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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
National Headquarters
Washington, DC 20240

https://www.blm.gov

Dear Reader:

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes to change management actions for the
Greater Sage-grouse Rangewide Planning Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendment
(RMPA), released on November |5, 2024. The updated management actions and significant
changes to the Proposed RMPAs for BLM managed lands in Idaho, Montana/Dakotas,
Nevada/California, Utah, and Wyoming are presented in this document for your review and
comment. This is a narrow comment period focused specifically on the significant
changes made since the Proposed RMPA was released. Comments that do not
address the proposed changes outlined in this document will not be considered
substantive. These changes were made in response to issues raised during the protest period
and governor’s consistency review process, and to ensure that this planning effort complies
with the BLM's most current policy. This document details the proposed changes that are
subject to a 30-day public comment period consistent with 43 CFR 1610.5-1(b); 43 CFR 1610.2.
Comments may be submitted through the BLM’'s National NEPA Register at:
hetps://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/proiect/2016719/510, or by mail to BLM Anchorage
District Office, Attn: Stephanie Rice, 4700 BLM Rd, Anchorage, AK 99507. To facilitate analysis
of comments and information submitted, we strongly encourage you to submit comments in an
electronic format.

The BLM has carefully reviewed each of these proposed changes to determine if they would
result in significant effects outside the range of effects analyzed in the Proposed RMPA/Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The BLLM has determined that the analysis described in
the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS is inclusive of the effects that would occur because of the changed
management actions and supplemental analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act is
not needed. After the close of the 30-day comment period, the BLM will review comments,
identify substantive comments relevant to the proposed changes, and make updates, if
necessary, prior to issuing a Record of Decision and Approved RMPA for Idaho,
Montana/Dakotas, Nevada/California, Utah, and Wyoming.

Thank you for your continued interest in the Greater Sage-grouse Rangewide Planning RMP
Amendment.
Sincerely,

%t D M fry

Bill Groffy
Acting Director
Bureau of Land Management
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Background

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft
Resource Management Plamendment{RMPA)Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E88)Mach

15, 2@4, which initiatech 90-day public comment period. The EPA published the NOA for the Proposed
RMR andFinal EIS on Novembéss, 2024 which initiated a 3@ay BLM protest period and 6day
Governor’s consistency review period. The BLM received 60 unique protest letter submiasidns
published the protest resolution report on January 10, 20&% BLM receive@overnor’s consistency
reviews from multiple statewhich identified issues with the Proposed RMPA and Final B¢SBLM
determined that modifyinglements of the ProposeBMP/A for multiple states was necessary to respond
to feedback received from various states during the governor’s consistency review pemce&sensure
these plans comply with the BLM’s most current policy

The BLM has determined that it will clarify and make changes to the adaptive management language in the
Proposed RMPAs for Idaho, Montana/Dakotas, Nevada/California, attdWVyomingo better align with

state policies and programs to manage sgigeise populationsThe BLM hasemovedthe designation for

Priority Habitat Management AregBHMA) with limited exceptionas a distinct subset &fHMAsto

improve consistency with state and local plans. All habitat management areas that were designated as
PHMA with limited exceptions will now be designated as PHMA and will be subject to the management
actionsand direction for PHMA in the Proposed RMPAs for Idaho, Montana/Dakotas, Nevada/California
and WyomingThe Nevada/Californiand Idaho Proposed RMPAs changed the seasonal habitat

benchmark for perennial grabgightduring nesting/early brood rearing from a quantitative standard to a
gualitative standard to account for habitat variability across the states. The habitat management area
boundaries for the Utah Proposed RMPA will be updated to more closely align with the State of Utah
Greater SageGrouseConservation Plaf2019)and minimize saggrouse habitat management areas

outside of the State of UtahSageGrouse Management Areas. The Nevada Proposed RMPA will change

the allocation for major rights of way in general habitat management areas from avoidance to open to align
more closely with how GHMA is managed in BLM California.

The BLM has carefully reviewed each of these proposed changes to determine if they would result in
significant effects outside the range of effects analyzed in the Proposed RMPA/Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). The BLM has determined that ttadyais described in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS is
inclusive of the effects that would occur because os#Ehanged management actions and supplemental
analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act is not needed.

