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or Horkelia hendersonii individuals or
alter habitat. A few Horkelia
hendersonii plants have been observed
with herbivore damage (Kagan and Zika
1987b), but there is no direct evidence
that either species is utilized as a forage
plant for cattle or wildlife, nor does
either species grow with livestock-
preferred forage plants. All of the
Horkelia hendersonii occurrences
outside of the Mount Ashland area are
in active range allotments. The dry
Horkelia hendersonii habitat does not
produce much forage and is not near
water. Hence, livestock use is currently
light on most of these areas and does not
appear to affect Horkelia hendersonii
plants.

There are no proposals to conduct
mining in any of the areas where either
species occurs, and the potential of
firebreak construction is considered to
be low. Logging is not thought to
threaten either species as both are
alpine plants found in non-forested
habitats.

Neither Lupinus lepidus var.
ashlandensis or Horkelia hendersonii
has any known commercial, sporting, or
scientific uses at this time. There are no
identified pests or pathogens that
appear to be serious threats to either
species. No other natural or manmade
mechanisms are known to effect either
Lupinus lepidus var. ashlandensis or
Horkelia hendersonii or their habitat.

Lupinus lepidus var. ashlandensis is a
candidate for listing as an endangered
species under the Oregon Endangered
Species Act (OESA), while Horkelia
hendersonii has no State status in either
Oregon or California. Neither species
receives protection under the OESA.

Lupinus lepidus var. ashlandensis is
considered a sensitive species in Region
6 of the Forest Service, and Horkelia
hendersonii is a considered a sensitive
species in both Regions 5 and 6 of the
Forest Service. Forest Service policies
for sensitive species discourage or
prohibit activities that would increase
the need for Federal listing under the
Act. The Oregon Natural Heritage
Program prepared management
guidelines for Lupinus lepidus var.
ashlandensis and Horkelia hendersonii
under contract for the Forest Service in
1987. The Forest Service began the
monitoring of both these species per this
guidance, and the populations at Mount
Ashland appear to be stable. The
primary objective of the management
guidance was to maintain or increase
population numbers of these species
and protect habitat. Since few new
disturbances have occurred in occupied
habitats, and the monitored populations
appear to be stable, Forest Service

management has been at least minimally
successful in achieving this objective.

The Forest Service and the Service
have developed a CA for both species
across their ranges. This effort was
initiated in 1995 as a cooperative
agreement with the Oregon Natural
Heritage Program to develop
conservation agreements for selected
high priority candidate species. The
management goal of the CA is to
maintain stable or increasing
populations of Lupinus lepidus var.
ashlandensis and Horkelia hendersonii
across their known ranges. This CA is to
remain in effect in perpetuity.
Development of the CA was based on
our draft Policy for Evaluation of
Conservation Efforts (PECE policy) (65
FR 37102). The conservation efforts that
the parties have agreed to are identified
in the CA, along with details indicating
anticipated staffing, funding levels and
source, and other resources necessary to
implement projects to protect and
monitor the species.

Overall, threats to these species and
their habitat are generally low in
magnitude. The trampling of habitat and
individual plants, and soil compaction,
both associated with summer activities,
are occurring in only small areas of
occupied habitat. Under the CA, the
Forest Service is implementing actions
to reduce or remove any remaining
impacts to these species and their
habitat.

Finding

We have reviewed the petition, the
literature cited in the petition, other
available literature and information, and
consulted with biologists and
researchers familiar with Lupinus
aridus spp. ashlandensis and Horkelia
hendersonii. On the basis of the best
scientific and commercial information
available, we find the petitioned action
is not warranted. We find that the
overall imminence and magnitude of
threats to Lupinus lepidus var.
ashlandensis and Horkelia hendersonii
is relatively low. Both species occur
exclusively on lands managed by the
Forest Service, and their distribution
has historically been limited. The
population distributions and numbers
are thought to relate closely to their
original extents.

We will continue to monitor the
status of these species. Should an
emergency situation develop with one
or both of these species, we will act to
provide immediate protection, if
warranted. We ask the public to submit
to us any new information that becomes
available concerning the status of or
threats to these species. This
information will help us monitor and

encourage the conservation of these
species.

