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Executive Summary

hNB3I2yQa SIFAGSNY flFyRaoOlFLIS Aa 2yS 2Ft NAOK SO2
including ranching and farming operatianare the primary economidriver of the region, and

the nexusfor communities that come together when faced with opportunities and challenges

around natural resource management. These lands are composed of large, contiguous acres of
habitat, spanning private and public land ownership boundasigisin an extensiveagebrush
SO2aeaitasSysx (yz2sy G2 a2YS a GKS ahNB3I2y 2dziol
others as home.

There aramore than18 million acres of sagebrush habitatOregoninterwovenwith playas,

deep-cut river canyons, and forest€onservation bthis area, its open spaces, and its wildlife

KFra f2y3 06SSy LINI 2F hNB3I2yQa KA&AUG2NEBS |yR ¢
have changed over time, it remains so today.

With the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) considering whetlséthe ¢ireatersage

grouseunder the federal Endangered Species &3$A)the Sate of Oregon has worked with a

diverse set of partners over the past five yearattvancea comprehensive approach to sage

grouse conservatiarThis documentTheOregon Sag&rouse Action Plah K SNB I FG SNJ a! O
tfFyeé0x Aada AYyidSYRSRNEB 22V NA thatimbdvatBn ohgdbgel OKA SO S
grouseand its habitat in OregariThe Action Plan is based onegologicabpproach promoting

intact and functioning sagebrush landscaplest are important to a vast number of species

addition to the sageyrouse.

The Action Plan is a product of the S#&gm®use Conservation (SageCon) Partnership, an

Oregonbased collaborativeffort jointly convened by the State of Oregon through the
D2OSNY2NRa bl ddzNF f wSaz2dz2NODSa hFFAOS:E GKS | o{ @
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). In developing the Plan, the SageCon

Partnership engaged locabunties, landowners, energy and other development interests,

conservation and other nongovernmental organizations, the USFWS, and additional partners

who, together, are essential to its success.

The sagerouse is very sensitive to the effects of humawelepment, so steering those

activities away from the most important and sensitive areas in order to avoid habitat
fragmentation and other impacts is critical. However, the greatest current threats to most sage
grouse populations in Oregon are largealeecological trends driven by such forces as wildfire
invasive plant species, and junipamrcroachment.

Healthy rangelands are also important to livestogerations, huntingand other driver®f the

economicc YR Odzft GdzNI £ GAGFE AGE 27F h-beSed thigdisdothiel 3 S 6 NI:
sagegrouse are the same threats that are facing the economic, recreational, and community

values tied to healthy rangelands. Bgvanang sagebrush ecosystem healtsagegrouse
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population recovery, and strategic, conservatioased approaches to rangeland uses and
development, this Plan also seeks to promote the secuwsitgtainability and vitality of
hNS3I2y Q& NIzNJ f odaiviMensts. i A Sa | yR SO

TheAction Plarprovides a coordinated framework for action and accountability among private,
nongovernmental, local, State, and federal partners in advancing immediate antelong

efforts. To achieve saggrouse population and habitatbjectives the Plan builds upon and
enhances past and ongoing efforts, including the Oregon Department of Figharfd Rt A TS Qa
(ODC 2 YXGreater Sag&srouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for O(@0aa)

The Action Plars built on the premise that conservation strategrasstbe adaptable to local

conditions and needsand must besupported bylongterm investments and regulatory

commitments. Withthe backing of an executive order from Oregon Governor Kate Brown and

the continued collaboration and sustained support of many stakeholdersAttien Plan
providescommitment to and optimisnforad A Iy I 1 dzZNE & LISOASE 2F hNB3IA2Yy
desertand the American West

The strength of this Plan lies in several key features, some of which are listed below.

1 It puts forward a collaborative and integrative approach to planning and
implementatiort aligning State, federal, and local government progrants\asiuntary
efforts undertaken by private landowners to focus efforts on the greatest threats and
priorities.

1 It focuses on maintaining and restoring highality, highfunctioning sagebrush
ecosystems and enhancing partnerships through the following:

o Onging and major new State investments to address habitat threats from
wildfire, invasive plant species, and juniggrcroachment;

o0 Additional regulatory protections for significant sageuse habitat under the
{ 41 (S Qa rohgllahdBde Rws; aad]

0 A giencebased assessment of threats and a frameworktézr conservation
investments and actions to where they can be most effective, to monitor
effectiveness against metrics for success, and to ensure adaptive management.

1 It willimplement a mitigation hierarchy and framework to ensure that any permitted
habitat losses in saggrouse habitat are offset so as to achieve a net conservation
benefit, while also providing a scienbased approach designed to increase flexibility
and pedictability for economidevelopment.

CKS tflyQa @FNA2dza aSOiAz2ya | yR | L3sKSighRAOSAE RS
Strategy for Actiorr Summary and Fit$Stepsis a summary of the PlaBection [l

Implementation and CoordinatioqPartnerships that WorkINBa Sy ia GKS tfl yQa |
implementation and coordination, including an overview of new and ongoing conservation
measuresSection IllAn Ecological ApproagHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through
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Strategic EffortR Sa ONA 6 Sa G KS t f I aid¥éundation inctiding &$ummaky LILINE | (
of sagegrouse population and habitat tre@dT G KS { ( I dp@d@ch ard &sNdated NB |-
objectives; and the tools that are available to advance strategic implementationSécittbn

IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to $a@eise the most detailed part of the Plan,

presents an assessment of threats to the sggause in Oregon, followed by subsections
RSaAaONAOAY3I (GKS tflyQa FLIINRIOK (2 FIRRNBaaiAy3d
measures and strategic approaché&bse appendices attached to the Plan include further

detailed information related t&ections Il, Ill, and IV.

CKNRdZAK GKS {GFGSQa ! Ol &g State Fuldsthe G2 B SN/ 2 NIDFEE 2 O
ExecutiveOrder; substantial existing and new Statased funding commitments; and

continued expansion of strong partnerships, including those related to Candidate Conservation
Agreemens with Assurance@CCAAsand Rangeland Fire Protection Associatio@regon is

advancing a robust and carefully designed program to address and ameliorate threats to the
vitality of sageA NR dza S | yYR GKSANI KFoAGlFG® hNBI2yQa | LILIN
reverse the decline of the species.

¢CNHzS (2 hNB3I2yQa KSNAGEIS | yR ashwikake mary O2 2 LIS
people working together to reach our goals of lelegm conservation of healthy saggouse

habitat and populationsoupledwith promotion ofhealthy rural econonesand communities.

Many individuals and grouge already working harth do so, andhrough this Plan, Oregon

intends to grow our existing relationships so that our conservation and wotkimds heritage

and ethics are passed on for generations to come.

e

\ ,m‘\ e :

Sagegrouse displaying on a lek. Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation.Media
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Section I: A Strategy for ActiQummary and Fir$teps

i. A Callto Action

Sagebrush country in central and eastern Oregon is home to-kluseural communities and

an economycentered on agriculturand natural resources. It is also home to the greater sage
grouse (Centrocercus urophasianié S NB | T (i S MINER 28 $écies a 5k and an
important indicator of the overall hdtin of sagebrush ecosystems. Beeecosystems are
increasingly threatened by larggeale driverdike wildfireand invasive specidbat affect not

only wildlife, but also the human communities and economic systems that depend on healthy
and productive lands.

With the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser\itssSFWSjonsidering whether to list theagiegrouse as
threatened or endangerednder the federal Endangered Species (&3$A} the Sate of

Oregon has worked with a diverse set of partners over the past five years to lay the foundation
for a comprehensive approach sagegrouse conservation by:

A AligningSate, federal, and local government programs and priorities, as well as
voluntary efforts implemented by participating private landowners and nongovernment
organizations, to focus investments on the highest ptiesifor sagegrouse
conservation.

A Providing for major new state investmentshat will also leverage additional
investments from federal and local partnerso promote habitat health and resilience,
including funds focused on the biggest drivers of hadiased threats to saggrouse in
Oregon: wildfire invasive weedsand encroachment of junipérees.

A Establishing additional protections for significaagegrouse habitat under thelBI G S Q a
already strong landise laws.

A Creatnga new policy framework to provide flexibility and mitigation for economic
development in saggrouse habitat and ensure that any permitted habitat losses are
more than offset by other conservation actions.

Partners contributing téhese efforts recognize that success depends on the health of the
broader sagebrush ecosystem and the human communities and economies it supports. This
document, The Oregon Sa@eNR dza S ! OG A2y tfly OKSNBFTFAISNI a! O

11n 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) determined the greatBrS@&yelzi S A a a gl NNI y i SR
LINBOf dzZRSRé FNRY fA&lAYy3d Fa GKNBFIGISYSR 2NBGY RBENASNBR dzy |
et seq) Pursuant to a cousbrdered schedule, the USFWS is set to review and make a final determination in 2015

as to the ESA listing status of the sageuse across its range in 11 western statesluding Oregon. See U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service, Species Profile: Greater Sageise Centrocercus urophasianys
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profilabeciesProfile.action?spcode=B0¢2014).

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrtSummary and First Steps 5
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Oregon. By advancing sagebrush ecosystem health; recovering viablgreage populations;

and promoting strategic, conservatidrased approaches to rangeland uses and dewalent,

the Action Plan also seeks to promote thedza G F Ay o Af AG& |yR GAGEFEAGES
communities and economiaterests.

The Action Plars built on the premise that conservation strategies need to be adaptable to

local conditons and needs and backed up with letegm investments partnershipsand

regulatory commitments. With continued collaboration and the sustained support of its many
stakeholders, th&di | GABti@rEPlan providescommitment to and optimisnfior the

conservaion and recoveryoll KA & AA Iyl GdzZNE &LISOASE& 2anrdtheNEI2y Q
American West

A federalESAisting ofthe sagegrousewould remove the primacy o8ate and local

management jurisdictiomand have sigificant implications for Oregon citizensusinesses, and
institutionsin shapng economicdevelopment, rural community health, and habitat

management. Thus, thisction Ran also workroactively toadvance the ability of Oregonians

to shape ourown future¢ KS | OQliA2y tfly FyR AGa O02YLRYySyld L
why a future listing of the sag@ N2 dza S dzy RSNJ 4 KS 9{! A& dzyySOSaal
commitment to sagegrouse conservation and addressing threatsto the ¥itdi 2 ¥ h NBE3I2y Qa
sagebrush ecosystem is strong and kst@nding; it exists and will persist apart from the

outcome of the upcoming federal listing determination. As such, this Action Plan will be

implemented regardless of the ESA listing status determinatio

TheAction Plarprovides a coordinated framework for action and accountability among private,
nongovernmental, local, State, and federal partners in advancing immediate antelong
STT2NIad ¢2 I OKlossdipulatosand habitat @dives thel-AgiSn Plan

builds upon and enhances past and ongoing efforts, including the Oregon Department of Fish
YR 2 Af Rt AGréaeaSagEhobse Tddservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon
OKSNBI FGSNIewndnmm { OGN GS3e

TheAction Plarhas beerdevelopedthroughthe SageGrouse Conservation (SageCon)
Partnership, an Oregebased collaborative effolpintly convened by th&&ate of Oregon
throughtheG2 @3S NJ/ 2 N & b Is@ffiaNdhé U.SmBea2otizbidd Slanagement (BLM),
and the Natural Resources Conservation SerfNé&CY In developing the Action PlaBageCon
engaged local counties, landowners, eneagyl other development interestsonservatiorand
other nongovernmentabrganizationsthe USFWSandadditionalpartnerswho, together, are
essential to its succesthe SageCon Partnership also provideapportunityto build upon

and bring together other key efforts thaire important components of this Actiordd, such as
the work of ranchers and other local interests develop conservation agreements on federal
and nonfederal rangelandss well as the effort of diverse partners to advance new rules

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrtSummary and First Steps 6



related to mitigation and largscale development activitie hisAction Fan documers those
important conservation effortandother existing and planned actions in Oregon

By working acrostand ownership boundariegngaging multiple partners, and addressing
identified threats to saggrouse habitatas well as to rangelarakssociateccommunities and
economiesthe ActionPlan not only conservable sagegrouseand multipleother speciesit
also protects human interestiependent on the same land in a manner compatible with
traditional farm and ranch economieBurther, the Action Plaworks to align incentives for
existing landowners and future econonaevelopment pathway$or industries such as mining
and renewable energwith net conservation gains for the sageouseand its habitat

This Action Ran isthusa call to action. It recognizes thiite sagegrouse and its habitat need
attention now, as does the welfare of rural Oregon communities and econothiesognizes
that the vitality of both eastern Oregon commities and the bird are inextricablinkedto a
healthy sagebrush ecosystemndthat sagegrouse conservation will succeed only if the
species is viewed as an asset that will benefit communities and landowners as populations
become more robust.

The strenth of the Action Plan lies in several key features, including the following:

A A collaborative and integrative approach to planning and implementation;

A A focus on maintaining and restoring functioning sagebrush ecosystems and steering
conservationnvestments to where they can be most effective; and

A A sciencebased assessment of threats, the establishment of goals and objectives for
addressing threats, and a framework for adaptive management.

The remainder of this section provides a brief overvidthese features, and the sections that
follow describe each in greater detail.

ii. Implementation and CoordinationPartnerships That Work

hNS3I2yQa SIFadSNYy fFyRaoOlILIS Aa 2yS 2FT1 NAOK SO2
including ranching and farmg operations are the primary economidriver of the region, and

the nexusfor communities that come together when faced with opportunities and challenges

around resource management.

These workindgands are composed of large, contiguous acres of sagebrush habitat and are
dependent upon coordinated management across both private and public land ownership
boundaries. There are more than 18 million acres of sagebrush habitat in Oregon, interwoven
with playas, deegcut river canyons, and forests. In addition to the greater sgigeise,

pronghorn, elk, raptors, shorebirds and songbirds, trout, and kit fox all call this place home,
along with cattle, sheep anfdee-roaminghorses Rich stories of EurAmerican settlers, stock

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrtSummary and First Steps 7
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Basque shepherds, alfalfa growers, cowboys, hunters, naturalists and wildland enthusiasts, and
tribal hunters andgatherers are among those who have had and continue to have their own

unique relationship with the land and its plants and wildlife. Conservation of this area, its open
spaces, and its wildlife has long been part of this history, and while institutiomsnanities,

and economies have changed over time, it remains so today

Today there is new evidence of this spirit of partnership between working lands and

conservation. Soil and Water Conservatiistricts (SWZDs), led by the Harney County SWCD;

State agencies; livesto&kLJISNJI G2 NBET YR 2NHIYyATIGA2ya ftA1S 0
are working together with federal agencies to develop innovative agreements that support
responsible livetock grazingn sagegrouse habitat. Other entities such as the Burns

Agricultural Research Station, organizations such as The Nature Conservancy, and local ranches
are working to advance mutually supportive working lands and conservaigttives through

GKS AYyGSaNIdAz2y 2F NBaSINODK I yR YuseplamhiSgy Sy &  LIN.
system and related locdd¢vel planning efforts are working to steer development impacts away

from highvalue agriculturalands and important saggrouse habitat. Oregon has a long history

of supporting local communities whose livelihoods depend on the health of diverse ecological
systems in order to sustain the unique human heritage imprinted on the land.

The SageCon Partnerghiself is part of that trendln 2010, theOregonD 2 @S NY 2 Mila 2 FF A C
the. [ aQ@égonoffice began convening meetings in responseytowth in renewable energy
development and sagebrush conservation, as wethadJSFWS & d ¢ NN yG§ SR odzi LS
federal ESAnding for the sagerouse The partners were driven lihe need todevelop a

coordinated picture of ongoing and projected efforts, both regulatory and voluntary, to address

threats rot just to sagegrouse conservatiobut to rangeland and rural community healffhis

recognition and vision led to the initiation tfe SageCon Partnership in September 284@

the collaborative efforto build agreement and partnership around the appocbhes

represented in this Action Plan.

At the regional and national levels, 2012 was also the year U.S. Secretary of the Interior Ken

Salazar and Wyoming Governor Matt Mead convened a meeting of western states in the range

of the sagegrouse, which led tthe formation of the Sag&rouse Task Force. Staffed by the

2 SAGSNY D2JSNYy2NRBRQ ! a3a20AFGA2y T Sy3al3asSyYSyid Ay
leaders from the USFWS, BLM, NRCS, and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) as well as each of the
westernstates in the range of the saggouse, including Oregon. It has served to coordinate

and collaborate on Statkevel planning efforts and to facilitate discussions between sage

grouse states and the federal government in advance of the pending 2015s&HSA
RSGSNNYAYIFGA2Yy o0& (GKS ! {C2{®d 2KAfS (GKA& ! OQlAzy
context that includes an t&tate planning effort, BLM and USFS federal Jarahagement plan

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrSummary and First Sie 8
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related programs with State and local partners.

ThisActionPlanis acoordinatedproductof the SageCon Partnersi@ffort, which has worked
to takea more integrative, holistic approach across management boundaries to set forth
prioritized strategies anduture actions forthe conservation othe sagegrouseand its habitat

in Oregon.The ultimate success of these strategies and actions dependsah lo
implementation, coordination across the area, and tracking effectiveness through monitoring
and reporting. Implementation and tracking of tRanQ & | Wilfi réqRiné #he sustained

work of many people and organizatignghichwill continue to be aallaborative effort

between theState, local governments, landowners and managers, conservation and other
nongovernmental organizations, and federal partners including@b®andNRCS.

Thework outlined in this Planvill beimplemented andccoordinated through anumber of
significant new efforts. These measures, and the roles and coordination efforts needed to
implement them, aradescribed in more detail iBection Il Implementation and Coordination
Partnerships that Worknd Section 111An Ecological ApproagHealthy Landscapes and
Wildlife Through Strategic Efforésdinclude the following:

A{AIYATFAOI Yl OKI yuBérales andl mitigtid polfcyihroligh State f I Y R
agency rulemaking

A A coordinated set of new investments to implement conservation actions to address key
threats

A Voluntary conservation agreements between federal agencies and State and private
landowners

A A memorandum of agreement among state, federal, and local partners

A The& @ S NJE@dNtReDrder that directs implementation of this Plan and
coordination across relevant levels of Oregon government entities

iii. An EologicalApproacit HealthylandscapeandWildlife Through Strategic Efforts

The sag-grouseis a wideranging sagebruskobligatespecies meaning that, without

sagebrush, the bird cannot meet its fundamental forage needs and will not survive. Within the
sagebrush ecosystem, however, the s@geuserequiresa variety of plant community types to
meet the needs of its annual life cycle.uBhthis ActiorPlan, while focused on the habitat

needs of saggrouse, is driven by and addresses the overall health of the sagebrush ecosystem
andits habitats.

From an ecological perspective, tiiistionPlan works to promote intact and functioning
sagebrush landscapegahich aremportant to a number of other specidgesides the sage
grouse(Maser et & 1984;Rowland et al. 20Q3Hanser and Knickd21) The Plan considered

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrtSummary and First Steps 9



andassessedthe relative benefits tanultiple speciesdesides the saggrousein developingts
conservation actiond/Vhile thePlan has a speciespecific focuandtitle based orthe USFWS a
pending ESAsting review, its overall ecosystebased approach should assist managers in
advancingopportunities to benefit other speciess well As such, the Action Plas consistent
with the underlyingecosystembasedpolicy purpose of the Endangered Species &cxXo
provide a means whereltyie ecosystemsipon which endangered species and threatened
species depend may be conservée

The sagerouse is very sensitive the effects of human development, and while this Plan
proactively addresses this concethe greatest current threats to most saggouse
populations in Oregon atandscapescale ecological trends such as wildfirevasive species
and encroachment by native conifgiBoyd et al2014) Because thesthreatsfunction on such
large scalesandbecause there armited resourcesvailableto address them, a strategic
approach to conservation implementatios imperative, utilizinghe best available science to
target actions where saggrouse benefits can be maximizéithe Plan draws on several key
resources to achieve this strategic, ecological approach, as discussed fur8sation [IIAn
Ecological ApproaatHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Effbintsse include
the following:

A The saggyrouse populations and habitat objectivsa (i 6 f AAaKSR Ay h5C2Qa
Strategyand related administrative rules;

A ¢KS {0 (S apgroaciadBentifyMdsand conserving the highestiority sage
grouse habitat, as established in the ODFW 2011 Stratedyelated rulesand

A Spatial tools and data to help guide strategic investments.

a. Population and Habitat Objectives

Consistent with state stutes, its administrative rules, and its mission, ODFW adopted and
maintains the2011 Strategywhich describes population and habitat goals and objectives for
the sagegrouse. In brief, pursuant to the Strategy and recently updated administrative rules,
they are:

A Population: The overall policy is to maintain or enhance gagase abundance and
distribution at the 2003 spring breeding population level, approximately 30,000 birds,
over the next 50 years. Regional population objectives also exist for fplenmentation
areas.

A Habitat: The overarching habitat goal is to maintain or enhance the distribution of
sagebrush habitats in Oregon with the objective to retain greater than 70% of sage
grouse range as sagebrush habitat in advanced structural stages amhage the

216 U.S.C. 8531(b)
31n Oregon Core Ares are equivalent to Priority Areas for Conservation (BAGgeferenced in subsequent
sections of thiflan.

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrtSummary and First Steps 10



remaining 30% (areas of junipencroachment, norsagebrush shrubland, and
grassland) to increase available habitat within the range of the-gagease.

Since ODFW owns relatively little land and the State does not havé diegmagement

jurisdiction over most saggrouse habitat, conservation success relies upon effective
partnerships. It is imperative to incentivize and enlist the help of land managers from federal
and state agencies, nhongovernmental organizations, and fermatities in addressing the

habitat threats to saggrouse as well as other rangeland interests. This Action Plan recognizes
and works to positively address this reality.

Together, habitat actions on private and public ground ha&enand continue to be
considerable however realizing successful results from habitat restoration work requires time
andsustained effort (including monitoring and adaptive management)famlafar from

certain outcomgDavies et al. 2011, Arkle et al. 2014, Avirmed €2@l5). As thisPlan
documents, additionahctions that arestrategically planned, located, and implemeniaa
needed to meaningfully addressntinuingthreatsto habitat health such as wildfirgjuniper
encroachmentjnvasie nonnative plant speciegandother noxious weeds

b. Core Area\pproach

The ODFW 2011 Strateiglentified sagegrouseCore Areg?, providinga strong ecological

foundationfor focusgngthreat reduction efforts where saggrouse are most likely to benefit.

This approacldentifiesthe most productive habitat for saggrouse anddirectsthe highest

level of conservation effort thereCore Area designations in Oregon address approximately 90%
ofthesi G SQ& o6 NXB S R Asglgagroudwitiirf 2 A2 Yo&y: 22 BT G KS aLISOA S
statewide.ldentificationof core haitat areas to maintain a viable set of connected populations

is an ecologicalpased conservatiostrategy(Doherty et al. 201).

Although designated Core Argand their protection are at the center of this approacthey
areas ofoccupied habitatemainimportantt including for connectivityalues that help address
population isolation and genetic diversifyor example, the 2011 Strategientified low-
densityhabitatareas owside corethat represent a lower priority for conservation action but in
some cases will be important for improved connectiatyseasonal habitats that are essential
to meeting the yearound needs of saggrouse.The Core Area approadamplies that negtive
impacts in areas outside of core habitatateless risk to the longerm persistence and
conservation othe sagegrouse as compared tampacts withinCore Areas, and, conversely,
that focusing protection and habitat restoration strategies withore habitat is more likely to
provide a greater return on investmeris further described i®&ection IIIAn Ecological
Approachg Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic EffbitsAction Plan is
founded upon this Core Area approach.

Section I: A Strategy for ActigrtSummary and First Steps 11



c. Tools for Strategic Investment

With this Action Plan, Oregon is buildiog the existing Core Arespproach to identify sage
grouse conservation priorities at two scales. At the landscape scale, spatial data have been
compiled and developed to identify priority areas for different conservation actions aipd he
guide resources to areas with the greatest need or potential return. At the site scaleastdte
transition models and other tools are used to verify priorities identified at the landscape scale
and to tailor actions to sitspecific conditions. Thesrodels provide a key method for linking
site-level actions to the ecological approach described ab8eetion IllAn Ecological

Approachg Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efbttss Action Plan, and
appendices referenced therein, further describes the strategic framework and supporting
spatial datamodels, and decision support systems.

iv. Assessing and Addressing Threats to-Gagase

This Action Ran utilizes several sources of information in identifying threats to gpgase in

Oregon includingthe 2011 Strategythe Conservatior©Objectivesleam Final ReporfCOT

Repor) (USFWS 2013nd the! { C2 d ®IANNI y i SR 0 dzi LINRerdsR SRé RS
federal ESAInissuingitsrangg A RS a6 NNJ y 4§ SR 0dzi LINgoGseawvRSR¢ T
2010, the USFWS relied upon two primary factors relevant to the ESA:

A Present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitat or range
A Inadequacy of exisig regulatory mechanisms

These factors and related threats are further documented and discussed in thR&HOIf
which the USFWS released in 2013 as a review of tlierduscience, conservation challenges,
and opportunities facing the saggouse, as compiled by state and federal biologists. In
Oregon, the COT Report identifiegdfire, conifers, and annual weeds and grasaes
widespreadhreats to the sustainability dhe sagegrouse.

These three habitabased factors wildfire, juniperencroachment, and invasive annual
grasses createa vicious cycle thathanges natural fire patterrend reduces the likelibad of

the re-establishment of sagebrush. To a large extent, detrimental impacts from these threats
vary spatially along biophysicalgradient.Encroaching juniper and other conifers primarily
affect midto-upper elevations where sufficient precipitatiofiaws tree establishment, while
altered fire regimes and annual grasses are of most concern aglievation, warm and dry

sites where ecosystem resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasion af€hambers

et al.2014) The conservation objects and actions identifieth Section 1V Assessing and
Addressing Threats to Sa@@ouseof this plan (as well as in Appendix 3) prioritize actions that
addresguniper encroachmentexotic annuaigrass invasion, and wildfire.