Updated Adaptive Management Language

The followingadaptive management language witthenged in the Proposed RMPAs for Idaho,
Montana/Dakotas, Nevada/California, Utahd Wyomingo improveconsistent rangewide adaptive
managemeniThe BLM has closely coordinated with the Western Governors Associd&iagegouse
Conservation Task Force (Task Forde)better align the BLM’s adaptive management proagébsstate
policies and programs to manage sggause populationsStatesexpressed a need to clarify how state
adaptive management approaches would be incorporated into the BLM’s adaptive manggeosmsgt

and ®veral states expressamncern with using théargeted annual warning system (TAWS) model and a
desire to use models maintained and controlled by state wildlife agencisadegrousepopulation
calculationsThe BLM worked closely with the Task Force to develop an adaptive management approach
that recognize state governmentsuthority to managesagegrousepopulationsvhile remaining
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consistent with the BLM’s adaptive management process in the Oregon and Colorado Approved. RMPAs
In order to resolve issues raised in the Wyoming governor’'s consistency rethiewyyomingProposed

RMP Amendment will incorporatie State’s adaptive management approach outlined in Wyoming
Executive Order 2019-3\{/Y EO 2019-3. The language belows proposed tobe included in Table,1

PHMA Allocations and Management DirectivmApprovedRMPAs for Idaho, Montana/Dakotas,
Nevada/California, Utaland Wyomingand in the last appendix of each applicaprovedRMPA!

UPDATED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT LANGUAGE FOR TABLE 1, PHMA ALLOCATIONS AND
MANAGEMENT DIRECTION , FOR IDAHO , MONTANA /DAKOTAS , NEVADA /CALIFORNIA ,
AND UTAH

Objective : Address unanticipated negative impacts to Gre&agesrouse(GRSG) from changes in
habitat conditions before consequences become severe or irreversible.

Allocation : N/A

Management Action: The BLM will implement adaptive management per the following Management
Action to inform appropriate responses to the loss or degradation of GRSG habitat ond8ioihistered

lands. Where the State has an adaptive management process as part of the R&E srtanagement

plan, program, policy, regulation, or authority, the BLM will participate in and implement the most recent
State adaptive management process, consistent with the framework outlined in Appendix XX. If a State is
developingan adaptive management process, the BLM will participate in developing that process and, as
appropriate, any statkevel interagency adaptive management team.

The BLM must consider the best available information about GRSG habitat and population status, which
includes the States’ data and other available science. States have ownership over managing GRSG
populations and therefore lead the collection of GRSG population monitoring data and determination of
population status (e.g., increasing, decreasing, or stable). The States’ population monitoring is important for
informing effective GRSG habitat management on-Btliviinistered lands.

In coordination with State GRSG authorities and stigiee| interagency adaptive management teams, BLM
will produce an annual summary of GRSG habitat conditions and population status, adaptive management
thresholds, and any associated adaptive managemegmbmses and decisions for Bladministered lands.

This will be completed by a mutually agragubn date. BLM’s annual summaries will include population
status input and recommendations from State GRSG authorities. BLM will coordinate with State GRSG
authaities regarding management decisions made in response to adaptive management thresholds and
subsequent causal factor analyses and will make decisions for the management of BLM managed surface
lands and mineral estate. If no adaptive management thresireldgentified during a given year, an annual
review of habitat and population status by stieel interagency adaptive management teams (including
State GRSG authorities) is nonetheless encouraged.

Consistent with State GRSG adaptive management processes and the Federal Larahd®Miagagement
Act (“FLPMA”), the BLM will implemerihe GRSG adaptive management framework outlined in Appendix
XX in coordination with statdevel interagency adaptive management teams

! Adaptive managemedirection for the 2024 Proposed RMPA can be found in Tabk PHMA Allocations and
Management Directiamthe Final EISJreater Sagerouse Land Use Plan Amendments ang.EIS

2 The Federal Land Policy and Management AtRMA requiresthe BLM, to “resol{e], to the extent practical,
inconsistencies between Federal and +ikederal Government plans,” and achieve consistency with State and local
plansto the maximumextent that the BLM finds to be consistent with the laws governing public |at2I18)SC
1712(c)(9). See also 43 CFR 1610.3-
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ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT APPENDIX FOR IDAHO , MONTANA /DAKOTAS ,

N EVADA /CALIFORNIA , AND UTAH

Appendix XX —BLM Adaptive Management Process

The BLM will implement GRSG adaptive management in coordination with existing or futurdestaite
interagency adaptive management teams and use the best available scientific information, including GRSG
population status as determined by State GRSG aiitesrComposedof knowledgeable BLM and State

GRSG authorities and working groups, interagency adaptive management teams will provide GRSG habitat
management information to the BLM authorized officers. The BLM will work with the appropriate agencies
to inform and implement the most recent State adaptive management processes, consistent with the
framework outlined in this appendéx.

