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THE STATUS OF THE BUREAU OF LAND MAN-
AGEMENT AND FOREST SERVICE’S EFFORTS
TO IMPLEMENT AMENDMENTS TO LAND
USE PLANS AND SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT
PLANS REGARDING SAGE GROUSE CON-
SERVATION, AND THOSE AGENCIES’ CO-
ORDINATION ACTIVITIES WITH AFFECTED
STATES

TUESDAY, JUNE 28, 2016

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, FORESTS, AND MINING,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:36 p.m. in Room
SD-366, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John Barrasso,
Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BARRASSO,
U.S. SENATOR FROM WYOMING

Senator BARRASSO. The Subcommittee will come to order. Thank
you all for being here to testify. We appreciate you being here.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to conduct oversight on the sta-
tus of implementation of the Federal Sage Grouse Conservation
and Management Plans under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) and the Forest Service. This hearing is
not designed to focus solely on the quality, timing or scope of the
Administration’s top/down approach to conservation plans, but to-
day’s oversight of the plan implementation does require recognition
that the overlay of federal plans last September effectively pushed
aside years of successful work by state and by private conservation
in terms of their efforts.

As part of their joint announcement last September, the Fish and
Wildlife Service, the BLM and the Forest Service used the creation
of federal management plans as justification for the decision not to
list the Greater Sage Grouse as endangered under the Endangered
Species Act. This was despite the fact that the federal sage grouse
plans had not yet been tested on the ground, let alone, finalized.

Today marks 280 days since that joint announcement. Since that
time, no instructional memoranda has been finalized. No final field
guides have been made public, and agency staff on the ground are
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no closer to implementing the federal plans than they were last
September.

In March, when instructional memoranda drafts were leaked fol-
lowing a meeting with the Western Governors’ staffs, there was
widespread concern that the documents would include inconsistent
or unreasonable habitat targets that would not reflect on-the-
ground range realities. These criticisms have plagued the federal
plans from the beginning, in large part, because the federal plans,
in many cases, failed to use successful state efforts as a road map
for the federal plans.

Now, nine months after the Administration announced their sage
grouse plans, implementation of the federal plans has not yet
begun. Undoubtedly, the Administration witnesses will say that
agencies are making progress by beginning habitat inventories to
prepare for implementation.

In some states, like Wyoming, agency personnel have begun
training to begin these habitat assessments this summer, but BLM
and Forest Service personnel will be assessing sage grouse habitat
conditions without instructional memoranda to inform them.

To me it seems that these inventories are simply a way to dem-
onstrate false progress in implementation. I expect that some of the
witnesses today will say the federal plans themselves contain
flaws. This is something we have heard time and time again since
the plans were finalized last fall. I also expect to hear that in some
states the Administration failed to meet their own planning re-
quirements like the use of best available science, and I expect to
hear concerns about the landscape scale approach that the federal
agencies took when developing their plans. I share all of these
same concerns.

In this Subcommittee last week, we heard all of these things
about the BLM’s overhaul of their planning rule, called Planning
2.0. It seems that whether we are talking about the BLM’s plan-
ning process or sage grouse conservation across these 11 Western
states, there is significant opposition on the ground to federal ac-
tion that advocates broad, sweeping policy direction mandated by
Washington. These one-size-fits-all policies cripple public access to
public lands and disenfranchise those who have a vested interest
in healthy resources.

Future instructional memoranda will undoubtedly mention graz-
ing, mineral extraction, oil and natural gas production and other
public land uses. A CRS report from last Tuesday indicated that oil
and natural gas production on federal lands is down 27 percent
from 2010. I am concerned the BLM and the Forest Service plans
will further reduce natural gas production on federal lands in Wyo-
ming and other Western states.

In Wyoming and many of my colleagues’ home states, their
ranchers, their energy and mineral producers and their construc-
tion workers depend on production based on federal lands. In turn,
the greater sage grouse depends on the people who depend on the
land. For months, folks across the West have been using the
phrase, “What’s good for the bird, is good for the herd.” The mes-
sage is simple but clear.

Maintaining healthy habitat is good for wildlife, for
recreationalists, for livestock and other land users, as well as sage
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grouse. The use of best science that reflects true habitat needs is
critical to ensure the plans can be implemented at a scale which
benefits the bird and the ecosystem.

At this point I think it is clear that I have significant concerns
about the lengthy delays in the instructional memoranda and the
way agencies have addressed public outreach since last September.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today about their
discussions during the last several months and the expected steps
forward.

Senator Wyden.

STATEMENT OF HON. RON WYDEN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM OREGON

Senator WYDEN. Chairman Barrasso, thank you, and I want to
say to you and to all our guests, the Finance Committee and the
Intelligence Committee are two other Committees where I also
have to be within the next 15 minutes. So I am going to be back
and forth some, and I don’t want any of you to walk away with a
sense that somehow this is not of enormous importance because it
is.

Oregonians, like those from Wyoming, are no strangers to the
profound local changes that can come from listing an animal under
the Endangered Species Act. So it should be no surprise that the
possibility the greater sage grouse would be listed as a threatened
or endangered species is important in Oregon and the fact is, it’s
important to lots of people across the West.

I recently had town hall meetings, for example, in Eastern Or-
egon. That is sage grouse country. There is a lot of work being done
to implement sage grouse restoration plans. People asked me about
it at the town meetings. Because of all this work, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service decided against listing the greater sage grouse. In
my view, the decision not to list was a victory for all Westerners.

The Bureau of Land Management, the Forest Service’s updated
land use plans build off the local collaboration that I heard dis-
cussed just a few days ago in Eastern Oregon, were, in my view,
critical factors in the decision to not list the bird.

Put simply, local folks got together to protect habitat to avoid a
sage grouse listing. While no land use plan is perfect, I told every-
body at those town meetings in Eastern Oregon that I'm certainly
open to ideas and suggestions to plans to provide a road map for
conservation, a way forward for ranchers and some real certainty
for rural communities that rely on multiple uses of public lands.

In my view what the decision not to list the sage grouse was all
about was, sort of, a referendum on the proposition that working
together, collaborating, actually pays off. Coming up with locally-
based solutions that serve the interests of everybody involved is
government the way, people tell me at town hall meetings, it’s the
way government is supposed to work.

That is why, I believe, it’s very troubling to see that some of our
colleagues in the other body, in the House, somehow think it makes
sense to seize defeat from the jaws of victory. This year, the House
of Representatives in their defense authorization bill contains a
sage grouse poison pill that would snuff out the years of collabora-
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tion that went into avoiding an endangered species listing in the
first place.

In addition to handing control of public lands over to the states,
weakening the protections for the sage grouse, the decision pre-
vents the Fish and Wildlife Service from revisiting its listing deci-
sion for at least ten years which are only going to increase the odds
of an endangered species listing in the long term. This, in my view,
is a frustrating and exasperating example of Congress making im-
portant endangered species decisions based on politics rather than
science and collaboration.

The Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service have
worked together and with local stakeholders to create plans that
are critical for ensuring continued multiple use of public lands
throughout the West. That is almost an obligatory statement I
make at a town hall meeting in rural Oregon is we ought to be
building on the notion of multiple use of public lands in our part
of the country, and that’s what’s being done here.

The collective efforts of local stakeholders protect sage grouse
and habitat and ecosystems that are all so key to benefitting local,
usually agricultural, economies and continuing multiple range land
uses that almost always involve grazing and recreation.

So I thank the panel for their input. I look forward to working
with my colleagues on this in a bipartisan manner. This Com-
mittee, colleagues, particularly for some of our newer members, has
such a long, long history of working in a bipartisan way. This is
where we wrote the Secure Rural Schools bill, for example. So we
have a long history of working together in a bipartisan way to en-
i%urg the continued health and prosperity of our nation’s public
ands.

I especially want to thank Ms. Macdonald, with The Nature Con-
servancy, for making the trek. I apologize for the bad manners of
coming in and out, but you’ve been on the ground, as I understand
it, working on sage grouse issues in Harney County.

A lot of people in this room have probably heard of Harney Coun-
ty now as a result of the last few months. You are doing work to
bring people together in Harney County to collaborate, to show that
it’s possible to find common ground, and I am going to do every-
thing I possibly can to make sure that your hard work doesn’t go
by the boards.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Senator Wyden.

A number of members are equally pressed with time and mul-
tiple commitments, so I am going to give each member a chance to
do any introductions of the guests who are here to testify or make
a brief opening statement.

Senator Risch.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. RISCH,
U.S. SENATOR FROM IDAHO

Senator RiscH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do want to make a
brief opening statement. I have other commitments like Senator
Wyden, but I am going to be here for the afternoon. I am com-
mitted to this. The Intelligence Committee is important, but this
is really important to Idaho.
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First of all, let me say, when we get down to the question, Mr.
Chairman, I am going to talk about where we are right now. But
I want to talk a little bit about where we have been on this issue
because I think it is important, as we go forward, to talk about
what I think has been an abysmal handling of this issue by the
Federal Government.

This has its beginnings with the prior Secretary of Interior, Sec-
retary Salazar. He wisely, wisely, suggested that the states should
get together and create a committee and do the best they can to
come up with a plan to save the sage grouse.

Virtually everyone is in agreement that this magnificent bird
should be protected to the degree that it is has a sustainable fu-
ture. In doing that, to make a long story short, I am going to use
Idaho because our experience probably mirrors the experience in
some other states. The Governor, who by the way is the second best
governor our state has ever had

[Laughter.]

Senator RISCH [continuing]. Wisely put together a collaborative
committee to work on this particular issue and write a sage grouse
plan. The method he used, I think, was outstanding because it is
the method I used when we wrote the successful roadless rule
when I was governor.

What it did is it brought everybody together at the table, every-
one who would come, and indeed there were some who refused to
come. But those who would come in a give and take process worked
on the problem and came up with a plan.

Included in this group the Governor asked and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service agreed to have a person who had a seat at the
table. They worked long and hard, contributing thousands and
thousands of hours to producing a plan which everyone—and used,
by the way, some of the best minds on sage grouse biology in Amer-
ica. We have some of those people actually in Idaho, because we
have the bird there. They wrote a really good plan, we believed. We
were well on our way, I thought, to success when all of a sudden
the BLM said, well wait a minute, not so fast.

Now I was, still am, relatively new to this Federal business. But
what I couldn’t understand was why would the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, who had signed off on this plan, be trumped by the Bu-
reau of Land Management? Mr. Lyons, you and I are going to have
a little chat about that as we get into the questions.

Sally Jewell got appointed to be Secretary of Interior, and I re-
member the day I met her. She came to my office seeking confirma-
tion and she says, “Well I'm Sally Jewell”. I said, “How do you do?”
Then I asked, “Do you know what a sage grouse is?” That was my
first sentence. Her answer was “Well, no, I really don’t.” I said,
“Well, you are going to before very long,” and we gave her a sage
grouse 101 session.

My biggest complaint was the fact, as we were right in the mid-
dle of the fact, that the BLM was trumping the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service designation or affirmation that the Idaho plan was a
good plan and should be accepted.

I said, “You know, Sally, when you were head of REI, if your
marketing department and your economy department were butting
heads over an issue, you, as the CEO would step in and resolve
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that.” I said, “You need to do this here. If BLM can trump U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, why do we have a U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service? We may as well just have one department.”

She liked that logic, and I really thought that we were on the
way to resolving it. I felt at the beginning things were going well,
but now we have regressed backwards again and then some other
things really started to happen.

Part of my undergraduate degree was in land management, for-
est management, to be specific. But I did a fair amount in wildlife
and in range management. I have never heard of a focal area, and
that was a long time ago that I went to school on those things. So
I asked around, what’s a focal area? Nobody had ever heard of a
focal area.

But that thing was air dropped out of somewhere in one of these
buildings, one of these great big buildings down here. I do not
k}ll’IOW why it was constructed, but it obviously blew up a lot of
things.

In any event, I am frankly disgusted with the way the Federal
Government has gone about this. I am disgusted with where we
are right now, and I am very disenchanted with the Department
of the Interior’s efforts which, I think, have frustrated the states’
efforts which have made really good faith, solid efforts to try to do
what needs to be done for these birds.

In addition to that, the thing that has always bothered me and
I have gone over it, is look, certainly there is science involved here,
but it is not nuclear physics. We keep focusing on grazing, mining,
transmission lines and everything else, when everyone knows that
the problem is fire.

If you have fire and it destroys the expanses of bold, mature sage
grouse that we have, the sage grouse is going to have a problem.
Yet everything we argue about is around fire and really is not fo-
cusing on what can we do to prevent fires in these very, very crit-
ical areas.

I am hoping as we have this hearing that we will again refocus
on what is the real problem for the sage grouse. With that, I have
talked long enough.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I am going to intro-
duce our witness when we go to it.

Senator BARRASSO. Would any other Senators like to make an
opening statement or introduction?

Senator Lee.

STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE LEE, U.S. SENATOR FROM UTAH

Senator LEE. I would just like to chime in and express how proud
I am of my state. My state has been a real leader in finding ways
to balance the need to protect the sage grouse and at the same
time allow for economic activity.

I am proud to have the chance to introduce someone who has
been at the center of that, Kathleen Clarke, who serves as the Di-
rector of Utah’s Public Lands Coordinating Office which is part of
the Governor’s Office.

Having worked in the Governor’s Office during Governor Her-
bert’s predecessor’s time in office, Governor Huntsman, I am famil-
iar with the important role that is played by that office, and I am
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very proud to have Kathleen Clarke representing our state. She is
someone who understands the competing needs and the need to or-
chestrate and harmonize the competing needs we have relative to
our federal public lands.

Prior to her time in her current job she served as the Director
of the Bureau of Land Management from 2001 until 2006, so I
think Kathleen Clarke’s unique experience as both a state official
and a federal official uniquely qualifies her to be a witness in front
of our Committee, and I am proud to introduce her today as a wit-
ness.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Senator Lee.

If there are no other opening statements, it is now time to hear
from our witnesses and we will start with Mr. Jim Lyons, who is
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Lands and Minerals of the Bu-
reau of Land Management.

Welcome, Mr. Lyons, we appreciate you being here.

STATEMENT OF JIM LYONS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
LAND AND MINERALS MANAGEMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR

Mr. Lyons. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members
of the Subcommittee. I appreciate the opportunity to talk with you
today about our efforts in the Bureau of Land Management to de-
velop our sage grouse land use plans.

On September 22nd, 2015, Secretary Jewell announced the Fish
and Wildlife Service had determined that in fact the greater sage
grouse didn’t warrant protection under the Endangered Species
Act. That outcome was the result of an unprecedented effort to con-
serve the species and its habitat across its remaining range by fed-
eral agencies, state agencies and other partners. Secretary Jewell
referred to the effort that we undertook as epic collaboration to re-
flect the working relationship among all parties.

Three elements of the strategy were key: strong federal plans,
strong state and private land conservation, and, a new and inte-
grated rangeland fire strategy to address the issues raised by Sen-
ator Risch.

BLM manages about 50 percent of the remaining greater sage
grouse habitat, the Forest Service about eight percent and the re-
mainder is in state and private management. So planning efforts
on public lands are an essential element in developing the con-
servation that was necessary to achieve that “not warranted” deter-
mination.

I want to point out, however, that in 2008 Wyoming actually led
the way in developing sage grouse conservation efforts through the
development of the Sage Grouse Executive Order by Governor
Freudenthal at the time which has been carried forward by Gov-
ernor Mead. They continue to, I think, provide leadership in the de-
velopment of a strategy that’s based on the identification and pro-
tection of what they call core areas.

It was in late 2011 that Governor Mead, Governor Hickenlooper
and Secretary Salazar convened a meeting of colleagues in the
Western states and federal agencies and put together what’s known
as the Sage Grouse Task Force, and that’s really been the con-
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vening body that’s coordinated much of the work that has gone
forth over the past five years.

The BLM strategy was built on a foundation of sound science, de-
veloped by the states, federal agencies and academicians. I think
most critical was the development of what’s known as the Con-
servation of Objectives Team (COT) Report which was called for by
the Sage Grouse Task Force, put together by the Fish and Wildlife
Service, and really provided a solid science-based and peer-re-
viewed foundation for sage grouse plans.

The direction given to the sage grouse, excuse me, to the COT
was to address the “unmet need for an action plan to ensure a via-
ble sage grouse population in the West and preclude the listing of
the species.” The COT was composed of ten sage grouse experts
from the states, including a former colleague of Kathleen and mine,
John Harger, from Utah and five individuals from the Fish and
Wildlife Service. The COT delivered their report in February 2013
and really, that report provided the blueprint for conservation
strategy that was used to build the BLM and Forest Service plans.

Working from lands that were identified by the states through
this COT effort, originally identified as PACs, or Priority Areas for
Conservation, the plans were developed to address identified
threats to the greater sage grouse, to avoid and minimize further
degradation of priority habitat in those PACs and to restore de-
graded habitat areas.

The goal was to work with the states to provide the regulatory
certainty the Fish and Wildlife Service needed to achieve the “not
warranted” decision that they made. In this regard, the plans were
built upon the approaches developed by the states and actually re-
flect their geography, the nature of the risks that affected each of
the states and the economic issues of concern to the states.

As a result, the plans are not one-size-fits-all as they have been
characterized but actually very different in their construction and
their approach. We have the core area strategy in Wyoming. We
have three different types of habitat designations in Idaho, not un-
like the three types of roadless areas that were identified through
the plan that you led, Senator Risch. We have the all lands all
threats approach that was developed in Oregon. And Nevada devel-
oped its credit system from mitigating the impacts associated with
greater sage grouse. So, each strategy was somewhat different but
incorporated the basic objective of avoiding and minimizing impacts
in priority habitat areas and protecting and restoring habitat
where possible.

This was the foundation for developing the plans, but I want to
emphasize the unprecedented collaboration that continues into im-
plementation. Recently the Sage Grouse Task Force renewed its
charter to continue its collaborative efforts. Through the Sage
Grouse Task Force, the states are providing input on policy guid-
ance to implement the BLM and Forest Service plans. We’ve gone
through an extensive process of review and discussion, some de-
bate, but I acknowledge that has delayed the release of some of the
guidance, but I think it’s improved the product and will certainly
improve its implementation.

During this past April, stakeholder meetings in each of the sage
grouse states were convened to discuss the plans, current thinking
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about policy directions, listened to feedback and recommendations
from all interested parties to help us move forward and to encour-
age further engagement in implementing the plans. We continue to
work with the states to develop principles to guide mitigation
which will be managed by each state in ways that offset habitat
impacts and seek to optimize greater sage grouse benefits.

State and federal agencies are working to identify targeted op-
portunities to protect sage grouse landscapes and restore those
areas that have been impacted by fire through something called the
Conservation/Restoration Strategy. A new MOU has been signed
between the BLM, the Forest Service and NRCS which will be im-
plemented through the Intermountain Joint Venture that will fur-
ther the collaboration between ranchers, private landowners, per-
mittees and other stakeholders on the ground and the integrated
rangeland fire strategy, which I want to acknowledge was really
the brainchild of Governor Otter, who, as Senator Risch pointed
out, highlighted the importance of fire as a threat to the sage
grouse in the Great Basin. His comments at a WGA meeting
caught the Secretary’s attention and that led to the creation of a
Secretarial Order and the rapid development of an integrated
rangeland fire strategy plan which we are implementing with the
states. And I want to thank the Committee and the members in
general for their support of the resources we need to implement
that plan. It’s been very effective.

Through this collaborative approach to implementation, the plans
will not only benefit the greater sage grouse, but we believe, will
help to preserve the West’s heritage of ranching and outdoor recre-
ation, protect hundreds of wildlife species, including elk and
pronghorn and mule deer, who also rely on sage grouse. We hope
to avoid the need to list other species of concern in the sage brush
ecosystem, which is widely acknowledged as the most endangered
ecosystem in North America, and balance conservation objectives
and development goals. The plan seeks to conserve the most impor-
tant sage grouse habitat while still providing access to key re-
sources. One example, the vast majority of areas with high poten-
tial for oil and gas and renewable energy development, are outside
of priority sage grouse habitat areas. Most importantly, the plans
recognize that a healthy economy and a healthy ecosystem are in-
extricably linked.

So I wanted to close by emphasizing that strong federal plans are
one critical component but so too is the continued collaboration and
coordination with the states, in particular, working to achieve out-
comes on state and private lands. Effective conservation measures
have been framed. Now it’s our job to implement them in a similar,
collaborative and coordinated fashion.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to appear today, and I
look forward to the comments of my colleagues and the discussion
to follow.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lyons follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to discuss the
Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) role in the development and implementation of the
conservation strategy for the Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG). This landscape-scale, science-
based, collaborative conservation strategy is the largest land conservation effort in U.S. history,
and it will help us to conserve the species while facilitating responsible economic development
on public lands.

Background

The BLM manages 1 out of every 10 acres of land across the United States (about 245 million
acres), most of which is located in the 12 Westem States, including Alaska. The Bureau also
manages about 30 percent (700 million acres) of the nation’s subsurface mineral estate.

In accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), the BLM sustains
the health, diversity, and productivity of America’s public lands for the benefit of present and
future generations through its multiple use and sustained yield mandates. This means the BLM
manages public lands for a broad range of uses, including energy development, livestock
grazing, timber production, watershed protection, hunting and fishing, recreation, wildlife, and
natural, scenic, cultural, and historic values. In so doing, public lands support the production of
goods and services that create jobs and promote economic development in communities across
all 50 states. Under FLPMA, the BLM is required to coordinate the development of its land use
plans with state, local, and tribal governments, with public involvement, to guide the use and
enjoyment of the diverse public lands and resources it is entrusted to manage.

The Greater Sage-Grouse is an iconic bird associated with the sagebrush landscapes of the West
and its health is considered an indicator of the health of the landscape. Once seen in great
numbers across these landscapes, the Greater Sage-Grouse currently occupies 56 percent of its
original range because of habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation. Of the remaining habitat,
approximately 50 percent is on lands managed by the BLM, 8 percent is on lands administered
by the U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service), and the rest is on other lands.
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In 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS or Service) determined that due to habitat loss
and the absence of legal protections to address additional habitat destruction the Greater Sage-
Grouse warranted protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), but its listing was
precluded by other, higher priority species at the time. As a result of subsequent litigation, the
FWS committed to determine whether the species was warranted for listing under the ESA by
September 30, 2015.

For more than ten years, a diverse coalition of federal agencies — including the BLM, the FWS,
the Forest Service, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) — and the Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA), states, private landowners, and other
stakeholders have worked tirelessly to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse and prevent its demise.
The purpose of these efforts was to work across the remaining range of the Greater Sage-
Grouse, in collaboration with federal, state, and local partners and stakeholders, that would
provide the legal mechanisms the Service had found to be absent and to avoid the need to list the
species as threatened or endangered under the ESA. Building on these efforts, ,in September
2015, the BLM and Forest Service issued decisions that amended or revised 98 {and use plans to
conserve, enhance, and restore Greater Sage-Grouse habitat When, on September 22, 2015, the
FWS determined that the Greater Sage-Grouse did not need protection under the ESA —a
decision that was announced in Denver, Colorado by Secretary of the Interior Sally Jewell and
Governors Mead of Wyoming, Hickenlooper of Colorado, Sandoval of Nevada, and Bullock of
Montana, that objective was achieved.

Federal Planning Efforts

Across ten western states, the Greater Sage-Grouse conservation plans contain land and resource
management direction on approximately 67 million acres of the Greater Sage-Grouse’s
remaining habitat on BLM-administered lands.

The process leading up to the issuance of the BLM’s and Forest Service’s land use planning
decisions was years in the making. It involved early analysis and policy guidance developed by
the BLM and WAFWA, which includes the directors of each western state fish and game
agency; the establishment of the Sage-Grouse Task Force, chaired by Governors Mead and
Hickenlooper and the Director of the BLM; subsequent analysis, technical support, and guidance
by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the FWS,; and the direct engagement of individual
states and stakeholders in developing the plans.

Early BLM & WAFWA Analysis & Policy Guidance

For more than a decade, the BLM and WAFW A have been concerned with the continued
viability of the Greater Sage-Grouse. In November, 2004, the BLM released its National Sage-
Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, which encouraged GRSG habitat conservation through
consultation, cooperation, and communication with WAFWA, FWS, the Forest Service, the
USGS, the state wildlife agencies, local GRSG working groups, and various other public and
private partners.
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In 2006, WAFWA completed a Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy,
developed with the BLM, Forest Service, and other contributors to maintain and enhance
populations and the distribution of Greater Sage-Grouse by protecting and improving sagebrush
habitats and ecosysters that sustain those populations. The strategy outlined the critical need to
develop associations among local, State, provincial, tribal, and Federal agencies, and local
stakeholders. Over the next several years, the BLM and partner agencies and organizations
concerned for declining populations and reduced distribution of GRSG designed and
implemented cooperative actions to support robust populations of Greater Sage-Grouse and the
landscapes and habitats they depend on.

In 2008, the BLM created two national teams to investigate possible BLM management options
for GRSG conservation and to summarize the BLM’s ongoing conservation efforts. One product
of this investigation was one of the first range-wide maps of important Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat, referred to as “key habitat.” An additional outcome of this team’s work was a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) among WAFWA, BLM, FWS, USGS, the Forest Service
and NRCS to provide for cooperation among the participating state and federal land managers
and wildlife management and science agencies to conserve and manage Greater Sage-Grouse
sagebrush habitats and other sagebrush-dependent wildlife throughout the western United States

In 2010, the BLM convened a conference with state wildlife agencies and, through an agreement
with the FWS, mapped known active leks across the West, which served as a starting point for
all states to identify priority habitat for the species.

In July, 2011 the BLM announced its intent to develop a National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning
Strategy at a meeting of the Executive Oversight Committee (EOC) of WAFWA in Big Sky,
Montana. Ten of the eleven state wildlife directors and five of the six federal agencies involved
in sage-grouse planning and conservation were in attendance and committed to assist in
developing the strategy.

In August 2011, the BLM signed a charter outlining the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning
Strategy, which contemplated that the BLM would evaluate its land use plans (also called
Resource Management Plans or RMPs) and revise or amend them, as necessary, to incorporate
regulatory mechanisms to conserve and restore the Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat on a
range-wide basis. That fall, the BLM convened a National Technical Team (NTT) to develop
policy recommendations and conservation measures to be considered for conserving the bird and
its habitat. The governors in Greater Sage-Grouse states designated representatives to work with
the BLM as it identified proposed conservation measures and considered how to implement
those measures through the BLM land use planning process. And, in October 2011, the Greater
Sage-Grouse EOC of WAFWA sent a letter to the Forest Service Chief asking the agency to
revise or amend its Forest Plans and to issue interim guidance adopting “appropriate elements of
the BLM’s NTT guidance.”

In November, 2011, the Acting BLM Director sent a letter to the governors of GRSG states
transmitting a copy of the BLM’s draft interim management guidance for Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation and requesting comments. Several states responded and their comments were
incorporated into the finalized interim management guidance in December 2011 (IM 2012-043,
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Greater Sage-Grouse Interim Management Policies and Procedures). In December 2011, the
BLM also transmitted the final NTT Report and provided internal guidance about how to begin
the process of amending and revising BLM RMPs to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse and its
Habitat (IM 2012-044, BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy).

The Sage-Grouse Task Force

The Sage-Grouse Task Force (Task Force) was established in late 2011 following a meeting
convened by former Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar and Governors Mead of Wyoming and
Hickenlooper of Colorado. Following discussions with the governors of all eleven states within
the remaining range of the Greater Sage-Grouse and the four relevant federal land and resource
management agencies, the Task Force issued a brief report which emphasized the “unmet need
for an action plan ... to ensure a viable sage grouse population in the West and preclude the
listing of the species.” In response, the Task Force called on the FWS to establish a
Conservation Objectives Team (COT) consisting of state and federal experts that would make
recommendations to the FWS Director “following an independent peer review to ensure their
scientific validity.”

With the backing of the Task Force, the Director of FWS directed staff to develop range-wide
conservation objectives for the Greater Sage-Grouse to determine the extent to which threats to
the Greater Sage-Grouse needed to be reduced or ameliorated so that it is no longer in danger of
extinction or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future. Recognizing the
expertise in the state wildlife agencies, the COT was composed of eight individuals from state
fish and wildlife agencies and four FWS representatives. In February 2014, the FWS released a
report identifying range-wide conservation objectives that the BLM ultimately reviewed and
considered when making its final plan decisions.

The COT Report emphasized an “avoidance first strategy” — specifically the need to avoid or
minimize additional disturbance in GRSG habitat. The report stated, “[m}aintenance of the
integrity of PACs.. .is the essential foundation for sage-grouse conservation”. (The PACs, or
Priority Areas for Conservation, were the precursor to Priority Habitat Management Areas
(PHMAG) in the final land and resource management plans. To achieve this, the COT Report
recommended “targeted habitat management and restoration” to be achieved by “eliminating
activities known to negatively impact sage grouse and their habitats, or re-designing these
activities to achieve the same goal.” The land management plans were developed to address
specific identified threats to the species in order to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse, such that
the need to list it under the ESA might be avoided.

Completing the BLM Greater Sage-Grouse plan decisions

The planning associated with the National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy was
coordinated under two administrative planning regions: the Rocky Mountain Region and the
Great Basin Region. The Rocky Mountain Region is composed of BLM planning areas in
Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado, and portions of Utah. The Great
Basin Region is composed of BLM planning areas in Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. The
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BLM identified these regions based on the different threats that the FWS identified in its 2010
listing decision, along with the WAFW A Management Zones framework included in the 2006
WAFW A sage-grouse conservation strategy. In both regions, the decision area for Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat management was BLM-administered lands, including the subsurface mineral
estate of split-estate lands.

At quarterly meetings of the Task Force, the states and each of the federal land and resource
management agencies reported on their progress in developing their Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation plans as well as on efforts to continue to implement conservation measures on the
ground as overall planning proceeded. This continuing dialogue provided a means to keep Task
Force representatives from the states and federal agencies aware of progress in developing the
plans, on measures adopted to address specific threats identified in the COT report, and the
process for completing the plans. While there was debate over specific measures and
management actions, the overall dialogue was collegial and constructive and intended to avoid
surprises among partners as the plans took shape and moved toward completion.

In October, 2014, the FWS provided a memorandum to the BLLM to provide additional guidance
on the identification of measures to provide “strong, durable, and meaningful protection of
federally-administered lands [to] provide additional certainty and help obtain confidence for
long-term sage grouse persistence.” The memo included maps highlighting areas where the FWS
stated it was most important that the BLM and Forest Service “institutionalize the highest degree
of protection to help promote persistence of the species.” The BLM considered the Service’s
identification of these “strongholds” in the development of the Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAs) in
the final BLM plans. The SFAs were subsequently recommended for withdrawal, to achieve the
highest level of protection consistent with the recommendation of the Service. The FWS memo
was circulated and discussed among the Task Force members and individually with each state.

Similarly, the USGS was asked by the BLM to conduct a review of relevant, preexisting
scientific literature to help determine summarize the impacts of various activities or projects
(e.g., oil and gas development and transmission lines) might be on the Greater Sage-Grouse. The
Greater Sage-Grouse is a species of high fidelity that prefers to inhabit areas of limited direct and
indirect disturbance. The resulting USGS “buffer study” summarized existing science regarding
GRSG buffer distances and was shared with members of the Task Force to inform them of the
measures to avoid adverse direct and indirect impacts to the species that might result from
specific kinds of development activities reviewed by the USGS. The BLM and Forest Service
plans incorporated lek buffer-distances specified as the lower end of the interpreted range in the
buffer report unless justifiable departures were determined to be appropriate.

Based on extensive public comment, and partner and stakeholder feedback, the BLM released
the Final Environmental Impact Statements/Proposed Resource Management Plans on May 29,
2015 and signed the Records of Decision adopting these proposed plans on September 22, 2015.

Ultimately, the BLM Greater Sage-Grouse plans were built on the foundation created by the
2006 WAFWA Greater Sage Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strafegy, which emphasized
the need to “maintain and enhance populations and distribution of GRSG by protecting and
improving sagebrush habitats and ecosystems that sustain these populations” as reaffirmed in the
FWS charge to the COT.

n
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The final plans provide a strategic management approach that offers the highest level of
protection in the most important habitat areas, known as Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAs), which
are based on the “stronghold” areas identified by the FWS to be essential for the species’
survival, In PHMAs, of which SFAs are a subset, the plans seek to limit or eliminate major new
surface disturbance with limited exceptions. General habitat areas are lands outside of priority
habitat that require some special management to protect and sustain Greater Sage-Grouse
populations, but permit more flexible management and resource development. The SFAs have
been proposed for withdrawal from mineral location and entry.

While restoring lost sagebrush habitat can be very difficult in the short term, particularly in the
most arid areas, it is often possible to enhance habitat quality through specific management
actions. Consistent with valid existing rights and applicable law, the final BLM plans will
require mitigation that provides a net conservation gain to the species by avoiding, minimizing,
and compensating for any unavoidable impacts from development. In addition, the BLM plans
call for coordinated monitoring and evaluation of population changes, habitat condition, and
mitigation efforts so that the effectiveness of voluntary and required conservation actions can be
assessed. In response to this monitoring and evaluation, the plans may be adjusted based on a
series of pre-determined benchmarks (termed “triggers”) developed with state wildlife agencies
to ensure that there is an immediate, corrective response to any identified declines in population
or habitat that exceed previously determined triggers.

The final plans also recognize the different nature of the threats to the Greater Sage-Grouse in
each planning region. While threats in the eastern portion of the Greater Sage-Grouse range are
mainly associated with disturbance due to development (e.g., oil and gas leasing, pipeline or
transmission line construction, roads) the greatest threat to the Greater Sage-Grouse in the Great
Basin is rangeland fire. In recognition of the nature and extent of the rangeland fire threat to
Greater Sage-Grouse and communities in the Great Basin, a separate though related initiative
was undertaken by the Department of the Interior to develop a rangeland fire strategy, initiated
by Secretarial Order 3336, and developed in coordination with several federal agencies and
states, This effort was the direct result of discussions with states, especially the encouragement
of Governor Otter of Idaho, and has led to a focused, strategic, and collaborative, science-based
plan to improve efforts to prevent, suppress, and restore landscapes threatened and/or impacted
by rangeland fire in the Great Basin.

Collectively, these measures will conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat across the
species’ remaining range of the Greater Sage-Grouse and to provide greater certainty that the
BLM resource management plan decisions in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat can lead to
conservation of the sage-grouse and other sagebrush ecosystem associated species in the region.
The targeted resource management plan protections in this ROD and the land and resource
management plans will benefit not only the Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat but also over
350 wildlife species associated with the sagebrush ecosystem which is widely recognized as the
most imperiled ecosystems in North America. In addition to protecting habitat, reversing the
slow degradation of this valuable ecosystem will also benefit local rural communities and their
economies and a variety of rangeland uses, including recreation and grazing. This also will
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safeguard the long-term sustainability, diversity, and productivity of these important and iconic
landscapes.

Collaboration with States

The BLM Greater Sage-Grouse plans are the product of extensive coordination and engagement
among federal agencies, states, and other partners and stakeholders. The plans, overall, provide
sufficient consistency and certainty across the remaining range of the species to meet the
objective of providing a rangewide conservation strategy while providing the necessary
flexibility to be responsive to the unique landscapes, habitats, priorities, and approaches in each
state.

To protect the most important Greater Sage-Grouse habitat areas, the BLM developed range-
wide habitat maps based on habitat maps provided by the states, which identified areas necessary
for species conservation via breeding bird density maps and state-managed lek counts, nesting
areas, sightings, and habitat distribution data. The BLM used this information to develop
preliminary priority habitat (PPH) and preliminary general habitat (PGH) maps and,
subsequently, to identify priority habitat management areas (PHMAs) and general habitat
management areas (GHMAS), respectively, as identified in the final plans (with the exception of
Wyoming which designated areas as core or general habitat).

As underlying data is updated by individual states, the BLM is working with the states to revise
habitat maps in the plans. For example, Wyoming, through its Sage-Grouse Implementation
Team, recommended changes in its core areas to reflect new information about habitat areas
which will be incorporated through plan amendments. Nevada is also in the process of updating
its habitat map based on subsequent analysis by Dr. Peter Coates from the USGS.

Further evidence of the extensive state-federal collaboration is reflected in the diverse
approaches taken to deal with and/or respond to threats to the species. For example, the BLM
plan in Wyoming utilizes the “core area strategy” to deal with threats to the Greater Sage-Grouse
mainly associated with development threats. The core area strategy was initially developed
under former Governor Dave Freudenthal and continued under Governor Mead. This strategy
focusses on minimizing surface disturbance in core or “priority” habitat areas. The strategy
applies to all lands in the State and is overseen by the Sage-Grouse Implementation Team
consisting of a diverse array of partners including all of the relevant federal and state agencies.

The BLM plan in Idaho similarly reflects the extensive collaboration with the state in developing
its conservation strategy. Unlike other state plans, the Idaho plan designates three types of
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat — core, important, and general habitat — each with tiered-down
surface management prescriptions to limit adverse impacts to the GRSG. The Idaho plan
includes a state-developed adaptive management mechanism which requires that habitat
protections for the species increase — e.g,, that important habitat be managed as core habitat —
should GRSG population numbers fall to a certain level or habitat quality decline.

In Nevada, the BLM adopted unique provisions to reflect state economic priorities and the
habitat threats in the state. In addition, the plan accommodates the state’s mitigation strategy as a
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part of its Greater Sage-Grouse plan: a credit exchange program to facilitate efforts to mitigate
projects that can have an adverse impact on Greater Sage Grouse and its habitat. This program
permits compensatory mitigation (for unavoidable impacts after avoidance and minimization
efforts) to occur on private and public lands in the State as a means of achieving a net
conservation gain for the species to minimize the likelihood of habitat loss when development
occurs. In other states, credit exchanges, conservation banks, and in lieu fee approaches will be
used to meet the BLM plans’ mitigation objectives.

The collaboration with states was extensive throughout the plan development process and will
continue into implementation. The BLM has begun an extensive outreach effort to ensure that
implementation guidance and practices take into account state, local and tribal expertise and
input. As part of this effort, each of the sage-grouse state BLM offices convened outreach
meetings with elected officials, stakeholders, and the public during April 2016 to discuss the
plans and their implementation to get feedback and advice moving forward. Some further
examples of our continued collaboration include:

» The Sage Grouse Task Force agreed unanimously in January to extend its charter to inform
plan implementation and any related concerns.

e Through the Task Force, the states and federal partners are working to define the key
principles associated with effective mitigation, to define key concepts such as additionality
and durability, and determine what parameters should apply to determining if net
conservation benefit is achieved. We have agreed that mitigation should be implemented
through state-developed GRSG mitigation programs, subject to review by the BLM and
FWS, and consistent with the mitigation principles jointly developed by the state and federal
Task Force members.

¢ A number of voluntary, incentive-based conservation measures have been implemented to
address habitat improvement objectives, to remove or reduce threats to the species, and
provide landowners with assurances against additional regulatory requirements should the
species ever be listed.

o SGI-- Through the NRCS’ Sage Grouse Initiative, over 100 partners are using their
resources and expertise to achieve wildlife conservation through sustainable ranching.
Unprecedented cooperation aims to recover sage grouse and sustain a healthy
sagebrush-steppe. Diverse partners include conservation districts, nongovernmental
organizations, private corporations, land trusts, state agencies, universities and federal
agencies. Today, 1,129 ranches across 11 Western states are conserving 4.4 million
acres of land. SGI has also greatly enhanced 405,241 acres of otherwise suitable
habitat by removing invading conifer trees.

o CCAAs -~ CCAAs and CCAAs are voluntary agreements whereby private landowners
agree to manage their lands and/or public land allotments to remove or reduce threats
to species at risk of being listed under the ESA. In return for managing their lands to
the benefit of species at risk, these landowners receive assurances against additional
regulatory requirements should that species ever be listed under the ESA. Under a
CCAA, the FWS will issue enrolled landowners Enhancement of Survival (EOS)
permits pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(A) of the ESA for a period of 20 years. To date,
CCAAs for sage grouse conservation have been established in WY and OR and other
states.
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Summary

Development of the BLM Greater Sage-Grouse plan decisions, as it evolved over many years,
reflected an effort to work at a landscape-level, to incorporate new science and information in the
planning process, and to emphasize close coordination and collaboration with other federal
agencies and with the states.

Consistent with the comments of Secretary Jewell, in announcing the FWS “not warranted”
listing determination and releasing the BLM plans, this approach reflects a new paradigm in the
way in which western lands and resources can be managed. The effort to develop a landscape-
level conservation strategy covering the range of the species was unprecedented in scope, scale,
and process. The decision to focus the strategy on addressing specific threats to the Greater
Sage-Grouse identified in the COT report placed emphasis on solutions based in sound-science.
And the ongoing and extensive effort by all parties to work together across the range, in
partnership between the federal agencies, governors’ offices, and with each state fish and
wildlife agency, as well as NGO, industry, and local stakeholders highlighted the collaborative
effort that was essential to achieving a conservation strategy that reflected local resource
conditions and yet added up to a comprehensive and effective range-wide conservation plan.

In many ways, this approach to species conservation is reflective of the goals of the Endangered
Species Act. A stated purpose of the ESA is “to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon
which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved.”

This range-wide effort, focused on protecting, restoring, and improving the endangered
sagebrush ecosystem upon which the Greater Sage-Grouse depends, provided the means to avoid
the need to list the Greater Sage-Grouse as threatened or endangered. Our hope is that the
collective effort undertaken to create this strategy will translate into a collaborative effort to
implement the GRSG plans in a manner that will benefit not only the GRSG, but the estimated
350+ species of flora and fauna associated with the sagebrush sea, thus obviating the need to list
other sagebrush obligate species.

And, it is important to note that the recently released Western Governors’ Species Conservation
and Endangered Species Act Initiative and the Governors’ Policy Statement, a product of the
leadership of the immediate past chair of the WGA, Governor Meade, also emphasizes some of
the lessons learned from our collaborative efforts to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse.

Specifically, the Governors’ Policy Statement highlights the importance of: (1) enhancing the
role of state governments, (2) ensuring the use of sound science, and (3) providing incentives and
funding for conservation as means to more effectively implement the ESA. The statement
further emphasizes the importance of a “strong federal-state partnership” in implementing the
ESA.

I would agree with all of these statements, but would suggest that these principles need not only
apply in implementing the ESA. As the GRSG conservation effort illustrates, applying these
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principles in advance of the need to list a species is the best way to avoid the need to list the
species under the ESA. As is said, “An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure”. Qur
experience with the Greater Sage-Grouse demonstrates that point. Finally, as Secretary Jewell
emphasized in her remarks in Denver in announcing that listing the Greater Sage-Grouse was not
warranted, and recently reiterated,

As a result of this unprecedented planning effort, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
determined that the greater sage-grouse does not need the protection of the Endangered
Species Act. I'm not suggesting that this was an easy task. It wasn’t, by any stretch of
the imagination. But the epic collaboration did result in a thoughtful, science-based
roadmap for a healthy ecosystem and sustainable development across a landscape.

That’s the model for the future of conservation. That big-picture, roll-up-your-sleeves,
get-input-from-all-stakeholders kind of planning is how land management agencies
should orient themselves in the 21st century.

I couldn’t agree more.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, for the opportunity to appear before

you today. Ilook forward to our discussion and the opportunity to attempt to answer any

questions you may have.

#H#H#
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Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Mr. Lyons.

Next is Mr. Robert Harper, who is the Director of Water, Fish,
Wildlife, Air and Rare Plants at the U.S. Forest Service.

Thank you for being with us.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT HARPER, DIRECTOR, WATER, FISH,
WILDLIFE, AIR & RARE PLANTS, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, NA-
TIONAL FOREST SYSTEM, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

Mr. HARPER. Chairman Barrasso, Ranking Member Wyden and
members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to
discuss USDA’s efforts to work with states, stakeholders on the im-
plementation of amendments to the Forest Service land use plans
for sage grouse conservation. I'm pleased to serve as the witness
today and share Forest Service efforts to implement the amend-
ments.

The design and implementation of sage grouse conservation
amendments represents a remarkable effort to develop and imple-
ment a landscape-scale, science-based and collaborative strategy to
conserve the greater sage grouse in the sage brush ecosystem.

We recognize sage brush landscapes of the interior West are val-
ued and used by people with long and deep connection to the land
and that our actions may affect many people. The amendments and
their implementation are strengthened by the contributions of local
partners and their expertise. Evidence of our work here is reflected
in the Fish and Wildlife Service’s September 2015 decision that the
greater sage grouse was not warranted for listing under the Endan-
gered Species Act.

We are deeply engaged with state and federal working groups at
multiple levels and my colleague, Jim Lyons, mentioned a number
of these. Agency leaders serve on the Sage Grouse Task Force, me.
The Sage Grouse Task Force is comprised of governors’ representa-
tives and federal executives who have worked together for several
years and through the development of federal plans and have com-
mitted to continue our work to implement the plans.

We're contributing to the coordination of multiple state mitiga-
tion frameworks, and we’re engaged with state-specific sage grouse
working groups. We’re developing implementation protocols, and
we’ve shared our draft protocols with states and federal partners
seeking their insights and feedback. And we have posted the proto-
cols on a publicly available website. We are coordinating closely
with other agencies. For example, we've developed an MOU with
the State of Nevada and the BLM to cooperate on the use of Ne-
vada’s conservation credit mitigation system. And we’re developing
MOUs with the states of Utah and Wyoming to formalize frame-
works necessary to formulize adaptive management and monitoring
strategies. At the local level we’'re working with livestock producers
and states to assess range land conditions and identify if and
where changes to allotment management for sage grouse conserva-
tion may be required. We're also working with states and livestock
producers to formulate on site monitoring and adaptive manage-
ment frameworks.

USDA continues to be instrumental in coordinating sage grouse
conservation. Forest Service actions are enhanced by our work
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through our sister agency, the Natural Resources Conservation
Service, and we're part of an over $200 million investment in sage
grouse conservation through Fiscal Year 2018.

We've entered into an MOU with the NRCS and BLM to provide
a collaborative framework to conserve sage grouse in the sage
brush ecosystem. We continue to work together to implement spe-
cific actions such as removing conifers, preventing the spread of
invasive weeds and reducing the risk of wildfire.

And finally, if I could leave two messages with the Committee it
would be this: that the plans were collaboratively developed and
their implementation is and will continue to be informed by con-
tributions from local partners; and two, the rising cost of wildfire
at the Forest Service continues to reduce the resources we have to
implement non-fire related conservation work, including the imple-
mentation of these plans. We very much appreciate the support of
the Subcommittee to find a fix to the Forest Service fire funding
issue.

With that, I thank the Committee for your support and I will be
happy to answer any questions when the time is appropriate.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Harper follows:]
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Statement of
Robert Harper
Director Water, Fish, Wildlife, Air & Rare Plants
U.S. Forest Service, Washington Office, National Forest System
U.S. Department of Agriculture before the
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Oversight
Hearing on the status of the Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service’s efforts to
implement amendments to land use plans and specific management plans regarding sage
grouse conservation, and those agencies’ coordination activities with affected states
June 28, 2016

Chairman Barrasso, Ranking Member Wyden, and members of the Subcommittee: Thank you
for the opportunity to discuss the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s efforts to coordinate with
affected states and stakeholders on implementation of our amendments to land-use plans for
greater sage-grouse conservation.

The design and implementation of the greater sage-grouse conservation amendments represents a
remarkable level of coordination and commitment with states, permittees and other stakeholders
to satisfy the Forest Service’s mission and meet Congressional direction that national forests are
established and administered for multiple uses. The coordinated efforts of federal and state
agencies contributed to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) determination not to list
the greater sage-grouse as a species in need of protections under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA).

A critical component to the successful implementation of this conservation effort is coordination
with the states. Through state-federal agreements, the establishment of state coordinator
representatives, and other collaborative efforts, we have established a framework for cooperation
that has resulted in improved outcomes, including for example, better integration of state-led
science on lek buffers (conservation buffers around sage-grouse communal breeding locations)
in Forest Service plan amendments.

In addition to close collaboration with States, USDA is working with a host of local and regional
stakeholders. For example, we are fully engaging with livestock permittees to assess rangeland
conditions and identify if there are any needed changes to allotment management for sage-grouse
conservation. The conservation and recovery of greater sage-grouse and its habitats is dependent
upon strong federal land-management plans, strong state and private land management, and an
effective strategy to reduce the threat of rangeland fire.

We fully recognize the sagebrush steppe ecosystems of the Interior West are valued and used by
people with a long and deep connection to the land and that our actions may affect many people.
Therefore, we continue to be part of a collaborative, landscape-scale conservation effort that
includes multiple federal agencies, states, private landowners, and other stakeholders.
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Background

In March 2010, the USFWS published findings that the greater sage-grouse was warranted to list
as a Threated or Endangered Species under the ESA, but deferred listing based on other higher
priorities. The USFWS findings identified the inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms as a
significant threat to greater sage-grouse. A lawsuit settlement agreement required the USFWS to
issue a decision regarding ESA listing for the greater sage-grouse by Sept. 30, 2015. In
December 2011, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Forest Service jointly decided
to consider amending and revising their land use plans, within the range of the greater sage-
grouse, to provide for greater conservation measures before the listing decision was made. This
resulted in four years of a coordinated, collaborative effort among federal, state, and local
partners to develop the greater sage-grouse land use planning decisions.

The land use planning decisions and the subsequent decision by the USFWS to not list the
species, provide a framework for an efficient, coordinated response to the threats facing this
species. Perhaps most important to our cooperators is that the planning decisions maintain
management flexibility for state agencies and avoid ESA listing.

Forest Service Records of Decision (RODs) were written at the landscape scale and accounted
for varying local conditions. There are different amendments signed for the national forests
within Idaho and Southwest Montana, Nevada, Utah, Northwest Colorado, and Utah. Although
the several amendments have much that is similar, adjustments were made to account for
differences between the states.

Cooperation, Coordination, and Communication

Forest Service leaders at the national, regional and field levels are deeply engaged with state-
federal interagency working groups at multiple levels. Agency leaders serve on the Greater Sage-
Grouse Task Force. This task force is comprised of state and federal executives who worked
together, for several years, through the planning and development of the State and federal plans,
and have committed to continue our collective work into implementation of the federal and State
plans. Agency leaders also coordinate with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies Sagebrush Executive Oversight Committee. Moreover, regional field-level personnel
are consistently and actively engaged with state-federal interagency working groups designing
mitigation frameworks, and with state-specific working groups.

A key component to our coordination efforts with state agencies is the assignment of Greater
Sage-Grouse Coordinators for the affected states. Specifically, coordinators are in place for
Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, Montana, and Idaho. Another very important component to our
collaboration and coordination is the creation of interagency memoranda of understanding
(MOU). For example, an MOU has been completed for a mitigation strategy in Nevada and we
are developing similar MOUs with Utah and Wyoming.

Our coordination with other federal agencies has also been close. The sage-grouse conservation
plan analysis and amendments were closely coordinated with the BLM. We are continuing this
coordination as we move forward into implementation, particularly regarding fire and invasive
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species and habitat assessments. We are part of an interagency team of federal and state
managers discussing mitigation and monitoring.

We have entered into an MOU with the BLM and the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) to provide a collaborative framework for the BLM, NRCS, and Forest Service to
accomplish common goals related to the conservation of the greater sage-grouse and its habitat.
The six major collaborative components of this MOU are to:

1. Control invading conifers in mutually agreed upon priority watersheds.
Implement practices across landownerships designed to reduce the risk of fire and
invasive species as identified by the Fire and Invasive species Assessment Tool (FIAT) in
the Great Basin, and in the Rocky Mountain States when similar tools become available.

3. Restore and enhance wet-meadow habitats in mutually agreed-upon priority watersheds.

4. Develop science tools that refine delivery of priority conservation practices, jointly track
implementation, assess benefits of such practices, and quantify resulting biological
outcomes.

5. Coordinate communications to amplify outcomes achieved in conservation.

6. Coordinate, where appropriate, the planning and implementation of range structural
improvements.

Tmplementation of the Greater Sage-Grouse Amendments

The scope and scale of the greater sage-grouse amendments guides us to implement our
decisions in close cooperation with the U.S. Department of the Interior, including BLM and
USFWS; NRCS at the U.S Department of Agriculture, and state agencies. For example, we will
incorporate elements of state-based mitigation plans as they are developed. We are also
examining and assessing grazing allotments in a transparent and interactive process that may
require up to 36 months to complete. Thus, implementation is an interactive process that
provides large-scale consistency while allowing for adaptation to local and fine-scale needs.

Our implementation of the decisions is transparent and adaptive and we are making excellent
progress. Where our amended Land Management Plans outline desired vegetative characteristics,
we are developing and posting the protocols for how to measure and evaluate vegetation in the
field. We have shared our draft protocols and implementation guides internally and externally
with states and federal partners seeking their insights and feedback. By posting protocols on a
publicly accessible website, we are allowing for continued input during the implementation
process. Our guides and supplemental information can be found at:
http://www. 5 fed.us/science-technology/fish-wildlife-plants/sage-grouse/implementation-guide

We have developed initial versions of internal, adaptive guidance documents. These documents
have been shared with state agencies and are publicly accessible on our website.

Accomplishments to Date: Responses to Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse Habitats

USDA continues to be instrumental in coordinating agency responses. Forest Service
implementation actions are enhanced though our work with our sister agency the
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NRCS. Comingled public-private land ownership throughout the West requires collaboration
among partners to implement sage-grouse conservation practices. NRCS created the Sage Grouse
Initiative (SGI) to voluntarily reduce threats facing sage-grouse and ranching on private lands.
SGI focuses on the shared vision of wildlife conservation through sustainable ranching,
providing win-win solutions for ranchers, sage-grouse and 350 other sagebrush obligate species.
The SGI has strategically conserved 4.4 million acres of land on 1,129 ranches across 11 western
states since 2010. In 2015, NRCS committed another $211 million for SGI through 2018 to
continue to conserve and restore the sagebrush-steppe. The Forest Service, BLM, and NRCS
continue to work together to jointly target and implement specific actions. Specifically, removing
invading conifers, preventing the spread of invasive weeds and uncharacteristic wildfire across
the sage-grouse range using tools such as those developed through coliaborative processes, and
restoring important wet meadow habitats are joint priorities.

Forest Service has identified more than 1.7 million acres of preliminary nesting and breeding
habitat and another 1.7 million acres of preliminary summer and brood-rearing habitat. In 2016,
the Forest Service has committed funding and plans to implement nearly 75,000 acres of habitat
improvement work through conifer removal and restoration of sagebrush, forb, and native
grasses and 7,000 acres of invasive plant control. At the end of the summer, the Forest Service
will have statistically sampled 80 percent of the roughly 3.4 million acres of mapped habitat to
validate the map accuracy and habitat quality. This data will be used to refine maps and quantify
the habitat quality, and assess potential of any future changes in grazing-management operations.

The USFWS 2013 Conservation Objectives Team identified a list of potential threats to greater
sage-grouse. The following summaries are intended to give the subcommittee an overview of the
threats and our ongoing responses to them, beginning with our accomplishments at identifying
and restoring habitat.

Invasive Plants

In 2016, nearly 7,000 acres have been identified for invasive plant control. Due to the complexity
and cost of reclamation, the acres identified for treatment in 2016 are preliminary, and we plan to
treat larger numbers of acres as implementation progresses.

The establishment of annual grass species, particularly cheatgrass, into the sagebrush ecosystem
has had profound impacts on greater sage-grouse habitats in the western United States. Annual
grass species provide a fuel source for wildfire ignitions that have shortened fire periodicity and
replaced millions of acres of native grasses and sagebrush with annual grasslands. While other
invasive plant species may degrade ecosystem function, the USFWS identified annual grass
species as one of the primary threats facing greater sage-grouse and its habitat, particularly in
Great Basin region environments.

