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Executive Summary 

hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǊƛŎƘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΦ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘǎτ

including ranching and farming operationsτare the primary economic driver of the region, and 

the nexus for 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 boundaries within an extensive sagebrush 

ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άhǊŜƎƻƴ ƻǳǘōŀŎƪέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ άǎŀƎŜōǊǳǎƘ ǎŜŀΣέ ŀƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ 

others as home.  

There are more than 18 million acres of sagebrush habitat in Oregon, interwoven with playas, 

deep-cut river canyons, and forests. Conservation of this area, its open spaces, and its wildlife 

Ƙŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ōŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŜǎ 

have changed over time, it remains so today. 

With the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) considering whether to list the greater sage-

grouse under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the State of Oregon has worked with a 

diverse set of partners over the past five years to advance a comprehensive approach to sage-

grouse conservation. This document, The Oregon Sage-Grouse Action Plan όƘŜǊŜŀŦǘŜǊ ά!Ŏǘƛƻƴ 

tƭŀƴέύΣ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ the conservation of the sage-

grouse and its habitat in Oregon. The Action Plan is based on an ecological approach promoting 

intact and functioning sagebrush landscapes that are important to a vast number of species in 

addition to the sage-grouse.  

The Action Plan is a product of the Sage-Grouse Conservation (SageCon) Partnership, an 

Oregon-based collaborative effort jointly convened by the State of Oregon through the 

DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ .ǳǊŜŀǳ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ό.[aύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). In developing the Plan, the SageCon 

Partnership engaged local counties, landowners, energy and other development interests, 

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

who, together, are essential to its success. 

The sage-grouse is very sensitive to the effects of human development, 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 large-scale ecological trends driven by such forces as wildfire, 

invasive plant species, and juniper encroachment.  

Healthy rangelands are also important to livestock operations, hunting, and other drivers of the 

economic ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƎŜōǊǳǎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ-based threats to the 

sage-grouse are the same threats that are facing the economic, recreational, and community 

values tied to healthy rangelands. By advancing sagebrush ecosystem health, sage-grouse 
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population recovery, and strategic, conservation-based approaches to rangeland uses and 

development, this Plan also seeks to promote the security, sustainability, and vitality of 

hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎonomic interests.  

The Action Plan provides a coordinated framework for action and accountability among private, 

nongovernmental, local, State, and federal partners in advancing immediate and long-term 

efforts. To achieve sage-grouse population and habitat objectives, the Plan builds upon and 

enhances past and ongoing efforts, including the Oregon Department of Fish and ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΩǎ 

(ODC²Ωǎ) Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon (2011).  

The Action Plan is built on the premise that conservation strategies must be adaptable to local 

conditions and needs, and must be supported by long-term investments and regulatory 

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

the continued collaboration and sustained support of many stakeholders, the Action Plan 

provides commitment to and optimism for a ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŜŎǘŀŎǳƭŀǊ ƘƛƎƘ 

desert and the American West.  

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

¶ It puts forward a collaborative and integrative approach to planning and 
implementationτaligning State, federal, and local government programs and voluntary 
efforts undertaken by private landowners to focus efforts on the greatest threats and 
priorities. 

¶ It focuses on maintaining and restoring high-quality, high-functioning sagebrush 
ecosystems and enhancing partnerships through the following:  

o Ongoing and major new State investments to address habitat threats from 
wildfire, invasive plant species, and juniper encroachment; 

o Additional regulatory protections for significant sage-grouse habitat under the 
{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǎǘrong land-use laws; and 

o A science-based assessment of threats and a framework to steer conservation 
investments and actions to where they can be most effective, to monitor 
effectiveness against metrics for success, and to ensure adaptive management. 

¶ It will implement a mitigation hierarchy and framework to ensure that any permitted 
habitat losses in sage-grouse habitat are offset so as to achieve a net conservation 
benefit, while also providing a science-based approach designed to increase flexibility 
and predictability for economic development. 

¢ƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇŜƴŘƛŎŜǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΦ Section I: A 

Strategy for Action ς Summary and First Steps is a summary of the Plan. Section II: 

Implementation and Coordination ς Partnerships that Work ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ 

implementation and coordination, including an overview of new and ongoing conservation 

measures. Section III: An Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through 
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Strategic Efforts ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ and foundation, including a summary 

of sage-grouse population and habitat trendǎΤ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ /ƻǊŜ !ǊŜŀ approach and its related 

objectives; and the tools that are available to advance strategic implementation. And Section 

IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse, the most detailed part of the Plan, 

presents an assessment of threats to the sage-grouse in Oregon, followed by subsections 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǿ 

measures and strategic approaches. The appendices attached to the Plan include further 

detailed information related to Sections II, III, and IV. 

¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎτnew State rules; the GƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 

Executive Order; substantial existing and new State-based funding commitments; and 

continued expansion of strong partnerships, including those related to Candidate Conservation 

Agreements with Assurances (CCAAs) and Rangeland Fire Protection AssociationsτOregon is 

advancing a robust and carefully designed program to address and ameliorate threats to the 

vitality of sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎǊŀŦǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ 

reverse the decline of the species. 

¢ǊǳŜ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƛǊƛǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜs, it will take many 

people working together to reach our goals of long-term conservation of healthy sage-grouse 

habitat and populations coupled with promotion of healthy rural economies and communities. 

Many individuals and groups are already working hard to do so, and through this Plan, Oregon 

intends to grow our existing relationships so that our conservation and working-lands heritage 

and ethics are passed on for generations to come. 

Sage-grouse displaying on a lek. Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation Media. 
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Section I: A Strategy for Action ς Summary and First Steps  

i. A Call to Action  

Sagebrush country in central and eastern Oregon is home to close-knit rural communities and 

an economy centered on agriculture and natural resources. It is also home to the greater sage-

grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus, ƘŜǊŜŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άǎŀƎŜ-ƎǊƻǳǎŜέ), a species at risk and an 

important indicator of the overall health of sagebrush ecosystems. These ecosystems are 

increasingly threatened by large-scale drivers like wildfire and invasive species that 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 Service (USFWS) considering whether to list the sage-grouse as 

threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA),1 the State of 

Oregon has worked with a diverse set of partners over the past five years to lay the foundation 

for a comprehensive approach to sage-grouse conservation by: 

Á Aligning State, 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 priorities for sage-grouse 

conservation. 

Á Providing for major new state investmentsτthat will also leverage additional 

investments from federal and local partnersτto promote habitat health and resilience, 

including funds focused on the biggest drivers of habitat-based threats to sage-grouse in 

Oregon: wildfire, invasive weeds, and encroachment of juniper trees. 

Á Establishing additional protections for significant sage-grouse habitat under the SǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

already strong land-use laws.  

Á Creating a new policy framework to provide flexibility and mitigation for economic 

development in sage-grouse habitat and ensure that any permitted habitat losses are 

more than offset by other conservation actions. 

Partners contributing to these 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 Sage-DǊƻǳǎŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ όƘŜǊŜŀŦǘŜǊ ά!Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴέύΣ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ 

                                                      
1 In 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) determined the greater sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ ƛǎ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ 

ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ƻǊ ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ 9ƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ !Ŏǘ (16 U.S. C. §§ 1531 

et seq.) Pursuant to a court-ordered schedule, the USFWS is set to review and make a final determination in 2015 

as to the ESA listing status of the sage-grouse across its range in 11 western states, including Oregon. See U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service, Species Profile: Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), 

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06W (2014). 

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06W
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articulate and acƘƛŜǾŜ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse and its habitat in 

Oregon. By advancing sagebrush ecosystem health; recovering viable sage-grouse populations; 

and promoting strategic, conservation-based approaches to rangeland uses and development, 

the Action Plan also seeks to promote the ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

communities and economic interests.  

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

local conditions and needs and backed up with long-term investments, partnerships, and 

regulatory commitments. With continued collaboration and the sustained support of its many 

stakeholders, the SǘŀǘŜΩǎ Action Plan provides commitment to and optimism for the 

conservation and recovery of ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŜŎǘŀŎǳƭŀǊ ƘƛƎƘ ŘŜǎŜǊǘ and the 

American West. 

A federal ESA listing of the sage-grouse would remove the primacy of State and local 

management jurisdictions and have significant implications for Oregon citizens, businesses, and 

institutions in shaping economic development, rural community health, and habitat 

management. Thus, this Action Plan also works proactively to advance the ability of Oregonians 

to shape our own future. ¢ƘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ 

why a future listing of the sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9{! ƛǎ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

commitment to sage-grouse conservation and addressing threats to the vitaliǘȅ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ 

sagebrush ecosystem is strong and long-standing; 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 determination.  

The Action Plan provides a coordinated framework for action and accountability among private, 

nongovernmental, local, State, and federal partners in advancing immediate and long-term 

ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ ¢ƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse population and habitat objectives, the Action Plan 

builds upon and enhances past and ongoing efforts, including the Oregon Department of Fish 

ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΩǎ όh5C²Ωǎ) Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon 

όƘŜǊŜŀŦǘŜǊ άнлмм {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέύΦ  

The Action Plan has been developed through the Sage-Grouse Conservation (SageCon) 

Partnership, an Oregon-based collaborative effort jointly convened by the State of Oregon 

through the GƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜs Office, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 

and the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). In developing the Action Plan, SageCon 

engaged local counties, landowners, energy and other development interests, conservation and 

other nongovernmental organizations, the USFWS, and additional partners who, together, are 

essential to its success. The SageCon Partnership also provided an opportunity to build upon 

and bring together other key efforts that are important components of this Action Plan, such as 

the work of ranchers and other local interests to develop conservation agreements on federal 

and nonfederal rangelands, as well as the effort of diverse partners to advance new rules 
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related to mitigation and large-scale development activities. This Action Plan documents those 

important conservation efforts and other existing and planned actions in Oregon. 

By working across land ownership boundaries, engaging multiple partners, and addressing 

identified threats to sage-grouse habitat, as well as to rangeland-associated communities and 

economies, the Action Plan not only conserves the sage-grouse and multiple other species, it 

also protects human interests dependent on the same land in a manner compatible with 

traditional farm and ranch economies. Further, the Action Plan works to align incentives for 

existing landowners and future economic development pathways for industries such as mining 

and renewable energy with net conservation gains for the sage-grouse and its habitat.  

This Action Plan is thus a call to action. It recognizes that the sage-grouse and its habitat need 

attention now, as does the welfare of rural Oregon communities and economies. It recognizes 

that the vitality of both eastern Oregon communities and the bird are inextricably linked to a 

healthy sagebrush ecosystem, and that sage-grouse conservation will succeed only if the 

species is viewed as an asset that will benefit communities and landowners as populations 

become more robust. 

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

Á A collaborative and integrative approach to planning and implementation; 

Á A focus on maintaining and restoring functioning sagebrush ecosystems and steering 

conservation investments to where they can be most effective; and 

Á A science-based 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 overview of these features, and the sections that 

follow describe each in greater detail.  

ii. Implementation and CoordinationτPartnerships That Work 

hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǊƛŎƘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΦ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘǎτ 

including ranching and farming operationsτare the primary economic driver of the region, and 

the nexus for communities that come together when faced with opportunities and challenges 

around resource management.  

These working lands 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, deep-cut river canyons, and forests. In addition to the greater sage-grouse, 

pronghorn, elk, raptors, shorebirds and songbirds, trout, and kit fox all call this place home, 

along with cattle, sheep and free-roaming horses. Rich stories of Euro-American settlers, stock 
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ƎǊƻǿŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ bŀǘƛǾŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ōƻƻƪǎ, and museums. 

Basque shepherds, alfalfa growers, cowboys, hunters, naturalists and wildland enthusiasts, and 

tribal hunters and gatherers 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 institutions, communities, 

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 Conservation Districts (SWCDs), led by the Harney County SWCD; 

State agencies; livestock ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎΤ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ /ŀǘǘƭŜƳŜƴΩǎ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

are working together with federal agencies to develop innovative agreements that support 

responsible livestock grazing in sage-grouse 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 conservation objectives through 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ [ƛƪŜǿƛǎŜΣ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ-use planning 

system and related local-level planning efforts are working to steer development impacts away 

from high-value agricultural lands and important sage-grouse 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 Partnership itself is part of that trend. In 2010, the Oregon DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ and 

the .[aΩǎ Oregon office began convening meetings in response to growth in renewable energy 

development and sagebrush conservation, as well as the USFWSΩǎ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ 

federal ESA finding for the sage-grouse. The partners were driven by the need to develop a 

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

threats not just to sage-grouse conservation but to rangeland and rural community health. This 

recognition and vision led to the initiation of the SageCon Partnership in September 2012 and 

the collaborative effort to build agreement and partnership around the approaches 

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 sage-grouse, which led to the formation of the Sage-Grouse Task Force. Staffed by the 

²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘǎ ƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 

leaders from the USFWS, BLM, NRCS, and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) as well as each of the 

western states in the range of the sage-grouse, including Oregon. It has served to coordinate 

and collaborate on State-level planning efforts and to facilitate discussions between sage-

grouse states and the federal government in advance of the pending 2015 ESA listing 

ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦{C²{Φ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ƛǎ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΣ ƛǘ ƴŜǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ 

context that includes an 11-state planning effort, BLM and USFS federal land-management plan 
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ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bw/{Ωǎ ƻƴƎƻƛng positive advancement of the Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI) and 

related programs with State and local partners.  