Key elements of the GRSG adaptive management process set forth herein include (1) monitoring habitat
conditions and population status (e.g., abundance and trands)sis units, (2) establishing and routinely
assessing thresholds for habitat conditions and population status indicating unanticipated GRSG habitat
impacts, (3) conducting causal factor analyses (CFA) of thresholds that have been met, and (4) employing
management decisions and actions in response to thresholds and CFAs

Analysis Units

To accurately inform adaptive management, the status of GRSG habitat and populations will be monitored
and thresholds assessed at a scientifically appropriate scale and within comparable spatial analysis units.
The BLM will specify the spatial analysis unit, in coordination with State GERB&ities, applied when
implementing adaptive managemeftme threshold assessments, CFAs, and adaptive management
responses may need to extend beybindividuakpatial analysis units to address lasgaleunanticpated
negative impacts to GRSG hahitat

Habitat Thresholds

Habitat Threshold Activatior The BLM’s adaptive management process specifies habitat thresholds for
negative changes to GRSG habitat condition. The BLM will routinely assess the following habitat
thresholds, which may be revised by the BLM as warranted through appropriate additional dexzking-
with newly available scientific information, and wiltwlment data and rationale for activated thresholds:

1. A soft habitat threshold will be activated when more than 5% of the suitable habitat (as defined as
areas capable of supporting sagebrush) of Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA) and
Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMA) spatial analysis unit is lost during a given year
(including losses to wildfire). Percent sagebrush loss will be calculated only on PHMA and IHMA
portions of a spatial analysis unit that may also contain other HMA designations (e.g., GHMA).
Baselines for calculating sagebrush Ia#$e specified by the sagebrush base layer delineated with
the most recent LandFire data (detailed in Appendix 3) available at publication of the Approved
RMPA and ROD.

2. A hard habitat threshold will be activated when suitable habitat, as defined above, in PHMA/IHMA
within a spatial analysis unit decreases below 65% (Aldridge et al., 2008; Connelly et al., 2000).

3. A hard habitat threshold will also be activated when a soft habitat threshold occurs as calculated
from baseline in 4 consecutive years (i.e., >5% decline in each of 4 consecutive years).

Habitat Threshold Deactivation Habitat threshold deactivation will be determined by the BLM in
coordination with State GRSG authorities, and stigeel interagency adaptive management teams where

3 The Federal Land Policy and Management AtRMA requiresthe BLM, to “resol{e], to the extent practical,
inconsistencies between Federal and +ikederal Government plans,” and achieve consistency with State and local
plansto the maximumextent that the BLM finds to be consistent with the laws governing public |at2I18)SC
1712(c)(9). See also 43 CFR 1610.3-
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occurring. Data and rationale for deactivating a threshold will be documented. Deactivating habitat
thresholds will correspond to the following criteria:

1. Soft and hard habitat thresholds can be deactivated if the quantity of sagebrush vegetation
communities within the affected spatial analysis unit recover to sagebrush conditions and/or
habitat function existing prior to a habitat threshold being activated.

2. If a spatial analysis unit cannot be restored to original sagebrush conditions and/or habitat function
due to ecological or disturbance limitations (e.qg., intense wildfited soil microfauna, dense
anthropogenic activities, etc.), restoration and/obliat enhancement in adjacent spatial analysis
units can be considered to increase GRSG abundance in those areas. In these situations, habitat
threshold deactivation occurs when regional GRSG abundance recovers as determined by State
GRSG authorities to levels present prior to the threshold being activated.

3. If enhancing habitats in adjacent spatial analysis units does not deactivate a threshold, further
assessment may be necessary to determine if the area in which the habitat threshold occurred
should still be considered GRSG habitat

Population Thresholds

Population Threshold Activation Although BLM does not manage GRSG, GRSG population status can
provide valuable information about habitat conditions on Bidvhinistered lands. In addition to habitat
thresholds, the BLM's adaptive management process isgguifpulation thresholds as indicators of
potential habitat condition changes and unanticipated negative impacts to GRSG. States lead GRSG
population data collection and determination of population status, often in coordination withlstegke
interageicy adaptive management teams. Therefore, threshold activation will be determined in
coordination among BLM, State GRSG authorities, and-teate interagency adaptive management teams
where occurring. In addition, State GRSG authorities should alert the BLM any time an internal assessment
identifies population status concerns warranting activation of population thresholds. The BLM wiill
document data and rationale for activating population thresholds, including population status input and
recommendationsdém State GRSG authorities.

Hierarchical Population Monitoring FramewolFMF)Population Thresholds (best available science)

The BLM will review population trend assessments provided by the States, annual HPMF results (when
availableCoates et al. 2021 and subsequent updates or revisions), and other available scientific information
to inform potential habitat concerns in PHMA and IHMA. State GRSG authorities receive HPMF results in
advance of public releases. Therefore, State GRSG authorities can provide the BLM with eady alerts

both soft and hard population thresholds that may need a CFA (note: the BLM does not receive lek
specific information from the HPMF).