475 Fed. Reg. 13910 (March 23, 2010)
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The COTReportalso identifies ther
important threatsas drivers of
habitat loss, disturbance, and
fragmentationin Oregon but at a
more localizedevel of presence and
scale. This Action Plan addresses
these as secondary threats, while
treating the widespread is®s of
wildfire, juniperencroachment, and
invasive annual grasses as primary
threats.Secondary threats teage
grouseare more relevant to the
adequacy of existing regulatory
mechanisms and ESiating factors,
andincludeimpactsfrom human
development andnfrastructure
(fences roads and electrical lines)
and associated noise and predation

Some of these threats (e.g.,
conversion to cultivated agricultuye
have substantiallyeduced the
extent of sagebrush habitan
Oregon in the past but aneot
expected to expand significantly into
sagebrush areas in the future.

Cheat grass invading sagebrestlppe habitat. Others (e.g.renewable energy

Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation Media. development mining are currently

at a lowlevel of activityand their

relative potential significance as a threat to occupied sageuse habitat in Oregon depends on
changesn markets infrastructure andrelatedfuture development proposalsthe threats
table inSection IVAssessing and Addressing Threats to $ageiseof this Action Plan
describes the full range of threats in Oregddditionalthreatsthat are not focal points of the
COTReport(e.g., drought West Nile virus, predatigrbut which may have loadakd orshorter-
term negative impacts on saggouse ae also considered in this Plan.

To assist with conservation planning effoidgction IVAssessing and Addressing Threats to
SageGrouseof this Plan identifies conservation objectives and actiaisvant to each of the
identified threats m Oregon, indicating where theage already has adequate measures in place
and where additional actions are being advanced to ensure that threats are contained and
ameliorated. New actions include regulatory maaisms, an improved approach to prioritizing

Section I: Atgategy for Actionc Summary and First Steps 13



and implementing habitat management actions, sources of funding faherground work,

and monitoring and adaptive management. Successful implementation of these measures will
address threats to the saggrouseand its habitat, reverse negative habitat and bird population
trends in priority locations, and advance the letggm conservation and recovery of the

species in Oregon.

By taking a landscagdevel view that spans land ownerstpundaries and speaks to the

various threats facing saggouse in Oregon, this Action Plan represents a comprehensive

approach to conservation. Oregon recognizes that the BLM is advancing its own planning effort

and related actions for the federal publands that make up the majority of sageouse

habitat in Oregon, and that federal regulatory approaches may differ from those of the State in

B NA2dza FNBlFad | 26SOSNE O2Yy&AARSNIOGfS STF2NI K
plans.

The State atsrecognizes that private landowners will remain engaged in their own
YEYEF3ISYSyd LIXFyyAy3d STFF2NLa FyR LINFOGAOSax ol
authorities, independent of this Action Plan. That said, coordination between the State and
BLM has ben and remains ongoing, as hasféorts with private landowners and local
governmentsPrivate, tribal, and state lands within the rangkthe sagegrouse in Oregon are
often ecologically connected to federal public lands and, in many cases, contaiatb#éig.,
wet meadows) that are comparatively undepresented on BLM lands aade specifically
important to the bird during certain life stages. Strategic and landséayed work across land
ownerships is essential, andis ActionPlan isbased on a effort to align mapping and
prioritization of habitatbased actions, and to develop a coordinated approach to the
implementation and tracking of voluntary and regulatory approaches across those land
ownership boundaries.

v. First Steps and Next Steps

SageCon partners have already completed many of the key first steps in advancing this Action
Plan. The sections that follow document thasetions and outline next steps. By demonstrating
the work that Oregonians have already conducted, the State prowdieience ofa solid

foundation in the form of partners whogeastactions demonstrate aommitment to

continuing efforts to make this Action Plan successful. By outlining a clear path forward with
specific roles, actions, funding sources, and structuresd@aptive management, this Plan
demonstrates the commitment and capacity to maintain and advance healthy ecosystems and
O2YYdzyAGGASa Ay hNBI2yQa &l 3SoNHza K O2dzy (i NB @

¢CNHzS (2 hNBI2yQa KSNAGIFIAS YR a$Awikakemany O2 2 LIS
people working together to reach our goals of letegm conservation of healthy saggouse
habitat and populationglongwith healthy rural econonesand communities. Ranchersibes,
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SWCDs, local governments, federal agency part@ednongovernnental organizations such

as The Nature ConservanéyK' S h NB 32y [/ | (G th&or&gnNaturdl Bese2t OA I G A 2 y
Association, the Mule Deer Foundation, tBeegon Hunters Associatioand others are already

working hard to conserve the sageouseand itshabitatin Oregon.Through this Plan, Oregon

and its partners hope to maintain and enhance our working relationships so that our heritage

and conservation ethics are passed on for generations to come.

The remaining sections of this Action Plan providemgreater detail on the subject matter
summarized in this overview section and address the following questions:

A Section tlImplementation and CoordinationPartnerships that WorkHow will the
Action Plan be implemented, and with what resources? What roles will the State and its
partners play to ensure a coordinated, collaborative, and irdeggt approach?

A Section IlIAn Ecological ApproachHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic
Efforts What specific population and habitat objectivi®es the Plan aim to meet
relative to where we are now, and how will implementation resources be tatat
different scales to meet those objectives as effectively and efficiently as possible?

A Section IVAssessing and Addressing Threats to $Sageise Whatare thethreats
facing the species and its habitat in Oregon, and what past, ongoing, and future actions
will address those threats in a strategic and prioritized manner?
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Section tlimplementation and CoordinatiggPartnerships that Work

i. Introduction

Sincethe 2010 ®{ ® CAaK FyR 2AfRfAFS { SNBAOSQa ¢! {Cz2{
in anticipation of its 2015 Endangered Species(B&A)istingdetermination, federal land

management agencies, state and local governments, landowners, and other partners across the
sageA NP dza SQ& NI y3IS Ay hNBI2Yy KIBS 06SSy g2NJAy3
sufficiency of existing approaches to gapt the longterm viability of the bird and its habitat.

Through this effort, Oregon has determined which policies and conservation measures have

been or are most likely to be successful and where policies and measures can be strengthened.

It has built upn and strengthened existing effective approaches as well as identified and

advanced new measures and sources of implementation funding, including the establishment

of new statewide rules to ensure regulatory certainty. Collectively, these efforts denadastr

GKS {dFdSQa O2YYAUYSy il (doudeBnd thd8rdabitayirdOregdnS ( K NB

LY HaAamMAaX (0KS hNBX3I2y PROSKNBINDRA2BTFFAYE &Rl 3KS
Oregon office began convening meetings in response to growth in r@plevenergy
RSOSt2LIYSYyd FyR GKS NBflIGSR O2yFitA0Gx a 4Stf
Facilitated by Oregon Solutions, these meetings advanced information and policy discussion

related to renewable energy developmeand habitat conservation across eastern Oregon and

led to the formation of the Renewable Energy and Eastern Oregon Landscape Conservation
Partnership(REECon Partnerghi

However, with the 2015 deadline for listing status review growing near, and because renewable
energyg & 2yte& 2yS |Y2y3ad YlIyeé& AaadzsSa NBtSglyi
communities, and economicture, the REECdPartnership recognized a need to broaden its

focus. Central to this was the inclusion of a wider range of development and other human

activitiesas well as landscapscale threats to habitat such as wildfaed invasive species

Partners were also driven by the need to develop a coordinated picture of ongoing and

projected efforts, both regulatory andoluntary, to address threats not just to sageouse

conservation but to rangeland health and the vitality of rural communi@eslding on two

8SIFNER 2F GKS w99/ 2y tINIUYSNEKALIQa STFF2NIasz (K
SageCon Paership in September 201Zhe number and diversity of stakeholders at the table

grew, theNatural Resource Conservation Service (NRCBHI KS D2 GSNY 2 NRa 2 FFA
in coconvening the effort, and the SageCon Partnership advanced a catalmeffort to

build agreement and partnership around the approaches represented in this Action Plan.

hNS3I2yQa O2f f | 02 Ndralse eoSserbatidnIbiilds éhKhe strangth of exiSting
partnerships and programs, using nationakgognized sentific research together with
d0ASYyO0S aALISOATAO (2 hNBI2yRecdonillaryHRdoital)Sa | YR Y
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Approachg Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic EfiodSection 1V Assessing
and Addressing Threats to Sa@eousg. The Action Plan provides a framework for the
protection, restoration, maintenance, and enhancement of sggaise populations and their
habitats in Oregon, in collaboration with local landwers, local government, conservation and
other nongovernmental organizations, and federal partners. The Action Plan has been
developed in close coordination with the BLM, NRCS and its Sage Grouse Initiative, and the
USFWS in order to promote consistemtypproaches and partnership across land ownership
boundaries, including sharing methodologies for defining and monitoring disturbance and
working toward a common mitigation and monitoring system.

On federal public lands, Oregon recognizes that the Bladvancing its own planning effort

FYR NBflIOGSR FOGA2yazx FyR GKFEG FSRSNIf NBIdzZ |0
in various areas. That said, coordination between the State and BLM has been and remains

ongoing. For statewned and manag#land, and for statdéed projects, the Action Plan and

related ExecutiveOrder provides assurance that the State will coordinate across agencies, will

remain responsible for implementing its share of conservation actions, and will strategically
advanceO2 Y A SN GA 2y dzaAy3d (GKS LI FyQa | LIINRI OK (2
with federal and private actors. On private land, the Action Plan provides a framework for the
coordination of voluntary actions through Candidate Conservation Agreesneitlh Assurances

(CCAAs) and other conservation efforts. The State recognizes that private landowners will

remain engaged in their own management planning efforts and practices, based on landowner
objectivesand authdA G A S&a AYRSLISYRSyYy G 2F (KA& LI FYyod ¢KIFQ
framework for habitat restoration and protection approaches will inform land owners and

managers on effective advancement of actions; will promote coordinated planning, monitoring,
andi NJF O1Ay3 2F FTOOA2yaT YR GKNRdzZAK GKS LI I yQ:
approaches, will incent effective actions and support landowners, Baihland Water
Conservatioristricts (SWCDdRangeland Fire Protection AssociatidRERAs and others in

leveraging federal, state, and private investments in conservation.

CNXzS (2 hNB3I2yQa KSNAGEF3IS YR ALANRG 2F 02213
people andorganizations working together to reach our goals of lbergn conservation of

healthy sagegrouse habitat and populations along with healthy rural economies and
communities. In Oregon, the majority of sageuse and their habitat is on federal lands. The
BLM manages 75% of the core area of sgigrise habitat, containing 74% of sag®use leks
These lands are publicly owned and managed for the benefit of a-maiging set of public
AYy(iGSNBaGa dzy RS Nbelimirsate. Prigae@bal, At fstétd adtisSvithin the

range of the bird are often ecologically connected to these public lands and, in many cases,
contain habitats (e.g., wet meadows) that are comparatively usrdpresented on BLM lands

and specifically important during caiit sagegrouse life stages. Strategic and landschpe|

work across land ownerships is thus essential. Many are already working hard to advance this
approach and related projects, and through this plan, Oregon and its partners will enhance
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these and newvefforts to improve sagebrush ecosystem health, ameliorate threats to-sage
grouse habitat and population recovery, and promote conservaltiaged working landscapes.

This section provides an overview of new sthsed conservation measures and funding

saurces, existing statbased funding and related programs that will continue, and the intended
integrated approach to Action Plan implementation and responsibilities. While continued
partnership and collaboration at the local and landscape levels formoilnediation for

implementing this Action Plan, the information presented below is intended to provide
summarylevel clarity and certainty related to the question of how the State will mechanize

plan implementation as a matter of lafynding, and governancsgtructure. Communication
FONRPaa aidlidST FSRSNItEX yR f20Ff LI NIYSNE A&
coordinated approach to implementation and related commitments through memoranda of
understanding and state agency coordination agreements.

ii. New Conservation Measures

As summarized below, the State and SageCon partners have taken several significant actions to
enhance the certainty that key threats to the sag®use in Oregon will be ameliorated in a

way that conserves the bird and its habitatcapromotes the recovery and enhancement of

both. As compared to 20100 KS RIFGS 2F GKS ! {C2{ Q& LINBJA 2 dza
the federal ESA Oregon has, through this plan and related actions, provided enhanced

certainty related to regulatory mechanisms, capacity (i.e., funding and human resources), and
effectiveness (i.e., strategic, prioritized direction).

By adopting new administrative rideOregon has advanced a strong legal mechanism atop

existing regulatory mechanisms that, when combined and as measured against tAetme

Plan status quo, will result in conservation benefits that were either not available or less certain

to occur. Tle new rules advance a development permitting process that provides more clarity,
predictability, and certainty for project proponents while maximizing the conservation benefits

for sagegrouse, including habitat protections and a strengthened mitigatiopreg@ch that will

advance a new funding mechanism to address invasive annual grasses, @nipmEchment,

wildfires I YR 20 KSNJ 0 KNBFGad CdzZNIKSNXY2NBX hNB3I2y D
adopting this Action PlanensurésKk S { G 4 SQ& | LILNRIF OK (G2 | RRNB A& &
coordinated and implemented across the network of state agencies and related partners.

As a result of the leadership and significant work by SageCon partners in advancing Candidate
Conservation Agreemesi{CC#8) and Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances
(CCAA8), Oregon has secured additional conservation measures related to private, state, and
federal public lands. The nature of these agreements and associated plans provide an additional
mechanism for enhancing certainty around implementation and effectiveness of actions
addressing threats to saggrouse in Oregon. Landowner and permittee engagennethese
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agreements and related management plans is ongoing and will result in the advancement of
conservation measures tied to addressing key hakhtaded threats and preventing habitat

conversion to incompatible uses. Funding of these measures wsigbéicantly enhanced

through new state, federal, and local investments. Substantial new state revenue investments
gAtf TFTAdZNIKSNI SYyKIFIyOS OSNIFAyGe FNRdzyR hNB3I2YyQ
approach to conservation actions. These new revenw#él supplement continued investments

in existing state agency programs that benefit sggeuse and conservation of their habitats.

New and existinggngoing investments tied to this Action Plan are documented below.

a. LandUse Rules and LCBGlemaking

Since 1973, Oregon has maintained a visionary statewide program feussnglanning, the

first of its kind in the nation. The foundation of the program is a set of 19 Statewide Planning

Goals (adoptedii administrative rules at OAR Chapter 660, division 15). The goals express the
{GF3SQa LIt AOASa 2 )ncladingraturdzéedurdes, &d detidaectdrii@ y 2 Y &
AYLX SYSylGlrGAz2y 2F GKS { 0 éf8ea actolnyabllitydzaiS aeadsSy
statewide policy framework, together with local government implementation and private

landowner stewardship, has contributed to the quantity and quality of the gggase habitat
Oregonhastodayt KS { G ( S Qa e §dtemmaréiakey [Aws farid ¥ipRroattito

implementation will continue to serve as the foundation for addressing several land
use/developmemntbased threats, as documented $ection IVAssessing and Addressing

Threats to Sag&rouseof this plan. This foundation, however, has bestrengthenedwith new

rules addressing impacts from other potential development activities.

To ensure that any future largecale deelopment does not threaten the viability and
conservation of the saggrouse and its habitat, the SageCon effort brought partners together
to review and revise state and local programs to limit habitat fragmentation and other direct
and indirect impacts. cifically, the Land Conservation and Development Commifis@nC)
convened a Rules Advisory Committee composed of state, local, nongovernmental (NGO) and
other representatives, which met from March 2015 to July 2015 to build agreement around
how to apply a mitigation hierarchy of avoid, minimize, mitigate (conspéry) to the state

and local development review process in order to address future potential development
impacts in a manner consistent with sageuse protection and conservatiomhe resulting
administrative rule adopted by the LCD&t its July 24, 216 meeting in Burns, Oregon and
codified at OAR60-023-0115t advances this intent and strengthens existing larse rules

and policies by directing developmieamway from sensitive habitaSection 1V Assessing and
Addressing Threats to Sa@@ouseof the plan describes the new rule in further detail as
applied to specific developmetfitased threats to saggrouse, and the final rule itself is
contained in Appendig7. The core elements of the rule are:
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A Establishment of an avoidance requirement for proposed lacme development in
PACSd core areaswhereby impacts would be allowed only through an analysis that
demonstrates (1) the project is dependent on unique geographic or physical features
that cannot be found elsewherey (2) it is not technically feasible to locate the project
elsewhere based on accepted engineering practices (and financial costs cathet b
only basis consideredand (3) the project provides important econonepportunity,
needed infrastructurgor other public health or safety benefits;

A Establishment of a similar avoidance test fmv-density sageggrouse habitat, and
protective measures for other occupied habitatproximity to leksFurther, regardless
of whether an avoidance test is satisfied, minimization of impacts is required (in PACs
low-density, and general habitat proximity to lek$, along with compensatory
mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to sageNP dza S LJdzNB dzl yi G2 h5C
mitigation rules (see below).

A Establishment of a backstop threshold amétered approach for future allowable
development impacts in PACEhese protections limit total developmebiased direct
impacts to no more than 3% of the total acreage in any PAC, with increases over current
baselire development levels not to exceed 1% in ay&@r period.

A Direction to document baseline calculations of current developrizged direct
impact levels in PAGs well as track future impacts through a central regisAlthough
GKS YAGAIIGAZ2Y KASNI NOKe NEBEujGdzA NSBavEs yyiray Ay
development proposals (as defined in the rulbe 3% limitation on direct impacts and
1% protective threshold would apply to direct impacts from the larggtesof
governmentpermitted development in core areas

A An approach to incorporatinthe ruleinto local landuse programs, addressing
especially unique local econondevelopment opportunitiesand coordinating across
state agency programs.

b. ODFW Mitigation Policy and FWC Rulemaking

In a joint effort with LCD@nd as part of the SageCon effort, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Commission (FWC) alsarized a Rules Advisory Committee to advance a corresponding rule
related to mitigation for development in saggouse habitat. The intent was to update existing
ODFW mitigation poligyn the context of a sciendgased approach anih recognition of the
{GFrGSQa KFEoAGFG |yR LRLMzZ FGA2Y 202S00GAQBSaAT AY
around pathways for mitigation of developmehased impacts in core (PAC®wWdensity, and
generalhabitat. The resulting administrative raleadopted by the FWC at its July 27, 2015

meetingin Saleml RPIF yO0S&a GKAa AyaSyd FyR adNBy3aldKSya
mitigation follows a scienebased approach and achieves a net conservation benefihor

bird while also providing development interests with more flexibility and certainty than under
previous policySection IVAssessing and Addressing Threats to Sageiseof this plan
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describes the new rule in further detail, and the final rule itself is contained in Appendbné&9.
core elements of rule are:

A wSFFTFANXYLEI GA 2y -geotise pouatiof a@nd lalSit& énaniglerdest objectives
as well as core arespproach, which are all relevant to ongoing and future sggrise
protection, habitat restoration, and management actiofrsaddition, the habitat
provisions of the rule incorporate the 3% backstop threshold and 1% metering approach
for development impats in PACGsas discussed in the LCEM& subsection above.

A Application of the mitigation hierarchy requirements (avoidance, minimization,
compensatory mitigatiojt as presented in the LCD@e discussion aboweas a core
O2YLRyYSyild 2F h5C2Qa YAGAIFIGA2Yy LIt A0

A A requirement that compensatory mitigation must be designed and implemented to
achieve a net conservation benefit for sag@use by ensuring developmehased
habitat impacts are offset by a level of habitat functionality capable of supporting
greater sageggrouse numbers than the functionality lost.

h5C2 Q& LINB JA 2 dzaequifdd iihad ahyentykcrgCommanid Agdidst any
development impacts in core habitakherefore the avoidance, minimization, and
compensatory mitigation approach in the revised ODFW rules presents a more flexible
approach.The previais policy, howevereliedon recommendationghat were not binding in
many cases and thatften did not get implemented in various decistoraking and permitting
venues.Through their connection to the new LCBM&s and local landse decisions, as well as
their applicability across state agencies and where state authorities apply to federal land
decisions, the State now hastongerapproach in place to addressing developméased
impacts to sag@rouse and ensuring n&onservation benefits through mitigation.

c. D2 @S NEke IR Drder

In September 2015, Oregon Governor Kate Brown isandtkecutive Ordeadopting the

Oregon Sage Grouse Action Plan and directing stgéacies to implement it. The Executive

Order serves to bind and coordinate all relevant Oregon executive branch agencies, providing
enhanced certainty that the Action Plan will not only be implemented but that implementation
will occur in an integrated aheffective manner. In addition to general direction to align and
implement agency programs consistent with the plan, the Order provides direction to specific
state agencies regarding their roles in addressing wildiimeasive plant speciebabitat

resilience and quality, human development impacts, and mitigation. It also emphasizes
monitoring, reporting and adaptive management in order to track progress and effectiveness of
plan implementation.

The Executive Order recognizes that engagema@d coordination across government entities
and land ownerships is necessary to ensuring meaningful and effective advancement-of sage
grouse conservation as well as rangeland health strategies and actions in Oregon. Based on this
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reality, the Order speakto coordination of state executive branch agencies with federal,
private, and other partners, which has direct relevance to advancement of the structure for
implementation and coordination of the Action Plan as depicted and describ@dondinated
Agency Response and Managembatow. Specifically, the Executive Order directs the
development ofan agreementbetweenthe Stateandfederalandlocal governmergas wellas
other partners. As further described 8ection I\i.a, the agreement(syill ensure coordination

in administration of the central registry related to human development impacts, permitting and
landscapdevel mitigation, and conservation investmtestrategies.

Finally, building upon the positive new investments advanced by the 201®@tegislature

described below irsection lii.e, the Order requires development of future biennial state

budget proposals related to implementing the Action Plan. This and other provisions of the

Order would occur regardless of the outco®eéF (1 KS ! { C2{ Qa sy RAYy3I FSR
determination for sagayrouse, but if the USFWS lists the bird, the Executive Order directs the

State to engage the USFWS in development of an ESA Section (4)(d) rule with relatades

and protections for Oregon so long as the State is fully implementing its Action Plan.

d. Candidate Conservation Agreeme(fECAs) and Candidate Conservation Agreements with

Assurances (CCAAs)
With more than4 million acre3of land covered under CCAs and CCAAs, these agreements have
0S02YS | KFEEffYIN] 27T hogidbse goyis@riiatiod effgrts Aciods$aydi (2 a

ownerships. CGRand CCAshare a proactive, voluntary approach for private and public

landowners to advance management plans and conservation measures that address current

and future threats to saggrouse (and/or other potentially listed species well as rangeland

health on their land. The Department of State Lands (DSL) has entered into a CCAA with USFWS
covering approximately 614,000 acres of statened lands containing saggouse habitat. On

private lands, eastern Oregon counties, in parsiep with SWCDsprivate landowners, and
YSYOSNE 2F GKS hNB3I2y /GGt SYSyQa ! aaz20AlGAzy
leadership role in developing CC&With technical support from USFWS. These CCAAs relate

not only to addressinghreats to sagegrouse and their habitat posed by livestaglazingand

other management activities on private land, but they also address secondary threats (e.g.,

fence collisions, construction of towers/perch structuras)well as key biological threats to

habitat health. Many of the private landsid ranches associated with CGAgiso hold grazing

permits on surrounding BLM lands, where conservation benefits will be advanced through a

CCA and engagement by permitteeg.d®mbining regulatory assurances for landowners with
management plans that require attainment of rangeland health and funding for those actions,

the CCAA approach creates the right mix of incentives and disincentives to address not just

5 http://www.capitalpress.com/Livestock/20150317/oregaxpandssagegrouseconservatioragreements
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livestockbased inpacts but also to advance habitat protections as well as improvements
related to invasive annual grasses, junipamd wildfireresilience.

e. Investments to Address Key Threats

The State recognizes the importance of dedicatedifng to ensure implementation of the

Action Plan. Given that the major threats in Oregon exist across land ownerships and rely upon
coordinated partnership efforts to address them, funding and implementation support needs to
remain a shared responsibilit$tatebased efforts to ensure meaningful commitments and

enhanced certainty around needed funding levels are described below. Funding commitments
GASR (2 .[a flyR& FINB y2{ &adzYYFNAT SR KSNBI I a
Resource Managememtlan (RMP) revision effort and subject to agency budgeting pursuant to
congressional appropriation of funds. In addition, landowners and other private interests have
contributed and can be expected to contribute both direct andkimd funding for

implemertation of the conservation actions described in this plan, especially where actions are

tied to CCA4 The same past and continued commitment of implementation funding and

action ako exists from coservation NG®, hunting and other organizations, with enhanced
engagement likely as a result of this Action Plan and the ability of state funding to leverage
R2ffF NB® CAZNIKSNE a y204SR SI NI ASIHdanewS LI | yQ
funding source relevant to addressing threats to sggause habitat while ensuring a net

conservation gain for the bird.

Commitments of new state funding directed at implementing the actions and prioritized

approach contained in the Actioridd relate primarily to the threats of junip@ncroachment,

exotic annuafgrass invasion, and wildfikh 4 1 = & ¢Sttt | a O2YLRySyia
new regulatory framework and achieving conservation benefit. These commitments are

presented inTablell-1.