Fire

Fire represents one of the most immediate threats to greater sage-grouse habitat. Annual invasive
grasses are prone to frequent, recurring wildland fire, which further exacerbates the conversion
of habitat to annual invasive grasses. Recognizing the nature and extent of this threat, our plan
amendments include specific guidance to fight the spread of cheatgrass and other invasive
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species, position wildland fire management resources for more effective rangeland fire response,
and accelerate the restoration of fire-impacted landscapes to native grasses and sagebrush.

The Forest Service is part of the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Greater
Sage Grouse Wildland Fire and Invasive Plants Assessment Team. This is a coordinated state
and federal effort to identify, protect, and restore sagebrush communities.

We have completed and posted our initial version of the Fire Implementation Guide. While this
document provides important guidance for conservation of sage-grouse habitats, in all fire
responses, the first priority is the management of risk to firefighters and the public. Greater sage-
grouse habitat will be protected from loss due to unwanted wildfires or damages resulting from
management related activities, while using Forest Service risk management protocols to manage
for firefighter and public safety and other high priority values.

Conifer Encroachment and Sagebrush and Forb Restoration

Greater sage-grouse are negatively impacted by the expansion of conifers in their habitat. As
conifers increase in abundance and size, the underlying habitat quality for sage-grouse decreases.
Additionally, conifers can provide habitat for predators. Restoration projects are being focused
on sagebrush communities where conifer encroachment is occurring. Much of the work
described above is focused on removal of conifers and restoration of sagebrush and native forbs
and grasses. Forest Service Research and Development, in cooperation with a wide array of
partners, has played a major part in this work through its support of the Great Basin Native Plant
Project, the National Seed Strategy, the Inter-Tribal Nursery program, the “Seeds of Change”
program, and the Western Center for Native Plant Conservation and Restoration Science.
Through these, and other efforts, the Forest Service is increasing the availability of native seeds
and plants and improving the knowledge and technology needed for their use in restoring diverse
native plant communities.

Livestock Management to Avoid Improper Grazing

There will be no immediate changes to grazing practices. As we collect field data this summer
we will be sharing the results with states and permittees on the presence and quality of sage-
grouse habitat, and once we have validated the presence of sage-grouse habitat and what effects,
if any, grazing may be having, we will continue to engage the grazing permittees to develop any
needed changes. For some permittees there will be no need for changes, others may need to make
minimal (two to three weeks) adjustments in the timing or rotation on the allotments.

Livestock grazing is being managed to achieve desired vegetation structure on allotments that are
close to greater sage-grouse breeding and nesting sites. We have initiated a multi-year
implementation timeline. First we are focusing on collecting necessary biological data (e.g.,
vegetation measurements) and validating existing maps of sage-grouse habitat with field data.
We are then sharing this site specific field data with grazing permittees. Using these data, we will
develop grazing instructions with permitees that are compatible with greater sage-grouse needs.

Approximately one third of our term grazing permits, in the area covered by the plan
amendments, may have greater sage-grouse habitat on some part of the allotment. The sage-
grouse plans amendments and the estimated habitat are approximately 16 percent of total area in
these Forest Service grazing allotments in the planning area. The lands managed by the National
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Forest System contain an estimated 8 percent of the total habitat in the range of greater sage-
grouse.

Recreation, Commercial Use, and Travel Management

Recreational activities can result in habitat loss and fragmentation (e.g., creation of unauthorized
routes) and both direct and indirect disturbance to the birds (e.g., noise, disruptive lek viewing,
and dispersed camping). Limitations on approving expanding recreational facilities and activities
in greater sage-grouse habitats have been implemented. We have completed and posted our
initial version of the Recreation Implementation Guide.

Mining and Energy Development

Stipulations or prohibitions to activities, which may include no surface occupancy or restrictions
on timing of disturbances, will be considered for the permitting of minerals activities such as:
coal mining, leased fluid minerals, locatable minerals, mineral materials, non-energy leasable
minerals, and unleased fluid minerals in priority habitats.

As part of the planning process, the USFWS identified essential population strongholds for
greater sage-grouse conservation, which the USDA and the BLM considered in developing
Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAs). These areas have been proposed for withdrawal from locatable
mineral location and entry under the U.S. mining laws, subject to valid existing rights. These
SFAs were key in helping to keep the sage-grouse from being listed under ESA, and were
developed in coordination with the states. The states will continue to fill a critical role.

These sagebrush focal areas total approximately 800,000 acres on NFS lands. Within this area
approximately 440,000 acres are in inventoried roadless areas with more restrictive access, and
approximately 70,000 acres are in congressionally designated Wilderness and thus restricted
from some mineral development by the Wilderness Act. All other lands either not previously
withdrawn or proposed for withdrawal remain open to location and entry under the mining laws.

Habitat Conversion to Agriculture and Urbanization

We are managing NFS lands to minimize or eliminate the threat of agricultural conversion and
urbanization. Lands classified as biologically important habitat will be retained in Federal
management unless: (1) the agency can demonstrate that disposal of the lands will provide a net
conservation gain or (2) the agency can demonstrate that the disposal of the lands will have no
direct or indirect adverse impact on conservation of the greater sage-grouse.

Infrastructure

Development of infrastructure (e.g., roads, pipelines, power lines, cellular towers) results in
habitat loss and fragmentation and may cause greater sage-grouse habitat avoidance.
Infrastructure can provide sources for the introduction of invasive plant species and predators. In
biologically important habitats, new development is addressed through processes of mitigation:
avoiding, minimizing, or compensating for loss or degradation of habitat. Areas of higher
importance to greater sage-grouse have more significant restrictions, but areas of lesser
importance have less stringent restrictions and allow a limited amount of disturbance. We are
collaborating with the BLM and states to incorporate the use of disturbance-calculation tools.
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Climate Change

The implications of climate change pose significant concern in the conservation of greater sage-
grouse and its habitat. The plan amendments focus on areas that have the greatest potential for
conserving and restoring the connectivity of sagebrush habitats that are most important to greater
sage-grouse populations.

Conclusion

The Forest Service, in collaboration with our state and federal partners and other stakeholders, is
working to implement policy that will ensure adequate regulatory mechanisms for the protection
and recovery of greater sage-grouse habitats while striving to accommodate existing uses. We
are moving forward in a transparent, step-wise, and collaborative fashion. Implementation of the
amendments is a process that will take two- to three-years before all aspects are fully integrated
into normal procedures, and the steps that we are taking will help to ensure that the greater sage-
grouse will not require listing under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act,

I'would like to thank this subcommittee for its support. I would be happy to answer any
questions you have at the appropriate time.
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Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Mr. Harper.

Next we will hear from Ms. Kathleen Clarke, Director of the
Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office for the State of Utah.

Thanks for being with us.

STATEMENT OF KATHLEEN CLARKE, DIRECTOR, PUBLIC
LANDS POLICY COORDINATING OFFICE, STATE OF UTAH

Ms. CLARKE. Chairman Barrasso and members of the Committee,
it is a privilege for me to testify before you today on matters relat-
ing to the sage grouse conservation and implementation of federal
sage grouse conservation plans.

As was mentioned, I currently represent the State of Utah and
serve in the position of Director of the Public Lands Policy Coordi-
nating Office. I was also asked by the Governor to be the state’s
representative on the task force that has been referenced.

In these positions I do oversee the implementation of Utah’s sage
grouse conservation plan, and I oversee coordination with the fed-
eral agencies on the implementation of their plan.

The sage grouse population in Utah makes up only about seven
percent of the total national population. We have 7.5 million acres
of habitat, and about half of that is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment.

Utah got on this problem years before it was—they were ap-
proached by Secretary Salazar or even by his predecessor. We have
nearly 20 years of research and data that’s been accumulated by
graduate students who have been digging into this problem for
years, and that work was done based on the foresight of our divi-
sion of wildlife resources and that actually started when I was di-
recting the Utah Department of Natural Resources.

Since 2006 the state has invested over $50 million into sage
grouse management and research. We have protected 25,000 acres
of habitat and increased sage grouse populations by 50 percent
since 2013.

The greatest threats to sage grouse in Utah are fire, cheat grass
and the encroachment of Pinyon-Juniper trees into the sage grouse
habitat. We have found that as we prevent and manage fire and
restore sage brush habitat by removing excess trees, we actually
can increase sage grouse populations.

I just want to highlight a few of the issues and frustrations we
hlave been dealing with our federal partners regarding the federal
plans.

I remain very concerned that one-size-fits-all national standards
are being imposed to manage sage grouse in Utah. For example,
the Forest Service is looking to implement grass heights, stubble
height standards for livestock that are based on conditions in Idaho
and Oregon, but they’re wholly unrealistic for Utah. Critical sage
grouse conservation areas in the Southern part of Utah have likely
never seen the seven inches that the Forest Service is looking for
and they likely never will. Imposition of an unachievable grass
height standard will result in the eventual elimination of graze
stock or of livestock grazing in the area which could lead one to be-
lieve that, in fact, that is the desired outcome of the federal plan.

In Utah alone, $2.5 billion a year comes from economic activities
in sage grouse habitat. And under these federal plans, oil and gas
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development is being severely restricted, if not totally banned, de-
pending on the designation or the classification of habitats the Fed-
eral Government imposes. Last year alone there were over 480,000
acres of oil and gas leases, lease requests that were deferred by
federal agencies due to sage grouse conservation.

And my third point is that the feds are suffering from woeful in-
ertia in dealing with their own plans. The federal officials in our
state have been waiting for months for that Washington knows
best implementation guidance. And as I have suggested, sage
grouse conservation action needs to be the result of bottom/up proc-
esses that involves many partners and that is informed by the best
available science for that particular locale.

All too often while working with federal managers we have been
told that sage grouse-related decisions are all on hold until its di-
rection comes from the DC brain trust. What a waste of time and
opportunity.

In summary and drawing on 35 years of experience dealing with
public land issues, I recommend just a few changes that, I believe,
could help.

First, I recommend the BLM follow the state sage grouse plan.
It is working, and it will continue to work. It is an all lands plan,
and we invite the Federal Government to fully participate.

Second, we need less Washington, DC, interference in plan im-
plementation. Local BLM and Forest Service officials are com-
petent, they are very capable and we have worked closely with
them in refining our shared understanding and knowledge about
the sage grouse and in undertaking habitat restoration projects
and habitat protection projects. These partners stand by our side
regularly and they are essential to the successes that we have en-
joyed.

I urge the BLM and the Director of the BLM and the Chief of
the Forest Service and their respective Cabinet Secretaries to step
back and allow local federal officials to do their jobs without the
nagging requisite of constantly seeking permission from the mother
ship in DC before making decisions or taking action.

And finally, we hope that the federal agencies will adopt the
compensatory mitigation measures that are being developed in the
states.

Again, we feel like a one-size-fits-all standard would be inappro-
priate and very unhelpful. Our legislature directed the develop-
ment of such a plan, and we are asking that the federal agencies
adopt that.

Let me assure you that the State of Utah will continue to pro-
tect, conserve and create sage grouse habitat regardless of the fed-
eral plan. We are confident that our plan addresses the real threats
to conservation of the sage grouse in Utah rather than the federal
plan that seems more focused on limiting access to federal lands
than on species conservation.

Thank you for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Clarke follows:]
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amendments to Iand use plans and specific management plans regarding sage grouse
conservation, and those agencies’ coordination activities with affected states

Dear Chairman and Honorable Members of this Committee:

Ttis a privilege to testify today before this committee on matters relating to sage grouse
conservation and implementation of the federal land use plans in Utah. 1 currently serve as
the Director of Governor Herbert’s Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office. In that capacity,
I oversee the implementation of the Utah's Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-Grouse and
T am closely involved with ongoing federal efforts to implement the federal sage grouse land
use plans within Utah.

My takeaway message to you today is threefold. First, I want to detail for you Utah’s
success in utilizing state management and solid science to conserve the sage grouse. Second,
1 want you to highlight some of the concerns I have regarding implementation of the federal
land use plans. Third and finally, T will offer a few recommendations that I believe could
result in more effective, efficient and successful implementation of the federal land use plans.

On a national scale, the sage grouse population in Utah makes up about 7% of the
national sage grouse population with about 7.5 million acres of sage grouse habitat in the
state. Nearly 50% of the sage grouse habitat in Utah is found on federal ands.

More than 15 years of intensive graduate level research by Utah State University
biologists has taught us that there are 11 distinct sage grouse population centers in Utah —
each one different than the others. When we accepted Secretary Salazar’s challenge to develop
a statewide sage grouse conservation plan in December of 2011, we quickly realized a single
Utah Plan would not work; one size would not fit all. We ended up with 11 separate plans —
each focusing on local threats and risks and on conservation actions designed to conserve that
unique population.
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Since 2006, the state has invested over $50 million dollars into sage grouse
management and research. To date:

s We have enhanced and restored more than 620,000 acres of sage grouse habitat;

e The state has protected over 25,000 acres of habitat since 2013; and

¢  We have increased sage grouse populations by 58% since 2013 when we put our
current plan into effect

The greatest threats to sage grouse in Utah are fire, cheat grass, and encroachment of
pinionfjuniper trees into sage grouse habitat. We have found that as we prevent and manage
wildfire, and restore sagebrush habitat by removing excess trees, we can restore sage grouse
population numbers. Yes, the state’s strategy for managing sage grouse in Utah is very simple.
And very effective!!

It was a huge disappointment when federal land management agencies adopted
resource management plan revisions that largely ignored the strength and science behind
Utah’s conservation plan. 1 could spend hours here today telling you about all of the
complicated and unnecessary facets of those plans, but instead, 1 want to highlight just a few
main issues we've encountered dealing with the implementation of the federal plans and the
negative impacts we are seeing in Utah.

First, implementation in Utah is not based on the best available science.

I am concerned that one-size fits all national standards are being imposed to manage
sage grouse here in Utah. For example, the forest service is looking to implement grass height
standards for livestock that are based on conditions in Idaho and Oregon, but wholly
unrealistic for Utah. Critical sage grouse conservation areas in the southern part of Utah have
likely never seen nor will never see 77 stubble heights. Imposition of an unachievable grass
height standard will result in the eventual elimination of livestock grazing in the areas, which
one could be led to believe is, in fact, the desired outcome of the federal plans.

Second, plan implementation hurts Utah’s economy.

The federal government needs to be cautious as it makes land use plan decisions that
modity economic and resource development on federal lands. In Utah alone, $2.5 billion
dollars a year comes from economic activities in sage grouse habitat. Under federal plans, oil
and gas development is being severely restricted if not banned outright depending on the
habitat classification the federal agencies impose. Last year alone, over 480,000 acres of oil
and gas leases were deferred due to federal sage grouse conservation plans. The potential
impacts of the mineral withdrawal, particularly in a state like Nevada, are catastrophic and
wholly unnecessary. As the federal agencies continue to limit development and use of our
federal lands in the name of sage grouse conservation, they need to recognize the resultant
perilous impacts to both state and national interests and cconomies.

And my third point is that federal sage grouse plan implementation is suffering from
serious inertia.

5110 State Office Building, PO Box 141107, Salf Lake City, Utah 84114-1107 - telephone R01-537-9801 2
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State and local land managers have been waiting for months for “Washington knows
best” implementation guidance. As I previously opined, sage grouse conservation action
needs to be the result of a bottom-up process that involves many partners and that is informed
by the best available science for that particular locale. All too often while working with
federal agency managers, we have been told that sage grouse related decisions are on-hold
awaiting direction from the DC brain trust. What a waste of time and opportunity.

IN SUMMARY and drawing on over 35 years of experience dealing with public
lands issues, including S years directing the BLM, T recommend the following changes which
I believe would improve the implementation and success of sage grousc conscrvation in Utah.
Any help from Congress to influence the BLM, Forest Service and Fish and Wildlife Services
to adopt these recommendations would be greatly appreciated.

1. First, the BLM needs to more fully follow the State of Utah’s Plan for the Conservation
of the Greater Sape-Grouse. The State Plan has worked and will continue to work to
conserve sage grouse. Ours is an all-lands plan and we would welcome full federal
participation in its implementation.

18

Second, we need less Washington D.C. interference in plan implementation. Local
BLM and Forest Service officials are highly skilled and capable, and have worked
closely with the state in refining our shared understanding of sage grouse and their
critical habitats. They partner regularly with us on habitat conservation and restoration
projects. Local federal leaders are cognizant of the strength, science and local
knowledge underpinning Utah’s Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan and know that
success managing sage grouse and sage grouse habitat requires on-the-ground
knowledge and the engagement of many committed and competent partners.
Participation and funding from NRCS, and many other state and federal partners, has
most certainly been essential to the successes we have shared in conserving sage
arouse, [ urge the Director of the BLM, Chief of the Forest Service, and the respective
Cabinet Secretaries to step back and allow state and local federal officials to do their
jobs without the nagging requisite of constantly seeking permission from the mother-
ship in D.C. before making decisions or taking action.

Finally, the federal agencies should adopt compensatory mitigation measures
developed by the State instead of creating national one-size fits all standards. This
vyear the Utah State Legislature passed the Sage Grouse Management and Protection
Act which directs the creation of a Utah mitigation banking system that will serve to
mitigate and restore sage grouse habitat that is permanently disturbed. This will be an
excellent tool to assist the federal government in reaching the net-conservation-gain
of sage grouse conservation. I encourage the BLM and Forest Service to fully adopt
Utah’s compensatory mitigation program when the rule becomes final later this year.

[

The State will continue to protect, conserve and create sage grouse habitat regardless
of the federal plans. We are confident that our plan addresses the real threats to conservation
of sage grouse in Utah, namely, fire, invasive grass, and excessive trees, rather than focusing
on exaggerated or non-existent threats which result not in species conservation but serve only
to constrain access to, and use of, federal lands. Again, thank you for this opportunity.

$110 State Office Building, PO Box 141107, Sakt Lake City, Utah 84114-1107 - telephone 801-537.9801
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The State will continue to protect, conserve and create sage grouse habitat regardless
of the federal plans. We are confident that our plan addresses the real threats to conservation
of sage grouse in Utah, namely, fire, invasive grass, and excessive trees, rather than
focusing on exaggerated or non-existent threats which result not in species conservation but
serve only to constrain access to, and use of, federal lands. Again, thank you for this
opportunity.

5110 State Office Building, PO Box 141107, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-1107 - telephonc 801-537-9801 4
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Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Ms. Clarke. We appre-
ciate you being here to testify.

Next we will hear from Ms. Catherine Macdonald, who is the Or-
egon Director of the Conservation Programs of The Nature Conser-
vancy.

Thanks for joining us.

STATEMENT OF CATHERINE MACDONALD, OREGON DIREC-
TOR OF CONSERVATION PROGRAMS, THE NATURE CONSER-
VANCY

Ms. MACDONALD. Thank you, Chairman Barrasso, members of
the Subcommittee. It’s an honor to have the opportunity to talk to
you and testify about the federal agency’s efforts to implement the
greater sage grouse land use plan amendments.

I serve as the Oregon Director of Conservation Programs, and
over the past six years I have worked closely with our federal agen-
cies as well as state agencies and a wide variety of stakeholders
to develop an all-lands-all-threats approach to greater sage grouse
conservation in Oregon.

The Nature Conservancy has over 60 years of experience working
with private landowners and government agencies across the na-
tion and across the world. Our mission is to conserve the lands and
waters upon which all life depends and our efforts are grounded in
science and collaboration. We work to find solutions that are good
for nature and support healthy economies. Stabilizing and increas-
ing sage grouse populations is a priority for The Nature Conser-
vancy.

We are witnessing a tremendous loss of native sage brush habi-
tat across the West. Conserving habitat for sage grouse will benefit
over 350 other species of conservation concern and healthy habitat
for sage grouse also produces good range land for ranchers.

Conservancy scientists and practitioners are conducting research
and helping private and public landowners protect and restore
greater sage grouse habitat across the West. In Oregon, for exam-
ple, we are advancing research in partnership with the agricultural
research station in Burns. We are working with a commercial,
Italian pasta maker and a little ingenuity and problem solving with
the scientists at that research station to try and improve restora-
tion success of sage grouse habitat after wildfire.

In addition, we helped to design a decision support tool to enable
us to identify where the most important investments can be made
to benefit sage grouse, and we’ve been providing technical assist-
ance to ranchers who are interested in signing up for conservation
agreements with the Fish and Wildlife Service.

The work of many over the past six years really resulted in an
historic accomplishment. The federal agencies should be com-
mended for the land use plan amendments they developed. The
plan amendments applied sound science and provide a cohesive
strategy for addressing threats across the range of the species.
They were an essential ingredient to the 2015 decision that the
greater sage grouse did not warrant listing under the Endangered
Species Act. That was a high bar to reach.

In Oregon, the Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife
Service, Forest Service and Natural Resource Conservation Service
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have been valuable partners and great problem solvers. In 2010
they began working proactively with the state. Over the course of
the next five years they continuously engaged over 60 stakeholders,
representatives from local governments, the Oregon Cattlemen’s
Association, energy companies, conservation organizations, state
agencies and our congressional delegation. Our delegation’s leader-
ship and staff participation in this effort was greatly appreciated.
Collectively, we discussed challenges, developed coordinated solu-
tions and these helped inform both the federal plans and our state
action plan.

In addition, the Fish and Wildlife Service and Bureau of Land
Management worked with the Oregon Cattlemen’s Association and
eight Oregon counties to develop candidate conservation agree-
ments. These provide options, guidance and critical assurances for
ranchers with sage grouse habitat. This kind of collaboration con-
tinues today. For example, the federal agencies are working closely
with our state and local government to develop joint implementa-
tion methodologies for determining disturbance levels. In response
to the threat of wildfire, the Bureau of Land Management is work-
ing closely with range land fire protection associations to coordi-
nate wildfire response in priority habitat. And after the massive
Soda fire that burned more than 400 square miles in Oregon and
Idaho, the Federal Government provided funding for restoration ef-
forts on private lands. These examples of collaboration give us opti-
mism that we will be able to collectively resolve challenges in the
future.

The Nature Conservancy remains concerned about legislative at-
tempts to stall, delay or limit federal agencies’ authority to imple-
ment their greater sage grouse resource management plan amend-
ments.

Greater sage grouse populations have declined by more than 97
percent over historic counts. Given that the BLM and the Forest
Service manage nearly two-thirds of the remaining sage grouse
habitat, the federal plan amendments are a critical part of an effort
to restore and conserve sage grouse. Delaying or suspending the
plan amendments will distract us from the most important thing/
task at hand and that is making significant progress implementing
actions to stabilize and rebuild sage grouse populations.

The federal agencies need the authority and funding to act. Or-
egon is counting on our federal partners. We need our federal part-
ners to implement their plans in Oregon and across the West to
avoid the need to list the species in five years.

We urge Congress to give federal agencies support and the re-
sources they need to collaborate with states and public land stake-
holders to implement their plans. The federal agencies have al-
ready conducted public meetings across the West to get input on
next steps. We hope that this engagement will continue and that
all stakeholders will make a strong commitment to collaboration.
With so much at stake, now is the time for us to focus on effective
implementation.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to present testimony.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Macdonald follows:]
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U.S. Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Public Lands, Forests, and Mining
Oversight hearing on sage-grouse conservation

June 28, 2016

Testimony by Catherine Macdonald
Oregon Director of Conservation Programs
The Nature Conservancy

Chairman Barrasso, Ranking Member Wyden, and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for providing me with this opportunity to testify at this oversight hearing on the
status of the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service's efforts to implement
amendments to land use plans and specific management plans regarding Greater Sage-Grouse
conservation, and those agencies’ coordination with affected states.

| currently serve as the Oregon Director of Conservation Programs for The Nature Conservancy
where | lead our state’s conservation efforts, including our work on Greater Sage-Grouse. Over
the past six years my staff and | have partnered with a wide range of stakeholders to develop an
“all lands, all threats” approach to Greater Sage-Grouse conservation. Together we worked to
identify measures that would reduce threats to Greater Sage-Grouse populations while allowing
for agricultural production and development needed to generate economic returns vital to the
region’s rural communities.

As an organization, The Nature Conservancy has over 60 years of experience working with
private landowners, federal, state, local, and tribal governments across the nation. We are the
world’s largest conservation organization with over one million members, including 25,000
household members in Oregon. We work in 69 countries around the world to conserve the
lands and waters upon which all life depends.

Stabilizing and increasing populations of the Greater Sage-grouse across its range is a priority
for the Conservancy. Our efforts are grounded in sound science and collaboration. Our
philosophy is not to stop all development activity and economic use of land, but rather find
solutions that prevent those activities from impacting the most critical lands and waters. Our
work on the Greater Sage-Grouse across the West has been designed to use our scientific
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expertise to inform the federal and state land use plans, and to provide our hands-on habitat
protection and restoration expertise working directly with public and private landowners.

The story of the Greater Sage-Grouse is one of hope and opportunity. Actions to benefit the
Greater Sage-Grouse will provide conservation benefits for many other species. Healthy
sagebrush steppe habitats benefit more than 350 sagebrush-associated plants and animals of
conservation concern as well as important game species such as elk, mule deer and pronghorn
antelope. Just as importantly, people also benefit from healthy Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. In
Oregon, a common refrain in ranching communities is that, “what’s good for the bird is good
for the herd.” For example, efforts to prevent uncharacteristically severe fires protect forage
for livestock.

The Bureau of Land Management {BLM) and USDA Forest Service (USFS) land use plans for
Greater Sage-Grouse represent a historic effort among a large number of partners and a new
model for imperiled species: working together to design and implement conservation actions
for species before they warrant listing under the Endangered Species Act. These plans are an
integral part of the effort to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. The federal agencies should
be given the opportunity and resources they need to succeed in implementing the plans.

The federal plans provide a cohesive strategy for addressing threats across the range of the
species. It was because of these plans that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was able
to make the determination that the Greater Sage-Grouse did not warrant listing under the
Endangered Species Act. This averted a situation where every major project or permit affecting
the Greater Sage-Grouse on federal lands would have had to undergo consultation with the
USFWS. Additionally, a listing would have meant that private landowners and states would have
been required to get permits from USFWS if their actions could harm the bird or its habitat.

Greater Sage-Grouse habitat crosses all ownership jurisdictions in 11 states, making both
federal and state management plans essential for addressing threats to the species. The BLM
and the USFS manage nearly two-thirds of the remaining Greater Sage-Grouse habitat;
therefore, it is critical that both federal and state partners work proactively and collaboratively
to implement the needed conservation actions.

In Oregon, the federal agencies began working with state officials in 2010 in response to the
“Warranted but Precluded” Greater Sage-Grouse listing status in order to share information
about the needs and issues related to renewable energy development and habitat
conservation. They recognized that the future of Greater Sage-Grouse populations and the rural
economies within its range are dependent on a coordinated landscape-scale approach to
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conservation and economic decisions. Their efforts further evolved into the Greater Sage-
Grouse Conservation Partnership in 2012. The Partnership was charged with the goal of
developing a unified all-lands approach to Greater Sage-Grouse conservation in Oregon.

The Partnership engaged representatives from local governments, Oregon Cattlemen’s
Association, Oregon Hunter's Association, energy companies and conservation organizations, all
of the relevant state agencies and our congressional delegation. Over the ensuing three years, a
core team met almost every week and over sixty stakeholders met quarterly and at times
monthly to discuss challenges, compare potential policy and management options and develop
coordinated solutions.

Other early collaboration between the Oregon Cattleman’s Association, the BLM and the
USFWS resuited in the development of a Candidate Conservation Agreement which was signed
in May 2013. In 2014, USFWS and Harney County Soil and Water Conservation District signed a
Greater Sage-Grouse Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances. A year later
Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances had been signed by all eight Oregon
counties within the range of the Greater Sage-Grouse.

These agreements collectively establish a foundation for private landowners to implement
conservation measures benefiting Greater Sage-Grouse in exchange for assurances that they
will not be burdened by additional regulations if the species is listed as a federal threatened or
endangered species. In Harney County alone, more than 53 landowners have signed
agreements covering more than 320,000 acres.

Now that the land use plans are in place, The Nature Conservancy urges the Congress to give
the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture agencies the support and resources needed to
implement the plans. | know that Oregon is counting on our federal agencies to be full partners
in advancing our all lands, all threats Greater Sage-Grouse conservation vision.

The Nature Conservancy remains concerned about legislative attempts to stall, delay or
permanently limit the ability of federal agencies from collaborating to implement resource
management plans. These plans deserve a chance to succeed. The Nature Conservancy believes
we will realize the best results — for people and nature — when we tackle difficult challenges
together. Working to protect and recover species before they are listed under the Endangered
Species Act provides greater flexibility and allows state and federal agencies to put measures in
place to help private landowners and development interests. in order to implement the plans
and deliver the management needed to support recovery of the Greater Sage-Grouse the
agencies need the resources to support coordination and collaboration amongst each other as
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well as with— state and local governments, nonprofits, and businesses that rely on sagebrush
habitat. Precisely because so much is at stake, we believe now is the time for all parties to focus
on implementation and solutions that work for the Greater Sage-Grouse and are broadly
supported.

We are aware that concerns have been raised about whether BLM and USFS are committed to
continued coordination with stakeholders, including the States, in implementing the land use
plans. The challenge of developing plans that were sufficiently comprehensive and consistent to
avoid a listing was a high bar. Given the complexity of the effort and what is at stake, it is
understandable that there have been challenges.

We recognize and are concerned by the remaining disagreements about the actions called for
in the plans. The plans appear to allow for adaptive management that can support innovation
and creativity at the local level to address many of these concerns. In our experience, the
federal agencies have been working hard to continue to seek input from all of the stakeholders
with an interest in the BLM'’s plan implementation. There have been numerous hearings across
the West to examine how the plans’ provisions covering activities such as mining, grazing and
energy development should proceed. Opportunities for written comments have also been
provided.

We hope that federal and state leaders and stakeholders will redouble their efforts and work
together to narrow any remaining disagreements. The Nature Conservancy stands ready to
work with the federal agencies, States and stakeholders.

in my state, collaboration between the Department of interior agencies, the state of Oregon,
local governments and all of the stakeholders continues today. We are building a common path
forward to implement the Oregon and BLM plans. For example, BLM is working with the State
and counties to share data and develop joint methodologies for determining how to best avoid,
minimize and where necessary, provide offsets for disturbances within core Greater Sage-
Grouse habitats. In addition, BLM is partnering with the Oregon Department of Forestry and the
Rural Fire Protection Association to coordinate wildfire response in priority habitats. Finally, the
BLM is working closely with the State to refine and update sage-grouse population monitoring
in Oregon. Regular meetings continue to occur, and the BLM has agreed to sign a new
memorandum of agreement with the State and local governments to coordinate a strategic and
adaptive approach to implementation of the plans.

The agencies’ response to the threat of wildfire across the West provides another example of
their readiness to engage with state and local governments and stakeholders. In 2014, the
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Conservancy came together with BLM and a wide ranging set of partners to address questions
regarding catastrophic wildfires in Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. This led to the issuance of
Secretarial Order 3336, Rangeland, Fire Prevention, Management, and Restoration by Secretary
Jewell. The Department of the Interior has issued a series of recommendations to identify
implementation actions based on interagency federal task groups working with tribes, state and
local governmental partners, and other stakeholders.

Even where there is conflict over the plan, these efforts are bearing fruit. In response to the
massive Soda Fire that burned over 285,000 acres — more than 400 square miles — of federal,
state and private lands in southwest Idaho and eastern Oregon, the federal government
entered into a formal partnership and provided funding for the Owyhee Watershed Council to
provide opportunities for rangeland and habitat restoration on private lands in Owyhee County,
idaho.

We should not let disagreements over the plans slow down the work on the ground. Despite a
population that was once estimated to number 16 million, today, the population has dwindled
to 200,000 to 500,000 birds range-wide. The BLM and USFS land use plans are an integral part
of the effort to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. These agencies should be given the
chance and resources they need to succeed in implementing the plans. it is particularly
important to fully fund and implement the great work on-the-ground already begun. It is
equally important to closely monitor the success of those actions and be prepared to correct
our course if necessary, to avoid the possibility of a future listing.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to present my testimony to the Subcommittee. | welcome
any guestions that you have for me.
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Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Ms. Macdonald.

Senator Risch, could I ask you to please introduce our next
guest?

Senator RiscH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

It is my honor and privilege to introduce to the Committee and
welcome her to the Committee, Brenda Richards.

Brenda has a higher calling than any of us. She is actually a
county-elected official in Owyhee County, Idaho. She serves as the
County Treasurer.

More importantly than that, she is actively involved in this issue
and many other issues having to do with the public lands. She and
her husband, Tony, are fourth generation ranchers in Owyhee
County, larger than some states in this United States. They oper-
ate in both Idaho and Nevada.

She has served as on the Board of Directors of both Idaho and
Nevada Cattlemen’s Association, and she has served as the Federal
Lands Chair for the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association for five years.
She worked with Senator Crapo very closely on the development of
the Owyhee Initiative, and she has worked over 14 years on that
and is in her fourth term as Chairman of the Board of Directors
of that organization.

Although her degree is in accounting, she knows a lot more about
sage grouse than a lot of PhDs who study this, because she is right
out in the middle of it.

Ms. Macdonald, you talked about the Soda fire. That is ground
zero for Brenda’s ranch, and they have been greatly affected by the
catastrophe that was the Soda fire.

With that, we welcome Brenda and appreciate hearing her
thoughts which may run slightly contrary to some of the views that
our agency friends have.

Thank you so much.

Senator BARRASSO. Ms. Richards, thank you for being here with
the Committee. We welcome your testimony.

STATEMENT OF BRENDA RICHARDS, PRESIDENT, PUBLIC
LANDS COUNCIL, AND RANCHER, OWYHEE COUNTY, IDAHO

Ms. RicHARDS. Thank you, Senator Risch, for that kind introduc-
tion.

Chairman Barrasso, Ranking Member Wyden and members of
the Committee, my name is Brenda Richards and I am the Presi-
dent of the Public Lands Council. As stated, my husband, Tony,
and I run a cow/calf operation in Reynolds Creek, Idaho, which is
in Owyhee County.

The Public Lands Council is the only national organization that
is dedicated solely to representing roughly 22,000 ranchers who
graze in steward over 250 million acres of federal land while own-
ing 140 million acres of adjacent private land. The businesses we
operate form the economic nucleus of many rural communities, pro-
viding jobs and opportunity where it wouldn’t otherwise exist.

Additionally, ranchers often serve as first responders in emer-
gency situations across vast remote stretches of unoccupied federal
lands. And simply put, public lands ranchers are an essential ele-
ment of strong communities, healthy economies and productive
range lands across the West.
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Owyhee County is approximately 78 percent public land. Our ter-
rain is high desert, and we have some of the best sage grouse habi-
tat in the West. Owyhee County is in the heart of sage grouse habi-
tat.

Like much of the rural West, ranching drives our economy and
it has for more than 100 years resulting in healthy, productive
range lands that are as critical to the people of Owyhee County as
the air we breathe or the water we drink.

Ranchers are an essential component of any successful species
conservation effort. Recognizing the integral role we play as land
managers and the rising concerns about the sage grouse popu-
lations, Owyhee County established a sage grouse local working
group in 1995. This local working group developed and imple-
mented the Owyhee County’s Sage Grouse Local Working Group
Plan by 2000, and it’s an effective conservation plan for the sage
grouse.

Over the years we have met and overcome numerous challenges
all through cooperation and coordination at the local level. When-
ever the Department of Interior moved the goal posts on us, our
working group responded, amending our plan to ensure that it re-
mained viable and effective as a conservation effort ensuring the on
the ground successes were still being achieved by local ranchers,
land owners, state agencies and the local working group and that
they would continue. This working group is still active today.

The results of voluntary local conservation efforts like this are all
around the West, and they are undeniably a great part of the habi-
tat that’s being preserved and how the species is responding. Ac-
cording to the latest data from the August 2015 Western Associa-
tion of Fish and Wildlife Agency’s report, the population has in-
crieased by 63 percent on the sage grouse over the past two years
alone.

So to be blunt, the BLM’s top/down approach of forcing a one-
size-fits-all, or the landscape-scale management of sage grouse con-
servation efforts through the plan amendments that were finalized
last year, risk undoing over 20 years of effective collaboration be-
tween local stakeholders. Time and time again the BLM has touted
their collaboration with the local working groups and the state
partners in newsletters, press releases and sage grouse meetings,
but unfortunately, the land use plans that have emerged reflect
none of that effort.

Rather than embracing grazing as a tool for conservation bene-
fits, these plan amendments impose arbitrary restrictions that
seem to satisfy requirements from newly minted objectives such as
focal areas and net conservation benefit. Perhaps because we were
so easily regulated and utilized such a large area, many of these
restrictions and limitations are aimed directly at grazing, totally ig-
noring the fact that proper grazing is not classified as a threat.
Wildfire, invasive species and infrastructure are the major threats,
all 1of which are most effectively managed through grazing as a
tool.

To arbitrarily restrict grazing when it’s needed is a recipe for
failure. It is also critical to note that restrictions on federal grazing
permits will absolutely impact adjacent private grazing land where
as much as 80 percent of the productive sage grouse habitat exists.
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The livestock industry has filed detailed comments on these
plans at each stage in the process. While they are too numerous
to go over here, these plans fail in a variety of important areas.

Again, primary threats to the greater sage grouse are wildfire
and invasive annuals like cheat grass and require active manage-
ment through tools like grazing, not arbitrary objectives such as
t}IIOSG in the habitat objectives tables, 2-2, found throughout the
plans.

Since the online newspaper, Greenwire, leaked the BLM’s in-
structional memorandum draft several months ago, our industry
has repeatedly requested that BLM engage us in the finalization
of this guidance. Repeatedly those requests have been denied.

To date our only reference for what this guidance might look like
comes from the leaked documents found online. We have been told
we will get to see the documents once they are completed and
ready for implementation, but we feel that is well past the point
where we, as critical, on-the-ground partners, can offer any con-
structive input to the process.

In conclusion, this lack of collaboration, the misplaced focus on
reducing grazing and disregard for ongoing local management is
precisely the reason these plans must be thrown out. Local input
and decades of successful collaborative conservation efforts must be
the starting point for federal involvement not an afterthought.

I thank you for the opportunity to appear and welcome any ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Richards follows:]
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Senate Energy and Resources Subcommittee on Public Lands, Forests, and Mining

Chairman Barrasso, Ranking Member Wyden, my name is Brenda Richards and I am the
President of the Public Lands Council. My husband Tony and I run a cow/calf operation in
Reynolds Creek, Owyhee County, Idaho. Beyond my involvement in the national Public Lands
Council, National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, the Idaho Cattle Association, and the Nevada
Cattlemen’s Association, [ have served on the Boise District Bureau of Land Management
Resource Advisory Council for seven years and have worked on many collaborative efforts
including the Owyhee Initiative. It is my pleasure to testify for the committee today.

The Public Lands Council is the only national organization dedicated solely to representing the
roughly 22,000 ranchers who operate on federal lands in the Western United States. Those
22,000 families graze and steward approximately 250,000,000 acres of federal land while
owning approximately 140,000,000 acres of adjacent private land. Because of this arrangement,
ranchers across the west have a vested interest not just in the health of their livestock, but in the
rangelands that support their herds and the wildlife that thrive alongside them. The businesses
they operate form the economic nucleus of many rural communities, providing jobs and
opportunity where it wouldn’t exist otherwise. Additionally, ranchers often serve as first
responders in emergency situations across vast, remote stretches of unoccupied federal lands.
Simply put, public lands ranchers are an essential element of strong communities, healthy
economies, and productive rangelands across the West.

History of Sage Grouse Conservation

Ranchers are also an essential element of any successful species conservation effort. The best
and most recent example of this is the comprehensive, multi-decade effort to conserve and
protect sage grouse habitat across the bird’s eleven state range. The livestock industry engaged
early in these efforts, and BLM’s own Fact Sheet for the Greater Sage Grouse Conservation
Eftfort reflects that engagement by citing the nearly 10 million acres of sage grouse habitat
conserved through voluntary programs like the NRCS’s Sage Grouse Initiative as well as
Candidate Conservation agreements on both private and federal lands.

Owyhee County — where my family lives and operates our ranch — covers about 7,697 square
miles, has a population of 11,000, and has a public land footprint of about 78%. The terrain is
primarily high desert, with some of the best sage brush habitat in the west. Simply put, Owyhee
County is the heart of sage grouse country. Like much of the rural West, ranching has driven our
economy for more than 100 years, which means that healthy, productive rangelands are as
critical to the people of Owyhee as the air we breathe or the water we drink.
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Ranchers in Owyhee County responded early to concerns about Sage Grouse populations and
habitat. Realizing the integral role we play as land managers, and recognizing the rising
concerns about sage grouse populations in the early 1990s, Owyhee County established a Sage
Grouse Local Working Group in 1995, which later was given official charter status by USGS.
This local working group - a diverse mix of land owners, county officials, state agencies,
conservation groups, interested public, and the BLM — developed and implemented the Owyhee
Sage Grouse LWG Plan by 2000, incorporating best managements practices, conservation and
resource health strategies, and other relevant information into an effective conservation plan for
the sage grouse. More than 20 years later, meetings are held quarterly, with field trips and other
meetings scheduled as necessary.

We have met and overcome numerous challenges through the years, all through cooperation and
coordination at the local level. When the US Fish and Wildlife Service finalized their Policy for
the Evaluation of Conservation Efforts (or PECE Policy) in 2003, the LWG worked quickly and
diligently to amend their plan in order to continue with their work and continue to be recognized
as an effective and viable plan. When the BLM again “moved the goal posts” through amended
requirements to address the BLM’s planning efforts to “incorporate appropriate conservation
measures in Land Use Plans to conserve, enhance, and/or restore habitat...” the LWG once
again made sure they amended their plan to include such measures and keep their plan
recognized and viable.

Each time, these efforts were undertaken simply to ensure that the on the ground success being
achieved by the local ranchers, land owners, state agencies and the local working group could
continue.

This working group is still active today, with an average monthly meeting attendance of 25
people. Included in my written testimony are annual reports showing the numerous projects
either funded by, approved by, or participated in by the local working group. Over $318,000 to
date has been channeled through the Owyhee Local Working Group on-the-ground projects to
enhance and/or restore Sage Grouse habitat. This does not include an additional $18,000 put
towards a fire rehab project with the BLM for reseeding in a habitat area that was burned, nor
does it reflect projects funded by the Department of Fish and Game that the local working group
members endorsed and participated in.

Beyond our county and local working group participating in local efforts, we were also engaged
in the Governor’s Task Force state plan. This is truly collaboration at its best on a very sensitive
issue. Plans were agreed upon and signed off on by all stakeholders, with support from our State
and local BLM, and great care was taken to find common ground and effective management
solutions. Completion of the State Plan should have been a significant milestone and
celebration, yet now we are finding our collaborative work disregarded, and the rangeland health
and economic viability of our communities pushed out of the conversation in order to satisfy new
unproven objectives. Items such as Focal Areas, mandatory stubble height requirements, and
withdrawals will impose radically severe and unnecessary management restrictions on this vast
area, in opposition to proven strategies. This departure also discourages stakeholders from future
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engagement in broad based, collaborative projects once trust in the Federal land management
agencies has been broken.

Results of Collaborative Conservation Efforts

Perhaps the most frustrating part is that the results of these voluntary, local conservation efforts
around the West are undeniable — habitat is being preserved and the species is responding.
According to the latest data from the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
(WAFWA) August 2015 report — Greater Sage Grouse Population Trends: An Analysis of Lek
Count Databases 1965-2015, the number of male grouse counted on leks range-wide went from
43,397 in 2013 to 80,284 in 2015, That’s a 63% increase in the past two years alone, and
contributes to a minimum breeding population of 424,645 birds, which does not include grouse
populations on unknown leks. Additionally, the WAFWA report found that “At range-wide
scales, core areas seem to be holding up well based on model results showing average males per
lek trend estimates since 1965...” and “The most recent 10-year trend was increasing for all
range-wide leks, stable for core leks, but negative for leks at the periphery.”

While these findings undoubtedly contributed to the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s September
2015 finding that the Greater Sage Grouse was “not warranted” for protection under the
Endangered Species Act, it does not appear that they were given similar consideration in
preparation of the RODs and ARMPAs that accompanied that FWS decision. In fact, the BLM’s
lack of deference to the successful, ongoing conservation efforts of states and local partners
stands in stark contrast to their positive results on the ground.

Federal Sage Grouse Plan Amendments

To be blunt, the BLM’s top down approach of forcing one-size-fits-all or “landscape scale”
management of sage grouse conservation efforts through the plan amendments that were
finalized last year will set the decades of success and proven stakeholder collaboration we’ve
achieved at least three giant steps backwards. Time and time again, the BLM has touted their
collaboration with the local working groups and state partners in newsletters, press releases, and
Sage Grouse meetings. Unfortunately, those press releases are not policy, and the LUPs that
have emerged reflect a very different set of priorities that ignores our years of successful
collaboration and partnership.

Any flexibility and recognition of the on the ground continued work and success is ignored in
favor of restrictions that are imposed seemingly without any forethought or local input. Rather
than embracing grazing as a resource and tool for conservation benefit, these plan amendments
impose arbitrary restriction to satisfy requirements for newly minted objectives such as focal
areas and “net conservation benefit.”

Perhaps because grazing is so easy to restrict on Federal land, many of these restrictions and
limitations are aimed directly at the grazing — totally ignoring the fact that grazing is not
classified as a threat to the sage grouse. Wildfire, invasive species and infrastructure are the
major threats, all of which are most effectively managed through grazing. To arbitrarily restrict
grazing when it’s needed most is a recipe for failure.
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1t is also critical to note that restrictions on federal grazing land will consequently impact
adjacent private land grazing and management — since the adjacent private land owners are
typically also the Federal permittees. This is important because we know from decades of
scientific evaluation that as much as 80% of productive sage grouse habitat exists on those
adjacent private lands, not on the permit ground. Successful sage grouse conservation simply
cannot occur without the hard work and commitment of the ranching community — both public
and private — and to overlook our commitment and role in this effort in favor of arbitrary federal
grazing restrictions will ensure a return to declining populations.

This lack of consideration was underscored even further when the BLM denied appeals for
consistency with State management plans by the Governors of Idaho, Nevada, North Dakota,
South Dakota, and Utah. An October 13, 2015 entry in the Federal Register highlights the
BLM'’s split response to those appeals for consistency — first they pay lip service to their efforts
to collaborate, stating: “A cornerstone of the BLM’s sage grouse planning process has been
coordination and collaboration with the affected states... ” only to go on to explain elsewhere in
the notice that “Affer careful consideration of the concerns raised by the five states, the State
Directors decided not to adopt the recommendations made by the Governors.”

These appeals for consistency and their blanket denial by BLM came at the same time that
Department of Interior officials from Secretary Jewell to Director Kornze were again touting the
historic collaborative efforts that went into avoiding a listing under the Endangered Species Act.
In reality, their focus has been, and appears to remain, on enacting all the restrictions of
established conservation instruments like an ESA listing or creation of an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC), but without actually making that case through the appropriate
regulatory process. Instead, they are attempting to accomplish these goals in a de-facto manner
through the resource management planning process, which will prevent establishment of any
meaningful recovery benchmarks or plans — only in-perpetuity restrictions that inhibit existing
effective management.

Despite these comprehensive efforts at the state and federal level, and over several years of
objections and numerous substantive comment submissions by national, state, and local livestock
associations and industry groups, the BLM and US Forest Service finalized two Records of
Decision covering the entirety of the range of the Greater Sage Grouse in September of last year.
Accompanying the RODs were numerous plan amendments impacting over 165 million acres in
11 Western states.

Livestock Industry Concerns and Objections

The livestock industry has many concerns with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and Land Use Plans
Amendments (LUPAs) in regard to the greater sage grouse. The Public Lands Council and the
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association filed detailed comments on each plan at the Draft EIS
stage. Industry has also joined litigation in several states over our concerns.

While too numerous to list in detail here, these plans fail in a variety of important areas. As
mentioned previously, the primary threats to the Greater Sage Grouse — particularly in the Great
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Basin region — are wildfire, invasive annual grasses like cheatgrass, and conifer encroachment.
These threats all require active management through tools like grazing, not arbitrary objectives
such as those in the Habitat Objectives Table 2-2 that is found in all the plan amendments.

The Habitat Assessment Framework or HAF, which forms the basis for monitoring under the
plans, is essentially a monitoring snapshot which is geared to static conditions. The problem
with this approach is that rangelands are anything but static. They are incredibly dynamic and
must be monitored for trends. To ignore this concept is setting the agencies and permittees up
for failure. The static HAF ignores best available scientific evidence showing that properly
grazed bunch grass systems are more resilient and more resistant to fire than ungrazed systems —
in other words, proper grazing specifically addresses the biggest threats to sage grouse habitat,
while reduced grazing allows these threats to compound. This is particularly true after a wet
spring like we’ve had in much of the West. Grass is abundant this year, and as it dries out we
could experience a catastrophic fire season, which will be devastating for wildlife, ranchers, and
local communities alike.

Since the online newspaper Greenwire leaked the BLM’s draft Grazing Implementation Memo
and Implementation Guide several months ago, our industry has repeatedly requested that BLM
engage us in the finalization of this guidance. Repeatedly, those requests have been denied. To
date, our only reference for what this guidance might look like comes from the leaked documents
found online. We have been told repeatedly that we will get to see the documents once they are
completed and ready for implementation — well past the point where we, as critical on-the-
ground partners, could offer any constructive input into the process.

In conclusion, this lack of collaboration, misplaced focus on reduced grazing footprint rather
than proper application of grazing as a tool, and disregard for ongoing local management is
precisely the reason these plans must be thrown out, and the Federal land management agencies
must reevaluate their involvement in the conservation of the greater sage grouse. Local input
and decades of successful, collaborative conservation efforts must be the starting point for
Federal involvement, not an afterthought.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear, I welcome any questions the Subcommittee may have.
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Senator BARRASSO. Well, thank you, Ms. Richards. We appreciate
your testimony.

Next we will hear from Ms. Katie Sweeney, who is the Senior
Vice President and General Counsel of the National Mining Asso-
ciation.

Thanks for joining us.

STATEMENT OF KATIE SWEENEY, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT &
GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL MINING ASSOCIATION

Ms. SWEENEY. Good afternoon, Chairman Barrasso, other mem-
bers of the Subcommittee. My name is Katie Sweeney. I appreciate
the opportunity to testify on behalf of the National Mining Associa-
tion (NMA) about the impacts of the BLM and Forest Service land
use plans related to sage grouse conservation.

I want to emphasize that NMA shares the concerns of other pan-
elists regarding the onerous restrictions imposed by the land use
plans; however, today I will focus my testimony on an outgrowth
of the plans that uniquely impacts the mining industry.

As a consequence of the final land use plans, the Interior Depart-
ment is proposing to withdraw ten million acres of sage grouse
habitat from new mining operations, the largest land withdrawal
in the history of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.
This is particularly troubling given that mineral development is al-
ready either restricted or banned on more than half of all federally-
owned lands.

The agencies assert that the mineral withdrawal is necessary to
conserve the sage grouse but then attempts to downplay the im-
pacts of the withdrawal by claiming that the lands involved are not
highly prospective for miners.

But existing USGS and state data that was submitted during the
scoping period rebut this assertion, and one of the best indicators
of mineral potential in any given area are the presence of existing
mining claims. Yet BLM and Forest Service never quantified the
number of existing mine claims in the area recommended for with-
drawal, nor did BLM attempt to do so in the scoping process.

NMA'’s research, that’s attached to my testimony, identified near-
ly 6,000 existing mining claims in the ten-million-acre withdrawal
area. The maps which I'm going to bring up on the screen, not only
show that these areas are likely to be highly prospective for min-
erals, but the quantification of the footprint of mining activities in
the proposed withdrawal area calls into question a necessity of the
entire withdrawal.

[The information referred to follows:]
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The maps displayed show the overlap of each—of existing mining
claims and the proposed withdrawal area in each of the affected
states. We identified the number of existing mining claims in the
proposed withdrawal area, the total acreage of those claims and the
percentage of the proposed withdrawal area impacted by the exist-
ing mining claims, and I think the results are pretty telling.

These are in alphabetical order, not order of importance. I know
that there are many Committee members who have—who rep-
resent these states.

In Idaho. So, you can see the overlap, the green and then the red
and blue dots are the mining claims. We are looking at less than
one percent of the nearly four million acres withdrawn are im-
pacted by existing claims.

Hold on. Uh oh, sorry. We’ll go to Montana, I promise. I can find
it. There we go. In Montana, it’s less than two percent of the nearly
one million acres withdrawn. In Nevada, it’s less than three per-
cent of the nearly three million acres withdrawn. In Oregon, it’s
less than one percent of the nearly two million acres withdrawn.
In Utah, it’s less than one percent of the more than 230 thousand
acres withdrawn. And in Wyoming, it’s less than three percent of
the more than 250,000 acres withdrawn. So in total the existing
mining claims impact only about one percent of the ten-million-acre
area. How can a ten-million-acre withdrawal be justified by an ac-
tivity with this small of an existing footprint?

For comparison sake, in 2015, and I think this is the wildfire ev-
erybody else was mentioning, that wildfire eliminated 200,000
acres of BLM sage grouse habitat. The footprint of mining in the
withdrawal area barely registers compared to the impact of a sin-
gle, large wildfire.

The withdrawal will do very little to protect the sage grouse or
its habitat as mining activities are not a major threat. And as oth-
ers have said, government reports prepared in conjunction with the
land use plans confirm this fact as they uniformly conclude wildfire
and invasive species are the greatest threats. Data compiled by the
U.S. Geological Survey clearly show that habitat loss due to min-
ing, range wide, are minor totaling only about 3.6 percent and can
be mitigated with appropriate project specific conservation meas-
ures.

The proposed withdrawal also ignores the role that mining com-
panies played in improved habitat for sage grouse with voluntary
conservation efforts and well-designed reclamation, mining activi-
ties regularly result in higher value habitat than if the same lands
were left unmanaged. The impacts of the withdrawal reach far be-
yond mining.

Our domestic mining industry serves as the front end of the sup-
ply chain for the minerals and materials vital to the success of our
health care, transportation, communication, national defense and
countless other industries. Further limiting access to domestic min-
erals is detrimental. In the last two decades the United States’ de-
pendence on mineral imports has doubled, and today less than half
of ﬁhe minerals American manufacturers need are sourced domesti-
cally.

In summary, the proposed withdrawal is simply bad public policy
that comes with a high price tag for U.S. mining and the vast sec-
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tors of our economy that depend upon a reliable and secure supply
chain of minerals and metals.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Sweeney follows:]
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Katie Sweeney
Senior Vice President & General Counsel
National Mining Association

Good morning. My name is Katie Sweeney and | am Senior Vice President and General
Counsel of the National Mining Association (NMA). NMA is the national trade
association representing the producers of most of the nation’s coal, metais, industrial
and agricultural minerals; manufacturers of mining and mineral processing machinery,
equipment and supplies: and engineering and consulting firms, financial institutions and
other firms serving the mining industry. | appreciate the opportunity to testify today
about the impacts of the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) and Forest Service’s
land use plans related to sage grouse conservation.

To begin, | want to emphasize that NMA shares the concerns of others on this panel
regarding the more onerous development restrictions imposed by the land use plans
such as surface occupancy restrictions, lek buffers and disturbance caps. However,
today | would like to focus my testimony on an outgrowth of the plans that uniquely
impacts the mining industry — the withdrawal of millions of acres of federal land from
mining.

