and
mandate to implement state statutes for effective, appropriate, and efficient conservation and
management of fish and resident wildlife species. Accordingly, the BLM has coordinated with the State to
develop a memorandum of agreement (MOA) to guide the application of the mitigation hierarchy and
compensatory mitigation actions for future project authorizations in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat on
BLM-administered lands.

The MOA describes the State’s policies, authorities, and programs for Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation and the process regarding how the BLM would incorporate avoidance, minimization, and
other recommendations from the State necessary to improve the condition of Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat consistent with RMPA goals and objectives, in one or more of the NEPA analysis alternatives.
The MOA would be implemented to provide an improvement to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat at a State
level (as opposed to a WAFWA Management Zone or a Field Office), in collaboration with applicable
partners (e.g., federal, tribal, and state agencies). Generally, and as described in the MOA, when the BLM
receives applications for projects in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, the BLM would ensure project design
is aligned with State requirements and would ensure the proponent coordinates with the State to
develop any additional mitigation—including compensatory mitigation—that the State may recommend
in order to comply with State policies and programs for the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse.

When considering third-party actions that result in habitat loss and degradation, BLM would work with
the applicant to apply avoidance and minimization mitigation options. If the proposal would have residual
effects that cause habitat loss and degradation, the BLM would complete the following steps, in
alignment with the Governor of Idaho’s Executive Order 2015-04:

I. Notify the Idaho Office of Species Conservation (OSC) to determine if the State requires or
recommends any additional mitigation — including compensatory mitigation — under State
regulations, policies, or programs related to the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse.

2. If the OSC determines that there are unacceptable residual impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse or
its habitat and compensatory mitigation is required as a part of State policy or authorization, or
if a proponent voluntarily offers mitigation, the BLM would incorporate that mitigation into the
BLM’s NEPA and decision-making process.

3. The BLM would recommend to the project proponent that it coordinate with the State of Idaho
to ensure it complies with all applicable State requirements relating to its proposal.

4. The BLM would ensure mitigation outcomes are consistent with the State of ldaho’s mitigation
strategy and principles outlined in Appendix F [of the 2018 Final EIS ] including, but not limited
to:

a. achieves measurable outcomes for Greater Sage-Grouse habitat function that are at least
equal to the lost or degraded values

b. provides benefits that are in place for at least the duration of the impacts

c. accounts for a level of risk that the mitigation action may fail or not persist for the full
duration of the impact

MD MT 3: In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, in undertaking BLM management actions, and consistent with
valid existing right and applicable law, in authorizing third-party actions that result in habitat loss and
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degradation (Appendix E, Table E-1 [of the 2018 Final EIS]), the BLM would work towards achieving the
planning-level Greater Sage-Grouse management goals and objectives through implementation of
mitigation and management actions. Under this Proposed Plan Amendment, the BLM Greater Sage-
Grouse management would be consistent with the Greater Sage-Grouse goals and objectives, and in
conformance with BLM Manual 6840, Special Status Species Management, undertake planning decisions,
actions and authorizations “to minimize or eliminate threats affecting the status of [Greater Sage-
Grouse] or to improve the condition of [Greater Sage-Grouse] habitat” across the planning area.
Further, the BLM recognizes that the state of Idaho’s state Greater Sage-Grouse management goals and
policies include mitigation that provides no net loss to Greater Sage-Grouse, including accounting for
any uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of such mitigation. This would be achieved by ensuring
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat impacts are addressed by implementing mitigating actions in coordination
with the State of Idaho and the Proposed Plan Amendment.

MD SSS 30: The applicant would work with the State of Idaho to submit a proposal that meets all of the
following anthropogenic disturbance development criteria in the screening and assessment process for
proposals in PHMA and IHMA. This is to discourage additional disturbance in PHMA and IHMA (as
described in MD LR 2 and MD RE 1):

e Through coordination with the State of Idaho (as described in MD CC 1), it is determined that
the project cannot be achieved, technically or economically, outside of this management area

e The project siting and/or design should best reduce cumulative impacts and/or impacts on
Greater Sage-Grouse and other high value natural, cultural, or societal resources; this may
include collocation in the footprint for existing infrastructure, to the extent practicable

e The State of ldaho determines in coordination with BLM the project results in no net loss to
Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or, with mitigation actions, reduces habitat fragmentation or
other threats in the conservation area;

e Development would adhere to the RDFs described in Appendix C [of the 2018 Final EIS]
e The project would not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27)

e large-scale anthropogenic disturbances in PHMA and IHMA would be reviewed by the technical
and policy teams, as described in MD SSS 44

MD LR 14: Lands classified as PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA for Greater Sage-Grouse would be retained in
federal management, unless: (1) the agency can demonstrate that disposal of the lands, including land
exchanges, would provide no net loss to the Greater Sage-Grouse, or (2) the agency can demonstrate
that the disposal, including land exchanges, of the lands would have no direct or indirect adverse impact
on conservation of the Greater Sage-Grouse.

Land tenure adjustments would be subject to the following disposal, exchange, and acquisition criteria,
which include retaining lands with Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. This would reduce the likelihood of
habitat conversion to agriculture, urbanization, or other uses that would remove sagebrush habitat and
potentially affect sensitive plants.

e Retain lands in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. However, on a case by case basis, consider whether
disposal of those lands would increase the extent or provide for connectivity of PHMA, IHMA,
or GHMA.
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e Recognizing that the goal of the Department of the Interior is to keep lands in federal
ownership, the BLM would evaluate potential land exchanges containing historically low-quality
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat that may be too costly to restore in exchange for lands of higher
quality habitat, lands that connect seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse habitats, or lands providing for
threatened and endangered species. These potential exchanges should increase the extent or
continuity of or provide for improved connectivity of PHMA. Higher priority would be given to
exchanges for those intact areas of sagebrush that would contribute to the expansion of
sagebrush areas in PHMA currently in public ownership. Lower priority would be given to other
lands that would enhance the IHMA and GHMA, such as areas with fragmented or less intact
sagebrush.

e Lands for acquisition increase the extent of or provide for connectivity of PHMA.

OBJ MR 2: Where a proposed fluid mineral development project on an existing lease can adversely
affect Greater Sage-Grouse populations or habitat in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, the BLM would work
with the lessees, operators, or other project proponents to avoid and minimize impacts to the extent
compatible with lessees’ rights to drill and produce fluid mineral resources. The BLM would work with
the lessee, operator, or project proponent in developing applications for permit to drill or geothermal
drilling permit for the lease. This would be to apply the mitigation hierarchy to impacts on Greater Sage-
Grouse or its habitat and would ensure that the best information about the Greater Sage-Grouse and its
habitat informs and helps to guide development of such federal leases.

Modifying Adaptive Management Strategy

MD SSS 15: The data from the lek counts and the key habitat map update would be reviewed annually to
determine if any hard or soft adaptive management triggers have been met.

MD SSS 20: Population soft triggers are defined as one of the following:

e A 10 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum number of males counted,
compared to the 201 | maximum male baseline and a finite rate of change (A) below 1.0 within
PHMA within a conservation area over the same 3-year period

e A |0 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum number of males counted,
compared to the 201 | maximum male baseline and a finite rate of change (A) below 1.0 within
IHMA within a conservation area over the same 3-year period

Significance for soft triggers is defined by the 80 percent confidence interval around the current 3-year
finite rate of change. If the 80 percent confidence interval is less than and does not include 1.0, then the
finite rate of change is considered significant. The finite rate of change and variance would be calculated
following Garton et al. (201 1).

MD SSS 24: Remove the automatic hard trigger adaptive management response when the habitat or
maximum male population count (i.e., 3-year average) returns to or exceeds the 201 | baseline levels
within the associated conservation area, in accordance with the adaptive management strategy
(Appendix E [of the 2018 Final EIS]). In such a case, changes in management allocations resulting from a
tripped trigger would revert to the original allocation (MD SSS 22).
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Modifying Appendices

The following appendices from the 2015 Final EIS are proposed for change in this amendment:

e Appendix A (update mapping to match decisions in this Proposed Plan Amendment)—Display
the following changes:

— Update to display only Idaho
— Remove SFA

— Update PHMA and IHMA boundaries to reflect the change of the Brown’s Creek area from
PHMA to IHMA

— Update PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA boundaries to reflect corrections to administrative
errors

— Update BSU boundaries to reflect the change of the Brown’s Creek area from PHMA BSU
to IHMA BSU

e Appendix B (modification to buffer distances in IHMA and GHMA)

e Appendix C (clarification and some modification of RDFs)

e Appendix E (removal/additions to match decisions in this Proposed Plan Amendment)
e Appendix F (modification to match decisions in this Proposed Plan Amendment)

e Appendix K (would be added to help explain the two-team approach)

2.5 OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
2.5.1 Varying Constraints on Land Uses and Development Activities

During scoping, some commenters asked the BLM to consider additional constraints on land uses and
ground-disturbing development activities to protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. These constraints are
beyond those in the current management plan.! Other commenters, in contrast, asked the BLM to
consider eliminating or reducing constraints on land uses, or incorporating other flexibilities into the
BLM'’s implementation of RMPs, in addition to those issues that are already evaluated in the Management
Alignment Alternative. The BLM considered every scoping comment and, where appropriate,
incorporated these issues into the Management Alignment Alternative, following coordination with the
State. Because the purpose and need for the BLM’s action, building off of the 2015 ROD/ARMPA, is to
enhance cooperation with the States by seeking to better align the BLM’s RMPs with individual state
plans and/or conservation measures, the BLM gave great weight to the States’ identification of issues
that warrant consideration in that planning effort.

The 2018 planning process did not revisit every issue that the BLM evaluated in 2015. Instead, the BLM
addressed refinements to the 2015 ROD/ARMPA decisions, consistent with the BLM’s purpose and
need for action. Accordingly, this FSEIS has its foundation in the comprehensive 2015 and 2019 Final
ElSs, and incorporates those documents by reference—including the entire range of alternatives
evaluated through the 2015 planning process:

'For example, this 2019 planning process, built upon the 2015 planning process, will continue to ensure that the
BLM complies with its special status species policy, including the commitment to “implement measures to conserve
[special status] species and their habitats...and promote their conservation and reduce the likelihood and need for
such species to be listed pursuant to the ESA.” (BLM Manual 6840, Special Status Species Management)
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e Alternative A would have retained the management goals, objectives and direction specified in
the BLM RMPs and the Forest Service land and resource management plans effective prior to
the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

e Alternative B was based on the conservation measures developed by the National Technical
Team planning effort in Washington Office IM 2012-044. As directed in the IM, the conservation
measures developed by the National Technical Team must be considered and analyzed, as
appropriate, through the land use planning process and NEPA by all BLM state and field offices
that contain occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Most management actions included in
Alternative B would have been applied to PHMA.

e Alternative C was based on a citizen group’s recommended alternative. This alternative
emphasized improvement and protection of habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse and was applied to
all occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Alternative C would have limited commodity
development in areas of occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and would have closed or
designated portions of the planning area to some land uses.

e Alternative D, which was identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Draft 2018 RMPA/EIS,
balanced opportunities to use and develop the planning area and protects Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat based on scoping comments and input from cooperating agencies involved in the
alternatives development process. Protective measures would have been applied to Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat.

e Alternative E was the alternative provided by the State or Governor's offices for inclusion and
analysis in the ElSs. It incorporated guidance from specific State Conservation strategies and
emphasized management of Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and maintaining habitat
connectivity to support population objectives. This alternative was identified as a co-Preferred
Alternative in the Idaho Draft EIS.

e Alternative F was also based on a citizen group-recommended alternative. This alternative
emphasized improvement and protection of habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse and defined
different restrictions for PHMA and GHMA. Alternative F would have limited commodity
development in areas of occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and would have closed or
designated portions of the planning area to some land uses.

e The Proposed LUPA incorporated guidance from specific State Conservation strategies, as well
as additional management based on the National Technical Team recommendations. This
alternative emphasized management of Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and maintaining
habitat connectivity to support population objectives.

The BLM considered the entire range of alternatives from the 2015 Final EIS to identify issues meriting
reconsideration, given the BLM’s goal of enhancing alignment with state plans. In this manner, the BLM
would continue to appropriately manage Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat through this planning
effort in tandem with the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Further, additional constraints on land uses or development without a documented need would not
meet the purpose of SO 3353. As part of the consideration of whether to amend the 2015 Greater
Sage-Grouse RMPs, the BLM requested the USGS to develop an annotated bibliography of Greater
Sage-Grouse science published since January 2015 (Carter et al. 2018; see Section 3.1). In addition, SO
3353 directs the BLM to promote habitat conservation, while contributing to economic growth and
energy independence. As analyzed in the 2015 Final EIS (Section 4.15), all of the previously analyzed
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alternatives, including one proposing constraints stricter than the current management plan, were
predicted to result in a loss of development opportunities on public lands.

2.6 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES FROM 2018
2.6.1 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the BLM would not have amended the RMPs amended by the Idaho
and Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Resource Management Plan Amendment (2015 ROD/ARMPA).
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat would have continued to be managed under the 2015 ROD/ARMPA
management direction. Goals and objectives for BLM-administered lands and federal mineral estate
would not have changed. Allowable uses and restrictions pertaining to activities such as mineral leasing
and development, recreation, lands and realty, and livestock grazing would also have remained the same.

2.6.2 Management Alignment Alternative

This alternative is derived through coordination with the State and cooperating agencies to better align
with the Idaho Governor’s conservation plan and to support conservation outcomes for Greater Sage-
Grouse. The BLM continues to build upon the 2015 planning effort as envisioned in SO 3353 by
collaborating with states and stakeholders to improve compatibility between federal management plans
and other plans and programs at the state level, while ensuring consistency with the BLM’s multiple use
mission.

This enhanced cooperation between the BLM and the Governor’s office would lead to improved
management and coordination with states across the range of Greater Sage-Grouse. The Management
Alignment Alternative aligns the 2015 ROD/ARMPA with the Governor’s Plan by strategically removing or
altering the specific points of contention while preserving those parts that were already in alignment with
the substance of the Governor’s Plan. All parts of the existing 2015 ROD/ARMPA in Idaho would remain
in place except those specifically called out for change or deletion in this alternative. At the request of the
State, the Management Alignment Alternative in the Draft 2018 RMPA/EIS proposes a change to
compensatory mitigation by modifying the net conservation gain standard that the BLM incorporated into
its plans in 2015. The DOI and the BLM have also modified their mitigation policies since the 2015 plans
were finalized. The public did not have the opportunity to comment specifically on a net conservation gain
approach to compensatory mitigation during the 2015 land use planning process. In addition, the DOI and
the BLM are evaluating whether the implementation of compensatory mitigation standard on public lands is
appropriate and consistent with applicable legal authorities. We request public comment about how the
BLM should consider and implement mitigation with respect to the Greater Sage-Grouse, including
alternative approaches to requiring compensatory mitigation in BLM land use plans.

Consistent with the Notice of Cancellation, which canceled the BLM’s application to withdraw SFA from
locatable mineral entry (82 Federal Register 195, October |1, 2017, p. 47248), this alternative would
remove the recommendation for withdrawal. The effects of such action are included in Chapter 4.

In 2012 Governor C. L “Butch” Otter proposed an approach that divided Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
in Idaho into three management zones. These three zones provide a management continuum where the
highest priority habitats have the most protections and the lowest priority habitats have the fewest
protections and the most flexibility for multiple use management. This approach allows land
management agencies to focus future disturbance in lower quality habitat or non-habitat areas. The 2015
ROD/ARMPA adopted this strategy and identified the habitat management zones as PHMA, IHMA, and
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GHMA; both alternatives in the 2018 RMPA/EIS continue this theme. To align with the Governor’s Plan,
the Management Alignment Alternative also provides a management continuum where the highest
priority habitats have the most protections and the lowest priority habitats have the fewest protections
and the most flexibility for multiple use management.

2.6.3 Detailed Description of Alternatives Considered during the 2019 Planning Process

BLM considered a range of reasonable alternatives when responding to Secretary’s Order 3353 to
enhance cooperation with Western States in the management and conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse
and its habitat. The BLM reconsidered the six alternatives it analyzed in detail during the 2015 planning
process and two new alternatives during the 2019 planning process. The BLM incorporated the 2015
alternatives by reference into the 2018 Final ElSs, for a total of eight alternatives evaluated in detail.

The following three tables illustrate the alternatives that the BLM considered during the 2019 land use
planning effort. Table 2-2 summarizes the alternatives that the BLM evaluated in detail during the 2019
planning effort, as well as alternatives that the BLM considered but did not analyze in detail.

Table 2-3 describes in detail the new alternatives developed during the 2019 planning effort to address
the issues raised during scoping. Because the 2019 effort was focused on aligning BLM Greater Sage-
Grouse management with State plans, BLM focused on a narrower set of issues and therefore only two
additional alternatives were analyzed in detail. However, that did not limit the BLM which incorporated
analysis from 2015 to consider all the alternatives considered in 2015 as well.

Table 2-4 describes in detail the alternatives developed during the 2015 planning effort that were also
considered in the most recent Greater Sage-Grouse land use planning process. Table 2-4 is
considerably longer than Table 2-3 because the 2015 process addressed many more issues than the
focused 2019 planning effort.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-2: Alternatives Considered During the 2019 Planning Process)

Table 2-2

Alternatives Considered During the 2019 Planning Process

Idaho Planning Document Alternative Title | Analysis Level Alternative Description
Document Date

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Alternative A Fully Analyzed Alternative A would have retained the management goals, objectives

Montana Greater Sage- and direction specified in the BLM RMPs and the Forest Service land

Grouse Proposed and resource management plans effective prior to the 2015

LUPA/Final EIS ROD/ARMPA.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Alternative B Fully Analyzed Alternative B was based on the conservation measures developed by

Montana Greater Sage- the National Technical Team planning effort in Washington Office IM

Grouse Proposed 2012-044. As directed in the IM, the conservation measures developed

LUPA/Final EIS by the National Technical Team must be considered and analyzed, as
appropriate, through the land use planning process and NEPA by all
BLM state and field offices that contain occupied Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat. Most management actions included in Alternative B would
have been applied to PHMA. This alternative analyzed designation of 4
new ACECS.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Alternative C Fully Analyzed Alternative C was based on a citizen group’s recommended

Montana Greater Sage- alternative. This alternative emphasized improvement and protection

Grouse Proposed of habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse and was applied to all occupied

LUPA/Final EIS Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Alternative C would have limited
commodity development in areas of occupied Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat and would have closed or designated portions of the planning
area to some land uses.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Alternative D Fully Analyzed Alternative D, which was identified as the Preferred Alternative in the

Montana Greater Sage- Draft RMPAVJEIS, balanced opportunities to use and develop the

Grouse Proposed planning area and protects Greater Sage- Grouse habitat based on

LUPA/Final EIS scoping comments and input from cooperating agencies involved in the
alternatives development process. Protective measures would have
been applied to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Alternative E Fully Analyzed Alternative E was the alternative provided by the State or Governor's

Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse Proposed
LUPA/Final EIS

offices for inclusion and analysis in the ElSs. It incorporated guidance
from specific State Conservation strategies and emphasized
management of Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and maintaining
habitat connectivity to support population objectives. This alternative
was identified as a co-Preferred Alternative in the Idaho Draft EIS.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-2: Alternatives Considered During the 2019 Planning Process)

Idaho Planning Document Alternative Title | Analysis Level Alternative Description
Document Date

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Alternative F Fully Analyzed Alternative F was also based on a citizen group-recommended

Montana Greater Sage- alternative. This alternative emphasized improvement and protection

Grouse Proposed of habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse and defined different restrictions

LUPA/Final EIS for PHMA and GHMA. Alternative F would have limited commodity
development in areas of occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and
would have closed or designated portions of the planning area to some
land uses.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 USFWS-Listing Considered; Comments provided through scoping requested analysis of an

Montana Greater Sage- Alternative Not Analyzed in | alternative based on the assumption that Greater Sage-Grouse

Grouse Proposed Detail become listed under the ESA. This was outside the scope; the purpose

LUPA/Final EIS and need of this plan amendment is to address inadequacy of
regulatory mechanisms that were identified as one of the listing factors
for Greater Sage-Grouse in the USFWS finding on the petition to list
Greater Sage-Grouse. Although the potential listing of Greater Sage-
Grouse would also include conservation measures identified by the
USFWS, those conservation measures were not known at this time.
Therefore, an alternative that includes USFWS-listing with associated
conservation measures for Greater Sage-Grouse was not being
analyzed in detail.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Elimination of Considered; Neither the BLM nor the Forest Service regulate hunting activities on

Montana Greater Sage-
Grouse Proposed
LUPA/Final EIS

Recreational Hunting

Not Analyzed in
Detail

federal lands; this responsibility resides with IDFG, MFWP, and Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources. IDFG, MFWP, and the Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources manage wildlife within Idaho, Montana, and Utah,
respectively, while the BLM and Forest Service manage wildlife habitat.
Recreational hunting of Greater Sage-Grouse, including hunting
seasons, is directed by the relevant state conservation plans for
Greater Sage-Grouse and criteria therein.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-2: Alternatives Considered During the 2019 Planning Process)

Idaho Planning Document Alternative Title | Analysis Level Alternative Description
Document Date

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Predation Considered; Commenters stated that predator control was needed to protect

Montana Greater Sage- Not Analyzed in | Greater Sage-Grouse from predation. IDFG and MFWP possess

Grouse Proposed Detail primary responsibility for managing the wildlife within Idaho and

LUPA/Final EIS Montana, respectively, while the BLM and Forest Service are
responsible for managing habitat. Predator control is allowed on BLM-
administered lands and is regulated by IDFG and MFWP. Avian
predators such as ravens and birds of prey are protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act; eagles are protected under the Bald and
Golden Eagle Act. Control of these avian predators is under the
jurisdiction of the USFWS. Therefore, these comments relate to state-
and federal-regulated actions that are outside of BLM or Forest Service
authority and are outside the scope of the LUPA/EIS.

Idaho and Southwestern June 2015 Close All or Portions | Considered; Through this LUPAV/EIS, the BLM has identified, but has not studied in

Montana Greater Sage- of PHMA or GHMA | Not Analyzed in | detail, an alternative to designate new area closures for OHYV use

Grouse Proposed to Off-Highway Detail within PHMA and GHMA. The BLM has analyzed alternatives to

LUPA/Final EIS Vehicle Use designate all areas within PHMAs and GHMAs as “limited” to existing
roads and trails for OHV use, if not already closed by existing planning
efforts. Subsequent Travel Management Plans will be developed to
identify specific routes within limited areas that will be closed in order
to protect and conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat. The
BLM and Forest Service have analyzed existing OHV area closures
within PHMAs and GHMA s as part of the No Action alternative and as
a decision common to all alternatives.