This Action Plan is a coordinated product of the SageCon PartnershipΩǎ effort, which has worked 

to take a more integrative, holistic approach across management boundaries to set forth 

prioritized strategies and future actions for the conservation of the sage-grouse and its habitat 

in Oregon. The ultimate success of these strategies and actions depends on local 

implementation, coordination across the area, and tracking effectiveness through monitoring 

and reporting. Implementation and tracking of the PlanΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ will require the sustained 

work of many people and organizations, which will continue to be a collaborative effort 

between the State, local governments, landowners and managers, conservation and other 

nongovernmental organizations, and federal partners including the BLM and NRCS.  

The work outlined in this Plan will be implemented and coordinated through a number of 

significant new efforts. These measures, and the roles and coordination efforts needed to 

implement them, are described in more detail in Section II: Implementation and Coordination ς 

Partnerships that Work and Section III: An Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and 

Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts and include the following:  

Á {ƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ-use rules and mitigation policy through State 

agency rulemaking 

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

threats 

Á Voluntary conservation agreements between federal agencies and State and private 

landowners 

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

Á The GƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ Executive Order that directs implementation of this Plan and 

coordination across relevant levels of Oregon government entities 

iii. An Ecological ApproachτHealthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts  

The sage-grouse is a wide-ranging, sagebrush-obligate species, meaning that, without 

sagebrush, the bird cannot meet its fundamental forage needs and will not survive. Within the 

sagebrush ecosystem, however, the sage-grouse requires a variety of plant community types to 

meet the needs of its annual life cycle. Thus, this Action Plan, while focused on the habitat 

needs of sage-grouse, is driven by and addresses the overall health of the sagebrush ecosystem 

and its habitats.  

From an ecological perspective, this Action Plan works to promote intact and functioning 

sagebrush landscapes, which are important to a number of other species besides the sage-

grouse (Maser et al. 1984; Rowland et al. 2005; Hanser and Knick 2011). The Plan considered 
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and assessed the relative benefits to multiple species besides the sage-grouse in developing its 

conservation actions. While the Plan has a species-specific focus and title based on the USFWSΩǎ 

pending ESA listing review, its overall ecosystem-based approach should assist managers in 

advancing opportunities to benefit other species as well. As such, the Action Plan is consistent 

with the underlying ecosystem-based policy purpose of the Endangered Species Act: άΧ to 

provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened 

species depend may be conserved Χέ2 

The sage-grouse is very sensitive to the effects of human development, and while this Plan 

proactively addresses this concern, the greatest current threats to most sage-grouse 

populations in Oregon are landscape-scale ecological trends such as wildfire, invasive species, 

and encroachment by native conifers (Boyd et al. 2014). Because these threats function on such 

large scales, and because there are limited resources available to address them, a strategic 

approach to conservation implementation is imperative, utilizing the best available science to 

target actions where sage-grouse benefits can be maximized. The Plan draws on several key 

resources to achieve this strategic, ecological approach, as discussed further in Section III: An 

Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts. These include 

the following:  

Á The sage-grouse populations and habitat objectives ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ h5C²Ωǎ нлмм 

Strategy and related administrative rules; 

Á ¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ /ƻǊŜ !ǊŜŀ approach3 for identifying and conserving the highest-priority sage-

grouse habitat, as established in the ODFW 2011 Strategy and related rules; and 

Á Spatial tools and data to help guide strategic investments.  

a. Population and Habitat Objectives 

Consistent with state statutes, its administrative rules, and its mission, ODFW adopted and 

maintains the 2011 Strategy, which describes population and habitat goals and objectives for 

the sage-grouse. In brief, pursuant to the Strategy and recently updated administrative rules, 

they are: 

Á Population: The overall policy is to maintain or enhance sage-grouse 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 five implementation 

areas. 

Á 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 and to manage the 
                                                      
2 16 U.S.C. § 1531 (b) 
3 In Oregon, Core Areas are equivalent to Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs), as referenced in subsequent 
sections of this Plan. 
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remaining 30% (areas of juniper encroachment, non-sagebrush shrubland, and 

grassland) to increase available habitat within the range of the sage-grouse.  

Since ODFW owns relatively little land and the State does not have direct management 

jurisdiction over most sage-grouse habitat, conservation success relies upon effective 

partnerships. 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 to sage-grouse 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 have been and continue to be 

considerable; however, realizing successful results from habitat restoration work requires time 

and sustained effort (including monitoring and adaptive management) and has a far from 

certain outcome (Davies et al. 2011, Arkle et al. 2014, Avirmed et al. 2015). As this Plan 

documents, additional actions that are strategically planned, located, and implemented are 

needed to meaningfully address continuing threats to habitat health, such as wildfire, juniper 

encroachment, invasive non-native plant species, and other noxious weeds.  

b. Core Area Approach 

The ODFW 2011 Strategy identified sage-grouse Core Areas3, providing a strong ecological 

foundation for focusing threat reduction efforts where sage-grouse are most likely to benefit. 

This approach identifies the most productive habitat for sage-grouse and directs the highest 

level of conservation effort there. Core Area designations in Oregon address approximately 90% 

of the sǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ sage-grouse within Ƨǳǎǘ оу҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŀƴƎŜ 

statewide. Identification of core habitat areas to maintain a viable set of connected populations 

is an ecologically-based conservation strategy (Doherty et al. 2011).  

Although designated Core Areas and their protection are at the center of this approach, other 

areas of occupied habitat remain importantτincluding for connectivity values that help address 

population isolation and genetic diversity. For example, the 2011 Strategy identified low-

density habitat areas outside core that represent a lower priority for conservation action but in 

some cases will be important for improved connectivity or seasonal habitats that are essential 

to meeting the year-round needs of sage-grouse. The Core Area approach implies that negative 

impacts in areas outside of core habitat create less risk to the long-term persistence and 

conservation of the sage-grouse, as compared to impacts within Core Areas, and, conversely, 

that focusing protection and habitat restoration strategies within core habitat is more likely to 

provide a greater return on investment. As further described in Section III: An Ecological 

Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts, this Action Plan is 

founded upon this Core Area approach. 
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c. Tools for Strategic Investment 

With this Action Plan, Oregon is building on the existing Core Area approach 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 and help 

guide resources to areas with the greatest need or potential return. At the site scale, state-and-

transition models and other tools are used to verify priorities identified at the landscape scale 

and to tailor actions to site-specific conditions. These models provide a key method for linking 

site-level actions to the ecological approach described above. Section III: An Ecological 

Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts of this Action Plan, and 

appendices referenced therein, further describes the strategic framework and supporting 

spatial data, models, and decision support systems. 

iv. Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse 

This Action Plan utilizes several sources of information in identifying threats to sage-grouse in 

Oregon, including the 2011 Strategy, the Conservation Objectives Team: Final Report (COT 

Report) (USFWS 2013), and the ¦{C²{Ωǎ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ under the 

federal ESA.4 In issuing its range-ǿƛŘŜ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse in 

2010, the USFWS relied upon two primary factors relevant to the ESA:  

Á Present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitat or range 

Á Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms 

These factors and related threats are further documented and discussed in the COT Report, 

which the USFWS released in 2013 as a review of the current science, conservation challenges, 

and opportunities facing the sage-grouse, as compiled by state and federal biologists. In 

Oregon, the COT Report identifies wildfire, conifers, and annual weeds and grasses as 

widespread threats to the sustainability of the sage-grouse.  

These three habitat-based factorsτwildfire, juniper encroachment, and invasive annual 

grassesτcreate a vicious cycle that changes natural fire patterns and reduces the likelihood of 

the re-establishment of sagebrush. To a large extent, detrimental impacts from these threats 

vary spatially along a biophysical gradient. Encroaching juniper and other conifers primarily 

affect mid-to-upper elevations where sufficient precipitation allows tree establishment, while 

altered fire regimes and annual grasses are of most concern at low-elevation, warm and dry 

sites, where ecosystem resilience to disturbance and resistance to invasion are low (Chambers 

et al. 2014). The conservation objectives and actions identified in Section IV: Assessing and 

Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse of this plan (as well as in Appendix 3) prioritize actions that 

address juniper encroachment, exotic annual-grass invasion, and wildfire.  

                                                      
4 75 Fed. Reg. 13910 (March 23, 2010) 
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The COT Report also identifies other 

important threats as drivers of 

habitat loss, disturbance, and 

fragmentation in Oregon but at a 

more localized level of presence and 

scale. This Action Plan addresses 

these as secondary threats, while 

treating the widespread issues of 

wildfire, juniper encroachment, and 

invasive annual grasses as primary 

threats. Secondary threats to sage-

grouse are more relevant to the 

adequacy of existing regulatory 

mechanisms and ESA-listing factors, 

and include impacts from human 

development and infrastructure 

(fences, roads, and electrical lines) 

and associated noise and predation.  

Some of these threats (e.g., 

conversion to cultivated agriculture) 

have substantially reduced the 

extent of sagebrush habitat in 

Oregon in the past but are not 

expected to expand significantly into 

sagebrush areas in the future. 

Others (e.g., renewable energy 

development, mining) are currently 

at a low level of activity, and their 

relative potential significance as a threat to occupied sage-grouse habitat in Oregon depends on 

changes in markets, infrastructure, and related future development proposals. The threats 

table in Section IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse of this Action Plan 

describes the full range of threats in Oregon. Additional threats that are not focal points of the 

COT Report (e.g., drought, West Nile virus, predation) but which may have localized or shorter-

term negative impacts on sage-grouse are also considered in this Plan. 

To assist with conservation planning efforts, Section IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to 

Sage-Grouse of this Plan identifies conservation objectives and actions relevant to each of the 

identified threats in Oregon, indicating where the state 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 mechanisms, an improved approach to prioritizing 

Cheat grass invading sagebrush-steppe habitat.  
Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation Media. 
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and implementing habitat management actions, sources of funding for on-the-ground work, 

and monitoring and adaptive management. Successful implementation of these measures will 

address threats to the sage-grouse and its habitat, reverse negative habitat and bird population 

trends in priority locations, and advance the long-term conservation and recovery of the 

species in Oregon.  

By taking a landscape-level view that spans land ownership boundaries and speaks to the 

various threats facing sage-grouse 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 public lands that make up the majority of sage-grouse 

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

ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǘƘŜ .[a ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

plans.  

The State also recognizes that private landowners will remain engaged in their own 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

authorities, independent of this Action Plan. That said, coordination between the State and 

BLM has been and remains ongoing, as have efforts with private landowners and local 

governments. Private, tribal, and state lands within the range of the sage-grouse in Oregon are 

often ecologically connected to federal public lands and, in many cases, contain habitats (e.g., 

wet meadows) that are comparatively under-represented on BLM lands and are specifically 

important to the bird during certain life stages. Strategic and landscape-level work across land 

ownerships is essential, and this Action Plan is based on an effort to align mapping and 

prioritization of habitat-based 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 those actions and outline next steps. By demonstrating 

the work that Oregonians have already conducted, the State provides evidence of a solid 

foundation in the form of partners whose past actions demonstrate a commitment to 

continuing efforts to make this Action Plan successful. By outlining a clear path forward with 

specific roles, actions, funding sources, and structures for adaptive management, this Plan 

demonstrates the commitment and capacity to maintain and advance healthy ecosystems and 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƎŜōǊǳǎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ  

¢ǊǳŜ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƛǊƛǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜs, it will take many 

people working together to reach our goals of long-term conservation of healthy sage-grouse 

habitat and populations along with healthy rural economies and communities. Ranchers, tribes, 



 

Section I: A Strategy for Action ς Summary and First Steps 15 
 

SWCDs, local governments, federal agency partners, and nongovernmental organizations such 

as The Nature Conservancy, ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ /ŀǘǘƭŜƳŜƴΩǎ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ the Oregon Natural Desert 

Association, the Mule Deer Foundation, the Oregon Hunters Association, and others are already 

working hard to conserve the sage-grouse and its habitat in 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 provide much greater detail on the subject matter 

summarized in this overview section and address the following questions: 

Á Section II: Implementation and Coordination ς Partnerships that Work: How 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 integrated approach? 

Á Section III: An Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic 

Efforts: What specific population and habitat objectives does the Plan aim to meet 

relative to where we are now, and how will implementation resources be targeted at 

different scales to meet those objectives as effectively and efficiently as possible?  

Á Section IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse: What are the threats 

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 II: Implementation and Coordination ς Partnerships that Work 

i. Introduction 

Since the 2010 ¦Φ{Φ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ ό¦{C²{Ωǎύ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

in anticipation of its 2015 Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing determination, federal land 

management agencies, state and local governments, landowners, and other partners across the 

sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜΩǎ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƎŀǇǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

sufficiency of existing approaches to support the long-term 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 upon 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 demonstrate 

ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ǘƻ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse and their habitat in Oregon. 

Lƴ нлмлΣ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ .ǳǊŜŀǳ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ ό.[aΩǎ) 

Oregon office began convening meetings in response to growth in renewable energy 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎΦ 

Facilitated by Oregon Solutions, these meetings advanced information and policy discussion 

related to renewable energy development and habitat conservation across eastern Oregon and 

led to the formation of the Renewable Energy and Eastern Oregon Landscape Conservation 

Partnership (REECon Partnership).  

However, with the 2015 deadline for listing status review growing near, and because renewable 

energy ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

communities, and economic future, the REECon Partnership recognized a need to broaden its 

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

activities as well as landscape-scale threats to habitat such as wildfire and invasive species. 