Final Plans Recommend Large Scale Mineral Withdrawal

Based on recommendations by BLM and Forest Service in the final land use plans, the
Department of the Interior (DOI) is proposing to withdraw 10 million acres of sage
grouse habitat from new mining operations. As such, the land use plans have set into
motion the largest land withdrawal in the history of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA). Mineral development is already either restricted or banned
on more than half of all federally owned public lands. Given the vast amount of federal
lands already closed to mining operations, excluding 10 million acres of additional lands
poses serious hardship to the nation’s economic and mineral security.

The Withdrawal is Not Necessary to Protect Sage Grouse or Its Habitat

Unfortunately, this withdrawal will do very little to protect the sage grouse or its habitat
as mining activities are not a major threat. As the government reports prepared in
conjunction with the listing determination or the land use plans uniformly conclude,
wildfires and invasive species as the greatest threats to sage grouse throughout its
range.

BLM summarized the impacts of these threats in its Record of Decision (ROD)
approving the land use plans, stating: “The primary threats [to sage grouse] are the
widespread present and potential impacts of wildfire, the loss of native habitat to
invasive species, and conifer encroachment.”! The cycle of devastating wildfires and the
damage they cause to slow recovering sage-brush, coupled with the invasion of faster
growing cheatgrass is well known and is without dispute the paramount driver {o sage

* Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments for the Great Basin Region, Including
the Greater Sage-Grouse Sub-Regions of ldaho, Southeastern Montana, Nevada, and Northeastern California,
Oregon, Oregon, and Utah. September, 2015, at Sec. 1.3.

2
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grouse habitat degradation.? Similarly, the FWS’ 2013 Greater Sage Grouse
Conservation Objectives Team Report (COT Report) identifies fire as “one of the
primary factors linked to loss of sagebrush-steppe habitat and corresponding population
declines of greater sage-grouse.”® The cycle of fire and pervasion of invasive species is
well documented as the primary threat to sage grouse habitat. According to the COT
Report:

The increase in mean fire frequency in sagebrush ecosystems has been
facilitated by the incursion of nonnative annual grasses, primarily Bromus
tectorum (cheatgrass) and Taeniatherum asperum (medusahead) (Billings
1994; Miller and Eddleman 2001). The positive feedback loop between
exotic annual grasses and fires can preclude the opportunity for
sagebrush to become re-established. Exotic annual grasses and other
invasive plants also alter habitat suitability for sage-grouse by reducing or
eliminating native forbs and grasses essential for food and cover.4

Additionally, data compiled by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) clearly
show that the habitat loss due to mining (locatable, leasable and salable) range-wide
are minor, totaling about 3.6 percent, and can be mitigated with appropriate project-
specific conservation measures including off-site mitigation for unavoidable impacts.®
Such data begs the question of why BLM is deviating so significantly from its multiple
use mandate in moving forward with the withdrawal.

The proposed withdrawal also ignores the role that mining companies play to improve
habitat for sage grouse. For example, well-designed reclamation of mining activities on
public lands can ultimately lead to higher value habitat than if the same lands were left
unmanaged. This principle is particularly applicable to sage grouse habitat where
mining companies work to prevent spread of invasive species and routinely restore low-
value habitats into prime potential sage grouse habitat.

High Mineral Potential Lands Are at Risk

Simultaneously with the non-listing decision regarding the sage grouse, Interior began
to take steps to initiate the withdrawal. To defend its position on the withdrawal, various
Interior officials indicated that “the withdrawn areas do not appear to be highly
prospective for miners.”® Such blanket statements about 10 million acres are
disingenuous. Historically, federal lands have been an important source of domestic

2 Long-Term Effects of Wildfire on Greater Sage-Grouse— Integrating Population and Ecosystem Concepts for
Management in the Great Basin, United States Geological Survey, 2015, Page 32

* See, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Greater Sage-Grouse, Conservation Objectives Team {COT): Final Report,
February, 2013, pg. 10

41d.

5 Summary of Science, Activities, Programs, and Policies That Influence the Rongewide Conservation of Greater
Sage-Grouse {Centrocercus urophasianus) ; USGS Open-File Report 2013-1098 p. 71

¢ Greenwire, “Interior proposes banning new mining on 10M sage grouse acres,” Sept. 23, 2015 (available at
http://www.eenews.net/greenwire/stories/1060025186/search?keyword=highly+prospective — subscription
required).

3



61

mineral production. Twelve western states are the source of much of our nation's
mineral endowment and these states have a significant share of federal lands. In fact,
these same states account for 75 percent of our nation’s metals production. Such
statements also are rebutted by existing USGS and state data that was submitted
during the scoping period on the proposed withdrawal.

Perhaps one of the best indicators of mineral potential in any given area are the
presence of existing mining claims. BLM and Forest Service never quantified the
number of existing mining claims in the area they recommended for withdrawal. Nor did
BLM attempt to do so in the scoping process for the proposed withdrawal. NMA, using
the BLM Land Records 2000 database, and the maps of the proposed withdrawal area,
identified nearly 6000 existing mining claims in the six states impacted by the
withdrawal: Idaho, Nevada, Montana, Oregon, Utah and Wyoming. This information is
contained in a NMA fact sheet attached to this testimony.

The data in the fact sheet is important not only to rebut the notion that these areas are
not highly prospective, but they also provide perspective about the footprint of mining
activities in the proposed withdrawal area that call into question the necessity of the
withdrawal. For each impacted state, NMA identified the number of existing mining
claims in the proposed withdrawal area, the total acreage of those claims, and the
percentage of the proposed withdrawal area impacted by existing mining claims. The
results are telling. In Idaho, mining's footprint is less than one percent of the nearly four
million acres withdrawn. In Montana, mining’s footprint is less than two percent of the
nearly one million acres withdrawn. In Nevada, mining’s footprint is less than three
percent of the nearly three million acres withdrawn. In Oregon, mining’s footprint is less
than one percent of the nearly two million acres withdrawn. In Utah, mining’s footprint is
less than one percent of the more than 230,000 acres withdrawn. And in Wyoming,
mining’s footprint is less than three percent of the more than 250,000 acres withdrawn.

Peicennaeoffol
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In no state, did existing mining impact more than three percent of the withdrawal area.
In fact, in total, existing mining claims impact only about one percent of the 10 million
acre area.
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How can a 10 million acre withdrawal be justified by an activity with this small of an
existing footprint? Wildfires, arguably the biggest threat to sage grouse habitat can
destroy hundreds of thousands of acres of habitat in mere days. In 2015, a single fire in
Idaho eliminated 200,000 acres of BLM sage grouse habitat. The footprint of mining in
the withdrawal area barely registers compared to the impact of a large wildfire and as
mentioned previously, the active management of mine sites routinely results in
improved sage grouse habitat. BLM is clearly looking at the wrong threats in moving
forward with the withdrawal.

This Withdrawal is Contrary to BLM’s Multiple Use Mandate

BLM is also deviating from its own multiple use mandate and policies in pursuing the
withdrawal. While the goals of FLPMA are many, including protecting the environmental
and other key values of the public land, the underpinning of the statute is that
management of the public land should be on the basis of muitiple use and sustained
yield unless otherwise specified by law. A component of such multiple use includes the
requirement that public land be managed in a manner that “recognizes the Nation's
need for domestic sources of minerals.” BLM has in the past translated that mandate in
the context of mining in its 2006 Minerals Policy Statement which indicates that with few
exceptions, mineral exploration and development can occur concurrently or sequentially
with other resource uses. NMA articulated in its comments on the scoping process for
the withdrawal its legal concerns with BLM’s failure to comply with its multiple use
mandate as well as BLM's authority to withdrawal over 5000 acres of public lands
without congressional action so | will not repeat those here today.

Impacts Reach Far Beyond Mining

Our domestic mining industry serves as the front-end of the supply chain for the
minerals and materials vital to the success of countless other industries. Today, mining
provides for nearly two million jobs with above-average wages and benefits, generates
$46 billion annually in federal, state and local taxes and provides key minerals to
industries that make up 14 percent of our GDP. The materials produced by U.S. mining
support our healthcare, transportation, communication, energy and national defense
sectors, and many others. They are the integral building blocks of everyday items like
cell phones, laptops and cars, as well as infrastructure and lifesaving medical devices.

Unfortunately, we do not get to choose exactly where to mine for these critical minerals.
Given the elusive nature of mineral deposits, discoveries cannot occur without
widespread exploration. Such extensive exploration activities are required because
concentrations of useful minerals rich enough to form ore deposits are rare phenomena.
Commercially extractable concentrations form only where special physical and chemical
conditions have favored their accumulation. Exploration geologists frequently cite the
metric that at best approximately 1 out of 10,000 deposits has the chance to be
transformed into an operating mine. The difficulty in finding commercial mineral deposits
underlies the mining industry concerns about large scale mineral withdrawals, as crucial
future resources may be put off limits. Finding new resources and delineating their
economic potential is critical to keeping the commodity pipeline flowing.

5
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Further limiting access to domestic minerals is poor public policy. in the past two
decades, the United States’ dependence on mineral imports has doubled and today,
less than half of the minerals American manufacturers need are sourced domestically.
U.S. industries are currently 100 percent import dependent on 19 key minerals and
more than 50 percent import reliant on another 24 mineral commodities that are
potentially available in the U.S. Our growing dependence on imports leaves many key
domestic industries unnecessarily vulnerable to disruptions from extended, complex and
fragile supply chains.

Conclusion

The proposed withdrawal is simply bad public policy that comes with a high price tag for
U.S. mining and the vast sectors of our economy that depend upon a reliable and
secure supply chain of minerals and metals. | appreciate the opportunity to testify
before the subcommittee.
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Department of Interior Land Withdrawals

Unprecedented Proposal Harms U.S, Economy and the Environment

Based on recommendations by the U.S, Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service
(FS), the Department of Interior is proposing

to withdraw up to 10 million acres of sage

grouse habitat from new mining operations. This
over-reaching and unprecedented action would
seriously damage the United States economy and
mineral security, while harming the very species
it purports to protect.

Proposed Land Withdrawals — ldaho

Sage Grouse Decision — Bad Public Policy

After years of exhaustive studies, The Department
of the Interior (DOI) recently announced that

listing of the greater sage grouse as endangered
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA} is not
warranted. Despite the department’s finding that
mining is not a major threat to the bird or its habitat,
DO} incomprehensibly is proposing to withdraw

an enormous amount of land in six states from
consideration for future mining activity.

The withdrawal would be the largest ever in the
history of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA). New mining operations are already
either restricted or banned on more than half of all
federally owned public lands. Given the vast amount
of federal lands already closed to mining operations,
excluding 10 million acres of additional lands poses
serious hardship to the nation’s economic and
mineral security.

Sage Grouse Decision ~ Bad for Sage Grouse

One of the reasons sage grouse do not qualify as
endangered is the unprecedented number of federal,
state, local and private conservation efforts, including
those voluntarily taken by the mining industry. Not

only have mining companies entered into sage grouse
conservation agreements and conducted award-winning
habitat restoration, their active management
of mine sites has routinely resulted in
improved habitat.

E - Placer Claims
‘ - Lode Claims

- Proposed Sage Grouse
Mineral Withdrawal
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Importance of Minerals to U.S. Economy Importance of Minerals to U.S. Security
The value added by major industries that consume Our nation’s import dependence for key mineral
the $78 billion of minerals produced in the US.isan commodities has doubled over the past two decades,

estimated $2.5 trillion (2014), or 14 percent of our GDP.

The US. is import dependent for |9 key mineral
Mining’s direct and indirect economic contribution resources and more than 50 percent import
includes nearly 2 milfion jobs with wage and benefits dependent for an additional 24 mineral commodities.
well above the state average for the industrial sector.

Less than half of the mineral needs of US.
Domestic mining generates $46 billion in tax manufacturing are met from domestically mined
payments to federal, state and local governments. resources.

Qur growing dependence on imports leaves many

key domestic industries unnecessarily vulnerable
to disruptions from extended, complex and fragile
supply chains.

‘ - Placer Claims
B - Lode Claims

- Proposed Sage Grouse
Mineral Withdrawal




Minerals Production Requires Public Lands Access
Federal lands account for as much as 86 percent of
the land area in certain Western states and these
same states account for 75 percent of our nation’s
metals production.

Proposed Land Withdrawals — Nevada

Already half of the nation’s hardrock mineral estate

is either off-limits or under restrictions for mineral
development. An additional 10 million acre withdrawal
of federal fands for a single species will have a
significant impact on the ability to develop domestic
minerals on federal fands.

Developable mineral deposits are difficult to find as
concentrations of useful minerals rich enough to form
ore deposits are rare phenomena.As such, widespread
exploration for minerals, including resource-rich federal
lands, is necessary to find these elusive deposits.

ﬁ - Placer Claims
m - Lade Claims

Q%%E - Proposed Sage Grouse
Mineral Withdrawal



Active Mining Claims Indicate Additional The presence of mining claims is a good indication of
Mineral Potential known mineral potential. The mineral potential report
BLM statements that the proposed withdrawal areas required prior to a withdrawal decision is expected
are of low mineral potential are unconvincing. Existing to confirm significant mineralization in much of the
US. Geological Survey data indicate that there are likely ~ proposed withdrawal area. Even areas currently
recoverable mineral resources in many of these areas. considered low mineral potential could become a
According to BLM records, the area proposed to be resource in the future with changes in technology or
withdrawn includes nearly 5500 active mining claims. commodity prices.

idaho 3854622 634 13,098 0.34%

Montana 983,156 677 13986 1.42%
Nevada 2,797,399 3762 77722 2.78%
Oregon 1,929,580 373 7644 0.39%
Utah 230808 9 186 0.08%
Wyoming 252,162 13 5140 204%

Proposed Land Withdrawals — Oragon

« Placer Claims
« Lode Claims

- Proposed Sage Grouse
Mineral Withdrawal
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10 Million Acres ~ Excessive and Unnecessary
DOl maintains that the withdrawal is necessary to
prevent a listing of the sage grouse. However, most of
the reports prepared for the listing determination do
not identify mining activities as a significant threat and
instead point to wildfires and invasive species as the
greatest threats,

In fact, the agency’s own report shows that all
development activities only impact seven percent
of the entire ecoregion, yet mining is asked to pay
the price with mineral withdrawals which are vastly
disproportionate to its footprint.

The withdrawal ignores the role that mining
companies take in actively managing the federal

Proposed Land Withdrawals — Utah

lands on which they operate. During mine
reclamation, mining companies frequently restore
low-value habitats into prime potential sage-grouse
habitat by eliminating invasive species and reducing
risks of wildfires.

The withdrawal is contrary to DOV's “Multiple

Use Mandate” under FLPMA As articulated in
BLM'’s 2006 Minerals and Energy Policy, under that
mandate BLM's land use planning and multiple-use
management decisions will recognize that, with few
exceptions, mineral exploration and development
can occur concurrently or sequentially with

other resource uses and that the least restrictive
stipulations that effectively accomplish the resource
objectives or uses will be used.

. - Placer

Claims

- - Lode

Claims

Proposed
Sage Grouse
Mineral
Withdrawal
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Withdrawal An Unauthorized DO Power Grab
The areas to be withdrawn were identified without

adequate opportunity for public comment and
regardless, a withdrawal of this size is beyond the
DOVs authority,

The 10 miflion acre withdrawal is premised on “sage
grouse focal areas”™— a land management scheme
devised by the BLM after the public comment period
for the fand use management plan amendments had

closed and the public has been denied an opportunity

to comment on this critical element of the decision.

Proposed Land Withdrawals ~ Wyoming

In FLPMA, Congress specifically acknowledged the
importance of mining on federal lands and minerals’
contribution to society. In fact, FLPMA requires
Congressional approval if mining activities are to

be curtailed by large-scale withdrawals. Specifically,

mineral withdrawals of more than 5,000 acres are
subject to Congressional approval which the DOI has
not received.

m - Placer Claims
n « Lode Claims

Proposed Sage Grouse
Mineral Withdrawal







72

Senator BARRASSO. Well, thank you very much to each and every
one of you. We are going to have some questions for members of
the panel.

We will start with Senator Lee.

Senator LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to all of you for being here. This is an important topic.
It is an especially important topic to those of us from the Western
United States who have to live with the consequences of this issue.

As I mentioned earlier, and as Ms. Clarke mentioned at length
in her testimony, Utah has done an extraordinary job at managing
these competing interests, at balancing the need to protect the sage
grouse while at the same time maintaining an environment in
which our economy can grow and where economic activity can occur
in a responsible fashion.

I am worried though. I am worried that Utah’s federal partners
have been showing a pronounced propensity to ignore suggestions
made by the state. When this happens trust between the state and
its citizens on the one hand and the Federal Government and its
agencies and its regulators on the other hand, tends to erode.
When that trust tends to erode, it becomes far more difficult for us
to achieve what we want to achieve; it becomes far more difficult
for us to protect the bird; and, it becomes far more difficult for us
to accomplish all the things, all the goals, the aspirations, that we
have in common.

On May 29th, 2015, just over a year ago, the BLM and the For-
est Service released their proposed land use plan amendments.
Utah seized on this opportunity and submitted a substantial com-
ment making many dozens of suggestions about how best to man-
age the sage grouse in Utah. Utahans know well how to deal with
this, within our own state. After all, Utahans have to live with the
consequences of any efforts in those areas.

In light of that, Mr. Lyons, I would like to ask you a question.
Do you know how many of those suggestions, the suggestions that
were submitted by the State of Utah, were adopted in the Sep-
tember 9th, 2015, final record of decision?

Mr. Lyons. Well, Senator, I think I'd make two points. One is I
would have to go back and I would have to talk with the state offi-
cials and others with regard to the nature of the requests for
changes in the plans and how they responded. And I would also
point out that many changes were made in the plans in collabora-
tion with the state before those final drafts were issued.

So I want to make clear that many issues were resolved before
we got to that point. There may have been other issues that were
raised in the consistency review which is what, I assume, you're re-
ferring to, but I'd have to check with staff to see what changes
were made both before and subsequent to the consistency review.

Senator LEE. Okay.

[The information requested was not provided as of the date of
printing.]

Senator LEE. I am going to ask Ms. Clarke, to get her perspective
on this and on the point that you made in a moment.

My understanding is that your answer to that question could be
very simple. It is zero, none, not one of them, not one of the sugges-
tions made by the State of Utah submitted to the Federal Govern-
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ment were followed, not a single one of them. This is incredibly
frustrating.

I would like to think that my state has earned a seat at the
table, not only because it is affected by this in a way that most
states are not, but also because my state has spent upwards of $50
million trying to figure out how to protect the sage grouse. That is
a lot of money for a small, not terribly wealthy state in the Rocky
Mountains. And they have spent this just studying the sage grouse
and trying to get this right.

It is not as though we have just thrown that money out there
just to spend it. It is not as though we have wasted it. These efforts
have had a pretty good effect. The sage grouse population in Utah
has, as I understand it, increased by over 50 percent just since
2013. To have every single one of Utah’s land use plan suggestions
categorically rejected and not incorporated makes your agencies ap-
pear aloof and unresponsive, unconcerned about the dynamic of the
state/federal partnership.

The state/federal partnership, this is a dynamic that I am con-
stantly told exists between federal land use managers on the one
hand and state and local officials on the other hand. Yet curiously,
at least within my own state, I hear that only from the federal offi-
cials. I never hear the state officers describe it that way because
more often than a partnership it is much more of a dictatorial rela-
tionship.

So, Ms. Clarke, I would like to ask you had the BLM and had
the Forest Service adopted at least some of Utah’s land use amend-
ment suggestions, what effect would those changes have made on
the State of Utah and on the State of Utah’s ability to protect the
bird?

Ms. CLARKE. Utah’s plan and our many recommendations to the
Federal Government were based on a directive that we had as we
adopted the plan and that was to make sure we were taking good
care of the bird, conserve the bird, but also protect economic oppor-
tunity. That wasn’t an easy balancing act, but we did a remarkable
job with it.

One thing we did is identify 11 separate areas where we created
individual plans focused on the local threat. We have used incred-
ibly good science as we go through this. We think we could have
held on to that balance and wouldn’t have had to say no to many
things had we been able to really have some of our recommenda-
tions accepted.

One other thing is had they been accepted Utah probably
wouldn’t be in litigation with the Federal Government over these
plans right now.

Senator LEE. What became of those suggestions though while we
are on that topic?

Ms. CLARKE. We had a lot of discussion with the Federal Govern-
ment. They were available to talk. The frustration was we had a
lot of talk and the Federal Government did what they wanted to
do.

Senator LEE. Okay, thank you. I see my time is expired.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Senator Lee.

Senator Heinrich.
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Senator HEINRICH. Mr. Lyons, greater sage grouse populations
have declined from historical highs that have been at times esti-
mated to be as high as possibly 16 million birds to just a few hun-
dred thousand. Irrespective of exact population levels, which clear-
ly fluctuate with precipitation, in particular, this represents an
enormous and very alarming decline.

In your opinion, based on the strength of the conservation in-
cluded in the state plans alone, would the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service have been able to arrive at its decision not to list the great-
er sage grouse as threatened? In other words, do the state plans
alone offer the kind of durable and scientifically sound conservation
requirements to achieve long-term population success and avoid
listing?

Mr. Lyons. Well Senator, I don’t know that I can speak for the
Fish and Wildlife Service. So I will not attempt to

Senator HEINRICH. Let me point out that you are the only Inte-
rior federal

Mr. LyonNs. Unfortunately I don’t have to

Senator HEINRICH. Yes.

Mr. Lyons. But I would say that, you know, the challenge we
faced was building plans in collaboration with the states as we did
and then providing both the flexibility necessary to respond to local
conditions and recognize local initiatives, as Kathleen just spoke of,
but at the same time provide sufficient consistency across the larg-
er landscape such that the threats identified by the COT report
which again, was authored by a team that included a dominant
number of state officials, to address those in a way that provided
sufficient consistency so that the Fish and Wildlife Service felt that
those threats were adequately addressed. And I think that was the
challenge that we faced.

Senator HEINRICH. Speaking of those threats, Mr. Lyons, if you
listened to the opening comments from some of my colleagues, you
could be left with the impression that the Department of the Inte-
rior has not taken seriously or addressed the deleterious impacts
that fire has on mature sage brush.

Would you tell us a little bit about what exactly Department of
the Interior is doing in that area?

Mr. Lyons. Well, I'd be glad to, Senator.

I think, as I indicated in my opening statement, we recognized
early on the significant threat associated with range land fire. I
think we recognized as well that past efforts had not adequately
dealt with that threat.

And so, Secretary Jewell issued a Secretarial Order, 336, that di-
rected us to develop a strategy for preventing, suppressing and re-
storing lands impacted by range land fire in short order. I think
the Executive Order was issued in January. We had preliminary
recommendations put together to deal with the pending fire season
by March and a final plan for an integrated strategy put together
in May. And in my 35 years in government I’'ve never seen things
move that quickly. So I was pleased to see that happen.

We used that then to initiate efforts, again, in collaboration with
the states to secure more equipment, to be in position, people in
areas where we knew there was a high fire risk.
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We worked with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies, WAFWA, which is basically the states’ Fish and Game
directors, to identify areas of high risk to fire as well as those of
high resistance and resilience so we could better target our efforts.

We made a significant investment in working with the states in
helping to train and provide resources for Range Land Fire Protec-
tion Associations. Idaho has those. Nevada has those. Oregon has
a program, as does Nevada. And those individuals become, really,
the first line of defense in dealing with range land fire. And I think
it was a very successful effort. We also put money into training vet-
eran crews and added a substantial number of veteran crews to the
effort.

So, we took that threat seriously, and fortunately, we were able
to limit losses last year. I think the Soda fire, though, was a re-
minder of how significant it is that we get prepared to deal with
this threat.

Senator HEINRICH. I am quickly running out of time, so I want
to get to one more question. Thanks for your answer, Mr. Lyons.

Ms. Macdonald, I wanted to ask a little bit about the sage grouse
initiative that is led by NRCS. It has worked with ranchers, farm-
ers and private landowners to voluntarily protect more than four
million acres of sage grouse habitat.

Can you just talk a little bit about this on the ground, collabo-
rative work and how it has achieved so much success?

Ms. MACDONALD. Absolutely, thank you for the opportunity, Sen-
ator Heinrich.

The Sage Grouse Initiative has been amazingly effective. It’s
done a great job of using science to inform its decision making and
focus its resources. The Natural Resource Conservation Service
does a great job working with private landowners, and we’ve been
pleased to partner with them in the development of some of the
science that’s been used to target resources.

They move mighty quickly and they’ve also been able to really
do things that not only benefit the bird, but also benefit the herd
and I think that’s part of what have made them so successful.

May 1 follow up just on a couple of other points you made? You
know, in the State of Oregon our final request for changes in the
Governor’s Consistency Report were also, I think, not taken. But
our governor, our governor and state, really felt like it was so im-
portant to get the consistency across the BLM plans that we were
comfortable having a little difference between our plan and the
BLM’s plan. And we are pretty confident that we’re going to be
able to work a way to get those differences to be more consistent.

So, while I appreciate the frustration Senator Lee expressed, 1
think that there had been a lot of movement along the way to
make changes. You can see that reflected in our plan and a lot of
the other state plans where differences exist.

Thank you.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Senator Heinrich.

Senator Daines.

Senator DAINES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Montana is a state that has rich natural resources. We say that
we are a state where we work but we also like to play. As Mon-
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tanans, I think we understand that balance we need to have where
we want to have a place we can develop our natural resources.

We can have a thriving agriculture business. At the same time,
we want to make sure we protect our environment so we have a
place to take our kids fishing and hunting and backpacking on the
weekends. That is who we are as Montanans.

I am an avid outdoorsman. I love spending time outside when I
am not here in Washington, DC. We found in Montana that bal-
ance, and we struck that with hard work and the encouragement
of farmers, ranchers, folks in the energy industry, from conserva-
tionists to put together a state plan in terms of sage grouse con-
servation.

In Montana the sage grouse habitat is predominately occupied by
private landowners, and 64 percent of the sage grouse habitat in
Montana is in the hands of the private citizens.

In Montana we also have a checkerboard land management
structure, typically by sections, square miles, a section of 40 acres.
Federal tracts are oftentimes surrounded by state and private
lands, and these federal requirements can have a significant im-
pact on operations on the adjacent private or state lands.

I was disappointed, I must say, to see that the plan, put together
by BLM, rather than complementing what was done with our state
plans in Montana, there was conflict. I was disappointed to see the
federal plans largely inconsistent with the state plans in some very
important areas. Remember, the birds don’t know the difference be-
tween a BLM section, a private section or a state section.

This is just another example of this long list of one-size-fits-none
directives coming out of this town that do not take into account the
unique nature of the states and their ability to provide home grown
solutions. I am a firm believer that the folks closest to the lands
ought to have the greatest voice in this process.

Mr. Lyons, after reading Governor Bullock’s consistency review,
and we have a democratic governor so this is very bipartisan issue
back home and Governor Bullock’s plan—he listened to input from
Montanans. Could you explain why it appears that the voices of
Montanans were not incorporated into the planning process?

Mr. Lyons. Well Senator, I would suggest that we did try to in-
corporate the views and concerns of the governor and others in
Montana in developing the plan, and we will continue to do so
through implementation.

I'd point out that the checkerboard ownership pattern that you
described is an important element here. And for that reason we
sought to build flexibility into the plans with regard to, in par-
ticular, how oil and gas resources were to be developed and reached
an agreement with the governor’s office in that regard. Montana is
in a unique situation in that it is transitioning to adopting a strat-
egy, known as the courier strategy, which is essentially what has
been implemented in Wyoming.

So, we're working and we’ll continue to work with the governor’s
office as that transition occurs, and I think that will provide addi-
tional flexibility for the state.

Senator DAINES. Yes, and in that regard, thank you.

I recognize, and to the credit of our state BLM office, they fought
hard for clauses in Montana’s RMP to ensure that flexibility you
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talked about for the federal plans to be reviewed every two years
and amended if and when the Montana state plan is proven to be
“effective.”

I think the land users back home in Montana need more cer-
tainty that the BLM will indeed amend its land use plans to reflect
the successes of local landowners in our state plan. We have been
undertaking an active sage grouse conservation effort for over ten
years. The irony here, of course, as you know, is the Montana plan
is extremely similar to the Wyoming plan which was largely adopt-
ed by the BLM in Wyoming and not so in Montana.

So as I understand it, the BLM is undergoing its guidance docu-
ments to implement these plans. How does the Department plan to
resolx;e these differences on federal land within these first two
years?

Mr. Lyons. I believe what we’ll attempt to do is we’ll implement
the plan as it’s written now and as the state develops its plan
based on the courier strategy, we’ll review that plan and then
amend the existing RMPs accordingly.

Senator DAINES. Specifically, does the Department plan to revise
its plans in Montana in 2017?

Mr. Lyons. I think that’s a function of when the plans are pre-
sented by the State of Montana, and it’s a function of the construc-
tion of those plans. So, I can’t commit to something I haven’t seen
nor has been delivered. So I think that’s why we built this transi-
tion in recognizing the desire to put in place this courier strategy
which, I think, would work well for Montana.

Senator DAINES. A follow up on that.

They say that if you aim at nothing, you will hit it, in terms of
clear objectives and targets.

Could you define what you mean by “effective” and what “meet-
ing management objectives” means so that Montanans have a tar-
get to work with?

Mr. LyoNs. Well effective means effective in sustaining the habi-
tat; And the population of the greater sage grouse so as to ensure
that it does not warrant listing in the future. I think that’s the ob-
jective across the range. It’s actually the objective that was created
by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies over a
decade ago, and we’ve consistently focused on that as an objective
in working with the states.

Senator DAINES. Right.

I am out of time. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BARRASSO. Senator Risch.

Senator RiscH. Thank you very much.

Ms. Macdonald, let me say you were critical of language that is
attempting to be passed at Congress that throws a bucket of cold
water on the federal agencies that are involved in this.

Let me tell you, first of all, you represent, in my judgement, one
of the most successful conservation organizations in America and
one that has tremendous respect by myself and this Congress, real-
ly. And you do it because you work from the bottom/up and not the
top/down.

With all due respect to the other gentlemen here, the Federal
Government is notorious for doing things just the opposite. So I
come back to the defense of those of us who are supportive of at-
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tempting to handcuff these guys to a degree in dealing with this
problem.

We really think the states are doing a good job. In this town, you
cannot get people to understand this. The states actually can do
these things. We actually can manage things. We can accomplish
things and we do.

In our defense, we had to do this with wolves. Idaho had gotten
rid of its wolves for a long, long time. None of us wanted wolves
back. But the wolf, like the bird, is a magnificent animal. We have
them now, even though we did not want them.

But we just couldn’t. It was like the tar baby. We just could not
get away from the Federal Government. So we finally passed a law
and said, Federal Government, you are out of this business. We are
going to do it, and we are still trying to get a handle on it. In Idaho
and in a lot of places you can get five tags because we have still
g}(l)t to thin what we’ve got, but we have been successful in doing
that.

I would not worry too much about this. I think we are going to
keep a close angle on this and see that this bird is—gets to the
point where it has a sustainable future in front of it. But we think
the states can do it. If those that worship at the altar of the Fed-
eral Government, they will not like this, but we think at the state
level we can probably do that.

But anyway, thank you for your consideration. We will just have
to respectfully disagree on that particular point, but we have the
same objective. There is not anybody that wants to see anything
but the best for this bird.

Let me say that and just in closing on that. What that should
represent, and it doesn’t always, but what it should represent is
just a depth of lack of confidence that we, who represent states
here, have in some of the things that the Federal Government tries
to do and this is certainly one of them.

To my friends from the Forest Service and the BLM, it should
be loud and clear that the top/down approach just simply is not ap-
preciated. We really think and you have heard other people say
here that the bottom/up approach will work substantially better.

The other thing that I would stress, and my colleague from New
Mexico, I think, stressed this, is look, let me tell you what this is
all about when it comes to the sage grouse. Fire, fire and fire.

The human activities that are being used as an excuse to regu-
late, as was pointed out by Ms. Sweeney, I mean, how preposterous
it is to throw ten million acres out because one percent of it is af-
fected by mining. It is just stunning. It lacks common sense, but
that is not new to this town.

Let me ask you, Mr. Lyons, we have not seen the grazing in-
struction memorandum. There was a story leaked from Greenwire
that says there is such a thing. Can I get my hands on that?

Mr. LYONS. I'm sure you can, Senator.

ﬁ_Senator RiscH. I would like one, please. If you would get it to my
office.

There are rumors that there is going to be a seven-inch stubble
requirement in every lek. Do you know whether that is true or not?

Mr. LyoNs. No, I don’t believe there’s going to be a seven-inch
stubble requirement in every lek.
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Senator RiscH. I think that would cause a lot of people to
breathe a sigh of relief.

I don’t know, this stubble thing has always amazed me and I
suspect Brenda and others in the cattle business. This may come
as a shock but cattle do not like the top part. They like the bottom
part. Given their choice, they will take one all the way down be-
cause they have to eat the bad part to get to the good part, but
unfortunately that is just the way it is. They do not do that to
every plant, but depending upon how you measure the stubble it
could be very difficult.

How about a buffer? We are hearing rumors about a six-mile
buffer around a lek. Is that true or is that just rumor that we are
hearing?

Mr. Lyons. I'm not aware of that.

Senator RiscH. Okay.

Mr. LYONS. Senator, so but I'll gladly follow up and——

Senator RiscH. I would appreciate that, if you could——

Mr. Lyons. If there’s any truth to that.

Senator RiscH. If you take that for the record.

I have got in front of me this evening an email, although I am
sure you wished you had never gotten it, that is dated April 26th
from Chris Iverson. This is probably one of the emails you guys
would have given to Hillary to guard.

In any event it has gotten out. Mr. Iverson, in talking very can-
didly about the approach that is being taken, talks about the re-
quirements. He says, “Does anyone suppose that any,” and any is
in caps, so I suppose that means it is a shout. “Does anyone sup-
pose that ANY allotment is currently meeting those standards?”
Did you respond to that question that he asked you in this email
or was this kind of a rhetorical email that you

Mr. Lyons. I think it was a rhetorical question, Senator. And
since we both have that email, you know, I would point out that
subsequent to that Chris says that ultimately the range cons need
to figure out how to meet those guidelines. So I would not nec-
essarily agree with Chris that we can assume that people can’t
meet these objectives.

Stubble height is one element associated with a number of objec-
tives for the plans. I want to point out for the record that no one
variable, no one objective will be the determining factor as to
whether or not someone is complying with the land health stand-
ards and further provide that it’s not simply a matter of meeting
those standards, but if an operator could demonstrate that their
operation is, in fact, moving in that direction and we certainly will
work with permittees to achieve that, then they will meet the
standards.

I think there’s been a lot of confusion about stubble height and
a lot of consternation. For that reason, we’ve had a number of
meetings with the cattle industry to try to discuss this and cor-
rectly characterize it.

Senator RISCH. We appreciate that.

Mr. Lyons. And we will continue to have those conversations.

I had the good fortune of meeting with Speaker Bedke just a few
weeks ago to talk about this issue and some ways to try to work
better together to try to address these concerns.
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Senator RiscH. We appreciate that. There are 1,800 grazing per-
mittees in Southern Idaho. I do not need to tell you they are all
very, very nervous right now. I hope, through this hearing, both of
you will take all of this in the spirit in which it is intended. We
all want to work together to make a sustainable future for this
bird, and the criticisms that are levied here are done so in the spir-
it of moving it forward.

So thank you for what you do. We are going to continue to work
with you and urge you in a direction that we think will be helpful.

Mfl Chairman, I have got to excuse myself, but thank you so
much.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Senator Risch.

Senator Hoeven.

Senator HOEVEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My questions are for Deputy Assistant Secretary Lyons as well,
initially.

In 2010, Interior looked at starting a process to list the sage
grouse as endangered. In September of 2015 U.S. Fish and Wildlife
found that listing the greater sage grouse as an endangered species
was not necessary. That primarily came as a result of the success-
ful conservation efforts at the state and local level.

So my question is in regard to BLM’s sage grouse plan. Last year
North Dakota’s Governor outlined six concerns about federal plan
inconsistencies. He talked about not accounting for new well drill-
ing technology for oil well drilling. He talked about balancing all
the uses. He wanted a case by case analysis, and was concerned
about BLM imposing net conservation gain requirements. He was
concerned about the definition of “tall structures.” What does that
mean? What is that requirement? Then there was a concern about
adequate public comment.

The state raised those concerns last year, and then in July 2015
BLM basically rejected or dismissed the concerns. The state ap-
pealed, and in September of 2015 North Dakota’s appeal was
turned down by BLM as well.

So when you talk about extensive state/federal collaboration and
when we see that those state efforts are working, why is it the
state was turned down when they came with those concerns?

Mr. LyoNs. Well, Senator, the Dakota’s plans, along with the
Montana plan, were really designed to try to address those threats
where identified.

I think in some instances, and I can’t speak to the specifics of
that letter of appeal, in some instances, the recommendations were
not consistent with what was judged to be necessary to deal with
those threats. And so, the plan moved forward.

I'd be glad to give you a more specific response, Senator, to those
issues and go back and look at the letter and talk with Jamie
Connell or the State Director about how that response was pre-
pared.

Senator HOEVEN. Well, we work with Jamie and we really like
her. We think she is great, so I am a little surprised that it was
turned down.

What I am really after here is how we create a better collabora-
tion in that, again, I think what you are hearing pretty consistently
up here is that the states can do a good job but they need both In-
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terior, just Fish and Wildlife, BLM, they need some flexibility here.
It cannot be a one-size-fits-all. Multiple use in North Dakota is dif-
ferent than it is in some of the other states. I think all of us have
ranching, but we also have tremendous energy development. There
has got to be some flexibility. How do we get a better collaboration?
How do we improve that collaboration? How do we get better flexi-
bility?

We actually have a remarkably good relationship with Jamie.
She is great. She is always looking for good ideas. She has always
tried to help us do the things that we think are productive that
makes sense, but she has got to be able to get that help from here
in DC.

Mr. Lyons. Well, I appreciate that. I think Jamie is an out-
standing director.

Senator HOEVEN. She is.

Mr. Lyons. And a leader in BLM.

I think the answer to this, and if I haven’t made this clear, I
want to emphasize that it is in implementation is how we work to-
gether at the ground level to implement these plans in ways that
respond to local needs and provide the flexibility necessary to ad-
dress issues whether it’s buffers or as we’re working now with the
states in redrawing the boundaries of priority habitat areas that
were originally identified which we’re doing with a number of
states.

I think there are and will continue to be important opportunities
to work together in a collaborative way on the ground to make
these plans work and achieve the conservation outcomes that we
seek to achieve.

Senator HOEVEN. That is exactly what I am asking for. I am ask-
ing for more flexibility, and I am asking you to empower that Re-
gional Director. I think we can do a lot if you do not have this
mindset that it has got to be the same everywhere when it is not
the same.

Mr. Lyons. The goal is not to be the same everywhere, Senator.
The goal is to provide enough consistency so that there’s certainty
to the conservation outcomes that will be provided by the plans,
but the flexibility to respond to those local needs and conditions.

Senator HOEVEN. That is the key. That is where we need your
help.

Mr. Lyons. Glad to help.

Senator HOEVEN. We appreciate your Regional Director and her
willingness to work with us, and we just need you to empower her
to do some of these things that were on the ground.

I wanted to take just a minute to ask Brenda Richards a ques-
tion from a rancher’s perspective. Obviously, we think it is a great
benefit to the country to be able to have ranchers out on the grass-
lands. But if you would just talk in terms of the benefits to the
public because, I do not think people realize it, but there is a big
time benefit to taxpayers and there are other benefits that our
ranchers are creating for everybody by being out there in the grass-
lands and grazing. If you could just touch on that for a minute, be-
cause I think it is important that people understand it.

Ms. RicHARDS. Thank you, Senator, for that opportunity.
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As I indicated in my testimony in many of these areas across the
West, Idaho is not unique but ranching and grazing has been there
for over 100 years which has helped provide the healthy habitat,
the healthy range lands and the rural communities which is some-
thing we need to stress. So even if those ranches do change hands,
many times, it’s still into the same intricate aspect of the ranching
community.

There is a vested interest in local input. Our local Sage Grouse
Working Group which was started by the ranchers and then
brought others in to work is over 20 years old. So it’'s well before
all of this came to the very forefront.

And so, I think, you hit the nail right on the head. We are an
extremely important and integral part for continuing with that be-
cause of the vast amount of public, private and state-owned lands
so we all have to work together.

And the ranchers have a vested interest there. They are the busi-
nesses, they are the communities and theyre long-term,
generational often to make sure that that stability is there.

Senator HOEVEN. Hasn’t your organization actually done some
studies and determined what the benefit is to taxpayers on an an-
nual basis? Do you have any of that information with you?

Ms. RICHARDS. We have done some, and Owyhee County actually
has an economic impact statement. We also have an economic anal-
ysis that shows what it does. I would be glad to provide that to the
Committee.

We've also pulled in some data through the National Public
Lands Council based on the ranching and what the benefits are to
the states, to the economic and the health of the resource. We do
have that documentation and study done by the University of Wyo-
ming and public lands sponsored it, and we will be glad to get that
to the Committee.

Senator HOEVEN. Right.

I think some of those studies have shown on the order of $750
million a year in benefit to taxpayers by having ranchers out on
the ground. So you have got all this really good data there, and we
appreciate you being here to talk about it.

Ms. RICHARDS. If I could follow up.

I would say that alone in Owyhee County we are 7,697 acres. We
have 1.5 people per acre. Seventy-eight percent federal land. But
we have put ourselves $318,000 through into local working group
projects that are successful. So, you're spot on with that, and we’'d
be glad to get that information to you.

Senator HOEVEN. Thanks, and we really appreciate what the
ranchers are doing out there.

Ms. RicHARDS. Thank you.

Senator HOEVEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Senator Hoeven.

Mr. Lyons, I understand this ten-million-acre withdrawal is
going to be the largest in FLPMA history, and the Department has
justified this figure by saying there does not appear to be signifi-
cant mineral development potential.

Can you talk about whether your science or geological data in-
formed that statement and is there a complete geological or min-
eral inventory of the ten-million acres?
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Mr. Lyons. Well actually, Mr. Chairman, I think as you under-
stand, you know, we’re in the process of developing the withdrawal
proposal. It’s a separate process. So the plan has actually rec-
ommended the withdrawal, segregation occurred, but the process is
unfolding.

So the mineral survey that would look at those particular issues
is being developed for us by the USGS and is not yet completed.
But we are and USGS did, in fact, reach out to all the states and
to other entities to secure information about mineral potential and,
I think, gather that as a foundation for developing the EIS which
we hope to complete by the end of this year.

I should also point out that the alternatives for that EIS are
being developed in collaboration with cooperators. There have been
several discussions as well as several meetings both for the scoping
and as well as associated with the withdrawal proposal.

So we will gather that information. We will share that informa-
tion and that will be one of the components that goes into deter-
mining whether or not or how this withdrawal should move for-
ward.

Senator BARRASSO. We are trying to get this all figured out, be-
cause Ms. Sweeney’s organization has expressed concern about the
withdrawal because BLM has yet to complete a number of mineral
examinations under the 1994—you are talking how many years ago
that was, congressional moratorium on, with regard to mineral pat-
ents. How does the BLM intend to complete, it looks like 6,000
mineral examinations triggered by this potential withdrawal in the
face of such a significant backlog?

Then Ms. Sweeney, I am going to ask you to weigh in as well.

Mr. Lyons. Well, I can say, Mr. Chairman, that the mineral po-
tential report is to be completed shortly by USGS. I can’t speak to
the particulars of the other analyses that you're talking about, un-
fortunately.

And we'll use that as one of the components that goes into pre-
paring the environmental impact statement. That will be a part of
this process. It is a separate process from the plans.

Senator BARRASSO. Ms. Sweeney, go ahead.

Ms. SWEENEY. I do think that there are significant concerns as
to whether BLM has the resources to complete that number of min-
eral exams. I believe that between Forest Service and BLM there
is probably less than 40 mineral examiners that are certified and
able to do that kind of work.

And I would say, most of them are probably close to, if not of,
retirement age. I do think that delaying getting the claims—deter-
minations done since 1994. And there’s still about 37 or 38 of those
left, I think, that remain. I mean, it does raise the issue as to
whether or not, that practically speaking BLM could even imple-
ment the claim validities that would be prompted by the with-
drawal.

Senator BARRASSO. One of the other things you talked about in
your testimony, Ms. Sweeney, had to do with how you clearly spell
out the economic impacts that can result from withdrawing ten
million acres from mineral production.
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In your view, did the Administration take these economic issues,
foreign policy implications and national security implications into
consideration when determining that ten-million-acre figure?

Ms. SWEENEY. I would say they did not or else they wouldn’t
have moved forward with recommending it. But as Mr. Lyons says,
it’s still is in the preliminary stages.

And so we're hopeful with that kind of information provided to
the agencies that they will realize that this withdrawal is not nec-
essary to conserve the sage grouse or its habitat.

Senator BARRASSO. Ms. Clarke, in your experience on both sides
of the table in this discussion, you are currently overseeing a num-
ber of conservation efforts in Utah.

In your testimony you contrasted the successful conservation ef-
forts on the ground in Utah with the now lack of what is hap-
pening in Washington. You referred to the mother ship.

I am going to ask Ms. Richards to weigh in on this as well, but
has your relationship with local land managers, including those in
BLM and Forest Service on the ground at home, been compromised
by Washington’s top/down mother ship approach to local conserva-
tion efforts?

Ms. CLARKE. I would say that our forward movement has abso-
lutely been compromised. Often we hear from these federal part-
ners that they share our frustration. They want to get on with
business and make things happen. But yes, it’s very frustrating.

Senator BARRASSO. Ms. Richards, could you comment as well?

Ms. RICHARDS. Yes, I appreciate that opportunity.

Both again from our local level and on our state level our gov-
ernor put together a task force. We have a plan that was bought
off on by the state BLM and local BLM. We were working on local
working groups, and that has seemed to somewhat grind to a halt.

I'd also like to add that although the question was not answered
specifically pertaining to a six-mile buffer, for our county commis-
sioners we were denied access to a gravel pit by the BLM because
it was within a four-mile buffer of sage grouse pertaining to the
documents, the implementation draft documents that had been
leaked because on the ground is not sure of how to move forward.
And as we know litigation is huge out there so they don’t want to
take any risks.

So they’re definitely, our local was/is and state has been trying
to work with it, but we have been, as Kathleen said, ground to a
halt somewhat by that.

Senator BARRASSO. Yes, because as a rancher in Idaho you have
seen a number of federal resource management failures throughout
your career, your time.

By their own admission the Administration understands that,
“the primary threats to sage grouse are the widespread present
and potential impacts of wildfire.” Senator Risch commented on
that. “The loss of our native habitat to invasive species and the
conifer encroachment.”

Since the agency has announced the federal conservation plans,
have you seen any improvement or changes at all in the way that
they are managing wildfire or invasive species? What have you no-
ticed?
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Ms. RICHARDS. In my area in Owyhee County, as was indicated,
we were impacted tremendously by the Soda fire. So there have
been a number of dollars that have been put forward to fire rehab,
but that fire could have been prevented if there was flexibility
within the plans for some grazing management as tools on the
front.

So I'm not sure, and maybe I need you to repeat that. We haven’t
seen anything that’s actually come on the ground with that, but
maybe you could repeat what you're asking.

Senator BARRASSO. I think you answered it in terms of whether,
there have actually been policy changes once they have recognized
the impact of what the real causes are and what they are trying
1:(})l do to prevent the real causes opposed to the man-made relation-
ships.

Ms. RICHARDS. From what we've seen and the concern in the
grazing community is again, we have had on a local level, because
of the draft that was leaked out, we have had some conversations
that have been very negative about restrictions that could be put
on grazing which again, is counterproductive to the fire component
of that, the threat, because grazing is a natural use of a renewable
resource to reduce fuel loads. It will not completely eliminate fire,
but it certainly is a tool that helps substantially reduce the fuel
loads and protect those lands in the sage grouse habitat.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you.

Mr. Lyons, in your testimony you highlighted the years of work
that the Administration has undertaken on the issue of sage grouse
conservation, an extensive period of time. I think your point is that
the resource management plans and land use plan amendments
announced last fall were an accumulation of years of work. If that
is true, then why have we had to wait nearly another whole year
for agency guidance if you have been working on this issue for
more than a decade?

Mr. LyoNs. Well Senator, I would suggest to you that the reason
there’s been delays is because we’ve made the extra effort to try to
communicate with and coordinate with the various interests who
might be affected by these plans.

I would have to say, my father would say, “You're in a damned
if you do and damned if you don’t situation.” You know, draft IMs
were prepared. We began to discuss those with cooperators and
others and concerns were raised. We then elected to go out and en-
gage more directly with various interests.

So I reference the stakeholder meetings we had in April in which
we used those not only for discussion but as, kind of, mini work-
shops in which we presented the drafts at that point in time. And
there were additional concerns, and then the feedback was ex-
tremely helpful.

We've continued the dialogue through the Sage Grouse Task
Force with the states and a number of states have been quite help-
ful. Wyoming would be one, for example, with their experience in
providing additional guidance. So were trying to get it right. We
recognize how significant this is.

We recognize how critical the collaboration is to be successful as
we move forward and so the delays really, I think, reflect due dili-
gence, perhaps maybe an over cautious approach to try and ensure
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that we can continue to move forward and implement these policies
and procedures in ways that are going to be understood, that are
going to be effective and will be welcomed by the partners who are
critical to ensuring that we can achieve that.

If T could make one other point, just about fire?

You might have sensed that I'm very proud of the work that
we've done on fire, and I think it’s important. And I, you know, the
Soda fire was unfortunate and I certainly feel for Brenda and her
family and the impacts that they felt.

But you know, we’re trying to use the Soda fire as a mechanism
to try new approaches to dealing with restoration, in particular.
And one of those, in fact, is trying to use grazing more effectively
as a mechanism to reduce fuel loads. Brenda and her family have
been very helpful in that regard in trying to develop this.

So we’re trying to learn from past mistakes and try to use these
opportunities, a funny way to characterize the Soda fire, but this
opportunity to do a more effective job in the restoration arena and
also do that in a way that’s going to further reduce the likelihood
of fire risk in the future.

Senator BARRASSO. For your first answer let me just say that for
your efforts with regard to coordination of efforts, I would appre-
ciate if you do just not the states alone, but also the stakeholders.
I think it is critically important to this.

Now I want to thank all the witnesses for being here, for your
time and for your testimony. It is clear that serious concerns re-
main. They remain about the future of public land access as a re-
sult of the federal sage grouse plans. At best, federal sage grouse
plans were created to justify keeping the species off the Endan-
gered Species list but at worst the plans really are a part of a larg-
er campaign to restrict access to public land.

It has been suggested that the agencies will use the Greater Sage
Grouse Conservation Plan process as a model for future conserva-
tion efforts. This nine-month delay in implementation of the plan
is not acceptable now, and it will not be acceptable in the future.

If there are no further questions from members, they may submit
written questions to you so the hearing record will be open for the
next two weeks.

Senator BARRASSO. Given that, the hearing is adjourned. Thank
you very much.

[Whereupon, at 4:21 p.m. the hearing was adjourned.]
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Questions from Chairman Murkowski

Question 1: T understand this 10-million-acre withdrawal would be the largest in
FLPMA history. The Department has justified this figure by saying there does not
appear to be significant mineral development potential.

> What science or geological data informed that statement, and is there a
complete geological and mineral inventory of the 10 million acres?

Response: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) bases it statements on the most
current available data. The lands proposed for withdrawal are spread across 6 states and
include large irregular and noncontiguous tracts. Geologic data for these tracts exists in
multiple scientific reports completed by government agencies, both federal and state, as
well as academic institutions. At the onset of the process of analyzing the withdrawal
proposal, no complete mineral inventory of these lands existed, but the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) has recently completed a mineral potential report. BLM
believes that this report is the first complete mineral assessment for these tracts.

> Which agency conducted that mineral inventory?

Response: The USGS has recently completed a mineral potential report to inform the
process of analyzing the withdrawal proposal pursuant to Section 204 of Federal Land
Policy Management Act (FLPMA). Initial information from the mineral assessment was
released on August 19, 2016 and USGS’ final report was completed in October 2016.

Question 2: How does the BLM intend to complete the nearly 6000 mineral
examinations triggered by this withdrawal in the face of such a significant backlog?

Response: A mineral examination to determine the validity of a mining claim is required
only before authorizing new mining operations on a mining claim situated in an area of
public lands withdrawn from location and entry under the mining laws (43 CFR
3809.100). Mineral examinations are not required for mining claims for which no
operations are proposed. It is the BLM’s experience that operations are proposed only
for a small fraction of all mining claims.

Question 3: What are the agencies doing to engage stakeholders and state
representatives prior to finalization of any guidance decuments?

Response: The BLM has engaged in an extensive outreach effort to ensure that
implementation guidance and practices take into account state, local and tribal expertise
and input. As part of this effort, each of the Greater sage-grouse (GRSG) state BLM
offices convened outreach meetings with elected officials, stakeholders, and the public
during April 2016 to discuss the plans and their implementation to get feedback and
advice moving forward. Some further examples of our continued collaboration include:

1
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1) The Sage Grouse Task Force (SGTF) — composed of representatives of the
Secretary’s Office in the Department of the Interior, the federal agencies that
collaborated in the development of the GRSG conservation strategy, and the
governors’ offices in each of the states affected by the GRSG land use plans --
agreed unanimously in January to extend its charter to inform plan
implementation and any related concerns. Additionally, BLM State Directors met
with their respective members of the SGTF in late March and April 2016 and
again in August 2016 to discuss and to receive comments regarding draft
guidance for implementation of key aspects of the BLM land use plans.

2) Ongoing stakeholder, partner, and employee training and outreach will occur
and will be announced on the appropriate BLM State Office or National website.

3) Through the SGTF, the states and federal partners have been working since
January, 2016 to define the key principles associated with effective mitigation and
develop an approach to implementing the mitigation provisions of the BLM and
Forest Service land use plans.

Question 4: Mitigation is a significant part of both the BLM and Forest Service’s
plans. How does the BLM intend to measure the concept of “net conservation gain”
in mitigation? Are there specific benchmarks and if so, who developed those
benchmarks?

Response: Through the SGTF, the states and federal partners are working to define the
key principles associated with effective mitigation, including how to implement the “net
conservation gain” concept described in the GRSG land use plans, Presently, we have
agreed that, consistent with applicable law, mitigation should consist of efforts to avoid,
minimize, and compensate for adverse impacts that a project or management action may
have on GRSG and its habitat. This approach is consistent with both the Presidential
Memorandum and Departmental guidance on mitigation, In general, we expect that
current habitat conditions (prior to disturbance) will provide a benchmark or baseline for
evaluating project impacts, and will help to inform our identification of appropriate
compensatory mitigation. The baseline habitat condition will be determined on a site by
site basis once a project site has been identified. This will be the case for both credits and
debits, so that the impact of the project can be demonstrated.

Question 5: In your testimony, you highlighted the years of work the
Administration has undertaken on the issue of sage grouse conservation. I think
your point is that the Resource Management Plans and Land Use Plan Amendments
announced last fall were a culmination of years of work.

> If that is true, why then have we waited nearly another whole year for
agency guidance if yon’ve been working on this issue for more than a
decade?
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Response: Guidance documents could not be prepared until the Records of Decision
(RODs) had been finalized. Drafting of guidance began in early October 2015, less than
a month after the RODs were signed, and included extensive field review and federal
agency review. In response to concerns we heard from states and other stakeholders, and
as part of our commitment to engage with and respond to concerns raised by these
stakeholders, we incorporated additional, unprecedented review by SGTF members and
provided workshops for stakeholders to help explain the purpose of the new guidance and
how the guidance might or might not affect workflow within a BLM field, district, or
state office. BLM used the input received to refine the policies to ensure a consistent
management approach across the range while providing for flexibility to address local
circumstances and concerns. BLM issued the guidance on September 1, 2016.