Idaho Greater Sage- May 2018 No Action Fully Analyzed The No Action would not amend the current RMPs amended by the

Grouse Draft Resource
Management Plan
Amendment and
Environmental Impact
Statement-May 2018

Idaho and Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Resource Management Plan
Amendment (2015 ROD/ARMPA). Greater Sage-Grouse habitat would
continue to be managed under current management direction. Goals
and objectives for BLM-administered lands and federal mineral estate
would not change. Allowable uses and restrictions pertaining to
activities such as mineral leasing and development, recreation, lands
and realty, and livestock grazing would also remain the same.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-2: Alternatives Considered During the 2019 Planning Process)

Idaho Planning Document Alternative Title | Analysis Level Alternative Description
Document Date
Idaho Greater Sage- May 2018 Management Fully Analyzed This alternative was derived through coordination with the State and
Grouse Draft Resource Alignment cooperating agencies to better align with the Idaho Governor’s
Management Plan Alternative conservation plan and to support conservation outcomes for Greater

Amendment and
Environmental Impact
Statement

Sage- Grouse. The BLM continued to build upon the 2015 planning
effort as envisioned in SO 3353 by collaborating with states and
stakeholders to improve compatibility between federal management
plans and other plans and programs at the state level, while ensuring
consistency with the BLM’s multiple use mission.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

Table 2-3, below, is organized by issue and provides a side-by-side comparison of the No-Action Alternative, the 2018 Draft EIS Management Alignment Alternative, and the 2018 Final EIS Proposed Plan Amendment. The Management
Alignment Alternative attempts to adjust the No-Action Alternative to bring it into alignment with the Idaho Governor’s Greater Sage-Grouse Plan, while maintaining the format and all parts of the 2015 ARMPA that were not specifically

identified as issues.

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Table 2-3

Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Habitat Management Area Flexibility

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD SSS 6 | The management area map and Biologically Significant Unit (BSU) baseline | The management area map and Biologically Significant Unit (BSU) baseline map will The management area map and Biologically Significant Unit (BSU) baseline map will
map will be reevaluated in conjunction with plan evaluation processes be reevaluated in conjunction with plan evaluation processes (i.e., approximately be reevaluated in conjunction with plan evaluation processes (i.e., approximately
(i.e., approximately every 5 years). This reevaluation can indicate the need | every 5 years). This reevaluation can indicate the need to adjust Conservation Area | every 5 years). This reevaluation can indicate the need to adjust Conservation Area
to adjust PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA or the habitat baseline. These Boundaries, PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA, or the habitat or population baselines. These | Boundaries, PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA, or the habitat or population baselines. These
adjustments can occur upon completion of the appropriate analysis and adjustments can occur upon completion of the appropriate analysis and process (e.g., | adjustments can occur upon completion of the appropriate analysis and process (e.g.,
process (e.g., plan amendment) to review the allocation decisions based plan maintenance in coordination with the teams identified in MD SSS 44) to review | plan maintenance in coordination with the teams identified in MD SSS 44) to review
on the map. Results from the Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments, | the allocation decisions based on the map. Results from the Wildfire and Invasive the allocation decisions based on the map. Results from the Wildfire and Invasive
such as identified focal or emphasis areas, will also be used to help inform | Species Assessments, such as identified focal or emphasis areas, will also be used to Species Assessments, such as identified focal or emphasis areas, will also be used to
mapping adjustments during this evaluation. help inform mapping adjustments during this evaluation. help inform mapping adjustments during this evaluation.
MD SSS 9 | Areas of habitat outside of delineated habitat management areas identified | Delete Delete
during the Key habitat update process will be evaluated during site
specific NEPA for project level activities and Greater Sage-Grouse
required design features (Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]) and buffers
(Appendix B [of the 2015 Final EIS]) will be included as part of project
design. These areas will be further evaluated during plan evaluation and
the 5-year update to the management areas, to determine whether they
should be included as PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA.
- Habitat Designations for PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA remain the same as The boundaries of the habitat designations have been adjusted to correct The boundaries of the habitat designations have been adjusted to correct
mapped in the 2015 ARMPA. administrative errors to the 2015 mapping. This includes removing some areas of administrative errors to the 2015 mapping. This includes removing some areas of
non-habitat that were added to PHMA as part of the SFA designations. Additionally, | non-habitat that were added to PHMA as part of the SFA designations. Additionally,
in the West Owyhee Conservation Area, the circle of 60,706 acres of PHMA in the West Owyhee Conservation Area, the circle of 60,706 acres of PHMA
(Brown’s Creek Area) that is surrounded by IHMA will be re-designated as IHMA (Brown’s Creek Area) that is surrounded by IHMA will be re-designated as IHMA
(See Map 1). 11,828 acres of PHMA would be changed to non-habitat, and 60,706 (See Map I). 11,828 acres of PHMA would be changed to non-habitat, and 60,706
acres of PHMA would be changed to IHMA. acres of PHMA would be changed to IHMA.
New MD | - The BLM will, in collaboration with the Idaho Governor’s Office of Species The BLM will, in collaboration with the ldaho Governor’s Office of Species
SSS 44 Conservation (OSC), Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), US Fish and Conservation (OSC), Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and potentially other state and federal agencies, form two | Wildlife Service (USFWS), and potentially other state and federal agencies, form two
teams (Technical Team and Policy Team), through an MOU, that will be responsible | teams (Technical Team and Policy Team), through an MOU, that will be responsible
for review of proposed infrastructure developments, exceptions, variances, adaptive | for review of proposed infrastructure developments, exceptions, variances, adaptive
management triggers and responses, habitat management area adjustments, management triggers and responses, habitat management area adjustments,
mitigation, etc. as described in detail in Appendix K [of the 2015 Final EIS]. mitigation, etc. as described in detail in Appendix K [of the 2015 Final EIS].
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Removing Sagebrush Focal Area Designations

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD SSS
10

MD SSS 10: Designate Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA) as shown on Figure
I-2. SFA will be managed as PHMA, with the following additional
management:

e Recommended for withdrawal from the General Mining Act of
1872, as amended, subject to valid existing rights.

e Managed as NSO, without waiver, exception, or modification, for
fluid mineral leasing.

e  Prioritized for vegetation management and conservation actions in
these areas, including, but not limited to, land health assessments,
wild horse and burro management actions, review of livestock
grazing permits/leases, and habitat restoration (see specific
management sections).

Delete MD SSS 10 (no areas would be managed as SFA).

Delete MD SSS 10 (no areas would be managed as SFA).

MD MR
10

Recommend SFA for withdrawals from the General Mining Act of 1872,
as amended, subject to valid existing rights.

Delete MD MR 10

Delete MD MR 10

MD WHB

Prioritize gathers and population growth suppression techniques in HMAs
in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, unless removals are necessary in other
areas to address higher priority environmental issues, including herd
health impacts. Place higher priority on Herd Areas not allocated as
HMAs and occupied by wild horses and burros in SFA followed by
PHMA.

Prioritize gathers and population growth suppression techniques in HMAs in
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, unless removals are necessary in other areas to
address higher priority environmental issues, including herd health impacts. Place
higher priority on Herd Areas not allocated as HMAs and occupied by wild horses
and burros in PHMA.

Prioritize gathers and population growth suppression techniques in HMA in Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat, unless removals are necessary in other areas to address higher
priority environmental issues, including herd health impacts. Place higher priority on
Herd Areas not allocated as HMA and occupied by wild horses and burros in PHMA.

MD WHB

In SFA and PHMA outside of SFA, assess and adjust AMLs through the
NEPA process within HMAs when wild horses or burros are identified as
a significant causal factor in not meeting land health standards, even if
current AML is not being exceeded.

In PHMA, assess and adjust AMLs through the NEPA process within HMAs when
wild horses or burros are identified as a significant causal factor in not meeting land
health standards, even if current AML is not being exceeded.

In PHMA, assess and adjust appropriate management levels (AMLs) through
the NEPA process within HMA when wild horses or burros are identified as a
significant causal factor in not meeting land health standards, even if current AML is
not being exceeded.

MD WHB

In SFAs and PHMA outside of SFA, monitor the effects of wild horse and
burro use in relation to Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitat objectives
on an annual basis to help determine future management actions.

In PHMA, monitor the effects of wild horse and burro use in relation to Greater
Sage-Grouse seasonal habitat objectives on an annual basis to help determine future
management actions.

In PHMA, monitor the effects of wild horse and burro use in relation to Greater
Sage-Grouse seasonal habitat objectives on an annual basis to help determine future
management actions.

MD WHB

Develop or amend herd management area plans (HMAPs) to incorporate
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat objectives and management considerations
for all HMAs within Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, with emphasis placed
on SFA and other PHMA.

Develop or amend herd management area plans (HMAPs) to incorporate Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat objectives and management considerations for all HMAs within
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, with emphasis placed on PHMA.

Develop or amend herd management area plans (HMAPs) to incorporate Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat objectives and management considerations for all HMA within
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, with emphasis placed on PHMA.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015

ARMPA No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Decision
Number

Modifying Disturbance and Density Caps

MD SSS
27

For Idaho and Montana, if the 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance cap is
exceeded on lands (regardless of land ownership) within Greater Sage-
Grouse PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho) Habitat Management Areas in any
given BSU, then no further discrete anthropogenic disturbances (subject
to applicable laws and regulations, such as the General Mining Law of
1872, as amended, valid existing rights, etc.) will be permitted by BLM
within Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA and IHMA in any given BSU until the
disturbance has been reduced to less than the cap, as measured according
to the Disturbance and Adaptive Management Appendix (Appendix E [of
the 2015 Final EIS]) for the intermediate scale.

For ldaho, if the 3 percent disturbance cap is exceeded on all lands
(regardless of land ownership) within a proposed project analysis area
(Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS]) in a PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho), then
no further anthropogenic disturbance will be permitted by BLM until
disturbance in the proposed project analysis area has been reduced to

If the 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance cap is exceeded on lands (regardless of
landownership) within Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho) habitat
management areas in any given BSU, then no further discrete anthropogenic
disturbances (subject to applicable laws and regulations, such as the General Mining
Law of 1872, as amended, valid existing rights, etc.) will be permitted by BLM within
Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA and IHMA in any given BSU until the disturbance has
been reduced to less than the cap, as measured according to the Disturbance and
Adaptive Management Appendix (Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS]) for the
intermediate scale.

For Idaho, the BSU (Figure 2-2) is defined as the currently mapped nesting and
wintering habitat within PHMA and IHMA within a Conservation Area, inclusive of
all ownerships. Anthropogenic disturbance excludes habitat disturbance from
wildfire and fuels management activities and includes the following developments
(see Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS] for further details):

e Oil and Gas Wells and Development Facilities

If the 3 percent anthropogenic disturbance cap is exceeded on lands (regardless of
land ownership) within Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA (or IHMA in Idaho) habitat
management areas in any given BSU, then no further discrete anthropogenic
disturbances (subject to applicable laws and regulations, such as the General Mining
Law of 1872, as amended, valid existing rights, etc.) will be permitted by BLM within
Greater Sage-Grouse PHMA and IHMA in any given BSU until the disturbance has
been reduced to less than the cap, as measured according to the Disturbance and
Adaptive Management Appendix (Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS]) for the
intermediate scale.

For Idaho, the BSU (Figure 2-2) is defined as the currently mapped nesting and
wintering habitat within PHMA and IHMA within a Conservation Area, inclusive of
all ownerships. Anthropogenic disturbance excludes habitat disturbance from
wildfire and fuels management activities and includes the following developments
(see Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS] for further details):

e Oil and gas wells and development facilities

maintain the area under the cap (subject to applicable laws and e Coal Mines Coal mines
regulations, such as the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended, valid e Wind Towers Wind towers
existing rights, etc.). For Montana, if the 3 percent disturbance cap is e Solar Fields Solar fields

exceeded on lands (regardless of land ownership) or if anthropogenic
disturbance and habitat loss associated with conversion to agricultural
tillage or fire exceed 5% within a project analysis area in PHMA, then no

e  Geothermal Development Facilities
e Mining (Active Locatable, Nonenergy Leasable and Saleable Developments)

Geothermal development facilities
Mining (active locatable, nonenergy leasable and salable developments)

. o . . e Roads Roads
further discrete anthropogenic disturbances (subject to applicable laws . :
- - . o e Railroads Railroads
and regulations, such as the 1872 Mining Law, valid existing rights, etc.) ) .
e Power Lines Power lines

will be permitted by BLM within PHMA in a project analysis area until the
disturbance has been reduced to less than the cap. If the BLM determines
that the State of Montana has adopted a Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat
Conservation Program that contains comparable components to those
found in the State of Wyoming’s Core Area Strategy including an all lands
approach for calculating anthropogenic disturbances, a clear methodology
for measuring the density of operations, and a fully operational Density
Disturbance Calculation Tool, the 3% disturbance cap will be converted
to a 5% cap for all sources of habitat alteration within a project analysis
area.

In both Idaho and Montana, within existing designated utility corridors,
the 3% disturbance cap may be exceeded at the project scale if the site
specific NEPA analysis indicates that a net conservation gain to the
species will be achieved. This exception is limited to projects which fulffill
the use for which the corridors were designated (ex., transmission lines,
pipelines) and the designated width of a corridor will not be exceeded as
a result of any project co-location.

e Communication Towers

e  Other Vertical Structures

e Coal Bed Methane Ponds

e Meteorological Towers (e.g., wind energy testing)
¢  Nuclear Energy Facilities

e Airport Facilities and Infrastructure

e Military Range Facilities and Infrastructure

e Hydroelectric Plants

e Recreation Areas Facilities and infrastructure

This disturbance is measured by direct footprint or by ROW width for linear
features (power lines, pipelines, and roads).

Communication towers

Other vertical structures

Coal bed methane ponds

Meteorological towers (e.g., wind energy testing)
Nuclear energy facilities

Airport facilities and infrastructure

Military range facilities and infrastructure
Hydroelectric plants

Recreation area facilities and infrastructure

This disturbance is measured by direct footprint or by the distance between the

outermost lines on transmission lines (Leu et al. 2008). by-ROW-width-for-linear
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD SSS For ldaho the BSU (Figure 2-2) is defined as the currently mapped nesting | (see above) (see above)
27 and wintering habitat within PHMA and IHMA within a Conservation
(cont.) Area, inclusive of all ownerships. For Montana the BSU is defined as the
PHMA in Montana. Anthropogenic disturbance excludes habitat
disturbance from wildfire and fuels management activities and includes the
following developments (see Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS]for further
details):
e Oil and Gas Wells and Development Facilities
e Coal Mines
e  Wind Towers
e Solar Fields
e  Geothermal Development Facilities
e Mining (Active Locatable, Non-Energy Leasable and Saleable
Developments)
e Roads
e Railroads
e Power lines
e Communication Towers
e  Other Vertical Structures
e Coal bed Methane Ponds
e Meteorological Towers (e.g., wind energy testing)
¢ Nuclear Energy Facilities
e Airport Facilities and Infrastructure
e Military Range Facilities and Infrastructure
e Hydroelectric Plants
e Recreation Areas Facilities and infrastructure
For Idaho this disturbance is measured by direct footprint or by ROW
width for linear features (power lines, pipelines and roads). For Montana
disturbance is measured similar to the Wyoming Disturbance Density
Calculation Tool process described in Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS].
Subject to applicable laws and regulations and valid existing rights, if the
average density of one energy and mining facility per 640 acres (the
density cap) is exceeded on all lands (regardless of land ownership) in the
Priority Habitat Management Area within a proposed project analysis
area, then no further disturbance from energy or mining facilities will be
permitted by BLM: (1) until disturbance in the proposed project analysis
area has been reduced to maintain the limit under the cap; or (2) unless
the energy or mining facility is co-located into an existing disturbed area.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015

ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD SSS New anthropogenic disturbances within PHMA (Idaho only): Subject to valid existing rights, new anthropogenic disturbances within PHMA (Idaho | Subject to valid existing rights, new anthropogenic disturbances within PHMA (Idaho
29 Anthropogenic Disturbance Screening Criteria. In order to avoid surface- | only): Anthropogenic Disturbance Screening Criteria. In order to avoid surface- only): Anthropogenic Disturbance Screening Criteria. In order to avoid surface-
disturbing activities in PHMA, priority will be given to development disturbing activities in PHMA, priority will be given to development (including disturbing activities in PHMA, priority will be given to development (including
(including ROWVs, fluid minerals and other mineral resources subject to ROWVs, fluid minerals, and other mineral resources subject to applicable stipulations) | ROWs, fluid minerals, and other mineral resources subject to applicable stipulations)
applicable stipulations) outside of PHMA. When authorizing development | outside of PHMA. When authorizing development in PHMA, priority will be given to | outside of PHMA. When authorizing development in PHMA, priority will be given to
in PHMA, priority will be given to development in non-habitat areas first development in non-habitat areas first and then in the least suitable habitat for development in non-habitat areas first and then in the least suitable habitat for
and then in the least suitable habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse. In addition | Greater Sage-Grouse. In addition to the PHMA and IHMA Anthropogenic Greater Sage-Grouse. In addition to the PHMA and IHMA Anthropogenic
to the PHMA and IHMA Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Disturbance Development Criteria (MD SSS 30), the following criteria must all be Disturbance Development Criteria (MD SSS 30), the following criteria must all be
Criteria (MD SSS 30), the following criteria must all be met in the project | met in the project screening and assessment process: met in the project screening and assessment process:
screening and assessment process:
a. The population trend for the Greater Sage-Grouse within the associated a. The population trend for the Greater Sage-Grouse within the associated
a. The population trend for the Greater Sage-Grouse within the Conservation Area is stable or increasing over a 3-year period and the Conservation Area is stable or increasing over a 3-year period and the
associated Conservation Area is stable or increasing over a 3-year population levels are not currently engaging the adaptive management triggers population levels are not currently engaging the adaptive management triggers
period and the population levels are not currently engaging the (this applies strictly to new authorizations; renewals and amendments of (this applies strictly to new authorizations; renewals and amendments of
adaptive management triggers (this applies strictly to new existing authorizations will not be subject to this criteria when it can be existing authorizations will not be subject to this criteria when it can be
authorizations; renewals and amendments of existing authorizations shown that long-term impacts from those renewals or amendments will be shown that long-term impacts from those renewals or amendments will be
will not be subject to this criteria when it can be shown that long- substantially the same as the existing development); substantially the same as the existing development).
term impacts from those renewals or amendments will be b. The development with associated mitigation will not result in a net loss of b. The development with associated mitigation will not result in a net loss of
substantially the same as the existing development); Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or of the respective PHMA; Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or of the respective PHMA.
b. The development with associated mitigation will not result in a net c. The project and associated impacts will not result in a net loss of Greater c. The project and associated impacts will not result in a net loss of Greater
loss of Greater Sage-Grouse Key habitat and mitigation will provide Sage-Grouse key habitat or habitat fragmentation or other impacts causing a Sage-Grouse key habitat or habitat fragmentation or other impacts causing a
a net conservation benefit to the respective PHMA; decline in the population of the species within the relevant Conservation Area. decline in the population of the species within the relevant Conservation Area.
c. The project and associated impacts will not result in a net loss of d. The development cannot be reasonably accomplished outside of the PHMA; d. The development cannot be reasonably accomplished outside of the PHMA;
Greater Sage-Grouse Key habitat or habitat fragmentation or other or can be either: |) developed pursuant to a valid existing authorization; or 2) or can be either: |) developed pursuant to a valid existing authorization; or 2)
impacts causing a decline in the population of the species within the is collocated within the footprint of existing infrastructure (proposed actions is collocated within the footprint of existing infrastructure (proposed actions
relevant Conservation Area (the project will be outside Key habitat will not increase the 201 | authorized footprint and associated impacts more will not increase the 201 | authorized footprint and associated impacts more
in areas not meeting desired habitat conditions or the project will than 50 percent, depending on industry practice). than 50 percent, depending on industry practice).
provide a benefit to habitat areas that are functioning in a limited e. Development will be implemented adhering to the required design features e. Development will be implemented adhering to the required design features
way as habitat); (RDF) described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]; (RDF) described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS].
d. The development cannot be reasonably accomplished outside of f.  The project will not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27) f.  The project will not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27).
the PHMA,; or can be either: |) developed pursuant to a valid g. Large scale anthropogenic disturbances will be reviewed by the Technical and g. Large-scale anthropogenic disturbances in PHMA will be reviewed by the
existing authorization; or 2) is co-located within the footprint of Policy Teams as described in MD SSS 44. Large Scale Anthropogenic Technical and Policy Teams as described in MD SSS 44. (Large-scale
existing infrastructure (proposed actions will not increase the 201 | disturbance includes highways, high voltage transmission lines, commercial anthropogenic disturbances is defined in the glossary.)
authorized footprint and associated impacts more than 50 percent, wind projects, energy development (e.g., oil and gas development, geothermal H senie-di Rreein high high
depending on industry practice). wells), airports, mines, cell phone towers, landfills, residential, and commercial
e. Development will be implemented adhering to the required design subdivisions, etc.
features (RDF) described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS];
f.  The project will not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27)
g.  The project has been reviewed by the State Implementation Team
and recommended for consideration by the ldaho Governor.
Modifying Lek Buffers
MD SSS In undertaking BLM management actions, and consistent with valid and In undertaking BLM management actions in PHMA and IHMA, and consistent with In undertaking BLM management actions in PHMA, IHMA and GHMA, and
35 existing rights and applicable law in authorizing third-party actions, the valid and existing rights and applicable law in authorizing third-party actions, the BLM | consistent with valid and existing rights and applicable law in authorizing third-party

BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified in the USGS Report
Conservation Buffer Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-Grouse — A
Review (Open File Report 2014-1239) in accordance with Appendix B [of
the 2015 Final EIS].

will apply the lek buffer-distances identified in the USGS Report Conservation Buffer
Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-Grouse — A Review (Open File Report 2014-
1239) lek buffer-distances in accordance with Appendix B [of the 2015 Final EIS].
The buffers do not apply to vegetation treatments specifically designed to improve
or protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

actions, the BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances in accordance with Appendix B
[of the 2015 Final EIS] (Buffers). The buffers do not apply to vegetation treatments
specifically designed to improve or protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat; however,
impacts on leks should be analyzed and those impacts should be minimized to the
extent practicable.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Including Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications on NSO Stipulations

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD MR | | Idaho and Montana: Areas within SFA will be open to fluid mineral leasing | Areas within PHMA and IHMA will be open to mineral leasing and development and | Areas within PHMA and IHMA will be open to mineral leasing and development and
and development and geophysical exploration subject to NSO without geophysical exploration subject to NSO with a limited exception (MD MR 3). geophysical exploration subject to NSO with a limited exception (MD MR 3).
waiver, exception, or modification. Areas within PHMA (outside SFA) and | GHMA will be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration | GHMA will be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical exploration
IHMA will be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical subject to CSU which includes standard stipulations and best management practices | subject to CSU which includes standard stipulations and best management practices
exploration subject to NSO with a limited exception (MD MR 3). GHMA | as identified in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]. as identified in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS] (Required Design Features).
will be open to mineral leasing and development and geophysical
exploration subject to CSU which includes buffers and standard
stipulations.

MD MR 2 | In Idaho, parcels nominated for lease in PHMA or IHMA will be evaluated | In Idaho, parcels nominated for lease in PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA will be evaluated In Idaho, parcels nominated for lease in PHMA, IHMA, or GHMA will be evaluated
prior to lease offering to determine if development is feasible. In GHMA, | prior to lease offering to determine if development is feasible. prior to lease offering to determine if development is feasible.
parcels will not be offered for lease if buffers and restrictions (including
RDFs) preclude development in the leasing area.