Agency | Description LAB FTE/ Budget Location /
Package Amount new Mechanics of
positions | Adoption

ODFW | ODFW / Mitigationadministration of State Action
801 t £ | y-l@nds nhitigetion program pursuant to new
ODFW rules (and related new DLCD rules and othe
existing legal authorities).

Oregon Dept. of Fish
$286,000 |1 & Wildlife POP 801;
adopted in SB 5511

DLCD | DLCD Disturbance FrameworlCoordinator position Dept. Land

108 Sadlrot AaKSR (G2 FRYAyAad Conservation &
to limiting human disturbance in saggouse habitats Development POP
pursuant to new DLCD rule, coordination with local | $300,000 |1 108; adopted as part
governments, federal and state land managers, and of agency budget in
other partners. HB 5027 via SB 5507

Sec. 72
ODFc |ODF/WildfireF dzy RAy 3 (2 I RRNXS&[$1,590,377|1.5 Oregon Dept. Forestr|

Section II: Implementation and CoordinatiQfartneships that Work 24



Agency | Description LAB FTE/ Budget Location /

Package Amount new Mechanics of
positions | Adoption

119 and | approach to fireresponse and operations within the POPs 119 and 120;

120 range of sag@rouse. This includes some funding for| adopted as part of
agency staff capacity, with the bulk of the funding to Agency budget in SB
support local / orthe-ground efforts of Rangeland Fin 5019 with
Protection Associations and otheglated activities to supplementation via
address the threat of wildfire. SB 5507 Sec. 120
POP 119 offsets loss of federal $ for RFHP#ated
staffing.

POP120 Fdzy Ra f 20+t OF LJ OA{
equipment, contracts to advance ahe-ground work

ODFW | Habitat Resilience funding to implement orthe- $500,000 |1 Oregon Dept. Fish &
840 ground pre and postwildfire actions to promote and Wildlife POP 840;
restore habitat resilience (incl. +&eedng / planting; adopted in SB 5507
invasives work; etc.) in partnership with landowners, Sec. 121
managers, and other partners.
ODFW | Sage Grouse / Working Lands Jdimtded positions | $90,000 2 Oregon DeptFish &
105 matching funds todverage federal funds in continuin (when Wildlife POP 105;
existing field positions that advance conservation combine | adopted via HB 5544
practices with landowners to alleviate threats to sag dw/
grouse while improving sustainability of working NRCS
ranches. match $)
ODA- Oregon Invasive Species Council (Sagmise) $100,000 |0 Oregon Dept. of
320 LYLINR@SE hNBI2yQa 23SNI Agriculture POP 320;
including restoration and protection of saggouse adopted via HB 5002
habitat.
TOTAL = $2,866,377

The above new state General Fund commitments are in addition to other new state funding
commitmentg including a significant new State Lottery Funds commitment advanced by the
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board of at least $10 million over 10 years (iratechmto
Tablell-2)t as well as recent federal commitments to the State and SageCon partners, as
described further below. Importantly, these new funding commitments build upon a
foundation of existing state agey program funding for work in saggouse habitat, which is
expected to continue and is summarized belowr ablell-2. Private landowners, NGO partners,
and others also contribute significant direct funding as well aarmal (time, labor, materials,
etc.) contributions to efforts that advance sageouse habitat protection and restoration.
While this section focuses on stabased funding commitmentswith afull accounting of

these diverse and varied private contributions being an exhaustive task beyond the work
completed for this plan these private contributions are expected to not only continue but
increase as a result of this Action Plan, CE#vAmitments, and other positive partnership
STF2NI A& AyOftdzZRAYy3a bw/ {Qa {DL
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Agency Program brief
description

Relevant Funding in Sag@rouse
Habitat (most recent biennium)

Is Baseline /
Currentlevel
Expected to
Continue in
Future Years?

Additions / Other
Notes

OregonDepartment of Fish &
Wildlife (ODFW) Wildlife
Division and related
programs:

F& LI NL 27
structure and program, a
minimum of 16 biologists
spend a significant portion of
their time on sagegrouse
work within 6 wildlife districts
that reqularly engage in sage
grouse work. Work includes
the following activities: lek
and brood surveys, database
management, working with
landowners to implement
projects,training/coordinating
volunteers, responding to
information requests, inter
agency coordiation /
planning, state planning,
research / bird capture;
participation in wing bee,
hunt regulations, commenting
on proposed development
actions, commenting on
Scientific Take Permits,
commenting on CCAg
CCAs, etc.

h5

201315 biennium ODFW spent over
$1 million on saggrouse work. Of
this total amount:

$382,244 = state Upland Bird Stamp
funds (approx. 50% of total Upland
Bird Stamp revenues);

$469,000 = Other Funds (state
huntinglicense and Pittman
Robertson / stateawarded federal
excise tax funds); and

Approx. $200,000 = grant funds from
the Oregon Hunters Association,
Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation
BLM (habitat inventory grant), and
USFWS (Recovery Grant) to suppor
surveys (helicopter time, Infrared
flights, AAL) and research.

The UplaneBird Stamp and Other
Funds (O.F.) (huntidgense and
Pittman-Robertson) supported the
following sagegrouse specific
positions and activities:
Sagegrouse Resealc

($146K Up.Bird Stamp; $45K O.F.)
Sagegrouse Coordinatoisalary,
vehicle, travel

($134,967 Up.Bird Stamp; $72K O.F.)
Upland Bird Coordinator (40% time
sagegrouse)

($50K Up.Bird Stamp; $30K O.F.)
Sagebrush seeding

($29,877 Up.Bird Stamp)

Sagegrouse wing data collection /
analysis (Wing Bee, mailing,
consultant work)

($4,400 Up.Bird. Stamp; $4K O.F.)

G! Ratl81é / 22NRAY
volunteer reimbursement

($17K Up.Bird Stamp)

District Bio lek Surveys

($80K O.F.)

District Bio brood Survey

($30K O.F.)

2 SGBios (jointly funded w/ NRCS)

($208K O.F.)

Yes

The information in
the adjacent
column is an
absolute
minimum
estimate of
expenditures; it
does not include
considerable time
spent on sage
grouseissues by
h5C2 Qa |
Resources
Program (e.g., on
energyproject
consultation),
Conservation
Program Staff,
regional or district
managers, and
others.

Will be enhanced by
2015 LAB/new funds
(seeTablell-1)

In addition to the
direct-fund
information noted in
the adjacent

O2ft dzyyasz |
annual spring lek
surveys (an effort
with a budget value
over $900,000,
comprised of direct
and inkind
contributions from
various sources)
Ay Of dzR§ A& vl
contribution of over
$180,000 from
ODFW. This is also
expected to
continue.
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Agency Program brief Relevant Funding in Sag@rouse Is Baseline / Additions / Other
description Habitat (most recent biennium) Currentlevel Notes

Expected to

Continue in

Future Years?
Oregon Watershed 2011-2015 biennium$4,446,639 in 20152025 The

Enhancement Board (OWEB
Open Solicitation grant
program:provides funding for
watershed restoratia and
protection projects, including
in the sagebrush/sagsteppe
habitats relevant to greater
sagegrouse. OWEB offers tw
Open Solicitation grant cycleg
per year, resulting in grants
awarded to SWCDs,
watershed councils, nen
profits, schools, universit
local governments and other
entities.

OWEB funding spent on
sagebrush/sagsteppe habitat
restoration projects, $524.000 of
which occurred in the most recent
OWEB Open Solicitation grant cycle
(April 2015).

(**Note: these are projectgeported

in 20112015; some of the grant
awards occurred before 2011; also
this figure does not include OWEB
outreach or technical assistance
grants completed in sagebrush/sage
steppe habitat during that
timeframe).

OWEBBoard has
committed at least
$10 million this grant
program over the

next 10 yearsn
direct support of

projects located in
the sagesteppe
ecosystem to
improve sage grouse
habitat consistent
with the State Action
Plan.

Oregon Dept. of Forestry 201315 biennium approx. $200,000 | Yes Will be enhanced by
(ODF) F& Protection Division: of dedicatd funding to support 2015 LAB / new
functions as thetate-level wCt | Qa&-grhuge habitall Sf this funds (se€Tablell-1)
point of contact for Rangelan( amount:
Fire Protection Associations | $30,000 General Fund
owCt! Qauv gK2 Remainder was federal dollars ODF
helping suppress and preven| received to implement firgrotection
range fires in sage grouse efforts.
habitat.
Additional support in 20135 Yes
biennium:
Staff time and supplies praled
through the ODF Eastern Oregon Ari
Office.
ODF provision of firefighting
SldALIYSYyd (G2 wcCt
Excess Property Program.
CASYYALFE 2LISNI GA Y
provided an additional $300,000 for
baselevel operations, which does no
inct dzR S| AGyARE G AYS |
that ranches / RFPA members provic
when a firebreaks outs.
Oregon Department of 201315 biennium Yes

Agriculture (ODA) Noxious
Weed Control Program
g2NJ] a G2 LINRIG
natural resources and
agriculturaleconomyfrom the
invasion and proliferation of

invasive noxious weeds. This

$314,000 implemented by Noxious
Weed Control Program &ff in
support ofintegrated weed control
projects that target state listed
noxious weeds in saggrouse habitat;
and
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Agency Program brief
description

Relevant Funding in Sag@rouse
Habitat (most recent biennium)

Is Baseline /
Currentlevel
Expected to
Continue in
Future Years?

Additions / Other
Notes

Program implements projects
related to sage grouse habital
protection and enhancement
using two primary delivery
vehicles funded through state
Lottery Funds and General
Funds:

ODA Noxias Weed Control
Program staffmplement
integrated noxious weed
control projects that protect
and/or enhance core sage
grouse habitat areas.
Oregon State Weed Board
(OSWB) ODA administers
the OSWB Grant Program,
which distributes weed
control grant fundgo on-the-
ground projects (must be
OSWRisted noxious weeds;
must restore, enhance or
protect fish and wildlife
habitat, watershed function,
and native salmonid or water

quality).

$1,570,216 awarded to 55 separate
OSWB grants in core sage grouse
habitat counties. Those
grantsprotected or enhanced sage
grouse habiat from invasive noxious
weeds.

(**Note: OSWB funding source is
state Lottery Funds, which are house
in the OWEB budget but administere
by ODA).

Yes

Oregon Dept. of Agriculture
(ODA) Soil and Water
ConservatiorDistrict (SWCD)
Progrant provides services t(
SWCD¢hroughout Oregon,
including technical support to
address habitat protection
and restoration.

201315 biennium $255,500
allocated to sage grouse related wor
with SWCD# the following 7 sage
grouse counties: Baker, Crook,
Deschutes, Lake, Grant, Harney, an
Malheur. Funds advanced the
following activities:

Landowner technical assistance with
CCAAlevelopment site-specific plan
development, and conservation
measure review.

Sagegrouse Plannimg Landowner
workshops, local saggrouse forums
and tours including presentations on
sage grouse CCAfd invasre
species(incl. NRCS, ODFW, OSU
Extension)

Project work to address saggouse
habitat: Western Juniper treatment
(and mapping), and wildfirand

invasive speciesianagement

Yes

SWCD efforts will be
significantly
enhanced by NRCS
Regional
Conservation
Partnership Program
Award (as described
in Section lli.e)
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Agency Program brief
description

Relevant Funding in Sag@rouse
Habitat (most recent biennium)

Is Baseline /
Currentlevel
Expected to
Continue in
Future Years?

Additions / Other
Notes

(including invaiwes mapping, fuel
reduction.

Technical AssistancBRegional
Conservation Partnership Proposal
engagement and development.

Dept. of State Lands (DSL)
Common School FurgReal
Property¢ RangelandsDSL
manages stat@wned
Common School Fund (CSF)
Trust rangelands primarily
through forage and
agriculturalleasing. Approx.
540,000 of the approx.
611,000 acres of CSF lands i
the range of greater sage
grouse in Oregon are in Core
PPH and Lowensity / PGH
habitats. Pending final
approval by USFWS in 2015,
DSL will be implementing a
CandidateConservation
Agreementwith Assurances
(CCAA) for CSF rangelands i
sagegrouse habitat, and
related work is touched upon
0S8t26d /2y {iNR
CSF lath work related to
greater sagegrouse habitat
generally falls into the
following categories:

Range Improvements
funded by a 12.5% allocation
of grazingeceipts (same as
BLM allotments).

Wildfire Risk; Suppression
and Postire Rehaltitation --
suppression and fireehab
costs are requested as neede
/ additional expenditures

(limitation) from the CSF.

Range Improvements:

Noxious Weeds:

201113--$44,700
201315--$59,400

Juniper removal:

2011-13--$9,900

201315-- ODFW applied Mule Deer
Initiative $$ to DSL CSF lands; CSF
grazingessees incorporated State
Lands in NRCS SGihded juniper
removal projects.

Wildfire Risk Suppression and Past
Fire Rehab.

BLM Suppression AgreememtSL is
billed for Services provided:
2011-13--$535,550
201315-%$2,415,876

PostFire Rehabilitation(noxious
weed prevention and raseedingg
figures do not including funds spent
on fence repair and replacement)
2011-13--$424,700
201315--$176,900 ($64,000 of
which will be spent as carryover into
current biennium based on work
associated w/ 2014 fires)

RFPA Membership and suppdbes
vary by Associatioq total
approximately $1,000 per year,
additional spport for 1315 (Buzzard
Complex Fire) $4,500.

Yes:
201517
(projected)--
$60,000

Yes:

201517 --
ongoing inclusion
in SGprojects as
opportunity
arises, two
projects currently
ongoing

Yes

(funding to
continue 2015
forward for all
bulleted areas in
adjacent column
based on level of
need / requests to
CSF)

Yes

Yes

As part of DSL CCAA
implementation,
conservation
measures such as
fence making and
escape ramps are
being added to the
DSL range
improvement plans
and will be ongoing.
Fence Marking:
beginning 2018L7
(material purchase
complete-$1,000-
with installation to
be through DSL crew

Escape Ramps:
beginning 2018L7
(material purchas
complete-$1,00a
with installation to
be through DSL crew
or lessee installation

In addition to funds made available through state execubvanch and legislative efforts,
Oregon recently received an award of $9 millf N2 Y
Partnership Program (RCPP) to help advance the ongoing statewide effort of implementing

' {51 Q&
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habitat actions associated with CCAAs. The habitat actions to be funded will occur on private

lands and correspond to actions iderei in this Action Plan for addressing juniper

encroachment, annuajrass invasion, and wildfiresk. This award is in addition to the ongoing

NRCS S@inding in Oregon, which has besuabstantial since 2010 éblelV-2) and is expected

to remain so, based on the strong relationship that has developed between SGI partners in
hNB3I2ys AyOfdzRAYy3a (GKS bw/{ adl FTFx ftad@unhds I yR2
identified inTablell-1 and Tablell-2 will also assist local partners in leveraging the RCPP award

and other federal and private conservation investments. For example, the RCPP award is being
leveraged with SWCD funds for implemt&tion of CCAAs, including 3 FTE positions, totaling an
investment of $15.4 million in conservation activities.

As a state plan, this Action Plan does not attempt to exhaustively document new or pending
federal fund commitments, which remain subject teepidential budgeting and/or
congressional appropriations. That said, additional funding from federal sources has been
committed to sagegrouse work in Oregon or is anticipated to occur. These funds, while
associated with federal agencies or lands, are teeddvancing actions prioritized by this Action
Plan. Some examples of relevance to Oregon include:

A $1.5 million awarded to USFWS for habitat improvements on Hart Mountain National
Wildlife Refuge

A $2.7 million appropriated to BLKbér habitat improvemens in south Warner Mountains
(1 FTE position)

With almost $3 million of new funding from state General Funds,-geEd/$10 million new
commitment of state Lottery Funds, and additional funding tied to ongoing state agency
program work that is advancingetconservation of saggrouse and their habitats, Oregon has
advanced a substantial stateased effort to ensure certainty exists in the implementation of
this Action Plan. In addition, continued and enhanced commitments from federal, private, and
NGO pamers exist to bolster successful conservation outcomes in Oregon.

iii. Coordinated Agency Response and Management

Development of this Action Plan has been achieved through dedicated partners working

together in a rangewide collaborative effort across Oregomlémenting the plan will require

continued coordination among federal, state, and local government as well as tribes, NGOs, and
LINAR DI GS fFryR26ySNA® 'a RANBOGSR 06& (GKS D2@OSNY
agreement (MOA) is being crafted to addréss roles and responsibilities of the key

implementing partners across local, state, and federal agentles MOA (pending), entered

into by the State of Oregotgcal governmentsthe BLM, andUSFWS, will addreskared

6 DOI Resilient Landscapes projiotds
"Combined DOI Resilient Landscapes prdjgutls ($1.56M), FIATunds($935K), and Distri¢tinds
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governance and coordination through participation istatewidecoordinating counciand
statewide technical teamThe MOA will include agreagon performance measuresifo
population and habitat; administration of and participation in a coordinated mitigation
program; and administration of and participation in coordinated monitoring, reporting, and
adaptive management related to human disturbance and habitat actions afgdegal, state,
private or other lands. The MOA is intended to ensure &yl coordination occurs across
land ownership boundaries to address threats and opportunities related to the- gangese in

as effective, efficient, equitable, and responsive anmer as possible. This Oregon MOA effort
is intended to synch with larger, rangéde implementation and coordination efforts across
western states.

Governor

Statewide coordinating council
- Federal agencies

- State agencies

= Counties

- NGOs

Permitting agencies
= Counties

= BLM
- State

State program
administrator

Statewide
technical team

Mitigation program
administrator

Local
Implementation
Teams

Figurell-1. Implementation and coordinatiorof the Oregon Sag&rouseAction Plan

a. Statewide Sag&rouseCoordinating Council

An overarching, statewideoordinating counctl comprising representatives from key state and
federal agencies, local governments, Local Implememafieams (LI)sprivate landowners,
tribes, and NGQswill be responsible for directing higkvel implementation and adaptive
management of this Action Plan. Representation from federal, state, and local level land
manages and decisiommaking entities will promote integration across various relevant levels
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of government and will also advance landscégeel coordination across land ownership

boundaries. Theouncid NRBf S& Ay Of dzZRS YI { Ay 3 LINBIANI YYI A
and coordination of resources (funds and personnel), including mitigation and adaptive

management; identifying and addressing statutory, administrative, or regulatory barriers to

plan implenentation and effectiveness; providing a hub for aggregating ongoing monitoring of
disturbance and conservation action information relevant to plan effectiveness and adaptive
management; and coordinating with other regional sageuse efforts, includingibse of the

BLM and neighboring states.

As part of its resource allocation and coordination role, ¢berdinating counciwill approve
mitigation crediting projects and the allocation ofliau fee fund, based on recommendations
by the mitigation program administrator (and input from the statewide technical team). The
councilwill also approvehanges to the mitigation program identified through the adaptive
management process

b. Statewide Tedfical Team
¢CKS aidlFlidS6ARS GSOKYAOIf (SFHYQa NRES A& G2 LINE
implementation of the Action Plan. This includes a direct connection tadloedinating

council to whom the statewide technical team will provide support that includes the following
roles:

A Identifies, synthesizes, and makes recommendations tactedinating council
regarding management prioriteeand trends in threats to help inform funding and
implementation of Action Plan approaches.

A Identifies, synthesizes, and updates information on the benefits and risks associated
with different management practices and conservation actions, and on thetsesiu
project and programlevel monitoring to inform changes in prioritizing or conducting
conservation work, including eligible practices and crediting protocols related to
mitigation.

A Recommends research needed to address relevant questions, develop n
management practices or improve implementation of the mitigation program.

A Provides scientific support and review on selected mitigation proposals associated with
complex or largescale permits or crediting projects to ODFW and the mitigation
program adnmistrator.

A Assists with evaluation of program effectiveness and provides recommendations for
adaptive management.

c. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

ODFW is responsible for tracking and monitoring the greater-gag@se populations in
Oregon,including data collection, analysis, and reporting; advising on the impact of
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conservation measures and investments; monitoring habitat function; and consulting on project
proposals and/or approaches with local governments, project proponents, permittitiies,

private landowners, BLM, NGOs, tribes, state agencies and others. ODFW will collect and
analyze data relevant to plan implementation and effectiveness in addressingysaigse

population and habitat health, which along with information frather entities (i.e., BLM,

NGQ), will be shared with the stamordinating counciénd the statewide technical teann

addition, ODFW will continue to engage in the advancement eherground conservation

actions and research, both directly and through partners. Pursuant to its revised rules, ODFW is
also responsible for implementation of mitigation rule provisions.

d. Department of Land Conservation and Development

DLCD is responsible for tracking and manmitg human disturbance and the administration of

GKS RA&GdzNDI yOS FLIIINRIFOK aa20AF0SR 6A0GK GKAaA
DLCD will collect and analyze data from local government and state and federal agencies, in
conjunction with the stge coordinating councihnd the statewide technical team. Additional
NBalLlR2yaAroAtAGASa NS RSTAYSR Ay (KS D2OSNYy2ND

e. Local Implementation Teams

The Local Implementation Teams ()| Tstially established in connection with the ODFW 2011
Strategy will play a renewed role in implementation of this Action Plan. LITs will serve as the
local venue to assist with identifying lodal/el opportunities for ritigation crediting projects;
advancing opportunities for projedt S@St | LILJX AOF GA2Y YR AY¥YLI SYSy
level approach to prioritizing conservation actionstbe ground, including partnerships for
advancing such opportunities; and asivig the statewide technical team acdordinating

councilon implementationrelated local priorities, issues, or concerns, which will be part of
shaping adaptive management of this plan. It is anticipdbed work related to the above

efforts will benefit from engagement of an @he-ground resource such as the LITs, with that
work including refinement of maps; engagement with private landowners to implement site
specific plans tied to CCAAs; and provgdimgoing coordination to address arspecific

threats. The LITs will include the local SWCDs, local government, private landowners, relevant
local agency staff, and conservation and other NGO representation.

f. Permitting Agencies

For the purposes of thiglan and implementation of the approaches therein, permitting
agencies are agencies that hold the authority to approve, shape, or deny permits or project
requests for developmentelated activities that may affect saggouse or their habitats in
Oregon.These agencies include the following:

A County governments
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Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development

Oregon Department of Energy (and Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council)
Oregon Deprtment of Fish and Wildlife

Oregon Department of State Lands

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries

Oregon Department of Transportation

Oregon Water Resources Department

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Any other government orgency with authority over a permit or project affecting sage
grouse habitat.

vy DDy D D

During the permit review process, these agencies ensure that permits or projects anticipated to
impact sagegrouse habitat are consistent with new lande and mitigation rules and other
relevant agreements and authorities. Permitting agencies are vesiibdthis responsibility and
authority by statutes, regulations, ordinances, executive orders, or formal agreements.
Permitting agencies will report to a central registry administered by the stadedinating

councilas part of tracking and monitoring development activity in sggmise habitat.

g. Permittees

Permittees are entities that request permission from permitting agencies to conduct
development activities that impact saggouse habitat and thereformay be required to
demonstrate compliance with new or existing statutes, regulations, ordinances, and/or formal
agreements related to avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of gagease habitat.

Permittees may also be enrolled in CCAAs. Permitting &gena@y also incur mitigation or

other legal responsibilities for developmerglated activities they fund or directly implement,

in which case they would also be considered permittees.

h. State Program Administrator

The state program administrator will owse and coordinate the implementation of the Action
Plan, which will include convening and staffing the staierdinating councjldeveloping and
managing reporting and data analysis across agenciesadayative management of the plan

and its components. Some program administration roles may also be assigned to specific state
agencies, to private/nonprofit entities, or to trained and certified contractors.

i. Mitigation Program Administrator

The mitigatimn program administrator will manage the mitigation program and is responsible
for the operation of its associated debiting and crediting system, including facilitating and
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overseeing credigeneration and transaction activiti€she mitigaion program administrator
performs functions including the following:

Ensures consistent application of program processes and rules;

Requests and reviews proposals for crediting projects based on spatial and management
priorities identified in conjunctionvith entities including the statewide technical team

and LITs

Verifies, issues, and registers credits;

Assesses the accuracy of creathid debit calculations;

Tracks program outcomes and reports results of the mitigation program to the
coordinating councjland

Adaptively manages the program.

>

> > >

>\

8 The State anticipates development of a memorandum of agreementGseedinated Agency Response and
Managemen}with the BLM and USFWS to confirm their participation in the debiting and crediting system in order
to appropriately manage saggrouse populations and habitat across land ownership boundaries. However, the
federal agencies will retain discretiam fulfilling their legal mandates and authorities.
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Section IlIIAn Ecological ApproaciHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife
Through Strategic Efforts

i. Introduction

The sag-grouseis a wideranging sagebruskobligatespeciesand relies on sagebrush habitat
types yeafroundto meet the needs of its annual life cycBreeding behavior, callddkking
occurs in open areas to allow for conspicuous communal breeding displayekb(lireeding
sites)are located within larger patches of sagebrasid other vegetation that afford hiding
cover. In addition, areas with dense sagebrush and peisdbunchgrasses are essential to hide
sagegrouse nests from predatoysvhile moist, forb and insectrich communities are needed
during broodrearing to provide a protetnich diet to chicksFinally, relativelylense stands of
sagebush are required during winter month@when sagegrouse dietsonsistalmost
exclusively of sagebrush buds and leavesisTthis ActiorPlan, while focused on the habitat
needs of saggrouse, is driven by and addresses the overall health of the sagebcaslystem
andall ofits habitats.