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

projected efforts, both regulatory and voluntary, to address threats not just to sage-grouse 

conservation but to rangeland health and the vitality of rural communities. Building on two 

ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ w99/ƻƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

SageCon Partnership in September 2012. The number and diversity of stakeholders at the table 

grew, the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) joined ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ .[a 

in co-convening the effort, and the SageCon Partnership advanced a collaborative effort to 

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

hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse conservation builds on the strength of existing 

partnerships and programs, using nationally-recognized scientific research together with 

ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ όǎŜŜ Section III: An Ecological 
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Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts and Section IV: Assessing 

and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse). The Action Plan provides a framework for the 

protection, restoration, maintenance, and enhancement of sage-grouse populations and their 

habitats in Oregon, in collaboration with local landowners, local government, conservation and 

other non-governmental 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 consistency in approaches 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 BLM is advancing its own planning effort 

ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

in various areas. That said, coordination between the State and BLM has been and remains 

ongoing. For state-owned and managed land, and for state-led projects, the Action Plan and 

related Executive Order provides assurance that the State will coordinate across agencies, will 

remain responsible for implementing its share of conservation actions, and will strategically 

advance ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ 

with federal and private actors. On private land, the Action Plan provides a framework for the 

coordination of voluntary actions through Candidate Conservation Agreements with 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 

objectives and authoǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǎŀƛŘΣ ǘƘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 

framework for habitat restoration and protection approaches will inform land owners and 

managers on effective advancement of actions; will promote coordinated planning, monitoring, 

and ǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΤ ŀƴŘΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 

approaches, will incent effective actions and support landowners, local Soil and Water 

Conservation Districts (SWCDs), Rangeland Fire Protection Associations (RFPAs), and others in 

leveraging federal, state, and private investments in conservation.  

¢ǊǳŜ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƛǊƛǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΣ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ Ƴŀƴȅ 

people and organizations working together to reach our goals of long-term conservation of 

healthy sage-grouse habitat and populations along with healthy rural economies and 

communities. In Oregon, the majority of sage-grouse and their habitat is on federal lands. The 

BLM manages 75% of the core area of sage-grouse habitat, containing 74% of sage-grouse leks. 

These lands are publicly owned and managed for the benefit of a wide-ranging set of public 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ .[aΩǎ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ-use mandate. Private, tribal, and state lands within 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 under-represented on BLM lands 

and specifically important during certain sage-grouse life stages. Strategic and landscape-level 

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 new efforts to improve sagebrush ecosystem health, ameliorate threats to sage-

grouse habitat and population recovery, and promote conservation-based working landscapes.  

This section provides an overview of new state-based conservation measures and funding 

sources, existing state-based 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 form the foundation for 

implementing this Action Plan, the information presented below is intended to provide 

summary-level clarity and certainty related to the question of how the State will mechanize 

plan implementation as a matter of law, funding, and governance structure. Communication 

ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ 

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 sage-grouse in Oregon will be ameliorated in a 

way that conserves the bird and its habitat and promotes the recovery and enhancement of 

both. As compared to 2010τǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦{C²{Ωǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƛǊŘΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ 

the federal ESAτOregon 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 rules, Oregon has advanced a strong legal mechanism atop 

existing regulatory mechanisms that, when combined and as measured against the pre-Action 

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

to occur. The new rules advance a development permitting process that provides more clarity, 

predictability, and certainty for project proponents while maximizing the conservation benefits 

for sage-grouse, including habitat protections and a strengthened mitigation approach that will 

advance a new funding mechanism to address invasive annual grasses, juniper encroachment, 

wildfireΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ hǊŜƎƻƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ YŀǘŜ .ǊƻǿƴΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊ 

adopting this Action Plan ensures ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 

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 Agreements (CCAs) and Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances 

(CCAAs), 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 sage-grouse in Oregon. Landowner and permittee engagement in these 
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agreements and related management plans is ongoing and will result in the advancement of 

conservation measures tied to addressing key habitat-based threats and preventing habitat 

conversion to incompatible uses. Funding of these measures will be significantly enhanced 

through new state, federal, and local investments. Substantial new state revenue investments 

ǿƛƭƭ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 

approach to conservation actions. These new revenues will supplement continued investments 

in existing state agency programs that benefit sage-grouse and conservation of their habitats. 

New and existing-ongoing investments tied to this Action Plan are documented below.  

a. Land-Use Rules and LCDC Rulemaking 

Since 1973, Oregon has maintained a visionary statewide program for land-use planning, the 

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

Goals (adopted in administrative rules at OAR Chapter 660, division 15). The goals express the 

{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻƴ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ, including natural resources, and set direction for 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘed legal accountability. This 

statewide policy framework, together with local government implementation and private 

landowner stewardship, has contributed to the quantity and quality of the sage-grouse habitat 

Oregon has today. ¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎe system, related laws and approach to 

implementation will continue to serve as the foundation for addressing several land-

use/development-based threats, as documented in Section IV: Assessing and Addressing 

Threats to Sage-Grouse of this plan. This foundation, however, has been strengthened with new 

rules addressing impacts from other potential development activities. 

To ensure that any future large-scale development does not threaten the viability and 

conservation of the sage-grouse 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. Specifically, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 

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 (compensatory) to the state 

and local development review process in order to address future potential development 

impacts in a manner consistent with sage-grouse protection and conservation. The resulting 

administrative ruleτadopted by the LCDC at its July 24, 2015 meeting in Burns, Oregon and 

codified at OAR 660-023-0115τadvances this intent and strengthens existing land-use rules 

and policies by directing development away from sensitive habitat. Section IV: Assessing and 

Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse of the plan describes the new rule in further detail as 

applied to specific development-based threats to sage-grouse, and the final rule itself is 

contained in Appendix 17. The core elements of the rule are: 
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Á Establishment of an avoidance requirement for proposed large-scale development in 

PACs / core areas, whereby 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 elsewhere, or (2) it is not technically feasible to locate the project 

elsewhere based on accepted engineering practices (and financial costs cannot be the 

only basis considered); and (3) the project provides important economic opportunity, 

needed infrastructure, or other public health or safety benefits; 

Á Establishment of a similar avoidance test for low-density sage-grouse habitat, and 

protective measures for other occupied habitat in proximity to leks. Further, regardless 

of whether an avoidance test is satisfied, minimization of impacts is required (in PACs, 

low-density, and general habitat in proximity to leks), along with compensatory 

mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ h5C²Ωǎ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ 

mitigation rules (see below).  

Á Establishment of a backstop threshold and metered approach for future allowable 

development impacts in PACs. These protections limit total development-based direct 

impacts to no more than 3% of the total acreage in any PAC, with increases over current 

baseline development levels not to exceed 1% in a 10-year period.  

Á Direction to document baseline calculations of current development-based direct 

impact levels in PACs as well as track future impacts through a central registry. Although 

ǘƘŜ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ άƭŀǊƎŜ-ǎŎŀƭŜέΣ ƴƻƴ-farm 

development proposals (as defined in the rule), the 3% limitation on direct impacts and 

1% protective threshold would apply to direct impacts from the larger suite of 

government-permitted development in core areas. 

Á An approach to incorporating the rule into local land-use programs, addressing 

especially unique local economic development opportunities and coordinating across 

state agency programs. 

b. ODFW Mitigation Policy and FWC Rulemaking 

In a joint effort with LCDC and as part of the SageCon effort, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife 

Commission (FWC) also formed a Rules Advisory Committee to advance a corresponding rule 

related to mitigation for development in sage-grouse habitat. The intent was to update existing 

ODFW mitigation policy, in the context of a science-based approach and in recognition of the 

{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ 

around pathways for mitigation of development-based impacts in core (PACs), low-density, and 

general habitat. The resulting administrative ruleτadopted by the FWC at its July 27, 2015 

meeting in SalemτŀŘǾŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴǎ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ 

mitigation follows a science-based approach and achieves a net conservation benefit for the 

bird while also providing development interests with more flexibility and certainty than under 

previous policy. Section IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse of this plan 
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describes the new rule in further detail, and the final rule itself is contained in Appendix 19. The 

core elements of rule are: 

Á wŜŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse population and habitat management objectives 

as well as core area approach, which are all relevant to ongoing and future sage-grouse 

protection, habitat restoration, and management actions. In addition, the habitat 

provisions of the rule incorporate the 3% backstop threshold and 1% metering approach 

for development impacts in PACs, as discussed in the LCDC rule subsection above.  

Á Application of the mitigation hierarchy requirements (avoidance, minimization, 

compensatory mitigation)τas presented in the LCDC rule discussion aboveτas a core 

ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ h5C²Ωǎ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ. 

Á A requirement that compensatory mitigation must be designed and implemented to 

achieve a net conservation benefit for sage-grouse by ensuring development-based 

habitat impacts are offset by a level of habitat functionality capable of supporting 

greater sage-grouse numbers than the functionality lost. 

h5C²Ωǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ required the agency to recommend against any 

development impacts in core habitat. Therefore the avoidance, minimization, and 

compensatory mitigation approach in the revised ODFW rules presents a more flexible 

approach. The previous policy, however, relied on recommendations, that were not binding in 

many cases and that often did not get implemented in various decision-making and permitting 

venues. Through their connection to the new LCDC rules and local land-use decisions, as well as 

their applicability across state agencies and where state authorities apply to federal land 

decisions, the State now has a stronger approach in place to addressing development-based 

impacts to sage-grouse and ensuring net-conservation benefits through mitigation.  

c. DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ Executive Order 

In September 2015, Oregon Governor Kate Brown issued an Executive Order adopting the 

Oregon Sage Grouse Action Plan and directing state agencies 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 and effective 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 wildfire, invasive plant species, habitat 

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 engagement and 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 speaks to 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 described in Coordinated 

Agency Response and Management below. Specifically, the Executive Order directs the 

development of an agreement between the State and federal and local governments as well as 

other partners. As further described in Section IV.ii.a, the agreement(s) will ensure coordination 

in administration of the central registry related to human development impacts, permitting and 

landscape-level mitigation, and conservation investment strategies.  

Finally, building upon the positive new investments advanced by the 2015 Oregon Legislature 

described below in Section II.ii.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 outcome ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦{C²{Ωǎ ǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ 9{! listing 

determination for sage-grouse, 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 related coverages 

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

d. Candidate Conservation Agreements (CCAs) and Candidate Conservation Agreements with 

Assurances (CCAAs) 

With more than 4 million acres5 of land covered under CCAs and CCAAs, these agreements have 

ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ƘŀƭƭƳŀǊƪ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse conservation efforts across land 

ownerships. CCAs and CCAAs are a proactive, voluntary approach for private and public 

landowners to advance management plans and conservation measures that address current 

and future threats to sage-grouse (and/or other potentially listed species) as 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 state-owned lands containing sage-grouse habitat. On 

private lands, eastern Oregon counties, in partnership with SWCDs, private landowners, and 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ /ŀǘǘƭŜƳŜƴΩǎ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ CŀǊƳ .ǳǊŜŀǳΣ ƘŀǾŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŀ 

leadership role in developing CCAAs with technical support from USFWS. These CCAAs relate 

not only to addressing threats to sage-grouse and their habitat posed by livestock grazing and 

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

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

habitat health. Many of the private lands and ranches associated with CCAAs also hold grazing 

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

CCA and engagement by permittees. By combining 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/oregon-expands-sage-grouse-conservation-agreements 
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livestock-based impacts but also to advance habitat protections as well as improvements 

related to invasive annual grasses, juniper, and wildfire resilience. 

e. Investments to Address Key Threats 

The State recognizes the importance of dedicated funding 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 responsibility. State-based efforts to ensure meaningful commitments and 

enhanced certainty around needed funding levels are described below. Funding commitments 

ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ .[a ƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ƘŜǊŜΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ 

Resource Management Plan (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 and in-kind funding for 

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

tied to CCAAs. The same past and continued commitment of implementation funding and 

action also exists from conservation NGOs, hunting, and other organizations, with enhanced 

engagement likely as a result of this Action Plan and the ability of state funding to leverage 

ŘƻƭƭŀǊǎΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛll add a new 

funding source relevant to addressing threats to sage-grouse 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 Action Plan relate primarily to the threats of juniper encroachment, 

exotic annual-grass invasion, and wildfire ǊƛǎƪΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

new regulatory framework and achieving conservation benefit. These commitments are 

presented in Table II-1. 

Table II-1. 2015-17 General Fund Investments in the Oregon Sage-Grouse Action Plan. Policy Option Packages (POP) 
ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ нлмр hǊŜƎƻƴ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ !ǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ό[!.ύ 
ŀǎ άǎŀƎŜ-grouse habitat protectioƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛǘŜƳǎΦ όI. Ґ IƻǳǎŜ ōƛƭƭΤ {. Ґ {ŜƴŀǘŜ .ƛƭƭύ  

Agency 
Package 

Description LAB 
Amount 

FTE / 
new 
positions 

Budget Location / 
Mechanics of 
Adoption 

ODFW - 
801 

ODFW / Mitigation: administration of State Action 
tƭŀƴΩǎ ŀƭƭ-lands mitigation program pursuant to new 
ODFW rules (and related new DLCD rules and other 
existing legal authorities).  

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

DLCD - 
108 

DLCD / Disturbance Framework: Coordinator position 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 
to limiting human disturbance in sage-grouse habitats 
pursuant to new DLCD rule, coordination with local 
governments, federal and state land managers, and 
other partners.  

$300,000 1 

Dept. Land 
Conservation & 
Development POP 
108; adopted as part 
of agency budget in 
HB 5027 via SB 5507 
Sec. 72 

ODF ς ODF / Wildfire: ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ {ǘŀǘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΩǎ $1,590,377 1.5 Oregon Dept. Forestry 



 

Section II: Implementation and Coordination ς Partnerships that Work 25 
 

Agency 
Package 

Description LAB 
Amount 

FTE / 
new 
positions 

Budget Location / 
Mechanics of 
Adoption 

119 and 
120 

approach to fire response and operations within the 
range of sage-grouse. This includes some funding for 
agency staff capacity, with the bulk of the funding to 
support local / on-the-ground efforts of Rangeland Fire 
Protection Associations and other-related activities to 
address the threat of wildfire.  
POP 119τoffsets loss of federal $ for RFPA-related 
staffing.  
POP 120τŦǳƴŘǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ όƛƴŎƭΦ wCt!ΩǎύΣ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǎ κ 
equipment, contracts to advance on-the-ground work 

POPs 119 and 120; 
adopted as part of 
Agency budget in SB 
5019 with 
supplementation via 
SB 5507 Sec. 120 

ODFW - 
840 

Habitat Resilience ς funding to implement on-the-
ground pre- and post-wildfire actions to promote and 
restore habitat resilience (incl. re-seeding / planting; 
invasives work; etc.) in partnership with landowners, 
managers, and other partners. 