MD MR 3 | PHMA and IHMA: No waivers or modifications to a fluid mineral lease PHMA and IHMA: No waivers or modifications to a fluid mineral lease NSO PHMA and IHMA: No waivers or modifications to a fluid mineral lease NSO
NSO stipulation will be granted. The Authorized Officer may grant an stipulation will be granted. The Authorized Officer may grant an exception to a fluid | stipulation will be granted. The BLM Authorized Officer may grant an exception to a
exception to a fluid mineral lease NSO stipulation only where the mineral lease NSO stipulation only where the proposed action: fluid mineral lease NSO stipulation only where the proposed action:
proposed action: i.  Would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on Greater Sage- i.  Would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on Greater Sage-

i.  Would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on Greater Grouse or its habitat; or, Grouse or its habitat; or,
Sage-Grouse or its habitat; or, ii. Is proposed to be undertaken as an alternative to a similar action occurring on ii. Is proposed to be undertaken as an alternative to a similar action occurring on
ii. Is proposed to be undertaken as an alternative to a similar action a nearby parcel, and would provide no net loss to Greater Sage-Grouse. a nearby parcel, and would provide no net loss to Greater Sage-Grouse.
occurring on a nearby parcel, and would provide a clear
conservation gain to Greater Sage-Grouse. Exceptions based on no net loss (ii) may only be considered in (a) PHMA of Exceptions based on no net loss (ii) may only be considered in (a) PHMA of
mixed ownership where federal minerals underlie less than fifty percent of the mixed ownership where federal minerals underlie less than fifty percent of the
Exceptions based on conservation gain (ii) may only be considered in (a) total surface, or (b) areas of the public lands where the proposed exception is total surface, or (b) areas of the public lands where the proposed exception is
PHMAs of mixed ownership where federal minerals underlie less than an alternative to an action occurring on a nearby parcel subject to a valid an alternative to an action occurring on a nearby parcel subject to a valid
fifty percent of the total surface, or (b) areas of the public lands where Federal fluid mineral lease existing as of the date of this RMP amendment. Federal fluid mineral lease existing as of the date of this RMP amendment.
the proposed exception is an alternative to an action occurring on a Exceptions based on no net loss must also include measures, such as Exceptions based on no net loss must also include measures, such as
nearby parcel subject to a valid Federal fluid mineral lease existing as of enforceable institutional controls and buffers, sufficient to allow the BLM to enforceable institutional controls and buffers, sufficient to allow the BLM to
the date of this RMP amendment. Exceptions based on conservation gain conclude that such benefits will endure for the duration of the proposed conclude that such benefits will endure for the duration of the proposed
must also include measures, such as enforceable institutional controls and action's impacts. action's impacts.
buffers, sufficient to allow the BLM to conclude that such benefits will
endure for the duration of the proposed action's impacts. Any exceptions to this lease stipulation may be approved by the Authorized Officer, | Any exceptions to this lease stipulation may be approved by the BLM Authorized
only with the concurrence of the State Director and in coordination with the Officer, only with the concurrence of the State Director and in coordination with
Any exceptions to this lease stipulation may be approved by the Technical and Policy Team. Approved exceptions will be made publicly available. the Technical and Policy Team. Approved exceptions will be made publicly available.
Authorized Officer only with the concurrence of the State Director. The
Authorized Officer may not grant an exception unless the applicable state
wildlife agency, the USFWS, and the BLM unanimously find that the
proposed action satisfies (i) or (ii). Such finding shall initially be made by a
team of one field biologist or other Greater Sage-Grouse expert from
each respective agency. In the event the initial finding is not unanimous,
the finding may be elevated to the appropriate BLM State Director,
USFWS State Ecological Services Director, and state wildlife agency head
for final resolution. In the event their finding is not unanimous, the
exception will not be granted. Approved exceptions will be made publicly
available at least quarterly.

MD MR 8 | Issue Written Orders of the Authorized Officer (43 CFR 3161.2) Delete MD MR 8 Delete MB-MR8
requiring reasonable protective measures consistent with the lease terms Issue Written Orders of the BLM Authorized Officer (43 CFR 3161.2) requiring
where necessary to avoid or minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse reasonable protective measures consistent with the lease terms where necessary to
populations or habitat. avoid or minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse populations or habitat.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Changing Requirements for Design Features

MD SSS Incorporate RDFs as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS] in In PHMA and IHMA, incorporate RDFs as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 In PHMA and IHMA, incorporate RDFs as described in Appendix C [of the 2015
32 the development of project or proposal implementation, reauthorizations | Final EIS] in the development of project or proposal implementation, Final EIS] in the development of project or proposal implementation,
or new authorizations and suppression activities, as conditions of reauthorizations or new authorizations and suppression activities, as conditions of reauthorizations or new authorizations and-suppression-activities; as conditions of
approval (COA:s) into any post-lease activities and as best management approval (COA:s) into any post-lease activities and as best management practices for | approval (COAs) into any post-lease activities and as best management practices for
practices for locatable minerals activities, to the extent allowable by law, locatable minerals activities, to the extent allowable by law, unless at least one of the | locatable minerals activities, to the extent allowable by law, unless at least one of the
unless at least one of the following conditions can be demonstrated and following conditions can be demonstrated and documented in the NEPA analysis following conditions can be demonstrated and documented in the NEPA analysis
documented in the NEPA analysis associated with the specific project: associated with the specific project: associated with the specific project:
a. A specific RDF is not applicable to the site-specific conditions of the a. A specific RDF is not applicable to the site-specific conditions of the project or
project or activity; activity; a. A specific RDF is not applicable to the site-specific conditions of the project or
b. A proposed design feature or BMP is determined to provide equal or b. A proposed design feature or BMP is determined to provide equal or better activity;
better protection for Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat; or protection for Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat; or b. A proposed design feature or BMP is determined to provide equal or better
c. Analysis concludes that following a specific RDF will provide no more c. Analysis concludes that following a specific RDF will provide no more protection protection for Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat; or
protection to Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat than not following it, for | to Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat than not following it, for the project being c. Analysis concludes that following a specific RDF will provide no more protection
the project being proposed. proposed. to Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat than not following it, for the project being
proposed.
In GHMA, incorporate RDFs as best management practices in the development of
project or proposal implementation, reauthorizations or new authorizations, In GHMA, the RDFs are considered best management practices (BMPs) that should
suppression activities, post-lease activities, and locatable minerals activities. be considered and applied unless the proponent can show that applying the BMP is
technlcally or economlcally impracticable.
MD MR PHMA: PHMA are closed to new mineral materials sales. However, these | PHMA: All PHMA will be closed to new mineral materials development, but PHMA: All PHMA will be closed to new mineral materials development, but

areas remain “open” to free use permits and the expansion of existing
active pits only if the following criteria are met.

e the project area disturbance cap is not exceeded within a BSU;

e the activity is subject to the provisions set forth in the mitigation
framework [Appendix F [of the 2015 Final EIS]];

e all applicable required design features are applied; and

e the activity is permissible under the ldaho exception and
development criteria (MD SSS 29 and MD SSS 30)

e |HMA: All IHMA will be open to mineral materials development,
consistent with the Idaho Anthropogenic Disturbance Criteria (MD
SSS 30), and subject to RDFs, and buffers. Sales from existing
community pits within IHMA will be subject to seasonal timing
restrictions (Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]).

e  GHMA: All GHMA will be open to mineral materials development,
subject to RDFs and buffers. Sales from existing community pits
within GHMA will be subject to seasonal timing restrictions
(Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]).

continued use of existing pits will be allowed. New free use permits and the
expansion of existing pits may be considered only if the following criteria are met:

e The disturbance cap is not exceeded within a BSU.

e The activity is subject to the provisions set forth in the mitigation framework
(Appendix F [of the 2015 Final EIS]).

e All applicable required design features are applied.

e The activity is permissible under the ldaho exception and development criteria
(MD SSS 29 and MD SSS 30).

e IHMA: All IHMA will be open to mineral materials development, consistent
with the ldaho Anthropogenic Disturbance Criteria (MD SSS 30), and subject
to RDFs and buffers. Sales from existing community pits within IHMA will be
subject to seasonal timing restrictions (Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]).

e  GHMA: All GHMA will be open to mineral materials development, subject to
best management practices as described in Appendix C. Sales from existing

community pits within GHMA will be subject to seasonal timing restrictions
(Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]).

continued use of existing pits will be allowed. New free use permits and the
expansion of existing pits may be considered only if the following criteria are met:

e The disturbance cap is not exceeded within a BSU

e The activity is subject to the provisions set forth in the mitigation framework
(Appendix F [of the 2015 Final EIS])

e All applicable required design features are applied

e The activity is permissible under the ldaho exception and development criteria
(MD SSS 29 and MD SSS 30)

e |[HMA—AII IHMA will be open to mineral materials development, consistent
with the ldaho Anthropogenic Disturbance Criteria (MD SSS 30), and subject
to RDFs and buffers. Salesfrem-existingcommunitypits-within tHMA-will be
subject to-seasonal-timing restrictions-(Appendix-C)

e  GHMA—AIl GHMA will be open to mineral materials development, subject to
best management practices, as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final

EIS]. Sales-from-existing community-pits-within- GHMA-will-be-subject to
seasonal-timing restrictions-(Appendix-C):
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD MR PHMA are closed to leasing. IHMA and GHMA: Areas within Known PHMA are closed to leasing. IHMA and GHMA: Areas within Known Phosphate PHMA are closed to leasing. IHMA and GHMA: Areas within Known Phosphate

15 Phosphate Leasing Areas (KPLAs) will remain open to leasing subject to Leasing Areas (KPLAs) will remain open to leasing subject to standard stipulations. Leasing Areas (KPLAs) will remain open to leasing subject to standard stipulations.
standard stipulations. IHMA areas outside of KPLAs are open to IHMA areas outside of KPLAs are open to prospecting and subsequent leasing IHMA areas outside of KPLAs are open to prospecting and subsequent leasing
prospecting and subsequent leasing provided the Anthropogenic provided the Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria (MD SSS 30) and provided the Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria (MD SSS 30) and
Disturbance Development Criteria (MD SSS 30) and the anthropogenic the anthropogenic disturbance cap (MD SSS 27) can be met. the anthropogenic disturbance cap (MD SSS 27) can be met.
disturbance cap (MD SSS 27) can be met.

RDFs and buffers shall be applied to prospecting permits. RDFs and buffers shall be applied to prospecting permits.
RDFs and buffers shall be applied to prospecting permits.

GHMA: Lands outside KPLAs are available for prospecting and subsequent leasing GHMA: Lands outside KPLAs are available for prospecting and subsequent leasing
GHMA: Lands outside KPLAs are available for prospecting and and initial mine development subject to standard stipulations and best management and initial mine development subject to standard stipulations and best management
subsequent leasing and initial mine development subject to RDFs, buffers, | practices as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]. practices as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS].
and standard stipulations.

MD RE | PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as exclusion areas for utility scale PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as exclusion areas for utility scale (20 MW) PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as exclusion areas for utility scale (20 MW)
(20 MW) wind and solar testing and development, nuclear and wind and solar testing and development, and nuclear and hydropower energy wind and solar testing and development, and nuclear and hydropower energy
hydropower energy development. IHMA: Designate and manage IHMA as | development. IHMA: Designate and manage IHMA as avoidance areas for wind and development. IHMA: Designate and manage IHMA as avoidance areas for wind and
avoidance areas for wind and solar testing and development, nuclear and solar testing and development, and nuclear and hydropower development. GHMA solar testing and development, and nuclear and hydropower development. GHMA
hydropower development. GHMA (ldaho): Designate and manage GHMA | (Idaho): Designate and manage GHMA as open for wind and solar testing and (Idaho): Designate and manage GHMA as open for wind and solar testing and
as open for wind and solar testing and development and nuclear and development, and nuclear and hydropower development. development, and nuclear and hydropower development.
hydropower development subject to RDFs and buffers. GHMA
(Montana): Designate and manage GHMA as avoidance for wind and solar
testing and development and nuclear and hydropower development.

MD LR 2 PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as ROW avoidance areas, PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as ROW avoidance areas, consistent with MD | PHMA: Designate and manage PHMA as ROW avoidance areas, consistent with MD
consistent with MD SSS 29 and subject to RDFs and buffers (Appendices | SSS 29 and subject to RDFs and buffers (Appendices B and C). IHMA: Designate and | SSS 29 and subject to RDFs and buffers (Appendices B and C). IHMA: Designate and
B and C). IHMA: Designate and manage IHMA as ROW avoidance areas, manage IHMA as ROW avoidance areas, consistent with MD SSS 30 and subject to manage IHMA as ROW avoidance areas, consistent with MD SSS 30 and subject to
consistent with MD SSS 30 and subject to RDFs and buffers. GHMA RDFs and buffers. GHMA: Designate and manage GHMA as open with proposals RDFs and buffers. GHMA: Designate and manage GHMA as open with proposals
(Idaho and Montana): Designate and manage GHMA as open with subject to best management practices as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final | subject to best management practices as described in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final
proposals subject to RDFs and buffers. EIS]. EIS].
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Modifying Habitat Objectives

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

$SS OBJ 2

The Habitat Objectives for Greater Sage-Grouse (the Habitat Objectives
table (Table 2-2) [in the 2015 Final EIS]) is a list of indicators,
characteristics, and values that describe Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal
habitat use areas. The BLM used indicator values derived from a synthesis
of local and regional Greater Sage-Grouse habitat research and data to
describe the typical vegetation communities that Greater Sage-Grouse
select. While the habitat objectives are not attainable on every site or
every acre within designated Greater Sage-Grouse habitat management
areas, the values reflect a range of habitat conditions that generally lead
to greater survival of individuals within a population. When permitting
land use activities, BLM should consider the ecological site potential
within designated habitat management areas to validate the habitat
conditions achievable for a specific site.

The seasonal habitat descriptions in Table 2-2 [the Habitat Objectives
table in the 2015 Final EIS] vary across the range of Greater Sage-Grouse,
within a subregion, and between sites. They are not land health standards
but are quantitative measures that inform the Special Status Species
Habitat Land Health Standard for Greater Sage-Grouse. These
measurable values reflect ecological potential, and may be adjusted based
on local factors influencing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat selection. Local
data or recent science may indicate that Greater Sage-Grouse select for
vegetation structure and composition in seasonal habitats not
characterized by the values in the habitat objectives table. In these cases,
it may be appropriate to adjust the values. Habitat objectives should be
evaluated in the context of annual variability in ecological conditions and
should not be used singly to determine habitat suitability for Greater
Sage-Grouse. They may be used to demonstrate trends over time, during
plan evaluations for effectiveness of Greater Sage-Grouse conservation,
or when identifying limiting habitat characteristics for a given area.

The indicators, characteristics, values, and desired seasonal habitat
conditions in the Greater Sage-Grouse Plan Habitat Objectives Table are
meant to inform the wildlife habitat component of the Land Health
Standards evaluation process (LHS, 43 CFR 4180.2), but do not replace
rangeland health assessments. Results from the LHS evaluation should be
used to support BLM in land use authorization processes and during
development of objectives for management actions such as vegetation
treatments. BLM land use authorizations will contain terms and
conditions regarding the actions needed to achieve or make progress
toward achieving habitat objectives and land health standards.

Within PHMA and IHMA, maintain large intact sagebrush steppe communities with
vegetative characteristics consistent with their ecological potential such that Greater
Sage-Grouse can select suitable seasonal habitats for breeding, nesting, rearing
young, and wintering.

Greater Sage-Grouse actively select suitable use areas within large intact sagebrush
ecosystems. Not every site will provide for every Greater Sage-Grouse need, which
is why they require large intact sagebrush ecosystems.

The habitat objectives for Greater Sage-Grouse (the Habitat Objectives table (Table
2-2) [in the 2015 Final EIS]) are a list of indicators, characteristics, and values that
describe Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitat use areas. The BLM used indicator
values derived from a synthesis of local and regional Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
research and data to describe the typical vegetation communities that Greater Sage-
Grouse select. While the habitat objectives are not attainable on every site or every
acre within designated Greater Sage-Grouse habitat management areas, the values
reflect a range of habitat conditions that generally lead to greater survival of
individuals within a population. When permitting land use activities, the BLM shall
consider the ecological site potential within designated habitat management areas to
validate the habitat conditions achievable for a specific site.

The seasonal habitat descriptions in Table 2-2 [the Habitat Objectives table in the
2015 Final EIS] vary across the range of Greater Sage-Grouse, within a subregion,
and between sites. They are not land health standards but are quantitative measures
that help inform the Special Status Species Habitat Land Health Standard for Greater
Sage-Grouse. These measurable values reflect ecological potential, and may be
adjusted based on local factors influencing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat selection.
Local data or recent science may indicate that Greater Sage-Grouse select for
vegetation structure and composition in seasonal habitats not characterized by the
values in the habitat objectives table. In these cases, it may be appropriate to adjust
the values. Habitat objectives should be evaluated in the context of annual variability
in ecological conditions and should not be used singly to determine habitat suitability
for Greater Sage-Grouse. They may be used to demonstrate trends over time,
during plan evaluations for effectiveness of Greater Sage-Grouse conservation, or
when identifying limiting habitat characteristics for a given area.

The indicators, characteristics, values, and desired seasonal habitat conditions in the
Greater Sage-Grouse Plan Habitat Objectives Table are meant to inform the wildlife
habitat component of the Land Health Standards evaluation process (LHS, 43 CFR
4180.2), but do not replace rangeland health assessments. Results from the LHS
evaluation should be used to support the BLM in land use authorization processes
and during development of appropriate objectives for management actions such as

Within PHMA and IHMA, maintain large intact sagebrush steppe communities with
vegetative characteristics consistent with their ecological potential such that Greater
Sage-Grouse can select suitable seasonal habitats for breeding, nesting, rearing
young, and wintering.

Greater Sage-Grouse actively select suitable use areas within large intact sagebrush
ecosystems. Not every site will provide for every Greater Sage-Grouse need, which
is why they require large intact sagebrush ecosystems.

The desired conditions for Greater Sage-Grouse (the Desired Conditions table (Table 2-
2) [in the 2015 Final EIS]) are a list of indicators, characteristics, and values that
describe Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitat use areas. The BLM used indicator
values derived from a synthesis of local and regional Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
research and data to describe the typical vegetation communities that Greater Sage-
Grouse select. While the desired conditions are not attainable on every site or
every acre within designated Greater Sage-Grouse habitat management areas, the
values reflect a range of habitat conditions that generally lead to greater survival of
individuals within a population. When permitting land use activities, the BLM shall
consider the ecological site potential within designated habitat management areas to
validate the habitat conditions achievable for a specific site.

The seasonal habitat descriptions in Table 2-2 [the Desired Conditions table in the

2015 Final EIS] vary across the range of Greater Sage-Grouse, within a sub-region,
and between sites. They are not land health standards but are quantitative measures
that help inform the Special Status Species Habitat Land Health Standard for Greater
Sage-Grouse. These measurable values reflect ecological potential, and may be
adjusted based on local factors influencing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat selection.
Local data or recent science may indicate that Greater Sage-Grouse select for
vegetation structure and composition in seasonal habitats not characterized by the
values in the desired conditions table. In these cases, it may be appropriate to adjust
the values. Desired Conditions should be evaluated in the context of annual
variability in ecological conditions and should not be used singly to determine habitat
suitability for Greater Sage-Grouse. As appropriate, they may be used to
demonstrate trends over time, during plan evaluations for effectiveness of Greater
Sage-Grouse conservation, or when identifying limiting habitat characteristics for a
given area.

The indicators, characteristics, values, and desired seasonal habitat conditions in the
Greater Sage-Grouse Plan Desired Conditions Table are meant to inform the
wildlife habitat component of the Land Health Standards evaluation process (LHS, 43
CFR 4180.2), but do not replace rangeland health assessments. Results from the LHS
evaluation should be used to support the BLM in land use authorization processes
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

The Habitat Objectives Tables are to be used:

e To assess habitat suitability for Greater Sage-Grouse following the
BLM policy on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat assessments

e To evaluate land use plan effectiveness for Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation

e Asabasis to develop measurable project objectives for actions in
BLM-designate d Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Management areas
when considered alongside land health standards, ecological
potential and local information.

Excerpt from Table 2.2 [in the 2015 Final EIS]

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

vegetation treatments. BLM land use authorizations will contain terms and
conditions regarding the actions needed to achieve or make progress toward
achieving habitat objectives and land health standards.

The Habitat Objectives Tables are to be used:

e To assess habitat suitability for Greater Sage-Grouse following the BLM policy
on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat assessments

e To evaluate land use plan effectiveness for Greater Sage-Grouse conservation

e Asabasis to develop measurable project objectives for actions in
BLM-designate d Greater Sage-Grouse habitat management areas when
considered alongside land health standards, ecological potential, and local
information

Excerpt from Table 2.2 [in the 2015 Final EIS]

NESTING/EARLY BROOD REARING (Seasonal Use Period May |—June 30)

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

and during development of appropriate objectives for management actions such as
vegetation treatments.

The Desired Conditions Tables are to be used:

e To assess habitat suitability for Greater Sage-Grouse following the BLM policy
on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat assessments at the appropriate scale

e To describe desired conditions that provide habitat at multiple spatial scales as
defined by the best available science

e To evaluate land use plan effectiveness for Greater Sage-Grouse conservation

e Asa basis to develop measurable project objectives for actions in
BLM-designated Greater Sage-Grouse habitat management areas as needed
when considered alongside land health standards, ecological potential, and
local information

Excerpt from Table 2.2 [in the 2015 Final EIS]
NESTING/EARLY BROOD-REARING (Seasonal Use Period May |-June 30)

NESTING/EARLY BROOD REARING (Seasonal Use Period May |-
June 30)
Cover Perennial 2 7 inches | Connelly et al. 20008
and grass (and Connelly et al. 2003’ Hagen
Food forb) height et al. 2007'" Stiver et al.
(includes 2015"
residual
grasses)
References:

US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management.

2001. Rangeland Health Standards Handbook H-4180-1.
https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/uploads/MediaLibraryBLMPolic
yh4180-I.pdf.

(The Habitat Objectives table (Table 2-2) is in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA,
Section 2.2.1 Page 2-5 through 2-6)

Cover and Food

Perennial grass
(and forb) height
(includes residual
grasses)

Adequate Residual
Nesting Cover

Connelly et al.

2000° Connelly et
al. 2003’ Hagen et
al. 2007'' Stiver et

Cover and Food

Perennial grass
(and forb) height
(includes residual

Adequate Residual
Nesting Cover

Connelly et al.
20008 Connelly et
al. 2003’ Hagen et

al. 2015"
Hausleitner 2003;
Holloran et al.
2005

References:

US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. 2001.
Rangeland Health Standards Handbook H-4180-1.
https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/uploads/MediaLibraryBLMPolicyh4
180-1. pdf.

al. 2007'"" Stiver et
al. 2015"
Hausleitner 2005;
Holloran et al.
2005

Gibson et al 2016
Smith et al 2017
Smith et al 2018

grasses)

References:

US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. 2001.
Rangeland Health Standards Handbook H-4180-1.
https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/uploads/MediaLibraryBLMPolicyh4
180-1. pdf.