Becausehie sagegrouse is very sensitive thsturbance associated with human activity and
developmentsteering those activities away froassential saggrouse habitat areass critical
to longterm population viabity. Sagegrouse populations in Oregphowever,are most at risk
from habitat loss resulting from larggcalewildfire, invasiveexotic weeds and annual grasses
and encroachment by natijeniper (Boyd etal. 2014) Becausesagegrouse aresodependent
on sagebrush, declining population tremdhirror those of theverall healthand abundancef
sagebrush habitat@Davies et al. 2011)

Further, because there atanited resourcesvailableto addresghe widespread, primary

threatsto sagegrouse in Oregon (wildfirenvasive annual grasses, and junipacroachment),

a sciencebasedstrategic approaclis essential to prioritizingonservatiorand management in
areaswheresagegrouse benefits can be maximizékhis kind of strategic, prioritized approach

is in keeping witlgpatial analyses of both saggouse population data and key threats, which

show that neither is randomly distributed across the landsc&pegon Depament of Fish and
Wildlife[ODFW] 201Lh NBE 32y Qa & 0N} 6§ S3IAO | LIINRI OK (G2 (KSa&-
spatial information at different scales to help focus conservation actions in the right places.

Maintaining connectivityand reduing fragmentation of sagebrush habitats is key to the long
term welfare ofall sagebruskassociated specig€onnelly et al. 2004; Hanser and Knick 2011)
Thus, this Action Plan takes a landscapale ecological approach, because, by protecting and
enhancing the function adagebrushecosystems overal§ number of other specida addition

to sagegrouse stand to benef{tMaser et al. 1984; Rowland et 2D05; Hanser and Knick

2011) While specificalladdressing the conservatiaf the sagegrouse the Planrecognizes
thati KS 0 A NRQa hiSav@iapslibk ratyeshd marsy Stheregonspecies, some
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of which are federally listed as threatenedendangeredunder the Endangered Species Act

(ESA)are candidates for listing, or are sensitive due to their close association with sagebrush
communities. Consequently, thisction Plarconsideredhe habitat requiremens of multiple

speciesand assessed the relative benefits to speameaddition to the saggrousein

developingts conservation actionslThisoverall ecosystenbased approach shoultius identify
managemenbpportunitiesthat will benefita myriad of species common to sagebrush steppe

habitat types Further, the ecosysternased concepts and approach underpinning the actions
identified in this plan align well withe F SRSNJ € 9 { ! @ 3o pidgide a@aansA Yy 1 Sy G Y
wherebythe ecosystemsipon which endangered species and threatened species depend may

be conserveXé®

This section provides a detailed
RSAONALIIAZ2Y 27F hNAH
identifying and prioritizing conservation
actions within saggrouse habitat. It
2dz0f AySa (G4gbusd G G ¢
population and habitat objectivesvhich
drive the development of specific
conservation actions, andldescribes
the methods and technical tools the
State and the Sagérouse Conservation
(SageCon) partners will use to (a) 5
identify highpriority sites for & A
conservation investment and (b) ‘” %Y,
determine which particular actions are ¢
most likely to be effective oa given
site. These include scienbased
objectives for saggrouse population §
numbers and habitat, implementation of
G§KS {0 0 SapproathdoNS
identifying and conserving the highest
priority sagegrouse habitat, and the
devebpment of supporting spatial data
and information.

, - o A
Sagebrusksteppe landscape?hoto: Jeremy Roberts,
Conservation Media.

916 U.SC.§ 1531b)
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ii. SageGrouse Population and Habitat Objectives and Trends

The occupied range tiie sagegrouse currently covers most of eastern and central Oregon,
containingmore than18 million acres across portions @fook, Deschutes, Lake, Harney,
Malheur, and Bake@ounties, as well as small portions of Grant and Urioanties. From a
rangewide perspective, Oregon sageuse are considered part two distinct management
zones across the West (Western AssociatibRish and Wildlife AgencidanagemenZones

IV and Yand have been categorized into five populations based on probable natural and
anthropogenic habitat barriers: Baker, Central Oregon, Northern Great Basin, Western Great
Basin, and KlamattSchroedeet al. 2004; Stiver et al. 20Q6)he Klamath population is
considered extirpated in Oregon, and no priority locations or conservation actions were
identified for it in thisActionPlan.

Wildlife species antheir management are typically matters gfte legal jurisdiction and

responsibility By statute (ORS 496.012), the State of Oregon is required to manage wildlife to
GLINBGSY(l aSNR2dza RSLI SGA2Y 2F +Fye AYBRBSY 2 dza
G2 LINRGSOG | yR Sy WidifeGsd theiNddtasybath forEheigolun bensfi

and for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.

Consistent wittfRate statutes, its administrative rules, and its mission, ODFW adopted and
maintains the2011Greater Sag&rouse Cagervation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon
(2011 Strategy which describes population and habitat goals for the szgeise

A Population:The overalktatewide policy direction i& maintain or enhancsagegrouse
abundance and distribution approximately 30,000 birds over the next 50 years.
Regional population objectives are also establisfoedive implementatiorareas which
generally track BLM district boundaries.

A Habitat: The overarching habitat goal is to maintain or enhance the cumamge and
distribution ofsagebrush habitats in Oregodoing so in structural stages that benefit
sagegrouse while reducing or minimizing habitat threats and promoting resilience
Attaining the population objectives is largely dependent upon achievibgdta
objectives therefore, the following direction exists:

o0 Avoid development actions in sageouse habitat that adversely impact such
KFoAldFG 2N GKS 0ANRQ&A dzaS 2F Ampactd yR € A
to no more than 3% of any Priority Area of Conservation (separately defined in
OAR 6358.40-0002) and at a rate not to exceed 1% over sy&@r period.

o Ensure that compensatory mitigation exists for developrAeased direct and
indirect impacts to sge-grouse habitat, and that it achieves a net conservation
benefit to the bird according to a habitat functionality standard.
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o Focus management to meet an object®ef NB G A Y A ygfousgmamge 2 F & |
as sagebrush habitat in advanced structural stggagebrush class 3, dr 5,
with an emphasis on classes 4 and®e remaining 30% could include areas of
juniperencroachment, norsagebrush shrubland, and grassland (from either
natural orhumancauseddisturbance) that potentially can benhanced. Five
regional habitaibbjectivesalsoexist for areas that generally track BLM district
boundaries, with direction to achieve a habiad@sed net conservation gain
withinthem.¢ KS &1 nkoné¢ amdditiscaleAhibitad asseSRent2 y
developed byKarl and Sadowski@R5)

CKA& LRLMzZ I A2y YR KFEoAlGlId RANBOGAZ2Y-A& O2RA
1400005 and-0010, respectively, which specifically note that achievement of the objectives
RSLISYRa 2y LINPINI YA YR FFLOG2NR 0S@2yR h5C2Qa
owns relatively little land and the State does not have direct management jurisdiction over

most sagegrouse habitat, conservation success relies upon effective pestigs. It is

imperative to incentivize and enlist the help of land managers from federal and state agencies,
nongovernmental organizations, and private entities in addressing the habitat threats te sage

grouse as well as other rangeland interests. ThimAdlan recognizes and works to positively

address this reality.

a. CurrentTrends Population

Utilizingthe work of the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Ager®&sFWA)the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW&) identified two population mamggement zones for sage
grouse that are relevant to Oregon: the Snake River Pldamégemen®one 1V) and the
Northern Great BasirManagemenfZone V{°. The population in the Snake River Plain is
estimated to be in longerm decline (196§2003) while n the Northern Great Basjithere is
no statistically detectible trend in populatidh

h5C2 Q& LJ2 LJdzf wabkRaiflishedbassdpia 4 208 population benchmark
determined by assessing data from between 1980 and 28G8®hce 1980h NB 3 &ate@ide
minimum sagegrouse spring breeding (adult) population estimate has generally increased
during favorable climatic conditions and decreased during drou@ihtrently, saggrouse
numbers in Oregon are below5 C2 Q& LJddnidaindrkiarid 2ngoverall trend in the
minimum spring population estimate over the-$8ar period from 1980 to 2015 is declining. As
shown inFigurelll-1, the 10-year aveagefor 20052014 = 23,025 + 4,893 bir@flmnge: 15,803

to 36,405; the 10-year averageor 20062015 = 21,331 + 3585 bir¢isnge: 15,803 to 31,840

1075 Fed. Red.3910,13919(March 23, 2010)

1d. at 13922

2See ODFW 2013trategyAppendixl for a more detailed description of the methods used to calculate spring
breedingpopulation size.
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In 2014, the minimum statewide population estimate was 17,520 breeding birds, down 27%
since 2010.

Thatsaid, because of natural fluctuations in populations, it is anticip#tat] at various points

in time, population numbers may drop below or extend above the 2003 benchmark, possibly by
as much as 50%, as indicated by the historic record. While the mimiestimated population

trend shows a downward trajectory over the abeweferenced 36year period, there are

several caveats when interpreting the underlying data and resulting trends. First, the number of
lekssurveyed and methods used to survey them have changed since the 1980s. For example,
spring breeding population estimates from the 1980s were based on fewer than 100
inventoried leks, but, since then, the survey effort has expanded to include data forthaore

450 leks and lek complexes. The leks surveyed in the 1980s were generally larger breeding sites
and may have inflated the population size estimates for that period, negatively biasing the
population trend over time. Most methods used to estimate tilsrare prone to a negative bias
when sample size (number of leks surveyed) increases over time (ODFW 2011, p. 21). Another
consideration is that the minimum population size estimate is derived from indices of
population size (see ODFW 2011, pp.-168 forindices), and there is uncertainty about the
relationship among the population size and indi¢@&lsh et al. 2004; ODFW 2011, p..28)

A final caveat is that annual fluctuations in population size are expected, due to the tight
relationship between birghbopulation dynamics and annual environmental and resource
variation. Given the fluctuations, it is useful to use a-frear moving average in interpreting
population size estimates. For example, anm@ulation increasse were dserved in most

areas from the midl990s through 208 (Figurelll-1). This upward trend was likely related to a
similar trend in the quality of habitat calitions during that timeframe. In 2007, a severe
droughtnegatively affected habitat quality, and a declining trend in the population size until
2008 was also observed. From 2009 forward, the population size appeared to increase, then
decrease, then increase again to 2014, when the anmiraimum estimated sprig population
sizewas estimated to be 17,508ased on the preliminary minimum estimated spring
population size for 2015 of approximately 20,000 breeding adult birds (males and females), an
upward swing in the spring population trend appears to be contiguas shown by the five

year moving average figurelll-1. Whilethe current population estimate is below the ODFW
population objective angonservatio actions remain needed to improve population health,
this estimateis considered to be within the range of natural variation.
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Sage-Grouse Population Trends
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Figurelll-1.Sagegrouse minimum spring population trerslare represented here by fear moving averages (solid linefhe
annual minimum spring population estimates fluctuate over time, as illustrated by the bars and the solid line. The Oregon
spring population benchmark is 30,000 breeding adults (males amddkes), illustrated by the solid horizontal line. The 95%
confidence intervals around the baseline value are represented by the dashed horizontal lines.

b. CurrentTrendsHabitat

In terms of habitat, it is estimated that, historically, up tor@8lion hectares(220 million acres)
of sagebruslsteppe vegetatior{McArthur and Ott 1996@¢xisted across western North
America. Today, more than half of that has been lost or conveglier et al. 2011)Relative
02 0KS KAaAG2NRARO NI y 3 SwestgirRstaie® Grégdnzantai0s2ayfefafivalyh 2 v &
intact, large, and contiguous amount of sagy@use habitat, with an estimated 35% remaining
ashistoric sagebrusbteppe (ODFW 2011)The major factors impacting degradation of
sagebrush habitat in Oregdaday are wildfireand invasive vegetatiorsince 2005, there has
been a gross decrease of nearly 3% in sagebdughprimarily to wildfire. Howevegven
though the total number of acres lost is notewortltlge net losswhen offset by the eresof
juniperremowed by wildfire,is approximately 1%seeTablelV-2). While not to dismiss the
ongoing need for priority work relatefd habitat protection, restoration, and resiliencéyis
indicatesthat the statewide habitat goal is being maintainext is at least within a margin of
measurement error.
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In 2009, ODFW arttie Natural Resources Conservation SerMdieGpembarked on a strategic

plan tomore effectively targeFarm BilProgram fundingthe Environmental Quality Incentives
Program andhe Wildlife Habitat Improvement Progranihis effort was lebyi KS b w/ { Qa
nationalSage @use Initiatve (SG). Throughthe SGlas well as on their own, landowners and
managersSoil and Water Conservatidistricts SWCDs)onservation organizations, and

other interests have implemented habitat restoration actions across thousands of acres of
private land in Oregon. In addition, tieureau of Land Managemerl(M has also undertaken
concerted habitat improvement work omderal public lands since 2010.

Together, habitat actions on private and public ground ha&enand continue to be
considerable Realizing successful results from habitat restoration wdrwever requires time
andsustained effort (including monitoringnd adaptive management) ats afar from
certain outcomgDavies et al. 2011; Arkle et al. 2014; Avirmed et al. 20845)hisPlan
documents, additionahctions that arestrategically planned, located, and implemeniac
needed to meaningfully addresontinuingthreatsto habitat health such as wildfirgjuniper
encroachmentjnvasive nomative plant speciegandother noxious weeds

iii. Core Areadpproach

In 2011, ODFW used a prioritizatiapproachto identify landscapes of the greatest biological
importance to the longerm persistence of saggrousepopulationsin Oregon(Doherty et al.
2011;0ODFW 201). Based orthat analysisand associated map designatigmsore than90%of
the breeding populations of saggousewere representecn only a fraction (approximately
38%) of the occupied range in Oreg@DFW 2011As part of the adoption of its 2011
Strategyand related administrative rules, ODFW (through a vote of the Oregon Fish and
Wildlife Commission) designated this 38% of the rangéas Aredabitat, making it a
conservation priority for focusing habitat protection and restoratefforts.** As part of the
same analysis and rulemaking, ODFW designatediensityhabitatsto account for areas
identified assignificant tosagegrousepopulation viability but of lower significance than Core
Areas. These arareasvhere negativehabitatimpactspose a lesser righ the bird thanin
Core Areas, but have greater significance thaotler occupied habitabutside of Core Area

This Core Areapproach providesa strong ecological foundatido directthreat reduction
efforts where saggrouse are most likely to benefidentificationof core habitat areas to

13 Core Aredoundaries were adopted by both the BLM and the USFWS. BLM referred to the boundaries as
Preliminary Priority Habitat in it®regon Greater Sag8rouse Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendment
and Final Bvironmental Impact StatemefBLM 2015)USFWeferred to the boundaries as Priority Areas for
Conservation in th€onservation Objectives Te&eport(USFWS 2013). &uldition, Oregon has organized Core
Area polygoninto rational groups and named the resulting groups to facilitate discussion and reporting related to

GKSYd ¢KSAS I NBS NBFSNNBR (G2 Fa ahNBI2y tNA2NRGE ! NBI &

(http://oe.oregonexplorer.info/ExternalContent/SageCon/Metadata/OR_sagegrouse_trskaed_FGDC.xjnl
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maintain a viable set of connected populatiaeasan ecologicallgased conservatiostrategy
(Doherty & al. 2011) The USFWS has indicated its support for the Core Area strategy by
explicitly calling foPriority Areas for Conservation (PAQC®., Core Areas) to be the primary
focus of targeted conservation effor(e SFWS 2013PACs are key habitats identified by state
sagegrouse conservation plans or through otleargegrouse conservation efforisn Oregon,
PACs correspond to Core Areas.

Other areas of occupied habitaémainimportantt including for connectivityalues that help

to address population isolation and genetic diversignd the Core Areapproach advanced by
this Action Plan is not intended to imply that such areas do not merit investrrentexample,
the 2011 Strategidentified low-densityhabitat areas outside coréhat represent a lower

priority for conservation action but in some cases will be important for improved connectivity
betweenCore Aread?ACge.g., genetic and habitat linkagegsseasonal habitats that are
essential to meeting the yeaound needs of saggrouseor as places where potential
opportunities may exist for targeting habitat restoration work and/or mitigationl&ss of

habitat function elsewhere

The Core Areapproachimplies that negative impacts in areas outside of core haluitaate

less risk to the longerm persistence and conservation thie sagegrouseas compared to
impacts withinCore Areas, and, conversely, that focusing protection and habitat restoration
strategies within core habitat is more likely to provide a greater return on investment. Stated
another way, he Core Area approach and associated maps provide the ecologicafdras
land-use planners, land manageend the public talirect conservation actionso the areas of
greatest biologicalalue tothe persistencef sagegrouse while steering actions with negative
impacts away from these area®ne underlying premiseghind the Core Area approach is that
prevening damaging ecological thresholds from being crossed is more likely to be effective,
and less costlyin achieving saggrouse conservation than reacting to negative impacts and
trying to perpetuallyrestore degraded sitegDavies et al. 2011; Arkle et al. 2014)

iv. Tools for Strategic Investment

a. AStrategidcFrameworkor Action

Conservation success will be achieved in Oregon by removing or reducing threats-to sage
grouse and sagebrustieppe habitatsand stabiizing or improvingsagegrousepopulation
trends. At present, the greatest threats to sageouse populations in Oregon are driven by
dysfunction within the sagebrush steppeosysten{Knick and Connelly 2011; ODFW 2011)
Given tke combination of impaired ecosystem function, the status of the ggrgeise
populatoni KS @l adySaa FyR GFINAIFIGAZ2Y 2F 201t O2yR.
that available resources are finitegpnservation efforts in Oregamustbe strategc in order to
provide the highest returns to the saggouse and its habitat. To overcome the conservation
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and management challenges at hand, the Action Plan makes use of a hierarchical strategic
framework to address issues from rangewide to local levidis. frameworkncludestwo

strategc levels Srategy Level | (LargBcale/LandscapkeevelPlanning identifies priority areas
for conservation actiort$ anddirects conservatiorresourcego areas withthe highest
conservation return Strategy Level I5{teSpecific Managemehterifies priorities identified in
Strategy Level | and tailors actions to sfgecific conditions.

Hierarchical approaches, such as this framework, reflect current scientific knowledge about
complex systems that span multipleganacting, functional scales and produce complex
feedbacks and patterns (Knick and Connelly 2011). Hierarchical approaches have been
incorporated into a wide variety of strategies, plans, and frameworks (e.g., the BLM Fire and
Invasives Assessmenbol [FIAT], the Habitat Assessment Framework). The framework
presented here was constructed from two important building blocks: (1) the foundation
LINE JARSR o0& lFylfeasSa FyR YIylFI3aSYSydyatdqg2SOGADS
collaborative work with scientists, natural resource managers, and planfieesoutcome is a
framework thatsupport decisionmaking atmultiple spatial scales, while providisgientific
directionandallowing for local decisiomaking and adgtive management by resource
managers.

b. Srategy Level | (Laregecale/LandscageevelPlanning)

As stated aboveStrategy Level | (Largeale/Landscapé.evelPlanningwill be used tadentify
priority areas for different conservation actions (restoration, rehabilitation, protection,
preservation) and talirect conservatiorresourcego areas withthe greatest need and/owith
the potential for thehighest conservation returrit facilitates cooperatve planning which will
SP2t @S RdzNA y 3 (K Atdamong aggntes arid ¥takéhsldasgss dwieisBips
and jurisdictiongo implement and achieve the conservation and management objectives
identified in this Action PlarStrategylLevel | activities will emphasize the use of landsesqade
data and tools and may be supplemented with fiseale scientific knowledge and data as
needed.

Data Data used in this Action Plan for implementation of Level | planning include, but are not
limited to: sagegrouse population (e.g., survey data, breeding bird density); priority habitats
(PAC} other identified habitats (lovdensity, general habitat); habitat types, distributions, and
trends; threat typesdistributions, and trends; environmental gradients and settings (e.g.,
topography); and habitat use and connectivity

14 Conservation actions, as used here, refers to any activity or action which, when implemented or continued to be impleminéeldice or
remove threats to saggrouse and/or will improve or maiain sagegrouse populations and/or healthy sagebrush steppe habitat.

5 Threat assessments conducted for the Action Plan that used or developed these data are described briefly in
Threat Assessments Completed by the SageCon Partnérshig NS & ! aaSaayvySyida /2YLX SGSR
tF NOYSNBKALDE | O2YLX SGS foregonexp@rér.inR/coitenShgeGeddtad | O At 0f S

Section Ill: An Ecological ApproadHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts 45



Several data elements are fundamental to the successful implementation of Strategy Level I.
The first is piority habitat or PACEdentified as Core Araan the 2011 StrategyODFW

2011)*¢ Knowledge of priority habitats and spatial representation of them in maps and GIS
LINE A RSE O KMNE LINANJIINBR NG AISAYy3a FNBFaE F2N 02y &
information readily available for communication and decision making related to planning. The
second data element is tied to information about the large, landsesgade habitat

requirements of the saggrouse. Habitat conditions that supp@agegrousehave been

shown to relateto the proportion of sagebrush lanzbver’ andrelativedominance of invasive
conifers and exotic annual grassaghe area arrounding breeding grounddiagen et al. 2007;
BaruchMordo et al. 2013; Knick et al. 2013; Fedy et al. 20Afas exceeding 65% sagebrush
land cover generally provide good sageouse habitat, while areas with Z5% sagebrush land
cover provide moderizly good saggrouse habitat, and those with <25% sagebrush lamer

are the least valuable to saggouse. Sagebrush lamtbverhas beemmappedand analyzed

within the planning ared&igurelll-2; Appendixl5).

The third data element focuses on threats to s@geuse. Since 2011, the State of Oregon has
worked in partnership with BLM, USFWS, and others to map, analyze, and int@rpesit and
pasthabitat conditions and land use, as wellppgential threatsfrom future expansion of

annual grassed-{gure 1V3); conifer encroachmenfFigure V1), wildfire potential (Figure IV6);

and potential for lanelse conversionéigure IV, Figure V10, andFigure 1V11). Knowledge

and spatial data related to current and potential threats will help decision makers know where
to implement key actions to abate threats.

The fourth data element is defined by land ownership and agament allocations.

Responsible parties and relevant actions may be identified by mapping ownership and
management allocations in relation to priority habitat, habitat conditions, and current and

potential patterns of threats. Coordination strategies tleigage the appropriate entities are

one of several base elements leading to successful;temy conservation when largand

landscapea Ol £ S SO02aeaiGSY ReaTdzy Ol A 2y (Ghldmah et dlINR Y I NB
2007; Ostrom 2008)

Tools Tools recommended for implementatiai Level | planningnclude but are not limited
to: the Resistancand Resilience Mtrix (Chambers et al.@1.4), the OregonDecisionSupport
System(ORDSSor sagebrushsteppe; andh 5 C 2@rapass@ntralizedOregonMapping
Products andAnalysisQupport System)8

18 For this Action Plan, we group&bre Area into biologically meaningful units that represent key habitat areas as
determined by breeding bird densities, winter habitat use, and connective habitat use for future management and
monitoring.

YI'ryR O2@SNJ AYRAOIFIGSa GKS LIKeaAlOkt fFyR GeLlSa 2F 9 NIK(
land covers can be separated into a variety of vegetation types found in sagebrush steppe.

8 These tools ardescribed in Appendix 8.
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TheResistancand Resilience Mtrix is based orronsiderable researcfChambers et al.@.3)

and has beemnleveloped toprovide a tool to managers that matches theale of thanvasive
annualgrassspecies/wildfirefeedback loop threateningagegrouse(Chambers et al. 2014)

The basic tenet for this tool is that management of and treatments for invasive annual grasses

and altered fire regimes can be guided by the capacity of an ecaosytsteetainits structure

YR ReylIYAOas Ay &LAGS 2F ataNBaasSa tA1S FTANB
recoverF NBY | RAAGdAzZND I yOS (2 (Mdliag 10985 ¢@ke &t dz200®)( | §S 0o
The Resistance and Resilience Matritkbe used at Strategy Levdbt identifying highpriority

areas where actions to reduce the combination of wildfire and invasive afgraas threats are

most likely to be effective and/or have high conservation benefit.

TheORDS®as developed by the SageCon Partnership to support the planning process that
produced this Action Plan and to support its implementation. It is a repository of the- lange
landscapescale data used and developed during the SageCon planning pro@ss.dbntains
tools such as the resistance and resilience data layer linked to the aforementioned
management matrix and includes tools such asgstablished queries, processes for running
custom queries, and ranked data products (thent@3)he primary prpose of the ORDSS is to
provide the structure for collecting and using latigndscapescale data and spatially explicit
information to develop the priorities for conservation actions under the broad headings of
restoration, rehabilitation, protectionand preservation

h5C2Qa /2YLI &ada LINPGARSA |y SEA&AGAY3T AYyTF2NXNEFGA
ORDSS has the potential to nest its data and products. Compass itself is neste@rincibé

Habitat Assessment To@CHAYX |y SFF2NI € dzyOKSR o6& (KS 2Sai
now overseen and managed BWYAFWAwhich maps crucial habitat for higbriority fish and

wildlife species across the entiveestern United State&! Both the ORDSS andr@pass contain

a variety of simple and complex data layers with limited overlap in the topics covered. The

systems were developed separately and likely diverge in some of the underlying scientific
assumptions; however, they share the objective of providirigrmation to guide decision

making through prioritization. Because of the shared objective, results from one system can be
compared and contrasted with the results from the other, providing a deeper understanding

and increasing the robustness of the réésyespecially when they corroborate each other. In

addition, data can be exchanged between the ORDSS and Compass due to their common spatial
framework, which can leverage the two distinct tools and processes used in identifying the

highest priorities foiconservation.