References Cited

A complete list of all references cited
herein is available upon request from
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BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; 90-day Finding on a
Petition To List the Western Sage
Grouse

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of 90-day petition
finding.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), announce a
90-day finding on a petition to list the
western sage grouse (Centrocercus
urophasianus phaios) under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended. We find that the petition does
not present substantial scientific or
commercial information indicating that
listing this subspecies may be
warranted, on the basis of our
determination that there is insufficient
evidence to indicate that the western
population of sage grouse is a valid
subspecies or a Distinct Population
Segment (DPS). We will not be initiating
a further status review in response to
this petition. We ask the public to
submit to us any new information that
becomes available concerning the status
of or threats to the western population
of sage grouse. This information will
help us monitor and encourage the
conservation of this species.

DATES: The finding announced in this
document was made on January 26,
2003. You may submit new information
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concerning this species for our
consideration at any time.

ADDRESSES: The complete file for this
finding is available for inspection, by
appointment, during normal business
hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Office, 2600 SE. 98th Avenue, Suite 100,
Portland, Oregon 97266. Submit new
information or comments concerning
this petition to the Service at the above
address.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kemper M. McMaster, Field Supervisor,
Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office (see
ADDRESSES section) (telephone 503/231—
6179; facsimile 503/231-6195).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act)
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), requires that we
make a finding on whether a petition to
list, delist, U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), requires
that we make a finding on whether a
petition to list, delist, or reclassify a
species presents substantial scientific or
commercial information indicating that
the petitioned action may be warranted.
We are to base this finding on all
information available to us at the time
we make the finding. To the maximum
extent practicable, we must make this
finding within 90 days of our receipt of
the petition, and publish the notice of
the finding promptly in the Federal
Register. Our standard for substantial
information within the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-
day petition finding is ““that amount of
information that would lead a
reasonable person to believe that the
measure proposed in the petition may
be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)). If the
finding is that substantial information
was presented, we are required to
promptly commence a review of the
status of the involved species, if one has
not already been initiated, under our
internal candidate assessment process.

We received a petition, dated January
24, 2002, from the Institute for Wildlife
Protection requesting that the western
sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus
phaios) occurring from northern
California, through Oregon and
Washington, in addition to any western
sage grouse that still occur in parts of
Idaho, be listed under the Act. Although
we published a 12-month finding for the
Columbia Basin distinct population
segment (DPS) of sage grouse in May
2001, the petitioner requested that we
include this population in our review of
the petition. The 12-month finding for
the Columbia Basin DPS of sage grouse
was that listing was warranted but

precluded due to higher priority listing
actions (66 FR 22984). That finding
presented information describing
genetic and ecological differences
between sage grouse located in the
Columbia Basin and the population of
sage grouse in central and southern
Oregon, as well as the significant gap in
the range of the Washington population
(66 FR 22984). The Columbia Basin DPS
of sage grouse is presently a candidate
for listing (67 FR 40657). Since our 12-
month finding presented an in-depth
review of this population of sage grouse,
this review will only focus on the
remaining portion of the petitioned sage
grouse.

The petitioner requested that the
western sage grouse occurring in
northern California, in addition to any
western sage grouse that still occur in
parts of Idaho, be listed under the Act.
However, we note that the inclusion of
California is incorrect according to
Aldrich and Duvall (1955) and Aldrich
(1963). Sage grouse in northern
California and northwestern Nevada
were reclassified as an intermediate
form (Aldrich and Duvall 1955; Aldrich
1963). As for any western sage grouse in
Idaho, Aldrich (1946) stated that it was
possible that western sage grouse
occurred in central-western Idaho.
However, no specimens have ever been
collected to verify the existence of
western sage grouse in Idaho.

The petition clearly identified itself as
such and contained the name, address,
and signature of the petitioning
organization’s representative.
Accompanying the petition was
information related to the taxonomy, life
history, demographics, movements,
habitats, threats, and the past and
present distribution of the western sage
grouse. The petitioner contends that the
range of the western sage grouse and the
number of individuals, have decreased
by approximately half, and that the
subspecies has become isolated into a
series of fragments. In order to
determine if substantial information is
available to indicate that the petitioned
action may be warranted, we have
reviewed the subject petition, literature
cited in the petition, information
provided by recognized experts or
agencies cited in the petition, and
information otherwise available in
Service files.