$500,000 1 Oregon Dept. Fish & 
Wildlife POP 840; 
adopted in SB 5507 
Sec. 121 

ODFW 
105 

Sage Grouse / Working Lands Joint-funded positionsτ
matching funds to leverage federal funds in continuing 
existing field positions that advance conservation 
practices with landowners to alleviate threats to sage-
grouse while improving sustainability of working 
ranches. 

$90,000 2 
(when 
combine
d w/ 
NRCS 
match $) 

Oregon Dept. Fish & 
Wildlife POP 105; 
adopted via HB 5544 

ODA -
320 

Oregon Invasive Species Council (Sage-Grouse) - 
LƳǇǊƻǾŜǎ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ 
including restoration and protection of sage-grouse 
habitat. 

$100,000 0 Oregon Dept. of 
Agriculture POP 320; 
adopted via HB 5002 

                                   TOTAL = $2,866,377      

 

The above new state General Fund commitments are in addition to other new state funding 

commitmentsτincluding a significant new State Lottery Funds commitment advanced by the 

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board of at least $10 million over 10 years (incorporated into 

Table II-2)τas 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 agency program funding for work in sage-grouse habitat, which is 

expected to continue and is summarized below in Table II-2. Private landowners, NGO partners, 

and others also contribute significant direct funding as well as in-kind (time, labor, materials, 

etc.) contributions to efforts that advance sage-grouse habitat protection and restoration. 

While this section focuses on state-based funding commitmentsτwith a full accounting of 

these diverse and varied private contributions being an exhaustive task beyond the work 

completed for this planτthese private contributions are expected to not only continue but 

increase as a result of this Action Plan, CCAA commitments, and other positive partnership 

ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ bw/{Ωǎ {DL. 
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Table II-2. Existing, ongoing, and future Oregon sage-grouse funding: selected relevant programs.  

Agency Programτbrief 
description 

Relevant Funding in Sage-Grouse 
Habitat (most recent biennium) 

Is Baseline / 
Current-level 
Expected to 
Continue in 
Future Years?  

Additions / Other 
Notes 

Oregon Department of Fish & 
Wildlife (ODFW) - Wildlife 
Division and related 
programs: 
ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ h5C²Ωǎ ōŀǎŜ ǎǘŀŦŦ 
structure and program, a 
minimum of 16 biologists 
spend a significant portion of 
their time on sage-grouse 
work within 6 wildlife districts 
that regularly 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 coordination / 
planning, state planning, 
research / bird capture; 
participation in wing bee, 
hunt regulations, commenting 
on proposed development 
actions, commenting on 
Scientific Take Permits, 
commenting on CCAA or 
CCAs, etc.  
  
 

2013-15 biennium: ODFW spent over 
$1 million on sage-grouse 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 
hunting license and Pittman-
Robertson / state-awarded 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 support 
surveys (helicopter time, Infrared 
flights, AAL) and research.  
 
The Upland-Bird Stamp and Other 
Funds (O.F.) (hunting license and 
Pittman-Robertson) supported the 
following sage-grouse specific 
positions and activities: 
Sage-grouse Research  
($146K Up.Bird Stamp; $45K O.F.) 

Sage-grouse Coordinator: salary, 
vehicle, travel  
($134,967 Up.Bird Stamp; $72K O.F.) 

Upland Bird Coordinator (40% time 
sage-grouse)  
($50K Up.Bird Stamp; $30K O.F.) 

Sagebrush seeding  
($29,877 Up.Bird Stamp) 

Sage-grouse wing data collection / 
analysis (Wing Bee, mailing, 
consultant work)  
($4,400 Up.Bird. Stamp; $4K O.F.) 

ά!ŘƻǇǘ-a-ƭŜƪέ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ 
volunteer re-imbursement  
($17K Up.Bird Stamp) 

District Bio lek Surveys  
($80K O.F.) 

District Bio brood Surveys 
($30K O.F.) 

2 SGI Bios (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-
grouse issues by 
h5C²Ωǎ Iŀōƛǘŀǘ 
Resources 
Program (e.g., on 
energy-project 
consultation), 
Conservation 
Program Staff, 
regional or district 
managers, and 
others.  

Will be enhanced by 
2015 LAB/new funds 
(see Table II-1) 
 
 
In addition to the 
direct-fund 
information noted in 
the adjacent 
ŎƻƭǳƳƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ h5C²Ωǎ 
annual spring lek 
surveys (an effort 
with a budget value 
over $900,000, 
comprised of direct 
and in-kind 
contributions from 
various sources) 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀƴ άƛƴ-ƪƛƴŘέ 
contribution of over 
$180,000 from 
ODFW. This is also 
expected to 
continue. 
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Agency Programτbrief 
description 

Relevant Funding in Sage-Grouse 
Habitat (most recent biennium) 

Is Baseline / 
Current-level 
Expected to 
Continue in 
Future Years?  

Additions / Other 
Notes 

Oregon Watershed 
Enhancement Board (OWEB) 
Open Solicitation grant 
program: provides funding for 
watershed restoration and 
protection projects, including 
in the sagebrush/sage-steppe 
habitats relevant to greater 
sage-grouse. OWEB offers two 
Open Solicitation grant cycles 
per year, resulting in grants 
awarded to SWCDs, 
watershed councils, non-
profits, schools, universities, 
local governments and other 
entities. 

2011-2015 biennium: $4,446,639 in 
OWEB funding spent on 
sagebrush/sage-steppe habitat 
restoration projects, $524.000 of 
which occurred in the most recent 
OWEB Open Solicitation grant cycle 
(April 2015). 
 
(**Note: these are projects reported 
in 2011-2015; 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). 

 2015-2025: The 
OWEB Board has 
committed at least 
$10 million this grant 
program over the 
next 10 years in 
direct support of 
projects located in 
the sage-steppe 
ecosystem to 
improve sage grouse 
habitat consistent 
with the State Action 
Plan. 
 

Oregon Dept. of Forestry 
(ODF) Fire Protection Division: 
functions as the state-level 
point of contact for Rangeland 
Fire Protection Associations 
όwCt!Ωǎύ ǿƘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ƪŜȅ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 
helping suppress and prevent 
range fires in sage grouse 
habitat.  
 

2013-15 biennium: approx. $200,000 
of dedicated funding to support 
wCt!Ωǎ ƛƴ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse habitat. Of this 
amount: 
$30,000 General Fund  
Remainder was federal dollars ODF 
received to implement fire protection 
efforts.  
 
Additional support in 2013-15 
biennium: 
Staff time and supplies provided 
through the ODF Eastern Oregon Area 
Office.  
ODF provision of firefighting 
ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ wCt!Ωǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ 
Excess Property Program.  
.ƛŜƴƴƛŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ wCt!Ωǎ 
provided an additional $300,000 for 
base-level operations, which does not 
incƭǳŘŜ άƛƴ-ƪƛƴŘέ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǎ 
that ranches / RFPA members provide 
when a fire breaks outs.  

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 

Will be enhanced by 
2015 LAB / new 
funds (see Table II-1) 

Oregon Department of 
Agriculture (ODA) Noxious 
Weed Control Programτ
ǿƻǊƪǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ 
natural resources and 
agricultural economy from the 
invasion and proliferation of 
invasive noxious weeds. This 

2013-15 biennium:  
$314,000 implemented by Noxious 
Weed Control Program staff in 
support of integrated weed control 
projects that target state listed 
noxious weeds in sage-grouse habitat; 
and  
 

Yes 
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Agency Programτbrief 
description 

Relevant Funding in Sage-Grouse 
Habitat (most recent biennium) 

Is Baseline / 
Current-level 
Expected to 
Continue in 
Future Years?  

Additions / Other 
Notes 

Program implements projects 
related to sage grouse habitat 
protection and enhancement 
using two primary delivery 
vehicles funded through state 
Lottery Funds and General 
Funds:  
 
ODA Noxious Weed Control 
Program staff implement 
integrated noxious weed 
control projects that protect 
and/or enhance core sage 
grouse habitat areas.  
Oregon State Weed Board 
(OSWB)τODA administers 
the OSWB Grant Program, 
which distributes weed 
control grant funds to on-the-
ground projects (must be 
OSWB-listed 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 
grants protected or enhanced sage 
grouse habitat from invasive noxious 
weeds.  
 
(**Note: OSWB funding source is 
state Lottery Funds, which are housed 
in the OWEB budget but administered 
by ODA). 

Yes 

Oregon Dept. of Agriculture 
(ODA) Soil and Water 
Conservation District (SWCD) 
Programτprovides services to 
SWCDs throughout Oregon, 
including technical support to 
address habitat protection 
and restoration.  
 

2013-15 biennium: $255,500 
allocated to sage grouse related work 
with SWCDs in the following 7 sage-
grouse counties: Baker, Crook, 
Deschutes, Lake, Grant, Harney, and 
Malheur. Funds advanced the 
following activities: 
Landowner technical assistance with 
CCAA development, site-specific plan 
development, and conservation 
measure review.  
Sage-grouse PlanningτLandowner 
workshops, local sage-grouse forums 
and tours including presentations on 
sage grouse CCAA and invasive 
species. (incl. NRCS, ODFW, OSU 
Extension) 
Project work to address sage-grouse 
habitat: Western Juniper treatment 
(and mapping), and wildfire and 
invasive species management 

Yes SWCD efforts will be 
significantly 
enhanced by NRCS 
Regional 
Conservation 
Partnership Program 
Award (as described 
in Section II.ii.e) 
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Agency Programτbrief 
description 

Relevant Funding in Sage-Grouse 
Habitat (most recent biennium) 

Is Baseline / 
Current-level 
Expected to 
Continue in 
Future Years?  

Additions / Other 
Notes 

(including invasives mapping, fuel 
reduction. 
Technical Assistance: Regional 
Conservation Partnership Proposal 
engagement and development.  

Dept. of State Lands (DSL) 
Common School Fund ς Real 
Property ς Rangelands: DSL 
manages state-owned 
Common School Fund (CSF) 
Trust rangelands primarily 
through forage and 
agricultural leasing. Approx. 
540,000 of the approx. 
611,000 acres of CSF lands in 
the range of greater sage-
grouse in Oregon are in Core / 
PPH and Low-density / PGH 
habitats. Pending final 
approval by USFWS in 2015, 
DSL will be implementing a 
Candidate Conservation 
Agreement with Assurances 
(CCAA) for CSF rangelands in 
sage-grouse habitat, and 
related work is touched upon 
ōŜƭƻǿΦ /ƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 5{[Ωǎ 
CSF land work related to 
greater sage-grouse habitat 
generally falls into the 
following categories:  
Range Improvements -- 
funded by a 12.5% allocation 
of grazing receipts (same as 
BLM allotments).  
Wildfire Risk ς Suppression 
and Post-Fire Rehabilitation -- 
suppression and fire rehab 
costs are requested as needed 
/ additional expenditures 
(limitation) from the CSF. 

Range Improvements: 
Noxious Weeds:  
2011-13 -- $44,700 
2013-15 -- $59,400 
Juniper removal: 
2011-13 -- $9,900 
2013-15 -- ODFW applied Mule Deer 
Initiative $$ to DSL CSF lands; CSF 
grazing lessees incorporated State 
Lands in NRCS SGI-funded juniper 
removal projects. 
 
 
Wildfire Risk ς Suppression and Post-
Fire Rehab.  
BLM Suppression Agreement: DSL is 
billed for Services provided: 
2011-13 -- $535,550 
2013-15-- $2,415,876 
 
Post-Fire Rehabilitation: (noxious 
weed prevention and re-seeding ς 
figures do not including funds spent 
on fence repair and replacement): 
2011-13 -- $424,700 
2013-15 -- $176,900 ($64,000 of 
which will be spent as carryover into 
current biennium based on work 
associated w/ 2014 fires) 
 
RFPA Membership and support: Dues 
vary by Association ς total 
approximately $1,000 per year, 
additional support for 13-15 (Buzzard 
Complex Fire) $4,500. 
 