VEG OBJ | In all SFA and PHMA, the desired condition is to maintain all lands

3 ecologically capable of producing sagebrush (but no less than 70%) with a
minimum of 15% sagebrush canopy cover or as consistent with specific
ecological site conditions. The attributes necessary to sustain these

habitats are described in Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health
(BLM Tech Ref 1734-6).

Delete VEG OB]j 3

Delete VEG OBJ 3 - Redundant to OBJ SSS | which states: (Maintain or make
progress toward all lands within PHMA and IHMA (at least 70%) capable of
producing sagebrush so there is a minimum of |5 percent sagebrush cover and
conifers absent to uncommon within [.86 miles of occupied leks.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Modifying Decisions for Livestock Grazing Commensurate with the Threat Posed

MD LG The BLM will prioritize (1) the review of grazing permits/leases, in Generally, the BLM will prioritize (1) the review of grazing permits/leases, in Generally, the BLM will prioritize (1) the review of grazing permits/leases, in

15 particular to determine if modification is necessary prior to renewal, and | particular to determine if modification is necessary prior to renewal, and (2) the particular to determine if modification is necessary prior to renewal, and (2) the
(2) the processing of grazing permits/leases in Sagebrush Focal Areas processing of grazing permits/leases based on land health conditions or concerns. If processing of grazing permits/leases based on land health conditions or concerns
(SFA) followed by PHMA outside of the SFA, In setting workload similar issues are found in both PHMA and IHMA, than those in PHMA should be related to rangeland health standards. If similar issues are found in both PHMA and
priorities, precedence will be given to existing permits/leases in these addressed first followed by those in IHMA. In setting workload priorities, IHMA, then those in PHMA should be addressed first followed by those in IHMA. In
areas not meeting Land Health Standards, with focus on those containing | precedence will be given to existing permits/leases in these areas not meeting Land setting workload priorities, precedence will be given to existing permits/leases in
riparian areas, including wet meadows. Management and conservation Health Standards, with focus on those containing riparian areas, including wet these areas not meeting Land Health Standards and that have declining Greater
action prioritization will occur at the Conservation Area (CA) scale and meadows. The BLM may use other criteria for prioritization to respond to urgent Sage-Grouse populations, defined by a soft or hard population adaptive management
be based on Greater Sage-Grouse population and habitat trends: Focusing | natural resource concerns (e.g., fire) and legal obligations. trigger being engaged. Sage-grouse populations that are stable or trending upward
management and conservation actions first in SFA followed by areas of will be a lower priority for permit renewal and the assessment process.-with-foeus
PHMA outside SFA. The BLM may use other criteria for prioritization to iningripart ,' i :
respond to urgent natural resource concerns (e.g., fire) and legal The BLM may use other criteria for prioritization to respond to urgent natural
obligations. resource concerns (e.g., fire) and legal obligations.

MD LG The NEPA analysis for renewals and modifications of livestock grazing Grazing within the CHZ and IHZ will be managed according to the process outlined | Grazing within the PHMA and IHMA will be managed according to the process

16 permits/leases that include lands within SFA and PHMA will include in the text below. outlined in the text below and the grazing permit renewal process will be managed

specific management thresholds, based on Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat
Objectives Table, Land Health Standards (43 CFR 4180.2) and ecological
site potential, and one or more defined responses that will allow the
authorizing officer to make adjustments to livestock grazing that have
already been subjected to NEPA analysis.

a. Incorporate the Greater Sage-Grouse habitat characteristics in Table 3-5 [in the
2015 Final EIS] and management considerations into relevant resource management
plans as desired conditions recognizing that these conditions may not be achievable
(1) due to the existing ecological condition, ecological potential, or existing
vegetation; or (2) due to casual events unrelated to existing livestock grazing.

b. Prioritize permit renewal and the land health assessments outlined in (jii)(c) in
allotments with declining Greater Sage-Grouse populations.

c. Conduct fine- and site-scale habitat assessments and, where appropriate, a
determination of factors causing any failure to achieve the habitat characteristics in
Tables 3-5. The assessment(s) shall be conducted at a resolution sufficient to
document the habitat condition and will include local spatial and inter-annual
variability. Any determination relative to the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5) shall
be based upon existing ecological condition, ecological potential, and existing
vegetation information to ensure the assessment recognizes whether or not these
habitat characteristics are achievable.

d. The assessment will rely on published characteristics of Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat and the Ecological Site Descriptions, and Tables 3-5, and where available and
applicable, rangeland health determinations made in accordance with 43 CFR
4180.2(c).

e. After conducting the assessment in (iii)(c), if the current grazing system achieves
the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5), absent substantial and compelling information
no further grazing management changes are necessary.

f. If the process and conditions outlined in (jii)(c) demonstrate that livestock grazing
is limiting achievement of the habitat characteristics (Tables 3-5), renewed permits
will include measures, including but not limited to the actions outlined in Appendix
C [of the 2015 Final EIS], Grazing Section of BMPs to achieve desired habitat
conditions. These measures must be tailored to address the specific management
issues.

g. Adaptive management changes related to existing grazing permits should only be
undertaken where improper grazing is determined to be the casual factor in not
meeting habitat characteristics, specific to site capability, based upon monitoring
over with appropriate spatial variability.

according to 43 CFR Part 4100, Subpart 4180 and as outlined in the process below.

a. Incorporate the Greater Sage-Grouse habitat-characteristies desired conditions
in Table 2.2 [in the 2015 Final EIS] and management considerations inte—relevant

resource-managementplans as desired conditions and manage livestock grazing
recognizing that these conditions may not be achievable (I) due to the existing
ecological condition, ecological potential, or existing vegetation; or (2) due to
casual events unrelated to existing livestock grazing; and 3) that they are not
intended to be prescriptive at the allotment level.

alletments-with-deelining Greater-Sage-Grouse-populations: (Addressed above in
MD LG 15)

b. Conduct-fine-and-site-seale habitat assessments using appropriate monitoring
methods and; where appropriate, a make a determination of factors causing any
failure to achieve the desired conditions in Tables 2.2. The assessment(s) shall be
conducted at a resolution and scale sufficient to document the habitat condition and
will include local, spatial and inter-annual variability. Any determination relative to
the habitat characteristics (Tables 2.2) shall be based upon existing ecological
condition, ecological potential, and existing vegetation information to ensure the
assessment recognizes whether or not these habitat characteristics are achievable.
c. The assessment will rely on published characteristics of Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat and the Ecological Site Descriptions, and Tables 2.2, and where available and
applicable, rangeland health determinations made in accordance with 43 CFR
4180.2(c).

d. After conducting the assessment in (b), if the current grazing system achieves
applicable Idaho rangeland health standards the-habitat-characteristies{Fables 3-5),
absent substantial and compelling information no further grazing management
changes are necessary to achieve desired conditions for Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat.

e. If the process and conditions outlined in (b) demonstrate that livestock grazing is
limiting achievement of the desired conditions (Tables 2.2), renewed permits will
include measures, including but not limited to the actions outlined in Appendix C [of
the 2015 Final EIS], Grazing Section of BMPs to achieve desired habitat conditions.
These measures must be tailored to address the specific management issues.

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD LG (see above) h. Where management changes are needed and necessary pursuant to (f), implement | f. Adaptive management changes related to existing grazing permits should only be
16 management actions that are narrowly tailored to address the specific habitat undertaken where improper grazing is determined to be the casual factor in not
(cont.) objective applied at the allotment and/or activity plan level, including but not limited | meeting habitat characteristics, specific to site capability, based upon monitoring
to the actions outlined in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS], Grazing Section of ever with appropriate spatial variability. See Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS]
BMPs. (The Governor’s Plan is attached as Appendix | [of the 2015 Final EIS] for (Required Design Features).
references to this section.) g. Where management changes are needed and necessary pursuant to (f), implement
management actions that are narrowly tailored to address the specific habitat
objective applied at the allotment and/or activity plan level, including but not limited
to the actions outlined in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS], Grazing Section of
BMPs. (The Governor’s Plan is attached as Appendix | [of the 2015 Final EIS] for
references to this section.)
MD LG Allotments within SFA, followed by those within PHMA, and focusing on Allotments within PHMA, and focusing on those with land health concerns, Allotments within PHMA, focusing on those with declining Greater Sage-Grouse
17 those containing riparian areas, including wet meadows, will be prioritized | especially those containing riparian areas, including wet meadows, will be prioritized | populations, defined by a soft or hard adaptive management trigger being engaged
for field checks to help ensure compliance with the terms and conditions | for field checks to help ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of the and/or with land health concerns, especially-those-containing riparian-areas-including
of the grazing permits. Field checks can include monitoring for actual use, | grazing permits. Field checks can include monitoring for actual use, utilization, and wet-readews; will be prioritized for field checks to help ensure compliance with the
utilization, and use supervision. Management and conservation action use supervision. terms and conditions of the grazing permits. Field checks can include monitoring for
prioritization will occur at the Conservation Area scale and be based on actual use, utilization, and use supervision.
Greater Sage-Grouse population and habitat trends: Focusing
management and conservation actions first in SFA followed by areas of
PHMA outside SFA.
MD WHB | Complete rangeland health assessments for HMAs containing Greater Complete rangeland health assessments for HMAs containing Greater Sage-Grouse Complete rangeland health assessments for HMA containing Greater Sage-Grouse
2 Sage-Grouse habitat using an interdisciplinary team of specialists (e.g. habitat using an interdisciplinary team of specialists (e.g. range, wildlife, and riparian). | habitat using an interdisciplinary team of specialists (e.g. range, wildlife, and riparian).
range, wildlife, riparian). The priorities for conducting assessments are |) | The priority for conducting assessments is HMAs with known land health issues and | The priority for conducting assessments is HMA with known land health issues and
HMAs Containing SFA; 2) HMAs containing PHMA; 3) HMAs containing where local populations of Greater Sage-Grouse are in decline. When similar issues | where local populations of Greater Sage-Grouse are in decline according to the
IHMA; 4) HMAs containing GHMA; 5) HMAs containing sagebrush habitat | are found in multiple HMAs, then the priority should be 1) HMAs containing PHMA; | adaptive management trigger standards. When similar issues are found in multiple
outside of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA mapped habitat; 6) HMAs without 2) HMAs containing IHMA; 3) HMAs containing GHMA; 4) HMAs containing HMA, then the priority should be 1) HMA containing PHMA; 2) HMA containing
Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat. Greater Sage-Grouse habitat outside of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA mapped habitat; IHMA; 3) HMA containing GHMA; 4) HMA containing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
5) HMAs without Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat. outside of PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA mapped habitat; 5) HMA without Greater
Sage-Grouse Habitat.
Modifying the Mitigation Strategy to Align with the State Mitigation Strategy
MD MT 3 | In all Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, in undertaking BLM management In PHMA and IHMA, in undertaking BLM management actions, and, consistent with In PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA in undertaking BLM management actions, and,
actions, and, consistent with valid existing rights and applicable law, in valid existing right and applicable law, in authorizing third-party actions that result in | consistent with valid existing right and applicable law, in authorizing third-party
authorizing third-party actions that result in habitat loss and degradation habitat loss and degradation (Appendix E, Table E-1 [in the 2015 Final EIS]), the BLM | actions that result in habitat loss and degradation (Appendix E, Table E-1 [in the
(Appendix E, Table E-I [in the 2015 Final EIS]), the BLM will require and will require and ensure mitigation that provides no net loss to the species including 2015 Final EIS]), the BLM will achieve the planning-level Greater Sage-Grouse
ensure mitigation that provides a net conservation gain to the species accounting for any uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of such mitigation. management goals and objectives through implementation of mitigation and
including accounting for any uncertainty associated with the effectiveness | This will be achieved by avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for impacts by management actions. Under this Proposed Plan Amendment, the BLM’s Greater
of such mitigation. This will be achieved by avoiding, minimizing, and applying beneficial mitigation actions. In GHMA, proponents will be required to Sage-Grouse management would be consistent with the Greater Sage-Grouse goals
compensating for impacts by applying beneficial mitigation actions. avoid and minimize impacts to the extent practicable. and objectives, and in conformance with BLM Manual 6840 — Special Status Species
Management, undertake planning decisions, actions, and authorizations to “minimize
or eliminate threats affecting the status of [Greater Sage-Grouse] or to improve the
condition of [Greater Sage-Grouse] habitat” across the planning area. Further the
BLM will require and ensure mitigation that provides no net loss to the species
including accounting for any uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of such
mitigation. This will be achieved by ensuring Greater Sage-Grouse habitat impacts
are addressed by implementing mitigating actions consistent with the State of Idaho
and the Proposed Plan Amendment. i+-GHMApropenents-willberequired-to-aveid
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

MD SSS
30

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015

ROD/ARMPA.

The following Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria must be
met in the screening and assessment process for proposals in PHMA and
IHMA to discourage additional disturbance in PHMA and IHMA (as
described in MD LR 2 and MD RE I; applies to Idaho only):

a.

Through coordination with the USFWS and State of Idaho (as
described in MD CC ), it is determined that the project cannot be
achieved, technically or economically, outside of this management
area; and

The project siting and/or design should best reduce cumulative
impacts and/or impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse and other high
value natural, cultural, or societal resources; this may include
colocation within the footprint for existing infrastructure, to the
extent practicable; and

The project results in a net conservation gain to Greater Sage-
Grouse Key habitat or with beneficial mitigation actions reduces
habitat fragmentation or other threats within the Conservation
Area; and

The project design mitigates unavoidable impacts through
appropriate compensatory mitigation; and

Development will be implemented adhering to the RDFs described
in Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS].

The project will not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27).

In Montana, the BLM will apply the project/action screen and
mitigation process (Appendix ] [of the 2015 Final EIS])

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

The following Anthropogenic Disturbance Development Criteria must be met in the
screening and assessment process for proposals in PHMA and IHMA to discourage
additional disturbance in PHMA and IHMA (as described in MD LR 2 and MD RE [;
applies to Idaho only):

a.

Through coordination with the State of Idaho (as described in MD CC |), it is
determined that the project cannot be achieved, technically or economically,
outside of this management area; and

The project siting and/or design should best reduce cumulative impacts and/or
impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse and other high value natural, cultural, or
societal resources; this may include collocation within the footprint for
existing infrastructure, to the extent practicable; and

The project results in no net loss to Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or with
beneficial mitigation actions reduces habitat fragmentation or other threats
within the Conservation Area; and

The project design mitigates unavoidable impacts through appropriate
compensatory mitigation; and

Development will be implemented adhering to the RDFs described in
Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS].

The project will not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27).

All of the following anthropogenic disturbance development criteria must be met in
the screening and assessment process for proposals in PHMA and IHMA to
discourage additional disturbance in PHMA and IHMA (as described in MD LR 2 and
MD RE |;-appliesto-tdahe-only):

a.

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Through coordination with the State of Idaho (as described in MD CC 1), it is
determined that the project cannot be achieved, technically or economically,
outside of this management area

The project siting or design should best reduce cumulative impacts or impacts
on Greater Sage-Grouse and other high value natural, cultural, or societal
resources; this may include collocation within the footprint for existing
infrastructure, to the extent practicable

The project results in no net loss to Greater Sage-Grouse key habitat or with
beneficial actions reduces habitat fragmentation or other threats within the
Conservation Area

Development will be implemented adhering to the RDFs described in
Appendix C [of the 2015 Final EIS].

Large scale anthropogenic disturbances in PHMA and IHMA will be reviewed
by the Technical and Policy Teams as described in MD SSS 44

The project will not exceed the disturbance cap (MD SSS 27)

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

MD LR 14

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Lands classified as PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA for Greater Sage-Grouse
will be retained in federal management unless: (1) the agency can
demonstrate that disposal of the lands, including land exchanges, will
provide a net conservation gain to the Greater Sage-Grouse or (2) the
agency can demonstrate that the disposal, including land exchanges, of the
lands will have no direct or indirect adverse impact on conservation of
the Greater Sage-Grouse. Land tenure adjustments will be subject to the
following disposal, exchange, and acquisition criteria, which include
retaining lands with Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Retention of areas with
Greater Sage-Grouse will reduce the likelihood of habitat conversion to
agriculture, urbanization, or other uses that will remove sagebrush habitat
and potentially impact sensitive plants.

Criteria:

a. Acquire habitat within PHMA and IHMA, when possible (i.e. willing
landowner), and retain ownership of habitat within all Areas,
except if disposal will allow for additional or more contiguous
federal ownership patterns.

b. Lands within PHMA, IHMA and GHMA will be retained unless
disposal of those lands will increase the extent or provide for
connectivity of PHMA, IHMA or GHMA.

c. Evaluate potential land exchanges containing historically low-quality
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat that may be too costly to restore in
exchange for lands of higher quality habitat, lands that connect
seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse habitats or lands providing for
threatened and endangered species. These potential exchanges
should lead to an increase in the extent or continuity of or provide
for improved connectivity of PHMA. Higher priority will be given to
exchanges for those in-tact areas of sagebrush that will contribute
to the expansion of sagebrush areas within PHMA currently in
public ownership. Lower priority will be given to other lands that
will promote enhancement in the PHMA and IHMA (i.e,, areas with
fragmented or less in-tact sagebrush).

d. ldentify lands for acquisition that increase the extent of or provide
for connectivity of PHMA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Lands classified as PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA for Greater Sage-Grouse will be
retained in federal management unless: (1) the agency can demonstrate that disposal
of the lands, including land exchanges, will provide no net loss to the Greater Sage-
Grouse or (2) the agency can demonstrate that the disposal, including land
exchanges, of the lands will have no direct or indirect adverse impact on
conservation of the Greater Sage-Grouse. Land tenure adjustments will be subject
to the following disposal, exchange, and acquisition criteria, which include retaining
lands with Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Retention of areas with Greater Sage-
Grouse will reduce the likelihood of habitat conversion to agriculture, urbanization,
or other uses that will remove sagebrush habitat and potentially impact sensitive
plants.

Criteria:

a. Lands within PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA will be retained unless disposal of
those lands will increase the extent or provide for connectivity of PHMA,
IHMA, or GHMA.

b. Evaluate potential land exchanges containing historically low-quality Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat that may be too costly to restore in exchange for lands of
higher-quality habitat, lands that connect seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse
habitats, or lands providing for threatened and endangered species. These
potential exchanges should lead to an increase in the extent or continuity of
or provide for improved connectivity of PHMA. Higher priority will be given
to exchanges for those intact areas of sagebrush that will contribute to the
expansion of sagebrush areas within PHMA currently in public ownership.
Lower priority will be given to other lands that will promote enhancement in
the IHMA and GHMA (i.e., areas with fragmented or less intact sagebrush).

c. ldentify lands for acquisition that increase the extent of or provide for
connectivity of PHMA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Lands classified as PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA for Greater Sage-Grouse will be
retained in federal management unless: (1) the agency can demonstrate that disposal
of the lands, including land exchanges, will provide no net loss to the Greater Sage-
Grouse or (2) the agency can demonstrate that the disposal, including land
exchanges, of the lands will have no direct or indirect adverse impact on
conservation of the Greater Sage-Grouse. Land tenure adjustments will be subject
to the following disposal, exchange, and acquisition criteria, which include retaining
lands with Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Retention of areas with Greater Sage-
Grouse will reduce the likelihood of habitat conversion to agriculture, urbanization,
or other uses that will remove sagebrush habitat and potentially impact sensitive
plants.

Criteria:

a. Retain lands in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA, unless disposal of those lands
would increase the extent or provide for connectivity of PHMA, IHMA, or
GHMA.

b. Evaluate potential land exchanges containing historically low-quality Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat that may be too costly to restore in exchange for lands of
higher-quality habitat, lands that connect seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse
habitats, or lands providing for threatened and endangered species. These
potential exchanges should lead to an increase in the extent or continuity of
or provide for improved connectivity of PHMA. Higher priority will be given
to exchanges for those intact areas of sagebrush that will contribute to the
expansion of sagebrush areas within PHMA currently in public ownership.
Lower priority will be given to other lands that will promote enhancement in
the IHMA and GHMA (i.e., areas with fragmented or less intact sagebrush).

c. identify Lands for acquisition that increase the extent of or provide for
connectivity of PHMA.

OBJ MR 2

Where a proposed fluid mineral development project on an existing lease
can adversely affect Greater Sage-Grouse populations or habitat, the BLM
will work with the lessees, operators, or other project proponents to
avoid, minimize and apply compensatory mitigation to the extent
compatible with lessees' rights to drill and produce fluid mineral
resources. The BLM will work with the lessee, operator, or project
proponent in developing an APD or Geothermal Drilling Permit (GDP)
for the lease to avoid, minimize, and apply compensatory mitigation to
impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat and will ensure that the
best information about the Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat informs
and helps to guide development of such Federal leases.

Where a proposed fluid mineral development project on an existing lease can
adversely affect Greater Sage-Grouse populations or habitat in PHMA and IHMA,
the BLM will work with the lessees, operators, or other project proponents to avoid
and minimize impacts and to compensate for unavoidable impacts to the extent
compatible with lessees' rights to drill and produce fluid mineral resources. The BLM
will work with the lessee, operator, or project proponent in developing an APD or
Geothermal Drilling Permit (GDP) for the lease to apply the mitigation hierarchy to
impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat and will ensure that the best
information about the Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat informs and helps to
guide development of such federal leases.

Where a proposed fluid mineral development project on an existing lease can
adversely affect Greater Sage-Grouse populations or habitat in PHMA, ard IHMA,
and GHMA the BLM will work with the lessees, operators, or other project
proponents to avoid and minimize impacts and to compensate for unavoidable
impacts to the extent compatible with lessees' rights to drill and produce fluid
mineral resources. The BLM will work with the lessee, operator, or project
proponent in developing an APD or Geothermal Drilling Permit (GDP) for the lease
to apply the mitigation hierarchy to impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat
and will ensure that the best information about the Greater Sage-Grouse and its
habitat informs and helps to guide development of such federal leases.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

MD REC In PHMA and IHMA, do not construct new recreation facilities (e.g., In PHMA and IHMA, do not construct new recreation facilities (campgrounds, In PHMA and IHMA, do not construct new recreation facilities (campgrounds,

2 campgrounds, trails, trailheads, staging areas) unless the development will | parking lots, trailheads, and staging areas) larger than 0.25 acres and subject to parking lots, trailheads, and staging areas) larger than 0.25 acres unless subject to
have a net conservation gain to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat (such as appropriate buffers and RDFs and appropriate mitigation. Locate and design facilities | appropriate buffers and RDFs and appropriate mitigation. Locate and design facilities
concentrating recreation, diverting use away from critical areas, etc.), or to avoid or minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. New trails in PHMA to avoid or minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. New trails in PHMA
unless the development is required for visitor health and safety or and IHMA should be designed to avoid or minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse | and IHMA should be designed to avoid or minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse
resource protection. habitat. New trails would not be subject to buffers but may be subject to timing habitat. New non-motorized trails would not be subject to buffers but may be

restrictions to avoid impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse. subject to timing restrictions to avoid impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse during the
lekking/nesting season. Motorized trails would also be subject to buffers and
seasonal timing restrictions.
Modifying Adaptive Management Strategy

MD-SSS Idaho: The hard and soft trigger data will be analyzed as soon as it The data from the lek counts and the key habitat map update will be reviewed The data from the lek counts and the key habitat map update will be reviewed

15 becomes available after the signing of the ROD, and twice each year annually to determine if any hard or soft adaptive management triggers have been annually to determine if any hard or soft adaptive management triggers have been
thereafter the applicable monitoring information will be reviewed to met. met.
determine if any adaptive management triggers have been met.