Question 6: One of the focal points of the conversation surrounding the sage grouse
conservation plans is the 10-million-acre mineral withdrawal. Under FLPMA, such
a withdrawal, or any action that precludes a specific land use, requires proper
Congressional notification of both the Senate and House of Representatives. Has
such a notice been issued?

Response: Consistent with Section 202(e)(2) of FLPMA, the BLM is currently preparing
a notice and report for the Senate and House. In addition, under section 204(c)(1) of
FLPMA, the Department will formally notify both the Senate and the House of
Representatives of any withdrawal aggregating more than 5,000 acres no later than its
effective date.

Question 7: What was the process for review and consideration of the state plan
cousistency reviews of BLM’s plans?

Response: The Governor’s Consistency Review is an important part of the BLM land use
planning process. Each of the affected states was actively and formally involved
throughout the agencies” land use planning process. Following the completion of the
NEPA process and the preparation of BLM’s proposed land use plans at the end of May
2015, BLM initiated the formal consistency review process required by its regulations,
including by identifying in the final environmental impact statements any known
inconsistencies with state or local plans, policies or programs. Following the 60-day
review period provided for in the regulations, by July 29, 2015, the Governors of Utah,
Wyoming, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Colorado, South Dakota, and North Dakota
each provided BLM with a consistency review letter; California concurred with
consistency and did not submit a letter.

The Governors® consistency review letters asserted inconsistencies between the BLM’s
proposed plans and their States’ resource-related plans, policies, and programs or those of
local governments, as well as other concerns that the Governors had with the proposed
plans. BLM staff and leadership at the local, state, and national levels considered the
asserted inconsistencies and recommendations submitted by the Governors, as well as

3
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their additional concerns. The Governors’ submissions were assessed in the context of
the purposes, policies and programs of federal laws and regulations applicable to public
lands, as required by FLPMA and BLM regulations.

On August 6, 2015, the BLM State Directors provided responses to the Governors’
consistency review letters. The State Directors’ responses addressed which of the
Governors’ recommendations had been accepted and the agencies’ reasoning for rejecting
the remaining recommendations. These Governors were then given 30 days to appeal the
BLM State Directors’ decisions to the BLM Director. By September 11, 2015, the BLM
Director had received appeals from the Governors of Utah, Idaho, Nevada, North Dakota,
and South Dakota. The BLM Director reviewed these appeals before approving the
RODs, and prepared detailed responses that were transmitted to the Governors and
published in the Federal Register after the RODs were issued. In some instances,
modifications to the plans were made based on recommendations submitted to the BLM
by the Governors. These modifications are summarized in the RODs, as well as in the
BLM Director’s response letters.

Question 8: By state, what percentage would you estimate recommendations of each
of the consistency reviews are reflected in the management plans and amendments?

Response: The Governor’s Consistency Review is an important part of the BLM land use
planning process. Nine Governors submitted review letters during this process, while the
Governor of California found the plan to be consistent. The BLM reviewed the concemns
and issues raised by the Governors, as described in the previous answer. In many cases,
BLM resolved the Governors’ concerns through factual responses and clarifications, as
described in the State and National Directors’ response letters, without the need for any
changes to the land use plans. In addition, certain issues raised by the Governors were
found by the BLM not to identify an inconsistency, and were therefore outside the scope
of the consistency review process. Because many recommendations were addressed
without any changes, it is not possible to estimate quantitatively which percentage of
recommendations are reflected in the plans. The entirety of the reviews and responses
can be found at:

hitp://www.blm gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/documents_and_resources.html.

Question 9: In your testimony you state that the BLM plans are “the product of
extensive coordination and engagement among federal agencies, states, and other
partners and stakeholders.” Do you believe that means the state’s views are
reflected in the plans? If so how?

Response: States have been key partners in the development of the BLM and USDA
Forest Service (USFS) land use plans and plan amendments since 2011. The plans build
upon the foundation for GRSG conservation initiated by a number of states, including
Wyoming's and Montana’s core area strategy, Idaho’s three-tiered conservation
approach, Nevada’s Consetvation Credit System, and Oregon’s “all lands, all threats”
approach. In 2011, then—Secretary of the Interior Salazar and Governors Mead and

4
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Hickenlooper formed the SGTF. This federal-state working group has met regularly to
discuss key aspects of GRSG conservation, to compare approaches employed by state
and federal partners, and to collaborate in developing a comprehensive conservation
approach. The plans also reflect comments received throughout the planning process by
cooperating agencies, including state agencies.

The plans include some common elements that were required across the range to address
threats identified in the peer-reviewed Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report,
which was developed by a team of state and federal wildlife biologists.

Question 10: Why did you completely reject five ~50 percent -- of the 10 state plan
consistency reviews? Please be specific in explaining your rejection of each state’s
comment. Also, does the agency believe coordination and engagement mean
communication with stakeholders but not necessarily agreement or consensus?

Response: During the development of the land use plans, the BLM worked closely with
and incorporated significant portions of the state plans and programs. The BLM
subsequently gave careful consideration to the states’ consistency review and appeal
letters. As required by FLPMA and the BLM’s planning regulations, the BLM accepted
the states’ recommendations to the extent that those recommendations responded to an
inconsistency with state and local resource related plans, and that the recommendations
were consistent with the purposes, policies, and programs of federal laws and regulations.
Among the purposes, policies, and programs considered by BLM were the BLM’s
Special Status Species manual and the purpose and need for the planning effort. As
described above, many of the recommendations included in the states’ consistency
reviews did not satisfy these criteria, or else could be resolved without substantive
changes to the land use plans. The BLM’s rationale for accepting or rejecting each of the
recommendations is explained in the BLM State and National Directors’ response letters,
which are available at

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/documents_and_resources.html.

Question 11; Given the years of successful state and federal collaboration outlined
in your testimony, and the fact that data shows the population of sage grouse has
been stable for the last decade - in fact, there has been an increase in leks in recent
years -- what specifically led to the agency’s decision to modify the land
management plans to include mandatory regulatory mechanisms?

Response: The GRSG conservation measures included in the BLM and Forest Service
land use plans were necessary in order to adequately address the findings in the FWS’
2010 ESA “warranted but precluded” listing decision, including that a lack of regulatory
mechanisms was a threat to the species’ survival. The plans provide the regulatory
mechanisms necessary to protect GRSG from land use-related threats on more than half
of the species’ occupied range.
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Question 12: In your testimony you indicate the plans will require mitigation that
provides a net conservation gain to the species. You also indicate that the plans call
for monitoring and evaluation of various criteria so voluntary and required
conservation actions can be assessed. How is net conservation gain going to be
measured? What are the benchmarks, and are they in place now? And, are the
processes for assessment of conservation actions in place?

Response: Through a work group of the SGTF, the states and federal partners are
working to define the key principles associated with effective mitigation, to define key
concepts such as baseline condition and additionality, and to determine what parameters
should apply to evaluating how net conservation benefit is achieved. Presently, we have
agreed that, consistent with applicable law, mitigation should consist of efforts to avoid,
minimize, and compensate for adverse impacts that a project or management action may
have on GRSG and its habitat. This approach is consistent with both the Presidential
Memorandum and Departmental guidance on mitigation. In general, we expect that
current habitat conditions (prior to disturbance) will provide a benchmark or baseline for
evaluating project impacts, and will help to inform our identification of appropriate
compensatory mitigation. The baseline habitat condition will be determined on a site by
site basis once a project site has been identified. This will be the case for both credits and
debits, so that the impact of the project can be demonstrated.

Question 13: The Administration has touted predictability as a benefit of its recent
policy on mitigation pursuant to the Presidential Memorandum: Mitigating Impacts
on Natural Resources from Development and Encouraging Related Private
Investment. How do you reconcile the predictability as argued by the
Administration, and your written statement on page 6, in which you argue that pre-
determined benchmarks will be developed to ensure the agency’s ability to
immediately respond to and correct identified declines in population? How will the
ability to change course translate to predictability for industry and project
proponents?

Response: The adaptive management strategies associated with each of the GRSG land
use plans and amendments outline both Greater sage-grouse population and habitat soft
and hard triggers. Working with the individual states, annual habitat and population data
will be analyzed to determine when and if a trigger (benchmark) is met. In addition to
highlighting these triggers, the BLM also identified what management responses the
agency would take should a trigger be hit. Because these land use plan responses are
identified in the land use plans and amendments, project proponents will have greater
understanding of which changes in habitat and population will trigger management
actions and what those management actions will be, as they are already prescribed in the
land use plans and amendments.

Question 14: In your oral testimony, you told Senator Daines that the agency

objective is to ensure the sage grouse populations do not warrant (Endangered
Species) listing in the future, and that “effective” management means sustaining
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habitat and population of sage grouse. If sustainment rather than growth of habitat
and population is effective, why is it necessary to seek a “net conservation

gain?” Under what legal authority is the Bureau of Land Management permitted to
seek a “net conservation gain?” And, how do you define “net conservation gain” as

you discuss on page 6 of your written statement?

Response: FLPMA provides the BLM with broad discretion to manage the public lands
under principles of multiple use and sustained yield. As part of the definition of multiple
use and sustained yield, FLPMA also requires the BLM to avoid “permanent impairment
of the productivity of the land and the quality of the environment™ and to “achieve[] and
maint[ain] in perpetuity ... a high-level annual or regular periodic output of the various
renewable resources of the public lands,” which include wildlife habitat. The broad
discretion and stewardship mandate afforded to the BLM in managing the public lands
under these principles is reflected in its land use plans.

The BLM exercised this broad discretion in its GRSG planning process by seeking to
conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat, including by achieving a net conservation
gain. This planning-level direction complies with the BLM’s policy for special status
species, which calls for “special management consideration to promote . . . conservation
and reduce the likelihood and need for future listing under the ESA” and for practices
that “improve the condition of the species’ habitat on BLM-administered lands.” Seeking
anet gain to GRSG is fully consistent with FLPMA’s guiding principles. In addition,
pursuing a policy of net conservation gain represents a risk management approach that
provides additional, upfront predictability to both the project proponent and the BLM
against the potential for future listing of the species.



96

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
Subcemmittee on Public Lands, Forests and Mining
June 28, 2016 Hearing on Sage Grouse Conservation Issues

Questions from Sen. Barrasso

Question 1: Given that mitigation is a significant part of the restoration activities
proposed in the federal plans, how does the BLM intend to measure the concept of
“net conservation gain” as a result of mitigation? Are there specific quality or
quantity benchmarks that will be required, and if so, who developed those
henchmarks?

Response: Through a work group of the SGTF, the states and federal partners are
working to define the key principles associated with effective mitigation, to define key
concepts such as baseline condition and additionality, and to determine what parameters
should apply to evaluating how net conservation benefit is achieved. Presently, we have
agreed that, consistent with applicable law, mitigation should consist of efforts to avoid,
minimize, and compensate for adverse impacts that a project or management action may
have on GRSG and its habitat. This approach is consistent with both the Presidential
Memorandum and Departmental guidance on mitigation. In general, we expect that
current habitat conditions (prior to disturbance) will provide a benchmark or baseline for
evaluating project impacts, and will help to inform our identification of appropriate
compensatory mitigation. The baseline habitat condition will be determined on a site by
site basis once a project site has been identified. This will be the case for both credits and
debits, so that the impact of the project can be demonstrated.

Question 2: What specific components of the BLM Resource Management Plans will
be enacted to reduce cheatgrass prevalence to decrease fire threat and address other
ecosystem imbalance issues?

Response: The Great Basin has the greatest risk of habitat fragmentation from wildfire
and conversion to cheatgrass. The BLM has developed and is implementing an
integrated vegetation management approach to accomplish the commitments in the BLM
GRSG RMPs. The BLM has completed an assessment of approximately 41 million acres
in the Great Basin using the science-based Fire and Invasive Assessment Tool (FIAT),
which identified the need to treat over 13 million acres to address the threats from
wildfire, cheatgrass, and conifer encroachment. The BLM has prioritized the 86 Project
Planning Areas identified by FIAT and has been directing increased fuels and GRSG
funding to accomplish fuel reduction and habitat restoration to the Great Basin. The
BLM is developing a similar tool and will conduct a similar inventory for the Rocky
Mountain Greater Sage-Grouse areas. The BLM is also working with the Agricultural
Resource Service (ARS) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to register
additional biopesticides that could help control the spread of cheatgrass, reduce the
concurrent risk of rangeland fire, and assist in making the sagebrush ecosystem more
resilient.

Question 3: Mr. Lyons, given that the 10-million-acre withdrawal is currently only
segregated, and not actually withdrawn from production/use potential, how is the
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agency able to preclude or stall permitting activities on lands that may or may not
ultimately be included in a mining-use withdrawal?

Response: Upon publication of the notice of proposed withdrawal, the lands were
segregated from location and entry under the Mining Law for two years, unless the
Secretary either rejects the withdrawal application or withdraws the lands before the end
of two years. The BLM has the discretion under its regulations to conduct a mineral
validity examination before approving a plan of operations or allowing notice-level
operations to proceed on segregated lands. BLM has no authority to approve a plan of
operations or allow notice-level operations on a mining claim on segregated lands that is
determined to be invalid.

In the event that the Secretary does not withdraw some or all of the lands proposed for
withdrawal, such lands will be open fo location and entry of new mining claims under the
Mining Law,

Question 4: When does the agency intend to notice the mining withdrawal?

Response: On September 24, 2015, the Department published the Notice of Proposed
Withdrawal; Sagebrush Focal Areas; Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and
‘Wyoming and Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (Notice),
(80 FR 57635). This Notice, which initiated the process of analyzing the withdrawal
proposal as specified in section 204 of FLPMA, informed the public of the proposed
action and described the federal lands proposed for withdrawal. Publication of the Notice
initiated a 90-day public comment and scoping period and segregated the lands proposed
for withdrawal for up to two years while the application is processed, subject to valid
existing rights. The public comment period was extended on November 13, 2015 (8¢ FR
70252). Eight public meetings were held across the six-state area in December 2015.

Public notice will also be provided when the draft environmental impact statement is
ready for review, which we anticipate will take place later this calendar year when the
subsequent final environmental impact statement is available. If the Secretary decides to
approve the withdrawal, a public land order describing the lands subject to the
withdrawal will be published in the Federal Register.

Question 5: During the hearing it became apparent that many stakeholder groups
feel they have been left out of the process during the development of instructional
memoranda and agency guidance documents. Why do you feel stakeholder input is
inappropriate during this stage of the process and what, if anything, does the BLM
plan to do to engage stakeholders prior to the finalization of field guides or
instructional memoranda?

Response: The BLM has engaged in an extensive outreach effort to ensure that

implementation guidance and practices take into account state, local and tribal expertise
and input. As part of this effort, each of the GRSG state BLM offices convened outreach
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meetings with elected officials, stakeholders, and the public during April 2016 to discuss
the plans and their implementation to get feedback and advice moving forward. Some
further examples of our continued collaboration include:

1) The SGTF — composed of representatives of the Secretary’s office in the
Department of the Interior, the federal agencies that collaborated in the
development of the sage grouse conservation strategy, and the governors’ offices
in each of the states affected by the GRSG land use plans -- agreed unanimously
in January to extend its charter to inform plan implementation and any related
concerns, Additionally, BLM State Directors met with their respective members
of the SGTF in late March and April 2016 and again in August 2016 to discuss
and to receive comments regarding draft guidance for implementation of key
aspects of the BLM land use plans.

2) Ongoing stakeholder, partner, and employee training and outreach will occur
and will be announced on the appropriate BLM State Office or National website.

3) Through the SGTF, the states and federal partners have been working since
January, 2016 to define the key principles associated with effective mitigation and
develop an approach to implementing the mitigation provisions of the BLM and
Forest Service land use plans.

Question 6: From the Department’s perspective, what is the status of the Greater
Sage Grouse population (¢.g., location, population size, density) across the West at
this time?

Response: The Department relies on the state wildlife agencies for annually produced
population trend related information, which is typically available in early fall of each
year. At the time of the hearing, this year’s data has not yet been provided. It should be
noted that according to long term studies, GRSG populations are cyclical in nature.
Therefore, population levels at one point in time, and short term trends, may not
adequately reflect the status of GRSG populations overall. The BLM continues to work
with the state fish and wildlife agencies and the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (WAFWA) to assess GRSG population trends overall.

Question 7: Please provide for the record a copy of any instructional memoranda,
field guide, guidance document, or any other media currently under development
that will affect implementation of the Department of the Interior’s sage grouse
conservation efforts.

Response: Attached are the Instructional Memoranda (IMs) issued on September 1,
2016, following extensive review and comment by the states:

1) Setting Priorities for and Processing Grazing Authorizations in Greater Sage-
Grouse Habitat

10
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2) Incorporating Thresholds and Responses into Grazing Permits/Leases
3) Policy for Resource Management Plan Effectiveness Monitoring of
Renewable Resources with additional guidance for plans implementing the
Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy
4) Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework Policy
5) Instruction Memorandum for the Implementation of the Greater Sage-Grouse
Adaptive Management
6) Implementation of Greater Sage-Grouse Resource Management Plan
Revisions or Amendments - Oil & Gas Leasing and Development Sequential
Prioritization
7) Tracking and Reporting Surface Disturbance and Reclamation

Work will continue through each BLM state office to help inform the states and counties,

stakeholders, and the public of these IMs and to answer any questions regarding their
implementation.

11
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Question from Sen. Wyden

Question 1: Over the last four months, the Bureau of Land Management has held a
series of public outreach meetings on implementation of the sage grouse
conservation plans. What has been the response at these meetings from
stakeholders to the plans?

Response: To explain plan commitments and get input on next steps for implementation
- with a specific focus on areas where stakeholders may see changes on the ground — the
BLM hosted a series of external stakeholder workshops in each of BLM’s Greater sage-
grouse states in April 2016. Approximately 400 partners attended the workshops held in
Montana/Dakotas, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, Idaho, Nevada/California, and Oregon.

Participants provided valuable input, which the BLM is using to inform policy for
implementing the plans on the ground. In particular, stakeholders across the range
emphasized that the BLM must achieve range-wide consistency of data collection,
processes, and coordination, along with local flexibility to adapt to specific and unique
situations on the ground. The BLM is committed to achieving this balance between
consistency and flexibility through an all-lands approach and continued collaboration
with our many partners. We will continue working with partners to implement the plans
and adapt to changing conditions so that together we can protect the Greater Sage-Grouse
and the sagebrush steppe environment.

12
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Questions from Sen. Risch

Question 1: T haven’t seen the Grazing Instruction Memorandum, yet there was a
Greenwire story from April 20, 2016 that mentions a leaked grazing memo. Can you
send the Grazing Instruction Memorandum to my office?

Response: As requested during the hearing, the BLM has provided a copy of the draft
instruction memorandum (IM) to your office. The Grazing IM referred to in the
Greenwire story was a draft version being used to engage extensive internal and external
coordination and consultation. The Grazing IM was recently finalized and released.
Copies of all of the IMs released on September 1 are attached to this document.

Question 2: Will there be a seven inch stubble requirement in every lek buffer
zone?

Response: No. The Habitat Objectives table in each of the land use plans summarizes
the characteristics that research has found represent the general seasonal habitat needs for
Greater sage-grouse and provides the broad vegetative conditions we strive to obtain
consistent with the ecological site potential of the rangeland area under review. No
single habitat indicator defines whether habitat objectives are met or not met.

Question 3: Will there be a 3.1 mile buffer zone around every lek?

Response: Lek buffer distances will be applied at the project-specific level as required
conservation measures to address the impacts on leks identified in the NEPA analysis.
The lek buffer distances set forth in the land use plans vary by type of disturbance, such
as road, energy development, and infrastructure; moreover, departures from the buffer
distances set forth in the plans may be appropriate, as fully described in the appendices of
the approved plans.

The buffer distances set forth in the plans range from 0.25 miles for noise and related
disruptive activities, to 1.2 miles for low structures, 2 miles for high structures, and up to
3.1 miles for roads, energy, and surface disturbance. Justifiable departures to increase or
decrease the specified distances will be based on local data, landscape features, and other
existing protections (including state regulations).

Question 4: At the time of the announcement of the 10 million acre mineral
withdrawal in conjunction with the sage grouse land use plans, DOI officials went
on record saying that the “withdrawn areas do not appear to be highly prospective
for miners.” On what specific infoermation were such statements based as there is
abundant USGS and state data indicating otherwise? Does DOI still believe that
statement is correct? Who is conducting the mineral potential report required
under FLPMA to determine mineral potential?”

13
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Response: Statements made by Department of the Interior (DOI) officials were based on
the best information available at the time that the lands were proposed for withdrawal.

The lands proposed for withdrawal are spread across 6 states and include large irregular
and noncontiguous tracts. Geologic data for these tracts exists in multiple scientific
reports completed by government agencies, both federal and state, as well as academic
institutions. At the onset of the process of analyzing the withdrawal proposal, no
complete mineral inventory of these lands existed, but the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) has recently completed a mineral potential report. BLM believes that
this report is the first complete mineral assessment for these tracts.

14
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Questions from Sen. Hoeven

Question 1: In the hearing, I referenced North Dakota’s specific concerns with the
federal land use plan for sage grouse conservation in the state, You pledged to
provide a more specific response to the state’s issues, discuss with Montana/Dakotas
Director Jamie Connell about how the response was prepared, and explain why —
despite “extensive state-federal collaboration” — North Dakota’s concerns were
discounted or dismissed by BLM.

e Please provide a response detailing the process, decision justifications, and
future opportunities for the state to provide meaningful input during the
next stages of implementation.

Response: The Governor’s Office has had the opportunity to review and provide
comments on 7 instruction memoranda that provide guidance to BLM employees on
implementing the plans first in March-April 2016 and a second time in August 2016.
Through the SGTF, the State has had opportunities to provide feedback on what is and is
not working with the plans. That opportunity will continue throughout implementation.
The Governor’s Office can also engage with the BLM State Director individually at any
time. Project-specific NEPA documents will be made available for review and comment
in accordance with the BLM’s normal procedures, and State agencies will be invited to
trainings and workshops as they are organized. Additionally, several different regional
teams are forming to address mitigation, conservation, and restoration issues where state
participation will be sought. The BLM’s State Implementation Coordinators and
Regional Coordinators will be contacting state agencies within the next few months for
their participation if they have not already done so. Information concerning training,
workshops, and team membership and other activities and opportunities to engage will be
posted on the BLM State Office websites.

Question 2: One concern for North Dakota centers on the federal land use plan’s
refusal to allow an “adaptive management strategy”, which would provide flexibility
to fature oil and gas development and operations.

North Dakota has over 61,000 acres of BLM-managed land in its core sage grouse
area that are already leased for oil and gas development. That is the highest
percentage of acreage of any other state in the West. Under the federal plan, all of
these acres would be subject to new leasing and development restrictions.

Yet, unlike other states, the federal land use plan for North Daketa does not allow
for that broader “adaptive management strategy.” This denies the state flexibility
for future oil and gas development and operations based upon changed
circumstances.

e Why does the federal rule treat North Dakota differently and not allow the
state to have adaptive monitoring and response for the sage grouse? Under
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the current plau, what specific ways can the state provide flexibility without
an allowable “adaptive management strategy”?

Response: The BLM's adaptive managenient strategies included in the other plans and
plan amiendments for the conservation of GRSG were designed to reorient management
to a more conservative set of actions if declines in the extent of habitat and/or the
populations exceeded the triggers identified in the plans. In North Dakota, GRSG habitat
and populations are extremely limited. The BLM, through discussions and interactions
with the FW$ and the North Dakota Game and Fish Department, determined that given
the current status-of the population and extent-of GRSG habitat in North Dakota, adaptive
management based on habitat and population triggers alone as outlined in the other plans
was insufficient because any meaningful trigger would have already been exceeded. In
addition, a large percentage of Priority Habitat Management Area (PHMA) is underlain
by private mineral estate and §5 percent of the high potential federal mineral estate in
PHMA is already leased and held by production. Therefore, the ability of the BLM to
adopt a more conservative set of management actions beyond a no surface occupancy
stipulation for oil and gas development that would be meaningful for Greater sage-grouse
conservation was limited.

Specific projects in a specific Tocation and context will be assessed based on the decisions
in the BLM Land Use Plan Amendments and local conditions, while allowing for
flexibility in implementation at the project level as appropriate.

Question 37 Another concern for North Dakota invelves the federal land use plan’s
effect on unleased federal lands. The rule stipulates “No Surface Occupancy” within
the core sage grouse region.

North Dakota has close to 10,000 acres that are not currently leased for oil and gas
development. Those are acres that could be leased in the future. The federal rule’s

“No Surface Oceupancy” requirement conld unilaterally modify a mineral owner’s
existing contract rights by requiring no new surface impacts.

North Dakota has argued that this stipulation may actually be detrimental to sage
grouse habitat. By contrast, North Dakota’s current state plan allows for a “case-by-
ease’ analysis and adapts accordingly —an outcome the federal rule does not allow,

In fact, BLM"s official response to the state dismissed such concerns stating that,
‘case-by-case’ flexibility is inconsistent with the purposes, policies, and programs of
federal laws.”

e How do you justify BLM’s “No Surface Occupaney” stipulation with the
BLM’s statutory principles of multiple use and sustained yield for publie
lands? Will the cumulative effects of this federal rule make further
energy development on federal lands uneconomic and infeasible? To
what extent? If not, why do many states and industry organizations
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disagree? Conversely, did BLM evaluate any negative effects on private
oil and gas development in areas intermixed with large amounts of
federal lands? If so, what are those effects and to what extent?

Response: In North Dakota, the BLM has identified oil and gas development as the
primary threat to GRSG. Since bird population levels are so low, and habitat limited, the
BLM determined that it was necessary to provide protection to GRSG from this threat by
applying a no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation to new leases of federal fluid
minerals within the most important habitat which is designated at Priority Habitat
Management Area (PHMA). This stipulation would only be applied to parcels of federal
fluid mineral estate within the PHMA that are leased afier issuance of the Record of
Decision and will not be applied to existing leases.

There are only 61,197 acres of federal fluid mineral estate impacted by the North Dakota
Resource Management Plan Amendment in PHMA (approximately 15 percent of the
area). As noted above, much of the federal fluid mineral estate within the planning area
is currently leased and held by production, and therefore would not be affected by the
NSO stipulation for the life of the current lease.

The BLM provided for two exceptions to this stipulation, including one specifically for
areas of mixed-ownership. The exceptions could be applied to the NSO stipulation in
PHMA where federal minerals underlie less than 50 percent of the total surface, or 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
the Record of Decision (ROD). The exception to the NSO on federal fluid minerals will
be considered where the action:

1. Will not have direct, indirect, or cumulative effects on GRSG or its
habitat; or

2. Is proposed to be undertaken as an alternative to a similar action
occurring on a nearby parcel, and will provide a clear conservation gain to
GRSG.

The impacts of the NSO decision were analyzed in the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) accompanying the North Dakota plan amendment. The analysis indicated that the
difference between the “No Action” alternative (the past management in the amendment
area) and the current management would result in seven fewer wells drilled to access
federal fluid mineral estate in the amendment area over the life of the plan
(approximately 20 years).

The BLM’s multiple-use and sustained yield objective includes management for the
conservation of wildlife and habitat. The BLM considers all of the resources within its
responsibility, including oil and gas development and wildlife habitat. The GRSG RMPs
and amendments allow for the development of resources, within the goal of conserving
this imperiled species. Thus, the BLM is attempting to balance energy development and
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sage grouse conservation consistent with its multiple use and sustained yield mission
under FLPMA.

Question 4: The federal plan also requires that sage grouse mitigation produce a
“pet conservation gain”. This means that land users — like holders of federal oil and
natural gas leases — are required to offset impacts and express a “net conservation
gain”,

¢ Does the federal plan require landowners to pay any type of compensation to
fulfill the mitigation requirements of the conservation area — including in
states that currently do not have this requirement in their sage grouse plans?

Response: The BLM’s land use plans apply only to actions proposed on public lands. It
does not apply to private landowners’ activities on their own lands.

e Please provide examples of compensatory mitigation options likely to occur
under this provision.

Response: Through a work group of the SGTF, the states and federal partners are
working to develop an approach to mitigation that would allow for the use of state-
developed GRSG mitigation programs, subject to review by the BLM and FWS, and
consistent with the mitigation principles jointly being developed by the state and federal
SGTF members. Examples of state-promoted or developed compensatory mitigation
programs include:

The State of Nevada’s Conservation Credit System

The State of Colorado’s Habitat Exchange

The State of Idaho’s In-Lieu Fee proposal

The State of Wyoming’s Sweetwater River Conservancy
Conservation Bank.

o Please outline how the agency will determine the value and cost-effectiveness
of those mitigation options.

Response: Through a work group of the SGTF, the states and federal partners are
working together to define the key principles associated with effective mitigation, define
key concepts such as baseline condition and additionality, and determine what parameters
should apply to evaluating if net conservation benefit is achieved.

o Please detail the process landowners and developers would be required te
document, submit, and receive agency approval for those mitigation options.

Response: The BLM’s land use plans apply only to actions proposed on public lands,
which would be subject to compliance with applicable federal laws, including the
National Environmental Policy Act. This process does not apply to private landowners’
activities on their own lands. For mitigation of projects on public lands, the states and
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federal partners are working together to define the key principles associated with
effective mitigation, define key concepts, and means for approval for mitigation options.

Question 5: I am also concerned about the effect the federal plan might have on
livestock grazing on public lands.

Over 22,000 ranchers graze cattle and sheep on federal lands. In North Dakota, our
grazing assoeciations work closely with federal agencies to allow their livestock to
graze on public lands in a manner that both benefits the health and vitality of the
grasslands and ranchers. For instance, well-managed grazing can increase wildlife
diversity and populations, control invasive weeds, and reduce the risk of wildfire.

Several hearing witnesses mentioned that some of the most significant threats to the
greater sage grouse are wildfire and invasive plants.

e Do the federal land use plan amendments curtail grazing in the Rocky
Mountain Region? If so, to what estimated extent?

Response: No. The land use plan amendments do not curtail grazing. The BLM will
continue to work with permittees and other stakeholders during the permit review and
renewal process to conduct land health evaluations, complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in the process of permit reviews and in issuing
proposed/final grazing decisions. The process will specify permit terms and conditions to
meet the identified sage-grouse habitat objectives.

» Does the Interior Department agree grazing can help mitigate threats of
wildfire and invasive plants?

Response: The BLM uses an Integrated Pest/Vegetation Management approach when
controlling and managing invasive plants. Targeted grazing is one tool and treatment
method that can be used to help mitigate threats of wildfire and control invasive plants.
In January 2015, the Secretary issued Secretarial Order 3336, which called for the
development of a comprehensive, science-based strategy to reduce the size, severity, and
cost of rangeland fires and address the spread of cheatgrass and other invasive species. A
team is currently evaluating and exploring opportunities for livestock grazing permittees
and private landowners to assist in fuel treatment actions for reducing invasive annual
grasses and other fine fuels through demonstration projects.

Questions from Sen. Warren

Deputy Assistant Secretary Lyons, you stated in your testimony that development of
the BLM Greater Sage-Grouse plan decisions reflected an effort to work ata
landscape-level, to incorporate new science and information in the planning process,
and to emphasize close coordination and collaboration with other federal agencies
and with the states. This increased coordination and planning created a new
paradigm in the way lands and resources can be managed.
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Most people think of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as a listing for species that
are identified as endangered or threatened with extinction, but a critical component
of the ESA its ability to take a comprehensive approach to protecting the ecosystems
that provide sustainable habitats for these vulnerable species.

You further stated in your testimony that a comprehensive approach to species
conservation is reflective of the goals of the ESA and that a stated purpose of the
ESA is “to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species
and threatened species depend may be conserved.”

Question 1: The federal government employed a comprehensive habitat strategy to
conserve greater Greater Sage-Grouse habitat across the West on public lands,
which resulted in avoiding the necessity of placing the species on the ESA listing.
Do you believe that this habitat model can be duplicated in other regions across our
country and how important was the ESA in driving this plan?

Response: Yes, we believe the wildlife management strategy that identifies core areas for
wildlife populations and identifies specific conservation goals and objectives for those
species in response to identified threats to the species and its habitat could be successfully
replicated in other parts of our country.

The conservation measures in the plans are intended to address the threats identified in
the COT Report. The 2015 BLM resource management plans contain conservation
measures that apply across the 10 western states. Additionally, because sage-grouse
habitats occur on land held not just by the federal government, but by state and local
governments and private individuals, the BLM is working with the USFS, the FWS, the
Natural Resources Conservation Service, and the state governments on Greater sage-
grouse conservation measures across other parts of the landscape. Working ata
landscape-scale, using the best available science, and engaging stakeholders and partners
in collaborative conservation efforts to address identified threats to wildlife species and
maintain healthy habitat conditions offers an opportunity to improve wildlife
management regardless of the location. Maintaining ecological integrity and landscape
health in order to avoid the need to list a species as threatened or endangered is key to
reducing the conflicts and controversy that can be associated with the ESA.

Question 2: While preserving the Greater Sage-Grouse was the primary goal, the
habitat protection and restoration components of the BLM’s plan have provided
additional benefits for other species. Do you believe that Congressional efforts to
eliminate federal plans would not only imperil the primary species targeted for
protection, but also potentially jeopardize the long term sustainability of other
species in the ecosystem?

Response: Absolutely. We believe that implementation of the conservation measures
included in the BLM and USDA Forest Service land use plans to reduce threats to the
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GRSG and restore the health of the sagebrush ecosystem will benefit 350 other species
that occur in, or rely on, sagebrush habitats in the West. Combined with the new focus
on reducing the threat of rangeland fire and restoring areas affecting by fire and invasive
species such as cheatgrass, we believe this is the best strategy for sustaining the iconic
sagebrush ecosystem and the wildlife and communities which depend upon it. In
partnership with other federal agencies, the states, stakeholders, and the public, we
believe that this approach is the most efficient and cost-effective means of reducing
conflict and restoring the health of this important landscape.
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washington, D:C. 20240
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In Reply Refer To: SEP 12016
3000 (300), 2000°(210, 250y P-
Instruetion Meniorandiim No. 2016-145
Expires: 09/30/2019
To: State Directors (California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana/Dakotas, Névada,

Oregon/Washington, Utah, and Wyoniing), and Center Ditectors

From:  Deputy Director {’Q:ﬁ“m& /-(’Zgﬁ;

Suhbject: Tracking and Reporting Surface Distirbance and Reclamation

Program Area: Fluid Minerals, Sofid Minerals, Lands and Realty, Renewable Energy,
Recreation, and Land Use Planning and NEPA.

Purpose: This Instraction Memorandum (IM) provides the policy on tracking and reporting
surface disturbance anid reclamation within ani-outside of Greater Sage-grouse (GRSG) Priority
Habitat Management Areas (PHMA), The Approved Resource Management Plan Amendmenis
Jor the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin GRSG Regions and Nine Approved Resource
Management FPlans in the Rocky Mountain GRSG Region {(collectively referred to as the GRSG
Plans) requite the BLM to track dlsturbauce and reclamation in designated GRSG Pnonty
Habitat Management Areas (PHMA).! The Surface Disturbance Analysis and Reclamation

Tracking Tool (SDARTT) will be:-used to ful fill this requirement. Authorized Officérs outside of
GRSG PHMA may choose to use SDARTT to track disturbance and veclamation. This IM

explains the capabilities of the national web-based SDARTT, user support options, and guidance
for field offices (FOs) use an existing disturbance and reclamation tracking teol. Additionally,
the IM provides information and policy about the annual all-land disturbance estimates on
PHMA in GRSG Biologicaligz Significant Units (BSUs)’, which are defined in the GRSG Plans,
firialized in September 2015, This policy will be implemented in conjuniction with the ptotocols-
in the GRSG Plans’ disturbance cap calculation method appendix, GRSG Momformg
Framéwork, and GRSG Implementation Guide.

1 This policy also applies to fmportant Habitat Management Areas - THMA {in Idaho only). Whenever discussing

PHMA, THMA also applies. Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA) are a subset of PHMA therefore, disturbance and.

density caps need to be tracked in SFAs as well,

*BSUs are & mid- scale. geospatial area compnsed of GRSG habitats that confains relevant and Important habitats

that are used as the basis for comparative caleulations to support eval tion of changes to habitat. BSU were

developed by the BLM and individual stafe wildlife agencies; therefore, the delineation varies from state fo state.
Excepuon Lander ROD was finalized in June 20 14.
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The GRSG Plans require that the BLM track surface disturbance and reclamation in PHMA.
Surface distirbance and reclamation will be tracked at two scales: projectand BSU. Proposed
development in PHMA will be entered info SDARTT to determine whether disturbance and
density percentages will exceed thresholds, Of the 19 degradation thireats idéntified in the FWS?
2010 listing decision, 12 were identified for tracking at the'broad snid mid-scale (BSU scale) in
PHMA, with an additional 7 site scalé disturbances to be.tracked when authorizing proposed
actions {project scale, &:g., proposed well focation). Refer to Attachment 1 in this IM, which'is
copied frony a Distarbance Cap Caleulation Method Appendix included in each GRSG Flan. Ifa
threat is not listed in Aftachment 1, it will fiot be included in the PHMA disturbance calculation,
unless a respective GRSG Plan includes additional threats-or exceptions, Exisfing disturbance at
the project seale will be calculated using existing disturbance data layers that can be inputin
SDARTT or digitizing on-the-ground dishirbance using high resolution imagery, e.g. NAIP and
uploading these datainto SDARTT.. BLM FOs shoutd refer fo their respective Appendix-of the
GRSG plan for the project scale disturbance cap details.

BSU estimates will us the data sets and estimated footprints outlified in the GRSG Monitoring
Framework and will be calculated annually by the National Operations Center for all-lands in
priority habitat. This irfformation will be available via the BLM Geospatial Gatevay
(https://blimspace.blm.doinet/oc/intra/drs/Pages/GeoSpatialGateway.aspx), This all-lands
estimate will be used to inform the cumulative effects National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)analysis, the approbriate disturbance objective(s), and, in soine plans, the distrbance
cap at the BSU scale, Please refer to the appropriate land use plan for details regarding
disturbance calculations at the BSU scale. At both the project and BSU scales, co-located
disturbances are-encouraged and overlappmg disturbanee footprints are fiot additive in the
caleulations.

Use of SDARTT at the Project Scale:
BLM field offices with GRSG PHMA will use SDARTT to plan, calculate, track, and analyze

project scale disturbances and reclamation in PEIMASs, using the followmg website:

https://hlm sciencebase.gov, ‘Some offices (as described in the background section) have existing
geadatabases and tools that comply with portions of this policy.” It is appropriate for these FOs
to continue using existing tools with the understanding that all disturbance and reclamation data
will ultimately be consolidated into a national database. Efforis are undeiway to intégrate
existing systems with SDARTT,

The BLM, in conjunction with the project proposents, will use SDARTT or an existing
disturbance quantification tool to upload surface disturbance proposals, compare dnd track siting
alternatives, document the authorized disturbance footprints, record as-built footprints, generats
‘naps and reporis, and track imerim and final reclamation. BLM staff will first be tained to-use
SDARTT; thereafter, operatois and their third-party contractors will be trained. See Attachment
2 for.a summary of SDARTT fraining plan and capabilities. In addition, when undertaking

* For example, the State of Wyoming and its parteers (including BLM Wyaming) have been using the Density-
Disturbanice Calculation Tool (DDCT) since 2010 .and the web-based application since 2012,
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internally generated BLM projects that pertain to the 19 threats of surface disturbing activities in
PHMA (see Attachimient 1), the BLM will upload the proposed and final as-built spatial data of
the disturbance into SDARTT for fracking and caletlation purposés.

The BLM has also committed to frack and caloulate the density of energy and mining facilities at
the project scale (except in NV), which will also beperformed in SDARTT or other existing
system. The density is limited to 1 facility for each 640 acres, on average, withisi the project-
analysis-area. Ifa projectthat would exceed the degradation cap or density cap (for energy or
mining facilities} cannot be deferred due fo valid existing rights orotherexisting laws and
regulations, fully disclose the local and regional impacts of the proposed action in the asseclated
NEPA. Please refer to.the density tap calculation methods in the appropriate land use plan,
GRSG Monitoring Framework (p.28), Implémentation Guide, and SDARTT User Guide.

There are variations and exceptions in the GRSG Plans, therefore refer to your regpective GRSG
plan, and the corresponding Disturbance Appendix for further information on how to calculate
disturbance and re¢lamation. Sorne variations, where-appropriate, ate being incorporated into
SDARTT functionality, such as Oregon’s decadal calculations.

In the GRSG Plans, locatable minerals were considered one of the threats; therefore,
disturbasices and associated reclamation will néed to be entered into SDARTT. Consistent with
the mining laws, operations and post-mining Tand use must comply with the applicable BLM
land-use plans and activity plans.

Include in Aunthorizations:

‘When writing deficiency lettets or responses to proponents, the BLM may need fo request that
spatial data be subtmitied for all planned surface disturbance associated with that proposal, if they
arelocated in PHMA or if 4 field office has chosen to use SDARTT outside of PHMA, or if the
proponent did niot provide these with their first siubitittal.

‘When approving surface disturbing authorizations, the BLNVL will apply COAs or Stipulations, to
the extent consistent with applicable law, so the actual disturbance footprint, modification to the
approval, and feclamation can be tracked. Referto Attachment 3 for template COA/Stipulation
language that can be included in authorizations, leases, permits, and gtants.

Disturbance in GRSG BSUs:

The National Operations Center:

The National Operations Center NOC) will calculate an ali-lands sstimaté of disturbance levels
of the 12 threats for the PHMA in each BSU on an annual basis. The first distarbance estimates,
which used buffered datasets in Table 6 of the GRSG Monitoring Framework, are
approximations end are avaifable 1o all FOs through the BLM Geospatial Gateway. Moving
forward, the NOC will produce the annual estimate and 4 5-year trend estimate for all lands in
PHMA by BSU. This information will be incorporated info a'report produced by the
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‘Washington Office and posted to the BLM Landscape Data Portal
(http:/fwww landscape blm. sov/geoponal/saalpy/main/home page).

State, District, and Field Offices:

The NOC calculation of the disturbance on PHMA ina BSU is only an estimate, which can be
more precisely caleunlated using existing data, by digitizing disturbance, and/or conducting field
inventories. State offices may perform BSU level disturbance calculations using locally
available data to conform to additional requirements. More precise local calculations will be part
of the land use plan conformance process and will be incorporated into the NEPA analysis for a
proposed surface disturbing activity, when necessary, to ensure that BSU disturbance caps are’
not exceeded. Existing disturbance on private, state and other tands can be calculgted using
exigting data or via digitization with aerial NAIP/other imagery and should include the threats-
tisted in Attachment f. Thiscanbe done in coordination with local partners. Data standards and
témplates for digitizing can be found in the SDARTT online Tnstructional User Guide.

Timeframe: This IM is effective immediately.

Budget Impact: The BLM received additional funding in Fiscal Year 2016 for geospatial data
management including disturbance-reldted data. The workload associated with this policy
includes dévelopment of and pasticipation'in WebEx training; worki.ng with and training local
parfners {e.g., states, counties, and other government and quasi-governmental entities),
proponents and their third party contractors; assigning SDARTT verification roles; verifying
proponent submifted spatial data (through aerial imagery, field inspections, of local lmowledge),
and incorporating SDARTT resulis into NEPA analysis. Data éntry into SDARRT will occurin
several levels of the agency at field/district offices, state offices, and the NOC, and the worklsad
associated with data entry will vaiy by unit. Where cost-recovety is authorized, BLM will
incorporate the costs of tracking disturbance and reclamation into the cost-recovery estimate. In
the long-term, SDARTT should enable the BLM and pmponents tor savé time and funds by
providing consistent tools and simple caloufations wher processing activities.causing disturbance
as defined in each GRSG Plan. SDARTT will enable land mabagers to effectively implement
planning decisions in site specific applications, and to defect unauthorized dxsmrbances and
unreclaimed lands; thereby reducing financial-risk.

Background: The SDARTT fool was developed to-fulfill the cotmitments made in the GRSG
Plans to manage the amount of disturbance in GRSG PHMA, The USGS worked with several
BLM FOs (Pinedale, Vernal, and White River) beginning in 2006, to develop distatbance and
reclamation tracking databases which evolved into this national web-based tool, For exaniple,
‘the State of Wyorhing and its partners (mc]udmg BLM Wyoning) have been usmg the Density
Distutbatee Calculation Tool (DDCT) since 2010 and the web:based application since 2012.

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: _
Multiple program Manuals and Handbooks are likely 1o be affected.

Coordination: WO-300, WO-200, NQC, Office of the Assistant Secietary for Land and
Minerals Management, and Office of the Solicitor..
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Contacts: If you have any questions regarding this IM, please contact Gordon Toevs, National
Sage Grouse Coordinator (202) 567-1589, Janna Simonsen, Senior Natural Resource Specialist
Fluid Minerals (202) 912-7154, and Anthony Titolo, Nataral Resource Specialist at the NOC
(303) 236-:0446. SDARTT user support is provided through the Help Desk, and via email:
sdarty@uses.goy or phone: (970) 226-9116.

3 Attachroenits
1-The 19 GRSG Disturbance Threats {1p) ,
2- SDARTT Training, User Support; Capabilities, Authentication {2pp)
3~ Template for Deficiency Letters and Conditions of Approval or Stipulations (2pp)
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Attachment 1 - The 19 GRSG Disturbange Threats

The 12 GRSG Degradation Threats for disturbance ealculafions at the BSU and
project seale
1 Energy O and Gas
2 Coal
3 Wind
4 Solar
3 Geothermal
6 Miging Locatable, Leaseable, Suleable
1 Infrastrocture Roads
8 Railroads
4 Power lines
18 Communication
1n Other vertical structures
12 Other ROW
7 Additional GRSG threats for disturbance caleulations at the project seale
1 Coallied Methane Ponds
2 Meteorological Towers
3 Naclear Energy Facilities
4 Alrport Facilities and Infrastructure
s Military Range Facilities and Infrastructure
6 I drocleciric Plants
I Recreation Aréas Facilities and Infrastructurs.

More detailed subcategories and attributes can be found in'the data dictionary templates in
SDARTT than is included in this basic list of the 19 threats. Refer to the each GRSP Plan
Disturbance Appendix for definitions and furthier information about the 19 threats.
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Attachment 2: SDARTT Training, User S

Training ‘

¢ Introductory webinars for GIS Leads & other State Leads
Followed by introductory FO/DO training
Scheduled monthly follow-up onlive training v
Additional training available per user request and as needed
Reclamation training
Eventually Operator and Third-Party Contractor

User Support
& Webinar will be recorded and distributed
BLM Information: hitps:/blm sciencebase. gov/
Log in only: https://bim.sciencebase.zov/sdartt
Inskeuctions User Guide Link: hupsi/blm sciencebase. povisdartt/mannal
Help Desk Email: sdartt@usgs.gov
Help Desk Phonge; 970-226-9116
Technical questions about project and disturbance analysis procedures; Anthony Titolo
303-236-0446

I EN]

Capabilities of the SDARTT website.
Upload Batches of Existing/Legacy Inventory Surface Distarbance and Reclamation
Spatial Data N
® Accepis spatial duta uploads ‘
o Individual as well as one all-inclusive data dictionary ternplate for each of the 19
disturbance types.

Disturbance Estimation Planning Tool
e Upload new proposed surface disturbance, which raust be linked % a project analysis
area.
o Upload a user created Project Analysis Area polygon

e Calculations: Track Distarbance Caps v
SDARTT produces acres and percent of disturbarice for each threatitotal acres and
percentage of disturbance within the proposed analysis area. )
SDARTT produces density cap caleulations averaged per project analysis area.
SDARTT produces either an “Excéeds” or “Within” determination.
The BLM will then apptove or deny the proposed disturbance in SDARTT.
If the proposed disturbance is denied and needs a revision, thén the revised-
polygon will be date stamped and lirked to the initial project analysis area to be
reanalyzed.
Map Fanctions )

@ Basic map functions — zoom infout, pan, switch basemap; tum on/off all layers, ete.

® Draw or upload spatial data to view results within its boundary,

o Identify features with multiple data tabs.

o

e Re R o o)
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Reporting
e Ad Hoc customizable query with result list and map display
G Ability to-export result set as PDF, CSV spreadsheet, (can be added to NEPA
document) or spatial data.
e Predefined reponts

Fature Capability ~ Reclamation (’In-Process and Final}

Onge in-process and final reclamation spatial data are uploaded and verified, vesults ofasres and

percent calculation can be produced,

Authentication - Access Groups and Roles

® Field, district, state, and national office tisers can only access the offices to which they

are directly granted permission. A tiered hxerarchy of permission levels facilitates
multiple user roles and verification responsibilities. These inchade: Approvers, Verifiers
Editors, and Readers, which are all tracked in SDARTT's database tables, Approvers.
grant access; Verifiers validate Editor’s uploads; Editors provide data to the tool; and
Readers view data but may not manipulate it.

s
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Attachment 3 — Template for Deficiency Letters-and Conditions of Approval er
Stipulations

After the BLM staff is trained to tise SDARTT, the.operators and third party contracfors will be
trained to enter spatial data directly into SDARTT. Thereafter the wotding for the deficiency
letters and COAs will be-modified slightly $o that operators/ proponents will be required to euter
the spatial data into SDARTT.

Témplate for Review Process — Deficieney Letters and Responses to Applications
When writing deficiency letters.or response letters to applications; the BLM may need fo Tequest

spatial data for alf planned disturbance assoclated with a proposal, so that it may be uploaded in.
SDARTT, if the proposal is located it PHMA or if a field officz has chosen to.usé SDARTT
outside of PHMA. If the proponent did not provide spatial-data fot SDARTT with their initial
submittal the following Janguage can be applied to deficiency letters as a necessary item needed
for processing, to the extent provided in applicable law: )

APDs: “Submit spatial data for upload into SDARTT of all planned disturbance associated with
the APDY

Sundries: “Submit spatial data for uploadinto SDARTT of all planned disturbance associated.
withthe Sugdry.” » »
Saleable- exclusive material sales, free use permits and exploration permits: “Submit
spatial data(s) for upload into SDARTT of all planned disturbance associated with the
application for the contract or permit.™ ] ,

Locatable: ‘“Recommended submittal of spatial data for upload into SDARTT of all planned
disturbance associated with the mining plan of operations {(MPO).”

ROW: “Submit spatial data for upload into SDARTT of all planned disturbance associated with
the Right of Way (ROW).”

Template of Conditions of A

Consistent with applicable law, the followmg language may be applied-as a COAs or stipulation
when located in PHMA or if the Authorized Officer (AO) has chosen fo use SDARTT outside of
PHMA.

Fluid Minerals:

“Within 60 days of construction the operator must provide as-built spatial data(s). If 4 sundey or
amendment involves additional or different surfaée disturbance, then the proposed project spatial
data'must be loadéd into SDARTT as part of the BLM’s review of all necessary itemns needed 1o
make an informed decision. The operator must provide interim and reclamation spatial data for
the purpose of being loaded into SDARTT in conjumction with the sundry submittal.”
Rights-of-Way:

“Within 90 days of completing construction the proponent must provide as-built spatial data(s)
for the purpose of being uploaded info SDARTT. Ifa ROW améndment or tenewal involves
additional or different surface disturbance; then the proposed project spatial data st be loaded
into SDARTT a5 part of the BLM's review of all necessary items needed o make an informed
decision. The proponent will provide reclamation spatial data for'the purpose of being Joaded
into. SDARTT. Upon ROW termination and approval of final reclamation, spatial data will be
provided to-the BLM.
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Solid Minerals:
Non-Euergy Leasable

““The proponent will provide spatial data(s) for the purpose of being uploaded into SDARTT for
modifications or new disturbance associated with the Exploration or Mining Plan as part of the
BLM's review process. “This includes prospecting permits, exploration lcenses, and
competitive and ron-competitive leases.” The proponent will also pmv:de interim afid
teclamation spatial data for the purpose of being loaded into SDAR’

Coal Leaseable- ‘

“The proponent will provide spatial data(s) for the purpose of being tploaded into SDARTT for
modifications or new disturbance associated with the application area as part of the BLM's
review process. This includes an exploration license, lease by apphcahcn, preference right lease,
negotiated sale; or lease exchange. The proponent will also provide interim and reclamation
spatial data for the ‘purpose of beirig loaded into SDARTT.™

Locatable—

Provided that the operator agreesto Inclusion of this in its approved plan of operations this
language may be iricluded: “The proponent will provide spatial data(s) for the- purpose of being
uploaded info SDARTT for modifications ‘or new distutbance associated with the mining plan.of
operations (MPO) as part of the BLM?s review process. The proponent will also provide interim
and reclamation spatial data for the purpose of being loaded into SDARTT.”

Saleable-

“The proponent will provide spatial datals) for the purpose of being uploaded into SDARTT for
modifications or new distorbance associated with the application area for mineral material sales
contracty and free use: permits.as part of the BLM s review process. The proponeint will also
provide interim and reclamation spatial data for the purpose of being loaded into SDAR
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e,

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washington, D.C. 20240
https/forwrw blm.gov

InReply Refer to: v SR
1610, 1734, 4100, 4180, 6700 (230) P iSEp 1208

Instruction Memorandum No. 2016-144
Expires: 9/30/19

To: State Directors (Californiia, Colorado, Idaho, Mortana, Nevada,
Oregon/Washington, Utah, and Wyoming) and Center Directors

From: Deputy Director Sm /{' gﬂ ’

Subject: Gunnison and Greater Sage-Grouse {including the Bi-State Distinct Populaﬁon
Segment) Habitat Assessment Policy

Program Areas; Wildlife Management, Threatened and Endangered Species Managemert,
Rangeland Management, Riparian Managertent, Fuels Management, Vegetation Management,
Emergency Stabilization and Rehiabilitation,

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum {IM) provides policy on how to assess habitat for
Gurnison and Greater Sage-Grouse, including the Bi-State Distinct Population Segment,
(hereafter referred to as “sage-grovse”) and under what circumistances the habitat assessment is
reqiired.

Policy:

=  The Bureaw of Land Management (BLM) offices that manage sage-grouse habitats are
required to use fhe mid-, fine-; and site-seale indicators and the habitat suitability rating
process provided within the Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework (HAF;
Technical Reference 6710-1, Stiver et al, 2015) when assessing sage-grouse habitat fora
population/subpopulation/biclogically relavant area that encompagses sage-grouse
seasonal habitats. Offices may look for opportunities to integrate other measurement and
modeling assessment approaches into'the habifat assessment, o

# Field offices whose GRSG Plan contains a Habitat Objectives Table are required to use
the objectives table (and any associated footnotes) when completing sage-grouse habitat.
assessments. Ecological potential of sites within the assessment area will be taken'into
account when analyzing the sampling locations and interpréting the habitat measures.

e Field offices (FO) are required to use the site~scale HAF suitability ratings (e.g., suitable,
marginal, unsuitable), following the HAF meﬁxodolagy to determine suitability, when
evaluating the wildlife/special status species habitat quality land health standard,
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e Fisld offices will inglude prioritization criteria from the Approved Resource Management
Plan Amendments for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin GRSG Regions and nine
Approved Resourde Management Plans in the Rocky Mountain GRSG
Region (collectively referred to as-the (FRSG Plans) when cstablishing priotities for sage-
grouse habitat dssessments.. » »

& Field offices whose RMP does not centain a Habitat Objectives Table should use
objectives from an applicable sage-grouse conservation plan {e.g., Gunnison Sage-Grouse
Rangewide Conservation Plan)} use the habitat suitability characteristics found in the
HAF; or follow procedures set forth in the HAF to modify the indicator values to use
during sage-grouse habitat agsessments.