Yes: 
2015-17 
(projected) -- 
$60,000  
 
Yes: 
2015-17 -- 
ongoing inclusion 
in SGI projects 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 marking and 
escape ramps are 
being added to the 
DSL range 
improvement plans 
and will be ongoing. 
Fence Marking: 
beginning 2015-17 
(material purchase 
complete--$1,000--
with installation to 
be through DSL crew) 
 
Escape Ramps: 
beginning 2015-17 
(material purchase 
complete--$1,000τ
with installation to 
be through DSL crew 
or lessee installation) 
 

 

In addition to funds made available through state executive-branch and legislative efforts, 

Oregon recently received an award of $9 million ŦǊƻƳ ¦{5!Ωǎ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ 

Partnership Program (RCPP) to help advance the ongoing statewide effort of implementing 
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habitat actions associated with CCAAs. The habitat actions to be funded will occur on private 

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

encroachment, annual-grass invasion, and wildfire risk. This award is in addition to the ongoing 

NRCS SGI funding in Oregon, which has been substantial since 2010 (Table IV-2) and is expected 

to remain so, based on the strong relationship that has developed between SGI partners in 

hǊŜƎƻƴΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ bw/{ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΣ {²5/ΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎtate funds 

identified in Table II-1 and Table II-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 implementation 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 to presidential budgeting and/or 

congressional appropriations. That said, additional funding from federal sources has been 

committed to sage-grouse work in Oregon or is anticipated to occur. These funds, while 

associated with federal agencies or lands, are tied to advancing actions prioritized by this Action 

Plan. Some examples of relevance to Oregon include:  

Á $1.5 million awarded to USFWS for habitat improvements on Hart Mountain National 

Wildlife Refuge6 

Á $2.7 million appropriated to BLM for habitat improvements in south Warner Mountains 

(1 FTE position)7 

With almost $3 million of new funding from state General Funds, a 10-year/$10 million new 

commitment of state Lottery Funds, and additional funding tied to ongoing state agency 

program work that is advancing the conservation of sage-grouse and their habitats, Oregon has 

advanced a substantial state-based effort to ensure certainty exists in the implementation of 

this Action Plan. In addition, continued and enhanced commitments from federal, private, and 

NGO partners 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 Oregon. Implementing the plan will require 

continued coordination among federal, state, and local government as well as tribes, NGOs, and 

ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΦ !ǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊΣ ŀ ƳŜƳƻǊŀƴŘǳƳ ƻŦ 

agreement (MOA) is being crafted to address the roles and responsibilities of the key 

implementing partners across local, state, and federal agencies. The MOA (pending), entered 

into by the State of Oregon, local governments, the BLM, and USFWS, will address shared 

                                                      
6 DOI Resilient Landscapes project funds 
7 Combined DOI Resilient Landscapes project funds ($1.56M), FIAT funds ($935K), and District funds 
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governance and coordination through participation in a statewide coordinating council and 

statewide technical team. The MOA will include agreed-upon performance measures for 

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 across federal, state, 

private or other lands. The MOA is intended to ensure high-level coordination occurs across 

land ownership boundaries to address threats and opportunities related to the sage-grouse in 

as effective, efficient, equitable, and responsive a manner as possible. This Oregon MOA effort 

is intended to synch with larger, range-wide implementation and coordination efforts across 

western states.  

 

Figure II-1. Implementation and coordination of the Oregon Sage-Grouse Action Plan  

a. Statewide Sage-Grouse Coordinating Council 

An overarching, statewide coordinating councilτcomprising representatives from key state and 

federal agencies, local governments, Local Implementation Teams (LITs), private landowners, 

tribes, and NGOsτwill be responsible for directing high-level implementation and adaptive 

management of this Action Plan. Representation from federal, state, and local level land 

managers and decision-making entities will promote integration across various relevant levels 
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of government and will also advance landscape-level coordination across land ownership 

boundaries. The councilΩǎ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

and coordination of resources (funds and personnel), including mitigation and adaptive 

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

plan implementation 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 sage-grouse efforts, including those of the 

BLM and neighboring states.  

As part of its resource allocation and coordination role, the coordinating council will approve 
mitigation crediting projects and the allocation of in-lieu fee funds, based on recommendations 
by the mitigation program administrator (and input from the statewide technical team). The 
council will also approve changes to the mitigation program identified through the adaptive 
management process. 

b.  Statewide Technical Team 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 

implementation of the Action Plan. This includes a direct connection to the coordinating 

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

roles:  

Á Identifies, synthesizes, and makes recommendations to the coordinating council 

regarding management priorities and trends in threats to help inform funding and 

implementation of Action Plan approaches. 

Á Identifies, synthesizes, and updates information on the benefits and risks associated 

with different management practices and conservation actions, and on the results of 

project- and program-level monitoring to inform changes in prioritizing or conducting 

conservation work, including eligible practices and crediting protocols related to 

mitigation.  

Á Recommends research needed to address relevant questions, develop new 

management practices or improve implementation of the mitigation program. 

Á Provides scientific support and review on selected mitigation proposals associated with 

complex or large-scale permits or crediting projects to ODFW and the mitigation 

program administrator. 

Á 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 sage-grouse 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, permitting entities, 

private landowners, BLM, NGOs, tribes, state agencies and others. ODFW will collect and 

analyze data relevant to plan implementation and effectiveness in addressing sage-grouse 

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

NGOs), will be shared with the state coordinating council and the statewide technical team. In 

addition, ODFW will continue to engage in the advancement of on-the-ground 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 monitoring human disturbance and the administration of 

ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ 5[/5Ωǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊǳƭŜǎΦ 

DLCD will collect and analyze data from local government and state and federal agencies, in 

conjunction with the state coordinating council and the statewide technical team. Additional 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊ ŀōƻǾŜΦ 

e. Local Implementation Teams 

The Local Implementation Teams (LITs), initially 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 local-level opportunities for mitigation crediting projects; 

advancing opportunities for project-ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ-

level approach to prioritizing conservation actions on-the ground, including partnerships for 

advancing such opportunities; and advising the statewide technical team and coordinating 

council on implementation-related local priorities, issues, or concerns, which will be part of 

shaping adaptive management of this plan. It is anticipated that work related to the above 

efforts will benefit from engagement of an on-the-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 providing ongoing coordination to address area-specific 

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 this plan and implementation of the approaches therein, permitting 

agencies are agencies that hold the authority to approve, shape, or deny permits or project 

requests for development-related activities that may affect sage-grouse or their habitats in 

Oregon. These agencies include the following:  

Á County governments  
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Á Bureau of Land Management  

Á U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Á Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development  

Á Oregon Department of Energy (and Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council)  

Á Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife  

Á Oregon Department of State Lands  

Á Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries  

Á Oregon Department of Transportation 

Á Oregon Water Resources Department  

Á Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

Á Any other government or agency with authority over a permit or project affecting sage-

grouse habitat.  

During the permit review process, these agencies ensure that permits or projects anticipated to 

impact sage-grouse habitat are consistent with new land-use and mitigation rules and other 

relevant agreements and authorities. Permitting agencies are vested with this responsibility and 

authority by statutes, regulations, ordinances, executive orders, or formal agreements. 

Permitting agencies will report to a central registry administered by the state coordinating 

council as part of tracking and monitoring development activity in sage-grouse habitat. 

g. Permittees 

Permittees are entities that request permission from permitting agencies to conduct 

development activities that impact sage-grouse habitat and therefore may be required to 

demonstrate compliance with new or existing statutes, regulations, ordinances, and/or formal 

agreements related to avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of sage-grouse habitat. 

Permittees may also be enrolled in CCAAs. Permitting agencies may also incur mitigation or 

other legal responsibilities for development-related activities they fund or directly implement, 

in which case they would also be considered permittees. 

h. State Program Administrator  

The state program administrator will oversee and coordinate the implementation of the Action 

Plan, which will include convening and staffing the state coordinating council, developing and 

managing reporting and data analysis across agencies, and adaptive 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 mitigation 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 credit generation and transaction activities.8 The mitigation program administrator 

performs functions including the following: 

Á Ensures consistent application of program processes and rules; 

Á Requests and reviews proposals for crediting projects based on spatial and management 

priorities identified in conjunction with entities including the statewide technical team 

and LITs; 

Á Verifies, issues, and registers credits; 

Á Assesses the accuracy of credit and debit calculations; 

Á Tracks program outcomes and reports results of the mitigation program to the 

coordinating council; and 

Á Adaptively manages the program.  

 

                                                      
8 The State anticipates development of a memorandum of agreement (see Coordinated Agency Response and 
Management) with the BLM and USFWS to confirm their participation in the debiting and crediting system in order 
to appropriately manage sage-grouse populations and habitat across land ownership boundaries. However, the 
federal agencies will retain discretion in fulfilling their legal mandates and authorities. 
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Section III: An Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife 
Through Strategic Efforts  

i. Introduction 

The sage-grouse is a wide-ranging, sagebrush-obligate species and relies on sagebrush habitat 

types year-round to meet the needs of its annual life cycle. Breeding behavior, called lekking, 

occurs in open areas to allow for conspicuous communal breeding displays, but leks (breeding 

sites) are located within larger patches of sagebrush and other vegetation that afford hiding 

cover. In addition, areas with dense sagebrush and perennial bunchgrasses are essential to hide 

sage-grouse nests from predators, while moist, forb- and insect-rich communities are needed 

during brood rearing to provide a protein-rich diet to chicks. Finally, relatively dense stands of 

sagebrush are required during winter months, when sage-grouse diets consist almost 

exclusively of sagebrush buds and leaves. Thus, this Action Plan, while focused on the habitat 

needs of sage-grouse, is driven by and addresses the overall health of the sagebrush ecosystem 

and all of its habitats.  

Because the sage-grouse is very sensitive to disturbance associated with human activity and 

development, steering those activities away from essential sage-grouse habitat areas is critical 

to long-term population viability. Sage-grouse populations in Oregon, however, are most at risk 

from habitat loss resulting from large-scale wildfire, invasive exotic weeds and annual grasses, 

and encroachment by native juniper (Boyd et al. 2014). Because sage-grouse are so dependent 

on sagebrush, declining population trends mirror those of the overall health and abundance of 

sagebrush habitats (Davies et al. 2011). 

Further, because there are limited resources available to address the widespread, primary 

threats to sage-grouse in Oregon (wildfire, invasive annual grasses, and juniper encroachment), 

a science-based strategic approach is essential to prioritizing conservation and management in 

areas where sage-grouse benefits can be maximized. This kind of strategic, prioritized approach 

is in keeping with spatial analyses of both sage-grouse population data and key threats, which 

show that neither is randomly distributed across the landscape (Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife [ODFW] 2011). hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜǎ ŀ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

spatial information at different scales to help focus conservation actions in the right places.  

Maintaining connectivity and reducing fragmentation of sagebrush habitats is key to the long-

term welfare of all sagebrush-associated species (Connelly et al. 2004; Hanser and Knick 2011). 

Thus, this Action Plan takes a landscape-scale ecological approach, because, by protecting and 

enhancing the function of sagebrush ecosystems overall, a number of other species in addition 

to sage-grouse stand to benefit (Maser et al. 1984; Rowland et al. 2005; Hanser and Knick 

2011). While specifically addressing the conservation of the sage-grouse, the Plan recognizes 

that ǘƘŜ ōƛǊŘΩǎ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǊŀƴƎŜ also overlaps the ranges of many other Oregon species, some 
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of which are federally listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act 

(ESA), are candidates for listing, or are sensitive due to their close association with sagebrush 

communities. Consequently, this Action Plan considered the habitat requirements of multiple 

species and assessed the relative benefits to species in addition to the sage-grouse in 

developing its conservation actions. This overall ecosystem-based approach should thus identify 

management opportunities that will benefit a myriad of species common to sagebrush steppe 

habitat types. Further, the ecosystem-based concepts and approach underpinning the actions 

identified in this plan align well with the ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ 9{!Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴǘŜƴǘΥ άΧ to provide a means 

whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened species depend may 

be conserved Χέ9  

This section provides a detailed 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ 

identifying and prioritizing conservation 

actions within sage-grouse habitat. It 

ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse 

population and habitat objectives, which 

drive the development of specific 

conservation actions, and it describes 

the methods and technical tools the 

State and the Sage-Grouse Conservation 

(SageCon) partners will use to (a) 

identify high-priority sites for 

conservation investment and (b) 

determine which particular actions are 

most likely to be effective on a given 

site. These include science-based 

objectives for sage-grouse population 

numbers and habitat, implementation of 

ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ /ƻǊŜ !ǊŜŀ approach for 

identifying and conserving the highest-

priority sage-grouse habitat, and the 

development of supporting spatial data 

and information.  

                                                      
9 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b) 

Sagebrush-steppe landscape. Photo: Jeremy Roberts, 
Conservation Media. 
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ii. Sage-Grouse Population and Habitat Objectives and Trends 

The occupied range of the sage-grouse currently covers most of eastern and central Oregon, 

containing more than 18 million acres across portions of Crook, Deschutes, Lake, Harney, 

Malheur, and Baker Counties, as well as small portions of Grant and Union Counties. From a 

rangewide perspective, Oregon sage-grouse are considered part of two distinct management 

zones across the West (Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies Management Zones 

IV and V) and have been categorized into five populations based on probable natural and 

anthropogenic habitat barriers: Baker, Central Oregon, Northern Great Basin, Western Great 

Basin, and Klamath (Schroeder et al. 2004; Stiver et al. 2006). The Klamath population is 

considered extirpated in Oregon, and no priority locations or conservation actions were 

identified for it in this Action Plan.  

Wildlife species and their management are typically matters of state legal jurisdiction and 

responsibility. By statute (ORS 496.012), the State of Oregon is required to manage wildlife to 

άǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŘŜǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦέ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ODFW is 

ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŦƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ wildlife and their habitats, both for their own benefit 

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

Consistent with State statutes, its administrative rules, and its mission, ODFW adopted and 

maintains the 2011 Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon 

(2011 Strategy), which describes population and habitat goals for the sage-grouse. 

Á Population: The overall statewide policy direction is to maintain or enhance sage-grouse 

abundance and distribution at approximately 30,000 birds over the next 50 years. 

Regional population objectives are also established for five implementation areas, which 

generally track BLM district boundaries. 

Á Habitat: The overarching habitat goal is to maintain or enhance the current range and 

distribution of sagebrush habitats in Oregon, doing so in structural stages that benefit 

sage-grouse while reducing or minimizing habitat threats and promoting resilience. 