MD SSS Population Soft Triggers are defined as: Population soft triggers are defined as: Population soft triggers are defined as:

20 e A |0 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total e A |0 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum number e A |0 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum number
maximum number of males counted compared to the 201 | of males counted compared to the 201 | maximum male baseline and a finite of males counted compared to the 201 | maximum male baseline and a finite
maximum male baseline and a finite rate of change (A) below 1.0 rate of change (A) below 1.0 within PHMA within a Conservation Area over rate of change (A) below 1.0 within PHMA within a Conservation Area over
within PHMA within a Conservation Area over the same 3-year the same 3-year period; or the same 3-year period
period; or e A 10 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum number e A |0 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total maximum number

e A |0 percent decline in the current 3-year average of total of males counted compared to the 201 | maximum male baseline and a finite of males counted compared to the 201 | maximum male baseline and a finite
maximum number of males counted compared to the 201 | rate of change (A) below 1.0 within IHMA within a Conservation Area over rate of change (A) below 1.0 within IHMA within a Conservation Area over
maximum male baseline and a finite rate of change (A) below 1.0 the same 3-year period. the same 3-year period
within IHMA within a Conservation Area over the same 3-year e Significance for soft triggers is defined by the 80 percent confidence interval e Significance for soft triggers is defined by the 80 percent confidence interval
period. around the current 3-year finite rate of change. If the 80 percent confidence around the current 3-year finite rate of change. If the 80 percent confidence

interval is less than, and does not include 1.0, then the finite rate of change is interval is less than, and does not include 1.0, then the finite rate of change is
considered significant. The finite rate of change and variance will be calculated considered significant. The finite rate of change and variance will be calculated
following Garton et al. (2011). following Garton et al. (2011).

MD SSS Remove any adaptive management response when the habitat or Remove the automatic hard trigger adaptive management response when the habitat | Remove the automatic hard trigger adaptive management response when the habitat

24 maximum male population count (i.e., 3-year average) returns to or or maximum male population count (i.e., 3-year average) returns to or exceeds the or maximum male population count (i.e., 3-year average) returns to or exceeds the
exceeds the 201 | baseline levels within the associated Conservation Area | 201 | baseline levels within the associated Conservation Area in accordance with the | 2011 baseline levels within the associated Conservation Area in accordance with the
in accordance with the Adaptive Management Strategy (Appendix E [of Adaptive Management Strategy (Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS]). In such a case, Adaptive Management Strategy (Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS]). In such a case,
the 2015 Final EIS]). In such a case, changes in management allocations changes in management allocations resulting from a tripped trigger will revert back changes in management allocations resulting from a tripped trigger will revert back
resulting from a tripped trigger will revert back to the original allocation. | to the original allocation (MD SSS 22). to the original allocation (MD SSS 22).

Modifying Appendices

Appendix | All maps remain as they were printed in 2015. Update all maps to reflect the following changes: Update all maps to reflect the following changes:

A e Update to display only Idaho e Update to display only Idaho

Maps e Remove SFA e Remove SFA

e Update PHMA and IHMA boundaries to reflect the change of the Brown’s
Creek area from PHMA to IHMA

e Update PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA boundaries to reflect corrections to
administrative errors

e Update PHMA and IHMA boundaries to reflect the change of the Brown’s
Creek area from PHMA BSU to IHMA BSU

o Delete Figure 2-11b, as it only applies to Montana

e Update PHMA and IHMA boundaries to reflect the change of the Brown’s
Creek area from PHMA to IHMA

e Update PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA boundaries to reflect corrections to
administrative errors

e  Update PHMA and IHMA boundaries to reflect the change of the Brown’s
Creek area from PHMA BSU to IHMA BSU

o Delete Figure 2-11b, as it applies to Montana only
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015 . . ..

ARMPA | Mo Action Mtermadue (1015 ARMPA Deciiors) s Hanagement Algnment Alirtive

Decision ' gures, RO D’/ ARMPA Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Number )

Appendix | B. Buffers Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-Grouse — A Review (Open File Report 2014-1239). Distance Estimates for GRSG — A Review (Open File Report 2014-1239).

B Applying Lek Buffer-Distances When Approving Actions In PHMA: The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances specified as the lower end of In PHMA: The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances specified as the lower end of
* Buffer Distances and Evaluation of Impacts on Leks the interpreted range in the report unless justifiable departures are determined to the interpreted range in the report unless justifiable departures are determined to
Evaluate impacts on leks from actions requiring NEPA analysis. In addition | be appropriate (see below). The lower end of the interpreted range of the lek be appropriate (see below). The lower end of the interpreted range of the lek
to any other relevant information determined to be appropriate (e.g. buffer-distances is as follows: buffer-distances is as follows:
State wildlife agency plans), the BLM will assess and address impacts from | o linear features (roads) within 3.1 miles of leks e linear features (roads) within 3.1 miles of leks
the following activities using the lek buffer-distances as identified in the o infrastructure related to energy development within 3.1 miles of leks e infrastructure related to energy development within 3.1 miles of leks
USGS Report Conservation Buffer Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-Grouse | o tall structures (e.g., communication or transmission towers, transmission lines) e tall structures (e.g., communication or transmission towers, transmission lines)
— A Review (Open File Report 2014-1239). The BLM will apply the lek within 2 miles of leks within 2 miles of leks
buffer-distances specified as the lower end of the interpreted range in the | o low structures (e.g., fences and rangeland structures) within 1.2 miles of leks e low structures (e.g. fences and rangeland structures) within 1.2 miles of leks
report unless justifiable departures are determined to be appropriate (see | o surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove the natural e surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove the
below). The lower end of the interpreted range of the lek buffer- vegetation) within 3.1 miles of leks natural vegetation) within 3.1 miles of leks
distances is as follows: o noise and related disruptive activities including those that do not result in habitat o Noise and related disruptive activities
o linear features (roads) within 3.1 miles of leks loss (e.g., motorized recreational events) at least 0.25 miles from leks o Repeated/sustained disturbance including those that do not result in
o infrastructure related to energy development within 3.1 miles of leks. habitat loss at least 2 miles from leks
o tall structures (e.g., communication or transmission towers, In IHMA: The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances specified as the USGS o Temporary noise including those that do not result in habitat loss (e.g.,
transmission lines) within 2 miles of leks. Literature Minimums in the report unless justifiable departures are determined to be motorized recreational events) at least 0.25 miles from leks)
o low structures (e.g., fences, rangeland structures) within 1.2 miles of appropriate (see below). The USGS Literature Minimums of the lek buffer-distances
leks. are as follows: In IHMA: The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances as follows unless justifiable
o surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove o linear features (roads) within 0.25 miles of leks departures are determined to be appropriate (see below).
the natural vegetation) within 3.1 miles of leks. o infrastructure related to energy development within 2 miles of leks e Linear features (e.g. roads) within 0.8 miles of leks
o noise and related disruptive activities including those that do not result | o tall structures (e.g., communication or transmission towers, transmission lines) e Infrastructure related to energy development (e.g. oil, gas, wind, solar) within
in habitat loss (e.g., motorized recreational events) at least 0.25 miles within 0.6 miles of leks 2 miles of leks
from leks. o low structures (e.g., fences and rangeland structures) within 0.12 miles of leks e Tall structures (e.g., electrical, communication, meteorological)

o surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove the natural o Transmission lines/towers: within 1.2 miles of leks, with a 1.2 - 2 mile
Justifiable departures to decrease or increase from these distances, based | vegetation) within 2 miles of leks buffer subject to the exemption criteria: applicable to this variable and
on local data, best available science, landscape features, and other existing | o noise and related disruptive activities including those that do not result in habitat select variables in GHMA below
protections (e.g., land use allocations, state regulations) may be loss (e.g., motorized recreational events) at least 0.12 miles from leks o Distribution lines/poles: within 0.6 miles of leks
appropriate for determining activity impacts. The USGS report o Communication and meteorological towers: within 2 miles of leks
recognized “that because of variation in populations, habitats, The buffers do not apply to vegetation treatments specifically designed to improve o Low structures (e.g., fences and rangeland structures) within 0-42-0.6
development patterns, social context, and other factors, for a particular or protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. miles of leks
disturbance type, there is no single distance that is an appropriate buffer e Surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove the
for all populations and habitats across the sage-grouse range”. The USGS | Buffers are not required in GHMA. natural vegetation) within 2 miles of leks
report also states that “various protection measures have been e Noise and related disruptive activities
developed.and implemented... [Yvhlch have] th.e ability (a!one orin. Justifiable dep'artures 'to decrease or increase from these dlsjcar?ces, based'on local e Repeated/sustained noise disturbance including those that do not result in
concert with others) to protect important habitats, sustain populations, data, best available science, landscape features, and other existing protections (e.g., habitat loss at least 2 miles of leks
and support multiple-use demands for public lands”. All variations in lek land use allocations and state regulations) may be appropriate for determining T ise disturbance including those that do not result in habitat loss
buffer-distances will require appropriate analysis and disclosure as part of | activity impacts. The USGS report recognized “that because of variation in * emporary noise : & .
. A L ) ) . . ) (e.g., motorized recreational events) at least 0.25 miles from leks
activity authorization. In determining lek locations, the BLM will use the populations, habitats, development patterns, social context, and other factors, for a )
most recent active or occupied lek data available from the state wildlife particular disturbance type, there is no single distance that is an appropriate buffer *—atdeast Ol 2-milesfrom-leks
agency. for all populations and habitats across the sage-grouse range.” The USGS report also Buff ired-in-GHMA
states that “various protection measures have been developed and implemented... '
For Actions in GHMA [which have] the ability (alone or in concert with others) to protect important In GHMA: The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances as follows, subject to
The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified above as required habitats, sustain populations, and support multiple-use demands for public lands.” All | exception criteria:
conservation measures to fully address the impacts on leks as identified in | variations in lek buffer-distances will require appropriate analysis and disclosure as e Linear features (e.g. roads) within 0.25 miles of leks
the NEPA analysis. Impacts should first be avoided by locating the action part of activity authorization. In determining lek locations, the BLM will use the most e Infrastructure related to energy development (e.g. oil, gas, wind, solar) within
outside of the applicable lek buffer — distance(s) identified above. recent active or occupied lek data available from the state wildlife agency. 0.6 miles of leks; 2 mile feasibility/practicality conditions
The BLM may approve actions in GHMA that are within the applicable lek e Tall structures (e.g., electrical, communication, meteorological): within 0.6
buffer distance identified above only if: * For Actions in PHMA and IHMA miles of leks
o Impacts should first be avoided by locating the action outside of the The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified above as required conservation e Low structures (e.g. fences and rangeland structures) within 0.12 miles of leks
applicable lek buffer-distance(s) identified above. measures to fully address the impacts on leks as identified in the NEPA analysis.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

Appendix
B
(cont.)

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

o If it is not possible to relocate the project outside of the applicable lek
buffer-distance(s) identified above, the BLM may approve the project only
if:
— Based on best available science, landscape features, and other existing
protections, (e.g., land use allocations, state regulations), the BLM
determines that a lek buffer-distance other than the applicable distance
identified above offers the same or a greater level of protection to
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat, including conservation of seasonal
habitat outside of the analyzed buffer area; or

— The BLM determines that impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse and its
habitat are minimized such that the project will cause minor or no new
disturbance (ex. co-location with existing authorizations); and

— Any residual impacts within the lek buffer-distances are addressed
through compensatory mitigation measures sufficient to ensure a net
conservation gain, as outlined in the Mitigation Strategy (Appendix X [of
the 2015 Final EIS]).

* For Actions in PHMA and IHMA

The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified above as required
conservation measures to fully address the impacts on leks as identified in
the NEPA analysis. Impacts should be avoided by locating the action
outside of the applicable lek buffer-distance(s) identified above.

The BLM may approve actions in PHMA and IMHA that are within the
applicable lek buffer distance identified above only if:

o The BLM, with input from the state fish and wildlife agency, determines,
based on best available science, landscape features, and other existing
protections, that a buffer distance other than the distance identified
above offers the same or greater level of protection to Greater Sage-
Grouse and its habitat, including conservation of seasonal habitat outside
of the analyzed buffer area.

* Range improvements which do not impact Greater Sage-Grouse, or,
range improvements which provide a conservation benefit to Greater
Sage-Grouse such as fences for protecting important seasonal habitats,
meet the lek buffer requirement.

* The BLM will explain its justification for determining the approved
buffer-distances meet these conditions in its project decision.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Impacts should be avoided by locating the action outside of the applicable lek buffer-
distance(s) identified above.

The BLM may approve actions in PHMA and IMHA that are within the applicable lek
buffer-distance identified above only if:

o The BLM, with input from the state fish and wildlife agency, determines, based on
best available science, landscape features, and other existing protections, that a
buffer-distance other than the distance identified above offers the same or greater
level of protection to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat, including conservation of
seasonal habitat outside of the analyzed buffer area.

* Range improvements that do not impact Greater Sage-Grouse, or, range
improvements that provide a conservation benefit to Greater Sage-Grouse, such as
fences for protecting important seasonal habitats, meet the lek buffer requirement.
* The BLM will explain its justification for determining the approved buffer distances
meet these conditions in its project decision.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

e Surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove the
natural vegetation) within 2 miles of leks

Noise and related disruptive activities
e Repeated/sustained disturbance including those that do not result in habitat
loss at least 2 miles from leks
e Temporary disturbance including those that do not result in habitat loss (e.g.,
motorized recreational events) at least 0.25 miles from leks

Buffer Exception Criteria for IHMA and GHMA: It is impracticable, technically or
economically, to locate the project outside of the buffer area; and Impacts are
avoided through project siting and design to the extent reasonable or impacts are
minor or nonexistent and impacts are avoided through project siting and design to
the extent reasonable.

The buffers do not apply to vegetation treatments specifically designed to improve
or protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Justifiable departures to decrease or increase from these distances, based on local
data, best available science, landscape features, and other existing protections (e.g.,
land use allocations and state regulations) may be appropriate for determining
activity impacts. The USGS report recognized “that because of variation in
populations, habitats, development patterns, social context, and other factors, for a
particular disturbance type, there is no single distance that is an appropriate buffer
for all populations and habitats across the sage-grouse range.” The USGS report also
states that “various protection measures have been developed and implemented...
[which have] the ability (alone or in concert with others) to protect important
habitats, sustain populations, and support multiple-use demands for public lands.” All
variations in lek buffer-distances will require appropriate analysis and disclosure as
part of activity authorization. In determining lek locations, the BLM will use the most
recent active or occupied lek data available from the state wildlife agency.

For actions in PHMA and IHMA

e  The BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified above as required
conservation measures to fully address the impacts on leks as identified in the
NEPA analysis. Impacts should be avoided by locating the action outside of the
applicable lek buffer-distance(s) identified above.

e  The BLM may approve actions in PHMA and IMHA that are within the
applicable lek buffer-distance identified above only if:

e The BLM, with input from the state fish and wildlife agency, determines, based
on best available science, landscape features, and other existing protections,
that a buffer-distance other than the distance identified above offers the same
or greater level of protection to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat,
including conservation of seasonal habitat outside of the analyzed buffer area.

e Range improvements that do not impact Greater Sage-Grouse, or, range
improvements that provide a conservation benefit to Greater Sage-Grouse,
such as fences for protecting important seasonal habitats, meet the lek buffer
requirement.

e The BLM will explain its justification for determining the approved buffer
distances meet these conditions in its project decision.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Appendix | C. Required Design Features C. Required Design Features C. Required Design Features

C Required Design Features (RDFs) are required for certain activities in all Required design features (RDFs) are a list of best management practices that are Required design features (RDFs) are a list of best management practices that are
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. RDFs establish the minimum specifications intended to avoid and minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse or Greater Sage- intended to avoid and minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse or Greater Sage-
for certain activities to help mitigate adverse impacts. However, the Grouse habitat. When the RDFs are applicable to a given project in PHMA and Grouse habitat. When the RDFs are applicable to a given project in PHMA and
applicability and overall effectiveness of each RDF cannot be fully assessed | IHMA, they are required unless an alternate action is implemented that will provide IHMA, they are required unless an alternate action is implemented that will provide
until the project level when the project location and design are known. equal or greater protection. The RDFs are considered best management practices equal or greater protection. The RDFs are considered best management practices
Because of site-specific circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to some | that may be considered and applied in GHMA as practicable. Because of site-specific | that should be considered and applied in GHMA unless the proponent can show that
projects (e.g., a resource is not present on a given site) and/or may circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to some projects (e.g., a resource is not applying the BMP is technically or economically impracticable. Because of site-
require slight variations (e.g., a larger or smaller present on a given site) and/or may require slight variations (e.g., a larger or smaller | specific circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to some projects (e.g., a resource
protective area). RDFs are continuously improving as new science and protective area). RDFs are continuously improving as new science and technology is not present on a given site) and/or may require slight variations (e.g., a larger or
technology become available and therefore are subject to change. All become available and therefore are subject to change. All variations in RDFs would smaller protective area). RDFs are continuously improving as new science and
variations in RDFs would require that at least one of the following be require that at least one of the following be demonstrated in the NEPA analysis technology become available and therefore are subject to change. All variations in
demonstrated in the NEPA analysis associated with the project/activity: associated with the project/activity: RDFs would require that at least one of the following be demonstrated in the NEPA

e A specific RDF is documented to not be applicable to the site- e A specific RDF is documented to not be applicable to the site-specific analysis associated with the project/activity:
specific conditions of the project/activity (e.g. due to site limitations conditions of the project/activity (e.g. due to site limitations or engineering e A specific RDF is documented to not be applicable to the site-specific
or engineering considerations). Economic considerations, such as considerations). Economic considerations, such as increased costs, do not conditions of the project/activity (e.g. due to site limitations or engineering
increased costs, do not necessarily require that an RDF be varied necessarily require that an RDF be varied or rendered inapplicable. considerations). Economic considerations, such as increased costs, do not
or rendered inapplicable; e An alternative RDF, a state-implemented conservation measure, or plan-level necessarily require that an RDF be varied or rendered inapplicable.

e An alternative RDF, a state-implemented conservation measure or protection is determined to provide equal or better protection for Greater e  An alternative RDF, a state-implemented conservation measure, or plan-level
plan-level protection is determined to provide equal or better Sage-Grouse or its habitat. protection is determined to provide equal or better protection for Greater
protection for Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat. e A specific RDF will provide no additional protection to Greater Sage-Grouse Sage-Grouse or its habitat.

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

The following RDFs are included for consideration and use based upon review of

The following required design features (RDFs) are included for current science and effects analysis (circa 2014; Table B-I [in the 2015 Final EIS]). The following RDFs are included for consideration and use based upon review of
consideration and use based upon review of current science and effects These may be reviewed during project evaluation and updated through plan current science and effects analysis (circa 2014; Table B-1 [in the 2015 Final EIS]).
analysis (circa 2014) (Table B-1 [in the 2015 Final EIS]). These may be maintenance as new information and updated scientific findings become available. These may be reviewed during project evaluation and updated through plan
reviewed during project evaluation and updated through plan The table is organized by program area grouping the RDFs most relevant to that maintenance as new information and updated scientific findings become available.
maintenance as new information and updated scientific findings become program. All relevant RDFs, regardless of which program they are grouped under, The table is organized by program area grouping the RDFs most relevant to that
available. The table is organized by program area grouping the RDFs most | should be considered during project evaluation, and applicable RDFs should be program. A Aef egardless-of-which-program-they-are-grouped-unde
relevant to that program. All relevant RDFs, regardless of which program | applied during implementation. The following measures would be applied as RDFs :
they are grouped under, should be considered during project evaluation for all solid minerals. They would also apply to locatable minerals consistent with
and applicable RDFs should be applied during implementation. The applicable law. In some cases, the RDFs may not all be appropriate based on local or-all-solid als: ould-also-apply to-locatab inerals-consi i
following measures would be applied as RDFs for all solid minerals. They | conditions and would be assessed in the appropriate site-specific NEPA analysis; applieabledaw= In some cases, the RDFs may not all be appropriate based on local
would also apply to locatable minerals consistent with applicable law. In these all should be considered and where determined to be beneficial to achieving conditions and would be assessed in the appropriate site-specific NEPA analysis;
some cases the RDFs may not all be appropriate based on local Greater Sage-Grouse habitat objectives included as part of the site-specific project. these all should be considered and where determined to be beneficial to achieving
conditions and would be assessed in the appropriate site specific NEPA In other cases, additional project design criteria or best management practices could | Greater Sage-Grouse habitat objectives included as part of the site-specific project.
analysis, these all should be considered and where determined to be be incorporated into project implementation to address site-specific concerns not In other cases, additional project design criteria or best management practices could
beneficial to achieving Greater Sage-Grouse habitat objectives included as | fully addressed by the RDFs described here. be incorporated into project implementation to address site-specific concerns not
part of the site specific project. In other cases additional project design fully addressed by the RDFs described here.
criteria or best management practices could be incorporated into project
implementation to address site specific concerns not fully addressed by
the RDFs described here.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number
Appendix
C

(cont.)

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

General

|. Solicit and consider expertise and ideas from local landowners,
working groups, and other federal, state, county, and private
organizations during development of projects.

2. No repeated or sustained behavioral disturbance (e.g., visual, noise
over 10 dbA at lek, etc.) to lekking birds from 6:00 pm to 9:00 am within
2 miles (3.2 km) of leks during the lekking season.

3. Avoid mechanized anthropogenic disturbance, in nesting habitat during
the nesting season when implementing: |) fuels/vegetation/habitat
restoration management projects, 2) infrastructure construction or
maintenance, 3) geophysical exploration activities; 4) organized motorized
recreational events.

4. Avoid mechanized anthropogenic disturbance during the winter, in
wintering areas when implementing: |) fuels/vegetation/habitat
restoration management projects, 2) infrastructure construction or
maintenance, 3) geophysical exploration activities; 4) organized motorized
recreational events.

Wildfire Suppression

5. Compile district-level information into state-wide Greater Sage-Grouse
tool boxes. Tool boxes will contain maps, listing of resource advisors,
contact information, local guidance, and other relevant information for
each district, which will be aggregated into a state-wide document.

6. Provide localized maps to dispatch offices and extended attack incident
commanders for use in prioritizing wildfire suppression resources and
designing suppression tactics. The Fire Planning and Fuels Management
Division (FA-600) hosts a webpage containing up-to-date maps,
instruction memoranda, conservation measures, BMPs, and spatial data
specific to fire operations and fuels management/Greater Sage-Grouse
interactions. These resources can be accessed at:
http://web.blm.gov/internal/fire/fpfm/sg/index.html. Additional

BLM Greater Sage-Grouse information can be found at:
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/moreffish__ wildlife_and/sage-grouse-
conservation.html.