This 90-day petition finding is made
in accordance with a proposed
settlement agreement which would
require us to complete a finding by
January 30, 2003 (Institute for Wildlife
Protection and Dr. Steven G. Herman v.
Norton et al. (CV02 1604L, W.D. WA)).

The following information regarding
the description and natural history of

greater sage grouse (Centrocercus
urophasianus) (sage grouse) (American
Ornithological Union (AOU) 2000) has
been condensed from these sources:
Aldrich 1963; Johnsgard 1973; Connelly
et al. 1988; Connelly et al. 2000; Fischer
et al. 1993; Drut 1994; Western States
Sage Grouse Technical Committee 1996
and 1998; and Schroeder et al. 1999.

The sage grouse is the largest North
American grouse species. Adult males
range in size from 66 to 76 centimeters
(cm) (26 to 30 inches (in)) and weigh
between 2 and 3 kilograms (kg) (4 and
7 pounds (Ib)); adult females range in
size from 48 to 58 cm (19 to 23 in) and
weigh between 1 and 2 kg (2 and 4 1b).
Males and females have dark grayish-
brown body plumage with many small
gray and white speckles, fleshy yellow
combs over the eyes, long pointed tails,
and dark green toes. Males also have
blackish chin and throat feathers,
conspicuous phylloplumes (specialized
erectile feathers) at the back of the head
and neck, and white feathers forming a
ruff around the neck and upper belly.
During breeding displays, males also
exhibit olive-green apteria (fleshy bare
patches of skin) on their breasts.

Sage grouse depend on a variety of
shrub steppe habitats throughout their
life cycle, and are particularly tied to
several species of sagebrush (Artemesia
spp.). Throughout much of the year,
adult sage grouse rely on sagebrush to
provide roosting cover and food. During
the winter, they depend almost
exclusively on sagebrush for food. The
type and condition of shrub steppe
plant communities strongly affect
habitat use by sage grouse populations.
However, these populations also exhibit
strong site fidelity (loyalty to a
particular area). Sage grouse may
disperse up to 160 kilometers (km) (100
miles (mi)) between seasonal use areas;
however, average population
movements are generally less than 34
km (21 mi). Sage grouse are also capable
of dispersing over areas of unsuitable
habitat.

During the spring breeding season,
primarily during the morning hours just
after dawn, male sage grouse gather
together and perform courtship displays
on areas called leks (areas where
animals assemble and perform courtship
displays). Areas of bare soil, short grass
steppe, windswept ridges, exposed
knolls, or other relatively open sites
may serve as leks. Leks range in size
from less than 0.4 hectare (ha) (1 acre
(ac)) to over 40 ha (100 ac) and can host
from several to hundreds of males.
Some leks are used for many years.
These “historic” leks are typically larger
than, and often surrounded by, smaller
“satellite”” leks, which may be less
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stable in size and location within the
course of 1 year and between 2 or more
years. A group of leks where males and
females may interact within a breeding
season or between years is called a lek
complex. Males defend individual
territories within leks and perform
elaborate displays with their specialized
plumage and vocalizations to attract
females for mating.

Females may travel up to 35 km (22
mi) after mating, and typically select
nest sites under sagebrush cover,
although other shrub or bunchgrass
species are sometimes used. Nests are
relatively simple and consist of scrapes
on the ground. Clutch sizes range from
6 to 13 eggs. Nest success ranges from
10 to 63 percent and is relatively low
compared to other prairie grouse
species. Shrub canopy and grass cover
provide concealment for sage grouse
nests and young, and may be critical for
reproductive success.

Sage grouse typically live between 1
and 4 years; however, sage grouse up to
10 years of age have been recorded in
the wild. The annual mortality rate for
sage grouse is roughly 50 to 55 percent,
which is relatively low compared to
other prairie grouse species. Females
generally have a higher survival rate
than males, which accounts for a
female-biased sex ratio in adult birds.