Attaining the population objectives is largely dependent upon achieving habitat 

objectives; therefore, the following direction exists: 

o Avoid development actions in sage-grouse habitat that adversely impact such 

Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ōƛǊŘΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘΣ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛmpacts 

to no more than 3% of any Priority Area of Conservation (separately defined in 

OAR 635-140-0002) and at a rate not to exceed 1% over a 10-year period. 

o Ensure that compensatory mitigation exists for development-based direct and 

indirect impacts to sage-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 objective ƻŦ ǊŜǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ җтл҈ ƻŦ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse range 

as sagebrush habitat in advanced structural stages (sagebrush class 3, 4, or 5, 

with an emphasis on classes 4 and 5). The remaining 30% could include areas of 

juniper encroachment, non-sagebrush shrubland, and grassland (from either 

natural or human-caused disturbance) that potentially can be enhanced. Five 

regional habitat objectives also exist for areas that generally track BLM district 

boundaries, with direction to achieve a habitat-based net conservation gain 

within them. ¢ƘŜ άтлκолέ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ a multiscale habitat assessment 

developed by Karl and Sadowski (2005). 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ h5C²Ωǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀǘ h!w сор-

140-0005 and -0010, respectively, which specifically note that achievement of the objectives 

ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ h5C²Ωǎ ƻǿƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ h5C² 

owns relatively little land and the State does not have direct management jurisdiction over 

most sage-grouse habitat, conservation success relies upon effective partnerships. 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 to sage-

grouse as well as other rangeland interests. This Action Plan recognizes and works to positively 

address this reality. 

a. Current Trends: Population 

Utilizing the work of the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA), the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has identified two population management zones for sage-

grouse that are relevant to Oregon: the Snake River Plain (Management Zone IV) and the 

Northern Great Basin (Management Zone V)10. The population in the Snake River Plain is 

estimated to be in long-term decline (1965ς2003), while in the Northern Great Basin, there is 

no statistically detectible trend in population11.  

h5C²Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ was established based on a 2003 population benchmark 

determined by assessing data from between 1980 and 2003.12 Since 1980, hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ statewide 

minimum sage-grouse spring breeding (adult) population estimate has generally increased 

during favorable climatic conditions and decreased during drought. Currently, sage-grouse 

numbers in Oregon are below h5C²Ωǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ benchmark, and the overall trend in the 

minimum spring population estimate over the 30-year period from 1980 to 2015 is declining. As 

shown in Figure III-1, the 10-year average for 2005-2014 = 23,025 ± 4,893 birds (range: 15,803 

to 36,405); the 10-year average for 2006-2015 = 21,331 ± 3585 birds (range: 15,803 to 31,840). 

                                                      
10 75 Fed. Reg. 13910, 13919 (March 23, 2010) 
11 Id. at 13922 
12 See ODFW 2011 Strategy Appendix I for a more detailed description of the methods used to calculate spring 
breeding population size. 
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In 2014, the minimum statewide population estimate was 17,520 breeding birds, down 27% 

since 2010.  

That said, because of natural fluctuations in populations, it is anticipated that, 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 minimum estimated population 

trend shows a downward trajectory over the above-referenced 30-year period, there are 

several caveats when interpreting the underlying data and resulting trends. First, the number of 

leks surveyed 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 for more than 

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 trends are 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. 168-169 for indices), and there is uncertainty about the 

relationship among the population size and indices (Walsh 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 bird population dynamics and annual environmental and resource 

variation. Given the fluctuations, it is useful to use a five-year moving average in interpreting 

population size estimates. For example, annual population increases were observed in most 

areas from the mid-1990s through 2005 (Figure III-1). This upward trend was likely related to a 

similar trend in the quality of habitat conditions during that timeframe. In 2007, a severe 

drought negatively 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 annual minimum estimated spring population 

size was estimated to be 17,500. Based 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 continuing, as shown by the five-

year moving average in Figure III-1. While the current population estimate is below the ODFW 

population objective and conservation actions remain needed to improve population health, 

this estimate is considered to be within the range of natural variation. 
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Figure III-1.Sage-grouse minimum spring population trends are represented here by 5-year moving averages (solid line). The 
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 and females), illustrated by the solid horizontal line. The 95% 
confidence intervals around the baseline value are represented by the dashed horizontal lines. 

b. Current Trends: Habitat 

In terms of habitat, it is estimated that, historically, up to 89 million hectares (220 million acres) 

of sagebrush steppe vegetation (McArthur and Ott 1996) existed across western North 

America. Today, more than half of that has been lost or converted (Miller et al. 2011). Relative 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀŎǊƻǎs western states, Oregon contains a relatively 

intact, large, and contiguous amount of sage-grouse habitat, with an estimated 35% remaining 

as historic sagebrush steppe (ODFW 2011). The major factors impacting degradation of 

sagebrush habitat in Oregon today are wildfire and invasive vegetation. Since 2005, there has 

been a gross decrease of nearly 3% in sagebrush, due primarily to wildfire. However, even 

though the total number of acres lost is noteworthy, the net loss, when offset by the acres of 

juniper removed by wildfire, is approximately 1% (see Table IV-2). While not to dismiss the 

ongoing need for priority work related to habitat protection, restoration, and resilience, this 

indicates that the statewide habitat goal is being maintained, or is at least within a margin of 

measurement error.  
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In 2009, ODFW and the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) embarked on a strategic 

plan to more effectively target Farm Bill Program funding (the Environmental Quality Incentives 

Program and the Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program). This effort was led by ǘƘŜ bw/{Ωǎ 

national Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI). Through the SGI, as well as on their own, landowners and 

managers, Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs), conservation organizations, and 

other interests have implemented habitat restoration actions across thousands of acres of 

private land in Oregon. In addition, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has also undertaken 

concerted habitat improvement work on federal public lands since 2010.  

Together, habitat actions on private and public ground have been and continue to be 

considerable. Realizing successful results from habitat restoration work, however, requires time 

and sustained effort (including monitoring and adaptive management) and has a far from 

certain outcome (Davies et al. 2011; Arkle et al. 2014; Avirmed et al. 2015). As this Plan 

documents, additional actions that are strategically planned, located, and implemented are 

needed to meaningfully address continuing threats to habitat health, such as wildfire, juniper 

encroachment, invasive non-native plant species, and other noxious weeds.  

iii. Core Area Approach 

In 2011, ODFW used a prioritization approach to identify landscapes of the greatest biological 

importance to the long-term persistence of sage-grouse populations in Oregon (Doherty et al. 

2011; ODFW 2011). Based on that analysis and associated map designations, more than 90% of 

the breeding populations of sage-grouse were represented on only a fraction (approximately 

38%) of the occupied range in Oregon (ODFW 2011). As part of the adoption of its 2011 

Strategy and related administrative rules, ODFW (through a vote of the Oregon Fish and 

Wildlife Commission) designated this 38% of the range as Core Area habitat, making it a 

conservation priority for focusing habitat protection and restoration efforts. 13 As part of the 

same analysis and rulemaking, ODFW designated low-density habitats to account for areas 

identified as significant to sage-grouse population viability, but of lower significance than Core 

Areas. These are areas where negative habitat impacts pose a lesser risk to the bird than in 

Core Areas, but have greater significance than in other occupied habitat outside of Core Area.  

This Core Area approach provides a strong ecological foundation to direct threat reduction 

efforts where sage-grouse are most likely to benefit. Identification of core habitat areas to 

                                                      
13 Core Area boundaries were adopted by both the BLM and the USFWS. BLM referred to the boundaries as 
Preliminary Priority Habitat in its Oregon Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendment 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 2015). USFWS referred to the boundaries as Priority Areas for 
Conservation in the Conservation Objectives Team Report (USFWS 2013). In addition, Oregon has organized Core 
Area polygons into rational groups and named the resulting groups to facilitate discussion and reporting related to 
ǘƘŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άhǊŜƎƻƴ tǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ !ǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴέ 
(http://oe.oregonexplorer.info/ExternalContent/SageCon/Metadata/OR_sagegrouse_PAC_named_FGDC.xml). 
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maintain a viable set of connected populations is an ecologically based conservation strategy 

(Doherty et al. 2011). The USFWS has indicated its support for the Core Area strategy by 

explicitly calling for Priority Areas for Conservation (PACs) (i.e., Core Areas) to be the primary 

focus of targeted conservation efforts (USFWS 2013). PACs are key habitats identified by state 

sage-grouse conservation plans or through other sage-grouse conservation efforts; in Oregon, 

PACs correspond to Core Areas.  

Other areas of occupied habitat remain importantτincluding for connectivity values that help 

to address population isolation and genetic diversityτand the Core Area approach advanced by 

this Action Plan is not intended to imply that such areas do not merit investment. For example, 

the 2011 Strategy identified low-density habitat areas outside core that represent a lower 

priority for conservation action but in some cases will be important for improved connectivity 

between Core Areas/PACs (e.g., genetic and habitat linkages), as seasonal habitats that are 

essential to meeting the year-round needs of sage-grouse or as places where potential 

opportunities may exist for targeting habitat restoration work and/or mitigation for loss of 

habitat function elsewhere.  

The Core Area approach implies that negative impacts in areas outside of core habitat create 

less risk to the long-term persistence and conservation of the sage-grouse as compared to 

impacts within Core 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, the Core Area approach and associated maps provide the ecological basis for 

land-use planners, land managers, and the public to direct conservation actions to the areas of 

greatest biological value to the persistence of sage-grouse, while steering actions with negative 

impacts away from these areas. One underlying premise behind the Core Area approach is that 

preventing damaging ecological thresholds from being crossed is more likely to be effective, 

and less costly, in achieving sage-grouse conservation than reacting to negative impacts and 

trying to perpetually restore degraded sites (Davies et al. 2011; Arkle et al. 2014). 

iv. Tools for Strategic Investment 

a. A Strategic Framework for Action 

Conservation success will be achieved in Oregon by removing or reducing threats to sage-

grouse and sagebrush steppe habitats and stabilizing or improving sage-grouse population 

trends. At present, the greatest threats to sage-grouse populations in Oregon are driven by 

dysfunction within the sagebrush steppe ecosystem (Knick and Connelly 2011; ODFW 2011). 

Given the combination of impaired ecosystem function, the status of the sage-grouse 

population, ǘƘŜ ǾŀǎǘƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛǊŘΩǎ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ 

that available resources are finite, conservation efforts in Oregon must be strategic in order to 

provide the highest returns to the sage-grouse 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 levels. The framework includes two 

strategic levels. Strategy Level I (Large-Scale/Landscape-Level Planning) identifies priority areas 

for conservation actions14 and directs conservation resources to areas with the highest 

conservation return. Strategy Level II (Site-Specific Management) verifies priorities identified in 

Strategy Level I and tailors actions to site-specific conditions.  

Hierarchical approaches, such as this framework, reflect current scientific knowledge about 

complex systems that span multiple interacting, 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 Assessment Tool [FIAT], the Habitat Assessment Framework). The framework 

presented here was constructed from two important building blocks: (1) the foundation 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ h5C²Ωǎ нлмм {ǘǊŀǘŜgy, and (2) 

collaborative work with scientists, natural resource managers, and planners. The outcome is a 

framework that supports decision making at multiple spatial scales, while providing scientific 

direction and allowing for local decision making and adaptive management by resource 

managers. 

b. Strategy Level I (Large-Scale/Landscape-Level Planning) 

As stated above, Strategy Level I (Large-Scale/Landscape-Level Planning) will be used to identify 

priority areas for different conservation actions (restoration, rehabilitation, protection, 

preservation) and to direct conservation resources to areas with the greatest need and/or with 

the potential for the highest conservation return. It facilitates cooperative planningτwhich will 

ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ tƭŀƴΩǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴτamong agencies and stakeholders across ownerships 

and jurisdictions to implement and achieve the conservation and management objectives 

identified in this Action Plan. Strategy Level I activities will emphasize the use of landscape-scale 

data and tools and may be supplemented with finer-scale scientific knowledge and data as 

needed. 

Data. Data used in this Action Plan for implementation of Level I planning include, but are not 

limited to: sage-grouse population (e.g., survey data, breeding bird density); priority habitats 

(PACs); other identified habitats (low-density, general habitat); habitat types, distributions, and 

trends; threat types, distributions, and trends; environmental gradients and settings (e.g., 

topography); and habitat use and connectivity.15  

                                                      
14 Conservation actions, as used here, refers to any activity or action which, when implemented or continued to be implemented, will reduce or 

remove threats to sage-grouse and/or will improve or maintain sage-grouse populations and/or healthy sagebrush steppe habitat. 
15 Threat assessments conducted for the Action Plan that used or developed these data are described briefly in 
Threat Assessments Completed by the SageCon Partnership ά¢ƘǊŜŀǘ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ /ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ŀƎŜ/ƻƴ 
tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΦέ ! ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘ ƘǘǘǇΥκκoregonexplorer.info/content/SageCon-Data.  
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Several data elements are fundamental to the successful implementation of Strategy Level I. 

The first is priority habitat or PACs (identified as Core Areas in the 2011 Strategy; ODFW 

2011).16 Knowledge of priority habitats and spatial representation of them in maps and GIS 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ άŦƛƭǘŜǊέ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ 

information readily available for communication and decision making related to planning. The 

second data element is tied to information about the large, landscape-scale habitat 

requirements of the sage-grouse. Habitat conditions that support sage-grouse have been 

shown to relate to the proportion of sagebrush land cover17 and relative dominance of invasive 

conifers and exotic annual grasses in the area surrounding breeding grounds (Hagen et al. 2007; 

Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013; Knick et al. 2013; Fedy et al. 2014). Areas exceeding 65% sagebrush 

land cover generally provide good sage-grouse habitat, while areas with 25-65% sagebrush land 

cover provide moderately good sage-grouse habitat, and those with <25% sagebrush land cover 

are the least valuable to sage-grouse. Sagebrush land cover has been mapped and analyzed 

within the planning area Figure III-2; Appendix 15).  