7. Assign a resource advisor with Greater Sage-Grouse expertise, or who
has access to Greater Sage-Grouse expertise, to all extended attack fires
in or near Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas. Prior to the fire season,
provide training to Greater Sage-Grouse resource advisors on wildfire
suppression organization, objectives, tactics, and procedures to develop a
cadre of qualified individuals. Involve state wildlife agency expertise in fire
operations through:

* instructing resource advisors during preseason trainings;

* qualification as resource advisors;

* coordination with resource advisors during fire incidents;

* contributing to incident planning with information such as habitat
features or other key data useful in fire decision making

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Required Design Features

General (applicable to all projects)

I
12.

Seasonal Restrictions

Solicit and consider expertise and ideas from local landowners, working

groups, and other federal, state, county, and private organizations during

development of projects

No repeated or sustained behavioral disturbance (e.g., visual, noise over 10

dbA at lek, etc.) to lekking birds from 6:00 pm to 9:00 am within 2 miles

(3.2 km) of leks during the lekking season

Avoid mechanized anthropogenic disturbance, in nesting habitat during the

nesting season, and in wintering habitat during the winter season when

implementing: |) fuels/vegetation/habitat restoration management projects,

2) infrastructure construction or maintenance, 3) geophysical exploration

activities; 4) organized motorized recreational events.

¢ Routine road blading, where no water turnouts or culverts are cleaned,
repaired, or replaced and no road upgrades occur, is not included in
this restriction.

e Emergency actions to protect life or property are excluded from these
restrictions.

e  Fuels and vegetation treatments specifically designed to improve or
protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat are subject to this restriction as
practicable; however, restoring and improving Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat is a high priority of this plan.

General infrastructure development activities

Minimize cross-country vehicle travel during all types of activities in Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat.

Power-wash all vehicles and equipment involved in off-road activities
(including firefighting vehicles, construction equipment, seeding equipment,
etc.) prior to entering the area, to minimize the introduction of undesirable
and/or invasive plant species.

Above-ground disturbance areas would be seeded with perennial vegetation
as per vegetation management.

Where practicable, place infrastructure in already disturbed locations
where the habitat has not been fully restored.

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracturing stimulation, liquids gathering,
etc.) and facilities as close as possible.

Collocate linear facilities within | mile of existing linear facilities.

Micro-site linear facilities to reduce impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse
habitats.

Locate staging areas outside PHMA to the extent possible.

Consider collocating powerlines, flowlines, and pipelines under or
immediately adjacent to a road or adjacent to other pipelines first, before
considering collocating with other ROWs.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Required Design Features
General (applicable to all projects)

Seasonal Restrictions

I.  Solicit and consider expertise and ideas from local landowners, working
groups, and other federal, state, county, and private organizations during
development of projects.

HMA buffers.)

3. Avoid mechanized anthropogenic disturbance, in nesting habitat during the
nesting season, and in wintering habitat during the winter season when
implementing: |) fuelsfvegetationthabitatrestoration-management-projects,
2) infrastructure construction or maintenance, 3) geophysical exploration
activities; 4) organized motorized recreational events.
¢ Routine road blading, where no water turnouts or culverts are cleaned,

repaired, or replaced and no road upgrades occur, is not included in
this restriction.

e Emergency actions to protect life or property are excluded from these
restrictions.

e  Fuels and vegetation treatments specifically designed to improve or
protect Greater Sage-Grouse habitat are not subject to this restriction.
aspracticable;-however; restoring and improving Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat is a high priority of this plan and the activity’s effects will be
analyzed for that sage-grouse population.

General infrastructure development activities

4. Minimize cross-country vehicle travel during all types of activities in Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat.

5. Power-wash all vehicles and equipment involved in off-road activities
(including firefighting vehicles, construction equipment, seeding equipment,
etc.) prior to entering the area, to minimize the introduction of undesirable
and/or invasive plant species.

6. Above-ground disturbance areas would be seeded with perennial vegetation
as per vegetation management.

7.  Where practicable, place infrastructure in already disturbed locations
where the habitat has not been fully restored.

8. Cluster disturbances, operations (fracturing stimulation, liquids gathering,
etc.) and facilities as close as possible.

10. Micro-site linear facilities to reduce impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse
habitats.
I'l. Locate staging areas outside PHMA to the extent possible.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015

Management Alignment Alternative

Proposed Plan

Decision RODJARMPA Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.
Number )
Appendix | 8. At the onset of an emerging wildland fire the Agency Administrators I3. Restrict the construction of tall facilities and fences to the minimum 12. Consider collocating power lines, flowlines, and pipelines under or
C and Fire number and amount needed. immediately adjacent to a road or adjacent to other pipelines first, before
(cont.) Management Officers will an engage a local Resource Advisor to assess [4. Construction and development activities should conform to seasonal considering collocating with other ROWs.
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat that may be affected by the fire or restrictions. 13. Restrict the construction of tall facilities and fences to the minimum
suppression activities. I5. Control the spread and effects of nonnative plant species (e.g. by washing number and amount needed.
9. If complexity of the wildland fire warrants the activation of an Incident vehicles and equipment; Gelbard and Belnap 2003; Bergquist et al. 2007; 14. Construction and development activities should conform to seasonal
Management Team, locally refined information regarding important Evangelista et al. 201 1). restrictions.
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat will be relayed during in brief and 6. The BLM/Forest Service would evaluate the potential for limitation of new I15. Control the spread and effects of nonnative plant species (e.g. by washing
continually throughout the incident. noise sources on a case-by-case basis as appropriate. vehicles and equipment; Gelbard and Belnap 2003; Bergquist et al. 2007;
10. On critical fire weather days, pre-position additional fire suppression I7. Design and locate fences to reduce the risk of Greater Sage-Grouse Evangelista et al. 201 1).
resources to optimize a quick and efficient response in Greater Sage- collisions. 16. The BLM/Forest Service would evaluate the potential for limitation of new
Grouse habitat areas. I8. As new research is completed, new specific limitations would be noise sources on a case-by-case basis as appropriate.
I'1. As appropriate, utilize existing fuel breaks, such as roads or discrete coordinated with the IDFG and partners. 17. Design and locate fences to reduce the risk of Greater Sage-Grouse
changes in fuel type, as control lines in order to minimize fire spread. 19. Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2010). collisions.
12. During periods of multiple fires, ensure line officers are involved in 20. Eliminate or minimize corvid subsidies as practicable. 18. As new research is completed, new specific limitations would be
setting priorities. coordinated with the IDFG and partners.
I3. To the extent possible, locate wildfire suppression facilities (i.e., base Roads 19. Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2010).
camps, spike camps, drop points, staging areas, heli-bases, etc.) in areas 20. Eliminate or minimize corvid subsidies as practicable.
where physical disturbance to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat can be 21. Utilize existing roads, or realignments of existing routes to the extent
minimized. These include disturbed areas, grasslands, near roads/trails or possible. Roads
in other areas where there is existing disturbance or minimal sagebrush 22. Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to
cover. accommodate their intended purpose. 21. Utilize existing roads, or realignments of existing routes to the extent
14. Power-wash all firefighting vehicles, to the extent possible, including 23. Do not issue ROWs or SUAs to counties on newly constructed energy or possible.
engines, water tenders, personnel vehicles, and all-terrain vehicles (ATV) mineral development roads, unless for a temporary use consistent with all 22. Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to
prior to deploying in or near Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas to other terms and conditions included in this document. accommodate their intended purpose.
minimize noxious weed spread. 24. Establish speed limits on BLM and USFS system roads to reduce 23. Do not issue ROWs or SUAs to counties on newly constructed energy or
I5. Minimize cross-country vehicle travel during fire operations in vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads to be driven at slower speeds. mineral development roads, unless for a temporary use consistent with all
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. 25. Coordinate road construction and use among ROW or SUA holders. other terms and conditions included in this document.
1 6. Minimize burnout operations in key Greater Sage-Grouse habitat 26. Construct road crossings at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream 24. Establish speed limits on BLM and USFS system roads to reduce
areas by constructing direct fireline whenever safe and practical to do so. crossings. vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads to be driven at slower speeds.
I7. Utilize retardant, mechanized equipment, and other available 27. Use dust abatement on roads and pads as necessary. 25. Coordinate road construction and use among ROW or SUA holders.
resources to minimize burned acreage during initial attack. 28. Close and reclaim duplicate roads by restoring original landform and 26. Construct road crossings at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream
18. As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned establishing desired vegetation. crossings.
islands, dog legs, or other habitat features to minimize sagebrush loss. 29. Locate roads to avoid priority areas and habitats as described in the 27. Use dust abatement on roads and pads as necessary.
19. Adequately document fire operation activities in Greater Sage-Grouse Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments to the extent practicable. 28. Close and reclaim duplicate roads by restoring original landform and
habitat for potential follow-up coordination activities. establishing desired vegetation.
Reclamation Activities 29. Locate roads to avoid priority areas and habitats as described in the
Fuels Management Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments to the extent practicable.
Unless otherwise specified as part of the land use plan consider the full array of 30. Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet Greater Sage-
fuels management treatment types (prescribed fire, mechanical, chemical and Grouse habitat needs in reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 201 1). Reclamation Activities
biological) when implementing the following RDFs. 31. Address post-reclamation management in the reclamation plan such that
20. Where applicable, design fuels treatment objectives to protect goals and objectives are to protect and improve Greater Sage-Grouse 30. Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet Greater Sage-
existing sagebrush ecosystems, modify fire behavior, restore native plants, habitat needs. Grouse habitat needs in reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 201 1).
and create landscape patterns which most benefit Greater Sage-Grouse 32. Maximize the area of interim reclamation on long-term access roads and 31. Address post-reclamation management in the reclamation plan such that
habitat. well pads, including reshaping, topsoiling, and revegetating cut-and-fill goals and objectives are to protect and improve Greater Sage-Grouse
21. Provide training to fuels treatment personnel on Greater Sage- slopes. habitat needs.
Grouse biology, habitat requirements, and identification of areas utilized 33. Restore disturbed areas at final reclamation to the pre-disturbance 32. Maximize the area of interim reclamation on long-term access roads and
locally. landforms and desired plant community. well pads, including reshaping, topsoiling, and revegetating cut-and-fill
22. Use burning prescriptions which minimize undesirable effects on 34. Irrigate interim reclamation if necessary for establishing seedlings more slopes.
vegetation or soils (e.g., minimize mortality of desirable perennial plant quickly. 33. Restore disturbed areas at final reclamation to the pre-disturbance
species and reduce risk of annual grass invasion). 35. Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation and to protect soils. landforms and desired plant community.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

Appendix
C
(cont.)

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

23. 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 Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and
landscape.

24. Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a
manner that promotes use by Greater Sage-Grouse.

25. Where applicable, incorporate roads and natural fuel breaks into fuel
break design.

26. 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.

27. Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency which
facilitate firefighter safety, reduce the potential acres burned, and reduce
the fire risk to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Additionally, develop maps
for Greater Sage-Grouse habitat which spatially display existing fuels
treatments that can be used to assist suppression activities.

28. 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.

29. Emphasize the use of native plant species, especially those from a
warmer area of the species’ current range, recognizing that non-native
species may be necessary depending on the availability of native seed and
prevailing site conditions.

30. Remove standing and encroaching trees within at least | 10 yards of
occupied Greater 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.

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

32. Reduce the risk of vehicle- or human-caused wildfires and the spread
of invasive species by installing fuel breaks and/or planting perennial
vegetation (e.g., green-strips) paralleling road rights-of-way.

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

34. Design treatments to provide a break in fuel continuity in large, at-
risk, expanses of continuous sagebrush. Use local knowledge of fire
occurrence, spread patterns, and habitat values at risk to determine the
proper placement and size of the fuel break.

35. Use existing agreements with local, county, and state road
departments to improve and maintain existing fuel breaks during routine
road maintenance. Examples include: blading, mowing, disking, grading,
and spraying roadside vegetation.

36. Form partnerships with linear right-of-way holders to maintain fuel
breaks, which reduce fuel continuity and serve to protect at-risk
landscapes.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Specific (Applicable only to certain project types)

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Wildfire Suppression

Compile district-level information into statewide Greater Sage-Grouse tool
boxes. Tool boxes will contain maps, listing of resource advisors, contact
information, local guidance, and other relevant information for each district,
which will be aggregated into a statewide document.
Provide localized maps to dispatch offices and extended attack incident
commanders for use in prioritizing wildfire suppression resources and
designing suppression tactics. The Fire Planning and Fuels Management
Division (FA-600) hosts a webpage containing up-to-date maps, instruction
memoranda, conservation measures, BMPs, and spatial data specific to fire
operations and fuels management/Greater Sage-Grouse interactions. These
resources can be accessed at:
http://web.blm.gov/internal/fire/fpfm/sg/index.html. Additional BLM Greater
Sage-Grouse information can be found at:
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__ wildlife_and/sage-grouse
conservation.html.
Assign a resource advisor with Greater Sage-Grouse expertise, or who has
access to Greater Sage-Grouse expertise, to all extended attack fires in or
near Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas. Prior to the fire season, provide
training to Greater Sage-Grouse resource advisors on wildfire suppression
organization, objectives, tactics, and procedures to develop a cadre of
qualified individuals. Involve state wildlife agency expertise in fire operations
through:
e instructing resource advisors during preseason trainings
e qualification as resource advisors
e coordination with resource advisors during fire incidents
e contributing to incident planning with information such as habitat
features or other key data useful in fire decision making

At the onset of an emerging wildland fire, the Agency Administrators and
Fire Management Officers will an engage a local Resource Advisor to assess
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat that may be affected by the fire or
suppression activities.

If complexity of the wildland fire warrants the activation of an Incident
Management Team, locally refined information regarding important Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat will be relayed during in brief and continually
throughout the incident.

On critical fire weather days, pre-position additional fire suppression
resources to optimize a quick and efficient response in Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat areas.

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.

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

34.

35.

Irrigate interim reclamation if necessary for establishing seedlings more
quickly.
Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation and to protect soils.

Specific (Applicable only to certain project types)

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Wildfire Suppression

Compile district-level information into statewide Greater Sage-Grouse tool
boxes. Tool boxes will contain maps, listing of resource advisors, contact
information, local guidance, and other relevant information for each district,
which will be aggregated into a statewide document.
Provide localized maps to dispatch offices and extended attack incident
commanders for use in prioritizing wildfire suppression resources and
designing suppression tactics. The Fire Planning and Fuels Management
Division (FA-600) hosts a webpage containing up-to-date maps, instruction
memoranda, conservation measures, BMPs, and spatial data specific to fire
operations and fuels management/Greater Sage-Grouse interactions.
Internet websites: http://web.blm.gov/internal/fire/fpfm/sg/index.html and
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/moreffish__ wildlife_and/sage-grouse
conservation.html.
Assign a resource advisor with Greater Sage-Grouse expertise, or who has
access to Greater Sage-Grouse expertise, to all extended attack fires in or
near Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas. Prior to the fire season, provide
training to Greater Sage-Grouse resource advisors on wildfire suppression
organization, objectives, tactics, and procedures to develop a cadre of
qualified individuals. Involve state wildlife agency expertise in fire operations
through:
e instructing resource advisors during preseason trainings
e qualification as resource advisors
e coordination with resource advisors during fire incidents
e contributing to incident planning with information such as habitat
features or other key data useful in fire decision making

At the onset of an emerging wildland fire, the Agency Administrators and
Fire Management Officers will an engage a local Resource Advisor to assess
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat that may be affected by the fire or
suppression activities.
If complexity of the wildland fire warrants the activation of an Incident
Management Team, locally refined information regarding important Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat will be relayed during in brief and continually
throughout the incident.
On critical fire weather days, pre-position additional fire suppression
resources to optimize a quick and efficient response in Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat areas.
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.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015 . . -
ARMPA | Mo Action Mtermadue (1015 ARMPA Deciiors) s Hanagement Algnment Alirtive
Decision ' gures, RO D’/ ARMPA Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.
Number )
Appendix | 37. Use existing NEPA documentation and authorities, where possible, 44. To the extent possible, locate wildfire suppression facilities (i.e., base 44. To the extent possible, locate wildfire suppression facilities (i.e., base
C when conducting road right-of-way maintenance. In many instances, camps, spike camps, drop points, staging areas, heli-bases, etc.) in areas camps, spike camps, drop points, staging areas, heli-bases, etc.) in areas
(cont.) existing authorizations for roads or linear rights-of-way contain where physical disturbance to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat can be where physical disturbance to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat can be
provisions for maintenance activities that could be implemented and minimized. These include disturbed areas, grasslands, near roads/trails, or in minimized. These include disturbed areas, grasslands, near roads/trails, or in
incorporated into a vegetation and habitat protection strategy without other areas where there is existing disturbance or minimal sagebrush cover. other areas where there is existing disturbance or minimal sagebrush cover.
requiring additional NEPA analysis. Document this with a Determination 45. Minimize burnout operations in key Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas by 45. Minimize burnout operations in key Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas by
of NEPA Adequacy (DNA). constructing direct fireline whenever safe and practical to do so. constructing direct fireline whenever safe and practical to do so.
38. Enter into agreements with road departments which may help fund 46. Utilize retardant, mechanized equipment, and other available resources to 46. Utilize retardant, mechanized equipment, and other available resources to
the construction and maintenance of fuel breaks adjacent to roads, as minimize burned acreage during initial attack. minimize burned acreage during initial attack.
funding permits. 47. As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned islands, 47. As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned islands,
39. Spatially depict the locations of existing and planned fuel breaks in a dog legs, or other habitat features to minimize sagebrush loss. dog legs, or other habitat features to minimize sagebrush loss.
landscape fuel break map and label each vegetation polygon for reference. 48. Adequately document fire operation activities in Greater Sage-Grouse 48. Adequately document fire operation activities in Greater Sage-Grouse
Offices will make these maps available to suppression resources for use in habitat for potential follow-up coordination activities. habitat for potential follow-up coordination activities.
fire operations.
Fuels Management Fuels Management
Vegetation Treatment Unless otherwise specified as part of the land use plan, consider the full array of fuels Unless otherwise specified as part of the land use plan, consider the full array of fuels
40. Utilize available plant species based on their adaptation to the site management treatment types (prescribed fire, mechanical, chemical, and biological) when management treatment types (prescribed fire, mechanical, chemical, and biological) when
when developing seed mixes (Lambert 2005; VegSpec). implementing the following RDFs. implementing the following RDFs.
41. Utilizing the warmer component of a species' current range when
selecting native species for restoration when available (Kramer and 49. Where applicable, design fuels treatment objectives to protect existing 49. Where applicable, design fuels treatment objectives to protect existing
Havens 2009). sagebrush ecosystems, modify fire behavior, restore native plants, and sagebrush ecosystems, modify fire behavior, restore native plants, and
42. Reduce annual grass densities and competition through herbicide, create landscape patterns that most benefit Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. create landscape patterns that most benefit Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.
targeted grazing, tillage, prescribed fire, etc. (Pyke 201 1). 50. Provide training to fuels treatment personnel on Greater Sage-Grouse 50. Provide training to fuels treatment personnel on Greater Sage-Grouse
43. Reduce density and competition of introduced perennial grasses using biology, habitat requirements, and identification of areas utilized locally. biology, habitat requirements, and identification of areas utilized locally.
appropriate techniques to accomplish this reduction (Pellant and Lysne 51. Use burning prescriptions that minimize undesirable effects on vegetation 51. Use burning prescriptions that minimize undesirable effects on vegetation
2005). or soils (e.g., minimize mortality of desirable perennial plant species and or soils (e.g., minimize mortality of desirable perennial plant species and
44. Utilize techniques to introduce desired species to the site such as drill reduce risk of annual grass invasion). reduce risk of annual grass invasion).
seeding, broadcast seeding followed by a seed coverage technique, such 52. Ensure proposed sagebrush treatments are planned with full 52. Ensure proposed sagebrush treatments are planned with full
as harrowing, chaining or livestock trampling, and transplanting container interdisciplinary input pursuant to NEPA and coordination with state fish interdisciplinary input pursuant to NEPA and coordination with state fish
or bare-root seedlings. and wildlife agencies, and that treatment acreage is conservative in the and wildlife agencies, and that treatment acreage is conservative in the
45. Assess existing on-site vegetation to ascertain if enough desirable context of surrounding Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and context of surrounding Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and
perennial vegetation exists to consider techniques to increase on-site landscape. landscape.
seed production to facilitate an increase in density of desired species. 53. Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a manner that 53. Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a manner that
46. Use site preparation techniques that retain existing desirable promotes use by Greater Sage-Grouse. promotes use by Greater Sage-Grouse.
vegetation. 54. Where applicable, incorporate roads and natural fuel breaks into fuel break 54. Where applicable, incorporate roads and natural fuel breaks into fuel break
47. Use "mother plant" techniques or planting of satellite populations of design. design.
desirable plants to serve as seed sources. 55. Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency that facilitate 55. Design vegetation treatments in areas of high fire frequency that facilitate
48. Utilize post-treatment control of annual grass and other invasive firefighter safety, reduce the potential acres burned, and reduce the fire risk firefighter safety, reduce the potential acres burned, and reduce the fire risk
species. to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Additionally, develop maps for Greater to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Additionally, develop maps for Greater
49. Utilize new tools and use of new science and research as it becomes Sage-Grouse habitat that spatially display existing fuels treatments that can Sage-Grouse habitat that spatially display existing fuels treatments that can
available. be used to assist suppression activities. be used to assist suppression activities.
50. Give higher priority to vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation 56. As funding and logistics permit, restore annual grasslands to a species 56. As funding and logistics permit, restore annual grasslands to a species
projects that include: composition characterized by perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs or one of composition characterized by perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs or one of
» Sites where environmental variables contribute to improved chances that referenced in land use planning documentation. that referenced in land use planning documentation.
for project success (Meinke et al. 2009). 57. Emphasize the use of native plant species, especially those from a warmer 57. Emphasize the use of native plant species, especially those from a warmer
* Areas where seasonal habitat is limiting Greater Sage-Grouse area of the species’ current range, recognizing that nonnative species may area of the species’ current range, recognizing that nonnative species may
distribution and/or abundance (wintering areas, wet meadows and be necessary depending on the availability of native seed and prevailing site be necessary depending on the availability of native seed and prevailing site
riparian areas, nesting areas, leks, etc.). conditions. conditions.
* Re-establish sagebrush cover in otherwise suitable Greater Sage-
Grouse with consideration to local needs and conditions using the
general priorities in the following order:
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015 . . -
ARPA | NoAcion Altrmaie (1015 ARMPA Decidons) Haragement Algnment Atenadve
Decision ' gures, RO D’/ ARMPA Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.
Number )
Appendix * Recently burned native areas 58. Remove standing and encroaching trees within at least | 10 yards of 58. Remove standing and encroaching trees within at least | 10 yards of
C * Native grassland with suitable forb component occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks and other habitats (e.g., nesting, occupied Greater Sage-Grouse leks and other habitats (e.g., nesting,
(cont.) * Nonnative grassland with suitable forb component wintering, and brood rearing) to reduce the availability of perch sites for wintering, and brood rearing) to reduce the availability of perch sites for
* Recently converted annual grass areas avian predators, as resources permit. avian predators, as resources permit.
* Native grassland 59. Protect wildland areas from wildfire originating on private lands, 59. Protect wildland areas from wildfire originating on private lands,
* Nonnative grassland infrastructure corridors, and recreational areas. infrastructure corridors, and recreational areas.
* Where desirable perennial bunchgrasses and/or forbs are deficient in 60. Maximize the benefit and minimize adverse impacts on Greater Sage- e Maximize the benefit and minimize adverse impacts on Greater Sage-
existing sagebrush stands, use appropriate mechanical, aerial or other Grouse when designing fuel breaks. Additionally, look for ways to minimize Grouse when designing fuel breaks. Additionally, look for ways to
techniques to re-establish them. Examples include but are not limited costs associated with maintenance and construction of fuel breaks. minimize costs associated with maintenance and construction of fuel
to, use of a Lawson aerator with seeding, harrow or chain with e Reduce the risk of vehicle- or human-caused wildfires and the spread of breaks.
seeding, drill seeding, hand planting plugs, aerial seeding or other invasive species by installing fuel breaks and/or planting perennial e Reduce the risk of vehicle- or human-caused wildfires and the spread of
appropriate technique. vegetation (e.g., green-strips) paralleling road rights-of-way. invasive species by installing fuel breaks and/or planting perennial
* Cooperative efforts that may improve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat e Use existing agreements with local, county, and state road departments vegetation (e.g., green-strips) paralleling road rights-of-way.
quality over multiple ownerships. to improve and maintain existing fuel breaks during routine road e Use existing agreements with local, county, and state road departments
* Projects that may provide connectivity between suitable habitats or maintenance. Examples include blading, mowing, disking, grading, and to improve and maintain existing fuel breaks during routine road
expand existing good quality habitats. spraying roadside vegetation. maintenance. Examples include blading, mowing, disking, grading, and
* Projects that address conifer encroachment into important Greater e Form partnerships with linear right-of-way holders to maintain fuel spraying roadside vegetation.
Sage-Grouse habitats. In general the priority for treatment is 1) Phase breaks, which reduce fuel continuity and serve to protect at-risk e Form partnerships with linear right-of-way holders to maintain fuel
| (10% conifer cover), 2) Phase 2 (10-30%), and 3) Phase 3 (>30%). landscapes. breaks, which reduce fuel continuity and serve to protect at-risk
* Replacing stands of annual grasses within otherwise good quality e Use existing NEPA documentation and authorities, where possible, landscapes.
habitats with desirable perennial species. Other factors that when conducting road right-of-way maintenance. In many instances, e Use existing NEPA documentation and authorities, where possible,
contribute to the importance of the restoration project in maintaining existing authorizations for roads or linear rights-of-way contain when conducting road right-of-way maintenance. In many instances,
or improving G.reater Sagf:-Grouse habitaﬁ‘ ) ) provisions for maintenance activities that could be implemented and existing authorizations for roads or linear rights-of-way contain
51. When conducting vegetation treatments in areas inhabited or incorporated into a vegetation and habitat protection strategy without provisions for maintenance activities that could be implemented and
potentially inhabited by slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum) requiring additional NEPA analysis. Document this with a incorporated into a vegetation and habitat protection strategy without
follow the conservation measures in the applicable conservation Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA). requiring additional NEPA analysis. Document this with a
agreement Petween Idaho BLM and US Fish and Wildlife Service (most e Enter into agreements with road departments that may help fund the Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA).
recent version dated September 2014). construction and maintenance of fuel breaks adjacent to roads, as e Enter into agreements with road departments that may help fund the
funding permits. construction and maintenance of fuel breaks adjacent to roads, as
Lands and Realty. . . o . e Strategically place and maintain pre-treated strips/areas (e.g., mowing, funding permits.
52. Where te_Chr?lca"‘y and f.ina:nCIal!y feaSIl?Ie' bury distribution Powerlmes herbicide application, etc.) to aid in controlling wildfire, should wildfire ° Strategically place and maintain pre-treated strips/areas (e_g,, mowing,
ggd;Emmun'cat'on _l'nes within existing disturbance. . . occur near PHMA or priority restoration areas (such as where herbicide application, etc.) to aid in controlling wildfire, should wildfire
: °,V€'gr°und d'Sturt_)ance areas would be seeded with perennial investments in restoration have already been made). occur near PHMA or priority restoration areas (such as where
vegetation as per vegetation management. ; . ; L . . . :
. . ) . . e Design treatments to provide a break in fuel continuity in large, at-risk investments in restoration have already been made).
54. Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat ¢ ) brush. Use local knowledse of fi Desi ide a break in fuel inuity in | _risk
has not been fuIIy restored. expanses of continuous sagebrush. ?e oca nOW.e ge of fire . . esign treatmenFs to provide a break In fuel continuity In large, at-ris
55. Cluster disturbances, operations (fracturing stimulation, liquids occurrence, spread patterns, and habitat values at risk to determine expanses of continuous sagebrush. Use local knowledge of fire
, Op g , liq . . .
the proper placement and size of the fuel break. occurrence, spread patterns, and habitat values at risk to determine the