& BLM offices that complete a miulti-seale sage-grouse habitat assessment are required to.
compile:a Habitat Assessment Summary Report.

e BLM offices will use the Habifat Assessment Summary Report to inform the
wildlifo/special status species habitat quality Jand health standard(s} when compléting
Land Health-Assessments and Lanid Health Standard(s) evatuation® (BLM Handbook
4180-1, Land Health Standards) and associated National Environmerital Policy Act
(NEPA).

o State officés (SO) are required to post Hebitat Assessment Summiary Reporis completed
in their state to the BLM Sage-Grouse Implementation SharePoint site,

@ Dataand information from several sources can be used to inform sage-grouse habitat
assessments while considering their limitations. Responsibilities for collecting and.
managing sdge-grouse habitat data and information ate described herein.

e The BLM Washingfon Office (WO) Natiopal Operations Center (NOC), National
Training Center (NTC), Regional/Zone Leads and othet subject matter experts will
develop training opporfunities to support implementation of this policy.

Priorifizing Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessments

BLM FO authorized officer will set priorities for sage-grouse habitat assessments using
prioritization criteria consistent with the.applicable GRSG Plan, Priotities may be Turther refined
by BLM FO wildlife biologists, Interdisciplinary Teams (IDT); and in-coordination with state
afrencies to ensure that sage-grovsé habitat assessments are conducted within areas where habitat
infosmation is limited, or within populations where changes in management may be expected to
improve sage-grouse habitat (e.g., for compensatory mitigation putposes, where a GRSG Plan
adaptive management trigger has been tripped, ete.). Also, an evaluation of existing data, such
a3 core and supplemental indicator data collected as part of the Assessment, Inventory and
Monitoring (AIM) Sixategy and legacy trend data, a5 well as other scological data-will help
prioritize assessmetits in argas where habitat does not appear to be suitable,

Creating and Using a Habitat Assessment Summary Report

A Habitat Assessment Summary Report will be devbloped and used to inform the Land Health
Assessment and Land Health Standard(s) evaluation relative to wildlife/special status species

* Adjistments to authorized use based on notmeeting the land health habitat standard are made once a determination
is complete, the causal factor has heen identified, and surrent conditions are taken info consideration..
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habitat quality standard(s) (“BLM Handbook 4180-1, Land Health Standards™) and associated
NEPA.

Figld offices will coordinate with district offices (DO}, 8Os and the NOC, as well as with state
agencies, other federal agencies and research partners, to acquire the best available data to
inform mid-, fine- and site-scale suitability ratings. After the mid-, firie, and site-scale HAF
forms and descriptions are completed, FOs will compile a Habitat Assessment Sumsiary Report
that follows thiis outline and contains (at a minimum):

& Contact information for the FO.
®  An Executive Summary »
© Summarized informationt about data sources and the inctadata.
¢ Swmmary of how sampling locations were selected {(e.g., randomization, fargeted,
strata, eto.).
© Maps of the assessment area and habitats within the assessed area.
¢ A summary of the suitability ratings and the rationale used to reach the suitabifity

@ A description of habitat condition and extent (e.g. limiting, suchas late brood-reating
tiparian areas), and sigrificant threats within the analysis area.

e A description of indicator valves used to assess suitability. If the indicator values wete
modified from those found in HAF or supplemented using other measwement.or
modeling approaches, include a summary of the process and scientific basis for'the
modification {e.g., the GRSG Plan). _

® An appendix of completed HAF Data Forms-from the mid-, fine-, and site-scales that
were used to assess habitat suitability,

Upon completion of each Habitat Assessment Summary Report, the FO-will subrmt a pdfversion
of the report to the SO 10 be uploaded to the GRSG Implementation SharePoint site.

The Habitat Assessment Summgry Repox’t can also be used to:

» Inform management actions to improve sage-grouse hahztat at the mid-, fine-, and site-
gcales.

e Identify metrics to monitor for determining the effectiveness of vegetation freatments in
sage-grouse habitats,

o Provide context in NEPA documents for proposed actions in sage-grouse habitats.

. e Inform the habitat value {e.g. condition and extent) of debits and credits telated to-

compensatory mitigation and can be used in conjunction with state devéloped
compensatory mitigation: valuation approaches.

Sage~Grouse Hahitat Data Acquisition and Management

To implement multi-scale sage-grouse habitat assessmients, « high lével of coordination is
necessary at all levels of the BLM (WO, 8Os, DOs, FOs, NTC and the NOC). Although some.
specific duties may change over time, the general responsibilities of each office are outlined
below. The BLM will continue to collaborate with state wildlife agencies, other federal
agericies, research pariners and others to share results relevant to sage-grouse habitat and:
population data (e:g., radio-telemetry).
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General Responsibilities;

1.

g,

BLM FOs, DOs, and 3Os will work with the assessment and monitoring branch at the
NOC to design a sampling strategy that conforms to the national ATM ' sampling strategy
and provides adequate sample points in sage-grouse seasonal habitats fo-complete the
site-scale habitat assessment data collection.

. BLM offices in néed of additional sampling locations to complete the habitat assessment

process should use a statistically-valid sampling design that conforms to the ATM
strategy. FOs should coordinate-with their state ATM coordinator or the NOC ATM leads
to generate an appropriate sample design.

- BLM FOs are:fesponsible for identifying data gaps; coordinating with the DO/SQ to

gather data; and interpreting and writing mid-, fine-, and site-scale suitability déscriptions
and ratings, a5 well as the Habitat Assessment Summary Reports. Habifat Assessment
Framework indicator data should be'in 2 standardized spreadsheet or database and FOs.
should subrnit habitat assessment data and reports to a centralized electronic folder that is
maintained by the SO,

The BLM WO, NOC, NTC, Regional/Zone Leads; SOs and other subject matter experts
will develop training opporfunities for sage-grouse habitat assessment data collection,
interpretation and repoit writing. Training for field data collection of the ATM Core
Indicators is available.and coordinated through the assessment and monitoring team af the
NOC and the appropriate state office program lead(s).

. Broad-scale data: The NOC maintains, updates and:serves broad-scale spatial data sets

(e.g., LANDFIRE and Grass-Shrub Stewardship Fractional Mapping) and derived
products,

. Mid- and fine-scale data: The WO, NOC and 80 share responsibility formaintaining and

updating mid- and fine-scale spatial data (¢.g. anthropogenic disturbances, seasonal
habitat, and biclogically significant unit boundaries).

. Site-scale data: The FOs, DOs and/or 8Os are responsible for site-scale data collection,

quality assurance, and management. The NOC is responsible for consolidating dnd
serving the site-scale habitat indicator data collected under the AIM core methodologies,
as well as providing analytical support for these data.

BLM 80 and FO will work with states to share and acquire data.

Datasets to Inform HAF Site-Seale Indieators’

The core and supplemental indicator data collected as part of the AIM strategy should beused to
inform the HAF site-scale indicators within sage-grouse habitats. If'the field office has eollected
data following techniques other than the AIM technique (HAF, Table 14), begin transitioning to.
-the AIM techniques for consistent measurements across the range. While some HAF indicators
may be applicable to multiple seasonal habitats, it is important that grass and forb related data be
collected during the.appropriate phenology. Currently, the ATM core data does not inform all of
the site-scale indicators identified in the HAF. Examples are:

L 4
L
@

Distance from a lek to adequate sagebrush covet,

‘Proximity of defrimental Iand uses from a Iek.

Proximity of trees.and other tall sttdctures from alek,
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e Riparian/wet meadow stability.
& Sagebrush shape.

The need for data to inform the indicators not'coliected using the core measurements, or other
datasets, should be evaluated on a case by case basis. Consider acquiring the data for the lek-
specific indicators using remotely-sensed or other existing data and/or consider their relative
importance in the determination of the suitability rating. Additionally, indicators not described
in the HAF (such as leritic sites) may be useful to address specific habitat characteristics in some
areas.and should be added as needed to complete the suitability rating.

Field Offices may also ‘consider using BLM legacy data or integrate other datasets and
information to-inform the evaliation of habitat indicators-or trends in habitat condition. The
utility of these datasets to fully inform the HAF indicatots and allow assessment acfoss a larger
landscape may be limnited, and should be evaluated and documented in the Habitat Assessment
Report.

Establishing Habitat Suitability Indicator Values

Habitat indicator values in the HAF technical reference forms should be used to rate-suitability
{i.e., suitable, marginal and unsuitable) unless these indicator values 1) differ frony the values in
the GRSG Plan Habitat Objectives Table, or 2) fail to accurately reflect regional scientific
information. The following steps describe the process for adjusting habitat suitability indicator
values ini the HAF technical report forms:

1. Where they differ, replace the HAF indicator values for a suitable rating on Forms 8-2
through S-6 with the GRSG Plan Habitat Objective desired conditions.

2. If the indicator values for 4 suitable ratitig were teplaced in Step 1, develop indicator
values for the marginal and unsuitable ratings using the process that 'was used to
determine the desired conditions in the Habitat Objectives Table in the GRSG Plans.

3. InFOs without a GRSG Plan Habitat Objective Table, or in regions wherze science and
data suppoit adjustinents to the indicator values, use the applicablé sage-grouse
conservation plan objectives (&g Gunndson Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan)
or follow the process identified in the HAF Technical Reference (pages 20 and 21) to
develop suitable, marginal and unsuitable indicator values, Coordination with state
agencies during this process is encouraged.

Data forms in'the HAF technical reférence have been modified to allow changes to the indicator
value columns as well as to allow additional indicators in the rows for those offices that have
additional indicators and associated values from the applicable GRSG Plan Habitat Objectives
Table or other sage-grouse conservation plan. The customized forms may be found at:
http:/iwew. bim sov/wo/stiénfinfo/blm-

librarv/publications/bim_publicationsftech_refs/SG HAF html

Timeframe: This IM is effective immediately.

Budget Impact: The BLM requested additional funds in fiscal year (FY) 2016 and FY'2017
President’s Budget Request for sage-grouse conservation. The BLM received the additional.
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funding in FY 2016 and will use some of the funds to collect habitat indicator data, (rain staffto
complete sage-gronse habitaf -asséssments, and develop data and GIS:-products such as seasonal
habitat and vegetation maps, and anthropogenic disturbance invéntories. Sage-grouse habitat
assessment implementation will be phased in, following prioritization as described in this IM and
based on available budgets.

Background: The HAF is a key component of measuring the success of the BLM’s
conservation strategy to maiiitain; enhiance of restore seasonal habitats that meet sage-grouse life
history needs. The HAF has been refined by decades. of sage-grouse research and policy and
provides a high level of consistency, transparency and expertise to-sage-grouse habitat
assessments. The HAF iz recognized in the scientific commmity as & blueprint for sage-grouse
‘habitat evaluation.

In 2000, BLM-Idaho developed a habitaf assessment process that provided a standardized
framework to assess indicators of sage-grouse habitat, largely focused on the site scale (Sather-
Blair etal. 2000). 1n2006, WAFWA, and other hiabitat specialists and sage-grouse experts from
state, federal, and non-governmental organizations, built on the concept arid initiated a habitat
evaludtion toal. The habitat evalnation tool provided a standardized assessment framework to
assess additional indicators of sage-grouse seasonal habitats including the fine, mid and broad
scale, in addition to the site scale, The Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation
Strategy (Stiver etal. 2006) outlined objectives for the HAF, including temporal and spatial
mgethods for evaluating sage-grouse habitat suitability at multiple landscape scales. An initial
version of this more comprehensive HAF was released in 2010 and subsequently réfined (Stiver
etal. 2015). Conducting the HAT at multiple scales within sage-grouse habitsit femains a
cornerstone of the sage-grouse conservation strategy.

Manual/Handboeok Secfions Affected: Manual 4180 and Handbook 4180-1, Manual 6500,
Manual 6600, Manual 6840,

Coordination: This IM was coordinated with the Division of Forest, Rangéland, Riparian and
Plant Conservation, the ATM Lead, the NOC Division of Resource Servives, and BLM State.
Office wildlife and sage-grouse leaderstip within the fange of sage-grouse,

Contacts: QJuesticns or concerns should be addfessed to Steve Small, Division Chief, Fish and
Wildlife Conservation (W0-230), at 202-912-7366 or ssmall@blm.ov and Vicki Herren, BLM
National Sage-Grouse Coordinator at 202-912-7235 or yheren@blm.sov

References:

BLM (Bureau of Land Management), 2001, Rangeland Health Standards, BLM Handbook H-
4180-1, Department of the Interior, BLM.
hitps/Awww.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resovrces Management/policy/blm . ha
ndbook Par.61484 File.dat/h4 180-1.pdf).

Sather-Blair, S., P, Makela, T, Cairigan, ang L, Anderson. 2000. A framework to-assist in
making sensitive species-habitat assessment for BLM-adtuinistered public lands in Idaho:
Sage-grouse, Unpublished repoit. Bureau of Land Management, Idaho. State Ofﬁcex
Branch of Resources and Science.
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Stiver, 8.J. A.D. Apa, J.R. Bohne, 5.D. Bunnell, P.A. Deibert, 8.C. Gardner, MLA. Hilliard, C:W,
MeCarthy, and M.A, Schroeder. 2006 Greater sage-grouse comprehensive conservation
strategy. Westemn Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. Unpublished report. Cheyenng,

Wyoming.

Stiver, 8.J., E,T. Rinkes, D.E. Naugle, P.D. Makela, DDA, Naoce, and J.W. Karl, eds. 2015. Sage-
Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: A Multiscale Assessment Tool. Technical Reference
6710-1. Bureau of Land Management and Western Association of Figh and Wildlife Agancms
Denver, Colorade.
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washington, D.C. 20240
https /e blagov

In Reply Refer To: SEP 120
3100 310) P

Tnstruction Memorandum No. 2016-143
Expires: 09/30/2019

To: State Directots (California, Colerado, Idaho, Montana/Dakotas, Nevada,
Oregon/Washington, Utah, and Wyoming), and Center Directors

From: Depity Ditector % /{-iég\

Subject: Implementation of Greater Sage-Cironse Resource Management Plan Revisions or
Amendments — Qil & Gas Leasing and Development Sequential Prioritization

Program Areas: Oil and Gas Leasing and Operations, Land Use Plamiing, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Complianice, and Wildlife — Greater Sage-Grouse.

Purpese: This Instruction Memorandum (IM)provides guidance on prioritizing implementation
decisions for Bureau of Land Management (BLM)0il and gas leasing and developmient, to be
consistent with the Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments for the Rocky Mountain
and Greaf Basin GRSG Regions and nine Approved Resource Management Plans in the Rocky
Mountain GRSG Region (collsctively referred to-as the GRSG Plans). This IM applies to
activities in the areas covered by both the Rocky Mountain (RM) and Great Basin (GB) Regxons
Records of Decision (RODs), issued by the BLM in September 2015, ! This TM also conigins
réporting requifements for communication between State Offices and the Washington Office.

The objectives of this IM ares to ensure consistency across BLM offices when implementing the

(GRSG Plans decisiotis aimed 41 avoiding or limiting new surface disturbance in Pﬁonty Habitat®

Management Areas (PHMAS), including Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAS), and minimizibg surface
disturbance in General Habitat Management Areas (GHMAS); and to provide clarity to the BLM
Field Offices on how to. move forward with oil and gas leasing and development dctivities within
desxgnated GRSG habitats®. This IM provides guidance on how the BLM will exercise the

! These Records of Decision are accsssible through links on the BLM webpage for Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush
Conservation, at hitp:/wwwebim:zovivodstionfprog/more/sasecrouse himi.

2 {n addition to PHMAs, SFAs {a subset.of PHMA), and GHNAs, other designations wére maade in e GRSG Plans.
These inclide: “Tmportant Hubitat Management Areas” (IEMAs— oaly applicable to the State of 1daho), “Linkage
Copnedtivity Habitat Management. Areas™ (LCHMA ~ gpplicable only in Celorade), “Restoration Habitat Managenient
Areas” (REMA —applicable only in'the Billings and Miles City- Field Offices), and “Other Habitat Management Areas”
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Secretary of the Interior’s discretion with regard to leasing activities in order to fulfill the
consérvation cofnmitorents in the GRSG Plans, to facilitate efforts to reduce the costs to project
proponents and the BLM from the potentially exterided time it may take for leasing and
permitting within GRSG habitat, and to demonstrate that the GRSG Plans are being implemented
consistently and framsparently. BLM offices are encouraged to work collaboratively with
relevant state and federal agencies as well as stakeholders to develop strategies and incentives to
sncoutage and prioritize leasing and development outside of GRS( habitats,

Policy/Action: The BLM’s Autharized Officer, acting under the delegated authority of the
Secretary-of the Interior, has discretion to determine which public lands will be offered at a lease
gale. The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (MLA), zs amended; provides that lands subject to
disposition under the Act “which are known or believed to contsin il or gas deposits may be
leased by the Secretary.” (30 U.S.C. § 226(x) (emphasis added)), When evaluating Expressions
of Interest. (EOIs) to lease particular pargels, pursuant to-the Competifive Leases Handbook (H-
3120-1), the BIM will plan for leasing and development in accordance with the objectives and
provisions in, the GRSG Plans.

This IM does not pl'()hlbﬁ: leasing or developmeit in GHMA or PHMA as the GRSG Plans will
allow for leasing and development by applying priotitizing sequencing, shpnlatlons, required
design featmes, and other management measures to achieve the conservation objectives and
provisions in‘the GRSG Plans, If the Authorized Officer determines that the potential
environmenial impacts could be significant while preparing the NEPA docnment; then the
Anthorized Officer will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement.

This guidance is nol intended todirect the: Authorized Officer to wait for all lands ouiside GRSG
habitat areas to be leased or developed before allowing leasing within GHMAs, and then to wait
forall lands within GHMAs to be leased before allowing leasing or development within the next
habitat area (PHMA, for example). Rather it is intended to ensure consideration of the lands
outside of GHMAs and PHMAs for leasing and development before considering lands within
GHMAgs and, thereafter, to ensure consideration of lands within GHMAs for leasing and
devélopinent before considering any lands within PHMAs for leasing and development in an
effort to focus future surface disturbance cutside-of ‘the most important areas for sageé-grouse
conservation consistent with the conservation objectives and provisions in the GRSG Pians. This
guidance is also intended to ensure caréful consideration of the-factors identified below when
making any leasing and development decisions.

The BLM dees not manage leasing on Tribal Trust or allotted Tands and the GRSG Plasis do not
apply to-such lands, Therefore, the policy in this IM does not apply to leasing on Tribal Trustor
allotted lands. However, the BLM does review Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs) and
other permitting actions related to development on Tribal Trust and allotted lands. As noted

(OHIMAs —only applicable to D iz and Northeastemn California, which contain no GRSG labitat). The BLM State
Offices will consider leasing in these areas as isappropriate in accordance with the applicable RMP. Wyoming’s "Core
-Areas” are generally designated PHMAs. THMA are a level of protéction in-between PHMA and GHMA, therefors;
prioritization for processing development propasals will be impl ted in this seq : outside of GRSG habitat;
thon in GHMA, next in IHMA, angd lastly in PEIMA. Refoer to the approved RMP, as revised or amended
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below, to the exient the BLM receives a request for such a permitting action within PHMA,
including an SFA, GHMA, or other GRSG habitat area (as.described in footnote 2, the BLM will
constlt with the appropriate tribe(s) on a-case-by-case basis as a'part of ifs permitting decision~
making process,

This policy applies to leasing of federal mineral estate and development on lands managed by the
BLM and other federal surface management agencies,® This policy also applies to split estate
lands in which the mineral estate is reserved to the United States.

The GRSG Plans include decisions to pioritize geothermal resources; however, due to-varying.
workloads and processes this IM focuses on prioritization of oil and gas leasing and permitiing
and.does'not address the prioritization within the geothertnal program. State offices will address
pricritization and associated factors for geothermal resources on a case-by-case basis.

A, Leasin
and GHMAs

The GRSG Plans include a decision to “prioritize oil and gas leasing and development outside of
identified PHMAS and GHMAs.” (Rocky Mountain ROD at page 1-25; GB ROD atpage 1-23). +

Ihere’fore, based otrthe GRSG Plans’ conservation objectives and provisions, the BLM will
prioritize the leasing of oiland gas resources in accordance with the following prioritization
seguence; in order to minimize further fragmentation and impacts to GRSG habitat or
populations; dnd to seek greater certainty that project development can move forward:
expeditiously. Gencraﬂy, areas open for leasing inthe approved Plans will be prioritized as
follows:

Prioritization Sequence for Leasing in or near GRSG Habitats.

In aepordance with the BLMs discretion in offering lands for leasing, BLM State Offices will
use the following prioritization sequence for considering Teasing in or near GRSG habitat, while
-also considering the “Factors to Consider While Bvaluating EQIs in Each Category™ ds described
o the following page.

® For National Forest Syster Lands, this IM adlreres to Section 226 (&) of the MLA, tidér which “The Secretary of the
Interior may not issue any lease on National Forest System
Lands reserved from the public domain over the objection of the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 2006 Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) Between US Dept of Interior BLM and US Dept. of Agriculture Forest Sexvice Concerning
Oil and Gas Leasing and Operations, “to inswre coordination amd cons;stency of lease stipulations and that the
responsible agency heed the developmient process per “the MO

* Although the Lander(WyoniingyROD-and Approved RMP do not inchude this objectwe, the procedures in this IM
will be followed in the areas covered by that RMP in order tu ensure consistency in the BLM's oil and gas Jeasing and
development activities throughout the GRSG range. The prioritization of leasing and developent is an administrative
furiction, not an allocation decision, and so the Lander RMP does nok aced to be: mabitained or anended to adopt this
approach to 1easing and development.
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1. Lands outside of GHMAs and PHMAs: BLM State- Offices will first consider leasing EOls
_for lands outside of PHMAs and GHMAs. These lands should be the first priority for leasing
in any given leasé sdle,

[+

Lands within GHMAs: BLM State Officés will consider BOIs Tor lands within the GHMAs,

after considering lands oviside of both GHMAs and PHMAs. When considering the GHMA
lands for leasing, the BLM State. Office will ensure that a decision to.ledse those lands would
conform to the conservation objectives and provisions in the GRSG Plans {e-g., Stipulations).

3. Landswithin PHMAs: BLM state offices will consider BOIs for lands within PHMAs after
lands outside of GHMAs and PHMAs have been considered, and EOQIs for lands within
‘GHMA have been considered. When considering the PEMA lands for leasing, the BLM
State-Offices will ensure that a decision to Tease those lands would conform to the
conservation objectivesand provisions in the GRSG Plans {e.g., Stipulations) including
special consideration of any identified SFAs..

Faetors to Consider While Evaluating EOIs in Bach Category

In accordance with the BLM's leasing discretion, the BLM will consider individual parcels
within each of the categores in accordance with the Prioritization Sequerce deseribed above,
and only theresafter consides, as appropriate, a combination of what applies from the following
prioritization factors: These parcel specific factors are riot presented in any particular order of

importance:

# Parcels immediately adjacent or proximats to existing oil and gas léases and development
operations or other land use developrent should be more appropriate for consideration
before parcels that are not-near existing operations. This is the most important factor to
¢onsider, as the objective is to minimize disturbance footprints and preserve the integrity
of habitat for conservation,

s Parcels that are-within existing Federal oil and gas units should be more appropriate for
consideration than parcels not within existing Federal 6il and gas units.

s Parcels in areas with higher potential for development (for ekample; considering the oil
and gas potential maps developed by the BLM for the GRSG Plans) are more appropriate
for consideration than parcels with lower potential for dévélopmient. The Authorized
Officer may conclude that an area has “higher potential™ based on all pertinent
information, and is not limited to the Reasonable Foreseeable Developinent (RFD)
potential maps from Plans-analysis,

s Parcelsin arcas of lower-value Sage~grouse habitat or finther sway from inipottant life-
history habifat features (for example, distance from any active sage-grouse leks) are more
appropriate for consideration than parcels in higher-value habitat or closér 1o important
hfe~lnstory habitat features (i,e. lek, nesting, winter range areas). At the time the leasing
priority is determined, when leasing within GHMA or PHMA is considered, BLM should
consider, first; areas dstermined to be ton-sage-grousg habitat and then consider areas of
lower value habitat..
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o Parcels within areas having completed field-development Environimental Tmpact
Statements or'Master Leasing Plans that allow for adequate site-specific mitigation and
are in-conformance with the objectives and provisions in the GRSG Plans may be more
appropriate for consideration than parcels that have not been evaluated by the BLM in
this manner,

¢ Parcels within areas where law or regulation indicates that offering the lands for leasing
is in the government’s interest (such as in instances where there is drainage of Federal
minerals, 43 CFR § 3162,2-2, or frespass drilling on unleased lands) will generally be
considered more-appropriate for leasing, but lease terms will include all appropriate
conservation objecnves and provisions from the GRSG Plans.

s As appropriate’, use the BLM’s Surface Disturbance Analysis and Reclamation Tracking
Tool (SDARTT) to cheek BOI parcels in PHMA, to ensure that existing surface
disturbance does not exceed the disturbanoe and density caps and that development of
valid existing rights {Solid Minerals; ROW) for approved-but-not-yet-constructed surface
disturbing aetivities would fiot exceed the caps.

BLM state offices will use this Prioritization Sequence, thesé parcel-specific factors, and the
BLM’s workload eapacity and other workload priorities as they deiermine work Plans for the oil
and gas leasing program. If the state office does not offer a specific parcel identified in an EOI
at the néxt regularly scheduled sale the BLM should inform the applicant of the reason the parcel
was not included in the sale.

Pending EOYs and Leases Sold But Not Issued

The following addresses the parcels that have been nominated in the past, and leases sold but not
yetissued, BLM state offices should consider these parcels, using the Prioritization Sequence
ahove, and this additional guidance.

e Deferred Expressions of Interest: ‘ ] )
For parcels located within identified PHMAS or GHMAs that were identified via EOls

and were deferred during the development of the GRSG Plans, the BLM State Office
may déecide if the deferded BOL in a PHMA or GHMA would need to be identified again

through & new EOL The BLM State Office will contact the applicant who submitted the
EOI'to inform them of the Prioritization Sequence and to find out if the applicant is still
interested in these previously identified tracts, If the BLM receives a new EQI for the.
parcel, the BLM will inform the appficant that the BLM will constder the parcel using the
prioritization factors above.

s Léases Sold Priorto GRSG Plans — But Nof Issued®

* Allhew léases issued under the GR3G land iise plans will heve the stipulation far no surface decupancy (NSOYin-
PHMA (ekoept WY); therefore, this exercise may not be necessary. In WY, leases issued within thé PHMA Coré
habitat will have the controfled surface nse (CSUYstipulation W1.-4024, but BLM WY raay want to use SDARTT to
»calculate existing and approved disturbance in parcels befors they.are offered.

SFor example, Wyoming has approxitately 170,000 acres in-this status, Colorado has a Few lgases that were “sold but
not issued.” Most states do not have any jeases that were “sold but not fssued,™
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This category refers to leases that were sold in previous BLM lease sales, but were not
issued. ‘Because all leases issued after the approval of the GRSG Plans must confotm to
the approved Plans; the BLM will not issue leases sold prior to the approval of the GRSG
Plans unless the Jeases are consistent with the sequential priotitization approach
described above and in conformance with the GRSG Plans and with the appropriate
stipulations outlined in the GRSG Plans. Consistent with the sequential prioritization
approach, the Authorized Officer may issue these leases (in accorddnce with all laws,
regulations, and policies), after a 45-day public notice period declaring the revised
stipulations,” If the successfiul bidder does not consent 1o the revised Jease stipulations;
the Authorized Officer will refand the bonus bid, the fivst year's rental payment; and the
administrative fee to the successful bidder, and close the case. Refer to BLM Handbook
H-3120-1 (Competitive Leases) for additional geidance.

‘Qther Tools for Reducing Inipacts to PHVIAs and GHMAs

The following provides a iumber of other tools to reduce impacts to PHMA, including SFAs,
and GHMA habitat:

« Mitigation: To encourage leasing and development in the aveds with the least GRSG
coniflicts, and in cons1deratxon of the DOI's and the BLM’s policies regarding
landscape-scale mitigation.® the Authorized Officer should consider whether the
mitigation {avoidance, minimization, rectlfy, reduce, and compensate) will be
sufficient to achieve the net conservation gain mitigation standard for any adverse.
impacts to GRSG habitat, as identified in the GRSG Plans”® One compensatory -
mitigation tool for achieving the net conservation gain mitigation standard, in
addition to other restoration and preservation actions, that BLM might consider tising
is to request the record title owner(s) of existing Federal oil and gas leases located in
SFAs, PHMAS, or other sénsitive GRSG Habitats to relinquish those leases asan
offsetto the potential impacts to GRSG and their habitats from activitics arising from
other implementation decisions or activities on valid existing leases located on the
publiclands. Lease relinquishment as a compensatory mitigation tool is a form of
protection snd is generally only appropriate for those leases in priority habitat with
high-value GRSG habitat that also has a high potential and likelihood for
development, The BLM is working on a manpal and handbook on mitigation that are
expected to address mitigation, including compensatory mitigation, in more detail.

*30 U.8.C. §226 (A) (“Leases shall be issued within 60 days following payment by the sitécessful bidder of the
remainder of the borus bid, if any, snd thie aniual réntal for the first lease yearl”)

i See Depattmem: Manual 600 DM 5, “Implementmg Mitigation atthe Landscape-scale™ (October23 2015). See also
Presidentia itled “Mitigating Impacts on Natura} Resources from Devglopment and Ensouraging
Rnlated Pr:vate Tnvestment” (November 3, 2013).

e BLM will veguire and ensuve mitigation that provides a net conservation guin (the actual benefit or gain above
E:(zselme conditions} to the species. This-would include acconrting for-any untertainty associated with the effectivenzsy
of such mitigation in PHMAs and GHMAs (except for the Wyoming, where this reguirément only applies in PHYAs).
(Rocky Mountain Region ROD, page,.1-27; and as described in Wyoming ARMPA, MDY GMD 2, page 26}. Furthermore,
the Wyoming RMP requires a-net conservation gain for sage-grouse populations and habitass, consistent with the State
of Wyoming Core Area Strategy. (sce Wyoming ARMP, page 20.)




134

The GRSG Plans also provide guidance on appropriate mitigation. (See Mitigation
Appendix in your Plans). BLM state offices will work with WO-310 as
relinquishments. are implémented until additional guidance is finalized..

* Lease Suspensions: The BLM is authorized to suspend all. operations and praduction
by direction or congsent in'thé interest of conservaiion of natural resources.
Accordingly, the: Authorized Officer may consent o or direct lease suspensions where .
itis deteﬂnmed to be in the interest of the conservation of GRSG populations and
hhitats."’ For example, a lease suspension might be considered if disturbance and
density caps have been exceeded within a lease or to allow for the satisfactory
restoration of existing surface disturbances within a PHMA before considering new
operations in the PHMA that may meet or exceed a surface disturbance limitation
under the approved Plans.

v Lease Reinstatements: When deciding whether to approve or deny arequest for lease
reibstatements, the Authorized Officer will consider the Prioritization sequence,
whether the land is open to leasing under the approved Plans, whetheritisina
PHMA or GHMA, and if the existing lease terms will rermain in compliance with the
conseryation objectives and provisions of the GRSG Plans. Ifa leass reinstatement is
approved, the stipulations of the GRSG Plasis must be applied. If 4 1case
reinsfatement is denied, those lands may or may not be precluded from later
consideration for leasing, in accordance with the authorizing officer’s discretion to-
determine which public lands will be offered at a leass sale, but will be subject to the -
prioritization sequence policy. described above,

s In GRSG habitat it is especially important to continie to follow the standard
operating procedure in H-3101-7 when inspecting wells and venfymg rilling:
diligence on leases potentially eligible for a lease extension’“before the date of
potential lease expiration’™.

¥ 8ee 30 US.C. § 200 (“In the event the Secrotary of the Inferior, in the hiterest of consérvation, shall divect or shiall
assent to the suspension of operations and production under any leaseé granted wider the terms.of tifs Act. .. ."); see
als043 CFR §3103.4-4(a) (“A suspension of all operations and production may be directéd or Sonsented to by the
Authorized Officer only in the interest of conservation of natural resonrces.”). Federal courts have recognized that the
phrase “in the inferest of conservation,” as used in Section 39 of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U:S.C. §209), includés
the prevention of exvironiental harm. See Conpér Vallay Machine Works, Ine, v. Andrys, 653 F2d 595, 602 (D.C, Cir,
1981); see also Hoyl v. Babbitt, 129 F.3d 1377, 1380 (10th Cir. 1997).

! Lease-extension by drilling is only aufliotized for actusl drilling operstions that weré commeénced pricr f0 and being
diligently conducted over the expiration date of the primary ferm of the lease. See 43 CFR §3107.1.

201y review the well drilling program to confirm it is designed 1o test and produce from at least one potentially.
productive oi} and/or gas fomration; (2) conduct & field inspection of the drilling lacation before the lease expiration
date to-verify actual drilling, and (3} ensure the well meets the eriteria established in H 3107-1.
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o Where alease in PHMA or (GHMA: has expired because the primary term has elapsed
and no drilling has occutred {or where the Juase is not held by production'®), the BLM
will not re-offer these parcels, and may only consider offering such lands if and when
an EOT is submitteéd and the BLM determines it is appropriate tolease the lands if
located in areas-open to leasing under the approved Plans. Future leasing of the lands
will be considered under the sequential prioritization approach described above,
including the Factors to be Considered While Evaluating EOIs and provided that the
new stipulations from the GRSG land use Plans are attached to the lease.

¢ In GRSG habitat, when making a decision to cancel a lease for failure to comply with
lease terms, the bonid must remain in force and effect unitil all rents and royalties bave
been paid and final abandonment of all wells, including reclamation, has been-approved.
(FI3108-1, H-3104 pgl07, and:43 CFR § 3100).

Configurﬁti(m of Quarterly Lease Sales from BLM-Identified Lands and EOIs

BLM state offices will take irito acconnt the EOIs, the GRSG plan decisions and goals, this
prioritization sequence policy, other resource values, and workload capacity in configuring
quarterly léase sales. This approach will allow for quarterly sales consistent with the
conservation objectives and provisions in the GRSG Plans.

Required Coordination when Leasing within a PHMA or GHMA is Proposed

Prior to NEPA Cominent Period _ _

For gach lease sale that ihcludes parcels intersecting PHMAs or GHMAS, State Ditectors will
provide a Preliminary Lease Sale Swnmary to W0-300 (ec WO-310) as soon gs is feasible and at
least 15 days prior to the date the first NEPA documentation for the lease sale is posted or
released for prblic comment. A template with the information nécessary for State Directors to
include in the Preliminary Lease Sale Summary is included in Attachment 1.

Prior to Holding a Lease Sale

In: addition, after any protests are recetved and as soon as is feasible, but at Teast 15 days before a
lease saleis-held, State Directors will provide 2 briefing memo to the W0-300 (e WO-310)
contact that includes a summary of any lease sale parcel piotests related to GRSG (including
protests addressing plan conformance and NEPA compliance when related to GRSG decisions,
habitats, and populations), -A- briefing papet template is included in Attachment 2.

B. Deveiogmeng, ngential Priormzatmn af Perrm rocessmg for Oil and Gas

© Includes primary-term leascs; as well 25, suspension of operations and produckion on leases with wells tapable of
production. See43 CFR §3103.4-4.
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As described above, an objective of this poliey is to sequentially prioritize the leasing-and
development of oil and gas resources on public lands outside of GRSG habitat based on the
GRSG Plans’ conservation goalsto avoid or limit new surface disturbance in Pricrity Habitat
Management Areas (PHMAS} and minimize surface disturbarice in General Habitat Management
Arcas (GHMAs). Similar to the way that leasing is handled above, BLM field offices will
process Notices of Staking (NCSs)/Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs) or Sundry Notices
that involve ground disturbance (refetred to collectively as““permits” in this section) for wells
that are proposed to be located outside of GHMAs and PHMAs first, then within GHMAS, then
within PHMAs, and lastly, within PHMAs that may contain SFAs,

Priovitization Segitence for Permits for Oil and Gas Development and Operations in or neay
GRSG Habitats

Wheii processing permits for oil and gas development and operations in or near GRSG habitat,
follow thys prioritization sequence:

1. Lands outside PHMAS/GHMAs: The BLM will encourage developrient outside of
PHMAS/GHMAs by working with operators to focus their development proposals away from
GRSG habitats.

2. Landsin GHMAs: Authorized Officers will use the prioritization sequence. to meet the.
consérvation objectives and provisions in the GRSG land use Plans by encouraging
development in GHMA before development in PHMA, by taking into consideration the
factors and existing prioritizations (as detailed below) GRSG land use Plans when processing
permits for well locations.

3. Landsin PHMA: Autherized Officers will use the prioritization sequénce to meet the
conservation ebjectives and provisions ir the GRSG land use Plans by encowraging
development, fixst outside of GHMA/ PHMA, and then in GHMA, before development in
PHMA, while takinig inito consideration the factors and existing prioritizations (as. detailed
below) when processing permits for well locations.

Prioritization Factors to Consider (but riot limited to and not in any particular srder):

o Well Iocations in an area with existing production facilities and sirface disturbance
should be more appropriate for consideration before well locations that are not
immediately adjacent of proximate to existing operations,

s Well locations within a Federal ¢il and gas unit should be miore appropiiate for
consideration than well locations not within existing Federal oil and gds units.

»  Well locations within areas havisig completed field-development Environmental
Impact Staterents ot Master Development Flans that atlow for adéquate site-specific
mitigation and conformance with the GRSG land use Plans may be more appropriate
for consideration than well locations that have not been evaluated by the BLM in this
mianngr,
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o Well locations in areas of lower-value GRSG habitat or distant from important life-
history habitat features (for example, distant from any active GRSG leks) may be
more appropriate for consideration than well locations in higher-value habitat or
closer to important life-history habitat features.

s Well locations anticipated to result ina et conservation gain may be more
appropriate-for consideration . Approval of a permit may also occur iy response o
applicable law or regulations {including drainage cases or to énsure that the BLM
honors valid existing rights). Conditions of Approval (COAs) attached to the permit
should include all appropriate conservation objectives and mitigation re%mrements,
such as required design features (RDF) from the GRSG land use Plans.!

o Asappropriate, use SDARTT to check “project analysis areas™™ in PHMA and SFA,
to-ensure that existing surface distarbance does not exceed the disturbance and
density caps and that development of valid existing rights (Solid Minerals, Rights-Of-
Way, ete.) for approved-but-not-yet-constructed surface distarbing activities would
exceed the caps.

Existing Prioritizations; »

BLM field offices should integrate the above prioritization sequence in their processing of
pending permits as they consider the overall workload to fairly and objectively address their
permitting priotitizatior. Only insofar as they are consistent with the prioritization approach
described in'this 1M, BLM field offices may also take into consideration dther prioritization
considerations, such as considering permitting or a first-ii/firstzout basis 10 the.extent possible;
unit obligation wells, the efficiency to be gained in processing the easiest to complete first, the
operator’s drilling Plans, workload capacities, and other resoures values.

Development and Restoration within PHMAs/GHMAs

‘Where a proposed fluid mineral development project on an existing lease: could adversely affect
GRSG populations or habitat, the BLM will work with appropriate stakeholders, including the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, relevant State agencies, lessees, operators, or other project
proponents to avoid, ininimize, and compensats for unavoidable adverse impacts to sage-grouse
or jts habitat. The BLM will ensure that the best information abput the GRSG and its habitat
informs and guides development of such Federal leases to-the extent compatible with lessees’
rights to-drill and produce fluid miheral resource with properapplication of stipulations and
conditions of approval.

When considering an NOS/APD or Sunidry Notice involving ground disturbance activities
proposed in PHMA. and/er GEHMA (oven for leases issued prior to finalization of the GRSG land
use Plans); the Avthorized Officer will consider the BLM’S environmenial record of review. See
43 CFR §.3162.5-1(g).- The environmental record of review includes appropriate documentation
of NEPA compliance, alternatives that would implément the conservation measures described in.
the GRSG land use Plang, and applicable Best Management Practices (BMP) and Reguired

4 Refer to footnote #9.
¥ Methodologies tiay vaty from'state to state. For example, Colorado uses Management Zones and Oregon usés
Priority Areas for Conservation '
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Desigi Featares (RDF); consistent with applicable regulations. If the Authorized Officer
determines that the potential envitonmental impacts could be significant, the Authorized Officer
will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement.. In all cases, as the GRSG Plans decisions
acknowledge (see RM ROD at page 2-2, GB ROD at page 2-2), the BLM must honor valid
existing rights, such as iy cases where the BLM issued a lease prior {o the GRSG land use plan
with terms and stipulations thal may be different from those provided for in the GR8G land use
plan.. In addition, the BLM aléo his.the authority to apply reasonable conditions of approval, 43
CFR § 3101,1.2.

The Authorized Officer will continue to work with all operators to plug idle wells, timely restore
well sites with appropriate GRGS Habitat seed mixes, reclain roads, and enhance habitat (e:g.,
reduce fragmentation), witha restoration emphasis in GRS habitat aréas to support:
conservation.goals. In addition, the Authorized Officer will be cognizant of sundry notices of
operations that may be considered disruptive activities within GRSG habitats.

When the BLM receives an APD involving a well that is within a GRSG habitat area, but on
Tribal Trust or allotted lands under BIA jurisdiction, the BLM will coordinate with the BIA and
affected tribe(s),

Tinoefrante: This TM is effective immediately.

Budget Tmpact: Given the conservation challenges and the land management responsibilities,
this policy will result in additional costs for increased planning, coordination, NEPA review,
(18, résponding to administrative challenges, and associated program costs. It is anticipdted that
performance targets/units of accomplistiment for the resource programs will adjust 1o reflect the
added complexities and responsibilities. Timelines for wells within GRSG habitaf may take
longer to permit; however wells outside of habitat will be prioritized for processing.

Background: On September 21, 2015, the Department of the Interior and the BLM approved
the GRSG RODs. Concurrently, the BLM amended or revised the Plans in GRS(G habitat to
provide conservatioi meéasures protective.of GRSG and their habitats.

Along with other guidance being issued and prepared by the BLM, this. IM setves to provide
policy direction for the implementation.of the GRSG land usé Plans. This IM also satisfies the
BLM’s commitment in the GRSGROD’s to provide policy direction based on the objective of
prioritizing oil and gas leasing and development outside of PHMAs and GHMAs. (See, e.g.,
Rocky Mountain ROD at page 1-40, GB ROD at page 1-41,%, ..additional gnidance will be
provided to clarify how the BLM will implement the objectwe of prioritizing future oil and gas
leasing and developmient outside of GRSG habitat.”y The final Approved Plans also included a
decision that provided:

Priotity will be given to leasing. and development of fluid mincral resources,
including geothermal, outside of PHMAs and GHMAs, When analyzing leasing and
authorizing development of fluid mineral resources, including geothermal, in
PHMAs and GHMAs, and subject to applicable stipulations for the conservation of
GRSG, priority will be givén to development in non-hsbitat areas first and then in
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the least suitable habitat for GRSG. The implementation of these priorities will be
subject to valid existing ights and any applicable law or regulauon, mcludmg, but
not fimited to, 30 U.8.C. 226(p) and 43 CF R, 3162.3-1(h).°°

This IM and its attachments provide guidance to BLM Aunthorized Officers and field personnel to
facilitate consistent implementation of these Plans decisions.

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: None.

Coordination: This IM was coordinated with the U8, Department of the Interior, Office.of the
Solicitor; BLM State Offices; the Renewable Resources and Planning Directorate; and the
Energy, Minerals and Realty Management Directorate,

Contact: I there are any questions.concerning this IM, please contact Michael D. Nedd,
Assistant Director, Energy, Minerals.and Realty Managemenit (WO-300), at 202-208-4201.

Your staff may also contact Steven Wells, Division Chief; Division of Fluid Minerals (WO310),
at202-912-7143 or ¢lwells@blm.gov.

2 Attachments _ ‘ »
1- Preliveingry Lease Sale Sunmary Template (1p)
2- Lease Sale in Greater Sage-Grouse Habitats Briefing Paper Template (Ip)

' For example, see the BLM-Utal’s Approved RMP Amendment - Aftachment 4 to the GB ROD & page 2-25,
Objectives MR-1 and MR-2. Similar langpage can be found in each of theé RMPs,
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Attachment 1 ~ Preliminary Lease Salé Summary Template - Peior to NEPA: Comment Period

The Preliminary Lease Sile Summary will include:
¥ State Office/planning areals) and date of Jease sale,

v' Anticipated date that the NEPA documentation {EA or DNA) will be posted for public:

v

Total number and acreages of parcels considered in the lease sale

¥ Total number and acreages of parcels intersecting Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, Ceneral

v

v

v

Habitat Management Areas (GHMAS), and Priotity Habitat Management Areas
(PHMAS) in the fease sale

Anticipated date that the Notice of Competitive Lease Sale will be publfished and posted
for public-review

Date the profest period ends
Map(s) illustrating the location of all parcels, with the following overlays:

o GHMAs and PHMAS.

®  Pertinent surface distirbance and reclamation data as available.

If available, existing Federal oil and gas leases {differentiating those held by
production) and wells. Ifavailable, please include information related to non-
BLM administered oil and gas leases and wells.

»  For Federal wells, which can be numercus, we are requesting locations of
active oil ahd gas wells that have been constructed or spud; this would not
include plugged and gbandoned wells,

Federal oil and gas imit boundaries

Figld-development Environmental Impact Statement boundaries

. Master Leéasing Plan boundaties

Oil and gas development potential maps-
Locations of known sage-grouse leks protective butfers

State Offices should use scale(s) that will allow the maps to be viewed and
understood.

Attachment 1.1
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Aftachment 2 ~ Lease Sale Protests in Greater Sage-Grousé Habitats Briefing Paper Template

BRIEFING MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT BIRECTOR - ENERGY,
MINERALS, AND REALTY MANAGEMENT

DATE: [Date memo submitted to AD300 and AD310]
FROM: Applicable State Director. [Name, title, and applicable state]

SUBJECT:  [Insert state] State Office [Insert scheduled date of sale] Oil and Gas Lease Sale
Statement of puxpose: Inform AD300 and AD310 about the upcoming oil and gas lease sale in
relation to protests that involve Greater Sage-Grouse and Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

BACKGROUND

Sumtnarize key information from the Prefiminary Lease Sale-Summary. For example:

On September 28, 2015, the XXX State-Office posted the environmental asséssment (E4) for the
February 11, 2016 oil and gas lease sale for public review and comment. The EA analyred the
offering of up to 50 parcels tomlg’ng-approximately 112,500 acres as part of the sale. Of this, 20
parcels totaling approximately 45,000 acres intérsect Greater Sage-Grouse Geriergl Habitat
Management Areas and 10 pareels totaling approa.:mateb? 22,500 acres intersect Gredier Sage-.
“Grouse Priority Habitat Monagement Areas. Parcels that will be offered at the sale fall wishin
the.X, Y, and Z Plans planning areas for which applicable oil and gas lease stipulations fram
these Plans were attachéd to the appropriate parcels. The protest period for the lease sale
ended on December 28, 2015,

‘DISCUSSION- ‘
Inthe briefing memo, please identify potential sage-grouse related impacts and conttoversies
associated with the patcels Hsted in the Sale Notice. The discussion should address the
following:
a) Has'the proposed sale generated any coniroversy with the State/Govemmor or the public?
B} Provide a hyperlink to the BLM external website with the BLM’s NEPA compliance
documentation for the leuse sale (EA. or DNA).
¢y How miany parcels (and acres) have been protested becanse of sage-grouse fssues?
d) Who filed these protests?
€} What are the protester(s) main argirments related to sage-grouse issues?

NEXT STEPS
Describe how the State Office anticipates answeting the protests.

ATTACHMENTS

N/A. However, please feel free to attach additional maps (other than what has already been
provided through the Preliminary Lease Sale Summary)..

Attachmerit 2-1
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washingtor, D.C. 20240
hitp://www.blm.gov

In Reply Refer To: SEP 12016
4130 (220) P

Instruction Memorandar No, 2016-142
Expires: 09/30/2019

Teo: State Directors (California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana/Dakotas, Nevada,
Oregon/Washington, Utah and Wyoming), and Center Ditectors

.
Frém: Deputy Director % feuien A .,

Subject: Incorporating Thresholds and Responses into Grazing Permits/Leases
Program Avea: Rangeland Management

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides guidance for incorporating and.
analyzing thresholds and responses, as appropriate, itito terms and conditions of grazing permits
and the associated National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis within designated
Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG) Habitat as described in the Records of Decision for the Approved
Resource Management Plan Amendments for the Great Basin and Rocky Mountain GRSG
Regions and nine Approved Resource Management Plans in the Rocky Mountain GRSG Region
{collectively referred to as the GRSG Plans).

Policy/Action:

Grazing Authorization (Permit/Lease) Terms and Conditions

Consistent with the GRSG Plans, when a Field Office (FO) fully processes’ a grazing
permit/lease that includes.lands within Sagebrush Focal Areas {SFA) or Priority Habitat .
Managernent Areas (PHMA) and prepares an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental
Impact Statersent (EIS), that NEPA analysis will include at least one alternative that analyzes
incorpotation of thresholds and defined reésponses into the terms and conditions of the grazing
permit or lease.

‘When analyzed, FOs will incorporate thresholds and defined responses into grazing permits in
accordance with the policy set forth below. Inclusion of defined management réspotises in

! A fully processed grazing permit is a grazing permit that has been issued in accordance with atl applicable laws,
regulation, and policy including the Natiohal Envitonmetital Policy Act (NEPA}, Endangered Species Act (ESA),
and decision procssses provided in 43 CFR 4160,
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permits will allow more timely adjustments to livestock grazing as those adjustments (responses)
will have already beets subjected to NEPA analysis and will have been mcorporated afterafull
administrative review. FOs will continue 1o coordinate with permittees, state agencies havmg
lands or managing resources within the drea, tribes and other appropriate federal agenctes and
interested publics {e.g. local governments) during the review and processing of grazing permits
including developing thresholds and responses.

Use of GRSG Habitat Objectives.

The GRSG Plans provide a Habitat Objectives table that containis-a suite of GRSG seasonal
habitat indicators and associated desired conditions {or habitat objectives) that apply to seasonal
use areas within all GRSG Habitat designations (i.e, SFAs, PHMAS, (eneral Habitat
Management Areas (GHMAsS), and Important Habitat Management Areas (THNAs) (Idaho)).
The indicators and desired conditions in the Habitat Objectivés table, which will be adjusted; as
appropriate, fo take Into account local site patenua] will guide the development of thresholds
identified for seasonal habitats found in grazing allotments. Ecological site potential will be
taken into account When assessing and evaluating monitoring data such as when analyzing
sampling locations and interpreting the habitat measures during sage-grouse habitat assessments.
In assessing habitat ¢ondition, no one single habitat indicator value alone will define whether the
suite-of habitat objectives or land health standards is-or is not met, Tnstead, the weight of
evidenice from all indicators within that seasonal habitat st be considered when assessing the
seasonal habitat suitability under the Habitat Asscesment Framework (HAF) and monitoring of
the sage-grouse habitat objectives and land health standards.

Incorporafing Thresholds and Respénses

When fully processing‘a grazing permit/lease that includes lands withirs SFA or FHMA, FOs will
analyze the incorporation of thresholds/responises in at least one aliernative’in the NEPA analysis
(EA/EIS). Thresholds and responses will also be developed for at Jeast one alternafive when
preparing an EA/EIS for adjustments to permits/leases due to events affecting allotments in SFA
and PHMA such as wildland fire or drought, In déterfainiiig when to sélect for implemetitation
of an alternative that incorporates thresholds and responses info permit terms and conditions, the
highest consideration will be in SFAs and PFIMAs when: 1} a Land Health Evaluation (LHE)
incorporates the results of a Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment; and 2) the results of the Habitat
Assessmient indicafgs that habitat is: margin’al or unsuitable; and 3) the-Authorized Officer (AQ)
determines that current. ]westock grazing is a significant <causal factor for not meeting standards
relative o GRSG habitat? Thresholds and resporises.may not neéd to be included in a grazing
perthit or Jease within an allotment in SFA or PHMA if the allotment meets or makes significant
‘progress towards meeting all land health standards relative to GRSG habitat or changes to
grazing management would not improve habitat condition. Where ani AQ selects an aliernative
‘that does not include thresholds and defined responses; the AQ will include in the grazing
decision rationale why the selected managenient will achieve the desired effect, why

%A Habitat A it may be supplemented with other and/ or modeling information.
¥ Refer to the IM “Sewting Priorities for Review and Processing of Grazing Authorizations in Greater Sage-Grouse
Habitat” for guidance on prioritizing the review and processing of grazing permits/leases in GRSG habitat,
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thtesholds/responses do not need to be included in the grazing permit/lease, and what indicators
and metric(s) will beused to evaluate and document achievement of land health,

As described abeve, the GRS plans identify sage-grouse seasonal habitat indicators-and
associated desiréd conditions or objectives. Thresholds will be developed st the site specific or
allotment level and identified based on the GRSG habitat objectives, la.nd ‘health standards
(LHSs) (43 CFR 4180.2), ecological site potential, and current condition.* FOs will identify
standards, Indicator(s)y will identify one or miore grazing use thresholds that, if eXveeded, would
not allow for meeting, or making progress towards meeting habitat objectives. The response(s)
will identify what changes in livestock grazing management could occur if a threshold is
exceeded. . Percent utilization, bank alteration limits, and/or browse utilization limits are
examples of threshold measurements that, if exceeded, would result in the AC applying one or
several responsive management actions.

The AQ may seléct an alternative within an EA/EIS that includes threshalds and responses for an
allotment that currently meets land health standards for GRSG for other reasons. For example,
FOs niay want to incorporate thresholds and responses if recent changes in grazing management
have been implemented or to-ensure success of vegefation treatments.

FOs will use the Habitat Assessment Summary Report associated with an allotment or group of
allotiments within the habitat assessment area to inform the Land Health Asséssments,
Evaiuatmns and Deferminations® in accordance with the Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment
Policy®. To be consistent with the GRSG Plans, FOs will need to review existing data, or collect
additional data, to complete habitat suitability ratings, and update existing Land Health
Evaluations that were completed prior to the completion of the GRS Plans in September 2015,
for allotments where a grazing permit or lease is being processed but BLM has notissued a
grazing permit or lease under 43 CFR 4160,

* When-existing Ecological Site Deseriptions (ESD) have not been developed, are too.general, ot are not cotrect to
serve adequately as benchmarks, do the following in order as numbsred: 1) check with the Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) to see if there are provisional ESDs; 2) consult with regional sofls experts to identify
if externial ecological sites are similar-énough to use for management decisions; or 3) use an initerdisciplinary team to
develop a site reference sheet for determining current site state, potential firture states (desired and undesired),

Based on'this input an AQ can select d management course te reach one of those desized future states, with sufficient
and appropriate monitoring to track site vegetative cover trajectories. {Refer to Section 6.3 in the GRSG
Implementation Guide)

? Land Health Assessménts and Evaluations assess éonditions rélative to the land healily standards-and guidelines
that apply to each parcel of BLM-managed land; evaluate whether each applicable standard is being met, or whether
significant progress is being made towards meeting each standard. When one or more standards are not being tnet,
‘the BLM completes a Determination to identify the cairsal factor(s) in failure to meet the standard(s). Referta
Handbock 4180-1 Rangeland Health Standards (Rel 4-107),

 Refer to the Guanison and Gréater Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Policy for guidance on dpplying GRSG
habitat objectives and the Habitat Assessment Framework (HAF) to assess Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, FOs will
use the Habitat Assessment Summary Report o inform the Land Health Assessrents and Land Health Standard(s)
ag i pertains o ORSG,



145

NEPA Review and Alternative Development

When fully processing grazing permits/leases, the FOs will complete the appropriate level of
NEPA:analyses on an allotment or multiple allotiment basis: In most instances, FOs will prepare
an EA; however, there may be instances whete preparation of an EIS is necessary, as described
in the NEPA Handbeok (H-1790-1).