To the extent the HPMF's Targeted Annual Warning System (TAWS) is consistent with State adaptive
management processes and the best available science, and therefore utilized by the BLM, activation of the
HPMF thresholds correspond to the following definitio

1. Activation of a soft population threshold is equivalent to a TAWS “watch,” which is defined as 2
consecutive years of population decline within a neighborhood cluster that is either different or
more rapid than the associated climate cluster.

2. Activation of a hard population threshold is equivalent to a TAWS “warning,” which is defined as 2
out of 3 (fast) or 3 out of 4 (slow) consecutive years of population decline within a neighborhood
cluster that is either different or more rapid than thesagiated climate cluster.

HPMF Population Threshold Deactivatiovhere applied, HPMF population threshold deactivation will

be determined by the BLM in coordination with State GRSG authorities, andlstakinteragency

adaptive management teams where occurring. The BLM will document data and rationale for deactivating
a population threshold. Tthe extent TAWS is consistent with State adaptive management processes and
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the best available science, and therefore utilized by the BLM, deactivating HPMF population thresholds will
correspond to the following criteria:

1. The affected population’s trend is no longer a “watch” or “warning” within a neighborhood cluster
and realigns with the climate cluster’s trend for 3 consecutive years; or

2. The affected population’s abundance or growth rate are sufficient for recovery as determined by
and with concurrence of State GRSG authorities; or

3. The BLM and State GRSG authorities determine threshold results were in error.

Population Threshold VerificationFhe BLM and State GRSG authorities will jointly verify each activated
population threshold, preferably within 60 days, to assess if habitat factors may be influencing the
suspected population threshold. If BLM and S@GRSG authorities agree a threshold was activated in

error, the BLM will document information substantiating the error and threshold deactivation as may be
warranted. In the event of a disagreement, BLM and State GRSG authorities will coordinate to resolve the
disagreement by further assessing and documenting potential threshold analysis errors. If a disagreement
persists, the appropriate BLM State Director will collaborate with BLM State and National GRSG
coordinators and local BLM field biologist, as nekde evaluate threshold results and determine if a CFA

is prudent. The BLM State Director will advise the State GRSG authorities of BLM'’s threshold verification
conclusion

Causal Factor Analysis (CFAS)

CFA Teams -€FA teams will identify factors causing thresholds to be activated and recommend adaptive
management responses to deactivate thresholds. CFA team composition should minimally include the local
BLM biologist, BLM State Sagreuse Lead, and at least one representative from the State GRSG

authorities. Additional subject matter experts, stakeholders with local knowledge, and other affected

parties may be included on CFA teams as appropriatsife-specific analyses or as consistent with

existing CFA team structures.

Formal CFA-The BLM, in coordination with the CFA team, will perform a CFA and prepare a report for
each activated and verified habitat and population threshold. Formal CFAs will be performed for activated
thresholds with one or more potential causal factors that are not obvious (in contrast to the Rapid
Assessment CFA described below). CFAs will identify factors causing thresholds to be activated and
recommend adaptive management responses to deactivate thresholds. Substantive disagreements about
causaldctors will be noted in the CFA report along with the basis of the disagreements. CFAs and reports
will be completed within 12 months from the threshold being activated. BLM will prepare a CFA report
even if no causal factors are identified. Upon completion, CFA reports will be submitted to the appropriate
local BLM manager, BLM State Sgigeise Lead, BLM National GRSG Coordinator, State GRSG
authorities, and CFA team. CFA reports will include, but not be limited to, the following information about
the activated threshold and affected spatial analysis unit(s)

1. Descriptions of existing land uses.

Landownership patterns.

GRSG population trends.

Habitat conditions and trends.

Factor(s) causing the habitat and/or population declines and threshold activation.
Recommended management actions to address causal factors.

Data and expertise used to reach CFA conclusions.

No oM
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Rapid Assessment CFAArapid assessment CFA can be performed instead of a formal CFA for activated
thresholds with obvious causal factors (e.g., large wildfire or other discrete events). Rapid assessments may
be conducted by the BLM or appropriate State GRSG authorities, or both, but results should be confirmed
by all parties. Causal factors identified during a rapid assessment will be documented and reported to the
appropriate local BLM manager, BLM State Sagese Lead, BLM National GRSG Coordinator, State

GRSG authorities, and CFA team. If a rapid assessment identifies no obvious causal factor, a formal CFA
will be completed within 12 months of the threshold being activated.

PHMA and IHMA Adaptive Management Responses:

Threshold ResponsesFhe BLM will implement adaptive management responses to address factors
causing habitat or population threshold activation as specified in CFA reports and rapid assessment
documentation. In accordance with applicable law and prior existing valid rights, the BLM may modify
authorizations of existing activities and defer authorization of proposed new activities to avoid, minimize,
or otherwise mitigate GRSG impacts on Bladministered lands from causal factors. Through preject

level analysis conducted under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the BLM will evaluate if a
proposed new activity could contribute to an activated threshold or cause a future threshold activation.
Implementindhabitat improvement projects should also be considered if likely to reverse thresholds. The
BLM will coordinate adaptive management responses with State GRSG authorities atelstate-
interagency adaptive management teams where occurring.