athering, etc.) and facilities as close as possible. :
& & ) P proper placement and size of the fuel break.

56. Co-locate linear facilities within one mile of existing linear facilities. . . . - .
) - - , g 61. Spatially depict the locations of existing and planned fuel breaks in a
57. Micro-site linear facilities to reduce impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse . . . . L :
habitats landscape fuel break map and label each vegetation polygon for reference. 60. Spatially depict the locations of existing and planned fuel breaks in a
. . .y . Offices will make these maps available to suppression resources for use in landscape fuel break map and label each vegetation polygon for reference.
58. Locate staging areas outside the Priority Habitat Management Areas . : ) . .
fire operations. Offices will make these maps available to suppression resources for use in

to the extent possible.
59. Consider collocating powerlines, flowlines and pipelines under or
immediately adjacent to a road or adjacent to other pipelines first, before

fire operations.
Vegetation Treatment

T . . 62. Utilize available plant species based on their adaptation to the site when Vegetation Treatment
considering co-locating with other ROW. : : . . - . : : :
. ) e . developing seed mixes (Lambert 2005; VegSpec). 61. Utilize available plant species based on their adaptation to the site when
60. Restrict the construction of tall facilities and fences to the minimum ) e . . .
number and amount needed 63. Consider utilizing the warmer component of a species' current range when developing seed mixes (Lambert 2005; VegSpec).
. ) . - selecting native species for restoration when available (Kramer and Havens 62. Consider utilizing the warmer component of a species' current range when

61. Use free standing structures where possible, to limit the use of guy . . : . .

. X . . - 2009). selecting native species for restoration when available (Kramer and Havens
wires. Where guy wires are necessary and appropriate bird collision 2009)

diverters would be used, if doing so would not cause a human safety risk.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Appendix | 62. Place new utility developments (power lines, pipelines, etc.) and 64. Reduce annual grass densities and competition through herbicide, targeted 63. Reduce annual grass densities and competition through herbicide, targeted
C transportation routes in existing utility or transportation corridors. grazing, tillage, prescribed fire, etc. (Pyke 201 I). grazing, tillage, prescribed fire, etc. (Pyke 2011).
(cont.) 63. Construction and development activities should conform to seasonal 65. Reduce density and competition of introduced perennial grasses using 64. Reduce density and competition of introduced perennial grasses using
restrictions. appropriate techniques to accomplish this reduction (Pellant and Lysne appropriate techniques to accomplish this reduction (Pellant and Lysne
2005). 2005).
Fluid Mineral Leasing 66. Utilize effective techniques to introduce desired species to the site based 65. Utilize effective techniques to introduce desired species to the site based
64. Use directional drilling and/or multi well-pads to reduce surface on site-specific conditions (e.g. drill seeding, broadcast seeding followed by on site-specific conditions (e.g. drill seeding, broadcast seeding followed by
disturbance. a seed coverage technique, such as harrowing, chaining, or incorporation by a seed coverage technique, such as harrowing, chaining, or incorporation by
65. Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation. livestock trampling, and transplanting container or bare-root seedlings). livestock trampling, and transplanting container or bare-root seedlings).
66. Place liquid gathering facilities outside of PHMAs. Have no tanks at 67. Assess existing on-site vegetation to ascertain if enough desirable perennial 66. Assess existing on-site vegetation to ascertain if enough desirable perennial
well locations within PHMAs to minimize truck traffic and perching and vegetation exists to consider techniques to increase on-site seed vegetation exists to consider techniques to increase on-site seed
nesting sites for ravens and raptors. production to facilitate an increase in density of desired species. production to facilitate an increase in density of desired species.
67. Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and 68. Use site preparation techniques that retain existing desirable vegetation and 67. Use site preparation techniques that retain existing desirable vegetation and
develop a plan to reduce the frequency of vehicle use (Lyon and biological soil crusts to the extent practicable. biological soil crusts to the extent practicable.
Anderson 2003). 69. Use "mother plant" techniques or planting of satellite populations of 68. Use "mother plant" techniques or planting of satellite populations of
68. Site and/or minimize linear ROWs or SUAs to reduce disturbance to desirable plants to serve as seed sources as appropriate. desirable plants to serve as seed sources as appropriate.
sagebrush habitats. 70. Utilize posttreatment control of annual grass and other invasive species. 69. Utilize posttreatment control of annual grass and other invasive species.
69. Design or site permanent structures which create movement (e.g. 71. Give higher priority to vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation projects 70. Give higher priority to vegetation rehabilitation or manipulation projects
pump jack) to minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse. that include: that include:
70. Equip tanks and other above-ground facilities with structures or e Sites where environmental variables contribute to improved chances e Sites where environmental variables contribute to improved chances
devices that discourage nesting of raptors and corvids. for project success (Meinke et al. 2009). for project success (Meinke et al. 2009).
71. Control the spread and effects of non-native plant species (Gelbard e  Areas where seasonal habitat is limiting Greater Sage-Grouse e Areas where seasonal habitat is limiting Greater Sage-Grouse
and Belnap 2003, Bergquist et al. 2007, Evangelista et al. 2011). (E.g. by distribution and/or abundance (wintering areas, wet meadows and distribution and/or abundance (wintering areas, wet meadows and
washing vehicles and equipment.) riparian areas, nesting areas, leks, etc.). riparian areas, nesting areas, leks, etc.).
72. Restrict pit and impoundment construction to reduce or eliminate e  Reestablish sagebrush cover in otherwise suitable Greater Sage-Grouse e Reestablish sagebrush cover in otherwise suitable Greater Sage-Grouse
threats from West Nile virus (Doherty 2007). with consideration to local needs and conditions using the general with consideration to local needs and conditions using the general
73. Remove or re-inject produced water to reduce habitat for priorities in the following order: priorities in the following order:
mosquitoes that vector West Nile virus. If surface disposal of produced I. Recently burned native areas I.  Recently burned native areas
water continues, use the following steps for reservoir design to limit 2. Native grassland with suitable forb component 2. Native grassland with suitable forb component
favorable mosquito habitat: 3. Nonnative grassland with suitable forb component 3. Nonnative grassland with suitable forb component
* Overbuild size of ponds for muddy and non-vegetated shorelines. 4. Recently converted annual grass areas 4. Recently converted annual grass areas
* Build steep shorelines to decrease vegetation and increase wave 5. Native grassland 5. Native grassland
actions. 6. Nonnative grassland 6. Nonnative grassland
* Avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low lying areas. e Where desirable perennial bunchgrasses and/or forbs are deficient in e Where desirable perennial bunchgrasses and/or forbs are deficient in
* Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage existing sagebrush stands, use appropriate mechanical, aerial, or other existing sagebrush stands, use appropriate mechanical, aerial, or other
or overflow. techniques to reestablish them (e.g. a Lawson aerator with seeding, techniques to reestablish them (e.g. a Lawson aerator with seeding,
* Line the channel where discharge water flows into the pond with harrow or chain with seeding, drill seeding, hand planting plugs, aerial harrow or chain with seeding, drill seeding, hand planting plugs, aerial
crushed rock. seeding, or other appropriate techniques). seeding, or other appropriate techniques).
* Construct spillway with steep sides and line it with crushed rock. e Cooperative efforts that may improve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat e Cooperative efforts that may improve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
* Treat waters with larvicides to reduce mosquito production where quality over multiple ownerships. quality over multiple ownerships.
water' occu!’s on .the surface . . . e Projects that may provide connectivity between suitable habitats or e  Projects that may provide connectivity between suitable habitats or
74. Bequwe noise .shlelds when drilling during the lek, nesting, brood- expand existing good quality habitats. expand existing good quality habitats.
rearing, or wintering season. Projects that address conifer encroachment into important Greater e  Projects that address conifer encroachment into important Greater
75. The BLM/Forest Service would work with proponents to limit project * S J : . P . ] . . P .

. ; o age-Grouse habitats. In general the priority for treatment is |) Phase | Sage-Grouse habitats. In general the priority for treatment is |) Phase |
related noise where it would be expected to reduce functionality of (£10% conifer cover), 2) Phase 2 (10-30%), and 3) Phase 3 (>30%). (10% conifer cover), 2) Phase 2 (10-30%), and 3) Phase 3 (>30%).
habitats in Priority and Important Habitat Management Areas. . - ; . . e : .

76. The BLM/Forest Service would evaluate the potential for limitation of . ReRIaC|ng §tands .of annual grasses W|t.h|n otherwise good quality . . ReRIaung §tands .of annual grasses W|t.h|n otherwise good quality .
. ) : habitats with desirable perennial species. Other factors that contribute habitats with desirable perennial species. Other factors that contribute
new noise sources on a case-by-case basis as appropriate. ) ; o A . h o o
to the importance of the restoration project in maintaining or to the importance of the restoration project in maintaining or
improving Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. improving Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

Appendix
C
(cont.)

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

77. Limit noise sources that would be expected to negatively impact
populations in Priority and Important Habitat Management Areas and
continue to support the establishment of ambient baseline noise levels for
occupied leks in Priority Habitat Management Areas.

78. As additional research and information emerges, specific new
limitations appropriate to the type of projects being considered would be
evaluated and appropriate limitations would be implemented where
necessary to minimize potential for noise impacts on Greater Sage-
Grouse core population behavioral cycles.

79. As new research is completed, new specific limitations would be
coordinated with the IDFG and MT FWP and partners.

80. Fit transmission towers with anti-perch devices (Lammers and
Collopy 2007).

81. Require Greater Sage-Grouse-safe fences.

82. Locate new compressor stations outside Priority Habitat Management
Areas and design them to reduce noise that may be directed towards
Priority Habitat Management Areas.

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

84. Locate man camps outside of priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitats.
85. 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.

86. Use only closed-loop systems for drilling operations and no reserve
pits.

87. 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.

Roads

88. Utilize existing roads, or realignments of existing routes to the extent
possible.

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

90. Do not issue ROWs or SUAs to counties on newly constructed
energy or mineral development roads, unless for a temporary use
consistent with all other terms and conditions included in this document.
91. Establish speed limits on BLM and FS system roads to reduce
vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads to be driven at slower speeds.
92. Coordinate road construction and use among ROW or SUA holders.
93. Construct road crossings at right angles to ephemeral drainages and
stream crossings.

94. Use dust abatement on roads and pads.

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

Roads Specific to Priority and Important Habitat Management Areas
96. Locate roads to avoid priority areas and habitats as described in the
Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

72.

When conducting vegetation treatments in areas inhabited or potentially
inhabited by slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum), follow the
conservation measures in the applicable conservation agreement between
Idaho BLM and US Fish and Wildlife Service (most recent version dated
September 2014).

Lands and Realty

73.

74.

75.

76.

Where technically and financially feasible, bury distribution powerlines and
communication lines within existing disturbance.

Use free standing structures where possible, to limit the use of guy wires.
Where guy wires are necessary and appropriate, bird collision diverters
would be used, if doing so would not cause a human safety risk.

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

Fit transmission towers with anti-perch devices (Lammers and Collopy
2007).

Fluid Mineral Leasing

77.

78.

79.

80.

8l.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Use directional drilling and/or multi well-pads to reduce surface

disturbance.

Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation.

Place liquid gathering facilities outside of PHMA. Have no tanks at well

locations within PHMA to minimize truck traffic and perching and nesting

sites for ravens and raptors.

Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and develop a

plan to reduce the frequency of vehicle use (Lyon and Anderson 2003).

Site and/or minimize linear ROWs or SUAs to reduce disturbance to

sagebrush habitats.

Design or site permanent structures that create movement (e.g. pump jack)

to minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse.

Equip tanks and other above-ground facilities with structures or devices

that discourage nesting of raptors and corvids.

Restrict pit and impoundment construction to reduce or eliminate threats

from West Nile virus (Doherty 2007).

Remove or re-inject produced water to reduce habitat for mosquitoes that

vector West Nile virus as practicable. If surface disposal of produced water

continues, use the following steps for reservoir design to limit favorable

mosquito habitat:

e Overbuild size of ponds for muddy and non-vegetated shorelines.

e Build steep shorelines to decrease vegetation and increase wave
actions.

¢ Avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low-lying areas.

e  Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage or
overflow.

e Line the channel where discharge water flows into the pond with
crushed rock.

e  Construct spillway with steep sides and line it with crushed rock.

e Treat waters with larvicides to reduce mosquito production where
water occurs on the surface.

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

71.

Lands and Realty
72.

73.

74.
75.
Fluid Mineral Leasing
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
8l.
82.
83.

84.

When conducting vegetation treatments in areas inhabited or potentially
inhabited by slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum), follow the
conservation measures in the applicable conservation agreement between
Idaho BLM and US Fish and Wildlife Service (most recent version dated
September 2014).

Where technically and financially feasible, bury distribution power lines and
communication lines within existing disturbance.

Use free standing structures where possible, to limit the use of guy wires.
Where guy wires are necessary and appropriate, bird collision diverters
would be used, if doing so would not cause a human safety risk.

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

Fit transmission towers with anti-perch devices (Lammers and Collopy
2007).

Use directional drilling and/or multi well-pads to reduce surface

disturbance.

Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation.

Place liquid gathering facilities outside of PHMA. Have no tanks at well

locations within PHMA to minimize truck traffic and perching and nesting

sites for ravens and raptors.

Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and develop a

plan to reduce the frequency of vehicle use (Lyon and Anderson 2003).

Site and/or minimize linear ROWs or SUAs to reduce disturbance to

sagebrush habitats.

Design or site permanent structures that create movement (e.g. pump jack)

to minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse.

Equip tanks and other above-ground facilities with structures or devices

that discourage nesting of raptors and corvids.

Restrict pit and impoundment construction to reduce or eliminate threats

from West Nile virus (Doherty 2007).

Remove or re-inject produced water to reduce habitat for mosquitoes that

vector West Nile virus as practicable. If surface disposal of produced water

continues, use the following steps for reservoir design to limit favorable

mosquito habitat:

e  Overbuild size of ponds for muddy and non-vegetated shorelines.

e Build steep shorelines to decrease vegetation and increase wave
actions.

e Avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low-lying areas.

e  Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage or
overflow.

e Line the channel where discharge water flows into the pond with
crushed rock.

e  Construct spillway with steep sides and line it with crushed rock.

e  Treat waters with larvicides to reduce mosquito production where
water occurs on the surface.

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015 . . -

ARPA | NoAcion Altrmaie (1015 ARMPA Decidons) Haragement Algnment Atenadve

Decision ' gures, RO D’/ ARMPA : References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Number )

Appendix | 97. Establish trip restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or minimization 86. Require noise shields when drilling during the lek, nesting, brood-rearing, or 85. Require noise shields when drilling during the lek, nesting, brood-rearing, or

C through use of telemetry and remote well control (e.g., Supervisory wintering season. wintering season.

(cont.) Control and Data Acquisition). 87. The BLM/Forest Service would work with proponents to limit project- 86. The BLM/Forest Service would work with proponents to limit project-
98. Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed related noise where it would be expected to reduce functionality of habitats related noise where it would be expected to reduce functionality of habitats
routes (using signage, gates, etc.) in PHMA and IHMA. in PHMA and IHMA.

88. Limit noise sources that would be expected to negatively impact 87. Limit noise sources that would be expected to negatively impact
Reclamation Activities populations in PHMA and IHMA and continue to support the establishment populations in PHMA and IHMA and continue to support the establishment
99. Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet Greater of ambient baseline noise levels for occupied leks in PHMA. of ambient baseline noise levels for occupied leks in PHMA.
Sage-Grouse habitat needs in reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 201 1). 89. As additional research and information emerges, specific new limitations 88. As additional research and information emerges, specific new limitations
100. Address post reclamation management in reclamation plan such that appropriate to the type of projects being considered would be evaluated appropriate to the type of projects being considered would be evaluated
goals and objectives are to protect and improve Greater Sage-Grouse and appropriate limitations would be implemented where necessary to and appropriate limitations would be implemented where necessary to
habitat needs. minimize potential for noise impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse core minimize potential for noise impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse core
101. Maximize the area of interim reclamation on long-term access roads population behavioral cycles. population behavioral cycles.
and well pads, including reshaping, topsoiling and revegetating cut-and-fill 90. Locate new compressor stations outside PHMA and design them to reduce 89. Locate new compressor stations outside PHMA and design them to reduce
slopes. noise that may be directed toward PHMA. noise that may be directed toward PHMA.
102. Restore disturbed areas at final reclamation to the pre-disturbance 91. Locate man camps outside of priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitats. 90. Locate man camps outside of priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitats.
landforms and desired plant community. 92. Consider using oak (or other material) mats for drilling activities to reduce 91. Consider using oak (or other material) mats for drilling activities to reduce
103. Irrigate interim reclamation if necessary for establishing seedlings vegetation disturbance and for roads between closely spaced wells to vegetation disturbance and for roads between closely spaced wells to
more quickly. reduce soil compaction and maintain soil structure to increase likelihood of reduce soil compaction and maintain soil structure to increase likelihood of
104. Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation and to protect vegetation reestablishment following drilling. vegetation reestablishment following drilling.
soils. 93. Use only closed-loop systems for drilling operations and no reserve pits. 92. Use only closed-loop systems for drilling operations and no reserve pits.
94. Cover (e.g., fine mesh netting or use other effective techniques) all drilling 93. Cover (e.g., fine mesh netting or use other effective techniques) all drilling
Grazing and production pits and tanks regardless of size to reduce Greater Sage- and production pits and tanks regardless of size to reduce Greater Sage-
105. Avoid building new wire fences within 2 km of occupied leks Grouse mortality. Grouse mortality.
(Stevens 201 1). If this is not feasible, ensure that high risk segments are 95. Establish trip restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or minimization 94. Establish trip restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or minimization
marked with collision diverter devices or as latest science indicates. through use of telemetry and remote well control (e.g., Supervisory through use of telemetry and remote well control (e.g., Supervisory
106. Place new, taller structures, including corrals, loading facilities, water Control and Data Acquisition). Control and Data Acquisition).
storage tanks, windmills, out of line of sight or at least one kilometer 96. Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed 95. Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed
(preferably 3 km) from occupied leks, where such structures would routes (using signage, gates, etc.) routes (using signage, gates, etc.)
increase the risk of avian predation.
107. Utilize temporary fencing (e.g., ESR, drop down fencing) where Grazing Grazing
feasible and appropriate to meet management objectives. 97. Avoid building new wire fences within 2 kilometers of occupied leks
108. Fence wetlands (e.g., springs, seeps, wet meadows and/or riparian (Stevens 201 ). If this is not feasible, ensure that high-risk segments are
areas) where appropriate, to maintain or foster progress toward Proper marked with collision diverter devices or as latest science indicates.
Functioning Condition and to facilitate management of Greater Sage- 98. Place new, taller structures, including corrals, loading facilities, water
Grouse habitat objectives. Where constructing fences or exclosures to storage tanks, and windmills, out of line of sight or at least | kilometer
improve riparian and/or upland management, incorporate fence marking (preferably 3 kilometers) from occupied leks, where such structures would
or other BMPs/RDFs as appropriate. increase the risk of avian predation.
109. During lekking periods, as determined locally (approximately March 99. Utilize temporary fencing (e.g., ESR and drop down fencing) where feasible
I15-May | in lower elevations and March 25-May |5 in higher elevations), and appropriate to meet management objectives.
livestock trailing will be avoided to the extent possible within | km (0.62 100. Fence wetlands (e.g., springs, seeps, wet meadows, and/or riparian areas)
mile) of occupied leks between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. to avoid where appropriate, to maintain or foster progress toward proper
disturbance to lekking and roosting Greater Sage-Grouse. Over-nighting, functioning condition and to facilitate management of Greater Sage-Grouse
watering and sheep bedding locations on public lands must be at least | habitat objectives. Where constructing fences or exclosures to improve
km from occupied leks during the lekking season to reduce disturbance riparian and/or upland management, incorporate fence marking or other
from sheep, human activity and guard animals. BMPs/RDFs as appropriate.
I10. Work with permittees in locating sheep over-nighting, watering and
sheep bedding locations to minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse
seasonal habitats.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number
Appendix
C

(cont.)