9 Pleag refer to Appendix 8 for more information on the resistance and resilience concept and matrix.
20 please refer to Appendix 8 for more information on the ORegon Decision Support System for Sagebrush Steppe.
21 please refer to Appendix 8 for marformation2y h5C2 Qa / 2YLJI aa o
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SAGEBRUSH LAND COVER DISTRIBUTION
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Data Source:
Sagebrush land cover (LANDFIRE V1.2 and The Nature Conservancy(SAGE_LANDCOV_PCT)), Sage-grouse Core Areas(PAC) (ODFW, SageCon, BLM (GSG_PAC_Named,
2014)), Study area boundary (The Nature Conservancy, 2013), Highways, Rivers, City limit, County and state boundaries (Oregon ial Clearingh ).

P

Figurelll-2. Sagebrush landover across the extent of the SageCon planning ara@as with >65% landover provide
optimal habitat for sagegrouse, followed by areas with 265% landcover.Areas with lesghan 25% landcover of sagebrush
are the least valuable t@agegrouse.
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RELATIVE RISK OF INVASIVE ANNUAL GRASS CONVERSION
FROM SOIL TEMPERATURE AND MOISTURE REGIMES

Invasive Annual Grass Risk
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Data Source:

Invasive Annual Grass Risk (Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW); Ssurgo_statsgo_tmnum_30,2014,
SSURGO and STATSGO tiled), Sage-grouse Core Areas(PAC) (ODFW, SageCon, BLM (GSG_PAC_Named, 2014)), Study area boundary (The Nature Conservancy, 2013),
Highways, Rivers, City limit, County and state boundaries (Oregon ial Clearinghouse).

Figurelll-3. Relative risk of invasive grass conversj@s determined by the resistance and resilience framewdBlee
Appendix 8 for more informabn on resistance and resilience concepts.
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Success on the Ground: Applying the framework to conservation actions:
Habitat conservation based on sagebrush land cover and threat from
wildfire and invasive annual grasse

The Strategic Framework comaitwo distinct levels that are tied to spatial scale. Planning activ
will utilize both levels to, first, determine priority locations across the full sgrgese planning
area, and then, to develop specifics required to successfully implement catiserand
management projects.

Level |

At Strategic Level |, we are interested in examining the range of theggagee and setting
priorities at this level. Using the data compiled for the Action Plan and contained in the ORDS
can perform an arrapf simple and complex queries. For this example, our goal is to use the bg
available data to identify candidate locations within priority habitat (PACs), where sagebrush |
cover proportions associated with high probabilities of lek persistence aiskadf wildfire, and
where recovery and/or retention of the plant communities following fire would be challenging.
achieve this goal, we can use a set of relatively simple criteria to identify locations for manage
and protection:

In priority habita

High sagebrush land cover (>65%)
Average or greater wildfire hazard potential
Low resistance and resilience

= (DY [

The first criterion establishes a finite set of locations to begin to examine habitat conditions.
Criterion 2 is based on the ODFW habitat goahaintaining 70% sagebrush in management areg
Because the sagebrush land cover data contains some error, we lowered the threshold to 659
reduce the chances of missing important locatio@isterion 3 uses the wildfire hazard to identify
areas where wilfire potential is average or higher than average. Criterion 4 uses the resistanc
resilience concept as a means to search out locations with little capacity to recover and/or reta
the original plant community structures, should a wildfire occutandscapes with higher than
average wildfire hazard potential. The areas that meet these criteria are considered to be at g
risk from loss or severe degradation following a wildfire.

Using the Level | criteria and the ORDSS, we found that there are 659 locatioiss|(anemile
hexagons) that meet our criteria and, of these, 121 include prilaatd Figure [H4).
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Greater Sage-grouse
Management Designations

Waterbodies
Management Designations
10 Highest Management Priority
"

Scale 1: 2,250,000
Map produced by The Nature Conservancy
|7/17/2015
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Figure IH4. Example Level 1 PrioritieBright blue dots are 4sq-mile areas (hexagons) that meet the Level | criteria and contain
private land. The analysis was performed using th&€yon Decision Support System (ORDSS) for Sageltegpe

Level Il

At this level, we seeto verify the highpriority areas identified using the Level | query and, once they are
verified, tailor sitespecific measures, actions, and practices to manage these areas. More specifically, 1
Level 1l goal is to use the best available ecological letdge to determine management practices that
maintain or restore saggrouse habitat at local scalest this level, we will work through a triadi&e
process to achieve our goal. Process steps for this example, in order of completion, are as follows:

1. Work with localscale entities to determine areas of management concern within the areas ident
in Level I.

2. Create a spatial overlay of existing management activities within those areas.

3. Use the difference between the two preceding steps to identify aneaed of additional
management activity.

4. Use stateandtransition models (STMs) to identify appropriate management practices for locatio
identified in the preceding step.

The process will result in several outcomes. Stey3sviill result in a refinedet of sites where management
and conservation activities should be implemented, based on maps that indicate where management i
occurring and where it is not occurring but needs to be implemented. Step 4 will result in tepsdiic set

of managementnd conservation practices. Step 5 will address practical funding and capacity issues of
implementation.
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c. StrategyLevel Il (Sit€pecific Management)

Strategy Level Il (SH&pecific Management) will be used to verify priority areas identified by
Strategy Level |, using finecale assessments, and to tailor ssfgecific conservation measures,
actions, and practices to achieve conservation objectiv@(s® strategy at Level Il emphasizes
consideration of local conditions and the right actions to achievedéred vegetation
conditions based on saggrouse habitat needs.

Dataand ToolsLevel Il relies on data and scientific knowledge relevant to the specifics of any

site identified as a priority through the Level | analysis. Data includes, but is not limited to:

currentand potentialvegetation distributions, and conditions; local @mnmental

characteristics, conditions, and trends; and sissessment data, where available, that can be

linked to metrics and describe complex characteristics such as habitat quality. This level uses

tools such as the series of staamd-transition modds (STMs) as well as conservation practices
andexpected outcomes such as those compiled in the rangeland practices da{@mseell et

al. 2015)and Western Sagebrush 0 SLILJIS t f I yi [/ 2YYdzyAGAS&ayYy ! al yl
SageGrouse Habita(SageSHAR® oject Teamin progress

Keys to advancing the Strategy Level Il approach are the confirmation of Level |
recommendations usinthe STMs andther tools?2 and using the STMs to inform the selection
of practices that will generate desired outcomes $agegrouse habitat and help predict
habitat response to management and conservation practitesguidethe Level Iprocessthis
Action Plan relies on th8TMdo tie sitelevel vegetation conditions to management objectives
and practicesThese modelsapture currentscientificunderstanding of drivers and associated
indicators of ecosystem change in response to natural and anthropogenic factors.

There are several advantages to using STMs:

1. They provide a simple classification tool éategorizng sites and even landscapes

2. Byrepresentinglow, midto-high, and high elevation plant communitigsa general
way, the modek serve as communication ta@among the various stakeholders involved
in sagegrouse conservatiaon

3. The modescan be used to prioritize and gauge the success of various conservation
practices

4. The models focus on restoring and maintaining vegetation with known potential to
support sagegrouse by using current knowledge of plant community ecology to
determine apropriate management actions to shift or maintain plant community
composition and structure

22BLM has indicated that, for federal public lands, it will rely on the Habitat Assessment Fram8tixek ¢t al.
2015) to evaluate site condition and assess habitat quality adequacy folgsagse conservation practices will be
selected using STMs. CCAAs use a combination of the STMs and site assessnmaateiaal specific treatments
and where to apply them.
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TheHarney County Soil and Water Conservafiosirict Candidate Conservation Agreement

with Assurance§CCAA; USFWS 201adng with the Oregomulticounty CCAAs and

Department of State Lands CGAAI contain a similar STM approach, with aelevation
sagebrush modeh highelevation model, and a method for assessing riparian systéhes.
0FraA0 o0dzAf RAY3 o6f2014a ¥F2N (K&nghgfmm desidedN® I OK
undesired statesr conditons YR RNA OSNB 2F OKlIy3dS o0SG6SSy
such as management actions, wildfirevasions, grazingtc. (Figure IH5). For all STMs used in

this Action Plan,ite most desirable vegetation stapgovides potential yearound habitat for
sagegrouse (green), followenh desirability or valugankingby vegetdion that is sufficient for
seasonal use by saggouse (yellow)andthen byundesirable statés),in which vegetation is
unusable by saggrouse and is considered né¢rabitat (red).lt should be noted thathe states

within these models should not haken asan exact match for the compositional and structural
characteristics of plant communities on the grousdates within these models are meant to
characterize common managementt habitatproblems within a elevationand climaticange.

The STM framework presented here pairs each of the vegetation states with management
practices necessary to maintain a desired statéodransitionthe plant community toward a

more desimable state.Movement between states can represent either ged or undesired
changeRSLISYRAY 3 2y | aA0SQa AyAldAlf O2yRAGAZ2Y A

By Dbcusingon restoring or maintaining habitat for saggouseaccording to generalized
vegetation community structure and dynamicenservation succeassingthe STMs is
measured by shiftimg or transitioning acreage from undesirable or less desirable states to
preferable states (red to yellow, or yellow to green), or ensuring that sites in more desirable
states (yellow or greesites) do not shift taundesirdle ornon-habitat (red. It is important to
note that vegetation structure and dynamics provide only a generalized model of sagebrush
vegetation and, as such, only provide a generalized potential representation ofjsaigse
habitat. Additional assessmemethods may be required to provide detailed sgpecific

habitat quality data, such as sagebrush height and proximity to human disturbasitesately,
the specific restoration or protection actions that should be applied at a given site will be
informed by the highesguality sitespecific data available on treurrent plant community
conditions the desired plant compositiobased on théhabitat needs of saggrouse and other
available sitespecific information.
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Figure I45. Simple stateand-transition modelshowing vegetation states (boxes), qualified and ranked from desirable to
undesirableVegetation states change or transition to other states in response to stressors, actions, or processes. Arrows
represent the drivers that transition vegetation among the possible states at adel@vation site. Adapted fronBoyd et al.
(2014)

v. Looking Favard

It is anticipated that, during the course of implementing this Action Riatg and toolswill

require maintenance, revisi@and updats,andthat new productswill become available.

Efforts in Oregon will not occur in isolation, and by linkingstrategic framework advanced by

this Action Plan to broader decision support systems and frameworks like Compass, CHAT (via
Compass), and others, Oregon will be positioned to integrate information from those efforts. It
is also anticipated that Level ligpning will present opportunities to incorporate emerging site
specific information gathered locally into the strategic framework of this Action Plan. Work is
under way to create these linkagd3ata and tools usetb construct the strategic framework of

this Action Plan arthe best Oregorspecificapproaches available at the tinoé Plan
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development By anticipating linkages across scales from regional to state to local, the Action
Plan positions Oregon to maintain a high standard of information arsh ooing, maintain and
improve the processes used to achieve strategic investment of resources to achieve desired
conservation and management outcomes.
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Section IYAssessing and Addressing Threats to-Gagase

i. Assessmentf Threats

A

Il ydzZYOSN) 2F £S3Lfsx LREAOCEY o60A2f23A0LfX YR @GS
content. Of these, four different assesenis of threats to saggrouse were particularly

important for the Oregon planning process and are discussdalb The firsassessment

(Section M.a)O2 GSNAR (GKS ! ®{ ® CAAK IYR 2AftRtATS { SNDA
precluded" determination, which was conducted on a rangewide scale across the West. The
secondassessment3ction IVi.b) covers the Conservation Objectives Te@OT) Draft Report

(USFWS 20)2nd the COTFinal ReporfUSFWS 20)3which examined threats at the scale of

rangewide management units, two of which are partially located within Oregonthiitae
assessmentJection M.)a dzYYF NAT S& GKS hNB3I2y 5SLI NIYSyld 2
Greater Sag&rouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Ot@daiRW 201)1 which

addresses saggrouse threats in the specific context of Oregon. The fourth and final
assessmentJection IM.d) lists and summarizes relevant data comfiida and assessment

STF2NI a aLJSOA IyrowSe Hatdtat, whidh Bere/peepared ih GiJunction with the
{dFr0SQa {13S/ 2y LXIYyyAy3a STF2NI®

a. USFWS 2010 Determination

The federal Endangered Species (&3A) and its im@imenting regulations require that any

listing or reclassification of a species as threatened or endangered be made on the basis of the
best scientific and commercial data available. The law further requires consideration of five
listing factors as part dhis process®:

Factor A: The Present or Threatened Destruction, Modification, or Curtailment of

Habitat or Range

Factor B: Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, Scientific, or Educational

Purposes

Factor C: Disease and Predation

Factor D: Inadequgoof Existing Regulatory Mechanisms

CIFIOG2NI 9Y hiKSNIbldGdzN* £ 2NJ alyYlFIRS CF Od2NAa

The USFWS is responsible for evaluating each of these factors and making findings on the status

of the species under considerationttviregard to each. The 2010 finding by USFWS that the
greatersaged N2 dz& S A& dgl NN yiSR 0dzi Lindthiédder SR T NRBY
the five listing factors (A: habitat loss, and D: inadequate regulatory nméing) as significant

threats for the persistence of the speci#3While conducted at and applicable to the western

2316 U.S.C§ 1531, 1533(a) (b); 50 C.F.R8424.11
2475 Fed. Reg. 1391014014 (March 23, 2010).
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In discussing Factor, he 2010 finding focused heavily on the issue of habitat fragmentation

and the importance of large, intact blocks of quality sagebrush habitat to the viability of the
sagegrouse. It documented the variolsiman land uses and neamthropogenic threats

affecting sagebrush habitat quality and fragmentation, many of which are relevant to Oregon
and are discussed further in this Plan. But the 2010 finding clearly noted that certain threats are
more or less releant, depending on which portion of the Westwide range of the bird is being
examined. Given the variation in the nature and scale of threats from region to region,
addressing these threatstothe sageNR dzA S | YR G KS 0ANRQa adAl 0 Af Al
matter of adopting a uniform approach. This is an important recognition and is relevant to
shaping the focus of State plans, which vary in their content and approach based on the relative
significance of a given threat to sageouse habitat within its drders. Related to this, the

following are specific relevant excerpts from the 2010 USFWS findings with respect to Factor A.

Fragmentation of sagebrush habitats is a key cause, if not the primary cause, of the decline
of sagegrouse populationsFragmentation can make otherwise suitable habitat either too
small or isolated to be of use to greater sagreuse (i.e., functional habitat destruction), or

the abundance of saggrouse that can be supported in an area is diminished. Fire, invasive
plants energy development, various types of infrastructuesmd agriculturakconversion

have resulted in habitat fragmentation, and additional fragmentation is expected to
continue for the foreseeable futerin someareas?®

Several recent studies have demonstrated that sagebrush area is one of the best landscape
predictors of greater saggrouse persistence (Aldridge et al. 2008, p. 987; Doherty et al.
2008, p. 191; Wisdom et al., in press, p. 17). Sagebruskatmbie becoming increasingly
degraded and fragmented due to the impacts of multiple threfts.

In our evaluation of Factor A, we found that although many of the habitat impacts we
analyzed (e.g., fireurbanization, invasive spec)eare present throughout the range, they

are not at a level that is causing a threat to greater sgigrise everywhere within its
range. Some threats are of high intensity in some areas but are low or nonexistent in other
areas. Fire and irasive plants, and the interaction between them, is more pervasive in the
western part of the range than in the eastern. Oil and gas development is having a high
impact on habitat in many areas in the eastern part of the range, but a low impact further
to the west. The impact of pinyejuniper encroachment generally is greater in western
areas of the range, but is of less concern in more eastern areas such as Wyoming and
Montana. Agricultural development is high in the Columbia Basin, SRade Plain, and
eastern Montana, but low elsewhere. Infrastructure of various types is present throughout

|d. at 13962.
261d. at 13924.
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most of the range of the greater sageouse, as is livestoayrazing but the degree of
impact varies depending ograzing management practices and local ecological conditions.
The degree of urbanization and exurban development varies across the range, with some
areas having relatively low impact to habitat.

The 2010 USFWS finding was also clear that, while hdtagrentation and related threats
are of significant ongoing concern, the story is far from entirely bleak. Significant areas of
guality habitat persist across the West and remain very important in the context ofggagse
conservation, with areas in Qgen being of particular relevance:

While saged NP dza S Kl 6 A Gl G KlFa o6SSy t2adG 2N IfdSNBR

habitat still remains to support the species in many areas of its range (Connelly et al., in
press, p. 23), such as highelevaion sagebrush, and areas with a low human footprint
(activities sustaining human development) such as the Northern and Southern Great Basin
(Leu and Hanser, in press, p. 14), indicating that the threat of destruction, modification or
curtailment of the grater sagegrouse is moderate in these areas. In addition, two
strongholds of contiguous sagebrush habitat (the southwest Wyoming Basin and the Great
Basin area straddling the States of Oregon, Nevada, and ldaho) contain the highest
densities of males in #hrange of the species (Wisdom et al., in press, pl224&Knick and
Hanser, in press, p. 1P.

But despite these strongholds and the persistence of high densities of birds there in the face of

various threats, the USFWS determined that, without ametingathreats across its range, the
greater sagggrouse warranted listing under the ESFae Factor A analysis highlighted wildfire
invasive annual grasses, and conifer encroachrasmgarticularly significant, ongoing threats.

These are primary threats in Oregon and are a focal point of this Action Plan. The 2010 finding

Ffa2 NBO23ayAT SR GKFG Al Aa y2G 2dzad GKS&S
STFTFSOG aérR (KAl O ZOSINEIAS F2NJ | G ¢ NNIZhiediRr 0 dzi
relationship between these threats is also something this Plan highlights as fundamentally
important and addresses in its conservation approach.

Fire is one of the primary factors lie#t to population decling of greater saggrouse
because of longerm loss of sagebrush and conversion to monocultures of exotic grasses
(Connelly and Braun 1997, p. 7; Johnson et al., in press, p. 12; Knick and Hanser, in press,
pp. 2930). Loss of sagebrush habitat to wildfiras been increasing in western areas of the
greater sagegrouse range for the past three decades. The change in fire frequency has

271d. at 13962.
2|d.
2d.

Section IVAssessment of Threats 61

I VR
LINE C



been strongly influenced by the presence of exotic annualsgand significantly deviates
from extrapolated historical regimes.

Invasive plants negatively impact sage grouse primarily by reducing or eliminating native

vegetation that saggrouse require for food and cover, resulting in habitat loss and
fragmentak 2y ® X b2y yl A QBS Ay @lFair@dSas AyOfdRAY3I | yyc
continue to expand their range, facilitated by ground disturbances such as wilgifaeing

and infrastructure Pinyon and junipeand some other native conifers are expanding and

infilling their current range mainly due to decreased fire return intervals, livesjoaking,

and increases in global carbon dioxide concentrations aagal with climate change

among other factors!

¢KS Hnamn FAYRAYIQA CI Oligeakidgds theé pfdddmindniland us&is y G A T A
sagebrusksteppe habitatand identified its interconnection with the wildfireand invasive

specieghreats. The USFWS found that the best scientific evidence indicated negative as well as
some positive effects of livestock grazing, alsting that impacts may depend more on

specific grazing practices than on stocking le¥&irther, the USFWS includéée-roaming

horsesas among the negative potential pacts associated with grazisg).

Withrespecti 2 G KS ! {C2{ wnmn FAYRAYyIQa |lylLteara 27
anthropogenic threats tied to development activities. The Factor D analysis built on the Factor

I FAYRAYy3Ia (GKFG ARSYGATASR SySNHe& RS@Ef 2LIYSyi
the range of the saggrouse and also discussed renewable enelgyelopment in areas

including southeastern Oregon, noting concerns over impacts such as reduced connictivity
relatively unfragnented habitat3* The Factor D analysis concluded that these and other
developmentbased threats were not adequately addressed by existing regulatory mechanisms

at the federal, state, and local levels. The findings highlighted the value of state and takal la

use regulations where they exist but noted the relative scarcity of regulations that specifically
addresssagegrou®® ¢ KA A Aa NBESGFyd G2 hNB3I2y 06SOI dza S
land-use planning system and its partnership with localrdas, which this Action Plan builds

upon.

CAylLttes GKS wnmn FAYRAYIE NBOASESR GKS | o{
Management Plans across the wagtle range and concluded that they did not adequately
meet the conservation needs of sageouse and in many cases exacerbated the threats

301d. at13935;36.
3l1d. at 139309.

32|d. at 1393913941.
31d.

341d. at 13954.

%1d. at 13973, 13975
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discussed under Factor®h @S NI £ t = (GKS | {C2{ wnmn &gl NNI yiSR
reflected a rangewide review and recognized that the occurrence, extent, intensity, and

severity of threats to saggrouse under each of the relevant E8#ting factors vary across the
ALISOASEAQ 6SaidSNYy NI y3fedfic dssedasingit, thelR018 BSFWS findingy” h N.
centered on the threats posed by two primary factors relevant tegon and elsewhere.

Additional assessments, discussed in the subsections below, provide further refinement of the
analysis and the applicability of these threats to Oregon in particular.

b. The Conservation Objectives Te@®T) Report (2013)

In 2012, in response to an earlier meeting cohosted by Wyoming Governor Mead ard then

Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, western states within the range of thegsaigee formed

the Sage Grouse Task Force in order to work togretim how to best coordinate and advance a
rangewide effort to conserve the bird. In early 2013, with the backing of the Task Force and

0dzA f RAYy3 dzLl2y GKS wnmn ! {C2{ d&oé NMNdgfadtdBR o0 dzi LJ
therein, the USFWS published t@eeater Sag&rouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)

Conservation Objectives: Final Regbdreafter, "COReport) (USFWS 20)3The COT Report

was prepared by a team of USFWS and state biologists for the purpose of evaluating and
consolidating current science, delineating rangewidesssaation objectives, and defining the

degree to which threats need to be reduced in order to conserve the-gemese.

The COTReporthelps to distill the rangewide thegs associated with the listing factors in the

HaMn agk NN yGSR o0dzi LINBOf dzZRSReé FAYRAY3I F2NI |
information relevant to saggrouse population health and extinction risk as well as specific

threats according to maagement zones previously identified by the Western Association of

Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) and their component population designations. The report
contains a coarsscale evaluation of threats across a continuum: (a) present and widespread,

(b) present but localized, (c) not known to be present, and (d) unknown. It also contains more
detailed discussion of populations and applicable threats.

Thus, the COReportcontains more detailed and current information than the USFWS 2010

Gol NN yGSR o6dzi LINBOf dzZRSR¢ RS SNX Agyousg,A 2y NBII N
including populatiorspecific information relevant to Oregon. While the COT Report is self

describedda a3 dzA RFyOS>s¢ GKS R20dzYSyid LINPOGARSA 'y A)
concerning how conservation efforts should be focused in reducing threats in advance of the

P { C2 { Qa listmgsmtuOrdview, with the BLM and stapdans providing the direction

for how threats will be addressed and what actions will be taken.

Sagegrouse populations in Oregon exist within two of the seven WAFWA management zones
(zones IV and V) and four component population designations (BakehdioiGreat Basin,

361d. at 13979
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Western Great Basin, and Central Oregon) discussed in th&&art The population group

components of these management zones are large in scalslamad not be confused with a
O2yy2GFr A2y 2F (GKS GSN) aLJ2 Lldztgroisa thayibhabit & I G NB LJ
particular watershed, county, or BLM district. Individual population designations for purposes

of the COT Report often span multigleli  § Sa® ¢KS / h¢ wSLER2NIQa A&l
FYR LILJz I GA2ya 2F NBfSGFyOS (G2 hNB3I2y> a ¢S
these populations, is reproduced below.

Wildfire, juniper(Juniper occidentaljsencroachmet) and weed/annuabrass invasion stand

outinthe COReportll 6 f SQa TabdlWi) A y@aabINBaSyid yR ¢ARSaLIN.
sagegrouse populations in Oregon and other Great Basin states. These Hadritadl threats

represent the primary challenges facing the sageuseand habitat vitality in Oregon. The COT

Report also identifies anthropogenic threats as present but localized with respect to the

management zones relevant to Oregon and other Great Basin states, with some, including

miningand grazng, ranked as widespread for certain populations.

The COReportis organized to address threats to sagy@use populations at the management
zone scaleBecause the populations set forth in the COT Report typically span several state
boundaries, and because the report ranks threats at the population rather than the state level,
its rankings mask variations in the extent and degree of specific threatstateavide level. A
particular threat may be ranked as present and widespread across a population level, but that
threat may be more widespread in one state than in another, depending on differences in
geographic or ecological conditions, or in the regutptmechanisms and actions in place to
address that threat in a given state.

Prior to the Final COReport the state fish and wildlife agencies and the USFWS completed a
draft report that contains somewhat more detailed information concerning specific threats to
sagegrouse populations in particular management zo(l@SRVS 2012 That information is
summarized below with respect to the Oregepecific populations and management zones.

Baker Population (Management Zone 1V)

The Draft COReportidentifies the principal threats to saggouse in this area as renewable
energydevelopment, transmission, invasive weeds;luffhway vehicle (OHVecreation and
juniper encroachment. This population is highly dependent on private [@d&WS 2012; p.
59).
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Northern Great Basin Population (Management Zone V)

Historically, a large area of sagebrush habitat for this population was seeded to crested
wheatgrass. Wildfire hasxacerbated the problems with invasive weeds and grasses. Other
threats include miningrenewable energgevelopment, transmission, and juniper
encroachment at higher elevatiofd SFWS 2012; p. 62

Central Oregon Population (Management Zone V)

There has been a large amount of habitat loss affecting thisiladipn, and the proportion of
habitat in private ownership is relatively high. Principal threats include renewable e(eiry
and geothermal) development, residential development, rqa®l transmissioUSFWS 2012;

p. 63.
Western Great Basin Population (Management Zone V)

A large proportion of the habitat for this populatios in federal ownership, and the population
is the most resilient of the populations in Oregon. Invasive weeds and jua@eoachment

are principal threats. Fire, renewable enedgvelopment (wind and geothermaBndfree-
roaminghorsesalso are threats to this populatiofy SFWS 2012; p. @&5).