The third data element focuses on threats to sage-grouse. Since 2011, the State of Oregon has 

worked in partnership with BLM, USFWS, and others to map, analyze, and interpret current and 

past habitat conditions and land use, as well as potential threats from future expansion of 

annual grasses (Figure IV-3); conifer encroachment (Figure IV-1); wildfire potential (Figure IV-6); 

and potential for land-use conversions (Figure IV-9, Figure IV-10, and Figure IV-11). 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 management 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 that engage the appropriate entities are 

one of several base elements leading to successful, long-term conservation when large- and 

landscape-ǎŎŀƭŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘȅǎŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ (Goldman et al. 

2007; Ostrom 2008). 

Tools. Tools recommended for implementation of Level I planning include, but are not limited 

to: the Resistance and Resilience Matrix (Chambers et al. 2014); the Oregon Decision Support 

System (ORDSS) for sagebrush steppe; and h5C²Ωǎ Compass (Centralized Oregon Mapping 

Products and Analysis Support System).18  

                                                      
16 For this Action Plan, we grouped Core Areas 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. 
17 [ŀƴŘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘΣ ǎƘǊǳōƭŀƴŘΣ ƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊΦ {ƘǊǳōƭŀƴŘ 
land covers can be separated into a variety of vegetation types found in sagebrush steppe.  
18 These tools are described in Appendix 8.  
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The Resistance and Resilience Matrix is based on considerable research (Chambers et al. 2013) 

and has been developed to provide a tool to managers that matches the scale of the invasive 

annual-grass species/wildfire feedback loop threatening sage-grouse (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 ecosystem to retain its structure 

ŀƴŘ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎΣ ƛƴ ǎǇƛǘŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŦƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄƻǘƛŎ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ƛƴǾŀǎƛƻƴ όάǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜέύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 

recover ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ όάǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜέύ (Holling 1973; Folke et al. 2004).19 

The Resistance and Resilience Matrix will be used at Strategy Level I for identifying high-priority 

areas where actions to reduce the combination of wildfire and invasive annual-grass threats are 

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

The ORDSS was 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 large- and 

landscape-scale data used and developed during the SageCon planning process. It also contains 

tools such as the resistance and resilience data layer linked to the aforementioned 

management matrix and includes tools such as pre-established queries, processes for running 

custom queries, and ranked data products (themes).20 The primary purpose of the ORDSS is to 

provide the structure for collecting and using large-/landscape-scale data and spatially explicit 

information to develop the priorities for conservation actions under the broad headings of 

restoration, rehabilitation, protection, and preservation.  

h5C²Ωǎ /ƻƳǇŀǎǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ 

ORDSS has the potential to nest its data and products. Compass itself is nested in the Crucial 

Habitat Assessment Tool (CHAT)Σ ŀƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

now overseen and managed by WAFWA, which maps crucial habitat for high-priority fish and 

wildlife species across the entire western United States.21 Both the ORDSS and Compass 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 providing information 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 results, especially 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 for conservation. 

                                                      
19 Please 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 more information ƻƴ h5C²Ωǎ /ƻƳǇŀǎǎΦ 
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Figure III-2. Sagebrush land cover across the extent of the SageCon planning area. Areas with >65% land cover provide 
optimal habitat for sage-grouse, followed by areas with 25-65% land cover. Areas with less than 25% land cover of sagebrush 
are the least valuable to sage-grouse.  
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Figure III-3. Relative risk of invasive grass conversion, as determined by the resistance and resilience framework. See 
Appendix 8 for more information 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 grasses 

The Strategic Framework contains two distinct levels that are tied to spatial scale. Planning activities 

will utilize both levels to, first, determine priority locations across the full sage-grouse planning 

area, and then, to develop specifics required to successfully implement conservation and 

management projects.  

Level I 

At Strategic Level I, we are interested in examining the range of the sage-grouse and setting 

priorities at this level. Using the data compiled for the Action Plan and contained in the ORDSS, we 

can perform an array of simple and complex queries. For this example, our goal is to use the best 

available data to identify candidate locations within priority habitat (PACs), where sagebrush land 

cover proportions associated with high probabilities of lek persistence are at risk of wildfire, and 

where recovery and/or retention of the plant communities following fire would be challenging. To 

achieve this goal, we can use a set of relatively simple criteria to identify locations for management 

and protection: 

1. In priority habitat 

2. High sagebrush land cover (>65%) 

3. Average or greater wildfire hazard potential 

4. Low resistance and resilience 

The first criterion establishes a finite set of locations to begin to examine habitat conditions. 

Criterion 2 is based on the ODFW habitat goal of maintaining 70% sagebrush in management areas. 

Because the sagebrush land cover data contains some error, we lowered the threshold to 65% to 

reduce the chances of missing important locations. Criterion 3 uses the wildfire hazard to identify 

areas where wildfire potential is average or higher than average. Criterion 4 uses the resistance and 

resilience concept as a means to search out locations with little capacity to recover and/or retain 

the original plant community structures, should a wildfire occur on landscapes with higher than 

average wildfire hazard potential. The areas that meet these criteria are considered to be at great 

risk from loss or severe degradation following a wildfire.  

Using the Level I criteria and the ORDSS, we found that there are 659 locations (one-square-mile 

hexagons) that meet our criteria and, of these, 121 include private land (Figure III-4). 
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Figure III-4. Example Level 1 Priorities. 

 

Level II 

At this level, we seek to verify the high-priority areas identified using the Level I query and, once they are 

verified, tailor site-specific measures, actions, and practices to manage these areas. More specifically, the 

Level II goal is to use the best available ecological knowledge to determine management practices that 

maintain or restore sage-grouse habitat at local scales. At this level, we will work through a triage-like 

process to achieve our goal. Process steps for this example, in order of completion, are as follows: 

1. Work with local-scale entities to determine areas of management concern within the areas identified 

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 areas in need of additional 

management activity. 

4. Use state-and-transition models (STMs) to identify appropriate management practices for locations 

identified in the preceding step. 

The process will result in several outcomes. Steps 1ς3 will result in a refined set of sites where management 

and conservation activities should be implemented, based on maps that indicate where management is 

occurring and where it is not occurring but needs to be implemented. Step 4 will result in the site-specific set 

of management and conservation practices. Step 5 will address practical funding and capacity issues of 

implementation. 

 

private land. The analysis was performed using the ORegon Decision Support System (ORDSS) for Sagebrush-Steppe. 

 

Bright blue dots are 1-sq.-mile areas (hexagons) that meet the Level I criteria and contain 
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c. Strategy Level II (Site-Specific Management) 

Strategy Level II (Site-Specific Management) will be used to verify priority areas identified by 

Strategy Level I, using finer-scale assessments, and to tailor site-specific conservation measures, 

actions, and practices to achieve conservation objective(s). The strategy at Level II emphasizes 

consideration of local conditions and the right actions to achieve the desired vegetation 

conditions based on sage-grouse habitat needs.  

Data and Tools. Level II relies on data and scientific knowledge relevant to the specifics of any 

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

current and potential vegetation, distributions, and conditions; local environmental 

characteristics, conditions, and trends; and site-assessment 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 state-and-transition models (STMs) as well as conservation practices 

and expected outcomes such as those compiled in the rangeland practices database (Connell et 

al. 2015) and Western Sagebrush-{ǘŜǇǇŜ tƭŀƴǘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΥ ! aŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ !ǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ 

Sage-Grouse Habitat (SageSHARE Project Team, in progress).  

Keys to advancing the Strategy Level II approach are the confirmation of Level I 

recommendations using the STMs and other tools,22 and using the STMs to inform the selection 

of practices that will generate desired outcomes for sage-grouse habitat and help predict 

habitat response to management and conservation practices. To guide the Level II process, this 

Action Plan relies on the STMs to tie site-level vegetation conditions to management objectives 

and practices. These models capture current scientific understanding 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 for categorizing sites and even landscapes.  

2. By representing low, mid-to-high, and high elevation plant communities in a general 

way, the models serve as communication tools among the various stakeholders involved 

in sage-grouse conservation.  

3. The models can 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 sage-grouse, by using current knowledge of plant community ecology to 

determine appropriate management actions to shift or maintain plant community 

composition and structure.  

                                                      
22 BLM has indicated that, for federal public lands, it will rely on the Habitat Assessment Framework (Stiver et al. 
2015) to evaluate site condition and assess habitat quality adequacy for sage-grouse; conservation practices will be 
selected using STMs. CCAAs use a combination of the STMs and site assessments to determine specific treatments 
and where to apply them. 
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The Harney County Soil and Water Conservation District Candidate Conservation Agreement 

with Assurances (CCAA; USFWS 2014), along with the Oregon multicounty CCAAs and 

Department of State Lands CCAAs, all contain a similar STM approach, with a low-elevation 

sagebrush model, a high-elevation model, and a method for assessing riparian systems. The 

ōŀǎƛŎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {¢a ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ άǎǘŀǘŜǎέτranging from desired to 

undesired states or conditionsτŀƴŘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΣέ 

such as management actions, wildfire, invasions, grazing, etc. (Figure III-5). For all STMs used in 

this Action Plan, the most desirable vegetation state provides potential year-round habitat for 

sage-grouse (green), followed in desirability or value-ranking by vegetation that is sufficient for 

seasonal use by sage-grouse (yellow), and then by undesirable state(s), in which vegetation is 

unusable by sage-grouse and is considered non-habitat (red). It should be noted that the states 

within these models should not be taken as an exact match for the compositional and structural 

characteristics of plant communities on the ground. States within these models are meant to 

characterize common management or habitat problems within an elevation and climatic range. 

The STM framework presented here pairs each of the vegetation states with management 

practices necessary to maintain a desired state or to transition the plant community toward a 

more desirable state. Movement between states can represent either desired or undesired 

change, ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ  

By focusing on restoring or maintaining habitat for sage-grouse according to generalized 

vegetation community structure and dynamics, conservation success using the STMs is 

measured by shiftingτor transitioningτacreage 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 green sites) do not shift to undesirable or non-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 of sage-grouse 

habitat. Additional assessment methods may be required to provide detailed site-specific 

habitat quality data, such as sagebrush height and proximity to human disturbances. Ultimately, 

the specific restoration or protection actions that should be applied at a given site will be 

informed by the highest-quality site-specific data available on the current plant community 

conditions, the desired plant composition based on the habitat needs of sage-grouse, and other 

available site-specific information. 
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Figure III-5. Simple state-and-transition model showing vegetation states (boxes), qualified and ranked from desirable to 
undesirable.Vegetation 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 a low-elevation site. Adapted from Boyd et al. 
(2014).  

v. Looking Forward 

It is anticipated that, during the course of implementing this Action Plan, data and tools will 

require maintenance, revisions, and updates, and that new products will become available. 

Efforts in Oregon will not occur in isolation, and by linking the strategic 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 II planning 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 linkages. Data and tools used to construct the strategic framework of 

this Action Plan are the best Oregon-specific approaches available at the time of 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 and, in so doing, maintain and 

improve the processes used to achieve strategic investment of resources to achieve desired 

conservation and management outcomes. 
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Displaying male sage-grouse. Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation Media. 
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Section IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse 

i. Assessment of Threats 

! ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƭŜƎŀƭΣ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛŜ ǘƘƛǎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΩǎ 

content. Of these, four different assessments of threats to sage-grouse were particularly 

important for the Oregon planning process and are discussed below. The first assessment 

(Section IV.i.a) ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό¦{C²{ύ нлмл άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ 

precluded" determination, which was conducted on a rangewide scale across the West. The 

second assessment (Section IV.i.b) covers the Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Draft Report 

(USFWS 2012) and the COT Final Report (USFWS 2013), which examined threats at the scale of 

rangewide management units, two of which are partially located within Oregon. The third 

assessment (Section IV.i.c) ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΩǎ нлмм 

Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon (ODFW 2011), which 

addresses sage-grouse threats in the specific context of Oregon. The fourth and final 

assessment (Section IV.i.d) lists and summarizes relevant data compilation and assessment 

ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse habitat, which were prepared in conjunction with the 

{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ {ŀƎŜ/ƻƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ 

a. USFWS 2010 Determination 

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and its implementing 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 of this process23: 

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: Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms 
CŀŎǘƻǊ 9Υ hǘƘŜǊ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊ aŀƴƳŀŘŜ CŀŎǘƻǊǎ !ŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ 9ȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ 
 

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

of the species under consideration with regard to each. The 2010 finding by USFWS that the 

greater sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ ƛǎ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9{! identified two of 

the five listing factors (A: habitat loss, and D: inadequate regulatory mechanisms) as significant 

threats for the persistence of the species.24 While conducted at and applicable to the western 

                                                      
23 16 U.S.C. § 1531, 1533(a) - (b); 50 C.F.R. § 424.11. 
24 75 Fed. Reg. 13910 ς 14014 (March 23, 2010). 
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ǊŀƴƎŜǿƛŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ нлмл ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ 

conservation of the sage-grouse and have shaped thiǎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ  

In discussing Factor A, the 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 

sage-grouse. It documented the various human land uses and non-anthropogenic 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 relevant, 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 threats to the sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƛǊŘΩǎ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝǎǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ a 

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 sage-grouse habitat within its borders. 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 sage-grouse populations. Fragmentation can make otherwise suitable habitat either too 

small or isolated to be of use to greater sage-grouse (i.e., functional habitat destruction), or 

the abundance of sage-grouse that can be supported in an area is diminished. Fire, invasive 

plants, energy development, various types of infrastructure, and agricultural conversion 

have resulted in habitat fragmentation, and additional fragmentation is expected to 

continue for the foreseeable future in some areas.25  

Several recent studies have demonstrated that sagebrush area is one of the best landscape 

predictors of greater sage-grouse persistence (Aldridge et al. 2008, p. 987; Doherty et al. 