Prior to European expansion into
western North America, sage grouse
were believed to occur in the States of
Washington, Oregon, California,
Nevada, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming,
Colorado, Utah, South Dakota, North
Dakota, Kansas, Oklahoma, Nebraska,
New Mexico, Arizona, and the Canadian
provinces of British Columbia, Alberta,
and Saskatchewan (Schroeder et al.
1999). Currently, sage grouse occur in
11 states and 2 Canadian provinces,
ranging from extreme southeastern
Alberta and southwestern
Saskatchewan, south to western
Colorado, and west to eastern California,
Oregon, and Washington. In addition,
sage grouse occur in southern Idaho, the
northern two-thirds of Nevada, parts of
Utah, most of Wyoming, southern and
eastern Montana, and extreme western
North and South Dakota. Sage grouse
have been extirpated from Nebraska,
Kansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico,
Arizona, and British Columbia
(Schroeder et al. 1999).

The distribution of sage grouse has
contracted in a number of areas, most
notably along the northern and
northwestern periphery and in the
center of their historic range. There may
have been between roughly 1.6 million
and 16 million sage grouse rangewide
prior to European expansion across
western North America (65 FR 51578).

The Western States Sage Grouse
Technical Committee (WSSGTC) (1999)
estimated that there may have been
about 1.1 million birds in 1800. Braun
(1998) estimated that the 1998
rangewide spring population numbered
about 157,000 sage grouse. More recent
estimates put the number of sage grouse
rangewide at between roughly 100,000
and 500,000 birds (65 FR 51578). Sage
grouse population levels may have
declined from historic to recent times
between 69 and 99 percent (65 FR
51578). WSSGTC (1999) estimates the
decline between historic and present
day to have been about 86 percent.

Apparently, much of the overall
decline in sage grouse populations
occurred from the late 1800s to the mid-
1900s (Hornaday 1916; Crawford 1982;
Drut 1994; Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 1995; Braun
1998; Schroeder et al. 1999). Other
declines in sage grouse populations
apparently occurred in the 1920s and
1930s, and then again in the 1960s and
1970s (Connelly and Braun 1997).

In Oregon, a 50 percent net loss in
sage grouse distribution took place
between about 1900 and the mid-1950s
(Drut 1994). Since the 1950s, sage
grouse distribution in Oregon has
undergone only minor changes (Drut
1994). Between 1941 and 1952,
hundreds of birds from Harney and
Malheur counties were transplanted to
Crook, Sherman, Wasco, and other
counties (Crawford 1982). These
transplants were not successful, and it
is unclear what effect a successful
translocation of sage grouse from the
eastern population into the western
population might have had on the
genetics of sage grouse in Oregon.

Two subpopulations of sage grouse
remain in Washington (WSGWG 1998).
One occurs primarily on private and
State-owned lands in Douglas County;
the other occurs at the Yakima Training
Center, administered by the U.S. Army
in Kittitas and Yakima counties. These
two subpopulations are isolated from
the Oregon population and nearly
isolated from one another (65 FR
51578).

Western sage grouse were first
described in 1946 by Aldrich. Aldrich
(1946) examined 11 specimens collected
in Washington (3), Oregon (7), and
California (1), and on the basis of slight
color differences in the plumage,
concluded that a subspecies existed in
the western portion of the greater sage
grouse range. The distribution of the
western sage grouse was described as
occurring from north to central-southern
British Columbia; west to central
Washington, central Oregon, and
northeastern California; south to

northeastern California; east to
southeast-central and northeastern
Oregon (possibly central-western Idaho)
and central-eastern Washington
(Aldrich 1946). Later, the distribution
was modified to reclassify sage grouse
in northwestern Nevada and northern
California as an intermediate form
(Aldrich and Duvall 1955; AOU 1957;
Aldrich 1963). The validity of the
taxonomic separation between an
eastern and a western subspecies has
since been questioned (Johnsgard 1983;
Johnsgard 2002; Benedict et al. in press).