"Thresholds and responses. will be developed and identified for af least oné of the BLM-developed
action alternativés in the NEPA analysisin SFA and PHMA, although they may be developed for
allotments containing other GRSG habitat designations. For any alternative that inclades
thresholds and responses, mmiltiple responses should be evaluated-in the NEPA docutrent that
will aliow the BLM and permittees 2 suite of optioxs for responding more quickly when
exceeding thresholds or responding to habitat requiremvent needs. The analysis should also
identify the location, timing, frequency and methodologies used for monitoring the thresholds.
Monitorinig results will be used to defermine if alternative management responses are required,

If thresholds and responses analyzed in a NEPA document are incotporated info the grazing
decision and grazing permit as terms and conditions, the following criteria will help guide
whether the selected responsé(s} can be implemented immediately or will require an additionsl
decision;

e If the response(s) are within the existing terms and conditions of'a grazing permit, the
response can be implemented imrediately without an additional decision. If the AQ
wants to be able to implement responses fo thresholds during the lif8 of a given grazing
permit/lease without issuing a new decision, hefshe should make that'intent clear in both
‘the NEPA. document and final grazing decision.

« If the résporise requires a modification to a grazing permit; an additional grazing decision
{either Proposed/Final or Full Force and Effect) will need to beissued.

Incorporation of management responses that were not included as terms and conditionsina
permit is possible where:

¢ Amanagement résporisé was analyzed in ariothér alternative in the NEPA document for
the authorization, but was not included in the original decision, then the FOs will follow
the decision processes provided in 43 CFR 4160.. The grazing decision will identify the
response deseribed in one of the other NEPA-comphant alternatives. A Deternination of
NEPA Adequacy should be prepared when selecting a previousty analyzed approach for
the authorization and issuing a proposed/final grazing decision. _

& Monitoring determines that e different management response is needed, but the response
was not analyzed inthe NEPA analysis for the suthorization, then the FOs should
implement interim measures that are within the terms-and conditions of the existing
permit (and covered ifi an existing NEPA analysis) to minimize impacts to GRSG habitat,
FOs-must gxpedite further NEPA analysis to modify the permit and implement the
appropriate management response,
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Using a Categorical Exelusion

The AD.may use a categorical exclusion (CX) to satisfy NEPA requirements before issuing a
grazing permit in accordance with Section 402(h)(1) of FLPMA, as amended by Public Law No.
113-291 where current grazing management has led to conditions Which meet land health
standards, Washington Office IM 2015-121, Implementinng Amended Section 402(h) (1).of
Federal Tand Policy and Management Act - Using a Categorical Exclusion, provides guidance
for issuing a grazing permit-or lease using this CX authority including réquiringa review of the
12 extraordinary circumstatices listed in 43 CFR 46.215. The FOs are also required fo document
the rationale as to why the CX applies.

Issuing Permiits/eases Under Section 402(¢) () of FLPMA

When lower-priority permits, as-described in the IM on prioritizing the review.and processing 6f
grazing permits/leases in GRSG habitat, expire, they will be refssued with the same terms and
conditions and operate vnder authority of Section 402{c) (2) of FLPMA, as amended by Public
Law No. 113-291,” until they can be fully processed. ' '

Timeframe: This IM is efféctive immediately.

‘Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: Handbook 4180-1 Rangeland Health Standards (Rel 4-
107), and Authorizing Grazing Use Handbook 4130-1, rel. 4-75,

Budget Tmpact: Implementing the provision f6r Incorporating thresholds and responses into the
NEPA analysis for grazing permits will réquire the BLM to: (1) collect and/or gather data at
multiple scales; (2) complete the Habitat Assessments; (3) develop appropriate; thresholds.and
1esponsés; (4) coordinate with permitiess, state agencies, interested public, local governments,
ete.; and (5) analyze thresholds/responses in the associated NEPA document. Analyzing and
selecting management thresholds and responses undet NEP4 aflow the BLM to make
adjustments to livestock grazing to ensure progress toward meeting GRSG Habitat Objectives
without niecessarily undertaking multiple grazing program decisions with multiple NEPA
analysis. Issuing grazing decisionsincreases the BLM’s workload associated with grazing
miznagement, Additional funding and capacity will be required for monitoring and compliance.
While the BLM has requested additional funds to implement the GRSG Plans, the FOs will focus
resources to the highest value habitat areas, which will require deferring work such as permit
processing and developing range improvements in lower priority areas.

Background: The BLM initiated the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy in 2011
inresponse to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) March 2010 “warranted, bt
precluded” Endangered Species Act (BSA) listing petition decision. The BLM, in-coordination
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, déveloped a targeted, muld-tiered,
coordinated, collaborative landscape-level managemerit strategy, based on the best available.
science, which offers the highest level of protection for GRSG in the most important habitat

Under 43.U.8.C. 1752(c)(2), the BLM shall replace pertnits or leases that havs expired or have been terminated
due to preference transfer and have not been fully processed by a néw pérmit or lease that containg the same terms
and conditions of the expired permit or lease pending their funll processing,
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areas. The Rocky Mountain Region Greater Sage-Grouse ROD approved 4 total of eight
Resource Management Plan {(RMP) revisions and four RMP amendments. The Great Basin
Region Greater Sage-Grouse ROD approved four RMP amendrments. Thiese RODs and
Approved Resource Management Plans and Atrendments were signed on September 21, 2013,

Coordination: This IM was coordinated with the Division-of Decision Support, Planning and
NEPA, Division of Fish and Wildlife Consérvation, Solicitor’s Office and State Directors within
GRSQG habitat,

Contaet:- If you have any questions regarding these matters, please contact Kimberly Hackett,
Senior Natural Resource Specialist, Division of Forest, Rangeland, Riparian and Plant
Conservation (W0-220) at 202-912-7216 ot by email af khackett@blm.gov.
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washington, D.C. 20240
httpe/Aweww blmgov

In Reply Refer To: Sep 1248
4110 (220) P

Instruction Memerandim No. 201614
Expires: 09/30/2019

To; State Directors (California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana/Dakotas, Nevada,
Oregon/Washington, Utah, and Wyoming), and Center Directors

From: Deputy Director & T /%

Subject:  Setting Priorities for Review and Processing of Grazing Authorizations iit Greater
Sage-Grouse Habitat DD: February 1, 2017

Program Area: Rangeland Manageiment, Wildlife

Pur'pose. This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides guidance for prioritizing the review and.
pracessing of grazing permits and leases (pernrits) in Greater Sage-Grouse (GRS@)Y habitat as
described in the Records of Decision for the Approved Resotrce Management Plan Amendments
forthe Great Basin and Rocky Mountain GRSG Regions and nine Approved Resource
Mariagement Plans in the Rocky Mountain GRSG Region (collectively referred to as.the GRSG
Plans). This IM also provides guidance on prioritizing monitoring for compliance with permit
terms and conditions, and monitoring mainténance of, o1 progress toward meeting, land health
standards (LHS} and GRSG habitat objectives.

PohcylAc’non Consistent with the GRSG Plans, field offices will prioritize the review and
processing of grazing perm:is for allotraents in GRSG habitat, including monitoring compliance
with terms and conditions in grazing permits, and monitoring conditions that indicate
maihtenarice or progress toward meeung land heaith standards and GRSG habitat objectives,

The purpose for setting priorities is to focus management activities in areas with the highest
Habitat value for GREG, whete allotments should be meeting or making progress towards
achieving LHS and GRS(G habitat objectives. The decision to prioritize in this’ way does not-
tiidicate that grazing is more of 2 management concern then other uses of the public lands, or that
grazing is-an incompatible use in any given area, but rather réflects a decision to prioritize
limited resources to énsute giazing is properly maniaged in those areas wiost important to the
Greater Sage-Grouse. If'the BLM. finds that relevant GRSG habitat objectives are not being met -
because of imptoper grazing, then the BLM will work withi the permittees and other stakeholders
o ensure progress toward meeting them.
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Setting Prioritics for Reviewing and Processing Grazing Permits
The GRSG Plans and the policy in this IM, supersedes previous permit processing priority
setting policy in states with sage-grouse habitat,

Generally, the highest priority areas for completing permit processing work will b allotments
that-ate in Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA}or that substentially overlap with SFAs, followed by
GRSG Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA) outside of the SFAs, Important Habitat
Mansgemerit Areas (THMA, Idaho only), and General Habitat Management Areas (GHMA).
Allotments within Other Habitat Management Areas (OHMA, Nevida and Northeast California
only) aré the last GRSG habited areas in priotity for completing permit review and processing.
Priorities should be reassessed in allotments where adaptive management triggers provided in the
gpplicable GRSG Plan have been exceeded and indicate areas of habitat associated with the
triggers should be of greater concern.

Within each habitat management category (1.e;, SFA, PHMA, TIMA, GHMA, OHMA), recenily
processeéd permits (¢.g., within the last three fo ﬁve years) meeting land health standards would
not be as high a priority forreview or processing as older processed. permxts {e.g., fiveloten
years ago), utiless resource conditions change or the permittes requests a change in grazing
management.

Several factors should be considered and will influence the priority ranking of any given.
allotment, ‘particularly where Jand health status has not been evaluated or miultiscale GRSG-
habitat assessments are incomplete. Allotments in SFA without 2 completed land health
evaluation(s) are the highest priority; followed by allotments in SFAs with completed
evaluations indicating a need for a change to grazing mapagement. Alfotments in SFAs.and
PHMAs with threatened or endangered (T&E) or BLM sensitive species, in addition to GRSG,
will also be in'the highest priority group for evaluating land health and processing grazing
permits, Other allotimients in PHMAs will be the next priotity for processing grazing pefmits.

Grazing permits for allotments outdide of GRSG habitat will generally be lower priority for
review and procéssing. However, some exceptions may occur where areas outside of sage-
grouse habitat bave important resource conicerns such as T&E species habitat, depraded resoures
conditions, or other 1égal obligations.

Priority status of an area may change based on any number of factors. Fot example, a small,
isolated parcel of BLM land within an SFA surrdundsd by a large area over which BLM has no
management control {e.g., private land) may initially be listed as high priotity dus to the SFA,
but be placed in a lower priority category due to the limited BLM mianagement conirol. Onthe
other hand, areas outside of SFAS.or PHMAs may be higher priority if there are important
resouree conflicts, T&E species habitat, degraded resource conditions, or if cirtent livestock
grazing management has been identified as a significant causal factor for not meeting land health
standards,

To facilitate reviewing and processing grazing permits, BLM field offices will develop an
allotment pﬂomy list based on this TM and considering the criteria Fisted below. The list will
identify the grazing authorizations pertinent to those allofntents in order to simplify identifying
which grazing anthorizations will be reviewed and in which order. The list will tnclude all
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allotments and lands adwiinistered for grazing by the field office, even if some land is located in
another state. A spreadsheet template is provided-as Attachment 1 Priority List for Grazing
Allotments and Permits for field office use. The field office is responsible for updating the
spreadsheet when allotment conditions or resource uses charige, or when preferenice is
transferred.. The indtial spreadsheet is due February 1, 2017 and is to be updated by March 1
annually thereafter.

In addition to being located in 8FAs, PHMAs, IHMAs (Idaho only), GHMAs, or OHMA
(Nevada and Northeast Califomia only), the following ériteria are to be considered when
1dent1fymg priority areas for evaluation, permit processing and monitoring, These eriterla are
not Iisted in order of importance and should be considered whete applicable. ¥ should be noted
that the list below is not exclusive, additional Jocal issues may also be considered when setting
priorities. Identify and document additional criteria considered by your office on the Priority
List for Grazing Allotmenis and Permits (Attachment 1).

It GRS(G habitat the prioritization process should also consider:

o Allotments containing large, contiguous:areas of sagebrush cover,

e Allotments where GRSG Plan addptive management friggers have been exceeded,

e Value or importance of the area to provide connectivity between seasonal habitats or
PHMA.

@ Areas where modifications to grazing management will facilitate implementation of
vegetation trewtments to miake progiess towards meeting habitat objectives.

*  Any additional relevant criteria identified iri the pertinent GRSG Plan.

» Consideration of other resources present, such as T&E or special.status species, as well as
other resources such as habitat management areas, Areas of Critical Environimental
Concern, and other designated Jands (s.g., National Conservation Lands, wild horse herd
manageément area, &tc.),

s Areaswhere there Is preliminary information to indicate resource issues {e.g., riparian
condition) or likelihood of ateas not meeting standards, but that have not been evaluated,

= Existing land health assessments and Habitat Assessment Summary Repoits in GRSG
habitat to the extént they help identify whethier or not GRSG habitat objectives fromthe
applicable GRSG Plan are being met.

o Areas with declining sage-grouse populations.

s Areas where known threats are impacting sage-grouse habitat availability (e:g.,
cheatgrass invagion).

o Areas not meeting Land Health Standards

« Condition of riparian areas, including wet meadows,

¢ Areas tliat have hiever been.assessed for meeting habitat objectives, and land health
standards. '

< The need to respond to urgent concetns {e.g,, fire).

e Areas identified as important through application of the Fire and Jivasives Assessment
Tool (FIAT) or Sagebmsh Management Resilience and Resistance Tool (SMRRT).

» Potential for parinerships:

o Cooperative or coordinated mapagement with adjacent land owners/permittees
may offer opportunities for broader landscape habitat management.-
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o Permitices liave already entered into Candidate Conservation Agreements
{CCA’s) or Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances (CCAA?S)
* Areayidentified as potential mitigation sites.
s Applicable legal requirements (e:g;, court ofders or Stafutory requirerents).

Preparing for Permit Review and Processing

Following identification of priority areas for processing permits, the BLM should efswré there
are-complete land health assessments to be included in the review and processing of grazing
permits, In addition to local information, use landscape scals infortiiation (8.¢., FIAT, the BLM
Rapid Beo-regional Assessment (REA), Habitat Assessment Summary Reports) where available
to inform your priority seiting process. The information in these tools can best be used to
identify general conditions and other progfam priorities, as well as risks and potential
opportunities for integrated management at the landscape scale,

Grazing permit review and processing will include ensuring that land health assessrents and
evaluations are completed-and up-to-date. This may require updating older evafuations as
needed to-include recent monitoring or GRSG habitat assessment information or by completing a
new land health assessment, An upciate may be particularly relevant if an event such as a fire or
change in méanagement has occurred since the last evaluation. report.

Consultation and Coordination

As required in Title 43 Code of Federal Regulaﬁcns {CFR) 4110.3-1(c}; 4110.3-3(a); 4110.3-
3(b), 4120:2(c) and {e); 4130.2(b} and 4130.6:2", field offices will consult and coordinate with.
grazing permit holders, interested public, state-agencies, tribes and other appropriate federal
agencies when gathering data to compaze current conditions to land health standards and
objectives; developing alternatives for NEPA analysis, particularly when considering
adjusiments in authorized use; and developing a monitoring plan; particularly if other partiss will
be collecting data to determine the effectiveness of any changes in management. In addition to
the consoltation and coordination with the entities required by regulation, field offices will also
include relevant federal and state agendies (e.g., FWS and state fish and wildlife agency) and
local governmert i the process.

Setting Priorities for Effectiveness Monitoring

Field offices will be responsible for allotment monitoring to determine whether management is
meeting ot making progress towards meefing habitat objectives, land health standards, and other
land use plan ob;ecuves Frequency of tionitoring will be influenced by field office capacity and
should be based 4 upon’ the level of resovrce conderns and uncertainties associated with each
allotment ot grazing permit/icase. For example, after issuing a new fully processed grazing
permit, it may be appmpnate to monitor an allotment more frequently in the firsf 2 to 3 vears of
implementing a new grazing management system, while less frequent monitoring would be:
needed where a satisfactory management system has been in place fof several years.

¥ Al citations using 43 CFR Part 4100 refer to the vérsion of the grazing regulstions published in the October |,
2005, edition of the Code of Fedéral Regulations.
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Seiting Priorities for Compliance Monitoring

Monitoring compliance with terms and conditions of grazing permits (ase supervision)is based
primarily on any tecent history-of non-compliance, local knowledge of existing resource use
conlicts, and raridom selection by the Rangelsmd Administration System (RAS), Monitoring
‘compliance with terms and conditions of grazing permits in allotments within SFAs, particularty
those with lotic.and lentie riparian areas will be a high priotity. Monitoring priority should be
placed on allotments where management thresho!ds and responses havé been incorporated ind
grazing permits/leases; Within each habitat category, monitoring of grazing use and compliance
with permits and managernent plans should beprioritized in areas where livestock use has the
potential to negmively affect seasonal sage-grouse habitats. For instance, summer grazing in.
areas with unprotected lotic and lentic tiparian areas, including wet meadows, should be
prioritized to ensure that unacceptable impacts to these xmportant sage-grouse brood rearing
areas are Nt OCCUETING. Similarly, menitoring spring grazing in breeding and nesting habitat
should be prioritized to ensure that adequate residual herbacséous vegetation is left o provide for
conceatment throughout the nesting period, as defined by seasonal habitat objectives listed in
each GRSG Plan.

Timeframe: Thigpolicy is effective immediately,

Budget Impact:. There is substantial new work involved with completing multiscale GRSG.
habitat assessments, increased consultation and coordination with permittces and interested
parties during NEPA alternative development, increased motitoring of compliance with new
terms and conditions in petmits, and monitoring effectiveness of grazing management in sage-
grouse habitat. The empha31s on compleung GRSG habitat assessments and focusing, o
gathering data and processing permits in GRSG habitat will affect the BLM’s ability to process
and issue permits in lower priority areas, Training is likely to be an additional expense to gather
onitoring data. Contracting to meet the addifional workload also has the potential to
substantially impact the budget.

Background; The BLM initiated the National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy in
1esponsc to the-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWES) March 2010 “warranted, but precluded”
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing petition decision. The BLM, in coordination with the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, developed a targsted, multi-tiered, coordinated,
collaborative landscape-lével management- strategy, based on the best available science, which
offers the highest level of protection for GRSG in the most important habitat areas. The. Rocky
Mountain Region Greater Sage-Grouse Record of Decision (ROD) approved a total of eight
Resource Management Plan (RMP) revisions and four RMP amendments, The Great Basin
Region Greater Sage-Grouse ROD approved four RMP amendments. These RODs and
Approved Resource Management Plans and Amendments were signed on September 21, 2015,
The targeted protections afforded i these plans not only protect the GRSG and its habitat, but

2 The Rangeland Administration Systen: (RAS) maintains electronic files about allotments, guthorizations, and
grazxng ‘bill history and serves as. an €lectronic calendar for issuance of approximately 18,000 applications and 2,400
grazing authorizations per year:
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also over 350-wildlife species associated with the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem, which is widely
recognized as one of the most imperiled of its kind in North America.

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: Manual Section 4100 Grazing Administration (Rel. 4-
109) in regards to settmg priotities; Handbook 4130-1 Authorizing Grazmg Use Rek 4-75)in
regards 10 setting priorities, completing environmental assessments, reviewing and modifying
grazing authorizations; and Handbook 4180-1 Rangeland Health Standards (Rel. 4-107) in
regards fo criteria for selecting assessment and evaluation areas, and prioritizing assessment and
evaluation areas,

Coordination: This IM was prepared in codedination with the BLM Division of Fish and
Wildlife Conservation, and the Solicitor’s Office.

Contacts: Richdrd Mayberry, by telephone at 202-912-7229, by email at rmayberr@bim gov; or
Kimberly Hackett, by telephone at 202-912-7216, by email ar khackett@blm.gov, both
Rangeland Management Specialists in the Washington Office Division of Forest, Rangeland,
Riparian, and Plant Conservation (WO-220).

Attachment. » o
1- Priority List for Grazing Allotraents and Permits {Ip)
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washingtos, D.C. 20240
httpi/fwwiv blm.goy

‘SEP 1201
InReply Refer To: ' §
1601210} P
Instruction Memorandum No. 2016-140
Expires: 09/30/2019
To: State Directors {California; Colorado, Tdaho, Montana/Dakotas, Nevada,

Oregorn/Washington, Utah, and Wyoming), and Ceriter Directors

, 7 £
Frop: Deputy Director m }é‘é@a

Subject: Process for Assessing, Coordinating; and Implementing Greater Sage-Grouse
Land Use Plan Adaptive Manageiment Hard and Soft Triggers

DD: February 1 of each year

Program Areas: Resources and Planning, Minerals and Realty Managenient, and
Communications

Purpose: This Instruction Memoranduny (IM) directs the implementation of the land use plan
adaptive management process to evaluate and apply hard and soft triggers and responses, as
detailed in the Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG) Approved Resource Management Plans and
‘Amendments (GRSG Plang), Great Basin and Rocky Mountain GRSG Reégional Records of
Decision (ROD) (Septémber 21, 2015).

Policy/Action; The GRSG Plans state that specific hard and soft trigger data (vefer to the
Adaptive Management Plan within each GRSG Plan) will be analyzed in accordance with the
GRSG Plans, as'soon as it becomes available after the signing of the ROD and then, ata
miniroum, analyzed annually thereafter: )

In the event of a significant habitat.or population loss due to disastets such as-wildfire, the loss
data should be analyzed as.soon as possible after the event ocours. Each Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) State Office will evaliate its GRSG adaptive management triggers in
accordance with the applicable land use plan, including the appropridte coordination as described
in that applicable land use plan, as:soon as possible. In additjon, the following steps will provide
4 framework and timeline to support a coordinated valuation and notification process across the
BLM.
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Step 1 - Analysis: Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State Offices, in coordination with
partnets (as described in the GRSG Plans), will use the processes and formulas outlined in the
applicable GRSG Plan to evaluate population and habitat datato determine if the GRSG Plan's
adaptive management soft and hard triggeérs have been excesded. "This step-would oceur prior to
the'end of each calendar year (December 31) and after such time thaf habitat data and population
data from the state is available as et forth in the Greater Sage-Grouse Population Moriioring:
Memorandum of Understanding (MOUY between the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (WAFWA and USDOI/BLM, 2015). In'the event of & cafastrophic loss of population
ot habitat (e.g., wildfire) that is likely to-exceed a hard trigger, the BLM will analyze the data 58
soon as practical and at the latest by the end of the calendar year (December 31), Coordination
among technical specialists from approptiate state and federal agencies may be necessary to
validate the analysis-based on the process outlined in the applicable GRSG Plan. BLM, inr
consultation Wwith federal, state, county or tribal governments, wheré appropriate, will make a
finding that a trigger (both hard and soft) has or bas not been tipped before proceeding to Step 2.
For triggers that include multi-year trends, such as population trends, the BLM state officds
should use the most recent available data as the end point for the range, going back the necessary
nimber of years, tnless otherwise specified in the GRSG Plan. For example; for inifial
evaluation in 2016, if there is & 5-year population trend trigger, analyze 2011-2015 data.

Where the state office has information that indicatss that a hard or soft trigger tway hiave besn
exceeded, it will imtnediately notify district and ficld offices as well as adjacent state, distriet
and field offices, Affected offices should consider whether approval of pending authorizations
within the affected adaptive management response atea would exacerbate the trigger or would.-
otherwise be inconsistent with the trigger responses set forth in the applicable GRSG Plan. Onee
afinding has been made that a wrigger has been exeeeded, the responses will be implemented as
set forth in the applicable GRSG Plan and Steps 2 through 5 will be followed.

Step 2- BLM Washingtor. Office Notification: Stats Directors will provide a regort.
summarizing the results of the analysis conducted in Step 1 to the Assistant Directors for
Resources and Planning (AD-200), Minerals and Reality (AD-300) and Fire and Aviation (FA-
1003 by February 1.of the following year, Specifically, this report will identify whether soft
and/or hard triggers-were excesded and, if any tripggers were exceeded, which soft and/or hard
triggers have been exceaded, the areas where this has occutred, the appropriate hard trigger
responses if a hard rigger was exceeded (as outlined in the applicable GRSG Plan), and a
summary of the process to conduct the causal factor analysis-where such an analysis is required.

Step-3 - Federal, State, County and Tribal Pariners Notification: Within two weeks of
completing Step 2, State Offices will notify Federal, State, County, and Tribal partners of the
results from the analysis conducted in Step 1 (recognizing that some of these partners may have
been involved during Step 1). Appropriate reégional coordination may be initiated at this step to
discuss responses and timelines:

Step 4 - Field and District Office Outreach and Public Notification:
5. Field/District Outreach: Each State Director will issue guidance to the Field/District
Managers regarding the soft-and/or hard trigger(s) that have been exceeded and the
appropriate responses (as outlined in the applicable GRSG Plan).



157

b. Public Notification: Coinciding with the release of the guidance to the field/district,
the BLM State Office will notify the public through 2 news release regarding any soft
and/or hard trigger(s) that has been exceeded and the appropriate responses, if known,
that will be implemented (as outlined in the applicable GRSG Plan).

. Completion of this step 'would ocour at some pointafter Step 3 and far enough in
advance-of Step 5 (typically by May 1) to provide the necessary information for that
fews release.

Step 3 - Washington Office Press Release: By June 1, AD-200 will publish an annual range-
wide adapuve managenent stunmary through a news release,

Timeframe: This Instruction Menorandum (IM) is éffective imsediately.

Budjget Impact: There is an increased workload associated with implementing the GRSG Plans,
The increased workload must be accommodated within éxisting budgets at the field, district, and
state office levels, and may result in not accomplishing targets or the deferral of
accomplishraents in other program ateas through redirection of existing fimding.

Baeckground: The GRSG Plang included GRSG habitat and population triggers and associated
responses.. Each GRSG Plan generally contains both soft and hard triggers and associated
responses to address population and habitat changes. When hard triggers.are exceeded each
GRSG Plan provides for specific. plan-level responses to be instituted. A causal factor analysis
may also be tecessary 1o determing the cause of the hard trigger being tripped. When soft
triggers are excéeded, more conservative or restrictive conservation measures will be
implemented on a project-by-project basis, and an additional evaluation to determine cause will
occur, as deseribed in each GRSG Plan, in order to determine appropriate responses, The habitat
and population triggers and responses are specific to cach GRSG Plan; State Offices should
carefully review their GRSG Plans regarding triggers and responses.

ManualVHandbook Sections Affected: None.

Coordination: Preparation of this IM was coordinated with the Greater Sage-Grouse
Implementation Team, Western State Goveraments, U.S. Forest Service and U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service,

‘Contact: If you have any-questions regarding this IM, please contact Leah Baker, Division Chief
for Planning, NEPA, and Decision support (W0-210), (202) 912-7282.
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Washitigion, D.C. 20240
hitp:/wwwsblm.gov

5 A8

In Reply Refer To:
1610200y P

Instructicn Memorandum No. 2016139
Expires: 09/30/2019

To All Assistant Directors, All Field Offices, Staté Directors, and National
Operations Certer Divéctor

;
From: Deputy Director %é-&d/x ,%ﬂ

Subject: Policy. for Resource Management Plan Effectiveness Monitoring for Renewable
Resources with Additional Guidance for Plans Implemeriting the Greater Sage-
Grouse Conservation Strategy

Program Areas: All Program Areas

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides guidance on the use of terrestrial and
aquatic objectives and quantitative data to determine Resource Management Plan (RMP)
effectiveness. Additionally, for RMPs that include Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSGY habitat, this IM
provides guidance for tracking and teporting on the implementation of decisions using the -
Planning tracking database.

Palicy/Action:
BMP Effectivencss Monitoring of Renewable Resources on BLM Lands—Applies to- Al RMPs

Assessing RMP effectiveness is a componeént of the land use plan evaluation as described in the
Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1). The effectiveness of BLM RMPs will be'determined
by the status and trend of the terrestrial and aquatie fesovrces relative to the objectives identified
in the plans. Data to itform the effectiveness of the RMPs will be collected following the
Assessment, Inventorgz and Monitoring. (AIM) principles (BLM Technical Note 443) following a
rotaung panel design.”  The data will be collected following the indicators and methods outlined
in BLM Technical Note 440 for terrestrial rescurces and BLM Techrical Reference 1735.1 for
aquatic resources, At the end of the panel rotation, the appropriate state and field office leads, in
conjunction with the National Operations Center (NOC), will prepare a report onthe

*This isa design where an equal number of sample points are visited across the study aréa each year fora §et
number of years; e.g,, S-years. This dllows for an adequate reprasentation of the variability within the.study area
while alse accounting for inter-annual variability due to climatic conditions, See Attachment A. for an example.
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effectiveness of the field office decisions in meeting the terrestrial and aguatic objectives based
upon the status and trend of the specific indicator(s). If'objectivés are not met or if the area is not
making progress toward theeting the ob_)ecuves, the field office will conduct a causal factor
analysis and whether or-not the cause is the result.of BLM decisions, the resulting report should
discuss if and how the BLM can work to redice or eliminate arty of the causal factors.

As stated above; AIM indicators values will inform assessment of status and frend of terrestrial
and aguatic objectiveg identified in the RMP. Supplemental indicators, methods, and saraple
inteénsification (Attachment 1) may be needed to determine achievement, or trend toward
achievement, of local objectives (i.e., allotments, vegetation treatments, habitats for special status
spectes, efc.) and the effectivéness of implementing management actions for a specific activity.
Qualitative assessments such as Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (TR 1734-6),
Greater S8age-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework (TR 6710-1), or Proper Functioning
Condition (TR 1737-15), should be used to augment the status and trend information and should
incorporate AIM indicators and methods to complete the assessments, when possible. In
addition, other parfner information that describes temrestrial and aquatic condition can be used
to inform the assessment. Otheérassessmient efforts are riot a substitute for the standardized,
quantitative data:needed to report on the effectiveness of the RMP, however they may serve as
an adequate surrogate until adequate data points following the AIM principles have been
-collected to detect resource changes that would result from mansgement actions within the
RMP area.

Additional Requirements for RMP Effectiveness Monitoring of the GRSG Plani

In addition to the RMP effectiveness monitoring deseribed above, BLM field offices with
Approved Resource Managament Plan Amendments for the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin
GRSG Regions and nine Approved Resource Management Plang it the Rocky Mountain GRSG
Region (cellectwely refeired to as the GRSG Plans), will use AIM data, methods, data-capture,
and data management to assess the status and trend of GRSG habitat within a region, state, or
habitat management ares as defined in the GRSG Plans, The ATM principlés and practices are
described in the GRSG Habitat Assessment Framework. Each of the approved GRSG Plans
establishes GRSG seasonal habitat objectives that are atfjusted based upon site potential and
calculated from the AIM data. Additional indicators may be necessary to.complete some of the
seasonal habitat assessments and are desciibed in the Habitat Assessment Framework,

The AIM data-will also be-used to inform the RMP effectiveness indicators deseribed in the
GRSG Monitorinig Framework (Aftachunent 2}, as appropriate. The GRSG Monitoring
Framewotk, found in each of the approved GRSG Plans, contains the niecessary guidance for
memtarmg, evaluating, and reporiing commifments. Since many of the moniforing commitments
in the GRSG Plans are new commitments for the BLM, the state offices (S0s), field offices
(FOg), and the NOC are taking a systematic approach to develop monitoring plans that not only
address the reporting requirements, but also simultaneously provide data to inform other
management questions.. Please contact your state monitoring cootdinater and sage-grouse
intplementation lead to determine the appropriate data for interim reports until implemerntation of
the monitoring plan is complete.
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GREG Plan Authorization Tracking

This IM directs all affected BLM offices with GRSG Plaiss; starting on the date this IM is issued,
to use ePlauning to track BLM implementation activities, in conformance with.existing RMPs,
including those agsociated with thé: GRSG Plans. The GRSG Monitoring Framework commits
the BLM to track project-level and/or site-specific actions and authorizations within Priority
Habitat Management Ateas, General Habitat Management Areas, and ofbier sage-grouse
desighated management areas within each planning area. BLM SOs will provide an
authorization tracking report to the Washington Office {(WQ) on an annual basis for each FO
affected by GRSG Plans within their state.. SOs will also be responsible for submitting a
surnmary report t6 the Washington Office every five vears, Several BLM states currently uss
¢Planning to register National Environments] Poliey Act (NEPA) projects. Offices imable to use
¢Planning to track implemeéntation prior to the date this IM is issned will track these items and,
subsequently-enter them into ePlanning when it becomes available.

The ¢Plannisig database will allow the BLM 1o consistently enter information regarding
individual implementation-lovel NEPA projects, which can then be used to aggregate
information for reporting purposes by a geographical unit; such as a planning area, For
exarnple, using the information from the database, 2 manager can ascertain how many
transmission rights-of-ivay have been approved in GRSG Priority Habitat Managerment- Areas
in & specific-planning ares. 'When the BLM registers:a NEPA project into- ePlanning, the
system directs that information related to the proposed action be used to populate the
database. Instructions on-using ePlanning can be found on the ePlatuting SharePoint Site,

Timeframe: This IM is effective immediately upon receipt.

Budget Tmpact: The BLM received funding in Fiscal Yeat (FY) 2016 to initiate these activities
in the highest value habitats. The BLM anticipates these additional funds will also be reveived in
FY 2017. BLM 8Os, FOs, and the NOC will prioritize monitoring in the highest value habitats
-annually based on available funds,

Background:

RMP-efféctivencss monitoring for renewable resources, including GRSG habitat, is required to
assess the status and trend of RMP resource condition objectives. Many species and resources,
including GRSG, are broadly distributed across the landscape and cross geopolitical boundaries.
Monitoring that includes quantitative terrestrial and aquatlc indicators ¢an provide the basis to
evaluate the status and trend of gnantifiable RMP objectives, evaluate land health, and determine
actievement of Land Health Standards, Thus, the coordination of monitoring and assessments,
where overlap exists, will create efficiencies through the elimination of redundant data collection,
activities by collecting data once and using it for multiple applications.

The AIM Strategy (IB 2012-080). establishes the fafionale aud need to adopt terrestrial and
aquatic indicators that can be used broadly to ascertain achievement of Land Health Standsrds,
which conform to the Fundamentals of Land Health, The ATM Strategy also providesa
nationally consistent monitoriog approach that provides information at multiple scales about
resource extent, condition, and trend. The data collected through ATM implementation provide
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the opportunity te use quantitative data multiple times for many purposes and provide data that
are essential for informed, defensible land management decisions, The AIM Strategy moves the.
BLM toward a new paradigm where data are digitally collected, siored in spatially enabled
databases, managed in an enterpiise archifecture environment, and easily shared across the BLM
officgs, partner agencies and interested publics,

Tracking of project-level and/or site-specific actions and authorizations within Priority Habitat,
General Habitat, and other sage-grouse designated manageme‘nt areas will provide managers with
the information needed to determine if'the decisions in the GRSG Plans are being fmplemented.
Findings obtained through suthorization tracking, together with effectiveness monitoring resulis,
and other research and new information, provide the basis for adaptive management changcs fo
the:plan. The processes of monitoring and adaptive management share the goal of improving

effectiveness and permitting a dynamic response to increased knowledge of a changing
landscape.

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1; Rangeland
Health Standards Handbook H:-4180-1; Special Status Species Management Manual 6840,

Coordination: Preparation of this IM was coordinated with State Assessment, nventory, and
Monitoring Leads, State Sage-Grouse Monitoring Leads, Deputy State Directors; and the
Executive Leadership Team.

Contaet: If you have any questions regarding this IM of training for implementing the AIM
strategy, please contact Gordon Toévs, Senior Advisor, Sage-Grouse Implementation, at 202-
567-1589 or by email at gtoevs@blm.gov..

Aftachments » |
1- Tmplementation of Resource Management Plan Effectiveriess Monitoting for
Renewable Resources (4pp)

2~ Greater Sage-Grouse Monltoring Framework (48pp)
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Attachment 1:. Implementation of Resource Management Plan (RMP) Effcctiveness
Monitoring for Renewable Resources

Sample Dexign

The attainment of renewable resource objectives within resource management plans (RMPs) will
be assessed using statistically valid sample designs on a five-year rotating panel (Figure 1).
Sample designs-are intended tobe comprehensive across all BLM lands and ascertain the
cymulative effectiveness of plan objectives as described it RMPs, Effectiveness monitoring is
theprocess of collecting data to determine whether desired outcomes {expressed as goals and
objectives in the resource mandgement plan) are met {or progress is being made toward mesting
them) as the allowable uses and management actions are being implemented. All sample designs
will be cooperative efforts between the National Operations Center (NOC), state offices, and the
field office(s) implementing the sample design.

Wheére RMP objectives cotrespond with state or regional standards and guides; efficiencies can
be gaiped through development of survey designs to simultaneonsly assess the attainment of both
RMP objectives and land health standards. The Assessment Inventory Monitoring (AIM)
tetrestrial and aquatic indicators'will be used, with supplemental indicators as necessary, to
assess the attainnientof land health standards, During the deyelopment of the monitoring plan,
the NOC will provide guidance on cross-walking indicators 1o standards. To achieve these dual
monitoting and assessment purposes, intensification in target aréas of high value or conflict (i.e.,
National Conservation Lands, mitigation sites, allotments, project areas) or to monitor habitat
areas for species of convern (i.e., Desert Tortoise, Prairie Chicken, Gunnison or Greater Sage-
Grouse) may be required. The required number of sample points for each reporting vnit will
vary, depending on rhany factors such as the size and vatiability of the reporting area, the scope
of the proposed management activity, and the desired level of confidence.

Figure 1. Exampie of the statistically
based 5-year rotating sample design
addregsing RMP effectiveness. Samople
points were selected randomiy such that
every location within the RMP arcahad a
known chance of being sampled, enabling
inferences across the entire laridseape,
Example inferences include the average
bare soil cover in the RMP drea orthe
percentage of the landscape with presence
of non-native invasive species. A subset
of these poinits will be samnpled each year
over 5 consecutive years to complete the
sample desigh, When additional

N _ information is needed in 4 specific area
AY Legond - ip  ithIN the planning unit, sampling can be
% . inténsified and additional indicators can

2 0m 40 @ be added.
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Data Collection

BLM teirestrial (Technical Note 440) end aquatic indicators (Technical Referénce 1785-1),will
be collected using consistent methods and electronic data capture, Supplemental indicators will
be identified during the developiment of periodic review of the monitoring plan. Other
-assessment pfotocols such as Habitat Assessment Framework (HAT), Interpretng Indicators of
Rangeland Health, and Proper Funétioning Condition (PFC) are effective assessment tools and
should incorporate the guantitative indicators whenever possible, The use of dedicated seasonal
field ¢rews hired within the BLM or through agieements with partmer orpanizations, especially
those that engage youth, is highly recommended and has proven-to be the miost repeatable and.
least costly option for data collection efforts. Agreernents should be administered by the BLM
AIM Stite Monitoring Lead in caeperatmn with the field office mondtoring coordinator and the
'NOC. These crews will receive training in data collection and stewardship protocols from the
NOC or partriering office, including method calibration and quality control. District and/or field
offices will' serve as local experts to organize logistics, day-to~day operations; and safety of the
field crews, as well as have the primary responsibility for ensuring the quality and completensss
of the data and the.in-season calibration requirements. :

Data Storage

The data will be captured and managed electromcal}y by the field crew, the field office, and the
state office such that they can be uploaded and stored in the terrestrial and aquatie menitoring

databases at the NOC. After quality control at the field and district level, data will be aggregated

at the State level by the AIM State Monitoring Lead, The AIM State Monitoring Lead will then

submiit the data to the NOC for final quality control, central storage, and managemeit.

Analysis and Reporting

Indicator values from the data will bé made available ammusily by the NOC through the EGIS
web portal and geospatial gateway. These indicator values, and the underlying sample design,
will inform estimates of the status of renewable resources at the RMP scale as well as broader
(&g. eooregwnal) and finer (e.g., intensification areas, tréatment areas, habitat areas,
walersheds) scaleés. Field offices and state offices will be résponsible for réporting at the RMP
scale and finer units. NOC will provide analytical tools, indicator estimates, and other support a5
needed. Regional and national monitoring resulis will be apalyzed and reported by the NOC.
Baseline data collected during the first five ysars of monitoring can be used to assess status.
Trend estimates will be pc}ssﬂ)le thereafter and can be reported along with the annual estimates.
Additional BLM fonitoring data such as those collected for the pational BLM Landscape
Monitoring Framework and the Western Rivers and Streams Assessment will be available to
supplement the data collected through the ficld office samiple design.

The Land Use Planning Handbook describes the analysis and reporting requirements for
asséssing the effectiveness of RMP objectives for renewable fesources: Effectiveness
monitoring is the process of collecting datato determine whether desived outoomes (éxpressed as
goals and objectives in the land use plan) are met {or progréss is being made toward meeting
them) as the allowable uses and management actions are being implemented. A monitoring
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strategy must be developed as part of the land dse plan that identifics monitoring indicaters,
acceptable thresholds of departure from potential natural conditions, protocols, and timeframes
that will be used to evaluate and determine whether or not desired outcomes are being achieved.
RMP reporting will oceur on 4. 5-year basis, as documented in the evaluation schedule, Plan
evaluations should also be completed prior 1o any plan revisions and for major plan amendments.
Where appropriate, state and field offices identify resource management plans that can be
grouped/ batched in a geographicregion or plafiming area to look at issues that-cut across
boundaries (broad and mid-scale reporting). Each plan should have its own evaluation
documentation as well as-a coritbined (grouped/batched) evaluation for all RMPs identified in the
geographical region o planning area, The AIM terrestrial and aquatic data will provide the
baseline and the trend data for fenewable resource objectives and thresholds related to uplands,
riparian-wetlands, water quality, snd upland and in-stream habitafs. Supplemental indicatois
should be added, as n¢cessary, for resource objective and thresholds whete the AIM data does
ot provide adequate information.

For those plans amended, revised, or replaced by the Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Effort, more
specific managerment questions have been added to the LUP éffectiveness evaluation: The
additional effectiveness questions are: 1) is the plan effective in achieving (or making progress
toward achieving) desived outcomies based on the sage-grouse habitat abjectives; 2) is the plan
effective in meeting, or making progress toward meeting, land health standards, including
Special Status Species/wildlife habitat standard; 3) is the plan meeting the disturbance
objective(s) within the. RMP-ares, and 4) are the populations withiz this plan boundary
increasing, stable, or declining? '

Training

Monitoring protocs! trainings required-for this activity will include the terrestrial and aquatic
cote indicators { Technical Note 440 and Technical Reference 1785-1, respectively), as well as
trainings to complete assessments such as HAF, Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health, and
PFC. Additional training for BLM resource staff in the use and interpretation of data will be
available via webinars, Trainings will be coordinated through the BLM NOC with the NTC and
partoering offices or regional training facilities.

Roles and Responsibilities

Stép Activity ) Responsible Entity

Planning/Funding | Secure/Manage Funding State Office (S0O)
Maintain Apreements {State ATM Monitoring
Coordinate multi-scale objectives Coordinator)

Study Design Broad- and mid-scale statistical design | NOC, with substantial input from
Fine and site scale densifications Field (FO) and State Office (SO)
Identify sample points (Partner with USDA-Jornada &

USU-NAMO)

Data Collectionn | Hirefoversee field crews District/Field Office with ovérsight
Logistical support in coordination from the State ATM
Ensure training of field crews Monitoring Coordinator
Collect indicator data
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Quality Control | Field data-entry validation FO/DO

-Completeness of data collection S0

‘Data aggregation Final gquality tontrol by NOG
Data Storage Upload field data to central database  § NQC

Make data available on BLM network
Analysisand ‘Evaluate land health standards Broad- and mid-scale reporting by
Reporting RMP Effectiveness the NOC; Resource management

plan drea, fine and sité scale
reporting by 8O and FO
{Partner with USDA-Jormada &
USU-NAMC)
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The Greater Sage-Grouse Monitoring Framework
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
Greater Sage-Grouse Mohitoring Framework (hereafter, monitoring framework) is to describe
the methods to monitor habitats and evaltuate the fmplemenitation and effectiveness of the BLM’s
national planning strategy (attachment to BLM Instruction Memorandum 2012-044), the BLM.
resource managemerit plans (RMPS), and the USFS’s land management plans (LMPs) fo
conserve the species and its habitat. The regulations for the BLM (43 CFR 1610.4-9) and the
USFS (36 CFR part 209, published Tuly 1, 2010) fequirs that land use plans establish intervals
and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and evaluations based on the scositivity of the
resource to the decisions involved. Therefore, the BLM and the USFS will use the methods
desctibed herein'to coliect monitoring data and to evaluate implementation and effectiveness of
the Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG) (hereafier, sage-grouse) planning strategy and the conservation
measures contained in their respective land use plans (LUPs). A monitoring plan specific to the
Environmental Tropact Statément, land use plan, or field office will be developed after the
Record of Decision is signed. Fora summary of the frequency of réporting, see Attachment A,
An Overview of Monitoring Commitments. Adaptive management will be informed by data:
collected at any and all scales.

To énsure that the BLM and the USFS are able to make consistent assessments about sage-
grouse habitats across the range of the species, this framework lays out the methodology—at
multiple scales—for monitoring of implementation and disturbance and for evaluating the
effectiveness of BLM and USFS actions to conserve the species and its habitat. Monitoring
efforts will include data for measurable quantitative indicators of sagebrush availability,
atithropogenic disturbance levels, and sagebrush conditions. Tmplementation monitoring results
will alfow the BLM and the USFS to evaluate the extent that decisions from their LUPs to
conserve sage-grouse and their habitat have been implemented. State fish and wildlife agencies
will collect population monitoring information, which will be incorporated irtto effectiveness
monitoring ag it is made available.

This multiscale monitoring approach is necessary, as sage-grouse are a landscape speciesiand
conservation i$ scale-dependent to the extent that conservation actions are impiemented-within
seasonal habitats to benefit populations. The four orders of habitat selection (Johnson 1980) used
irl this monitoring framework are described by Connelly et al. (2003).and were applied
specifically to the scales of sage-grouse habitat selection by Stiver et sl. (in press). as first order
(broad scale), second order (mid scale), third order (fine scale), and fourth order (site scale).
Habitat selection and habitatuse by sage-grouse oceur at multiple scales and are driven by
multiple:envirormental and behavioral factors. Managing and moriitoring sage-gréuse habitats
are complicated by the differences iri habitat selection actoss the range and habitat use by
individual birds within'a given season. Therefore, the tendency to look 4t 4 single indicator of
habitat suitability or only one scale limits managers® ability to identify the threats to sage-grotise.
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and to respond at the appropriate scale. For descriptions of these habitat suitability indicators for
each scale, see “Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: Multiscale Habitat Assessment
Tool” (HAF; Stiver ¢t al. in press).

Monitoring methods and indicators in this monitoring framework are derived fiom thie cirrent
peer-reviewed science. Rangewide, best available datasets for broad- and mid-scale tonitoring
will be acquired. If these existing datasets are not readily available or are inadequate; but they are
ngoessary to inform the indicators of sagebrush availability, anthropogenic disturbarice levels,
and sagebrush conditions, the BLM and the USFS will sitive to develop datasets or obtain
‘information to fill these ddta gaps. Datasets that are not readily available to infoim the fine- and
site-scale indicators will be developed. These data will be-used to generate monitoring reports at
the appropriate and applicable geographie scales, boundaries, and analysis uiits: across the range
of sage-grouse as defined by Schroeder et al. (2004}, and clipped by Western Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Management Zone (MZ) (Stiver et al. 2006y boundaties and
other ateas as appropriate for size (e.g., populations based on Cotnelly et al. 2004}. {Sec Figure
1, Map of Greater Sage-Grouse range, pepulations, subpopulations, and Priority Areas for
Conservation as.of 2013.) This broad- and mid-scale monitoring data and analysis will provide
context for RMP/LMP areas; states; GRSG Priority Habitat, General Habitat, and other sage-
grouse designated management areas;-and Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs), as defined in
“Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocerous urophasianus) Conservation Objectives: Final Report™
{Conservation Objectives Team [COT] 2013), Hereafter, all of these areas will be referred to-as
“gage-grouse ateds,”



171

H

Y . -
Bl i R ek N
I

1 A SRR A '

i 4 i I 5,
et \ :
GRSG PACs, Subpopulations and Populations
LEGEND
P % . Sources:
h Subpopulations Currant Range: Schrasder etal, 2003
Papidations: Comnelly e yi, 2004

;;;m COTPACs Sispapulativiy; Cormnlly et ul, 2001
S Populations PACS: USFWS COT Repon, 2013
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This monitoring frarework is divided inito two sections. The broad- and mid-scalé methods,
described in Section I, provide.a consistent approach across the range of the species to monitor
‘implementation decisions and actions, mid-scale habitat attributes (e.g., sagebrush availability
and habitat degradation), and population changes to determine the effectiveness of the planning.
strategy and management decisions. (See Table 1, Indicators for monitoring ifaplementation of
the national planning strategy, RMP/LMP decisions, Sage-grouse habitat, and sage-grouse
populations at the broad and mid scales.) For:sage-grouse habitat at the fine and site scales,
described iri Section II, thig monitoring framework describes a consistetit approdch (e.g.,
indicators and methods) for monitoring sage-grousé-seasonal habitats. Funding; support, and
dedicated personnel for broad- and mid-seale monitoring will be renowed annually through the
normal budget process. For.an overview of BLM and USFS muyltiscale monitoring commitments,
see Attachment A,

Table 1. Indicators for monitoring implementation of the national plamming strategy, RMP/LMP
decisions, sage-grouse habifat, and sage-grouse populations at the broad and mid scales:
Implementation. ab Population

State Wildlife
Agencies)
Geographic
Scales
Demographics
Broad Scale: BLM/USFS WAFWA
From the Natiorial planining Marnagement
tange of sage-  strategy goal and Zone
grouse to objéctives population
WAFWA rend
Management
Zones
Mid Scale: RMP/LMP ndividual
From decisions. sopulation
WAFWA ttend
Managemént.
Zone to
populatiohs;
PACs
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L BROAD AND MID SCALES

First-order habitat selection, the broad scale, describes the physical or geographieal range of &
species. The first-order habitat of the sage-grotise is defined by populations of sage-grouse:
associated with sagebrush landscapes, based on Schroeder et-al. 2004, and Comnelly'et al. 2004,
and on population or habitat surveys since 2004, An intermediate seale between the broad and
mid scales was delineated by WAFWA from flotistic provinces within which similar
environmental factors influence vegetation communities: This scale s referred to as the
WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones (MZs). Although no indicatqrs are specific to this:
scale, these MZs are biologically meaningful as reporting units.

Second-order habitat selection, the mid-scale, includes sage-grouse populations and PACs. The
second order incldes at least 40 disorete populations and subpopulations (Connelly et al. 2004).
Populations range in area from 150 to 60,000 mi*and are nest_ad within MZs. PACs range from
20t0:20,400 mi? and are nested within population areas.

Other mid-scale Tandscape indicators, such as patch size and number, patch connectivity, linkage
arcas, and landscape matrix and edge effects (Stiver et al. in press) will also be assessed. The
methods used to calculate these mettics will be derived from existing literature (Knick et 4l
2011, Leu-and Hanser 2011, Knick and Hanser 2011).

A. Implementation (Decision) Monitoring

Implementation mogitoring is the process of tracking and docurnenting the implementation (or
the progress toward implementation) of RMP/LMP decisions. The BLM and the USFS will
nionitor implementation of project-level and/of site-specific actions and authorizations, with
theit associated conditions:of approval/stipulations for.sage-grouse, spatially (as appropriate)
‘within Priotity Habitat, General Habitat, and other sage-grouse designated management areas, at
a miniraum, for the planning area. These actions aid authorizations, as well as progress toward
completing and implementing activity-level plans, will be monitoréd consistently across all
planning units and will be reported to BLM and USFS headquarters annually, with a summary
tepoitevery 5 years, for the planning area. A national-level GRSG:Land Use Plan Decision
Monitoring and Repotting Tool is being developed to describe how the BLM and the USES will
consistently and systernatically monitor and report implementation-level activity plans and
implementation actions for all plans within the range of sage-grouse. A description of this.tool
for collection-and reporting of tabular and spatially explicit data will be included in the Record of
Decision or approved plan: The BLM and the USFS will provide data that can be integrated with
other conservation efforts conducted by state and federal partners.
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B. Habitat Monitoring

The U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), in its 2010 listing decision for the sage-grouse,
identified 18 threats contributing to the destruction, modification, or curtailment of sagé-grouse
habitat-or range (75 FR 13910 2010}. The BLM and the USFSW:HY therefore, monitor the
relative extent of these threats that remove sagebrush, both spatially and temporally, o all lands-
within ap analysis area, and will report on amount, pattern, and condition 4t the appropriate and
applicable geographic scales and boundaries, These 18 threats have been dggregated into thrée-
broad- and mid-scale measures to account. for whether the threat predorminantly removes
sagebrush or degrades habitat. (See Table 2, Relationship between the 18 theeats and the three
habitat distutbarice measures for monitoring.) The three measures are:

Measure 1: Sagebrush Availability (percent of sagebrush per unit area)
Measure 2: Habitat Degradation (percent of human activity. per unit area)
Measure 3: Energy and Mining Density {facilities and'locations per unit area)

These three habitat disturbance measures will evaluate distarbaice on all lands, regardless of
tand ownership. The direct area of influence will be assessed with the goal of accountirig for
actual removal of sagebrush on which sage-grouse depend {(Connelly et:al. 2000) and for habitat
-degradation as a surrogate for human activity. Measure 1 (sagebrush availability) examines
where disturbances have removed plant comnunities that support sagebrush {or have broadly
removed sagebrush from the landscape), Measure 1, therefore, monitors the change in sagebrush
availability-—or, specificaily, where and how much of the sagebrush community is available
within the range of sage-grouse. The sagebrush community is defined as the ecological systems
that have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation and seasonal sage- grouse habitats
within the range of sage-grouse (see Section LB.1., Sagebrush Availability). Measure 2 {see
Section 1.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring) aﬁd Measnare 3 (see Section LB.3., Energy and
Mining Density} focus on where habitat degradation is occuring by using the footprint/area of
divect disturbance and the number of facilities at the mid scale-to identify the relative amount of
degradation per geogtaphic area of interst and in areas that have the capability of supporting
sagebrush and seasonal sage-grouse use. Measure 2 (habitat degradation) not only quantifies
footprint/area of direct disturbance but also-establishes a surrogate for those threats most likely to
have ongoing activity. Because energy development arid mining activities are ‘typically the most
intensive activities in sagebrush habitat, Measure 3-(the density of active energy development,
production, and mining sites) will help identify areas of particular coricerti for such factors as
noise, dust, traffic, ete, that degrade sage-grouse habitat. .
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Table2, Relatiodship betweern the 18 threafs and the three habitat disturbance measures for monitoting.

Note: Data availability may preclude specific apalysis of individual layers, See the detailed methodology
for more information.
Eaergy and
Sagebrush Habitat. Mining
USFWS Listing Decision Threat Availability ~ Degraddtion. Density.

Agriculture

Urbanization

Wildfire

Conifer encroachment

Treatments

w| bl ol oml x| e

Invasive Species

Energy {oil and gas wells and development.
fagilities)

»4
kS

Energy (coal mines)

Energy (wind towers)

Energy (solar fields)

rat I I B

" Energy (geothermal)

Mining {active locatable, leasable, and saleable
developments)

b
#

Infrastructare (roads)

Infrastructure (raifroads)

nfrastructure (power lines)

bt I -

Infrastructure (communication towers)

Infrastructure-(other vertical sirictures)

LS

“Otrer developed rights-of-way
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The metheds to monitor-disturbance found herein differ slightly from methods vsed in Manier et
al. 2013, which provided a baseline environmental report (BER) of datasets of disturbatice across
Jjurisdictions. One difference is that, for some threats, the BER data were for federal lands anly.
Int addition, threats were assessed individually, using different assumptions from those inthis
monitoring framework about how to quantify the [ocation and magnitude of threats. The
methodology herein builds on the' BER methodology and identifies datasets and procedures o
use the best available data across the range of the sége-grouse -and to formulate a consistent
approach to quantify. impact of the threats through time. This methodology also describes an
approach to combine the threats and ealculate each of the three habitat disturbarice measures.