Spatial Scale and Monitoringre BLM will target adaptive management responses at the spatial scale and
within the spatial analysis unit at which a threshold is activated. However, a CFA team may recommend
expanding the spatial extent of adaptive management analyses and recommended résyamses
individually activated spatial analysis units to addressdagde unanticipated negative impacts to GRSG
habitat Monitoring of the affected habitat or population (or both if appropriaté) be recessaryo assess

the efficacy of adaptive management responseddactivatinghresholds.

Non-BLM administered landsCFAs and corresponding adaptive management responses should consider
if threshold activation in PHMA/IHMA is due to actions on rigldM administered lands. If a threshold is
activated from actions on adjacent r@t.M administera lands, the BLM can consider authorizing

proposed new activities that will not negatively impact GRSG habitat or populations oa@hMistered

lands or contribute to indirect or cumulative impacts. The BLM may also consider additional adaptive
managemerresponses as needed to prevent further GRSG habitat impacts ord8ibihistered lands.

The BLMwill document adaptive managemeieterminations regardingon-BLM administered lands to
address a threshold that has been activated due to activities that occurred eBlod@dministered lands.

Thresholds- The BLM can consider authorizing proposed new activities during a CFA if the activities will
cause no GRSG mortality or direct loss or degradation of occupied GRSG habitat. After completing the
CFA, the BLM can consider activity authorizatiansl reauthorizations if similar activities were neither
causal factors nor contributing factors of the activated threshold. Prdgeti NEPA will evaluate if
authorizing a proposed new activity could cause a threshold to be sustained or reactivated.

Threshold Modificatior- If supported by local data, a CFA team can review and recommend modifying the
activated threshold level, and corresponding adaptive management responses, fromt@thaaodtor (2)
hardto-soft. Threshold modifications must be supported by data and detailed in a written report that is
approved by the BLM authorized officer in consultation with State GRSG authorities and local CFA team.

Exceptions to Threshold Response3he BLM will coordinate with permittees and project proponents to
reduce potential GRSG impacts from the following exceptions to adaptive management responses for
activated thresholds
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1. Renewal of existing authorized activities that require an authorization if:
a. The activity is scheduled within 60 days of when a threshold is identifiedctinedted, a

b. The permittee or project proponent can demonstrate significant negative economic impacts
(e.g., documented loss of income equivalent to the income potential of the activity), an

c. The renewal can only be considered if it does not result in known negative impacts to GRSG
habitat or populations.

2. Activities essential for human health and safety in a current or likely catastrophic event (e.g., repair
of dams, emergency vehicle access, emergency utility repairs). Note: routine maintenance and
operations of electric utility ROWSs are addressed under BLM regulations at 43 CFR 2801.

3. Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation activities foryitdfire restoration.

4. A livestock grazing permit or lease to extend the current livestock grazing practice may be
renewed until the CFA is completed. If livestock grazing is not determined as a causal factor to an
activated threshold, livestock grazing permit or lease renewal can proceed normally. If livestock
grazing is identified as a causal factoamcactivated threshold, the terms and conditions of the
livestock grazing permit or lease will need to be examined through NEPA and potentially modified
to reduce or eliminate negative habitat impacts

5. Continuing the terms and conditions for livestock grazing when a permit or lease has expired or
was terminated due to a livestock grazing preference transfer in accordance with Section 402(c)(2)
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).

Inconclusive CFAs If a CFA identifies no causal factor for an activated threshold, the BLM may consider
additional projeclievel restrictions on existing or new activity authorizations within the spatial analysis unit
of the activated threshold. The BLMII implement activity restrictions in coordination with permit

holders and State GRSG authorities and in accordance with applicable law and prior existing valid rights.
The BLM will document the biological rationale for restrictions. New authorizationstmisclose that a
threshold has been activated and consider potential cumulative impacts on GRSG habitat and State
managed populations. In addition to activity restrictions, the BLM should implement habitat improvement
projects to promote threshold deactivation. The BLM should monitor habitat conditions associated with
inconclusive CFAs and document new information as a CFA report addendum or in annual adaptive
management reports. CFAs not completed within 12 months will not be considered inconclusive and
should be prioritized for completion.