In 1957, the AOU recognized a
subspecies division within the sage
grouse taxon. Since that time, however,
it has not conducted a review of this
subspecies distinction. The AOU
stopped listing subspecies as of the 6th
(1983) edition of its Checklist, although
it recommended the continued use of
the 5th edition for taxonomy at the
subspecific level. The AOU has not
formally or officially reviewed the
subspecific treatment of most North
American birds, although it is working
towards that (Richard C. Banks,
National Museum of Natural History,
pers. comm., 2000, 2002). Therefore, the
western and eastern subspecies of sage
grouse are still recognized by the AOU.
However, the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife and others do not
agree with this subspecies designation
(Drut 1994).

R. Banks of the National Museum of
Natural History (in litt., 1992) reviewed
the same sage grouse specimens
available to Aldrich in 1946 and
concluded that there is only a weak
basis for the separation into two
subspecies. Braun stated that the so-
called western race of sage grouse in
Oregon and Washington does not differ
from sage grouse in California, northern
Colorado, Wyoming, and other States
(Clait E. Braun, Colorado Division of
Wildlife, in litt. 1992 cited in Drut
1994). Braun continued by stating that
the inclusion of western sage grouse as
a category 2 species/subspecies by the
Service is without merit.

In 1990, protein and deoxyribonucleic
acid (DNA) studies were initiated to
clarify the status of sage grouse
subspecies in Oregon. Preliminary
results indicated no differentiation
among birds collected from different
areas (Drut 1994). However, because the
sample size was small, these results
were never published (M. Pope, Oregon
State University, pers. comm., 2002).
Benedict et al. (in press) recently
collected 332 birds from 16 populations
in Washington, Oregon, California, and
Nevada to sequence a rapidly evolving
portion of the mitochondrial control
region. They collected samples from
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either side of the proposed boundary
between the western and eastern
subspecies, but found no genetic
evidence to support the delineation of
subspecies (Benedict et al. in press).

The boundary between the western
and eastern subspecies is generally
considered to occur along a line starting
on the Oregon-Nevada border south of
Hart Mountain National Wildlife Refuge
and ending near Nyssa, Oregon (Aldrich
and Duvall 1955; Aldrich 1963). No
study has been published depicting a
more precise separation between the
two previously recognized subspecies.
Although no study has specifically been
conducted to show movement along this
separation boundary, other studies
involving radio-tagged sage grouse have
documented movements back and forth
across the proposed boundary. For
example, Crawford and Gregg (2001)
noted that two radio-tagged sage grouse
hens captured on Hart Mountain
National Wildlife Refuge in south-
central Oregon moved to the vicinity of
Lone Grave Butte on the Beatys Butte
study area southeast of the refuge. They
also noted that a hen and week-old
brood moved from Beatys Butte to the
Catnip Reservoir area of Sheldon
National Wildlife Refuge in Nevada, a
distance of over 32 km (20 mi). By mid-
summer, 25 percent of marked hens (6)
still alive had moved south onto
Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge
(Crawford and Gregg 2001). This small
sample demonstrates movement of sage
grouse across the boundary area
separating the western and eastern
populations of sage grouse.

At this time, sage grouse experts
disagree about whether the western sage
grouse is a valid subspecies. When
informed taxonomic opinion is not
unanimous, we evaluate the available
published and unpublished information
to come to our own adequately
documented conclusion regarding the
validity of taxa. Although the AOU has
not made a procedural change regarding
the treatment of subspecies, the best
available science tells us that there is no
genetic distinction between western and
eastern sage grouse. Therefore, on the
basis of lack of distinct genetic
differences between the two putative
subspecies, lack of ecological or
physical factors that might contribute to
population isolation, and evidence that
birds freely cross the supposed
boundary zone between the subspecies,
we conclude that the western sage
grouse is not a valid subspecies of the
greater sage grouse. Because we no
longer consider the western sage grouse
a valid taxon, we must then consider
whether the petitioned sage grouse
populations might constitute a DPS.

Under our DPS policy (61 FR 4722),
we use three elements to assess whether
a population under consideration for
listing may be recognized as a DPS: (1)
A population segment’s discreteness
from the remainder of the taxon; (2) the
population segment’s significance to the
taxon to which it belongs; and (3) “[t]he
population segment’s conservation
status in relation to the Act’s standards
for listing (i.e., is the population
segment, when treated as if it were a
species, endangered or threatened?).” If
we determine that a population being
considered for listing may represent a
DPS, then the level of threat to the
population is evaluated based on the
five listing factors established by the Act
to determine if listing it as either
threatened or endangered may be
warranted.