B.1, Sagebrush Availability (Measure 1)

Sage-grouse populations have been found to be more tesilient where a percentage of the
landscape is maintained in sagebrush (Knick-and Connelly 2011), which will be determined by
sagebrush availability, Measure 1 has been divided into two submeasures to-describe sagebrush
availability on the landseape:’

Measure 1a: the current amount of sagebrush on'the geographic aréa of interest, and

Measure 1b: the amount of sagebrush on the geographic area of interest conipared with
the amount of sagebrush the landscape of interest could ecologically support.

Measure 1a (the current amount of sagebrush on the landscape} will be calculated using this
formula: fthe existing updated sagebrush layer] divided by [the geographic arez of interest]. The
approptiate geographic areas of interest for sagebeush availability include the species’ range,
WAFWA MZs, populations, and PACs. In some-cases these sage-grouse areas will need to be
aggregated to provide an estimate of'sagebrush availability with an-acceptable level of accuracy.

Measure 1b (the amount of sagebrush for context within the geographic avea of interest) will be
calculated using this formula: [existing sagebrush divided by [pre-EuroAmerican settlement
geographic extent of lands that could have supported sagebrush]. This measure will provide
information {0 set the context for & given geographic area of interest'during evaluations of”
inonitoring data. The information could also be used to inform manapement options for
restoration or mitigation and to inform effectiveness monitoring.

The sagebrush base:layer for Measure 1 will be based on geospatial vegetation data adjusted for
the threats listed in Table 2, The following subsections-of this monitoring framework deseribe
the methodofogy for determining both the current availability of sagebrush on-the landscape and
the context of the amount.of sagebrush on the landscape-at the broad and mid scales.
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a. Establishing the Sagebrush Base Layer

The current geographic extent of sagebrush vegetation within the rangewide distribution of sage-
grouse populations will be ascertained using the mest recent version of the Existing Vegetation
Type (EVT) layer in LANDFIRE (2013). LANDFIRE EVT was selected to serve as the
sagebrush base layer for five reasons: 1) it is the only nationatly consistent vegetation layer that
has been updated multiple times since 2001; 2) the ecological systems classification within
LANDFIRE EVT includes multiple sagebrush type classes thiat, when aggregated, provide a
more accurate (compared with individual classes) and seamless sagebrush base layer across
jurisdictional boundaries; 3} LANDFIRE performed a rigoreus accuracy assessment from which
to derive the fangewide uncertainty of fhe sagebrush base layer: 4) LANDFIRE is consistently
used in'several recent analyses of sagebrush habitats (Kuick et al. 2011, Leu'and Hanser 2011,
Knick and Hanser 2011);-and 5) LANDFIRE EVT can be compared against the geographic
extent of lands that are believed to have had the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation
pre-EuroAmerican settlement {LANDFIRE Biophysical Setting (BpS)]. This fifth reason
provides a reference point for understariding how much-sagebrush currently remains in a defined
geographic area of interest compared with how much sagebrush existed historically (Measure
1b). Therefore, the BLM and the USFS have determined that LANDFIRE provides the best
available data at broad and mid scalesto serve as a sagebrush base layer formonitoring changes
in the geographic extent of sagebrush. The BLM and the USFS, in addition to aggregating the
sagebrush types into the sagebrush base layer, will aggregate the accuracy assessinent repotts
from LANDFIRE to document the cumulative accufacy for the sagebrush base layer. The
BLM-—through its Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) program and, specifically, the
BLM’s landscape monitoring frameworlk (Taylor et al. 2014)—will provide field data tothe
LANDFIRE program to support continyous quality improvements of the LANDFIRE EVT layer.
The sagebrush layer based on LANDFIRE EVT will allow for the mid-scale estimation of the
existing percent of sagebrush across a variety.of reporting units. This sagebrush base layer will
be-adjusted by changes in land cover and successful restoration for future calculations of
sagebrush availability (Measures 1a and 1b).

This layer will also:be used to-determine the trend in other landscape indicators, such as-patch
size and number, patch connectivity, linkage areas, and landscape mattix and edge effects (Stiver
et al. #n press), In the future, chavges in sagebrush availability, generated arinually, will be
inchided-in the sagebrush base layer. The laridscape metrics will be récalculated to exarine
chinges in pattern and abundance of sagebrush at the various geographic boundaries. This
information will be included in effectiveness monitoring (See Section LD., Effectiveness
Monitoring).

Within the USFS and the BLM, forest-wide and field office~wide existing vegeiation
classification mapping and inventories are available that provide a much finer level of data than

what is provided throughLANDF IRE. Where available, these finer-scale products will be useful
for additional and complementary mid-scale indicators and local-scale analyses (see Section II,
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Fine and Site Scales). The fact that these products are not available everywhere limits their utility
for monitoring at the broad and mid scale, where consistency of data products is necessary across
breader geographies.

Data Sources for Establishing and Monitoring Sagebrash Availability

There were three eriteria for selecting the datasets for establishing and monitoring the change in
sagebrush availability (Measure 1):

¢ Nationally consistent dataset available across the range
& Known level of confidence or accurdcy in the datasst
= Continual maintenance of dataset and known update interval

Datasets meeting these critéria are listed in Table 3, Datasets for establishing and onitoring
changes in sagebrush availability.

LANDFIRE Existing Vegetation Type (EVI) Version 1.2

LANDFIRE EVT represénts existing vegetation types on the landscape derived from remdte
sensing data. Tnitial mapping was conducted using imagery collected in approximately 2001,
Since the initial mapping there have beeri two update efforts: version 1.1 represents changes
before 2008, and version 1.2 reflects changes on the fandscape before 2010. Version 1.2 will-be
used as the starting point to develop the sagebrush base layer.

Sage-grotise subject matter experts determined which of the ecological systems from the
LANDFIRE EVT 10 use in the sagebrush base layer by identifying the ecological systems that
have the capability of supporting sagebrush vegetation and that could provide suitable seasonal
habitat for the sage-grouse. {See Table 4; Ecological systems in BpS and EVT capable of
supporting sagebrush vegetation and capable of providing suitable seasonal habiiat for Greater
Sage-Grouse.) Two additional vegetation types that are uot ecological systems were added to the
EVT: drtemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana Shrubland Alliance and Qz;ercus.gambeiz‘;" Shrubland
Alliance: These alliances have species composition divectly related to the. Rocky Mountain
Lower Montane-Foothill Shrubland ecological system and the Rocky Mountain Gambel Odk-
Mixed Montane Shrubland ecological system, both of which are ecological systems in.
LANDFIRE BpS. In LANDFIRE EVT, however, in some map zones, the Rocky Mountain
Lower Mantane-Foothilt Shrybland ecological system and the Rocky Mountain Gambel Ogk-
Mixed Montane Shrubland ecological system were named Artemisia fridentata ssp.vaseyana
Shrubland Alliance and Quercus gambelii Shrubland Alliance, respectively.
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Table 3. Datasets for establishing and monitoring changes in sagebrissh availability,

Update

Most Recent
Dataset Source Interval Version Year Uge
BioPhysical Setting LANDFIRE Static’ 2008 Denominator for
V1.l sagebrush availability
Existing Vegetation LANDFIRE Static. 2010 Numerator for
Typevl2 sagebrush:availability
Cropland Data Layer | National Annuaf 2012 Agricultural updates;
Agticultural ‘removes existing
Statistics Service sagebrush from
numerator of )
sagebrush availabifity
National Land Cover | Multi-Resolution. | 5-Year 2011 (next Utban area updates;
Dataset Percent Land available in 2016) | removes existing
Imperviousness Charagteristics sagebrush from
Consortium numgrator of
{MRLC) sagebrush availability
Fire Perimeters GeoMag Annual 2613 < 1,000-acre fire
updates; femoves
existing sagebrush
from numerater of
-sagebrush availability
Bumn Severity Moritoring Annual 2012 (2-yeat delay | > 1,000-acre fire
Trends in Bum in data: updates; removes
Severity availability) existing sagebrush

from numerator of

sagebrush availability
except for unbuthed
sagebrush istands

Tabled. FEcological systems in BpS and EVT capable of supporting sagebrush vegetation and capabie
of providing suitable seasonal habitat for Greater Sagé-Grouse,

Ecological System

Sagebrush Vegetation that the Ecological System has
the Capability of Producing

Colorado. Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush

Shrubland

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Artemisia bigelovii
Artemisia nova
Artemisia frigida
Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyoringensis.

Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrush Steppe

Artemisia arbuscwla )
Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Artemisia nova
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Columbia Plateau Scabland Shrubland

Artemisia rigida

-Columbia Plateau Steppe and Gragstand

Artemisia spp.

Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush
Shrubland

Artemisia arbuseula ssp. longicaulis

Artemisia arbuscula ssp. longiloba
Arteinisia nova.

Artemisia ridentaia ssp. wyomingensis

Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush
Shrubland

Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata
Artemisia tridentata ssp. xericensis
Artemisia triddevitaia ssp; vaseyana

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis

Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush
Steppe

Artemisia cang $sp..cana

At i fridentaia ssp. fridentate

Artemisia tridentata Ssp. xericensis
Arternisia tridentafa ssp. wyoningensis
Artemisia fripartita ssp, tripartita

Artemisin frigida

Inter-Mountain Basins Curl-Leaf Mountain
Mahiogany Woodland and Shrubland

Artemisia tridentata 5sp. vaseyana
Artemisia drbuscida
Artemisia tridentata

Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert
Scrub

Artemisia tridentate ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia spinescens

Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrish
Steppe

Artenisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana
Artemisia tridentata $sp. wyomirigensis.
Artermisia nova

Artemista arbuscula

Artemisia tridentcia ssp. spiciformis

Inter-Mountain Basins Semi-Desert Shrib-
Steppe

Artemisia {ridentara

. Arternisia bigelovii

Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis

Northwestern Great Plains Mixed Grass
Prairie

Artentisia cana $sp. cana
Artemisia iridentaty ssp, vaseyana

Artemisia frigida

Northwestern Great Plains Shrubland Artemisia cand ssp. cang
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentat
Artemisia tride SSP. wyomingensis

Racky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed
Montane Shrubland

Artemisiatridentaia

Rocky Mountain Lower Montane-Foothill Artemisia nova
Shrublaad Artemisia tridentata
Artemisia frigida

Western Great Plains Floodplaiir Systerns

Artemisia cana s$p. cana

Western Great Plains Sand Prairie

Artemisia cand ssp. eana

Wyoming Basins Dwarf Sagebrush
Shirubland-and Steppe

Artemisia arbusculassp. fongiloba
Artemisia nova

- Artemisia tridentatn ssp. wyomingensis

Artemisia triparfita ssp. rupicola

Arteniisia tridentata ssp. Vaseyana
Shrubland Alliance (EVT onily)

Artemisia tridentaia ssp. vaseyana

Quércus gambelii Shrubland Alliance (EVT
only}

Artemisia tridentata
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Accuracy and Appropriate Use of LANDFIRE Datasets

Because-of conceins over the thematic acouracy of individual classes mapped by LANDFIRE, all
ecological systems listed in Table 4 will be merged into one value that represents the sagebrush
base layer, With all ecological systems aggregated, the combined accuracy of the sagebrush base
layer (EVT) will bé miuch. greater than if all cdtegories were freated separately.

LANDFIRE performed the original accuracy assessment of its EVT product on a map zone.
basis, There are 20 LANDFIRE map zones that cover the historical tange of sage-protise as
defined by Schroeder (2004). (See Attachment B, User and Producer Accuracies for Aggregated
Ecological Systems within LANDFIRE Map Zones.) The aggregated sagebrush base layer for
monitoring bad user accuracies ranging from 57.1% to 85.7% and producer accuracies rarging
from. 56.7% to 100%.

LANDFIRE EVT data are not designed to be used ot a local level, In reports of the percent
sagebrush statistic for the varfous reporting units (Measure 1a), the uncertainty of the percent
sagebrush. will increase as the size of the reporting unit gets smallet. LANDFIRE data should.
never be used at the 30m pixel level (900m? resolution of raster data) for any reporting, The
sthallest geographic extent for using the data to deterniine percent sagebrush is at the PAC level;
for the:smallest PACs, the initial percent sagebrush estimate will have greater uncertainties
compared with the much larger PACs.

Agricultural Adjustments for the Sagebrusit Base Layer

The dataset for the geographic exfent of agricultural lanids will come from the Nationial
Agricultiral Statistics Service (NASS) Cropland Datd Layer (CDL)
(http//www.niass.usda.gov/research/Cropland/Release/index htm). CDL-data are generated
annually, with estimated producer accuracies for “large area row erops ranging from the mid
80% to mid-90%,” depending ofi the state

./ fwwevenass usda gav/research/Cropland/sarsfags2 htm#Section3_18.0). Speeific
information on accuracy may be founid on the NASS metadata website.
(htip//www.nass.usda. goviresearch/Cropland/metadata/meta hitm). CDL provided the only
dataset that matches the three criteria (nationally consistent, known level of accuracy, and.
periodically updated) for-use in this monitering framework and represents the best available
agricultural lands mapping product.

The CDL data contain both agriculturat classes and nonagricultural classes. For this effort,,a;xd in
the bas¢line environmental report (Manier et al. 2013), nonagricultural classes were removed
from the original dataset. The excluded classes.are:

Barren (65 & 131), Deciduous Forest (141), Developed/High Intensity (124), Developed/Low
Intensity (122), Developed/Med Intensity (123), Developed/Open Space (1213, Evergreen Forest
(142), Grassland Herbaceous {171), Herbaceous Wetlands (195), Mixed Forest (143), Open
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Water (83 & 111),'Other Hay/Non Alfalfa (37), Pasture/Hay (181), Pasture/Grass (62), Perenaial
foe/Snow (112), Shrubland (64 & 152), Woody Wetlands (190).

The rule set for adjusting the sagebrush base layer for agricultural lands (anid for uipdating the
base layer for agricultural lands in the futuré) is that onice an area is classified asagriculture in
any year of the CDL, those pixels will remain out of the sagebrush base laver even if a new
version of the CDL classifies that pixel as one of the nonagriculiural classes listed-above. The
assumption is that even though individual pixels. may be classified as a nonagricultural class in
any given year, the pixel has not necessarily been restored to 2 hatural sdg€brush community that
would be included in Table 4, A further assumption is that onte an area has moved into
agricultural use, it is urilikely that the area would be restored to sagebrush. Should that oceur,
however, the. method and criterja for adding pixels back into the sagébrush base layér would
follow those found in the sagebrush restoration monitoring séction of this monitoring framework
(see Section T.B.1.b,, Monitoring Sagebrush Availability).

Urban Adjustmients foi the Sagebrush Base Layer

The National Land Cover Database (NLCD) {Fry et al, 2011) includes a percent imperviousness
dataset that was selected as the best available dataset to be used for urban adjustments and
monitoring. These data are generated ona 5-yearcycle and are specifically designed to support
monitoring efforts. Other datasets were. evaluated and lacked the spatial specificity that was
captured in the NLCD product. Any new impervious pixel in NLCD will be removed from the
sagebrush base layer through the monitoring process; Although fhe impervious surface layer
includes a number of impervious pixels outside of urban areas, this is acceptable for the
adjustment and monitoring for two reasons. First, an evaluation of national urban area datasets
did not reveal a layer that could be confidently used in conjunction with the NLCD productto
screen impervious pixels outside of urban zones. This is-because unincorporated urban areas
were potbeing included, thus leaving large chunks of wrban pixels unaccounted for in this.ule
set. Second, expetimentation with setting a threshold on the percent impervipusness layer that
would isglate rural features proved to be mnsuccessful. No combination of values could be
identified that would result in the consistent ability to mit impervious pixels outside urban
areas. Therefore, to etisure consistency in the monitoring estimates, 41l impervious pixels will be
used.

Fire Adjustments foi the Sagebrush Base Layer

Two datasets were selected for performing fire adjustments and updates:- GeoMac fire
perimeters and Monitoring Trends n Burn Severity (MTBS). An existing data standard in the
BILM requires that all fires of more than 10 acres are to be reported to GeoMac; therefore, there
will be many small fires of lessthan 10 acres that will not be accounted for in the adjustment and
monitoring attributable to fire. Using fire perimeters from GeoMac, all sagebrush pixels falling
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within the perimeter-of fires less than 1,000 acres. will be used to adjust and monitor the
sagebrush base layer.

For fires greater than 1,000 acres, MTBS was selected as a‘means to account for unburned
sagebrush islands duting the update process of the sagebrush base layer. The MTBS program
(httpy/www.mibs.gov) is an ongoing, multivearproject to-map fire severity and fire perimeters
consistently across-the United States. One of the burn sev,erityi classes within MTBS isan-
unburned to low-severity class. This burn severity class-will be used to represent unburmed
islands of sagebrush within the fire perimeterfor the sagebrush base layer. Areas within the other
severity classes within the fire perimeter-will be removed from the base sagebrush layer during’
the update process. Not all wildfires, however; have the same iripacts on the recovery of k
sagebrush habitat, depending largely on soil meisture and temperature regimies. For exarple,
caoler, moister sagebrush habitat has a higher potential for recavery or, if needed, restoration
than-does the warmer, dryer sagebrush habitat. These cooler, moister areas willlikely be: detected
as sagebrash in future updates to LANDFIRE.

Conifer Encroachinent Adjustment for the Sagebrush Base Layer

Conifer encroachment into sagebrush vegetation reduces the spatial extent of sage-grouse habitat
(Davies et al. 2011, Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013). Conifer species that show propensity for
encroaching into sagebrush vegetation resulting in sage-grouse habitat 1oss include various
Jjuniper species, such as Utah juniper (Jumiperiis osteosperma), westein juniper (funiperus
occidentalis), Rocky Mountain juniper (Jfuniperus scopulorum), pinyon species, including
singleleaf pinyon (Pinus monophylla) and pinyon pine (Pinus edulis), ponderosa pine (Pinus
‘ponderosq), lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta), and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesi) (Gruell et
al, 1986, Grove et al. 2005, Davies et al. 2011).

A rule set for conifer encroachment was developed to adjust the sagebrush base layer. To capture
the geographic extent of sagebrush that Ts likely to expeérience.conifer encroachment, ecological
systems within LANDFIRE EVT version 1.2 (NatureServe 2011) were identified if they had the
capability of supporting both the conifer species (listed above) and sagebrush vegetation. Those
ecological systems were deemed to be the plant comimunities with conifets most Hkely to
encroach into sagebrush vegetation. (See Table 5, Ecological systems with conifers most likely
to encroach into sagebrush vegetation.) Sagebrush vegetation was defined as including‘fsag_ebrush
species or subspecies that provide habitat for the Greatér Sage-Giouse and that are included in
the HAF. (See Attachment C, Sagebrush Species and Subspecies Included in the Selcetion
Criteria for Building the EVT and BpS Layers.) An adjacency analysis was coriducted to identify
all sagebrush pixels that were directly adjacent to these conifer ecological systems, and these
piXels were removed from the sagebrush base layer.
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Table 5. Ecological systems with conifers most likely to enctoach intosagebrush vegetation,

EVT Ecological Systems

Coniferous Species and Sagebrush Vegetation that
the Ecological Systern has the Capability of
Producing,

Colorado Platean Piyon-Juniper Woodland

Pinus edulis

Juniperus osteaspermd

Artemisia tridentatc

Artemisia arbuscudo

Artemisia nova

Artemisia tridentate ssp. fridentata
Arfemisia tridentata $5p. wyomingensis
Artemisia trideniiata ssp. vasepana
Artemisia bigelovii

3
<l EYE

Columbia Plateau Western Juniper Woodland and
Savanna

Juniperus occidentdlis

Pinus ponderosa

Arfentisia tridentota

Artemisia arbuscyla

Artemisia rigida

Artemisia iridentaierssp, vaseyana:

East Cascades Oak-Ponderosa Pine Forest and
Woodland

Pirius ponderosa
Pseudotsuga menziesii
Artemisia irideniata
Ariemisia nova

Great Basin Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

Pinus monophyila
Juniperus osteosperma
Artemisia arbuscula

Artemisia nova

Artemisia tridentata

Artemisia trid S5p. vaseyana
Northern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pinie Pinyis ponderosa
Woodland 4ird Savanria Artemisia tridentata

Arteniisia arbuscule
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vasayama

Rotky Mountain Foothill Limber Pine-Juniper Juniperus osteosperma
Woodland Juniperus scopulorum
Artemisia nove
Artemisia tridentata
Rocky Mountain Poot-Site Lodgepole Pine Forest | Pinus contorta
) Pseudotsuga menziesii
Pinus ponderosa
Al 1 181 1 id: £
Southern Rocky Mountain Pinyou-Juniper Pinus edulis
Woodland Juniperus wionospeima

Arteniisia bigelovi

Artemisia tridentata

Artemisia iridentata ssp. wyomingensis
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyang,

Southern Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine
Woodland

Pinus poriderosa
Piseudorsuga menziesii
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Pinus edulis

Pinus contorta

Juniperus spp.

Artgmisia novi

Avtémisia tridentaic

Artemisia arbuscula

Artemisia tridentala ssp. vaseyang

Invasive Annual Grasses Adjiistments forthe Sagebrush Base Layer

There are no invasive species datasets from 2010 to the present (beyond the LANDFIRE data)
that meet the three criteria (nationally consistent, known level of aécuracyv, and periodically ‘
updated) for use in'the determination of the sagebrush base layer. Fora deécription of how
invasive specigs land cover will be incorporated in the sagebrush base layer in the future, see
Settion 1.B.1.b., Monitoring Sagebrush Availability.

Sagebrash Restoration Adjustments for the Sagebrush Base Layer

There are no datasets from 2010 to the present that could provide additions to the sagebrush base
layer from restoration treatments that meet the three criteria (nationally consistent, known level
of accuracy, and periodically updated); therefore, no adjusiments were made to the sagebrush
base layer caleulated from the LANDFIRE EVT (version 1.2) atiributable to restoration
activities since 2019. Successful restoration treatments before 2010 are assumeéd to have been
captured in the LANDFIRE refresh.

b. Monitoring Sagebrush Availability
Monitoring Sagebrush Availabiiity

Sagebrush availability will be updated annuaily by incotporating chianges to the sagebrush base
layer attributable to agriculture; rbanization, and wildfire. The moﬂito’ring schedule for the
existing sagebrush base layer updates is as follows:

2010 Existing Sagebrush Base Layer = [Sagebrush EVT) minus {2008 Imperviousness Layer]
minus {2009 and 2010 CDE] minug [2009/10 GeoMac Fires that are less than 1,000 acres] minus
[2009/10 MTBS Fires that are greater than 1,000 acres, excluding unburned sagebrush islands
within the periteter] minus [Conifer Encroachment Layer].

2012 Existing Sagebrush Update = [2010 Existing Sagebrush Base Layer] minus {2011
Impervicusness Layer} minus {2011 and 2012 CDL] niins [2011/12 GeoMac Fires < 1,000
acres] minus [2011/12 MTRS Fires that are greater than 1,000 aeres, excluding unburmed
sagebrush islands within the petimeter)

Monitoring Existing Sagebrush post 2012 = [Previous Existing Sagebrush Update Layer] minus
[Imperviousness Layer (if new data aré available)] minus [Next2 years of CDL] minus [Next 2-
years of GeoMac Fires < 1,000 acres] minus [Next 2 years of MTBS Fires that are greater than
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1,000 acres, excluding unburned sagebrush islands within the pefimeter] plus
[restoration/monitoring data proyided by the field]

Monitoring Sagebrush Restoration

Restoration after fire, after agticultural conversion, after seedings of introduced grasses, or after
treatments of pinyon pine and/or junipér are examples of updates to the sagebrush base layer that
can add sagebrush vegetation back into sagebrush availability in the landscape, When restoration
has been determined to be successful through rangewide, consistent; interagency fine- and site-
scale monitoring, the polygonal data will be-used to. add sagebrush pixels back into the broad-
and mid-scale sagebrush base layer,

Measure Ib: Context for Monitoving the Amount of Sagebrish in a Geographic Area of
Interest

Measure 1b describes'the amount of sagebrish on the landscape of iriterest compated with the
amoiint of sagebrush the landscape-of inerest could ecologically support, Arcas with the
potential to support sagebrush were derived from the BpS data layer that describes sagebrush
pre-BuroAmerican setilement (v1.2 of LANDFIRE),

The identification and spatial locations of natural plant communities (vegetation) that are
believed to have.existed on the landscape (BpS) were constructed based on an approximation of
the historical (pre-EuroAmerican-seitlement) disturbance regime and how the historical
disturbance regime operated on the current biophysical environment, BpS is composed of map
units that afe based on NatureServe (2011) terrestrial ecological systems classification.

The ecological systems within BpS used for this monitoring framework are those ecological
systems that are capable of supporting sagebrush vegetation and of providing seasonal habitat for
sage-grouse (Table 4). Ecological systenis selected included sagebrush species or subspecies that
are included in the HAF and listed in Attachment C.

The BpS layer does not have an associated accuracy assessment, given the lack of any reference
data. Visital inspeetion of the BpS data, however, reveals inconsistencies in the labeling of pixels
among LANDFIRE map zones. The reasor for these inconsistencies is that thenile sets uséd to
map a given ecological system will vary aniong map zones based on different physical,
bioiagical,disturbance, and atmospheric regimes of the region, These variances can result in
artificial edges in the map. Metrics will be calculated, however, at broad spatial scales usinig BpS
potential vegetation type, not small groupings or individual pixels. Therefore, the magnitude of
these observable errors in the BpS layer will be minor compared with the size of the reporting
uitits. Since BpS will be used to identify broad landscape patterns of dominant vegetation, these
inconsistencies will have only a minor impact on the percent sagebrush availability caloulation.
As with the LANDFIRE EVT, LANDFIRE BpS dota are not designed to be used at a local level.
LANDFIRE data should never be used at the 30m pixel level forreporting:
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In conclusion, sagebrash availability data will be used to inform effectiveness monitoring and
initiate adaptive management actions as necessary. The 2010 estimate of sagebrush availability
will serve as the base-year, and an updated estimate for 2012 will be reported in 2014 after alf
datasets become available. The 2012 estimate will capture changes attributable to wildfire,
agriculture, and urban development. Subsequent updates wall always include new fire and
agricultural data and new urbap date when available: Restoration data that meet the criteria for
adding sagebrush areas back info the sagebrush base layer will be factored in-as data- aliow..
Given data availability, there will be.a 2+year lag (approximately) between when the estimate is
generated and when the data used for the estimate become available (e, g., the 2014 sagebrush
availability will be included in the 2016 estimate).

Fuiuie Plons

Geospatial data used to generate:the sagebrush base Tayer will be available through the BLM’s
EGIS web portal and geospatial gateway or through the authoritative data source. Legacy
datasets will be preserved so that trends.may be calculated. Additionally, accuracy assesstient
data for all source-datasets will be provided on the portal either spatially, where éppliéable, or
through the metadata. Accuracy assessment information was deemed vital to Help users
understand the limitation of the sagebrush estimates; it will be summatized spatially by map zone
and will be included in the portal. ”

LANDFIRE plans to begini 4 remapping effort in 2015, This remapping has the potential to
improve the overall quality of data products greatly, primarily through the use of highet-guality:
remote sensing datasets. Additionally, the BLM and the Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics
Consortium (MRLC) are working to iniprove the aceuracy of vegetation map products for broad-
and mid-scale-analyses through the Grass/Shrub mapping effott. The Grass/Shrub mapping effort
applies the Wyoming multiscale sagebrish habitat methodology (Homer et al. 2009) to depiet
spatially the fractional pereent cover estirnates for five components rangewide and West-wide,
These five components are percent cover of sagebrush vegetation, percent bare ground, percent
herbaceous vegetation (grass and forbs combined), anniial vegetation, and percent shrubs. 3.
benefit of the design of these fractional cover maps is that they facilitate monitoring “within™
class variation {e.g., examination of deéclining trend in sagebrush cover for individual pixels).
This “within™ class variation can sérve as one indicator of sagebrush quality that cannot be
derived from LANDFIRE’s EVT information. The Grass/Shrub mapping effort is not a substitute
for fine-scale monitoring but will leverage fine-scale datd t6 support the validation of the
mapping products. An‘evaluation will be conducted to determine if either dataset is of great
enough quality to warrant replacing the existing sagebrush layers. At the carliest, this evaluation
will oceurin 2018 or 2019, depending on data availability.

21



188

B.2. Habitat Degradation Monitoring (Measure 2)

The medsure of habitat degradation will be caleulated by combining the footprints of threats
identified in Table 2. The footprint is defined as the direct area of influence of “active” energy
and infrastructure; it is used as a surrogate for human activity. Although these analyses willtry to
summarize results at the dforementioned meaningful geographic areas of interest, some may be
too small to report the metrics appropriately and may be combined (smafler populations, PACs
within a population, ete.). Data sources for each threat are found in Table 6, Geospatial data
sources for habitat degradation. Specific:assumptions (inclusion criteria for data, width/area.
assumptions. for point and line features, etc.) and methodology for each threat, and the combined
measure; are detailed below. All datasets will be updated annually to monitor broad- and mids
scale year-to-year changes and to calculate trends in habitat degradation to inform adaptive
management, A S-year-summary report will be provided to the USFWS.

4, Habitat Degradation Datasets and Assumptions
Energy (oil and gas wells and development fucilities)

‘This dataset will compile information from three oil and gas databases: the proprietary THS
Ererdeq database, the BLM Automated Fluid Minerals Support System (AFMSS) database, and
the proprietary Platts (a McGraw=Hill Firiancial Company) GIS Custom Data (hereafter, Platts)
database of pdwer plants. Point data from wells active within the last 10 years fromr ITHS and.
producing wells from AFMSS will be considered as a 5-acre (2.0ha) divect area of influence
centered on the well point, as recommended by the BLM WO-300 (Minerals and Realty
Managemetit), Plugged and abandonied wells will be removed if the date of well abandonment
was before the first day of the reporting vear (i.e., for the 2015 reporting year, a well must have
beén plugped and abandoned by 12/31/2014'to be removed). Platts oil and gas power plants data.
(subset to-operational power piants)‘will also be included as a S-acre (2.0ha) direct aren;of
influence.

Additional Measure: Reclaimed Energy-related Degradation. This dataset will include
those wells that have been plugged and abandened. This measure thereby attempts to
measure energy-related degradation that has been reclaimed bui not necessarily fully
‘festored to sage-grouse habitat. This measure will establish a baseline by using wells that
have been plugged and abandoned within the fast 10 years from the IHS and AFMSS
‘datasets. Time lagsfor lek attendance ’ih-re,sponse‘ {o infrastructure have been documented
to be.delayed 2~10 years from energy development activities (Harju et al. 2010).
Reclamation actions may require 2 or more:years from the Final Abandonment Notice.
Sagebrush seedling establishment may fake 6 or more years from the point of seeding,
depending on such variables as annual precipitation, annual temperature, and soil type and
depth (Pyke 2011). This 10-year period is conservative and assumes some level of habitat
improvement 10 years after plugging, Research by Hemstrom-et al. (2002), however,
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proposes an-even longer period—mbore than 100 years—for recovery of sagebrush habitats,
even with active restoration approaches. Dirget area of influence will be considered 3 acres:
(1.2ha) (I. Perry, personal communication, February 12,2014). This additional
la'yer/méasure could be used at-the broad and mid scale to identify areas where sagebrush
‘habitat and/or potential sagebrush habitat is likely still degraded. This layer/measure could
also be used where further investigation-at the fine or site scale would be wairanted to: 1)
.quantify the level of reclamation already-conducied, and 2) evaluate the-amount of
restoration still required for sagebrush habitat recovery. At a particular level (e.g,,
population, PACs), these areas and the reclamation efforts/success could be.used to inforn
reclamation standards associated with future developments. Onge these arcas have
transitioned from reclamation standards to ingeting restoration standards, they can be
added back into the sagebrush availability layer using the'same miéthodology as described
for adding restoration treatment areas lostto wildfire and agriculture conversion (see:
Monitoring Sagebrush Resforation in Section LB.1.b., Monitoring Sagebrush Availability).
This dataset will be updated annually from the THS dataset.

Energy (coal mines)

Currently, there is no comprehensive dataset-available that identifies the footprint of active coal
mining across all jurisdictions. Therefore, point and polygon datasets will be used each year to.
identify coal mining locations. Data sources will be identified and evaluated annually and will
include at a:minimum; BLM coal lease polygons, U.S. Energy Information Administration mine
oceurrence points, U.S. Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement coal mining
permit polygons.{as available), and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Mineral Resources Data
System miine occurrence points. These data will inform Where active coal mining may be
occurring. Additionally, coal power plant data from Platts power plants database (subset to
operational power plants) will be included. Aerial imagery will then be used to. digitize mauually
the active coal mining and coal power plants surface disturbance in or near these known
occurrence areas, While the date of aerial imagery varies by scale, the most current data
available from Esri and/or Google will be used to locate (generally at-1:50,000 dnd below) and
digitize (generally at 1:10,000 and below) active coal mine and power plant ditect arca of
influence. Coal inine location data source and imagery date will be documented for each
digitized coal polygon at the time of creation. Subsurface facility locations (polygon or point.
location as available) will also'be collected if available, included in density caloulations, and
added to the active sarface activity layer as appropriate (if an actual direct area of influence can
be located).

Energy (wind energy facilities)

This dataset will be a subset of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Digital Obstacles
point file. Points where “Type_”="“WINDMILL" will be included. Directarea of influefice 6f
these point features will be measured by converting to a polygon dataset as a direct aréa of
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influence of 3 actes (1.2ha) centered on each tower point. See the BLM’s “Wind Energy
Developiment Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement”™ (BLM 2005). Additionally, Plaus
power plants database will be used for transformer stations asspeiated with wind energy sites
(subset to operational power plants), also with a 3-acre {1.2ha) direct area of influence.

Energy (solar energy facilities)

This dataset will include solar plants as compiled with the Plaits power plants database (subsetto
operational power plants). This database includes an attribute that indicates the operational
capdceity of each solar power plant. Total capacity at the power plant was based on.ratings of the
in-service unil(s), in megawatts. Direct area of influence polygons will be ¢centered over each
point feature representing 7.3ac (3,0ta) per megawatt of the stated operational capacity, per the
report of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), “Land-Use Requirements for.
Solar Power Plants in the United States™ (Ong et al. 2013).

Energy (geotherntal energy facilities)

This dataset will fnelude geothermal wells In existence or under construction as compiled with
the THS wells database and power plants as compiled with the Platts database (subset to
operational power plants). Direct area of influenee of thesé point features will be measured by
converting to'a polygon dataset of 3 acres (1.2ha) centered on each well of power plant point.

Mining (active developmenis; locatable, leasable, suleable)

This dataset will include active locatable mining locations as compiled with the proptietary
InfoMine database. Aerial imagery will then be used to digitize manually the active minihg
surface disturbance in or near these known occurrence areas. While the date of aerial imagery
varies by scale; the most current data-available from Esri and/or Google will be used to locate
{generally at'1:50,000 and below) and digitize (generally at 1:10,000 and below) active mine
direct area of influence. Mine location dafa source and imagery date will be documented for edch
digitized polygon at the time of creation: Currently; there aré no khown compressive databases
available for leasable or saleable mining sites beyond coal mines. Other data sources will be
evaluated and used-as they are identified or as they become available. Point data may be
converted to polygons to represent direct area of influence unless actual surface disturbance is
available,

Infrastructure (roads)

This dataset will be compiled from the proprietary Fsri StreetMap Premium for AroGIS. Dataget
features that will be used are: Interstate Highways, Major Roads, and Surface Streets to captute
mast paved and “crowned and ditched” roads while not including “two-track” and 4-wheel-drive
routes. These mindr roads, while not included in the broad- and mid-seale monitoring, rhay
support a volume of traffic that can have delcterious effects ofi sage-grouse leks, Tt may be
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appropriate to considet the frequency and type of use of roads in a NEPA analysis for a proposed
project. This fine- and site-scale analysis will require more site-specific data than is identified in
this monitoring framework, The direct area of influence for roads will be represented by 240,211,
84.0f, and 40.7f (73.2mm, 25.6m, and 12.4m) total widths ceniered on the line feature for
Interstate Highways, Major Roads, and Surface Streets, respéctively (Knick et al. 2011}, The
most.carrent dataset will be vsed for each monitoring update. Note: This is arelated but
different dataset than what was used in BER (Manier et al. 2013). Individual BLMYUSFS
planning units may use different voad layers for fine~ and site-sedle monitoring.

Infrastructure (railroads)

This dataset Will be a-compilation from the Federal Railtoad Administration Rail Lines of the
USA dataset. Non-abaridoned rail lines will be used: dbandoned rail lines will not be used. The
direct are of influence for raifroads will be represented by a 30.8% {9.4m) total width (Krick et
al. 2011) centered on the non-abandoned railroad line feature.

Infrastructure (power lines)

This line dataset will be derived from the proprietary Platts transmission lines database. Linear
features in the dataset attributed.ds “buried” will be removed from the disturbance calculation.
Only “Trr Sexvice” lines will be-used; “Proposed” Hnes will not be used, Direct arsa of influence
will be determined by the kV designation: 1-19% kV (1008/30.5m), 200-399 XV (150ft/45,7m),
400-699.kV (200£/61.0m), and 700-or greater KV (2501/76.2m) based on average right-of-way
and structure widths, accarding to BLM WO-300 (Minerals and Realty Management).

Tufrastriicture (communication fowers)

This point dataset will be compiled from the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
communication towers point file; all dupﬁcate points will be removed. 1t will be converied to a
polygon dataset by using a direct area of influerice of 2.5 acres (1.0ha) centered on each
communication tower point (Knick-et al. 2011).

Infrastructure (other vertical siractures)

This point dataset will be compiled from the FAA"s Digital Obstacles poinit file, Points where
“Type_" = “WINDMILL"” will be removed. Duplicate points from the FCC communication
towers point file will be removed. Remmaining features will be convetted to a polygon dataset
using a direct atea of inifluence of 2.5 acres (1.0ha) céntered on each vertical structure point
(Kuick et al, 2011):

Other Developed Righis-of-Way

Currently, nd additiortal data sources for other rights-of-way have been identified; roads, power
lines, railroads, pipelines, and other known linear features are represented in the categories
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described above. The newly purchased IHS data do contain pipeline information; however, this
database does not currently distinguish between above-ground and underground pipelines. If’
additional features representing human activities are identified, they will be added to monitoring
repotts using similar assumptions to those used with the threats described above.

b. Habitat Degradation Threat Combination and Calculation

The threats targeted for measuring human activity (Table 2) will be converted to direct ares of
influence polygons as described for each threat above.. These threat polygon layers will be
combined and features, dissolved to create one overall polygon layer representing footpiinis of
active human activity in the range of sage-grouse. Individual datasets, however, will be
preserved to indicate which types of threats may be contributing to-overall habitat degradation.

This micasure has been divided into thrée submeasutes to-describé habitat degradation on the
landscape. Percentages will be caléulated as follows:

Measure 2a. Footprint by. geographic area of interest: Divide area of the active/direct
Tootprint by the total area of the geographic area of interest (% disturbanee in geographic
area of interest).

Measure 2b. Active/direct footprint by historical sagebrush potential: Divide area of the
active footprint that colncides with areas with historical sagebrush potential (BpS
calculation from habitat availability) witliin a given ,geog’réphic; arca of interest by the
total area with sagebrush potential within the geographic area of interest {%-disturbance
on potential historical sagebrush'in geographic area of interest).

Measure 2¢. Active/divect footprint by current sagebriish: Divide atea of the active
footprint that coincides with areas of existing sagebrush (EVT calculation from habitat
availability) within a given geographic area of interest by the fotal area that is current
sagebrush within the geographic area of iriterest (% disturbance on current sagebrush in.
geographic area of interest),

B.3. Energy and Mining Deusity (Measure 3)

The measure of density of energy and mining 'will be ¢alculated by éombining the losations of
energy and mining threats identified in Table 2. This measure will provide an estimate of the
intensity of human activity or the intensity of habitat degradation. The number of energy
facilities and mining locations will be summied and divided by the area of meaningful geographic
argas of interest to caleulate density.of these activities. Data.sources for each threat are found in
Table 6. Specific assumptions (inclusion criteria for data, width/area assumptions for point and
line features, ete.) and methodology for each threat, and the combined measure, are detailed
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below, All datasets will be updated annually to monitor broad- and mid-scale year-to-year
changes and 5-year {or longer) frends in habitat degradation.

‘Table 6. Geospatial data sources for habitat degrada’ticn {Measure 2).

Direct Areaof Ares

Degradation Type _ Subeategory Data Source Influence Saurce
Energy (oil- & gas) Wells THS; BLM (AFMSS) S.020¢2.0bs) BLMWO-
300
Power Plants Platts (power plants) 5.0ac{2.0ba) BLM WO-
300
Energy (coal) Mines BLM; USES; Office of Surface  Polygonarea  Hsrt/
Minivg Reclamation and {digitized) Google
Enforcement; USGS Mineral Tmagery
Resources Data System
" Power Plants Piatts (power plants) Polygonarea  Esrl Imagery
(digitized) .
Energy {wind) ‘Wiad Turbines Federal Aviation 3:0ac (1.2ha) BLM WO-
Administration 300
Power Plants Platts {power planis) 3.0ac{1.2ha)  BLM WO-
300
Energy (solar) Fietds/Power Platts (power planis) 7.3a¢ NREL
FPlants {3.0hay MW,
Energy Wells =S 3.0ac(l.2hd) BLM WO-
(geothermil) 300
Power Plants Platts (power plants) Polygonarca  Esrllmagery
) (digitized)
Mining Locatable Infobfine Polygon-area  Esti Imagery
Developments (digitized)
Infrastricture Surface Streets Esri StreetMap Premium 40,7 (12.400)  USGS
{rodds) {Minor Roads}
Major Roads Esti SteeetMap Premivm . 84.0ft (25.6m) USGS
Interstate Egrl StrestMap Premivm 34028 USGS
Highways (73200
Infrastructure Agctive Lines Federal Railroad 30,38 (9,40 USGS
{railroads) Adminigtration
Infrastracture 1-199kV Lines Platts (transmission lines) 100 (30.5m) BEM WO-
{power lnes) o 360
200-399.kV'Linés Platts {fransmission lines) 150R(45.7m)  BLM WO~
300
T400-659kV Lines . Platts (fransmission fines) 2000 (61.0m) BLMWO-
300
" 700+KV Lines Platis (fransmission lines) 2501t (76.2m) BLM WO-
300
Infrastructure Towers Federal Comumications 2,5ac:(1.0ha) BLM WO-
(communication) Ce ission 300
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Energy and Mining Density Datasets and Assumptions

Energy (oil and gas wells and development fucilities)

(See Section 1.B.2,, Habitat Degradation Monitoring.)

Energy (coal mines)

(See Section 1.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.)

Erergy (wind energy facilities)

(See Section 1.B:2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring:)

Energy (solar energy facilities)

(See Section LB.2,, Habitat Degradation Monitoring.)

Energy (geothermal energy facilities)

{See-Section LB.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.)

Mining (active developments; locatable, leasable; saleable)

(See Section L.B.2., Habitat Degradation Monitoring.)

b.

Energy and Mining Density Threat Combination and Calculation

Datasets for energy and mining will be collected in two primary forms: point locations {e.g.,
wells) and polygon areas (e.g., surface coal mining). The following rule set wilf be used 1o
calculate density for meaningful geographic areas of interest including standard grids and pet

polygon:
1))

3

Point locations will be preserved; no additional péints will be removed beyond the
methodology described above. Energy facilities in cloge proximity (an oil well close
to a wind tower) will be retained.

) Polygonis will not be merged, or features further dissotved. Thus, overlapping

facitities will be retained, such that-each individual threat will be-a separafe polygon
data input for the derisity calculation.

The analysis unit {polygon or 640-acre section in'a grid) will be the basis for counting
thie number of mining or energy fatilities per unit area. Within the analysis unit, all
point features will be summed, and any individual polygons will be-counted as on¢
(e.g., a coal mine will be counted as one facility within population). Where polygon
features overlap multiple units (polygons or pixels), the facility will be counted as one
in each unit where the polygon occurs {e.g., a polygon crossing multiple 640-acre
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sections would be counted as one in each 64(-acte section for a density per 40-acre-
section calculation).

4) In methodologies with different-sized units {e.g., MZs, populations, ¢tc.) raw facility
counts will be converted to. densities by dividing the raw facility counts by the total
area of the unit. Typically this will be measured as facilities per 640 acres.

5) Por uniform grids, raw facility counts will bé reported. Typically this number will
also be converted to facilities per 640.acres.

6) Repotting may include summaries beyond the simple ones above. Zonal statistics
may be used to smooth smaller grids io help display and convey- information.about
areas within meaningful goographic areas of interest that have high levels of energy
and/or mining activity.

7} Additional statistics for each defined unit may also include adjusting the area to
include only the area with the historical potential for sagebrush (BpS) or areas
cuirently sagebrush (EVT).

Individual datasets and threat combination datasets for-habitat degradation will be available
through the BLM’s EGIS web portal and geospatial gateway. Legacy datasets will be preserved
so that trends riay be caleulated.

€. Population (Demographics) Monitoring

State wildlife management agencies arg responisible for monitoring sage-grouse populations
within their fespective states. WAFWA. will coordinate this collection of annual population data
by state agencies. These data will be made available 1o the BLM according to the terms of the
forthcoiing Greater Sage-Grouse Population Monitoring Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) (2014) between WAFWA and the BLM. The MOU outlines a process, timeline, and
responsibilities for reghlar data sharing of sage-grouse population and/or habitat infotmation for
the purposes of implementing sage-grouse LUPs/amendments and subséquent effecﬁvenes‘s
monitoring. Population areas were refined from the “Greater Sage-grouse (Cenfrocercus
wrophasianus) Conservation Objectives: Final Report” (COT 2013) by individual state wildlifs-
agencies to create a consistent naming nomenclature for future data analyses. These population
data will be used for analysis at the applicable scale to supplement habitat effectiveness;
‘monitoring of management actions and to inform the adaptive manageient responses.

D. Effectiveness Monitoring

Effectiveness moniforing will provide the data needed to evaluate BLM and USFS actions
toward reaching-the objective of the national planning strategy (BLM IM 2012-044)—to0
conserve sage-grouse populations and their habitat—and the objectives for the land use planning
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ared. Effectiveness monitoring methods described here will encompass multiple larger scales,
from dreas as largeas the WAFWA MZ. o the scalé of this LUP. Bffectiveness data used for
these larger-scale evaluations will include all lands in the area of interest, regardless of surface
ownership/management, and will help inform'where finer-scale evaluations are néeded, such as.
population areas smaller than an LUP or PACs within an LUP {deseribed in Section 11, Fine and
Site'Scales). Data will also include the trend of disturbance within these areas of interest fo
inform the need to initiate adaptive management responses as described in the land use plari.

Effectiveness monitoring reported for these larger areas provides the context to conduct
effectiveness monitoring at finer seales, This approach atso helps focus scarce resources to areas
experiencing habitat loss, degradation, or population declines, without excluding the possibility
of concurrent, finet-scale evaluations as needed where habitat or population anomalies have been
identified through some:other means.

To determine the effectiveness of the sage-grouse national planning strategy, the BLM and the
USFS will evaluate the answers to the following giwestions and prepare a broad~ and mid-scale
effectiveness report:

1) Sagebrush Availability and Condition:
a. What is the amount of sagebrush availability and the change in the-amount-
and condition of sagebrush?
b. What is the existing-amount of sagebrush on the landscape and the change in
‘the amount relative to the pre-EuroAmerican historical distribution of
sagebrush (BpS)?
¢. What is the trend and condition of the indicators describing sagebrush
characteristics important to sage-grouse?
2) Habitat Degradation and Intensity of Activities:
a. What is the amount of habitat degradation and the change in that amount?
b. What is the intensity of activities and the change in the intensity?

¢, ‘What is the amount of reclaimed energy-related degradation and the change in
the amourit?

3) What is the population estimation of sage-grouse and thie change in:the population
‘estimation?

4) How drethe BLM and the USFS contributing to changes in the amount of sagebrush?

3} How are the BLM and the USFS contributing to disturbance?

The compilation of broad- and mid-scale data (and population trends as available) into an
effectiveness monitoring report will occur-on a 5-year reporting schedule (see Attachment-A},
which may be accelerated to respond to.critical emerging issues (in consultation with the
USFWS and state wildlife agencies). In addition, effectiveness monitoring results will be used to
identify émerging issues-and research needs-and inform the BLM and the USFES adaptive
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management strategy (see the adaptive management section of this Environmental Tmpact
Statement),

To detérmine. the efféctiveness of the sage-grouse objectives of the land use plan, the BEM and
the USFS will evaluate the ariswers to the following questions and prepare a plan éffectiveness
report:

1) Is this plan meeting the sage-grouse habitat objectives?

2) Are sage-grouse areas within the LUP meeting, or making progress toward meeting, land
bealth standards, including the Special Status Species/wildlife habitat standard?

3} Isthe plan meeting the disturbance objective(s) within sage-grouse-areas?

4) Are the sage-grouse populations within this plan boundary and within the sage-grouse
areas increasing, stable, or declining?

The effectiveness monitoring report for this LUP will occur on a 5-year reporting schedule (see
Attachment-A) or more often if habitat or population anomalies indicate the need for an
evaluation to facilitate adaptive management or fesporid to critical emerging issues. Data will be
made available through the BLM’s EGIS web portal and the geospatial pateway.

Methods

At the broad and mid scales (PACs and above) the BLM and the USFS will summarize the
vegetation, disturbanee, and (when available) population data. Although the analysis will try'to:
sumimarize results for PACs within each sage-grotise population, sorie populations may be too
small to report the metrics appropriately and may need to be combined to pidvide an estimate
with an acceptable level of acouracy. Otherwise, they will be flagged for more intensive
monitoting by the appropriate landowner or agercy. The BLM and the USFS will then-analyze.
monitoring data to detect the trend in the amount of sagebrush; the conditiott of the vegetation in
the sage-grouse areas (MacKinnon etf.al. 2011); the trend iri the amount of disturbanee; the
change ini disturbed areas owing to successful réstaration; and the amount of new distirbance the
BLM-and/or the USFS has permitted. These data could be supplemented with population data
(when available) to inform an understanding of the correlation between habitat and PACs within
a population. This overall effectiveness evalugtion must consider the lag effect response of
‘populations 1o habitat changés (Garton et al. 2011).

Calculating Question 1, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The amount of sagebrush
available in-the large area of interest will use the information from Measure 1a (1B.1., Sagebrush
Availability).and calculate the change from the 2012 baseline.to the end date of the reporting
period. To calculate the change in the amount of sagebrush on the landscape to compare with the
historical areas with potential to support sagebrush, the information from Measure 1b (LB.1.,
Sagebrush Availability) will be used. To calculate the trend in the condition of sagebrush at the
mid scale, three sources of data will be used: the BLM’s Grass/Shrub mapping effort (Future
Plaps in Section LB:1., Sagebrush Availability); the results from the ¢alculation of the tandscape
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indicators, such as patch size (described below); and the BLM’s Landscape Monitoring
Framework (LMF) and sage-grouse intensification effort (also described below). The LMF and
sage-grouse intensification effoit data are collected in a statistical sampling framework that
allows. caleulation of indicator values at multiple scales,

Beyond the importance of sagebrush-availability to sage-grouse, the mix of sagebrush patches on
the fandscape at-the broad and mid scale provides the lifs requisite of space for sage-grouse
dispersal needs (see the HAF). The configuration of sagebrush habitat patches and the land cover
or land use between the habitat patches at the broad and mid scales also defines suitability. There
are three significant-habitat indicators that influence habitat use, dispersal, and movement across
populations: the size and number of habitat patohes, the connectivity of habitat patches (linkage
areas), and habitat fragmentation (stope-of unsuitable and non-habitats betyeen habitat patches).
The most appropriate commercial softwate to measure patch-dynamics, connectivity, and
fragmentation at the broad and mid scates will be used, along with the same data layes derived
for sagebrush availability.

The BLM initiated the LMF in201] in cooperation with the Natural Resourcés Conservation
Service (NRCS). The objective of the LMF effort is to provide unbiasedestimates of vegetation
and soil condition and trend using a sfatistically balanced sample deésign across BLM lands,
Recognizing that sage-grouse populations are more resilient where the sagebrush plant
community has certain characteristics uniqueto a particular life stage of sage-grouse (Knick arid:
Connelly 2011, Stiver et al. n press), a group of sage-grouse habitat and sagebrish plant
community subject matter éxperts-identified those vegetation indicators collected at LMF
sampling points that ifiform sage-grousé habitat needs, The experts represented the Agricultural
Research Service, BLM, NRCS, USFWS, WAFWA, state wildlife agencies, and academiia. The
commoh indicators idéntified iniclude: species composition, foliar cover, height of the tallest
sapebrush-and herbaceous plant, intercanopy gap, percent of invasive species, sagebtush shape,
and bare ground. To increase the precision of estimaites of sagebrush conditions within the tange
of sage-grouse, additional plot locations in occupied sdge-grouse habifat (Sage-Grouse
Intensification) were added in'2013. The commion indicators are also collected on sampling
locations in the NRCS National Resources Inventory Rengeland Resource Assessment
(hitp://veww.nres.usda.gov/wps/portalinres/detail/national/technical/nra/nri/ P&cid=stelprdbl1 0418
20).

Thesage-grouse intensification baseline data will be collected overa S-year period, and an
annualéage_—grouse intensification report will be prepared deseribing the status of the indicators.
Beginning in year 6, the annual status report will be-accompanied with 2 trend report, which will
be available on an annual basis thereafter, contingent on continuation of the current monitoring
budget. This information, in corbination with. the Grass/Shrub mapping information, the mid-
scale Habitat suitability indicator measures, and the sagebrush availability information will be
used to answer Question 1 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report.

32



199

Calculating Question 2, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: Evaluations of the. amount of
habitat degradation and the intensity of the activities in the aren, of interest will use the.
inforniation. from Measure 2 (Section 1.B:2.; Habitat Degradation Monitoring) and Measure 3
{Section 1.B.3., Energy and Mining Density). The field office will collect data on the amount of
reclaimed energy-relatéd degradation on plugged and abandoned and oilfgas well sites. The data
are expected to‘demonstrate that the reclairmed sites have yet to meet the habitat restoration
objectives for sage-grouse habitat. This information, in combination with the amiount of habitat
degradation, will be used to answer Question 2 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness
Report.

“Caleidating Question 3, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The change in sage-grouse
estimated populations will be calculated from data provided by the state wildlife agencies, when
available. This population data (Section L.C., Population [Demographics] Monitoring) will be
used to answer Question 3 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report.

Caleulating Question 4, National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The estimated contribution by
the BLM or the USFS to the change in the amount of sagebrush in the area of interest will use
the information from Measure 1a (Section LB 1., Sagebrush Availability). This measure s
derived from the national datasets that retove sagebrush (Table 3). To determinie the relative
contribution of BLM and USFS management, the current Surface Management Agency
geospatial data layer will be used to differentiate the amount of change for each management
agency for this measure in the geographic areas of iriterest. This information will be used fo
answer Question 4 of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report.