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

I'11. When trailing livestock during the lekking or nesting season, use
roads or existing trails, to the extent possible to reduce disturbance to
roosting, lekking or nesting Greater Sage-Grouse.

I12. Design new spring developments in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat to
maintain or enhance the free flowing characteristics of springs and wet
meadows. Modify developed springs, seeps and associated pipelines to
maintain the continuity of the predevelopment riparian area within
priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitat where necessary.

I'13. Install ramps in new and existing livestock troughs and open water
storage tanks to facilitate the use of and escape from troughs by Greater
Sage-Grouse and other wildlife.

West Nile Virus

I 14. Construct water return features and maintain functioning float valves
to prohibit water from being spilled on the ground surrounding the
trough and/or tank and return water to the original water source, to the
extent practicable.

I 15. Minimize the construction of new ponds or reservoirs except as
needed to meet important resource management and/or restoration
objectives.

I 16. Develop and maintain non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as
troughs and bottomless tanks, to provide livestock water.

I'17. For most spring developments or wells, mosquito breeding habitat
usually is not an issue. Flowing cold (less than 50° Fahrenheit) water and
steep sides of the stock tanks are not conducive for egg laying or larvae
production. If flows are low, the water is warm, or moss production is an
issue in the tank, mosquito breeding habitat could exist in the tank.

| 18. Maintenance of healthy wetlands at spring sources helps control
mosquitoes and their larvae by providing habitat for natural predators
such as birds, dragonflies and amphibians. Protecting the wetland at the
spring source with a fence is an option to consider.

I'19. Clean and drain stock tanks before the season starts. If never
cleaned or drained, many tanks will fill with silt or debris causing warmer
water and heavy vegetation growth conducive to mosquito reproduction.
120. Draining tanks after the period of use is completed, particularly in
warmer weather, also reduces potential habitat by eliminating stagnant
standing water.

121. Maintain a properly functioning overflow to prevent water from
flowing onto the pad and surrounding area, to eliminate or minimize
pooling of water that is attractive to breeding mosquitoes.

122. Clean or deepen overflow ponds to maintain colder temperatures to
reduce mosquito habitat.

123. Install and maintain float valves on stock tank fill pipes to minimize
overflow

124. Harden stock tank pads to reduce tracks that can potentially hold
water where mosquitoes may breed.

125. Build ponds with steep shorelines to reduce shallow water (>60 cm)
and aquatic vegetation around the perimeter of impoundments to deter
colonizing by mosquitos (Knight et al. 2003, cited in NTT report page 61).

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

101. During lekking periods, as determined locally (approximately March |5-May
| in lower elevations and March 25-May |5 in higher elevations), livestock
trailing will be avoided to the extent possible within | kilometer (0.62
miles) of occupied leks between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. to avoid
disturbance to lekking and roosting Greater Sage-Grouse. Over-nighting,
watering, and sheep bedding locations on public lands must be at least |
kilometer from occupied leks during the lekking season to reduce
disturbance from sheep, human activity, and guard animals. When trailing
livestock during the lekking or nesting season, use roads or existing trails
to the extent possible.

102. Work with permittees in locating sheep over-nighting, watering, and sheep

bedding locations to minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal

habitats.

Design new spring developments in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat to

maintain or enhance the free flowing characteristics of springs and wet

meadows. Modify developed springs, seeps, and associated pipelines to
maintain the continuity of the predevelopment riparian area within priority

Greater Sage-Grouse habitat where practicable and appropriate.

Install ramps in new and existing livestock troughs and open water storage

tanks to facilitate the use of and escape from troughs by Greater Sage-

Grouse and other wildlife.

103.

104.

West Nile Virus

105. Minimize the construction of new ponds or reservoirs except as needed to

meet important resource management and/or restoration objectives.

106. Maintenance of healthy wetlands at spring sources helps control
mosquitoes and their larvae by providing habitat for natural predators such
as birds, dragonflies, and amphibians. Protecting the wetland at the spring
source with a fence is an option to consider.

For most spring developments or wells, mosquito breeding habitat usually
is not an issue. Flowing cold (less than 50° Fahrenheit) water and steep
sides of the stock tanks are not conducive for egg laying or larvae
production. If flows are low, the water is warm, or moss production is an
issue in the tank, mosquito breeding habitat could exist in the tank.

107.

Maintain stock tanks and ponds/reservoirs such that they are not
conducive to mosquito reproduction (little or no silt, algae, or vegetation
accumulation). Consider the following options as appropriate:

e  Construct water return features and maintain functioning float valves
to prohibit water from being spilled on the ground surrounding the
trough and/or tank and return water to the original water source, to
the extent practicable.

e Drain and clean tanks at the end of the season to prevent them from
filling with fill with silt or debris, causing warmer water and heavy
vegetation growth conducive to mosquito reproduction.

e Draining tanks after the period of use is completed, particularly in
warmer weather, also reduces potential habitat by eliminating stagnant
standing water.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

96. Utilize temporary range infrastructure (troughs, fences, supplements)
feneing(e-g5-ESR-and-drop-dewnfencing) where feasible and appropriate to
meet management objectives.

97. During lekking periods, as determined locally (approximately March |5-May
I in lower elevations and March 25-May |5 in higher elevations), livestock
trailing will be avoided to the extent possible within | kilometer (0.62
miles) of occupied leks between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. to avoid
disturbance to lekking and roosting Greater Sage-Grouse. Over-nighting,
watering, and sheep bedding locations on public lands will be avoided to the
extent possible by at least | kilometer from occupied leks during the
lekking season to reduce disturbance from sheep, human activity, and guard
animals. When trailing livestock during the lekking or nesting season, use
roads or existing trails to the extent possible.

98. Work with permittees in locating sheep over-nighting, watering, and sheep
bedding locations to minimize impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal
habitats.

Adaptive Management Measures for Livestock Grazing (Appendix | from ldaho
Executive Order 2015-04): In the development, administration, and implementation
of grazing management programs, flexible grazing management practices over
relatively large landscapes can be utilized, singly or in combination, to help
successfully achieve desired conditions through BMPs such as, but not limited to:

99. Employ grazing management systems that ensure adequate nesting and early
brood rearing habitat within the breeding landscape.

100. When use-pattern mapping or monitoring demonstrates an opportunity to
adjust livestock distribution to benefit occupied Greater Sage-Grouse
breeding habitat, include as appropriate herding, salting, and water-source
management (e.g., turning troughs/pipelines on/off, extending
pipelines/moving troughs) in grazing programs.

101. If available and feasible, utilize exotic perennial grass seedings and/or annual
grasslands to meet desired conditions or outcomes across the landscape of
use of occupied Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Modify authorized seasons of use within grazing permits to provide greater
flexibility in managing livestock for the benefit of Greater Sage-Grouse.
103. Where appropriate, maintain herbaceous vegetation at the end of the
growing/grazing season to contribute to nesting and brood-rearing habitat
quality during the coming nesting season. Table 2.2 [in the 2015 Final EIS].
104. Ensure that permittees are informed of management and movement
requirements related to avoidance of recent burns, habitat rehabilitation,
or other restoration sites.
Manage livestock grazing of riparian areas, meadows, springs, and seeps in a
manner that promotes vegetative structure and composition appropriate
to the site. In some cases enclosure fencing may be an option; however,
recognize the availability and quality of desired herbaceous species may be
improved by periodic grazing use of the enclosure.

102.

105.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Proposed Plan

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Appendix | 126. Consider removing and controlling trees and shrubs to reduce shade e Maintain a properly functioning overflow to prevent water from 106. Implement management actions (grazing decisions, allotment management
C and wind barriers on pit and reservoir shorelines if not needed for flowing onto the pad and surrounding area, to eliminate or minimize plan/conservation plan development, or other agreements) to modify
(cont.) wildlife, fish, or recreational values. pooling of water that is attractive to breeding mosquitoes. grazing management to meet seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse desired
127. Impoundments that remain accessible to livestock and wildlife can e Clean or deepen overflow ponds to maintain colder temperatures to conditions. Employ proper grazing management by providing flexibility in
cause tracking and nutrient enrichment from manure which can create reduce mosquito habitat. scheduling the intensity, timing, duration and frequency of livestock grazing
favorable mosquito breeding habitat. Where this is a concern, it may be e Install and maintain float valves on stock tank fill pipes to minimize use over time that best promotes management objectives. During drought
desirable to fence the reservoir and pipe the water to a tank. overflow. periods, prioritize evaluating effects of drought in the PHMA relative to
128. Construct dams or impoundments that minimize down-slope e Harden stock tank pads to reduce tracks that can potentially hold grouse needs for food and cover. Ensure that pgst-droughF management
seepage or overflow. Seepage and overflow results in down-grade. water where mosquitoes may breed. allows for vegetation recovery, bz.lsefi on ecological potential, thaF meets
accumulation of vegetated shallow water areas that support breeding e Build ponds with steep shorelines to reduce shallow water (>60 Greater Sage-Grouse needs in priority Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas.
mosquitoes. ' ' ' centimeters) and aquatic vegetation around the perimeter of Purlng pferlods. of higher than average precipitation, prioritize effects of the
IZ?. Or'1 ponds.and reservoirs with enou'gh depth and volume, introduce impoundments to deter colonizing by mosquitos (Knight et al. 2003, increase in available fc?rage and fuels. ' o
Tgt(;ViﬁSh shpeues,f;Nhlchffezd o? mc?lsl,qwto I.arl;vae. d rock and cited in NTT report page 61). 107. ZYhenbuzlng salt or mlnfat;]al stépple:entst.) a) alace them in exmng
- Line the Ever .<|>|w ofa ;m S Spi '\:jvay wit crlusd e hroc an i f e  Consider removing and controlling trees and shrubs to reduce shade Lstur ed sites, areas W(Ijt reduce sageGrus coger—gg., seeblngsd9r
crc:n"structlng the (sjpl way wit stee|3j sides to prec uh i't e accumulation o and wind barriers on pit and reservoir shorelines if not needed for :] te:n:grass sr;es—;co r'(:,| uce |mp|acts on realter alge- rouse breeding
s|3aI cilv\;}:/vater and vegetation to ri ucﬁl n;osquhltql al |ta'c..d ot wildlife, fish, or recreational values. abitat, b) wi efrTj easi Ie fuse :]a t; or ;pln(;ré supp esmentéto |mpt:ol;/.e
. ere an existing reservoir has filled with silt, consider cleaning to . . . - management of livestock for the benefit of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.
red hall at rﬁ bitat conducive to m ito reproduction ’ *  Impoundments that remain accessible to livestock and wildife can 108. In eferal avoid constructing new fences in high and nﬁoderate risk areas
educe shaflow water ha conducive to mosquito reproduction. cause tracking and nutrient enrichment from manure that can create -ne ) o g ne shar .
132. During confirmed West Nile virus outbreaks in Greater Sage- . . . . . (Stevens 2013). If this is not feasible, ensure that high and moderate-risk
: . - L favorable mosquito breeding habitat. Where this is a concern, it may . . ) ; )
Grouse habitat, consider larvicide applications. . ; ) segments are marked with collision diverter devices or as latest science
be desirable to fence the reservoir and pipe the water to a tank. e .
. . indicates. Where feasible, place new, taller structures, such as corrals,
e Construct dams or impoundments that minimize down-slope seepage . o . .
Travel Management . > loading facilities, water-storage tanks, windmills, etc., at least as far as the
133. Designate or design routes to direct use away from priority areas or overflow. Seepage and overflow results in down-grade accumulation corresponding buffer set back from occupied leks for the correspondin
iden‘tified gin Wildfire aEd Invasive Species Assessmyents anFt’i still ;rovide of vegetated shallow water areas that support breeding mosquitoes. HMA tI:) redugce opportunities for avian pl:"edators Careful consigeratioi
for high-quality and sustainable travel routes and administrative access, ¢ ,On Pond,s and reservoirs w,'th eno,Ugh depth and VOI,ume’ consider based on local conditions (e.g. topography) should also be given to the
legislati . . introducing native fish species, which feed on mosquito larvae. . .
egislatively mandated requirements, and commercial needs Line th q ¢ 2 dars soil b had rock and placement of new fences or rangeland infrastructure near other important
e Line the overflow of a dam’s spillway with crushed rock and construct seasonal habitats (winter-use areas, movement corridors etc.) to reduce
Recreation the spillway with steep sides to preclude the accumulation of shallow potential impacts
134. Direct use away from Greater Sage-Grouse priority areas as water and veget.atlon to re.duce mosqurc.o ha'bltat. ] ) 109. New spring developments in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat should be
described in the Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments. * Where an existing reservoir has filled with silt, consider cleaning to designed to maintain or enhance the free-flowing characteristics of springs
I35. Eliminate or minimize external food sources for corvids. reduce shallow water habitat conducive to mosquito reproduction. and wet meadows. Analyze developed springs, seeps and associated
136. Avoid development of new campgrounds or recreation facilities in * Develop and maintain non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as pipelines to determine if modifications are necessary to maintain the
nesting habitat. troughs and bottomless tanks, to provide livestock water. continuity of the predevelopment riparian area within Greater Sage-
®  During confirmed West Nile virus outbreaks in Greater Sage-Grouse Grouse habitat. Make modifications where necessary, considering impacts
habitat, consider larvicide applications. on other water users when such considerations are neutral or beneficial to
Greater Sage-Grouse.
Travel Management I10. Ensure that new and existing livestock troughs and open water storage
108. Designate or design routes to direct use away from priority areas identified tanks are fitted with ramps to facilitate the use of and escape from troughs
in Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments and still provide for high- by Greater Sage-Grouse and other wildlife. Do not use floating boards or
quality and sustainable travel routes and administrative access, legislatively similar objects, as these are too unstable and are ineffective.
mandated requirements, and commercial needs. [ 1. Identify and when feasible, establish strategically located forage reserves
focusing on areas unsuitable for Greater Sage-Grouse habitat restoration
Recreation or lower priority habitat restoration areas.
109. Direct use away from seasonally important Greater Sage-Grouse habitats I 12. Consider initiating vegetative management projects where sagebrush
as practicable. canopy cover exceeds desired conditions to promote a perennial grass and
[ 10. Eliminate or minimize external food sources for corvids. forb understory.
I'11. Avoid development of new campgrounds or recreation facilities in nesting
abitat as practicable.
habitat as practicabl
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015 . . -
ARMPA | N Ao Al 2 A D) s anagemens Alignment Alirnaive
Decision ' gures, RO D’/ ARMPA Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA. Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.
Number )
Appendix | (see above) (see above) West Nile Virus
C I 13. Minimize the construction of new ponds or reservoirs except as needed to
(cont.) meet important resource management and/or restoration objectives.

I 14. Maintenance of healthy wetlands at spring sources helps control
mosquitoes and their larvae by providing habitat for natural predators such
as birds, dragonflies, and amphibians. Protecting the wetland at the spring
source with a fence is an option to consider.

I'15. For most spring developments or wells, mosquito breeding habitat usually
is not an issue. Flowing cold (less than 50° Fahrenheit) water and steep
sides of the stock tanks are not conducive for egg laying or larvae
production. If flows are low, the water is warm, or moss production is an
issue in the tank, mosquito breeding habitat could exist in the tank.

Maintain stock tanks and ponds/reservoirs such that they are not
conducive to mosquito reproduction (little or no silt, algae, or vegetation
accumulation). Consider the following options as appropriate:

e  Construct water return features and maintain functioning float valves
to prohibit water from being spilled on the ground surrounding the
trough and/or tank and return water to the original water source, to
the extent practicable.

e Drain and clean tanks at the end of the season to prevent them from
filling with fill with silt or debris, causing warmer water and heavy
vegetation growth conducive to mosquito reproduction.

e  Draining tanks after the period of use is completed, particularly in
warmer weather, also reduces potential habitat by eliminating stagnant
standing water.

e  Maintain a properly functioning overflow to prevent water from
flowing onto the pad and surrounding area, to eliminate or minimize
pooling of water that is attractive to breeding mosquitoes.

e Clean or deepen overflow ponds to maintain colder temperatures to
reduce mosquito habitat.

¢ Install and maintain float valves on stock tank fill pipes to minimize
overflow.

e Harden stock tank pads to reduce tracks that can potentially hold
water where mosquitoes may breed.

e Build ponds with steep shorelines to reduce shallow water (>60
centimeters) and aquatic vegetation around the perimeter of
impoundments to deter colonizing by mosquitos (Knight et al. 2003,
cited in NTT report page 61).

e Consider removing and controlling trees and shrubs to reduce shade
and wind barriers on pit and reservoir shorelines if not needed for
wildlife, fish, or recreational values.

e Impoundments that remain accessible to livestock and wildlife can
cause tracking and nutrient enrichment from manure that can create
favorable mosquito breeding habitat. Where this is a concern, it may
be desirable to fence the reservoir and pipe the water to a tank.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

Appendix
C
(cont.)

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

(see above)

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

(see above)

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

e  Construct dams or impoundments that minimize down-slope seepage
or overflow. Seepage and overflow results in down-grade accumulation
of vegetated shallow water areas that support breeding mosquitoes.

e  On ponds and reservoirs with enough depth and volume, consider
introducing native fish species, which feed on mosquito larvae.

e Line the overflow of a dam’s spillway with crushed rock and construct
the spillway with steep sides to preclude the accumulation of shallow
water and vegetation to reduce mosquito habitat.

e  Where an existing reservoir has filled with silt, consider cleaning to
reduce shallow water habitat conducive to mosquito reproduction.

e Develop and maintain non-pond/reservoir watering facilities, such as
troughs and bottomless tanks, to provide livestock water.

e During confirmed West Nile virus outbreaks in Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat, consider larvicide applications.

Travel Management
I 16. Designate or design routes to direct use away from priority areas identified
in Wildfire and Invasive Species Assessments and still provide for high-
quality and sustainable travel routes and administrative access, legislatively
mandated requirements, and commercial needs.

Recreation
I 17. Direct use away from seasonally important Greater Sage-Grouse habitats
as practicable.
I 18. Eliminate or minimize external food sources for corvids.
I'19. Avoid development of new campgrounds or recreation facilities in nesting
habitat as practicable.

2-52

Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse FSEIS




2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA

Decision
Number

Appendix
E

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015
ROD/ARMPA.

Appendix E remains as it is in the 2015 ARMPA

Management Alignment Alternative
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

Delete a portion of Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS], Starting on Page E-10 at the
bullet titled Derivation of the Disturbance Formula through page E-26.

Delete the portion of Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS] that deals with the project-
level disturbance cap and the density cap.

Proposed Plan
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ARMPA.

Delete a portion of Appendix E, [of the 2015 Final EIS] Starting on Page E-10 at the
bullet titled Derivation of the Disturbance Formula through page E-26.

Delete the portion of Appendix E [of the 2015 Final EIS] that deals with the project-
level disturbance cap and the density cap.

E.6 Part VI — No Net Loss Criterion for Anthropogenic Disturbance

This part of the appendix provides guidelines for the implementation of the “no net
loss” criterion for proposed anthropogenic disturbance (e.g., MD SSS 30.c.). The
following steps identify the screening process by which BLM will review proposed
activities in PHMA, IHMA, and GHMA. These steps commence after the BLM has
determined that the proposal for authorization of use is adequate and consistent
with other provisions of the LUPA, including the BSU-level disturbance cap (MD SSS
27).

Step |—Determine if Impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Can Be Avoided in
Accordance with LUPA Standards and Guidelines.

Step 2—Quantify Residual Impacts of the Project

Project impacts occur at multiple scales. Impact analysis will account for both the
direct impacts (e.g., habitat loss) and indirect impacts (e.g., Greater Sage-Grouse
avoidance of the project area) to the ecological values, functions and/or services of
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Indirect impacts extend beyond the footprint of
disturbance and may extend beyond ownership boundaries. The quantification of
these impacts must be based on the best available science (e.g., Manier 2017),
provide an objective and transparent assessment of these impacts, measure impacts
over multiple scales and address the cumulative impacts and interactions among
stressors.

Methods should take into account differences in habitat quality. Thus, they should
assign lower impact scores in lower quality habitat and higher impact scores in
higher quality habitat.

Step 3—Determine Minimization Measures

If Greater Sage-Grouse impacts cannot be avoided by relocating or modifying the
project in accordance with LUPA standards and guidelines, then minimize impacts,
including use of applicable required design features and/or best management
practices.

Step 4— Determine if there are residual effects after applying avoidance and
minimization measures

If there are residual effects, the BLM will require the project proponent to
coordinate with the State of ldaho to determine whether any modification to the
proposal or additional mitigation—including compensatory mitigation—may be
necessary to comply with State policies and programs for the conservation of
Greater Sage-Grouse.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3: Alternatives Analyzed in Detail During the 2019 Planning Process)

2015
ARMPA
Decision
Number

Appendix | No Appendix K
K

No-Action Alternative (2015 ARMPA Decisions)
Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015

ROD/ARMPA.

Management Alignment Alternative

Note: References to figures, tables, or appendices are those in the 2015 ROD/ARMPA.

This will become Appendix K [of the 2015 Final EIS] in the New Plan.
Idaho proposed using a two-team approach to ensure collaborative implementation
efforts regarding Greater Sage-Grouse conservation in Idaho.

The following state and federal agencies are expected to collaborate to implement
Greater Sage-Grouse conservation in ldaho: Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), US Forest Service (USFS), Idaho Governor’s
Office of Species Conservation (OSC), Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG),
Idaho State Department of Agriculture (ISDA), Idaho Department of Lands (IDL),
United States Geologic Survey (USGS), and Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS).

Idaho Tec