Adaptive Management Response Remeviter corresponding thresholds are deactivated, the BLM will
remove activity restrictions implemented as adaptive management responses on authorized activities. BLM
will also consider authorizing new proposed activities within associated spatial analysis units after
thresholds are deactivated

Habitat Thresholds due to Wildfire

If wildfire causes habitat threshold activation, the BLM will coordinate with State GRSG authorities and
assess actual wildfire impacts to GRSG habitat within the wildfire perimeter, including the extent of lost
habitat, burn severity, and sagebrush mortality, except as defined in the Exceptions to Threshold Response
above. The BLM will perform postildfire GRSG habitat assessments, which can include an initial rapid
assessment CFA, in addition to a BLM Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation revieighthalso

occur. If the GRSG habitat assessment concludes that wildfire severity permanently precludes habitat
restoration, the BLM may perform additional assessments to determine if the widfideted area should
not be considered GRSG habitat. Regtdfire GRSG habitat assessments and associated determinations
will be documented and reported to the BLM State Director, BLM State Office Gagse Lead, National
BLM GRSG Coordinator, and State GRSG authorities.

2025 GreatelSagegrousdRangewide Planning 7
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The BLM will complete postildfire GRSG habitat assessments before the next growing season following
the fire. Until a postwildfire GRSG habitat assessment is completed, the BLM will authorize no new
activities that could cause more GRSG habitat losdegradation within PHMA/IHMA portions of the
wildfire-affectedspatial analysis unit(s) where the habitat threshold is activated. The threshold will be
deactivated if the assessment concludes that wildfire did not reduce the availability of habitas geevijce
food, cover, water, and connectivity) necessary to support\pilefire GRSG abundance. State GRSG
authorities will determine previldfire GRSG abundance and patrticipate in the assessment of wildfire
effects on GRSG abundance and habitat services-¥ifitire GRSG abundances are not supported, the
BLM may defer authorizing new activities in accordance with applicable law and prior existing valid rights
until the threshold is deactivated and the wildfaffected area again supports puddfire GRSG

abundances. The BLM may consider authorizing new activities prior to threshold deactivation only if the
activity will neither directly nor indirectly impact the wildfiedfected GRSG populations, as determined in
coordination with State GRSG authtes.

Citation:

Coates, P.S., Prochazka, B.G., O’Donnell, M.S., Aldridge, C.L., Edmunds, D.R., Monroe, A.P., Ricca, M.A.,
Wann, G.T., Hanser, S.E., Wiechman, L.A., and Chenaille, M.P., 202wRlergeater saggrouse

hierarchical monitoring framewotkImplications for defining population boundaries, trend estimation, and

a Targeted Annual Warning System [TAWS]: U.S. Geological SurveyBlgdReport 2020£154, 243 p.,
https://doi.org/10.3133/ 0fr20201154.

UPDATED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT LANGUAGE FOR TABLE 1, PHMA ALLOCATIONS AND
MANAGEMENT DIRECTION , FOR W YOMING

Objective : Address unanticipated negative impacts to Greater -&agese (GRSG) from changes in
habitat conditions beforeonsequences become severe or irreversible.

Allocation : N/A

Management Action: States manage wildlife on behalf of their publidaptive management

concerning wildlife on BLMdministered lands should therefore seekai@nwith state plans.

Consistent with State GRSG adaptive management processes, the BLM will implement GRSG adaptive
management after coordinating with stdexel interagency adaptive management teams. FLPMA
requires that to the extent consistent with the laws goming public lands, the BLM is to “[resolve] to

the extent practical, inconsisters between Federal and nétederal Government plans,” and land use
plans “shall be consistent with State and local plans to the maximum extent [the Secretary] finds
consistent with Federal law and the purposes of this Act.” 43 USC § 1712(c)(9). See &ls®43

1610.31. Therefore, the BLM will implement adaptive manageraeabrding to thefollowing

frameworkto inform appropriate responses to the loss of GRSG habitat on Bdiinistered lands.

Where the State has established an adaptive management process as part of the State’s GRSG
management plan, program, policy, regulation, or authority, the BLM will participate in and implement
the most recent State adaptive management protesbe maximum extent permitted by Federal l&aw
Asthe Stateupdategtheir adaptive management process, the BLM will, as appropriate, participate in
developing that process, and any stkgeel interagency adaptive management team. @me&tate

4 Wyoming has an established interagency adaptive management process, outlined in AppeahdiStaté of
Wyoming Executive Order 2018-(WY EO 2019-3. Theadaptive managemeattions provided irAppendix | of
WY EO 2019-3were analyzed in the Final EIS as part of Alternatif@2ater Sagerouse Land Use Plan
Amendments and EJS
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Elimination of PHMA with Limited Exceptions Rangewide in the Proposed RMPA

interagency adaptive management process is in effecBLM willseek toincorporatethe State’s
adaptive management proceasfo its approvedRMP

Elimination of PHMA with Limited
Exceptions Rangewide in the P roposed RMPA

The BLMwill eliminate thedesignatiofPHMA with limited exceptionsas a subset of PHMmangewide.
HMAsthat were designated as PHMA with limited exceptions will now be designated as BrtiMAIl be
subject to the management allocations and direction for PHMMs change will be appliedtime

Proposed RMPAs for Idaho, Montana/Dakotésyada/Californisand Wyomingln the Nevada/California
Proposed RMPA, PHMA with limited exceptions will revert to the HMA model results (primarily PHMA),
which is consistent with the remainder of the planning area and the State of Nevada HMAtadayplid

not identify any PHMA with limited exceptionsthe PoposedRMPA/Final EIS.