A population segment of a vertebrate
species may be considered discrete if it
satisfies either of the following
conditions. The first condition is
whether the species’ population is
markedly separated, or isolated, from
other populations of the same taxon ““as
a consequence of physical,
physiological, ecological, or behavioral
factors.” When evaluating these four
factors, “[g]uantitative measures of
genetic or morphological discontinuity
may provide evidence of this
separation.” The second condition,
which does not apply here, is whether
the population segment be “delimited
by international governmental
boundaries within which differences in
control of exploitation, management of
habitat, conservation status, or
regulatory mechanisms exist that are
significant in light of section 4(a)(1)(D)
of the Act.”

In determining the discreteness, or
isolation, of the petitioned sage grouse,
one of the factors to consider is physical
separation from the rest of the taxon.
The petitioner did not provide
substantial information to demonstrate,
nor does information in our files
indicate, that the western population of
sage grouse are physically isolated from
nearby eastern populations. Along the
eastern boundary of the petitioned sage
grouse, the landscape consists of various
mountain ranges, intervening valleys,
and canyons, and birds are able to move
between these areas. No physical
barriers exist that would preclude the
movement of birds across this landscape
and hypothetical boundary separating
the petitioned and more easterly
populations. Crawford and Gregg (2001),
through their studies, have documented
the movement of sage grouse across this
boundary. Dispersing birds have been
estimated to be able to disperse up to
160 km (100 mi) (WDFW 1995;

Schroeder et al. 1999). The petitioner
acknowledges in the petition that the
ranges of western and eastern
populations of sage grouse overlap in
Oregon (Webb 2001).

Other factors to consider with regard
to discreteness or isolation of a
population are genetic, morphological,
and behavioral differences. As
discussed above, there does not appear
to be any genetic differentiation
between sage grouse individuals found
in western and eastern populations.
Individual morphological variation,
such as color, in this [sage] grouse, as in
other species, is extensive (R. Banks, in
litt., 1992). Banks (in litt., 1992) doubts
that the color difference noted by
Aldrich is sufficient to warrant the
description or recognition of a
subspecies, with the present concepts.
He continues by stating that most
taxonomists today would not make the
decision to name a population on the
basis of the minor color variation shown
in the small sample available here. Even
Aldrich (in litt., 1992 cited in Drut 1994)
states that the amount of morphological
difference required to name a distinct
population as a subspecies is arbitrary.
The petitioner does not provide any
information to document that the
petitioned sage grouse exhibits any
unique behavioral traits.

In summary, to make a DPS
determination, we examined physical,
physiological, ecological, and
behavioral factors. Since no
international government boundaries of
significance are involved, this condition
for a finding of discreteness was not
considered in reaching this
determination. Neither the information
presented in the petition nor that
available in Service files presents
substantial scientific or commercial
information to demonstrate that the
western population of sage grouse is
discrete from the remainder of the
taxon. Accordingly, we are unable to
define a listable entity of the western
population of sage grouse within the
greater sage grouse taxon. Therefore, we
did not address the second element for
determining a DPS, which is the
potential significance of the western
population of sage grouse to the
remainder of the taxon. Finally, since
the western population of sage grouse
cannot be defined as a DPS at this time,
we did not evaluate its status as
endangered or threatened on the basis of
either the Act’s definitions of those
terms or the factors in section 4(a) of the
Act.

Petition Finding

We have reviewed the petition,
literature cited in the petition, other
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pertinent literature, and information
available in Service files. After our
review, we find the petition does not
present substantial information to
indicate that the petitioned action may
be warranted. We base this finding on

a lack of evidence to support a
separation of the greater sage grouse into
eastern and western subspecies, and
also on our determination that the
western population of sage grouse does
not constitute a DPS on the basis of the
following: (a) insufficient information to
determine whether the western
population of sage grouse is
geographically separated from other
sage grouse throughout the range of the
taxon; and (b) insufficient information
to demonstrate that genetic,
morphological, and behavioral aspects
of the western population of sage grouse
are unique.
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A complete list of all references cited
herein is available upon request from
the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office (see
ADDRESSES section).