In sum, the Draft COReportidentifies two of the four main populations in OregoBaker and
Central Oregon as having a relatively high degree of private land ownership. In these areas, a
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variety of developmentelated activities, along with invasive grasses and juniper
encroachment, pose the principal threats to sagyeuse. In the other two areas, which have
largeamounts of federal lands, the principal threats tend to be more related to invasive
weeds/grasses, juniper encroachment, and wildfire

c. GreaterSageGrouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon

TheGreater Sag&rouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for O(@0at Strategy

was first crafted in 2005 by ODFW and was subsequently updet@@dopted by the Oregon

Fish and Wildlife Commission in April 2GODFW 20111 The ODFW 2013trategyis tied to

the life histories of saggrouse, uses the best available science as applied to Oregon, describes
h5C2 Qa YI ylI 38M&e, dnd gravides sagigBuse conservation guidance for

public and private land managers. The 2011 Strategyits supporting background

information are intended to promote the conservation of saggeuse and intact, functioning

sagebrush communities in Oregon. Key portions of the 2011 Stratagybeen incorporated

Ayidi2 hNBI2yQa ! RYAYAa il N¥ejoh Beised Siztufe{ORS)MO6W0E20  LIdzN.
6rftaz 1yz2e¢y a GKS adlFiSeARS 2AfRtARSE t2fA080
hNS3I2y GKIFG gAfREATS akKz2dZ R 6S YrFylFr3ISR G2 LINB
These relevant OAR provisions, housed at OAR Chapter 635 Division 140, remain applicable to
ongoing sag@rouse management and consetion, as discussed ection IIIAn Ecological

Approachg Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efiadsn this section as well

as in the context of individual threats discussed in the subsections below.

The 2011 Strategwas supported by the USFWS and addresses many of the threats &tbmiifi

GKS Hamn ! {C2{ &gl NNI¥yGdSR 0dzi LINSRpatRGRE RSGS
example, it focuses on the interaction of wildfmad cheatgass juniperencroachment, and

invasive weed$’ However, as noted previously, because ODFW does not have management or
regulatory jurisdiction over the vast majority of sageuse habitat in Oregon, public, state,

and private landowners, managers, or permitting agencies are generally not obligated to

implement the threatabatement guidance in the 2011 Strategy

{AYyOS Hnmm YR (KS {GNIGS32Qa IFR2LIWA2Y X aAA3AYA
habitat factors, biological requirements, and potential threats to and opportunities for-sage

grouse conservation have been documented and radda3his Action Plan builds upon the

2011 Strategyn many ways, including by incorporating new data and information into the

existing information in order to create the most effective plan for the conservation of sage

grousein OregonThe OARs assocgat with the 2011 Strategya LJ2 LJdzf itk 2y Yy R K|
objectives Core Aredabitat approach, and mitigation provisions were also recently revisited

YR NBOA&ASR o0& (KS /2YYA&daAz2yQa WdzZ & wunmp NIz

rules.

3TODFW 2011 Strateggp. 100, 105, and 107, respectively.
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d. Threat Assessments Completed by the SageCon Partnership

The development of this Action Plan through the SageCon Partnership revealed a variety of
data and assessment needs that went beyond information previously compiled as part of the
2011 Strategythe @TReport or other efforts. Generally speaking, these needs were driven by
the desire to extend and refine the information relevant to assessing the extent and
significance of current and future threats as well as opportunities related to gpgese
conservation, economigevelopment, and rural community health in Oregon. Through the
efforts of various SageCon partners, the following datasets and assatshave been

developed in association with this Action Plan.

Wildfire Threat Early in the planning process, Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity (MTBS) data
from 1980 to 2014 were analyzed for patterns relative to sggmise habitat in Oregon. MTBS
data are derived from satellite imagery and include fires 1,000 acres and greater in the western
United States; the data are developed and managed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Forest Service Remote Sensing Applications Center and the lh§ic&edlirvey
(USGS\ational Center for Earth Resources Observation and Science. The main objective for
the MTBS mapping effort is to provide a consistent summary of the location, extent, and
magnitude of burn severity for all lands in the United Stah$BS firgperimeter data were

used to explore the intersection between sageuse habitat and recent fires in Oregdngure
IV-7) and to understand how much habitat (or Priority Area for ConservdB&C] acreage)

had been impacted by firegigure IV6). MTBS also maps fire severity within fire perimeters.
These data were used for exploratory purposes only. Ultimately, the SageCon effort assessed
the "2014 Wildfire Hazard Potentid® to examine the potential for wildfire. This dataset is
current to 2010 and based on LANDFIRE 2010 (LF 1.2.0), among other data saguces (

IV-8). In addition, Oregon collaborated with federal and state agencies to incorporate the most
current knowledge and informatioe.g.Mayer et al. 2013Havlina et al. 2015 See Appendix 9

for the methods used to calculate acresrbed.

Invasive Annual Grassédapping of invasive annual grasses is challenging due to the nature of
annuatgrass physiology and dependence on environmental conditions. However, the SageCon

effort compiled several products for use in assessing the ex@edtseverity of annuajrass

invasion in Oregon. First, the Resistance and Resilience layer (R&R) is a product developed by
Chambers et al. (20)8hat has been accepted nationally by BLM through the Fire arakives
Assessmentool (FIAT) and the U.S. Department of the Interior Secretarial Order 3336. The

R&R layer provides a scienlased tool for addressing the fiend invasives threats to sage
grouse(Chambes et al. 2014p It is founded on experimental and field studies that link these

plant community functions to ecological regimes of soil moisture and temperature. Second,
OKNRdzAK GKS {I13S/ 2y RIFIOF aaSaaySy NatrgfrR O2 Y LI
wSa2dz2NOSa dzZJRFGSR GKS LydSaNradSR [FYyRaOl LIS ! &

38 http://www.firelab.org/project/wildfire -hazardpotential,
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dataset in 2013 to include improved estimates of rangeland vegetation and to reflect recent
wildfires. These data are specific to Oregon and use remotsisgnenvironmental gradients
(e.g., elevation, maximum summer temperature), and field plot data to develop a continuous,
30-m spatial resolution dataset in which every cell contains plant species abundances and other
plant community summaries and metridavasive annuagjrass species extent was estimated

by identifying where these species were the most or seemust abundant for all cells in the
planning areaKigure 1¥3). Third, the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) produced
continuous, 276m resolution habitat suitability datasets for multiple invasive grasses, including
cheatgrasand medusaheadData from all three of these sources have been incorporated into
the ORegonDecisionSupport ystem for Sagebrush Stepf@RDSS), as discusse&attion Ill:

An Ecological ApproagHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efibttee Plan.

Juniper Distribution and Abundanckhe Institute for Natural Resources also mapped woody
vegetation greater than or equal to seven feet in height for the planning @edsen and

Noone 2014 These data were used to calculate the area of junip&tACgTablelV-2). The

data are continuous and were mapped at@0and 10m spatial resolutions. The dataset

includes use of National Agriculture Imagery Program imagery, LANDSAT imagery, field plots,
and imayery-derived metrics to generate percentage canopy cover of the woody vegetation.
The objective of the data is to best identify juniper and other conifers and minimize detections
2F al3SoNHzZAK aLISOASad ¢KS LyadilAa latioin GataFeraldd b I dzN.
describes juniper and other conifer percentage canopy cover, but with less accuracy. Both of
these datasets have been incorporated into @&DS®r query. Appendix 8 briefly describes
how these data were used to support the Plan.

Human(Urban and Exurban) Developmer@punties in eastern and central Oregon, in
collaboration with the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD),
compiled and summarized permitted development activities in their counties for thgeh0

period from 2003 through 201@arney County et al. 20)1.3The counties compiled this
informationinto a report tittedCentral and Eastern Oregon Land Use Planning Assessment:
SageGrouse HabitatThe Report informs readers of the cowsfyecific laneuse programs and
summarizes development trends on nonfederal lands within sgrgese habitat aread he

resulting information documents existing developments such as housing, nsinésy and
infrastructurewithin sagea N2 dza S Kl oA G+ G FyR tAada O2dzyie LIS
analysis is based on county planning geospatial data, county permitting records, and traditional
information. See Appendix 5 for the full Report.

Potential for Agriculture Coevsion Data were developed describing the potential for future
conversion of sagebrush habitat to agricultumecentral and eastern Oregon and where soils

data have been mapped to a fine enough detgig(re IV14). These data were developed by

¢KS bl Gdz2NB / 2yaSNBFyoOe 6¢b/ 0 FyR dzaSR GKS bw/
(SSURGO), climate, and topographic variables to estimatehethetrrently untilled ground
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could be or has the potential to be tilled. The model did not consider water availability or

current and potential infrastructureand thus did not estimate thgrobabilityor likelihoodof

tillage. Appendix 10 contains the full TNC report. In an earlier analysis of agriculture conversion,
the ODA, the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD), and the Institute for Natural
Resources examined water permitting and agriculture trends in Oregon.

Water Rights PermittingDuring the SageCon data assessment process, staff from the NRCS, the
OWRD, and ODA identified irrigated agricultassthe most likely type of agricultural

conversion that would occur on privately owned rangeldd noted that conversions of this

sort were relatively unlikely due to the extremely limited availability of water rights. Irrigated
agriculture is dependent on access to water through suHaoel groundwater permits. The
prediction described by the NOB, OWRD, and ODA in late 2013 was confirmed by (i) a-follow

up inquiry into water rights permits and availability led by the Farm Bureau in spring 2015 and
(if) a groundwater permit closure for the Harney Valley by OWRD in summer2645.

Appendix 11 fothe draft report.

Renewable Energy Potentidhe Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) developed two sets of
information for consideration during the SageCon planning process. One set consists of criteria
to identify areas for potential development, commlén coordination with energy providers

and cooperatives. These criteria were used to map areas where renewable easogyces

and infrastructurecould support future energy development. ODFV®% @érsonnel completed

the mapping, which was then reviewed by energlated stakeholders. The second set of

ODOE information consists of an analysis of the future energy market and added context to the
mapped extent and distribution of land with potentiar energy development. Appendices 12

and 13 contain the briefing documents and maps associated with these analyses. In addition,
TNC compiled a data layer depicting areas where renewable energy development was excluded,
current to October 2014 and based the Protected Areas Database for the United States
(USGS GAP 201®

Habitat ConnectivityTNC and the BLM completed an analysis to develop information

describing connectivitgpf sagegrouse habitat and populations, with input from other partners.
The analysis used circuit theory methods to model several aspectsogctivity, including the
following: highly valuable areas for connectivity, areas that could be restored for connectivity,
and areas where barriers to connectivity exist. When examined together, these datasets can be

39TNC created an energy exclusion data layer for use with modeled renewable épasipjlity data forsoutheast

Oregon An effort was made to map all lands excluded from geothermal and/or wind and solar projects due to

GKSANI LINPGSOGAZ2Y |a D!'tm 2NJH fFyRa Ay | aripr@gingb | GA2Yy | f
identified by the Energy FacilifyA G Ay 3 / 2dzy OAf F2NJ { GF S LISRIBA20AA0y I AYy h NJ
'a &t NB G £ wiih 8daitiohaNdsaticn information such as federal lands within the Steens Mountain

Cooperative Management and Protection Asgadthe Steens MineralVithdrawal Area.
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used to inform and prioritize conseation and management actions related to restoring,
maintaining, and protecting connectivit$ee Appendix 14 for the full report.

Habitat and Development Change Since 200 SageCon data assessment and compilation
effort used LANDFIRE Existing Vegetaliype data to assess changes in habitat conditions
between 2001 (LF 1.0.5) and 2010 (LF 1.2.0). These data-ares@@tial resolution data that
were developed for analyzing change over time and will be updated periodically. Land cover
types were used tindicate change in habitat and developed land area over the assessed
timeframe. The variables analyzed include sagebrush, conifer, jyr@getic annual grasses, all
grasses, crojpasturehay, and developed land. See Appendix 15 for thieréport.

Habitat Baseline Conditionhe SageCon effort also used LANDFIRE Existing Vegetation Type
data (LF 1.2.0) to examine habitat conditions in relation to lek occupancy and provide
information to stakeholders about the current conditions of saigesh and other vegetation in
Oregon, including information relative to regional studfes., Knick et al. 2033In particular,

the analysis informed conversations about the use of a development cap in Oregon and the unit
over which it might be applied. Using teame variables analyzed for the analysis of Habitat

and Development Change Since 2001, the analysis relied on land cover types to summarize
baseline habitat conditions. Habitat conditions were summarized for tkenrea surrounding
leks PACs ODFW Action Areas, BLM districts, modified sgrgeise population areas, and the
planning area. The analysis included a preliminary examination of the scaling relationship
among these units. See Appendix 15 faz teport.

ii. Addressing Threats in Oregon

To assist with conservation planning efforts, this Action Plan identifies conservation objectives
and actions relevant to each of the threats to sageuse and their habitats identified in the
Hamn | {C2{ odzal NIWSYYIIRSRE FAYRAYIA | Repar§f t |
(2012, 2013). For the purposes of this Action Plan, a conservation action is defined as any
activity or action which, when implemented or continued to be implemented, will reduce or
remove threats to saggrouse and/or will improve or maintain sageouse populations and/or
healthy sagebrusisteppe habitat Appendix 3 desibes the metrics to be measured and

reported for purposes of tracking and accounting for these actions. Appendix 4 provides select
implementation recommendations and guidelines related to conservation actions and sources
for additional information or planing resources. The conservation actions set forth in this Plan
have been developed based upon the best available science, professional experience, and

biological or management judgment.
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w—- The Action Plamdicates where Oregon already

has adequate measures (regulatory mechanisms
or onthe-ground management actions) in place
to ensure that threats are contained and
ameliorated. This includes highlights of
accomplishments and conservation actions
implementedsince 2010, which are tied to, and
in some cases supplement, an extensive
documentation of actions that have been
submitted to and collated in the USFWS
Conservation Efforts Databa$®A summary of
these conservation efforts appears in Appendix
16. Of paticular importance, the Action Plan
also sets forth new conservation measures,
including regulatory mechanisms and an
enhanced approach to prioritizing and advancing
habitat management actions, as well as
associated funding. Successful implementation
of these measures will ameliorate threats to the
sagegrouse and its habitat in Oregon, reverse
negative habitat and bird population tresdn
Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation Media. ~ priority locations, and advance the lotgrm
conservation of the species.

The Action Platakes a unified, allands approach to saggrouse conservation and is meant to
supplement, not replace, the ODFW 2011 Stratelgg Local Implementation Teams (DITs
associated with that Strategy, or the locally drivengess that created thenT.he Action Plan is
also crafted to advance coordination and strategic implementation of conservation actions,
mitigation, and monitoring across land ownerships, including BLM lands.

a. Implementation Overview

Actions identified irthis plan will be implemented in different ways, depending on land
ownership.

A .[a fFryRa YI1S dzLJ G4KS YI 22 N (G &graise hdbitay R 2 gy
LYLX SYSyGldA2y 2F GKS ! OGAz2y tf | Resodrge 1KSaS$S
Managment Plan Amendment for Oreg@dBLM 2015aand laws specific to federal
lands. During the development of this plan, an effort was made to align conservation
actions across federal, state, and private land ownerdhipposed development on

40 https://conservationefforts.org
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federal lands that triggers state or county review or pétimg will be subject to the
new LCD@nd ODFW rules governing development and mitigation (OARS&80115
and 635140-0025, respectively; se®ection Il Implementation and Coordinatiog
Partnerships that WorkSection IVAssessing and Addressing Threats to Sageise
Appendix 17, and Appendix 19). Development on federal lands will be included in
tracking and calculating the development metering and limitation thresholds as
describedn OAR 66@23-0115.

A Oregon has authority to ensure that the conservation actions in this plan are
implemented on stateowned lands and by relevant state agencies. This authority is
ddzLILR2 NI SR o6& D2@SNYy2NJ YFGS . NRgyQaan®d ES Odzi A
ODFW rules governing development and mitigation in significantgemgese habitat
(see the full text of the Executive Order at the beginning of the Action Plan).
Development on state lands will be included in tragkamd calculating the
development metering and limitation thresholds as describe@AR 66@23-0115.
Additionally, lands managed by the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) have been
enrolled in a Candidate Conservation Agreemaith Assurance§CCAA), with site
specific plans to direct implementation of conservation measures on these lands.

On privately owned lands, nonfarose development requiringounty or state permits will be
governed by the LCDEnd ODFW rules referenced above. Development on private lands will be
included in tracking and calculating the development metering and limitatiosstiwlds as
describedn OAR 66@23-0115.Additional conservation actions related to habitat and land
management will be implemented by landowners enrolled in the programmatic CCAAs for
private lands or those engaged in other federal or state incentivgnams designed to reduce

the threats to sagayrouse in private lands

In the remainder of this section, the Action Plan sets forth conservation actions that have been
identified to ameliorate Oregospecific threats, with the individual subsections thatdul

describing particular threats and listing associated conservation actions. Actions are designed to

be specific, measurable, and achievable. The Plan identifies entities responsible for advancing a
given conservation action; in many cases, multipleipanwill be responsible for implementing
FOGA2ya O2tflFo2NrdA@Ste ONRaa fFyR 28y SNEKALI
Executive Order (see beginning of this Plan) and as part of the Memorandum of Agreement
development discussed Bection [l Implementation and CoordinatiogPartnerships that

Work, the implementation phase of this Plan viillther refine lead agency roles related to
O22NRAY I GA2Yy 2F STF2NILa I ONRPaa GKS aALISOASAQ N
funds, and other resources identified by the SageG@mordinating councilAppendix 3 contains

I YSGNRO&a GlotS GKFEG 2NBFYyAl Sa GKAa tflyQa O2
including the following:
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A Strategy level of a given action (largeale planning and prioritization and sipecific
management)

A Performance measures by which progress toward accomplishing actions will be
measured

A Responsible parties

A Timelines by which actions are anticipated to be completed

A Funding and other resources identified to implement actions.

Implementation Guidelines andeBommendations for select conservation actions are also
described in Appendix 4. Because many materials and resources are available describing the
best scientific approaches to implementing various conservation actions, these guidelines are
not intended tobe exhaustive. Some of these resources which land managers and practitioners
can draw upon are identified in Appendix 4. It is also important to note that-gemese habitat
characteristics vary across the range of the bird (depending on elevatiotymiland

moisture, for example), making a ose&efits-all approach unadvisable or impractical. Thus,

the implementation guidelines included in Appendix 4 are not intended to be prescriptive
across the entire SageCon planning landscape. Rather, theylprgeneral guidelines

supported by science and intended to be customized and implemented adaptively according to
the site-specific characteristics within project boundaries.

b. Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Monitoring is an essential feature of thisthm Plan and is critical to successful implementation
of an adaptive management approach designed to benefit gagase populations. This Plan
outlines five broad categories for which monitoring is required:

sagegrouse biological data;

human developmaet within sagegrouse habitat;
conservation and mitigation actions;
landscapdevel habitat quantity and quality; and
site-specific habitat condition.

abkrwbdhPE

The monitoring component of this Plan is designed to complement the monitoring objectives of

the amerded BLM RMBndFinal Environmental Impact Statemeot Oregond KSNB | Fi SNJ a .
wat C{BIM 2016 #11Specifically, readers will also find it helpful to review the BLM RMP

FEIS LILJISYRAOS& 5 64! RFILIWAGS alyl3aSySyandf NI GS3e.
0a5Aa0dzNDFyOS /[ LI [/ EOdAf F A2y aSiK2RE0 D

SagegrouseBiologicalData
Monitoring actions associated with sageouse biological data relate to population inventories

that track sagegrouse population trensl and saggrousehabitat utilization in response to
conservation actions or habitat degradation. The actions listed below describe ongoing
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monitoring efforts that will be continued and/or enhanced under this Plan. For instance, ODFW,
in cooperation with federal biologisend volunteers, has been monitoring sag@use

populations and lek attendance since the 1940s at three geographic scales (statewide, BLM
district, and wildlife management unit). This data will remain relevant to determining whether
the State is meetingrarending toward meeting population objectives defined in the ODFW
2011 Strategynd codified at OAR 6340-0005. Beginning in 2015, ODFW partnered with the
BLM to expand population monitoring and trend assessments at thesP&l€ which will assist

in tracking trends and progress at that level as well as informing management responses at the
PAC level, including determination of whether the following adaptive management triggers
outlined inthe BLM RMP Amend&w i KI @S 06SSy | OGAGrKGSR 64SS
al ylr3asySyid {iBUMREZE ¢ LIP 5p o

Soft Population Trigger (All PACs

Annual population drops by 40% or more in a single year, OR

Annual population drops by 10% or more for three consecutive years, OR

The fiveyear running mean population drops below the lower 95% confidence interval
value.

> > >

Hard Population Trigger:

A For PACwith adequate population data, the fivgear running mean population drops
below the lowerstandard deviation value.

A For PACwith inadequate population data (Louse Canyon and Trout Creeks), the annual
population declins by a total of 60% or more over two consecutive years.

A Soft triggers for both population and habitat at the Oregon Béale are reached.

Monitoring actions in this category also include ongoing and/or new research to understand
sagegrouse response to conservation actiofe.g., juniperemoval) and habitat degradation

(e.g., wildfirg. Currently, longerm research is under way in the South Warner and Trout Creek
areas to investigate saggrouse utilization of habitat altered by juniper renahand wildfire,
respectively. Because the level of habitat restoration work is expected to increase significantly
in the next five to 10 years, this Action Plan advances initiation of new monitoring efforts to
assess saggrouse response to conservationtens included in this Plan. Detailed monitoring
plans of this nature are beyond the scope of this document and would be developed in
consultation with scientific experts associated with regional universities and organizations.

Action MON1: Monitor sagegrouse population trensl at four geographic scales: (1) statewide;

(2) BLM district; (3) wildlife management unit (WMU); and (4) Priority Area for Conservation
(PAC).
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MON-1-1: Assess saggrouse population trend in the context of State population
objectives (2011 ODFW Strategy; OAR-5830005).

MON-1-2: Assess saggrouse population trenswithin PACE 2 RSUGSNXYAYS AT 4|
GazFié GKNBRaK2ftRa OLISN .[a wSaz2dz2NDOS al yl 3S

Action MON2: Monitor sagegrouse habitat utilization in response to conservation actions or
habitat degradation.

MON-2-1: Employ new research to monitsagegrouse response to conservation
actions related to habitat improvement that will be implemented under this Plan and
through the efforts of partner organizations.

Development andgricultureConversion
Development within counties with saggrouse haliat will be monitored to ensure that the

direct footprint of development does not exceed 3% of the total acreage of individual B&Cs

per the new LCDfiles(OAR660-023-0115), related local or other state laws (e.g., ODFW

mitigation rule, OAR63540n nnn SiG a8l ®T D2OBSNYy2NNRa 9ESOdziA D
Amendment. This includes establishment of baseline levels of existing development impacts in

PACs. Mondring will also exist to ensure that the rate of development does not exceed the

metering threshold of no more than 1% of the acreage in any PAC acrosgearlferiod, as

per the abovereferenced authorities.

The development monitoring action below wiiquire (1) creation of a central registry to which
counties and other relevant permitting entities must report all new development; (2) ongoing
and upto-date analyses and calculation of development percentages for eachadRA(3)
creation and maintenance of a development spatial layer to be utilized for the monitoring
purposes described here as well as within @BDS8escribed irSection I11An Ecological
Approachg Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Effdttes Plan and the

Habitat Quantification Todbr calculating mitigation debits and credits referenced in the
Mitigation Manuallocated at Appendix 6. While agricultuddvelopment will not be counted

as new development inalculations relevant to the 3% or 1% thresholds pursuant to the State
regulatory framework referenced above, the issue of agriculture conversion will be monitored
FYR NI O1SR Ay GKS OSYiGNIf NBIA&AGNER GKNRJzZAK h
to DLCD, along with an estimate of the direct impact of the agriculture conversion potentially
assocated with new water rights (seBection I\W.cfor further discussion).

Action MON3: Monitor and report direct footprint impacts from current and new human
development and cultivated agricultufepproved and completed) within PACs
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Conservation anilitigation Actions

A v s oA -

Acentralregistry | & RANBOGSR o6& (G(KS D2@SNy2Nna ®ESOdziA
is also important in tracking (a) conservation actions implemented for the benefit of the sage
grouse, and (binitigation actions taken to offgalevelopment impacts or create advance
mitigation credits. Such monitoring important to detailing the quantity (e.g., acres of juniper
removal, acres of invasive annual grass treated, miles of fence marked); the spatial
arrangement (e.g determining whether prioritized areas are receiving conservation attention);
and the effectiveness of targeted conservation and mitigation work relevant to this Plan. The
registry and related monitoring data will be useful for planning future consematiork and
mitigation-crediting programs that spatially expand upon prior efforts. Further, the input into
this registry will provide an understanding of whether conservation and mitigation efforts are
ameliorating the threats described in this ActionriPta whether shifts in approaches under
adaptive management are warranted. As part of this monitoring effort, a spatial GIS layer will
be created and incorporated into tl@RDS8escribed irSection I11An Ecological Approach
Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts

Action MON4: Monitor and report conservation and mitigation actions advanced by a variety
of stakeholders, including but not limited to the following, while ensuring that the relevant data
captures the actual actions implemented and not simply what was funded:

1. NaturalResources Conservation Service (NRCS);&agese Initiative (Sl

ODFW habitat programs (Mule Deer Initiative, Upland Game;Binded projects, the
Oregon Access and Habitat Program)

BLM, USFWS, and USFS hapitajects on federal lands

Mitigation creditors (habitat projects implemented for mitigation credits)

Soil and Water Conservatidistricts

Private landowners (e.g., CCAdnservation measures)

Department of State Lands (e.g., C@&AAservation measures) and other agencies (e.g.,
ODA, ODWD, ODF)

8. Conservation and other nongovernmental organization pers

9. Cooperative weed management areas

N

No Ok

LandscapéevelHabitat Quantity andQuality

The actions in this category encompass two types of landslesyat habitat monitoring. Action

MON5 below relates to monitoring activities necessary to determine if halibgectivesare

being met (e.g., ODFW 2011 StrateQAR 638.40-0010) or if habitat thresholds are being

triggered, such as those described in the BLM RMP AmendfaeM 201558 which are tied to

GKS KFroAlGllG 202SO0GA @GS A R6iydbjachive iS & maingain R8O Q& H n
the greater saggrouse range as sagebrush habitat in advanced structural stages (sagebrush
classes 3, 4,rd), with the remaining 30% of sageouse range (which includes areas of juniper
encroachment, norsagebrush shrubland, and grasslands) managed to increase available
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Soft Trigger. When the area with at least 5% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 5% tree
canopy cover (BarueMordo et al. 2013) drops below &b of the sagebrusbapable area
within an individual Oregon PAIDt remains above 30%.