During the governoss consistency revievaeveral states found the identification of PHMA with limited
exceptions and the additional protections provided for these areas to be unnecgsstewtially

inconsistent with state and local plans, policies, or programs (including concern that this would mean three
federal management area designations instead of amo)a primary reason th&ates could not support

the Proposed RMP Amendmaentn consideration of the states’ concerns andallow the BLM and the
states to move forward together, the BLMill remove this PHMA with limited exceptions designation and
all associated management direction. The areaoeiltlentified as PHMA and would be subject to the
management allocations and directmutlined inthe Final EIS in TabRB4, PHMA Allocations and
Management Directio8pecific chang@s management direction associated with the elimination of PHMA
with limited exceptions are showbelow inthe highlighted sections of Table 1, Elimination of PHMA with
Limited Exceptigasdstate-specifianaps.

® The identification of areas within PHMA, referred toREIMA with limited exceptionsand associated

management direction weralsonot carried forward in theGreater SageGrouseRangewide Records of Decision

and Approved RMPAs for Colorado and Oregon, as explained in the Records of Decision for the Approved
RMPASJanuary 2025PHMA with limited exceptionglentified in the Proposed Amendmeaoobnstituted less than

1% of overall PHMA in the Colorado and Oregon planning areas. These changes were not significant and further
public comment was not necessary.

2025 GreatelSagegrousdRangewide Planning 9
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Elimination of PHMA with Limited Exceptions Rangewide in the Proposed RMPA

Table 1. Elimination of PHMA with Limited Exceptions

Changes to Proposed RMP Amendment for PHMA  with limited exceptions °©

Management Category

Allocation and Management Direction

State -Specific
Differences

Utility Scale Solar

Allocation: Exclusionwith exceptionsfor utility scale solar testing ardevelopmentRefer to
Table 24 of the Final EIS fogxceptioncriteria.

Utility Scale Wind

Allocation: Exclusionwith exceptionsfor utility scale wind energiesting anddevelopment
(includingmet towers) Refer toTable 24 of the Final EIS for exception criteria.

Fluid Minerals

Allocation: Open to leasingubject to no surface occupan@)SO) (unless otherwise closed).

Refer to the statespecific

(including Refer to Table 24 of the Final Elfr NSO exceptions differences in Table-2 of
Geothermal) the Final EIS.
Saleable Allocation: Closed,but Open for new free use permits and Open for the expansion of existing Refer to the statespecific
Minerals /Material pits. differences in Table-2 of
Management the Final EIS.

Nonenergy Leasable
Minerals

Allocation: Closed to new leasebut allow expansion oéxisting operations.

Refer to the statespecific
differences in Table-2 of
the Final EIS.

Major Rights of Way

Allocation : Avoidance for newmajor ROWSs(linear features such as overhead transmission li
distribution pipelines, and large ndinear surface disturbingrojects. Refer to glossary).
Management Direction : If duringconsideration of a proposed RO\Vaction (projectlevel
authorization) the determination of whether it is @ major or minor ROM/questionedwith
supporting rationale, the Authorized Officer (AO), @onsultation with the BLM State Office
lead(s), will make the final determination.

Authorizations may be granted if one of the criteria below and the additional condiicnmet.

Major Rights of Way Avoidance Criteria:
1) RMP designated corridors within PHNMa#e open to consideration of a new major ROW

in the category of ROW fowhich the corridor was designated ib-docation of the
proposed authorization within the existing ROW disturbance results in minimphcts
similar to those already associated with the existing major infrastructure, including

eRefer to the statespecific
differences in Table-2 of
the Final EIS.

indirect disturbance to or disruption of adjacent seasonal habitat

® Management directiofor PHMA can be found in Table£ef the Final EI€sreater Saggrouse Land Use Plan Amendments ang. Management direction
for PHMA with limited exception the 2024 Proposed RMPA can be found in Tabfedt-the Final EIS.
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Elimination of PHMA with Limited Exceptions Rangewide in the Proposed RMPA

Changes to Proposed RMP Amendment for PHMA  with limited exceptions °©

Management Category

Allocation and Management Direction

State -Specific
Differences

Major Rights of Way
(continued

2)

3)