‘Caleulating Question 5; National Planning Strategy Effectiveness: The estimated contribution by
the BLM orthe USFES to the change in the amount of disturbance in the area of interest will use
the information frof Measure 2a (Section 1.B.2., Monitoring Habitat Degradation).and Measure
3 (Section 1.B.3., Energy and Mining Density). These measures are all derived from the national
disturbance datasets that degrade habitat (Table 6), To determine the relative coniribution of
BLM and USFS marnagement, the current Surface Managerment Agency geospatial data layer
will be used to differentiate the amount of ¢change for each thanagemient.agency for thesé two
measures in the geographic areas of interest, This information will be used to answer Question 5
of the National Planning Strategy Effectiveness Report.

Answers to the five questions for deteimining the effectiveness of the national planhing sirategy
will identify-areas that appear to be meeting the objectives of the strategy and will facilitate
identification of population areas for more detailed adalysis. Conceptually, if the broad-scale
monitoring identifies increasing sagebrush availability and improving vegetation conditions;
decreasing disturbance, and a stable orincreasing population for the area of interest, there is
evidence that the objectives of the national planning strategy to mairitain populations and their
habitats have been met, Conversely, where information indicates that sagebrush is decreasing'
and vegetation conditions are degrading, disturbarice in sage-grouse areas is increasing, and/or
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populations are declining relativeto the baseline; there is évidence that the objectives of the
national planning strategy are not being achieved. Such a determination would likely resultin a
more detailed analysis and could be the basis for implementing more restrictive adaptive
manageiment measires.

“With respect to the land use plan area, fhe BLM and the USFS will summatize the vegetation,
disturbance, and population data to.determine if the LUP is meeting the plan objectives.
Effectiveness information used for these evaluations includes BLM/USFES surface management
areas-and will help inform where finet-scale evaluations are needed, such as seasorial habitats,
corriders, or linkage areas. Data will also include the trend of disturbance within the sage-grouse
areas, which will inform the need to initiate adaptive management responses as described in the
‘land use plan.

Calculoting Question I, Land Usé Plan Efféctiveness: The condition of vegetation and the
allotments meeting land health standards (as articulated in “BLM Handbook 4186-1, Rangeland
Health Standards™) in sage-grouse areas will be used to-determing the LUP"s effectiveness in
meeting the vegetation objectives for sage-grouse habitat set forth in the plan, The field
office/ranger district will be fesponsible for collecting tliis data. In order for this data to be
consistent ahd comparable, common indieators, consistérit methods, and an unbiased sampling
framework will be implemented following the principles in the BLM*s ATM strategy (Taylor et
al. 2014; Toevs et al, 201 1; MacKinnon et al. 2011), in the BLM’s Technical Reference
“Interpreting Indicators.of Rangeland Health” (Pellant et al. 2005}, and in the HAF (Stiver etal.
in press)-or other approved WAFWA MZ-consistent guidance to measure and monitor sage-
grouse lhabitats, This information will be used to answer Question 1 of the Land Use Plan
Effectiveness Report.

Calenlgting Question, 2, Land Use Plan Effectiveness:.Sage-grouse areas within the LUP that are
achieving land health stands (or, if trend data are-available, that are mdking progress toward
achieving them)—particularly the Special Status Species/wildlife habitat land health standard—
will be used to determine the LUP?s effectiveness in achieving the habitat obijectives set forth in
the plan. Field offices will follow directions in “BLM Handbook 4180-1, Rangeland Health
Standards,” to ascertain if sage-grouse dreas are achieving or making progress toward achieving
land health standards. One of the recommended criteria for evaluating this land health standard is
the FIAF indicators.

Calculating Question 3, Land Use Plar Effectiveness: The-amount of habitat disturbance in sage-
grouse areas idéntified it this LUP will be used to determine the LUP’s sffectiveness in meeting
the plan’s disturbance objectives. Natiomnal datasets can be used to caletilate the smountof
disturbance, but field office data will likely increase the accuracy of this estimate. This-
information will be used to answer Question 3 of the Land Use Plan Effectiveness Report.
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Calculating Question 4, Land Use Plan Effecfiveness: The change in estimated sage-grouse
populations will be calculated from data provided by the state wildiife agencies, when-available,
and will be used to determine LUP effectiveness: This population data {Section L.C., Population
[Demographics] Monitoring) will be used to answer Question 4 of the Land Use Plan
Effectiveness Report.

Resuilts of the effectiveness monitoring process for the LUPwill be used to inform the need for
finer-scale-investigations, initiate adaptive managerent actions as desciibed in the land use plan,
initiate causation detérmination, and/or determine if changes to management decisions are
warranted. The measures used at the broad and mid scales will provide a suite of charadferistics
for evaluating the effectiveness of the adaptive management strategy.

I, FINE AND SITE SCALES

Fine-scale (third-order) habitat selected by sage-grouse is deseribed as the physical and
geographic ared within home ranges during breeding, summer, and winter periods. Atthis level,
habitat suitability monitoring should address factors that affect sage-grouse use of, and
mavements between, seasonal use areas. The habitat monitoring at the fine and site scale (fourth
arder) should focus on indicators to describe seasonal home ranges:for sage-grouse associated
with a fek or lek group within a population or subpopulation area, Fine- and site-scale monitoring
will inform LUP effectiveness monitoring (see Section L.D,, Effectiveness Monitoring}:and the
hard and soft triggers identified in the LUP’s adaptivé management section.

Site-scale habitat selected by sage-grouse is described as the more détailed vegetation
characteristics of seasonal habitats. Habitat suitability characteristics include canopy coverand
height of sagebrush and the associated undérstory vegetation. They also include vegetation
associated with riparian areas, wet meadows, anid other mesic habitits adjacent to $agebrush that
may support sage-grouse habitat needs during different stages in their annual cycle.

As described in the Conclusion (Section TIT), details.and application of monitoring at the fine'and
site scales will be described in the implementation:level monitoring plan for the land usé plan,
The need for fine- and site-scale-specific habitat monitoring will vary by ares, depending on
proposed projects, existing conditions; habitat variability; threats, and land health. Examples of
‘fine- and site-scale monitoring include: habitat vegetation monitoring to assess cutrent habitat
conditions; thonitoring and evaluation of the success of projects targeting sage-grouse habitat
enhancement and/or restoration; and habitat disturbance monitoring to provide localized
disturbance measures to-inform proposed project review and potential mitigation for project
impacts. Monitoring plans should incotporate the principles outlined in the BLM's AIM strategy
(Toevs etal. 2011) and in “AIM-Monitoring: A Component of the Assessment, Inventory, and
Monitoring Strategy” (Taylor et al. 2014). Approved monitoring methods ares
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o “BLM Core Terrestrial Indicators and Methods™ (MacKinnon et al. 2011);

* The BLM's Technical Reference “Interpreting Indicatorsof Rangeland Health”
{Pellarit et al. 2005); and,

*  “Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework: Multiscale Assessment Tool” (Stiver
et al. in press),

Other state-specific disturbance tracking models include: the BLM’s Wyoming Density and
Disturbance Calculation Tool (hitp/ddct.wygisc.org/y and the BLM’s White River Data
Management System in development with the USGS. Population monitoring data (in copperation
with state wildlife agencies) should be included during evaluation of the effectiveness of actions
taken at the fine and site scales.

Fine- and site-scale sage-grouse habifat suitability indicators for seasonal habitats are identified
in the HAF. The HAF has"incorpcrated the Connelly et-al. (2000) sage-grouse guidelines as well
as fnany of the core indicators in the AIM strategy (Toevs et al. 2011). There may be a nzed fo
develop-adjustinents to height and cover ot other site suitability values déscribed in the HAF;
any such adjustments should be ecologically-defensible: To foster consistency, however,
adjustments to site’ suitability values at the local seale should be avoided tnless there is strong,
scientific justification for making those adjustments. That justification should be provided.
WAFWA MZ adjustinents fust be supported by regional plant productivity and habitat data for
the floristic province. If adjustments are made to the site-scale indicators, they miust be fnade
using data from the appropriate seasonal habitat designation (breeding/resting; brood-rearing,
winter) collected from sage-grouse studies found in the relevant area and peet-reviewed by the
appropriate wildlife management agency(ies) and researchers.

When conducting land heath assessments, the BLM should follow, ata minimum, “Interpreting
Indicators of Rangeland Health” (Pellant et. al, 2005) and the “BLM Core Tetrestrial Indicators
and Methods” (MacKinnon et al. 2011}, For-assessments being conducted in sage-grouse
designated management areas, the BLM should collect additional data to inform the HAE
indicators that have riot been: collected using the-above methods. Implementation of the-
principles outlined inthe: AIM strategy will allow the data to be used to generate unbiased
estimates of condition scross the area of interest; facilitate consistent data collection:and rollup
analysis among management units; help provide consistent data to inform the classification and
interpretation of imagery; and provide condition and trend of the indicators descriiiing sagebrush’
characteristics important to sage-grouse habitat (see Section LD, Effectiveness Monitoring).
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1. CONCLUSION

This Greater Sage-Grouse Menitoring Framework was developed for all of the Final
Environmental Impact Statements involved in the sage-grouse planning effort. As such, it
describes the monitoring activities at the broad and mid scales and provides:a guide for the BLM
and the USFS to collaborate with partners/other agencies to develop the land use plan- specific
monitoring plan.

IV. THE GREATER SAGE-GROUSE DISTURBANCE AND MONITORING SUBTEAM
MEMBERSHIP

Gordon Toevs (BLM -WO}
Duane Dippon (BLM-WQ)
Frank Quamen (BLM-NOC)
David Wood (BLM-NOC)
Vieki Herren (BLM-NOC)
Matt Bobo (BLM-NOC)
Michael “Sherm” Karl (BLM-NOC}
Emily Kachergis (BLM-NOE)
Doug Havlina (BLM-NIFC)
Mike Pellant (BLM-GBRI)
John Carlson (BLM-MT)

Jenny Morton (BLM -WY)

Robin Sell (BLM-CO)

Paul Makela (BLM-IDY
Renee Chi (BLM-UT)
Sandra Brewer (BLM-NV)
Glenn Frederick (BLM-OR)
Robert Skorkowsky (USFS)
Dalinda Dammn (USFS)
Rob Mickelsen (USES)Y
Tim Love (USES)

Pam Bode (USFS}

Lief Wicchman (USFWS)

Lara Juliusson (USFWS)
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Attachment A. An Overview of Monitoring Commitments

Broad and Mid Seales
Implemen- Sagebrush Habitat . .

gﬁm Avfilability Degradation  LCPulstion  Effectiveness
Track and Track changes Track changes in Track trends in Characterize the M
:document in fand cover  disfurbarice sage-grouse relationship

mplementation (sagebrush) and {threats) to sage= populations among

+of land use plan inform adaptive grouse'habitat  {and/or leks; as. disturbance;
(decisionsand  manbgerent  andinform deterrhined by  impl ion
inform adaptive adaptive state wildlife  actions, and
- management management agenicies and  sagebrush

inform adaptive

metrics and

reported
‘annually;

changes.
reported,

management  inform adaptive
managerkent
»BLM FOand  NOC and NIFC National datasets State wildlife.  Comes from
- USFS Forest (NOC),BLM  agencies other broad- and
; FOs, and USFS  through mid-scale
Forests as WAFWA monitoring.
applicable types, analyzed
by the NOC
:Collected and  Updatedand  Collected and  State data Cotlected and

changes reported reported
annually; annually per

reported every 5. |
years {coincident’

ummary repoit annually; summary report WAFWA with LUP
very S years  summary every 5 years  MOU; cvaluations)
reportevery 5 summary report.
years every 5 years
; Summarized by Summarized by Summniarized by S arized by Summarized by
UP with PACs (size PACs (size PACs (size MZ and LUP
exibility for  dependent) dependent) with dependent) with flexibility
eporting by with flexibility flexibility for  with flexibility for reporting by
ther units for reporting by feporting by for teporting by other units (e.g.
other units other units other units PACY
dditional At aminimum, Atfa minimum, No additional Additional
apacity or re- currentskills  curtent skills and personniel or capacity Of res
voritization of and vapacity  capagity must bé budjet impacts. priovitization of
ngoing; must be ainteined; data for the BLM or ongoing
- monitoring maintained; management and the USFS monitoring work
: work and data data layer arid.budget
‘budget managerent  purchase cost are reglignment
realignment, costs are TBD TBD
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- BLMFQ 1) NOC 1} NOC© 1) WAFWA 1} Broadand
& 80; 2 WO 2} BLMSO, & state mid seale at
USFS USFS RO, wildlife the NOC,
Forest & & agencies LUPat
RO appropriate: 2) BLM 50, BLM 80,
BLM & programs USESRO, USFS RO
USFS NOC
Plannitig

National Updates to Daty standards” ‘Standardsin ~ Reporting
implementation . national land.  arid rollup population methodologies &
datasetsand  cover-data methods for monitoring

analysis tools these data (WAFWA)

FO (field office); NIFC (National Intéragency Fire Center); NOC (National Operations Center); RO
{regional-office); SO (state office); TBD {to be determined); WO.{Washington Office)
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Attachment B. User and Producer Accuracies for Aggregated Ecological Systems within LANDFIRE!

Map Zones.
ry e
LANDFIRE Map Zone Name Acrf::cy zl:;(c,i:::; wﬁlﬂihl':[{?s};i?:;
Schroeder
Wyoming Basin T69% | 909% 98.5% |
Snake River Plain 68.8% 85.2% 98.4%
Missouri River Plateau 5771% 100.0% 513%
Grand Coulee Basin of the Columbia Platean 80.0% §0.0% 89.3%
Wyoming Highlands 75.3% 85.9% 88:1%
Western Great Basin 69.3% 75.4% 72.9%
Blue Mountain Region of the Columbia Plateau 85.7% 88.7% 72.7%
Eastern Great Basin. 62.7% 80.0% 62.8%
| Northwestern Great Plains 76.5% 92.9% 46.3%

Northern Recky Mountains 72.5% 89.2% 42.5%
Utah High Plateaus 81.8% 78.3% 41.5%
Colorado Plateau 65.3% 76.2% 28.8%
Middle Rocky Mountains 78.6% 73.3%: 26.4%
Cascade Mountdin Range. 57.1% 88.9% 17.3%
Sierra Nevada Mountain Range 8.0% 0.0% 12.3%
Northwestern Rocky Mountains 66.7% 60.0% 13%
Southern Rocky Mountains 58:6% 36.7% 7.0%
Northern Cascades 75.0% 75.0% 2.6%
Mogollon Rim 66.7% 100.0% 1.7%
Death Valley Basin 0.0% 9.0% 12%
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There ate two anomalous map zones with 0% user and producer accuracies, attributable to no
available reference data for the ecological systems of interest.

User aceyracy is & map-based accuracy that is computed by looking at the reference data for aclass and
determining the percentage of correct predictions for these samples. Forexample, i’ T select any
sagebrush pixel onthe classified map, what is the probability that I'll be standing in a sagebrush stand
when I visit that pixel locationin the field? Commission Errer equates to including a pixel in a.class
‘when it should have been excluded (i.6., commission error = 1 —user’s accuracy).

Producer accuracy is a reference-based accuracy that is computed by looking af the predictions produced
for a class and determining the percentage of correct predictions. Iri other words, if T kiow that a
particular area is sagebrush {T've been out on the ground to check), what is the probabﬂity that the digital
map will correctly identify that pixel as sagebrush? Orsission Error equates to excluding a pixel that
should have been included in the class (i.e.; omission error =1 — producer’s aceuracy).
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Attachment C. Sagebrush Species arid Subspecies Included in the Selettion Criteria for Building the

EVT and BpS Layers'
Artemisia arbuscula subspecies longicaulis
Artemisia arbuscula subspecies longiloba
Artemisia bigelovit
Artenisia nova
Artemsisia papposa
Artemisia pygmaea
Arteitiisiar vigida
Artemisia spinescens’
Artemisia fripartita subspecies ripicola
Artemisia tripartitd subspecies tripartita
Tanacetum ruttallii
Artermisia cona subspecies bolanderi
Artemisia cana subspecies cana
Artemisia cana subspeeies viseidula
Artemisia tridentata subspecies wyomiingensis
Avtemisia tridentaia.subspecies tridentata:
Artemisic tridentata subspecies vaseyvana
Artemisia tridentata subspesies spiciformis
Artemisia tridentata subspecies xeriéensis
Artemisia sridentata variety paciflora
Artemisia frigida

Artemisia pedatifida
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Questions from Senator Lisa Murkowski

Question 1: What are the agencies doing to engage stakeholders and state representatives
prior to finalization of any guidance documents?

The Forest Service (FS) is working on numerous levels with states and stakeholders on guidance
documents for implementation of greater sage-grouse conservation efforts. The guides are being
developed with complete transparency and the Forest Service fully encourages input from
stakeholders.

In Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada, the FS has created state-based liaisons who work directly
with their respective state working groups to review the documents and address concerns. FS is
drafting new Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) to formalize the communication and
information transfer between the FS and states. For example, in April 2016, the Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forest signed a MOU with the Nevada Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation and the Bureau of Land Management Nevada and California State Offices that
describes the strategy and process for inter-agency implementation of Nevada’s Conservation
Credit System. At another level, FS directors and leadership participate on the Western
Governors Association (WGA) sage-grouse task force. The FS has solicited input from the task
force members on guidance documents.

The guidance documents do not establish new policy, but chart a course for implementation
within the framework provided by the Records of Decisions (RODs) approving amendments to
applicable land management plans for the conservation of the greater sage-grouse. The
environmental analyses leading to the RODs allowed for full engagement of the public. The FS
views the implementation guides as “living documents” to be updated and modified as necessary,
within the framework of the RODs. The guidance documents, along with other information, are
posted on the following website:

hitp:/fwww s fed us/science-technology/fish-wildlife-plants/sage-grouse/implementation-guide

Question 2: You largely gloss over the threat of invasive species to the sage grouse, yet one of
the primary threats to grouse habitat is encroachment by cheatgrass and other non-native grasses.
How is the Forest Service coordinating with state agencies, universities, and others who are
having much greater success in cheatgrass control programs?

The Forest Service recognizes the significant threat invasive plants pose to greater sage-grouse
habitat, and the broader sagebrush ecosystem across the West, which supports over 300 species
in addition to the sage-grouse. We are working very closely with other federal agencies, states,
tribes, universities, non-government organizations, and the private sector to address invasive
plants across the West, including cheatgrass. We are working particularly on ways to increase
our collective ability to prevent the introduction of invasive plants, control and eradicate
established ones, and restore degraded areas back to the native plant communities necessary for
the conservation of the sage-grouse and other sagebrush-dependent species.
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Cheatgrass is one example of the targeted high-priority invasive plant species we have identified
for increased research and management action. Invasive annual grasses, such as cheatgrass and
medusahead rye, are primary driving forces behind the increase in wildfire intensity and
frequency and the resulting impacts of catastrophic wildfire in the sagebrush biome. Coupled
with the risk from invasive annual grasses are a suite of over 40 high risk invasive forbs and
grasses which also threaten the habitat for the sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate wildlife
species. In support of this issue, the Forest Service worked closely with the Western Association
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies to publish an assessment of invasive plant management programs
at the local, state, and federal levels across the 11-state range of the sage-grouse. The report not
only documents the risk from species such as cheatgrass, it also identifies challenges and barriers
to addressing the invasive plant threat to the sagebrush ecosystem, and recommends critical steps
to take to overcome those barriers. Universities, non-government organizations, state agencies,
tribes, and other federal agencies have continued to work closely with the Forest Service to
improve our collective efforts against invasive plants across the West and beyond.

The Forest Service collaborates closely with the weed science and sagebrush restoration
community within the university and private sectors, and every tool and technique we utilize to
address invasive species prevention and control has its origins in soundly applied research and
development programs. For example, we are working with partners to expand our best
management practices for fire and fuels management that benefit sage-grouse conservation and
slow the expansion of invasive plants. Many of these invasive plant prevention and control
practices have been incorporated into land management plans. At the local level, the Forest
Service continues to complete Fire and Invasive Species Assessments (FIATS) to determine
priorities for fuel treatment and restoration.

The Forest Service is also working collaboratively through the Western Invasive Weed Summit
Action Plan Team to identify and prioritize invasive weed prevention, control, and post fire
restoration work to benefit sage-grouse habitat. One product of this work is a risk matrix for the
Great Basin that can help identify lands that are at the greatest risk of invasion, and lands where
we may have the greatest chance of successfully restoring native vegetation after a fire. This
matrix is a direct result of a partnership with the Western Invasive Weed Summit Action Plan
Team, state agencies, USGS, DOI, NRCS, and others.

More broadly, the Forest Service—under USDA leadership—is involved in interagency efforts
to combat invasive species that is being coordinated by the National Invasive Species Council
(NISC). The NISC recently released an Early Detection and Rapid Response (EDRR)
Framework with recommendations for improving how invasive species threats are identified and
responded to. This emphasis on early detection and rapid response may save the Federal
governments and its partners money because of the high costs associated with invasive species
containment and control after establishment. The EDRR Framework provides useful
recommendations that can help the Forest Service and others prevent the establishment of the
next cheatgrass-like threat. The EDRR Framework, which incorporated input from stakeholders,
described in its forward as follows: “This national EDRR Framework proposes to connect efforts
among a diverse array of stakeholders at multiple scales. It emphasizes a shared, renewed focus
on coordination and partnerships, science and technology, and strategic on-the-ground action to
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reduce the threat of invasive species and help protect the Nation’s lands and waters, as well as
the livelihoods that rely upon them.”

Question 3: Mitigation is a significant part of both the BLM and Forest Service’s plans. Will the
Forest Service be using the same mitigation benchmarks and requirements as the BLM?

When moving forward with mitigation, the FS must first be consistent with any mitigation
benchmarks and requirements established by the RODs. Within the framework established by the
RODs, the FS plans to adopt state-based approaches to mitigation, while working toward a
landscape scale approach that is as consistent, as possible, with all state strategies. For example,
consistent with our legal authorities, the FS has agreed to use the Nevada Conservation Credit
System for mitigation. The FS is concurrently participating in a multi-agency and multiple state
effort hosted by the BLM to develop a collaborative mitigation strategy for the greater sage-
grouse. The FS will follow the mitigation requirements of avoiding and minimizing negative
impacts to sagebrush habitats. If residual effects exist after these requirements, then
compensatory mitigation may be required. State strategies and systems for compensatory
mitigation can be used to the extent that they are consistent with FS authorities.

Questions from Senator John Barrasso

Question 1: Your testimony concentrated on a number of threats to sage grouse, but you largely
glossed over the threat that invasive species pose to the bird and the greater ecosystem. How is
the Forest Service coordinating with state agencies, universities, and other entities that are
having much greater success than the agency in cheatgrass control pregrams?

The Forest Service recognizes the significant threat invasive plants pose to greater sage-grouse
habitat, and the broader sagebrush ecosystem across the West. We are working very closely with
other federal agencies, states, tribes, universities, non-government organizations, and the private
sector to address invasive plants across the West, including cheatgrass. More specifically, we are
working on ways to increase our collective ability to prevent and control invasive plants and to
restore degraded areas back to the native plant communities necessary for the conservation and
recovery of the sage-grouse.

Cheatgrass is one example of the targeted high-priority invasive plant species we have identified
for increased research and management action. Invasive annual grasses, such as cheatgrass and
medusahead rye, are primary driving forces behind the increase in wildfire intensity and
frequency and the resulting impacts of catastrophic wildfire in the sagebrush biome. Coupled
with the risk from invasive annual grasses are a suite of over 40 high risk invasive forbs and
grasses which also threaten the habitat for the sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate wildlife
species. In support of this issue, the Forest Service worked closely with the Western Association
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies to publish an assessment of invasive plant management programs
at the local, state, and federal levels across the 11-state range of the sage-grouse. The report not
only documents the risk from species such as cheatgrass, it also identifies challenges and barriers
to addressing the invasive plant threat to the sagebrush ecosystem, and recommends critical steps
to take to overcome those barriers. Universities, non-government organizations, state agencies,

)
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tribes, and other federal agencies have continued to work closely with the Forest Service to
improve our collective efforts against invasive plants across the West and beyond.

The Forest Service collaborates closely with the weed science and sagebrush restoration
community within the university and private sectors, every tool and technique we utilize to
address invasive species prevention and control has its origins in soundly applied research and
development programs. For example, we are working with partners to expand our best
management practices for fire and fuels management that benefit sage-grouse conservation and
slow the expansion of invasive plants. Many of these invasive-plant prevention and control
practices have been incorporated into land management plans. At the local level, the Forest
Service continues to complete Fire and Invasive Species Assessments (FIATS) to determine
priorities for fuel treatment and restoration.

The Forest Service is also working collaboratively through the Western Invasive Weed Summit
Action Plan Team to identify and prioritize invasive weed prevention, control, and post fire
restoration work to benefit sage-grouse habitat. One product of this work is a risk matrix for the
Great Basin that can help identify lands that are at the greatest risk of invasion, and lands where
we may have the greatest chances of successfully restoring native vegetation after a fire. This
matrix is a direct result of a partnership with the Western Invasive Weed Summit Action Plan
Team, State agencies, USGS, DOI, NRCS, and others.

More broadly, the Forest Service—under USDA leadership—is involved in interagency efforts
to combat invasive species that is being coordinated by the National Invasive Species Council
(NISC). The NISC recently released an Early Detection and Rapid Response (EDRR)
Framework with recommendations for improving how invasive species threats are identified and
responded to. This emphasis on early detection and rapid response may save the Federal
governments and its partners money because of the high costs associated with invasive species
containment and control after establishment. The EDRR Framework provides useful
recommendations that can help the Forest Service and others prevent the establishment of the
next cheatgrass-like threat. The EDRR Framework, which incorporated input from stakeholders,
described in its forward as follows: “This national EDRR Framework proposes to connect efforts
among a diverse array of stakeholders at multiple scales. It emphasizes a shared, renewed focus
on coordination and partnerships, science and technology, and strategic on-the-ground action to
reduce the threat of invasive species and help protect the Nation’s lands and waters, as well as
the livelihoods that rely upon them.”

Question 2: What specific components of the Forest Service Land Use Plan Amendments
will be enacted to reduce cheatgrass prevalence to decrease fire threat and address other
ecosystem imbalance issues?

Forest Service Land Management Plan (LMP) amendments acknowledge that invasive plants in
the Greater sage-grouse habitat (sagebrush ecosystem), including annual grass species, and
particularly cheatgrass have had profound impacts. While other invasive plant species may
degrade ecosystem function, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified annual grass species as
one of the primary threats facing Greater sage-grouse and its habitat, particularly in Great Basin
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region environments. The LMP amendments include specific guidance, consistent with best
available science, to address the invasive species threat on the remaining sagebrush habitat and
to restore habitats that have been altered as a result of invasive species encroachment, with the
objective of establishing 10 to 30 percent sagebrush canopy cover on 70 percent or more of lands
capable of producing sagebrush. The LMP amendments also have guidance that aims for a
variety of sagebrush-community compositions (diversity of plants that are native in the local
sagebrush ecosystem) without invasive species within greater sage-grouse landscapes.

Fire represents one of the most immediate threats to Greater sage-grouse habitat. The LMP
amendments acknowledge that annual grass species provide a fuel source for wildfire ignitions.
This causes more frequent fires and results in the replacement of millions of acres of historically
suitable Greater sage-grouse sagebrush habitat with annual grasslands. Annual invasive grasses
are prone to frequent, recurring wildland fire, which further exacerbates the conversion of habitat
to annual invasive grasses. Recognizing the nature and extent of this threat, the LMP
amendments include specific guidance to fight the spread of cheatgrass and other invasive
species, position wildland fire management resources for more effective rangeland fire response,
and accelerate the restoration of fire-impacted landscapes to native grasses and sagebrush. With
each subsequent fire, ecological conditions increasingly favor invasive annual grasses, with a
corresponding decline of native grasses and forbs, as well as a decline in the sagebrush itself.

When treating invasive plants and conducting native plant restoration activities in sagebrush
habitats, resilience and resistance concepts (quantified through the Fire and Invasive Species
Assessments) will be applied to prioritize and implement project decisions based on the LMP
amendments. Fire and fuels projects will be focused on retention of sagebrush dominated
communities that are important to the current connectivity of Greater sage-grouse populations.
Restoration projects will focus on sagebrush communities that are being encroached by invasive
species where site conditions and management actions favor the recovery of perennial grass and
forb species as understory components. Rehabilitation projects will focus on the recovery of
post-fire sagebrush communities where sagebrush habitats have been largely replaced by annual
grasslands. These areas require intensive reclamation actions and may take decades before they
can function as Greater sage-grouse habitats.

Question 3: Following implementation, will the Forest Service be using the same mitigation
benchmarks and requirements as the BLM?

When moving forward with mitigation, the FS must first be consistent with any mitigation
benchmarks and requirements established by the RODs. Within the framework established by the
RODs, the FS plans to adopt state-based approaches to mitigation, while working toward a
landscape scale approach that is as consistent, as possible, with all state strategies. For example,
the FS has agreed to use, consistent with our legal authorities, the Nevada Conservation Credit
System for mitigation. The FS is concurrently participating in a multi-agency and multiple state
effort hosted by the BLM to develop a collaborative mitigation strategy for the Greater sage-
grouse. The FS will follow the mitigation requirements of avoiding and minimizing negative
impacts to sagebrush habitats. If residual effects exist after these requirements, then
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compensatory mitigation may be required. State strategies and systems for compensatory
mitigation can be used to the extent that they are consistent with FS authorities.

Question 4: During the hearing it became apparent that many stakeholder groups feel they have
been left out of the process during the development of instructional memoranda and agency
guidance documents. Why do you feel stakeholder input is inappropriate during this stage of
the process and what, if anything, does the Forest Service plan to do to engage stakeholders
prior to the finalization of field guides or instructional memoranda?

The Forest Service (FS) is working on numerous levels with states and stakeholders on guidance
documents for implementation of greater sage-grouse conservation efforts. The guides are being
developed with complete transparency and the Forest Service fully encourages input from
stakeholders.

In Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada, the FS has created state-based liaisons who work directly
with their respective state working group to review the documents and address concerns. FS is
drafting new Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) to formalize the communication and
information transfer between the FS and states. For example, in April 2016, the Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forest signed a MOU with the Nevada Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation and the Bureau of Land Management Nevada and California State Offices that
describes the strategy and process for inter-agency implementation of Nevada’s Conservation
Credit System. At another level, FS directors and leadership participate on the Western
Governors Association (WGA) sage-grouse task force. The FS has solicited input from the task
force members on guidance documents.

The guidance documents do not establish new policy, but chart a course for implementation
within the framework provided by the Records of Decisions (ROD) approving land management
plans for the conservation of the greater sage-grouse. The environmental analyses leading to the
RODs allowed for full engagement of the public. The FS views the implementation guides as
“living documents” to be updated and modified as necessary, within the framework of the RODs.
The guidance documents, along with other information, are posted on the following website:

http/www s fed us/science-technology/fish-wildlife-plants/sage-grouse/implementation-guide

Question 5: From the agency’s perspective, what is the status of the Greater Sage Grouse
population (e.g., location, population size, density) across the West at this time?

Specifics of sage-grouse populations are monitored by state wildlife agencies, and the FS would
defer to state wildlife agencies for the best available data. Reports from Western states indicate
that sage-grouse populations overall are stable and increasing. Nonetheless, the Forest Service
can share the State data that was used to develop the amendments if needed.
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Question 6: Please provide for the record a copy of any instructional memoranda, field
guide, guidance document, or any other media currently under development that will affect
implementation of the Forest Service’s sage grouse conservation efforts.

Current versions of guides and other information pertinent to greater sage-grouse conservation
are available at:

http.//www fs fed us/science-technology/fish-wildlife-plants/sage-grouse/implementation-guide

Guides are “living documents” that may be revised based on internal and external input. The
documents are being developed and posted on line to provide maximum transparency.

Question from Senator Ron Wyden

Question: Of all the threats to sage grouse, fire creates a particularly unique challenge in that as
the climate begins to change, wildfires become worse and more expensive to fight. Can you
explain the role that fire plays in federal land use plans for protecting sage grouse, as well
as the effect that fixing the wildfire funding issues would have on the Forest Service’s
management of sage grouse?

Though the sagebrush steppe ecosystem is a fire-adapted system, too frequent and intense fires
represents one of the most immediate threats to Greater sage-grouse habitat. Annual invasive
grasses are prone to frequent, recurring wildfire, further exacerbating the conversion of habitat to
annual invasive grasses. Recognizing the nature and extent of this threat, Land Management Plan
amendments include specific guidance to fight the spread of cheatgrass and other invasive
species, position wildland fire management resources for more effective rangeland fire response,
and accelerate the restoration of fire-impacted landscapes to native grasses and sagebrush.

The single most important step Congress can take to advance forest health and resilience is to
enact a comprehensive fire budget solution—one that addresses both the growth of fire programs
as a percent of the agency’s budget and the compounding problem of transferring funds from
non-fire prograras to cover the cost of fire suppression.

Fire now consumes more than 50 percent of the Forest Service budget. Fiscal Year 2015 marked
the eighth time since FY 2002 the Forest Service needed to transfer funds to pay for fire
suppression. Even more devastating, with the cost of the last two fire seasons, more than $237
million must be reallocated away from existing work such as forest restoration projects that
would help reduce the risk of future fires, in order to cover the 10-year average cost of
suppression for 2017. Congress relies on the 10-year average cost of fire suppression to
appropriate funds. Additional work could be accomplished if the $237 million were applied
towards restoration efforts on the ground.
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Question from Senator Lisa Murkowski

Question: You have experience on both sides of the table in this discussion, and you
currently oversee a number of conservation efforts in Utah. In your testimony you
contrasted the successful conservation efforts on the ground in Utah with the apparent
lack of momentum in Washington.

» Has your relationship with local land managers, including those in the BLM
and Forest Service, been compromised by Washington’s top-down approach to
local conservation?

Response: In general, relationships with local BLM officials remain positive with no
apparent acrimony, However, there is mounting frustration that local BLM staff has no
authority to do their jobs until Washington provides “guidance,” a situation which creates
unnecessary inertia and undermines BLM staff confidence. Under this scenario, existing
partnerships between State and federal officials may fade and falter. It also appears to
many of us that by requiring local BLM officials to “stand down” until Washington
speaks, is a divisive way to stall decisions and progress on important applications and
actions.
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Questions from Senator Ron Wyden

Question 1: I know there are some differences between the Oregon sage grouse plan and
the Bureau of Land Management’s resource management plan amendment for Oregon.
How much involvement did the state and local stakeholders have in forming the BLM s
plan? How are stakeholders addressing the differences in the plans and what
recommendations would you have for the federal agencies to ensure alignment in
implementing plans developed by state agencies?

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has a long history of collaborating with the
State of Oregon on sage-grouse management. In 2005, the Bureau participated in the
State’s development of its first Greater Sage-Grouse Management Plan. In 2010, BLM
signed a Declaration of Cooperation to address issues related to renewable energy
development and natural resource conservation in eastern Oregon with a special emphasis
on sagebrush habitat.

The BLM formally invited numerous agencies to participate in developing alternatives
for the Resource Management Plan Amendments (RMP) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and to provide data and other information related to their agency
responsibilities, goals, mandates, and expertise. Twelve agenciesI accepted the offer to
participate in the BLM planning process as cooperating agencies.

From 2012 to 2015, BLM, the Natural Resources Conservation Service and the State of
Oregon co-convened over 15 meetings of the Sage Grouse Conservation Partnership.
Their goal was to ensure active dialogue amongst over 60 representatives from County
governments, Oregon Cattlemen’s Association, Oregon Hunter’s Association, energy
companies, conservation organizations, relevant state agencies, and Oregon’s
congressional delegation and gather input from stakeholders to inform both the federal
Plan Amendments and the State Action Plan on Greater Sage-Grouse. In addition, these
entities convened numerous subcommittee meetings to discuss strategies for addressing
fire and invasive species and avoiding, minimizing, and offsetting the unavoidable
impacts of development.

The overall goal of the Partnership was to create an “all lands, all threats” approach to
Greater Sage-Grouse conservation in Oregon. In this way, the federal agencies played a

! Crook County, Deschutes County, Harney County, Lake County, Malheur County, Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife, Oregon State University, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Nataral Resources
Conservation Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, and Harney Soil and Water
Conservation District.
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crucial role in bringing diverse perspectives and views to the table and creating an
atmosphere of unprecedented collaboration.

Oregon Governor Brown’s consistency review letter affirms that the State “is pleased to
see much of the work-to-date to coordinate the state’s efforts with the BLM’s proposed
RMP and FEIS for Oregon, bear fruit. This includes RMP measures that are consistent
with the State Action Plan and legislative funding priorities, such as development of a
disturbance methodology and mitigation approaches consistent with the State Action
Plan, increased emphasis on reducing invasive annual grasses, addressing juniper
encroachment, curtailing feral horse numbers in needed areas, and prioritizing efforts in
areas vulnerable to fire.”

The consistency letter identified two primary issues where the State and Federal Plans
diverged: (1) proposed Sage Brush Focal Area (SFA) overlays in three of eight sage
grouse counties, and associated protective designations, and (2) proposed rangeland
health management practices. The letter then continued, “Oregon is confident that our
demonstrated partnership with the BLM through our shared commitments to address the
threats to GRSG habitat will be beneficial for sage-grouse in Oregon.”

The State’s Institute for Natural Resources and Department of Fish and Wildlife, and The
Nature Conservancy, are now working with BLM to determine how to best apply the
different approaches identified in the BLM Plan Amendments and the State Action Plan
for assessing sage grouse habitat conditions. To accomplish this, we are conducting field
trials to compare the Habitat Assessment Framework called for in the BLM plans with
the State and Transition Model approach used in the State’s Action Plan. BLM is helping
to fund this field work and has been very open to discussing how to best reconcile the
different methods.

The collaboration between BLM, and State and County governments is also continuing in
other ways. For example, BLM has been working with the State and local counties to
share data and develop research to determine how to best minimize disturbances to
Greater Sage-Grouse habitats. Similarly, BLM has partnered with the Oregon Department
of Forestry and the Rural Fire Protection Association to coordinate wildfire response, and
regular meetings are occurring between federal and state agencies to update and
coordinate a strategic approach to the conservation plans.

While the Oregon example is worth special recognition, States have been important
partners in the development of all of the federal land management plans. The federal
plans rely upon the foundation for Greater Sage-Grouse conservation initiated by a
number of states, such as Wyoming’s core area strategy. Federal agencies have worked
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hard to engage with and seek input from local stakeholders. Hearings have also been held
across the West to inform implementation of the BLM plans, particularly as they relate to
activities such as mining, grazing and energy development.

The challenge of developing land use plans that were sufficiently comprehensive and
consistent to avoid a listing was a high bar to reach. In our view, BLM did an excellent
job of applying sound science and conservation measures range-wide to provide a
cohesive strategy for addressing threats across the range of the species while tailoring the
plans to address the needs and differences between states. At the same time, the federal
plans were also sensitive to the economic development of the rural West.

For example, the BLM plans do not close any areas to grazing, stating that well-managed
livestock grazing can be compatible with long-term sage-grouse conservation. They also
do not require a one-size-fits-all approach to grazing allotments. Instead, the plans
recognize the need to evaluate habitat based on local ecological conditions and site
potential when deciding where and how to apply different types of management. In
Nevada, after a recent series of meetings, the President of the state Cattlemen’s
Association said that communication between BLM and other federal agencies with
ranchers “has never been better.”

We believe that BLM’s efforts were a key part of the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s
decision that the Greater Sage-Grouse was not warranted for listing under the Endangered
Species Act. We should not let disagreements over the plans slow down the work on the
ground. Despite a population that was once estimated to number 16 million, today, the
population has dwindled to 200,000 to 500,000 birds range-wide. The plans amendments
applied sound science and provide a cohesive strategy for addressing threats across the
species range. With so much at stake, now is the time for all parties to focus on effective
implementation of the plans.

* McKown, MK. “Nevada's Cattlemen Hopeful About Sage Grouse Plans”™. Elko Daily Free Press (June
23 2016).
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Question 2: Your organization has worked with ranchers, farmers, private landowners,
and the federal government to collectively protect more than 4 million acres of sage
grouse habitat. 1 also understand that all eight of Oregon counties in sage-grouse
habitat have signed Candidate Conservation Agreements with the Fish and Wildlife
Service. Can you explain how this on-the-ground collaborative work has been so
successful and how measures like the Candidate Conservation Agreements on private
lands complement what's being done on BLM, Forest Service, and state lands? What
more can we do to encourage this kind of voluntary, complementary work?

Conservation action on private lands is a critical component of an effective overall
Greater Sage-Grouse conservation strategy, as private landowners control 31 percent of
the species habitat. In many parts of the range, wetlands, riparian areas and wet meadows
that are essential summer habitat for the species occurs largely on private land used for
livestock production. As a result, ranchers and other private landowners are key partners
in Greater Sage-Grouse conservation.

The importance of private lands to the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse has led
federal agencies to work proactively and collaboratively in Oregon and across the West
to establish partnerships with private landowners and conservation organizations to
implement conservation at an unprecedented scale.

One notable effort, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Sage Grouse
Initiative, has been effective because it has been driven by science and focused on “the
strong link between conditions required to support sustainable ranching operations and
habitat characteristics that support healthy sage-grouse populations.” A recent NRCS
report shows that the agency has already spent $425 million for conservation projects
with 1,129 ranchers across the eleven Western states. By 2018, the NRCS projects that 8
million acres of habitat will be conserved due to this partnership.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Candidate Conservation Agreement with
the Oregon Cattleman’s Association and Bureau of Land Management and Candidate
Conservation Agreements with Assurances (CCAA) in all eight Oregon counties have
also played a critical role in advancing voluntary conservation action on private lands.
These Agreements describe the measures ranchers can take to reduce threats to Greater
Sage-Grouse. As the USFWS describes, “A Candidate Conservation Agreement with
Assurances provides incentives for non-federal property owners to engage in voluntary
conservation activities that can help make listing a species unnecessary. More

3NRCS. “Qutcomes in Conservation- Sage Grouse Initiative” (February 2015). For examples of Sage
Grouse Initiative success stories, see NRCS Success on the Range Report (July 2015).
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specifically, a CCAA provides participating property owners with a permit containing
assurances that if they engage in certain conservation actions for species included in the
agreement, they will not be required to implement additional conservation measures
beyond those in the CCAA.”

The NRCS and USFWS efforts provide an important complement to the work being done
by BLM and the Forest Service on public land. Continued investments in programs that
support public-private partnerships and provide incentives for private landowners are an
important piece of the puzzle going forward. In order to sustain this momentum, we urge
the following actions by Congress:

¢ Fully fund implementation of Secretarial Order 3336, Rangeland, Fire Prevention,
Management, and Restoration by Secretary Jewell. The Department of the Interior
has issued a series of recommendations to identify implementation actions based
on interagency federal task groups working with tribes, state and local
governmental partners, and other stakeholders. After the massive Soda Fire that
burned more than 400 square miles —in Oregon and Idaho, the federal
government provided important funding and other assistance for restoration
efforts on private lands.

* Support on-the-ground collaborative efforts such as the Sage Grouse Initiative at
NRCS. For example, The Nature Conservancy hopes to partner with NRCS in the
protection of 9,000 acres of habitat for sage-grouse in the foothills of Idaho’s
Pioneer Mountains. The goal of the acquisition is to limit future fragmentation of
habitat while allowing a working ranch to continue its operations, *

s Continue to invest in cutting-edge science to seed the West and reduce the threat
of invasive species and rangeland fire. Ground-breaking work is being done by
the Agriculture Research Service (ARS) Research Station in Burns, Oregon to
develop new seed enhancement technologies specifically designed to overcome
barriers to successful restoration in sagebrush country.’

* Support local collaborative frameworks. Two such examples include the High
Desert Partnership in Harney County, Oregon and the Watershed Restoration
Initiative (WRI) in Utah. Since its inception, WRI partners, including NRCS,
have treated over 1.2 million acres, leveraging over $160 million to complete

* Moore, G. “Ranch purchase will protect sage-grouse habitat,” Idaho Mountain Express (July 13 2016).

* House, K. “How a doughnut maker, pasta machine and science could save the sagebrush steppe”. The
Oregonian (August 25 2013).
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Subcommittee on Public Lands, Ferests and Mining
Hearing on June 28, 2016: Oversight on the Status of the Bureau of Land
Management and Forest Service’s Efforts to Implement Amendments to Land Use
Plans and Specific Management Plans regarding Sage Grouse Conservation,
and those Agencies’ Coordination Activities with Affected States
Questions for the Record Submitted toe Ms. Catherine Macdonald

1,400 conservation projects. This includes over 400,000 acres of conifer-
encroached sage-steppe that are now restored to healthy and productive sage
grouse habitat.

e Support the work of federal agencies such as the BLM on regional mitigation
strategies to enable land use plans that avoid, minimize, and mitigate for
unavoidable impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse.

o Support the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation’s investments to establish
Cooperative Weed Management Areas within the Greater Sage Grouse Range.

Efforts to conserve the Greater Sage-Grouse have far reaching benefits for all of us, from
the conservation of important game species, like mule deer and pronghorn antelope, to
the protection of rangelands from destructive fires that can impact livestock producers.
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U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Public Lands, Forests and Mining
Hearing on June 28, 2016: Oversight on the Status of the Bureau of Land
Management and Forest Service’s Efforts to Implement Amendments to Land Use
Plans and Specific Management Plans regarding Sage Grouse Conservation,
and those Agencies’ Coordination Activities with Affected States
Question for the Record Submitted to Ms. Katie Sweeney

Question from Senator Lisa Murkowski

Question: In your testimony you clearly spelled out the economic impacts that can result
from withdrawing 10 million acres from mineral production. In your view, did the
Administration take any of the economic, foreign policy, or national security implications
into consideration when determining the 10-million-acre figure?

Response: In short, no, they did not consider those factors when determining their overly
broad and misguided recommendations.

In the past two decades, the United States’ dependence on mineral imports has doubled
and today, less than half of the minerals American manufacturers need are sourced
domestically. U.S. industries are currently 100 percent import dependent on 19 key
minerals and more than 50 percent import reliant on another 24 mineral commodities that
are potentially available in the U.S. Our growing dependence on imports leaves many key
domestic industries unnecessarily vulnerable to disruptions from extended, complex and
fragile supply chains, in turn making our economic, foreign policy, and national security
susceptible to higher levels of risk.

Given the elusive nature of mineral deposits, discoveries cannot occur without
widespread exploration. Such extensive exploration activities are required because
concentrations of useful minerals rich enough to form ore deposits are rare phenomena.
Commercially extractable concentrations form only where special physical and chemical
conditions have favored their accumulation.

Had the Administration fully taken these factors into account, as well as the fact that their
own data clearly shows that mining activities are not a major threat to the sage grouse or
its habitat, they would not have moved forward with the recommendation. Furthermore,
the government’s own reports prepared for the listing determination and the land use
plans uniformly conclude wildfires and invasive species as the greatest threats to sage
grouse throughout its range.
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Introduction and Qualifications

The Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership, an alliance of 49 partner organization that
include many of the nation's leading hunting and angling conservation organizations, appreciates
the opportunity to submit testimony regarding the status of implementation of the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) and US Forest Service (USFS) sage-grouse conservation plans and
agency coordinated activities with the states. We are pleased to submit this testimony on behalf
of the North American Grouse Partnership, Pheasants Forever, Quail Forever, and the Wildlife
Management Institute.

Our organizations have extensive experience in wildlife and habitat ecology, federal and state
agency management and partnerships, energy and wildlife relationships, habitat management and
restoration, and wildlife and natural resources policy. We have been engaged and have worked
considerably on sage-grouse during the development of state and federal agency conservation
plans; some of our groups also have worked on implementation of conservation measures for
sage-grouse on private lands. These collective efforts by the federal government, state
governments, private landowners and conservation groups led to the “not-warranted” decision by
the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on September 22, 2015.

Background
Once numbering millions and spanning 13 US states and 3 Canadian provinces, greater sage-

grouse are now extirpated in 2 states and one province and have lost 44% of their original range
(Connelly et al. 2004). Numerous stressors that include habitat fragmentation, energy
development, urbanization, fire, invasive species, disease and poor rangeland health have
contributed to declines of sage-grouse in the past several decades. Indeed, the fact that a once
abundant, widely distributed and harvested game bird is now at population levels low enough to
consider for listing as threatened or endangered should be a major concern for all stakeholders,
policy makers, and the public.

Sagebrush ecosystems are critically important to more than 350 species of plants and animals,
including those pursued by sportsmen such as mule deer, pronghorn, and the greater sage-grouse.
The sage-grouse in essence has become a modern day “canary in the coal mine” that has told us
that sagebrush ecosystems and many of the species that depend on them are in jeopardy.
Thriving populations of sage-grouse are a good indicator of healthy sagebrush ecosystems.

Our groups support continued management of sage-grouse as a game bird under the authority of
state fish and wildlife agencies. The best way to ensure state management is through science-
based measures to conserve and restore populations of sage-grouse and their habitats across their
native range sufficient to avoid any future need to consider listing the species under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and maintain long-term, sustainable populations and harvest.
Balancing sagebrush and sage-grouse conservation with other land uses is important, notably 1)
implementation of sustainable grazing practices that keep working ranches in operation while
providing habitat for sage-grouse; and 2) responsible energy development that does not further
impact sage-grouse and their core habitats and mitigates unforeseen impacts once avoidance and
minimization measures have been taken.
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Past Engagement by the States
In 2002, the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) partnered with the

USFWS to generate an assessment of sage-grouse populations and habitats (Connelly et al. 2004)
and a conservation strategy (Stiver et al. 2006) built from the ground up that continues to serve
as a foundation of the current efforts. The Governors’ Sage-grouse Task Force was created in
2011, co-chaired by Governor Matt Mead R-WY and Goveror John Hickenlooper D-CO. That
state-dominated task force was charged with developing recommendations on how to best
advance a coordinated, multi-state, range-wide effort to conserve the sage-grouse, including the
identification of conservation objectives to ensure the long-term viability of the species (USFWS
2013). With the backing of this Task Force, the USFWS embarked on developing range-wide
conservation objectives for the sage-grouse to define the degree to which threats need to be
reduced or ameliorated to conserve sage-grouse so that it is no longer in danger of extinction or
likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future (USFWS 2013). The USFWS
recognized that state wildlife agencies have management expertise and management authority for
sage-grouse; as such, the USFWS created a Conservation Objectives Team (COT) of state and
USFWS representatives to accomplish this task. The COT consisted primarily of state agency
biologists/representatives (10 of the 11 western states in the range of sage-grouse) along with
five biologists and other staff from the USFWS. At the heart of the COT report is the foundation
laid by the WAFWA conservation strategy (Stiver et al. 2006). Importantly, all of the states
signed off on the COT report and the threats and strategies embedded within it.

The states have continued to be engaged extensively, through the Governors’ Task Force,
WAFWA and their Sage-grouse Executive Oversight Committee, and other venues. From our
perspective, the coordination and work between the states and federal agencies to achieve
positive outcomes and the not-warranted decision, while not perfect at all levels or all the time,
has been unmatched by any other previous effort. Unfortunately, some state conservation plans
could not stand alone and address all threats to sage-grouse as some contend. As such, we
strongly believe that the not-warranted decision issued by the USFWS was predicated on the
combination of strong federal plans for federal ownership, a mix of state plans, and a wide range
of voluntary conservation measures employed on private lands (e.g., easements, revised grazing
management plans, fence-marking).

Issues with Legislating State Management on Federal Public Lands
While this hearing centers on the status of implementation of federal plans, we are convinced

there will be a continued plea from some to use state conservation plans instead of the federal
conservation plans.

Past and current language in proposed federal legislation under consideration would:

e force the BLM to implement a states’ sage-grouse plan — plans that were not always
driven by the guidance of state wildlife agency professionals, and few of which can
address all threats to sage-grouse by themselves.

o state plans are highly variable and inconsistent. As such, a weak plan for the state
could be the driving management strategy for federal public lands based on several
Congressional legislative proposals.
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e give the states gubernatorial veto power over land management decisions on our federal

public lands.
s disallow bedrock environmental laws to be employed as required by current law (e.g.,
NEPA).

e exclude public input and bar any judicial review.

s hold the status of sage-grouse as “not warranted” even if plans are failing and grouse are
declining — i.e., no USFWS S-year review process for up to a decade after enactment.

¢ undo years of cooperation and waste millions in taxpayer dollars already invested on
planning for our federal public lands.

¢ delay implementation of conservation and management efforts that are needed right now.

Any notion of shifting management authority completely to the states and negating federal land
management plans is fundamentally flawed and problematic for numerous reasons. There are key
differences in how state and federal governments are mandated to manage their respective lands.
First and foremost, states do not manage their lands under a multiple-use mandate, as the federal
agencies are required to do by law. State trust lands are under constitutional mandate to generate,
and where possible maximize, revenues for schools and state treasuries, which limits their
flexibility and management options in many cases. In contrast, federal land managers operate
under a multiple use sustained yield mandate, giving them far greater flexibility to manage for
conservation values in addition to other values. As a result, sage-grouse management plans on
federal public lands can, and should, be significantly more conservation-oriented than the state
plans insofar as development buffers and setbacks from priority sage-grouse habitat.

The management stipulations that states apply to non-federal lands are far more limited in scope
than the types of requirements that federal public land managers can apply. For example, the
federal plans include mineral withdrawal, no-surface occupancy and other conservation measures
in the best priority habitat. These measures generally do not appear in many state plans -
measures that were essential to the not-warranted decision and the long-term viability of sage-
grouse. Moreover, at least some states have limited ability to regulate private lands given their
current constitutional statutes, and in some states, counties have authority over many decisions
that may affect sage-grouse habitat (e.g., permitting development). As such, some state plans are
primarily or even entirely voluntary, thus weakening regulatory assurances needed by the
USFWS in their determinations. Also, some populations of sage-grouse span multiple states that
have different habitat designations and management approaches — creating unnecessary
challenges for managing such populations. Finally, the state plans, even those produced by
committees of diverse stakeholders, did not go through a broader public review and input process
as did the federal plans. As such, implementing such state plans on federal public lands owned
by the American people with no opportunity to comment is fundamentally and constitutionally
flawed.

Given these issues and questions, most state plans cannot reliably stand alone and drive
conservation efforts on all ownerships to adequately conserve the species. This exemplifies why
all efforts — federal, state and private — are needed in combination to achieve and maintain the
not-warranted decision.

Implementing Sage-grouse Conservation Plans
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Numerous hearings and workshops have occurred across the West to examine how the federal
plans will implement and monitor activities such as mining, grazing and energy development
should proceed. Indeed, after a recent workshop held in Nevada, the NV Cattlemen’s Association
told the Elko Daily that the federal plans “...do not close greater sage-grouse habitat to livestock
grazing, nor do they require a one-size-fits-all approach.” The Nevada Cattlemen’s President
David Stix Jr. also stated that the communication between ranchers and the BLM and USFS “has
never been better.”

Our organizations believe the BLM and USFS should remain committed to identifying ways to
improve coordination with the states and stakeholders throughout implementation. The threat of
an ESA listing for sage-grouse has brought the states, federal agencies and multiple stakeholders
to the table in a meaningful way. Now, the federal and state agencies and stakeholders must
focus on the immediate implementation of conservation measures in both state and federal plans.

While we appreciate the Senate subcommittee holding this hearing, our groups continue to see
no need for Congress to act on the sage-grouse beyond ensuring adequate and sustainable
funding levels are made available for conservation implementation. Funding for implementation
of federal plans and funding for private lands conservation through the Farm Bill and other
vehicles are essential for success.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information and our perspectives on the development
and implementation of sage-grouse conservation plans. We appreciate this opportunity and look
forward to continuing our work to ensure sage-grouse conservation measures are funded and
implemented into the future.
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