Hard Trigger. When the area with at least 5% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 5% tree
cover drops below 30% of theagebruskcapable area within an individual Oregon PAC

when the area supporting at least 5% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 5% tree cover
drops 5% or more in one year in the sagebraapable area of an OregoPAC(BLM

20159.

The second action (Action M@} included in this monitoring category recognizes the need to

develop and utilize newemote sensing and environmental gradiebased tools to map and
FaaSaa KFEoAGEFG ljdz2hfAde& Ay NBf | dakdarghsitior (GKS adl
model approach (seBection IlIAn Ecological ApproacHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife

Through Strategic EffontsThis endeavor would utilize pievel data totrain and validate

predictive models of habitat that could be used across the complete landscape associated with
sagegrouse habitat.

Action MON5: Assess saggrouse habitat trend within PACE 2 RSUGSNXYAYS AT GKS
habitat objectiveODFW 2011 Strategy I NS 6 SAy3 YSi FyYyR AT aKI NR¢
the BLM Resource Management Plan) have been triggered.

Action MON®G: Monitor sagegrouse habist quality according to vegetation states, using
predictive models trained and validated by plot data.

Site-specific habitat condition

Sitespecific monitoring of habitat condition is important to ensure that the conservation

actions and measures associdte&ith the Action Plan, CCAAs, mitigation credits, and other
programs are having the desired effect. Further, monitoring is a necessary component of
adaptive management to inform land managers when conservation actions should be modified
in order to bettermeet the desired habitat objective3he scale for this level of monitoring is
RSTAYSR a G0KS aYl L) dzy A ( ®¢-spadfitpladeynd andmay S RS A
informed by pasture or allotment boundaries, geographic features, ecological site conditions, or
other spatial boundags. The methodologies and tools for assessing habitat condition may vary
depending on the project, land ownership, or other factors. For instance, CCAAs utilize the
state-and-transition model approach described $®ction IIIAn Ecological ApproagHealthy
Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Effairthis Plan. Iitontrast, sitespecific habitat
monitoring on BLM lands may rely upon Rangeland Health Indicators and/or the Habitat
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Assessment Framewo(Btiver et al. 2015see BLMRMP ABpy RAE 53 &! RI LJGiA DS
{GNXGS3eé¢ F2NI I RRAGAZ2YIFE RSOGFAET 2y KFEoAdGL G

reconcile differences among data based on the above factors in order to produce a coherent
dataset and monitoring picture across tl@dscape. At a minimum, the following
management action is intended to ensure monitoring at the-sppecific scale.

Action MON7: Conduct sitespecific monitoring of habitat quality according to vegetation
states at the magunit level. Map units are geographic areas delineated during GE&A
specific planning, mitigation credianning, or other habitat improvement planning.

iii. Addressing Key Threats: Juniper Encroachment, Exotic Annual Grasses, and Wildfire

The three primary, widespread, and largeale thieats to the saggrouse and its habitat in
Oregon are junipeencroachment, invasive annual grasses, and wildlireese three threats
are interrelated, and the threat they ultimately pose to sagyeuse translates intbabitat loss
and fragmentation. The relationship between these three threats is detailed in the-atate
transition models for low, mid, and high elevations (see Figugdsr2 Appendix 8).

It is important to note that fireand juniperhave always existed on the Oregon landscape at
some level and degree of intensity, and sageuse have evolved with these natural elements.
What is different today is the severity and scale of their impacts, the introduction of exotic

invasiveplant species, and the interrelationship between these forces in shaping the resilience

a
Y 2

2F KFEoAGFEG YR K2 Ad NBalLRyRa Ay GKSANI LINBaS

wildfire over the past century (mainly suppression) has allowedxpagsion of juniper
populations especially in miénd highelevation areagMiller et al. 2005 Miller et al. 2008,
while the introduction of invage annual grasses at leiw-mid elevations has in turn fueled

fires and outcompeted native species. These factors have led to unprecedented change in fire

regimes, including shortened fire return intervals in anAgiESsEprone areas, increased fire
intensity, and larger fires that impact vast portions of s@geuse habitat.

Historically, junipepersisted mainly in firgesistant areas, such as rocky outcroppings or areas
with limited fine fuelgMiller et al. 2005 Miller et al. 2008. Over the past 145 years, juniper

has expanded and continues to expand in association with reduced fire in fetghation
sagegrouse haitat. Juniper outcompetes understory shrubs, grasses, and forbs for water,
leaving a depleted understory that functions marginally or not at all as-gemese habitat.
Juniper also contributes significantly to the fuel load leading to nseneere fires apable of
negatively impacting remaining desired understory perennial vegetdhibiher and Tausch

2000. Annual grasses may invade after the burning of woodland plant communities and may
persst at mid elevations; higheglevation sites are more resistant to the invasion and
persistence of exotic annual grasg€hambers et al. 20148At lowto-mid elevations, invasive
annual grasses outcompete native pereadrbunchgrasses for water and nutrients. And they
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senesce early, leaving large areas of dry, fine fuels that are prime for ignition during severe

wildfire conditions. Because areas dominated by cheatgrassher invasive annual grasses
are more conducive to fire ignition, they are more likely tebtegn and are associated with
increased fire sizéBalch et al. 2013 When fire does occur, particularly in leeevation sites

that are less resistant to the invasion of annual grass and less resilient in terms of recowrery fr

wildfire, sagebrush and bunchgrasses can be eliminated over time, resulting in a plant
community dominated by annual grasses.

The existence of this feedback loop among these three threats, particularly gbrogy
elevations, means areas that haverbed and transitioned to a more degraded state are

subsequently at a greater risk of-beirning, thus perpetuating the cycle. As this cycle repeats,

healthy sagebrush habitat upon which sag®use depend is increasingly degraded into
invasive monoculturethat have little habitat value to saggrouse.

Economic and Social Benefits Tied to Actions Addressing Key Threats

Undertaking actions to address threats to sagebrush and-gemesehas begun to produce substantia

economicand social bnefits for Oregon and its rural landowners, land managers, and communities.

Incentivizing and advancing markets, business development, and job and partnership opportunitie
associated with implementing these actions amplify economic and social benefidlaess provie
greater certainty and capacity to ensure that conservation benefiilsresultsfrom active management
Thisfeature boxdiscusses the economic and social advantages tied to implemeahgragtions
described in this Action Plan for addeing junipeencroachment, annuajrass invasion, and wildfire
risk as well as business and partnership opportunities worthy of further support and investment.

The active management that is needed on the ground to achievadbéat improvements sought by
this and other plans to conserve sagmuse depends on the existence of local skilled labor arsl job
that support rangeland health and habitat management goals, as well as the advancement of mar
support product utilizationHabitat work entails arious job skills and opportunities that complement
the existing cultural and community valuebeasteNyy h NBE3I2y d 2 KAt S y2a |
traditional sense, this Action Plan seeks to incentivize and invest in the development of these jobsg
skills (as well as related markets) because they serve the ultimate end of advancing actiorifi that v
benefit sagegrouse and their habitat.

Below are examples of efforts under way that demonstrate the positive relationships between loca
investments in reducing threats to sageouse habitat and supporting econonaipportunity acros the
landscape.

Rangeland Fire Protectior©regon has a strong reputation for its rural capacity to respond to wildfir
in eastern Oregon and protect econoniiterests related to livestocrazingoperations and

community infrastructur@ wCt ! Qa | NB OSyiNrf G2 GKA&AXZ I yR
been relatively small ($30,000 annuél)y federal grants and fees have helped maintain an impressi

S
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4 http://lwww.oregon.gov/odf/fire/fpfc/rfawhite. pdf
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345 volntary firefighters in southeast Oregon. In 2015, the State, through the Oregon Department
Forestry, substantially increased its contribution, with a nearly $1.6 million policy option package t
bolster existing efforts, including capital funding madei&able to purchase equipment. BLM has beg
critical partner in that effort and has made significant investment in proactive approaches to fire
management, including a recently announced Comprehensive Rangeland Fire Strategy from Sec
Jewell to accelerate preventive measures to protect rural communities and landstapes.

Juniper RemovalThe abundance of junipercross eastar Oregon, though a nuisance to rangeland
ecosystems, has proved a strategic resource for investment. During the 2015 legislative session,
nongovernmental, and private sector partners such as ranchers and small sawmills (formerly knoy
the Westen Juniper Alliance) came together and successfully advocated for funding to increase th
scale of juniper utilization through House Bills 2997 and 2998, as outlined below.

HB 2997 secured $250,000 in funding to accelerate the collaborative edfcetedyunder way to
increase the utilization of junipgaroducts in local and regional agricultueadd green building industrie
andto expand the supply chain and market opportunities.

HB 2998 makes available a total of $3ID0 to supporexistingjuniperremoval and utilizatiorefforts
as well aghe formation of new jobs to build economipportunities across various roles in the supply

chain. $100,000 is allocated fdata and mapping alysis to ensure that future investments are made

efficiently, based on resource location and availability. A loan and grant prdgvamagest500,000 to
increase the number of workers and the capital available for tools and machinery for processors,
including local sawmills, businesses, and distributors. $200,000 is available in the form of technicg
assistance to enhance the business model for exigtitnew businesse¥’

The NRCS Sa@rouse Initiative has similarly built partnerships on the predicatibremoving juniper
for triple bottom-line benefits. As an early leader, NRCS has demonstrated the return on investme

In Oregon, the NRCS has invested $18.4 million through 8@the-ground restoration,
helping more than 100 ranchers remove conifers from 200,000 acres of key nestingrdaniog and
GAYGSNAY3I KIoAlGlIGasz | RRNBaaiAy3a c ygrouse Ndpubayloin on2 F
priority private laml. These efforts focused on eliminating the encroachment of conifer trees on
grasslands not only benefit the sageouse, but also improve the forage available on grangls*

Sagebrush Seedlings and Resealliatives. Akeycomponern of supporting the sustaed sagebrush
health is understanding the success rate and condition factors that support the life cycle from see
maturity. In order to increase the availability of locally adapted native s@rdgon is working through
reseach partnerships to create incentives and dedicated funding sources for business and/or
partnership opportunities tied tohe production and storage décal, native seed sources. Research is
under way from Oregon State University and the associated AgnialResearch Service, Eastern
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Oregon Agricultural Research Center in Burns, Oregon, to enhance understanding around the cof

42 http://iwww.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/secretafjgwell-announcescomprehensiverangelandfire-strategyto-
restore-and-protect-sagebrusHands.cfm

43 http://www.sustainablenorthwest.org/blog/posts/junipebills-signedinto-law

4 http://www.sagegrouseinitiative.com/usdaeport-demonstratespositiveimpact300-million-investmentsage
grouseconservationworkinglandswest/
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and technology of seedlingthis understanding wilhform future investments in vetted approaches tg
restoration from thebeginning of the sagebrush life cyéid his foundationatesearch haprovidedthe
basis oimany of theconservation measures in the CCAAs for private and state entities. Further, this
research has led to a $9 millialollarinvestment from NRCS throudfs Regional Conservation
t F NHYSNBKALI t NEPANIY oOow/tto (2 AYDNBESFLE (KBL QK NBN]
that it can enroll up to 40% of the producers with sagebrush on their I&nds.

Employment and Ecology Sagebrush Partnerships inoRgsThe Oregon Department of Corrections
(ODOC) has locations that have proven strategic for ecological restoration and fieldwork in and arnound
sagegrouse country. The Institute for Applied Ecoldgg/working with the Snake River Correctional
Facility b grow sagebrush on their grounds, employing inmates in a full range of activities from soil
mixing to planting, furthering their knowledge in the basics of horticulture. Overall, an average of 60,000
plants are cultivated annually and planted back in saggh habitat!® Most recently, sagebrush from
Snake River was utilized to restore degraded sagebrush after a wiftifire

a. Juniper Encroachment

Nature and Extent of the Threat

Sagegrouse are negatively impacted by the expansion of juniipsagebrusksteppe habitas,
even if the underlying sagebrush habitat remajReeese 200P Sagegrouse avoid these areas
of expansior(Casazza et al. 20liecause of increased predatioiskand because, asifiper
increases in abundance and size, the underlying habitat quality forgragise diminishes.
Sagegrouse appear to abandon breeding areas around \ekan as little as 4% tree cover
exists on the landscap@aruchMordo et al. 2013 so early action is essential to prevent
populatiortlevel impacts.

Understanding the nuances of the junipamcroachment process is essential to implementing a
targeted approach to this problenMiller et al. (200%characterized three stages of juniper
woodland succession.

A Phase | (early)Trees are present, but shrubad herbs are the dominant vegetation
that influences ecological processes (hydrologic, nutrient, and energy cycles) on the site
A Phase Il (mid)Trees are calominant with shrubs and herbs, and all three vegetation
layers influence ecological processgsthe site
A Phase lll (late)Trees are the dominant vegetation and the primary plant layer
influencing local ecologicalocesses.

4 http://oregonstate.edu/dept/eoarc/sites/default/files/publication/785.pdf

46 http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/poral/nrcs/detail/in/fhome/?cid=stelprdb1267257

47 https:/fwww.youtube.com/watch?v=MmFtb TKmx3M

48 http://sustainabilityinprisons.org/wpcontent/uploads/2015/02/kayeet-al-2015-ConservatiorProjectsin-
Prison.pdf

4 http://appliedeco.org/fivethingsyou-didnt-know-aboutsagebrush/
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It is important to distinguish prsettlement trees (those that are typically more than 155 years
old) that have persisteth areas where environmental conditions offer protection from wildfire
Presettlement trees are important to retain on the landscape for the wildlife habitat they
provide and for their cultural significan¢®liller et al. 2007.

h5C2 Q& H n nestimdteil that apprakidnately 2.4 million acres of sageuse habitat is
affected by junipeencroachment in Oregon. A recent analysis conducted during the SageCon
assessment of threats estimated that early conifer encroachni@hases | and Il, <10% canopy
O20SNDL 200dzNE | ONRP A& T o sfFmurallxl, Teb@NB)&EAng A G KAY h NB
additional estimated 408,600 acres in PACs is Phase Il (>10% canopy cover). The majority
(estimated 495,980 acres) of conifer encroachment (Phases | and 1) in PACs occurs on federal
lands, followed by private (estimated 281,658 acres) and state at lands (estimated 14,473
acres) (sed ablelV-2). However, these estimates are based on 2012 imagery and do not
account for juniper removal that has occed since 2012. Further, it is difficult to interpret the
earliest stages of Phase | conifers using available mapping techniques because the small trees
are often intermingled with, and are the size of, shrubs.

Although significant junipereduction has already occurred in several ardature treatments

to address junipeencroachmenshould be prioritized in those areas where sageuse are

most likely to benefitSites in Phase | or Il successional stages often retain a significant
understory of sagebrush, grasses, and forbs compared to Phase Il sites, where understory plant
layers are reduced or absent. Removal of juniper on sites in Phase | or Il can prevent loss of key
plants and produce immediate habitat benefits for sageuse. Teatment of Phase Il sites,
although beneficial, can take significantly more resources and time to recover the understory
vegetation required to support saggrouse.

In Oregon, most encroached sites are still in a state of transition. It is estimate8a#@bf
juniperencroachment is still in Phase | or I, and, if unaddressed, the amount of Phase Il juniper
woodland is expected to increase to 75% of the total encroachment over the next 30 to 50
years(Miller et al. 2008. This emphasizes the urgency of action now, before sites transition

from phases where juniper treatments are relativelpma effective for saggrouse habitat
conservation and less expensive compared to Phase Il conditions.

50Note:i KS GSNY aO2yATSNE A& -seasiry Bnd &INBg tezHhiueslasiafablé dardot NS Y2 (G S
effectively distinguish between species of conifers. Efforts were made in development of the model to distinguish
riparianspecies, such as aspen, from conifers. However, the dominant tree cover within the SageCon planning area

is western juniper
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Data Source:

Tree Canopy Cover (Institute for Natural Resources, Portland State University and The Nature Conservancy(Tree_CC_V1_3,2014)), Sage-grouse Core Areas(PAC)

(ODFW, SageCon, BLM (GSG_PAC_Named, 2014)), Study area boundary layer (The Nature Conservancy, 2013), Highways, Rivers, City limit, County and State
boundaries (Oregon Geospatial Clearinghouse).

Figure V1. Conifercanopy cover across the extent of the SageCon planning afgaas with @10% and >10% canopy \c&r
are considered Phasd and Il (combined), and Phase Ill, respectively.
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TablelV-2. The estimated extent of junipeencroachment into sagebrush land cover types within PA@dand ownership (reported as rounded values of acres), total-SGI
funded and BLM juniper removal within PACs (2@2014)./ | y2 LJ@ 02 @SNJ A & X swang |l (Cogibned) and:PhasH, Bebidectivilyt Federal ownership
includes tribal land€2An additional 74,249 acres have been treated by 83bw-density habitatadjacent to PACsData sources: Areas of junipencroachment were
identified using the INR NTM Tree Cover (Version 2.0) layer.

Federat Private State and Local Total Total BLM juniper
PAC PhaTIesI & Phase llI PhaTIesI & Phase llI PhaTIesI & Phase Ill Phasesl &1l Phase llI SGifunded® removal
Baker 9,300 4,300 17,500 9,000 - - 26,800 13,300 4,971 1,494
Beatys 46,500 20,800 2,400 1,500 100 - 49,000 22,300 933 2,288
Brothers/N Wagontire 19,800 18,700 10,000 11,500 1,100 500 30,900 30,700 878 3,374
Bully Creek 46,600 19,300 18,200 8,300 100 100 64,800 27,700 9,362 22,933
Burns 7,900 7,700 2,900 2,300 - - 10,800 10,100 - 163
Cow Lakes 21,100 3,400 8,300 6,200 - - 29,400 9,700 4,367 -
Cow Valley 8,400 2,000 22,900 6,300 500 100 31,800 8,500 10,311 1,379
Crowley 33,900 7,300 6,100 1,900 1,000 100 41,100 9,300 - -
Drewsey 63,600 69,500 34,300 27,100 500 300 98,500 96,900 17,534 3,823
Dry Valley/Jack Mt. 13,200 2,600 1,200 300 - - 14,400 2,900 - 2,286
Folly Farm/Saddle Butte 17,200 13,000 4,500 4,100 1,100 400 22,800 17,500 - 10,463
Louse Canyon 23,600 6,000 700 300 1,500 800 25,800 7,100 1,013 -
Paulina/12 Mile/Misery Fla. 35,200 25,900 60,000 27,000 1,700 1,200 96,900 54,100 66,477 815
Picture Rock 9,400 4,500 700 200 200 - 10,300 4,700 - 2,129
Pueblos/S Steens 5,700 1,200 5,300 1,600 - - 11,000 2,800 - -
Soldier Creek 27,200 5,300 3,600 1,000 6,400 1,300 37,200 7,600 392 6,057
Steens 41,200 35,500 2,800 2,400 - - 44,000 37,900 1,054 19,195
Trout Creeks 30,400 12,400 2,300 1,800 - - 32,700 14,200 - -
Tucker Hills 3,000 1,800 3,600 2,700 - - 6,500 4,500 4,930 -
Warners 32,800 20,200 12,800 6,400 300 100 45,900 26,800 9,640 14,817
Grand Total 495,980 281,658 219,963 121,907 14,473 4,995 730,600 408,600 131,861 91,215
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Conservation Objective
Prevent further sagebrush habitat loss and promote sagebrush recolonization of former

habitats by removinguniperfrom areas that are most likely to support sageuse in and
around PACswith particular emphasis on earphase encroachment.

Conservation Actions
Juniper treatment should be prioritized &aeas of known saggrouse use, particularly lekking

and nesting areas that are at high risk of being abandoned in the near future due to increased
juniper cover. Phasel and Il juniper invasions within priority sageouse habitat (PA¢should
have the highest priority for treatment. However, additional prioritization should be applied
first to areas within four miles of known lekactive or pending), particularly in those areas
where the canopy cover will likely result in local lek abandonment or extirpation in the near
future.

Action JPRL: Promote education and outreach through Samld Water Conservatiolistricts
(SWCDs) and other partnerganizations to encourage participation in efforts to reduce juniper
encroachment through the NRCS S&yeuse Initiative and CCAAs.

Action JPR2: Enlist Local Implementation Teams (LifBsapply locaknowledge in conjunction
with the spatial decision support ta®to identify priority areas to address juniper
encroachment.

Action JPR2-1: Develop GIS layers with polygons spatially represgntiiority areas for
juniperremoval. (Note: Coarse layers have already been created by FIAT
coordinated by the BLM for focal habitat and planning areas specific to that
process.)

Action JPR2-2: Devebp regional LIT work plans identifying priority areas to address
juniperencroachment, timelines, and responsible parties.

Action JPRB: Reduce Phasd and Il junipeencroachment (<10% canopy cover) in PAts
important areas of connectivitin Oregon to a rate greater than the rate of encroachment.

Action JPR3-1: Prioritize juniperemoval within four miles of known leKwith an active
or pending status on federal, private, and state lands.

Action JPR3-2: Within one mile of known leksompletely remove junipeBeyond the
one-mile buffer and within four miles of leks, completely remove junipéere
feasible; where complete juniper removal is not feasible, reduce juniper canopy
cover to less than 4%.
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Action JPR3-3: After treatments within lek buffers are complete, prioritize Phakand Il
juniperremoval in additional priaty areas that provide adequate sageouse
habitat (e.g., sagebrush land cover >25%), have the potential to improve
connectivity and particularly have mediwto-high resistance and resilience.
Prioritize removal of juniper emoaching into riparian zones.

Action JPRA: Strategically treat Phase Il junipemcroachment (>10% canopy cover) as needed

in sagegrouse priority habitats where the greatest opportunities exist to restore connegtivity

reduce risk of catastrophic wildfirand create future saggrouse habitat opportunities.

Action JPRI-1: Prioritize Phase Il junipeemoval after Phases | and Il have been
addressed. Prioritize Pha lll areas in or adjacent to priority areas that provide

adequate sag@rouse habitat (e.g., sagebrush land cover >25%), particularly in

areas with mediurto-high resistance and resilience.

Action JPF5: Conduct longerm (>30 years) monitoring and evation of vegetation

responses to treatments. Use an adaptive management approach to maintain the benefit of

juniperremoval within sagegrouse habitats, including fieeatment as necessary.

Action JPF6: Monitor sagegrouse habitat utilizabn and/or population response in select
areas where junipers have been removed. (See related monitoring adfioi$2 and MON-4.)

Responsible Parties:

BLM, DSL, LITNRCS, OWEB, ODFW, private landowners, SWCDs, Y&FSMCt ! Qa

Success on the Ground: Private Partnerships to Remove Juniper

hNE3I2yQa O2yaSNBIGA2Yy SUKAO KFra 0SSy RSY2yaiNY SR

enhance populations of saggouse and other wildlife in these area@sdiverse partnersp in Oregon
has been aggressively implementing the actions needed to reduce the threat of jeniperachment
for several decades in sageouse range. Many of these projects were collaborative efforts betweer;

private landowners, federal and state agencies, and nongovernmental organizations. For example, from

1996 to 2002, extensive juniper cutting and prescribedning occurred on the south end of Steens
Mountain on both private and BL¥hanaged land. Additionally, the Five Creeks project on the north

end of Steens Mountain occurred from 2008 to 2013, and approximately 25,000 acres of juniper were

treated throughcutting and prescribed fireOther juniper treatment projects on private lands in Oregpn

sagegrouse range in recent decades were not funded by state or federal programs, so specific acreages

may not have been recorded.

Many early projects iplemented by SWCIBBS NS Fdzy RSR 6& hNB3I2yQa 2|

and ODFW. Early (p29010) juniperemoval efforts were often completed opportunistically in
cooperation with both large and small landowners and resulted in a mosaioalf areas for improved
wildlife and sageyrouse habitat. For example, the Malheur SWCD completed 7,000 acres of junipeg

=
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paved the way for the successfulpiementation of largeiscale efforts conducted by the NRCS.

Since 2010, partners have been dedicating significant technical and financial resources to strateg
scale up juniperemoval efforts to benefit saggrouse. From 2010 to 2018RCS and its partners
through the Sag&rouse Initiative (SEinvested more than $18.5 million to help ranchers mechanic
remove earlyphase juniper encroachment in priority sageouse habitats on private lasdresulting in

146,348 acres (229 square miles) of habitat improvement. These actions occurred on private lands

across 20 PAGEablelV-2).