If one omultipleof theavoidance criteria can be met, the RD¥Y also meet the following conditig
orderto be permitted iIRHMA:

a)

b)

c)

If requiring compensatory mitigatidsoth inside and outside of RMiesignated corridors
disincentivizes location in the designated corridorasrother route that has lesser impacts to
GRSG, the Authorize@®fficer may consider adjusting the compensatory mitigation requiremerj
doing so reduces impacts 8RSGcompared to an alignment that otherwise requires

The ROW can be routed through, or located within, nérabitat/unsuitable &
determined bya qualified biologist and confirmed by the BLM using criteria sudheas t
Habitat Assessment Framework and coordinated with State wildlife agearuiestter
appropriate sate authority) and lacks the ecological potential to become suitable hab
ROWs shall not disrupt connectivity between habitat areas and shouldeseggneda
prevent indirect disturbance to or disruption of adjacent seasonal habitatlifel®sedn
the environmental analysis)

a. Applicants must clearly demonstrate to the Authorized Officer (AO) and State-Sa
grouse lead that no viable alternatives exist for placement of facilities outside th
awidance area prior to analyzing placement within an avoidance area. Consider.
caninclude wildfire risk, human health and safety, and national security. Tké RO
must be the minimum necessary to achieve the ROW'’s purpose and wotld no
otherwise be viable in aarea that is “open” to ROWs

The proposed location on public lands would be undertaken as an alternatavsituila

action occurring on a nearbgon-ublic lands parcel (for example, due to landowngrsh

paterns), and development on the public parcel in question would eliminate impacts
more important and/or limited GRSG habitat (e.g., vme¢adows, brooerearing habitat

etc.) on the nonpublic nearby parcelThe ROW must be the minimum necessary t

achieve the ROW'’s purpose and would not otherwise be viable in an area that is1"op¢

to ROWs.

Micro-sitingwhile developinghe major ROWis required to limit impactsnd maintan
connectivitycorridors between seasonal habitats. Thisludes usingppographyandnon-
habitataseffectivebarrier to adverseémpactsand celocation with existing, similarly size
infrastructure

W here the development of the majdROW is outside adesignated corridor, apypl
minimization measures (e.g., disturbance cap, seasonal constraints, tall structur
limitations, RDFs, nest and perch deterrents)

Residual direct and indirect impacts would be mitigated through compensatory mitigdti

to achieve the mitigation standard

(see aboye

tat

ge

ation

[®]

nsin
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Elimination of PHMA with Limited Exceptions Rangewide in the Proposed RMPA

Changes to Proposed RMP Amendment for PHMA  with limited exceptions °©

Management Category

Allocation and Management Direction

State -Specific
Differences

Major Rights of Way
(continued

compensatory mitigation (e.g., development in an Rié&ignated corridor that hasxisting (see aboye

transmission linealready present). When considering adjustments to the BLM’s no net loss
compensatory mitigation requirement for a major ROfgkee GRSG mitigation action), the

Authorized Officer shaltoordinate with the applicable State agencies to ensure compliance with
compensatory mitigation required by State policies or regulations that go beyond BLM’s
compensatory mitigation requirement.
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Removal of PHMA with Limited Exceptions on BLM
Nevada and Northeastern California Managed Lands

Oregon

California

.Las Vegas
D
.,AT'lzona

Legend A e Miles
SN % [ nvea Planning Area HMA Category The decision area applies o areas within GRSG habitat management areas where

I PHMA BLM administers the lands. including areas where BLM administers subsurface
{7 state Boundary minerals, may alsa include areas near to, but outside the habitat management areas
== GHMA to address potential indirect impacts to habitat within the habitat management areas
. (identified in specfic management alternatives). No warranty is made by the Bureau
L3 PHMA with Limited Exceptions [ oHMA of Land Management (BLM). The accuracy, reliability, or completeness of these data
far individual use ar aggregate use with other data is not guaranteed.
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S
Removal of PHMA with Limited Exceptions
on BLM Idaho Managed Lands
J MONTANA
_____ g o =
OREGON
WYOMING
N
i )2
- WA
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_________ = l' 3
1
¥ — —
NEVADA : UTAH !o 10 20 0
I This map is provided for illustrative Legend
PUrROSRS. D it oty EZ2] Priority HMA with Limited Exceptions
Habitat Management Areas (HMA)
County Boundary - o

No warranty is made by the Bureau of Friorty:HiA
Land Management (BLM). The accuracy, =1 state Bounda
reliability, or completeness of these data I ™ Important HMA
for individual use or aggregate use with
other data is not guaranteed. General HMA
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Removal of PHMA with Limited Exceptions
on BLM Montana/Dakotas Managed Lands
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Legend
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e, = [ZZ] PHMA with Limited Exceptions B LMHMA w “
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