Author

The primary author of this notice is
Jeff Dillon, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office
(see ADDRESSES section).

Authority: The authority for this action is
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

Dated: January 27, 2003.

Steve Williams,

Director, Fish and Wildlife Service.
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BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Submission of Collection of Water
Delivery and Electric Service Data for
the Operation of Irrigation and Power
Projects and Systems to Office of
Management and Budget

AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) is submitting two
information collection requests for
extension to the Office of Management
and Budget. The two collections are:
Electrical Service Application, 1076—
0021, and Water Request, 1076—0141.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before March 10, 2003, to be assured
of consideration.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be sent
to: Attn: Desk Officer for Department of
the Interior, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, OMB, 725 17th
Street NW., Washington, DC 20503.
Send a copy to Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Branch of Irrigation, Power, and Safety
of Dams, Mail Stop 3061-MIB,
Washington, DC 20240.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Interested persons may obtain copies of
the information collection requests
without charge by contacting Ross
Mooney at 202—-208-5480, or facsimile
number: 202-219-0006, or E-mail:
Ross_Mooney@IOS.DOIL.GOV.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A request
for comments regarding the two
information collection requests was
published in the Federal Register on
October 1, 2002 (67 FR 61760). No
comments were received during the
comment period. We reviewed these
two forms internally during the
comment period and revised our burden
hours for the two collections.

Request for Comments

The Bureau of Indian Affairs solicits
comments in order to:

(1) Evaluate whether the proposed
collection of information is necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the bureau, including
whether the information will have
practical utility;

(2) Evaluate the bureau’s estimate of
the burden of the proposed collection of
information, including the validity of
the methodology and assumptions used;

(3) Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and

(4) Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond.

OMB has up to 60 days to approve or
disapprove the information collection
but may respond after 30 days;
therefore, comments submitted within
30 days are more assured of receiving
maximum consideration. Please note
that comments, names and addresses of
commentators are available for public
review during normal business hours. If
you wish us to withhold any
information you submit, you must state
this prominently at the beginning of
your comment. We will honor your
request to the extent allowable by law.

Title: Water Request 25 CFR 171.

OMB Control #: 1076-0141.

Frequency of Collection: On occasion.

Description of Respondents: BIA
Irrigation Project Water Users.

Total Respondents: 25,000.

Total Annual Responses: 51,500.

Total Annual Burden Hours: 4292.

Title: Electric Service Application—
25 CFR 175.

OMB Control #: 1076—-0021.

Frequency of Collection: On Occasion.

Description of Respondents: BIA
Electric Power Consumers.

Total Respondents: 4,750.

Total Annual Responses: 4750.

Total Annual Burden Hours: 1188.

Dated: January 2, 2003.
Aurene M. Martin,
Acting Assistant Secretary—Indian Affairs.
[FR Doc. 03—2991 Filed 2—6-03; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-W7-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management
[WO-220-1020-JH-24 1A]

Extension of Approved Information
Collection, OMB Control Number 1004—
0019

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is
requesting the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) to extend an existing
approval to collect information from
individuals, households, farms, or
businesses interested in cooperating
with the BLM in constructing or
maintaining rangeland improvement
projects to aid handling and caring for
domestic livestock that BLM authorizes
to graze on public land. BLM uses Form
4120-7, Application and Approval for
Range Improvement Permit, to collect
this information. This information
allows the BLM to review the
application and to make a decision on
the proposed rangeland improvement
project.

DATES: You must submit your comments
to BLM at the address below on or
before April 8, 2003. BLM will not
necessarily consider any comments
received after the above date.
ADDRESSES: You may mail comments to:
Bureau of Land Management, (WO—
630), Eastern States Office, 7450 Boston
Blvd., Springfield, Virginia 22153.

You may send comments via Internet
to: WOComment@blm.gov. Please
include “ATTN: 1004—-0019” and your
name and return address in your
Internet message.

You may deliver comments to the
Bureau of Land Management,
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