SGlccelerated the annual rate of NRft@ded juniperremoval 16fold during this time period, while
continuing to hone treatments in priority landscapes to maximize benefits forgemese Figure IV2).
Anather $4.5 million is anticipated for SGI for 2015.

i 3 NER dz

cally

ally

Furthermore, similar efforts to address junipamcroachment have been completed or are under way at

large scales on public lands in the Lakeview, Burns, and Prineville BLM Districiagehsit
treatments are contiguous across land ownership boundaries and achieve landegapbenefits.

Since 2010, more than 91,000 acres have been treated for juniper encroachment on BLM lands within

PACsand aproximately 7,600 additional acres of juniper have been treated on U.S. Forest Servic
(USFS) land (within and outside PABK)f these efforts have the added value of benefiting local

communities SeedEconomic and Social Benefits Tied to Actidddressing Key Thredts ¥ 2 NJ Y 2 NB

information.
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Figure 1¥2. Cumulative amount of NRE8nded juniperremovalin sagegrouse range in Oregon prior to (before 2010) and
during the Sagesrouse Initiative (200§2014).
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b. NonNative AnnuaiGrass Invasion

Nature and Extent of the Threat
While a method does not currently exist to precisely measure the extent ohatime annual

grasses in Oregon, models from the Integrated Landscape Assessment PkdjBqgbriovide a

coarse estimate of the extent of annugitass dominancéHalofsky et al. 2013)n 2013, annual
grasses were estimated to be the dominant or subdominant herbaceous vegetation across

nearly 1 million acres (15 %) of sagy@use PAGs Oregon (ablelV-3, Figure 1¥3). While the

actual extent of annual grasses is likely much larger and annual grass invasion levels vary across
PACsthis estimate and ablelV-3 below illustrate the relative scale and distribution of the

problem. Site inventories remain needed to assess the actual extent of annual grasses and the
adequacy of desired vegetation at the project scale, and to identify oppdres to implement
conservation actions.

Exotic annual grasses (primarily cheatgi@sd medusaheaddalter habitat suitability for sage
grouse by reducing or eliminating nativarths and grasses essential for food and cover.
Establishment of plant communities that do not provide suitable habitat (e.g., introductions
and monocultures of nomative, invasive plants) is reducing sageuse habitat quality and
guantity in OregonEarly detectionand peventionare needed. Invasive annual grasses and
other weeds continue to expand from borders of large infestations. Many sagelstaphe

plant communities have crossed a threshold after which they are no longer recoverable using
currently available control methods.

PAC Federal State/Local Private Total % of PAQ\rea
Baker 24,001 45,341 69,342 21%
Beatys 93,817 4,728 5,330 103,876 12%
Brothers/N Wagontire 2,896 228 2,918 6,043 2%
Bully Creek 32,121 77 9,949 42,147 15%
Burns 1,221 420 1,641 5%
Cow Lakes 30,257 165 9,038 39,460 16%
Cow Valley 23,880 2,670 50,460 77,010 21%
Crowley 74,069 5472 16,366 95,907 20%
Drewsey 30,228 315 18,677 49,220 13%
Eﬂg’u\éﬂiiy’ Jack 33,428 1,104 4,043 38575 9%
Folly Farm/Saddle Butte 58,175 3,640 2,722 64,537 26%
Louse Canyon 103,307 419 2,204 105,931 16%
Eg‘:"”allz MileMisery 15175 1,341 23,963 40,479 9%
Picture Rock 3,501 145 706 4,352 10%
Pueblos/S Steens 18,206 10,162 28,368 14%
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PAC Federal State/Local Private Total % of PA@rea

Soldier Creek 35,586 7,237 4,103 46,927 16%
Steens 8,496 184 8,675 17,355 9%
Trout Creeks 82,157 6 9,298 91,460 23%
Tucker Hill 1,593 1,469 3,062 10%
Warners 11,747 955 2,308 15,010 5%
TOTAL 683,860 28,687 228,151 940,698 14%

Invasive annual grasses also increaseff@guency, which directly threatens sageouse
habitat and further promotes the establishment of invasive annual gra&sadsh et al. 2013
This annual grass and fire feedback loop can result in conversion from sagsbeppk
communities to annual grasslan@®avies et al. 203 Miller et al. 201).

Effective management of this threat is twold:

1. Control or stop the spreadf invasive annual grasses.
2. Reduce or eliminate the establishment of invasive annual grasses.

Thus, mvasive plant management activities and the priority conservation actions set forth in
this Plan occur along a continuum from prevention activities giaeation activities. Given the
nature and extent of this threat, the conservation actions in this Plan are intended to provide
managers a framework within which to prioritize prevention and restoration work for arnual
grass management. Three important siaerations exist and need to be addressed up front in
shaping any approach to whether, where, and what kind of actions to take when investing time
and money to manage invasive annual grasses.

-

A Annual Grass Occupancyo annual grasses occupy the site, drgbj to what extent?

A Resistance and Resiliencélow resistant is the site to annugtass invasion? How likely
is the site to support a healthy native plant community following disturbance
(resilience)?

A Proximity to Key Sag@rouse Habitat Is the site witlin or adjacent to areas of known
sagegrouse use with an adequate to optimal sagebrush component (land cover >25%

and >65%, respectively)?
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EXOTIC ANNUAL GRASS DISTRIBUTION

A
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|:| Estimated area where exotic annual grass species are the dominant or subdominant herbaceous vegetation

V Sage-grouse Priority Areas
forgCognservation(PXC) =-=== State boundary A ity Waterbody

d Project area boundary
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Data Source:

Exotic Annal Grasses (Institue of Natural Resources, 2013(ILAP_SGI_ExAnnGr_2013_3cls_m1)), Sage-grouse Core Areas(PAC) (ODFW, SageCon, BLM
(GSG_PAC_Named, 2014)), Study area boundary (The Nature Conservancy, 2013), Highways, Rivers, City limit, County and State boundaries (Oregon Geospatial
Clearinghouse).

Figure I\¥3. Estimatedextent of exotic annual grasse3he extent was determined by mapping locations where exotic annual
grass species werthe dominant or subdominant herbaceous vegetatio(Source: 2013 INR Exotic Annual Grass layer
derived from 2013 ILAP Current Vegetation data). The Oregon DepartmeAgoitulture produced continuous, 27h
resolution habitat suitability datasets for multiple invasive grasses, including cheatgeasb medusaheadData from all

three of these sources have been incorporated into tERDSS
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Furthermore, successfully addressing this threat will rely upon inventories, prevention, and
treatment actions that occur strategically on a landscape level rather than on-an@dr acre
by-acre basis. This Action Plan prioritizes the development of invasive plant management plans
that proactively identify (i.e., inventory) current anntgaass occupancy and priority areas for
prevention and restoration actionshis planningand subsequent implementation of actions

will be based on the following prioritization approach.

Prevention ActionsAreas should be prioritized for prevention activities based on the risk of
invasion, with priority given to sites with low anntgrass ocupancy and low resistance and
resilience, because annual grasses are highly competitive in these ecological sitdseyrae
established Figure 1V4a).

Restoration Actionskestoration sites should be prioritized based on the probability of success,
including the likelihood that areas will naturally resist infestation gosatment or have the
resilience needed to restore habitat conditions withouteirvention. Priority should be given to
sites with midhigh resistance and resilience and moderate angraks occupancy, particularly

if native species are seeded or planté&dgure 1v4b).

a) b)

High High

Priority for prevent
Priority for restorati

Low

Low | Annual grass occupancy High High QML' Low

Low | Resistance and resilience High Low | Resistance and resilience High

Low

Figure 1¥4. Using annuabrass occupancy and site resistance and resilience to prioritize areas for preventing the spread
annual grasses and for restoratiofa) In prioritizing prevention activities, annuajrass occupancy should be considered firs
followed by resistance/resilience. (b) In prioritizing restoration activities, site resistance and resilience should bedevasl
first, followed by annuaigrass occupancy. The dotted and solid lines represent how the use of-native perennials and
native species, respectively, may be considered and prioritized in restoration work.

Areas with high annuajrass infestation and low resistance and resilience have a lower
aptitude for successful restoration and/or will likely require multiple interventi@avies et al.
2011 Chambers et al. 2014bRestoration with native species in these zones is unlikely to be
successful. In some situations, however, native plant restoration in these areas may merit
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attention, and/or use of nomative perennial species that are competitive with annual grasses
may be appropriate. For instance, reseeding with mative perennial species may in certain
circumstances result in more successful plant establishment and, thus, competition with
invasive annal grasses at sites with low resistance and resilience that have a high degree of
existing exotic annuajrass infestationKigure 1¥4b). Areas with low @nuaklgrass occupancy

and high resistance and resilience are far less likely to require restoration because they have
the potential to resist further infestation and/or restore natura{yavies et al. 203 Chambers

et al. 2014h. Onceannual grass occupancy and resistance and resilience properties have been
analyzed as a first step in prioritization, potential prevention and restoration sites should be
further identified and prioritized on the basis of the proximity of sites to key spgase

habitat.

Success on the Ground: Collaborative Effort to
Prevent Invasive Annual Grasses P&dte in Harney County

During the fall of 2014, Harney County Weed Control andHamey County Cooperative Weed
ManagementArea (CWMA) coordinated andamaged the application of herbicide to thousands of
private and state land acres for medusahegd. Every yeathe CWMA and Harney County Weed
Control coordinate these activities with several other agencies athessounty. This yeathe CWMA
coordinated treatments on private lands with funds from the NRCS, the Harney SWCD, Harney Cpunty
Watershed Council, and OWEB. The CWMA also coordinated treatment on Department of State lands.
All told, this effort resultedri the treatment of just over 11,000 acres on private lands and almost 4,000
acres of statemanaged lands.

The CWMA also assisted the BLM with their 2014 treatments, which totaled nearly 17,000 acres with
the addition of the cheatgragseatment in reseeded areas impacted by wildfires in 2012. The groug
also made a concerted effort to treat invasive annual grasses within the 2014 Buzzard and Gumbopot fire
perimeters.
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Prioritizing Invasive Plant Management
. 2nd Priority
N .ISt Priority . Moderate Infestation with Some
o/Light Infestation Desired Plants
Management Focus
Prevention/Protection Control {:;;s.rég (s);ezp:slncrease

L1

L1

Develop comprehensive
prevention plan. For
allotments, gain
adoption for adjacent
land.

-

L

Prioritize prevention
program from most
effective to least.
Implement the program.

More detailed mapping.
Superimpose infestation

location with environmental
data and local knowledge.

{1

Develop management unit
and allotment scale control
and methods to favor
desired species using EBIPM.
For allotments, gain buy-in

—

D, by agencies.
Assess and improve. G
|| Assess agency program
on allotments on
neighboring areas. Design an Adaptive
Management program.

Implement management
efforts. Assist agencies.

L

Assess and improve. Assess
agency efforts and identify

R

improvements.
Highest Priority Level Lowest
i Likelihood of Success i
P Lowest Cost Highest 2

Figure V5. Flowchart for prioritizing and implementing invasive plant management within a planning areaologically
based invasive plant management (EBIPM) is a decisi@aking tool designed to assist land managers to assess rangeland

health; identify causes of degradatigridentify and select strategies to repair causes of infestatipasd adaptively manage
(ebimp.org).
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Conservation Objective
(1) Prevent the spread of annual grasses in areas of prioritygagese habitat at high risk for

invasion. (2) Contain and/or reduce existing infestations in or threatening prioritygagse
habitat. (3) Restore healthy sagebrush communities in areas with the greatest probability of
success through development and implementation of invasive plartagement plans. Such
plans should address this threat and integrate implementation efforts across land ownership
and management boundaries whenever possible.

Conservation Actions

Many actions identified below represent Oregtailored approaches to or syort for the
actions identified in the Implementation Plan for U.S. Department of the Interior Secretarial
Order 3336: Rangeland Fire Prevention, Management, and Restothgoeafter SO 3336
Implementation Plar)

Action IAG1.: Enlist LITand cooperative weed managent areas (CWMAS) in cooperation

with state, federal, and private land managers to apply local expert knowledge in conjunction
with spatial decision support tosl(currently under development) to develop regabistrategic

work plans that identify priority areas to address invasive annual grasses, timelines, and
responsible parties. Regional strategic work plans should identify areas for invasive annual grass
prevention treatment and restorationandcontainment More detailed actions relating to

these three invasive plant management approaches are listed below.

Action IAG1-1: As part of regional strategic work plans, develop GIS layers with polygons
spatially representing priority areas for invasasenuatgrass treatment and containment.
(Note: coarse layers have already been created by édaiinated by the BLM for focal
habitat and planning areas specific to that process).

Action IAG2: Implement invasive pla management plans that identify priority areas for
preventionfor each PAC

Action IAG2-1: Prioritize proactive herbicide treatments as a prevention strategy in
recently burned areas, particularly areas with lowistance and resilience that are
proximal to valuable saggrouse habitat. Prioritize sites within four miles of Ié&stive or
pending) and sitesxmiles from "key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding bird
density and where sagebrush land cover is >65%.

Action IAG2-1a: Remove administrative and policy barriers that delay herbicide
treatments from the most effective implementation timeframe

Action IAG2-2: Conduct systematic and strategic surveys to detect areas of expanding
invasive annual grasses and expedite reporting and treatment of new infestations (see
Section 7b [vii] of SO 3336 Implementation Plan).
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Action IAG2-3: In priority imasive annuagirass prevention sites, limit disturbance within
and around all remaining large, intact sagebrush patches, particularly telEvation sites
with low resistance and resilience, because these sites are highly vulnerable to-gnassl
invason once desirable species are removed or disturbed.

Action IAG2-4: Require general techniques to prevent hurmeaused spread of annual
invasive grasses resulting from road maintenance (e.g., blading), construction/development,
and OH\Activity,as well as during firesuppression activities.

Action IAG2-5 Suppress firén areas within or proximal to valuable sageuse habitat
that are particularly vulnerable to annuglass invasion.

Action IAG2-6  Utilize grazingnanagement techniques that increase the resilience of
systems to invasive annugfass establishment.

Action IAG2-7  Monitor areas impacted by groundisturbing activities for a minimum of
three years and apply herbicide tew invasions of annual grasses expeditiously.

Action IAG3: Implement invasive plant management plans for each tvaCidentify priority
areas fortreatment and restoration

Action IAG3-1  Prioritize treatment andestoration of invaded sites with the greatest
potential to succeed (e.g., moderate infestations or areas with inadequate perennial species
in mediumto-high resistance and resilience) that are proximal to valuable-gagéase

habitat.

9 Prioritize sites \ithin four miles of lekgactive or pending) and sites <2 miles from
"key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding bird density and where sagebrush
land cover is >65%. Over time, expand treatment and restoration activities outward
from keyhabitat patches.

Action IAG3-2  Prioritize restoration efforts in recently burned areas, particularly areas
that are proximal to valuable saggouse habitat.

1 Prioritize sites within four miles of lekactive or pending) and sites <2 mifesm
"key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding bird density and where sagebrush
land cover is >65%.

ActionIAG3-3 L YLJX SYSy (G &dz00SaafdzA y20St GSOKyYyAIl dzS
and biecontrols (e.g., ACK55 / soil bacteritteeudomonasubrescensD7Rhizobacterium
strain), in areas where they are expected to have demonstrated efficacy.

Action IAG-3-4 Monitor restoration projects for effectiveness and repeat rehabilitation
activities if performance objectives are not met. (See relatehoring actiondMON-2 and
MON-4.)
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Success on the Ground: Use of Naturally Occurring Bacterium, D7, in Keating Valley

Strategic efforts to reduce annual grasses are already under way in certain key landscapes for sa
grouse in Oregon. Across Bithinagedands, more than 572,000 acres have been treated for noxio
weeds or invasive annual grasses since 2010. Additionally, in 2010, NRCS partnered with the Keg
Valley Soil and Water Conservatioistrict, Baker County Weed District,-Tiounty Cooperative Weed
Management Area, USFWS, OWEB, ODFW, BLM, and local landowners to inventory and attack
medusaheadye across 26,000 acres in the heart of core haliitdahe Baker PAC

Specifically, the Keating Valley area was prioritized based orgsagee telemetry data gathered by
USFWS, which indicated that grouse concentrated in that area but tended to avoid the anmsgidmyta
patches within otherwise suitable habitat. An intensive weed inventory across the project area reyv
roughly 7,500 acres in need of active treatment. Strategies implemented include herbicide applica
and seeding to contain annual grasslandd apot treatment of annuals in surrounding, intact
sagebrush areas to maintain resilient and resistant plant communities. Improved gnsainagement is
a key strategy being employed in and around the project area to promote perennial gnasshealth
that is essential to resisting annugdass invasion and promoting adequate nesting cover for grouse
Within the Keating Valley, experimental plots were also established to test the effectiveness of a
naturally occurring bacterium, D7, that restores soil attributes that are key to inhibiting the

establishment of annual grasses. Test plots across the West have shown promising results: a 50%b

reduction in annuagrass growth was documented after three ye@ifennedy et al. 20)1D7 was
registered by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 2014, and plans are under way to
manufacture and market the product, as well as to conductertfield trials on National Wildlife
Refuges.

ge
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Action IAG4: Implement invasive plant management plans for each #vaCidentify priority
areas tocontainexisting patches of invasive annual grasses and weeds.

Action IAG4-1  Implement and maintain containment programs for large infestations

that may include the following techniques: (1) border spraying; (2) establishing a barrier to

expansion with aggressive perennial species that are competitive with inwaseds; (3)
biological control agents; and/or (4) targeted grazing

Action IAG4-2  Prioritize containment where large infestations of invasive annual gra
threaten highly valuable saggrouse habitat. Prioritize sites within four mileslefks(active
or pending) and sites <2 miles from "key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding
density and where sagebrush land cover is >65%.

Action IAG5: Develop grazinghanagement plans that focus on invasiverplspecies
prevention, treatment/restoration, and containment (consistent with the above action

SSEeS

bird

approaches) for lands and allotments enrolled in CCAAs and CCAs, as well as other Farm Bill

programs that employ grazing techniques that maintor improve the perennial native grass
and shrub community while addressing annual invasive grasses.
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Action IAG5-1  Assess pastures/allotments dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush and
prioritize implementation of proper grazinganagemenplans for those with documented
improper grazing impacts to native perennial grass forbs, and to soil biotic crusts.

Action IAG5-2  Identify allotments with invasive annual grasses and implement control
measures to preent the transfer of invasive species livestock

Action IAG5-3  Evaluate and treat heavily used areas (e.g., water sources or transfer
areas) for nomative grass invasions and prioritize for treatment aottainment actions.

Action IAG5-4  Utilize targeted livestoclrazingto reduce annual invasive plants,
increase desirable perennial grassand forbs, and maintain and increase desiraditat
structure.

Action IAG6: Support infrastructureresources, and research that will enhance invasive plant
prevention and habitat restoration efforts (see Section 7(b)(vii) in SO 3336 Implementation
Plan).

ActionlAG6-1  Support ongoing research and implementation of pilot efforts evaluating
annualgrass prevention and control techniques, as well as precision restoration
technologies seeking to improve the likelihood of success when actively restoring sagebrush
sites. Advance treatments that employ these new techniques and technologies (e.g., ACK55
/ soil bacteriumPseudomonas fluoresceri37Rhizobacteriunstrain) in order to test their
effectivenessExpand to a wider scale where effective and wherestablishment of

perennial grasss is likely to occur or can most likely be curtailed.

Action IAG7 / NB I 1S a&E:NI 2N0 NB &9 NIPS T2 NI 3 SopporiiBitlest | &
to provide rest for ovewtilized rangelands or allotments, or to be utilized during drought

conditions, posffire, or after restoration workDo so in a manner compatible with livestock
operations locally.

Adion IAG7-1 wSY2@S | RYAYAAUNI GAGS o ANASBSWETERS BRA

land.

ActionIAG7-2 al Ay Gl Ay FSYyOAy3a | yR 20 KSENIaAZY LUNRSAES Y S\

ready for use as need emerges.

ActionlAG7-3 ! aaSaa axiENI@E2 PIHYINXYAYS GKIFGZ AT dzy3ad

to fire risk/fuel loads, and use graziag a management tool to reduce fuel loads if
required.

Action IAG8: Remove admirsitrative or procedural barriers to invasive anngahss
management.

Action IAG8-1  Place cheatgrady h NB3I2y Q& y2EA2dzda 6SSR fAa
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Action IAG8-2  Support policy changes to remove the coeartlered injunction
prohibiting the use of herbicides on all federally administered lands in Oregon.

Action IAG8-3  Support restructuring of the podtre emergency stabilization and

restoration (ESR) funding scheme to ensure adequate funds are availablegdéerdon

postfire habitat management (see Section 7(b)(v) in SO 3336 Implementation Plan), and
that funds are spent in a manner that maximizes ecological effectiveness, coordination, and
habitat return on investment.

Action IAG8-4  Support development of post-fire emergency stabilization and
restoration program for private lands in a manner that maximizes ecological effectiveness,
coordination, and habitat return on investment.

Action IAG8-5 Coordinate with state and federal agencies andilomplementation
entities to develop consistent procedures and policies for the treatment of noxious and
invasive plants, chemical use, and timing in a manner that maximizes ecological
effectiveness and habitat return on investment.

Responsible Parties:
USDA Agriculture Research Service (ARS) and stations (e.g., Eastern Oregon Agriculture

Research Station), BLM, BLM Fléounty weed departments, CWMAs, DSL,, léTal road
districts, NRCS, ODA, ODFW, ODOT, Oregon State University (OSU), OSWB, OWEB, private
landowners, RFPAs, SWCDs, USFS, watershed councils, NGOs (e.g., TNC)

c. Wildfire Risk

Nature and Extent of the Threat
Wildfires are a major threat to sagebrusteppe ecosystems inr€gon and much of the Great

Basin. Fire suppression and management practices performed in the last century have resulted
in fuel buildup, encroachment of trees into shrublands, and the increasing dominance of
invasive annual grasses. These factors havé&ribored to changes in fireegimes throughout

the western United State@iller et al. 2013. Eastern Oregon is no exception. Wildfires are

part of these ecosystems. Properly functioning ecosystems should have adequate resilience to
recover after fires and resistance to invasive speditesever, the degree of resilience and
resistance is not the same across all ecosysténtsnds to be higher on more productive lands
with the cooler and moister soils that are often found in higher elevations, on northern slopes,
and in more northeastern taudes (Chambers et al. 2013.8At lower elevations, on south

facing slopes, and in areas with warmer and drier soils, vegetation communities are less
productive and therefore less resilient after fire.

Historically, ieg & | 1 S& SO2f 23A0I f I-sieppdwithdziitsl rokeihi h NB 3 2
maintaining sagebrush habitats. Today, fire remains a driving force, but its ecological role is
compromised by invasive namative species (primarily cheatgseend medusaheadye),
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habitat reduction, and fragmentatioWildfire, particularly in lowelevation Wyoming big
sagebrush communities, is one of the primary risks to gggase, especially given the positive
feedback loop between exotic invasive annual grasses and fire spread and fre@Mdiexyet

al. 201). Wildfires can remove lonlived species, such as sagebrush, thereby reducing sage
grouse habitat quality and quantity. Further, areas impacted by wildfire are more susceptible
invasion by exotic annual grasses, and, as discussed earlier in this Action Plan, replacement of
native perennial bunchgrags®mmunities by invasive annuals is a primary contributing factor to
increased fire frequenciesntensity, and extent in the sagebrush ecosystem. Thus, this Plan
prioritizes efforts to retain and restore healthy native plant communities and resilience within
and outside PACs

The beneficial role of fire in promoting plant growth, reducing fuel loads, reducing juniper
presence, and other attributascan be retained in some circumstances through the judicial use
of prescribed fire and appropriate wildfire management tactics. Howewveengcurrent

conditions, great caution and care need to be applied before fire is used for fuel reduction,
restoration, and wildfire management purposes, especially where the goal is to protect or
improve sagegrouse habitat.

In some cases, up to 70% oflinidual PAG@reas have burned~{gure V6, Figure 1V7) since
2005.Within PAC areas, an estimated 1,159,040 acres are at higbf fis& (Figure

IV-8). Within this area, 993,919 acres are in areas with-tovnoderate resistance and
resilienca areas that, if impacted bfjre, could be difficult to recover to healthy sageouse
habitat.
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Fire Occurrence in PACs: 2005 - 2014
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Figure V6. Fire occurrence in Oregon Priority Areas for Conservatexpressed in acres (bars) and percentage of total PAC
area (dots). Fire occurrence areas were calculated using Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity data (www.mtbs.gov). Fires
smaller than 1,000 acres were not captured in the dataset.

Further compounding the problem is the remote, rural natofepriority sagegrouse habitat

that is threatened by fireFire suppression in these areas is the responsibility of federal land
managers on public lands. Rangeland fire protection associations (RFPAS) play a critical role on
both private aml public lands. On the positive sidepre than90% of PA@creage in Oregon
andmore than75% of low density habitat is covered under the jurisdiction of the BLM or an
RFPARigure IW). Efforts to improve coordination, capacity, and operational effectiveness are
ongoing and total PAC and ledensity acreage under fire protection jurisdictions has increased
during the devedpment of this Plan. On unprotected lands, private landowners provide their

own fire protection through independent efforts with varying levels of suppression capacity.
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Figure V7. Fire history in the SageCon planning ar00%2014.
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Figure 1¥8. Wildfire hazard potential across the SageCon planning area
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http://www.oregon.gov/energy/Siting/Pages/Facilities.aspx
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