2008, p. 191; Wisdom et al., in press, p. 17). Sagebrush habitats are becoming increasingly 

degraded and fragmented due to the impacts of multiple threats.26 

 In our evaluation of Factor A, we found that although many of the habitat impacts we 

analyzed (e.g., fire, urbanization, invasive species) are present throughout the range, they 

are not at a level that is causing a threat to greater sage-grouse everywhere within its 

range. Some threats are of high intensity in some areas but are low or nonexistent in other 

areas. Fire and invasive 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 pinyon-juniper 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, Snake River Plain, and 

eastern Montana, but low elsewhere. Infrastructure of various types is present throughout 

                                                      
25 Id. at 13962. 
26 Id. at 13924. 
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most of the range of the greater sage-grouse, as is livestock grazing, but the degree of 

impact varies depending on grazing 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.27  

The 2010 USFWS finding was also clear that, while habitat fragmentation and related threats 

are of significant ongoing concern, the story is far from entirely bleak. Significant areas of 

quality habitat persist across the West and remain very important in the context of sage-grouse 

conservation, with areas in Oregon being of particular relevance:  

While sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƭƻǎǘ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ 

habitat still remains to support the species in many areas of its range (Connelly et al., in 

press, p. 23), such as higher-elevation 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 greater sage-grouse 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 Idaho) contain the highest 

densities of males in the range of the species (Wisdom et al., in press, pp. 24-25; Knick and 

Hanser, in press, p. 17).28  

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

various threats, the USFWS determined that, without ameliorating threats across its range, the 

greater sage-grouse warranted listing under the ESA. The Factor A analysis highlighted wildfire, 

invasive annual grasses, and conifer encroachment as particularly significant, ongoing threats. 

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

ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ƛƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ άǘƘŜƛǊ ǎȅƴŜǊƎƛǎǘƛŎ 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ29 The inter-

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 linked to population declines of greater sage-grouse 

because of long-term 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. 29-30). Loss of sagebrush habitat to wildfire has been increasing in western areas of the 

greater sage-grouse range for the past three decades. The change in fire frequency has 

                                                      
27 Id. at 13962. 
28 Id. 
29 Id. 
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been strongly influenced by the presence of exotic annual grasses and significantly deviates 

from extrapolated historical regimes.30 

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

vegetation that sage-grouse require for food and cover, resulting in habitat loss and 

fragmentatƛƻƴΦ Χ bƻƴƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴƻȄƛƻǳǎ ǿŜŜŘǎΣ 

continue to expand their range, facilitated by ground disturbances such as wildfire, grazing, 

and infrastructure. Pinyon and juniper and some other native conifers are expanding and 

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

and increases in global carbon dioxide concentrations associated with climate change, 

among other factors.31 

¢ƘŜ нлмл ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎΩǎ CŀŎǘƻǊ ! ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ grazing as the predominant land use in 

sagebrush-steppe habitat and identified its inter-connection with the wildfire and invasive 

species threats. The USFWS found that the best scientific evidence indicated negative as well as 

some positive effects of livestock grazing, also noting that impacts may depend more on 

specific grazing practices than on stocking levels.32 Further, the USFWS included free-roaming 

horses as among the negative potential impacts associated with grazing.33 

With respect ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦{C²{ нлмл ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ CŀŎǘƻǊ 5Σ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǿŀǎ 

anthropogenic threats tied to development activities. The Factor D analysis built on the Factor 

! ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ŀ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ Ǌƛǎƪέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǇƻǊǘƛon of 

the range of the sage-grouse and also discussed renewable energy development in areas 

including southeastern Oregon, noting concerns over impacts such as reduced connectivity in 

relatively unfragmented habitat.34 The Factor D analysis concluded that these and other 

development-based threats were not adequately addressed by existing regulatory mechanisms 

at the federal, state, and local levels. The findings highlighted the value of state and local land-

use regulations where they exist but noted the relative scarcity of regulations that specifically 

address sage grouse35Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƭƛŘ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

land-use planning system and its partnership with local counties, which this Action Plan builds 

upon.  

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ нлмл ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ .ǳǊŜŀǳ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ ό.[aΩǎύ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ 

Management Plans across the west-wide range and concluded that they did not adequately 

meet the conservation needs of sage-grouse and in many cases exacerbated the threats 

                                                      
30 Id. at 13935ς36. 
31 Id. at 13939. 
32 Id. at 13939-13941. 
33 Id. 
34 Id. at 13954. 
35 Id. at 13973, 13975 
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discussed under Factor A.36 hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ ¦{C²{ нлмл άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ 

reflected a rangewide review and recognized that the occurrence, extent, intensity, and 

severity of threats to sage-grouse under each of the relevant ESA listing factors vary across the 

ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǊŀƴƎŜΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ hǊŜƎƻƴ-specific assessment, the 2010 USFWS finding 

centered on the threats posed by two primary factors relevant to Oregon 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 Team (COT) Report (2013) 

In 2012, in response to an earlier meeting cohosted by Wyoming Governor Mead and thenς

Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, western states within the range of the sage-grouse formed 

the Sage Grouse Task Force in order to work together on how to best coordinate and advance a 

rangewide effort to conserve the bird. In early 2013, with the backing of the Task Force and 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ нлмл ¦{C²{ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9{! listing factors 

therein, the USFWS published the Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) 

Conservation Objectives: Final Report (hereafter, "COT Report") (USFWS 2013). The COT Report 

was prepared by a team of USFWS and state biologists for the purpose of evaluating and 

consolidating current science, delineating rangewide conservation objectives, and defining the 

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

The COT Report helps to distill the rangewide threats associated with the listing factors in the 

нлмл άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǎƻ ōȅ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅƛƴƎ 

information relevant to sage-grouse population health and extinction risk as well as specific 

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

Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) and their component population designations. The report 

contains a coarse-scale 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 COT Report contains more detailed and current information than the USFWS 2010 

άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse, 

including population-specific information relevant to Oregon. While the COT Report is self-

described aǎ άƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜΣέ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

concerning how conservation efforts should be focused in reducing threats in advance of the 

¦{C²{Ωǎ нлмр 9{! listing-status review, with the BLM and state plans providing the direction 

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

Sage-grouse populations in Oregon exist within two of the seven WAFWA management zones 

(zones IV and V) and four component population designations (Baker, Northern Great Basin, 

                                                      
36 Id. at 13979 
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Western Great Basin, and Central Oregon) discussed in the COT Report. The population group 

components of these management zones are large in scale and should not be confused with a 

Ŏƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƎǊƻǳǇƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse that inhabit a 

particular watershed, county, or BLM district. Individual population designations for purposes 

of the COT Report often span multiple ǎǘŀǘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ /h¢ wŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ȊƻƴŜǎ 

ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ǘƻ 

these populations, is reproduced below. 

Wildfire, juniper (Juniper occidentalis) encroachment, and weed/annual-grass invasion stand 

out in the COT Report ǘŀōƭŜΩǎ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ όTable IV-1ύ ŀǎ άǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘέ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 

sage-grouse populations in Oregon and other Great Basin states. These habitat-based threats 

represent the primary challenges facing the sage-grouse and 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 

mining and grazing, ranked as widespread for certain populations. 

The COT Report is organized to address threats to sage-grouse populations at the management 

zone scale. Because 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 threats on a statewide 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 regulatory mechanisms and actions in place to 

address that threat in a given state.  

Prior to the Final COT Report, the state fish and wildlife agencies and the USFWS completed a 

draft report that contains somewhat more detailed information concerning specific threats to 

sage-grouse populations in particular management zones (USFWS 2012). That information is 

summarized below with respect to the Oregon-specific populations and management zones. 

Baker Population (Management Zone IV) 

The Draft COT Report identifies the principal threats to sage-grouse in this area as renewable 

energy development, transmission, invasive weeds, off-highway vehicle (OHV) recreation, and 

juniper encroachment. This population is highly dependent on private lands (USFWS 2012; p. 

59).  
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Table IV-1. Threats by sage-grouse population, adapted from the COT Report (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2013, Table 2).  
Threats are considered as: present and widespread (Y); not known to be present (N); present, but localized (L); or unknown 
(U). 
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Baker (OR) IV  Y Y Y Y L Y L Y L U N L L 

Northern Great 

Basin (OR, ID, 

NV portion) 

IV  N L L Y Y Y L L Y Y L Y Y 

Central Oregon 

(OR) 
V N L L Y Y Y L Y L Y U L L 

Klamath (OR, CA) V Y U U Y Y Y L N U U U U U 

Western Great 

Basin (OR, CA, 

NV) 

V N L L Y Y Y L L L Y Y U N 

 

Northern Great Basin Population (Management Zone IV) 

Historically, a large area of sagebrush habitat for this population was seeded to crested 

wheatgrass. Wildfire has exacerbated the problems with invasive weeds and grasses. Other 

threats include mining, renewable energy development, transmission, and juniper 

encroachment at higher elevations (USFWS 2012; p. 62) .  

Central Oregon Population (Management Zone V) 

There has been a large amount of habitat loss affecting this population, and the proportion of 

habitat in private ownership is relatively high. Principal threats include renewable energy (wind 

and geothermal) development, residential development, roads, and transmission (USFWS 2012; 

p. 63).  

Western Great Basin Population (Management Zone V) 

A large proportion of the habitat for this population is in federal ownership, and the population 

is the most resilient of the populations in Oregon. Invasive weeds and juniper encroachment 

are principal threats. Fire, renewable energy development (wind and geothermal), and free-

roaming horses also are threats to this population (USFWS 2012; p. 65-66).  

In sum, the Draft COT Report identifies two of the four main populations in OregonτBaker and 

Central Oregonτas having a relatively high degree of private land ownership. In these areas, a 
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variety of development-related activities, along with invasive grasses and juniper 

encroachment, pose the principal threats to sage-grouse. In the other two areas, which have 

large amounts of federal lands, the principal threats tend to be more related to invasive 

weeds/grasses, juniper encroachment, and wildfire. 

c. Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon 

The Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon (2011 Strategy) 

was first crafted in 2005 by ODFW and was subsequently updated and adopted by the Oregon 

Fish and Wildlife Commission in April 2011 (ODFW 2011). The ODFW 2011 Strategy is tied to 

the life histories of sage-grouse, uses the best available science as applied to Oregon, describes 

h5C²Ωǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse, and provides sage-grouse conservation guidance for 

public and private land managers. The 2011 Strategy and its supporting background 

information are intended to promote the conservation of sage-grouse and intact, functioning 

sagebrush communities in Oregon. Key portions of the 2011 Strategy have been incorporated 

ƛƴǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ wǳƭŜǎ όh!wǎύ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 496.012 

όŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ tƻƭƛŎȅύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ άώƛϐǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀte of 

hǊŜƎƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŘŜǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ Χέ 
These relevant OAR provisions, housed at OAR Chapter 635 Division 140, remain applicable to 

ongoing sage-grouse management and conservation, as discussed in Section III: An Ecological 

Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts and in this section as well 

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

The 2011 Strategy was supported by the USFWS and addresses many of the threats identified in 

ǘƘŜ нлмл ¦{C²{ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /h¢ Report. For 

example, it focuses on the interaction of wildfire and cheatgrass, juniper encroachment, and 

invasive weeds.37 However, as noted previously, because ODFW does not have management or 

regulatory jurisdiction over the vast majority of sage-grouse habitat in Oregon, public, state, 

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

implement the threat-abatement guidance in the 2011 Strategy.  

{ƛƴŎŜ нлмм ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩǎ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Řŀǘŀ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ 

habitat factors, biological requirements, and potential threats to and opportunities for sage-

grouse conservation have been documented and released. This Action Plan builds upon the 

2011 Strategy in 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-

grouse in Oregon. The OARs associated with the 2011 StrategyΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀōitat 

objectives, Core Area habitat approach, and mitigation provisions were also recently revisited 

ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ Wǳƭȅ нлмр ǊǳƭŜƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ h5C² ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ 

rules. 

                                                      
37 ODFW 2011 Strategy, pp. 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 Strategy, the COT Report, 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 sage-grouse 

conservation, economic development, and rural community health in Oregon. Through the 

efforts of various SageCon partners, the following datasets and assessments have 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 sage-grouse 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 U.S. Geological Survey 

(USGS) National 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 States. MTBS fire perimeter data were 

used to explore the intersection between sage-grouse habitat and recent fires in Oregon (Figure 

IV-7) and to understand how much habitat (or Priority Area for Conservation [PAC] acreage) 

had been impacted by fires (Figure IV-6). 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 Potential"38 to examine the potential for wildfire. This dataset is 

current to 2010 and based on LANDFIRE 2010 (LF 1.2.0), among other data sources (Figure 

IV-8). In addition, Oregon collaborated with federal and state agencies to incorporate the most 

current knowledge and information (e.g. Mayer et al. 2013; Havlina et al. 2015). See Appendix 9 

for the methods used to calculate acres burned. 

Invasive Annual Grasses. Mapping of invasive annual grasses is challenging due to the nature of 

annual-grass physiology and dependence on environmental conditions. However, the SageCon 

effort compiled several products for use in assessing the extent and severity of annual-grass 

invasion in Oregon. First, the Resistance and Resilience layer (R&R) is a product developed by 

Chambers et al. (2013) that has been accepted nationally by BLM through the Fire and Invasives 

Assessment Tool (FIAT) and the U.S. Department of the Interior Secretarial Order 3336. The 

R&R layer provides a science-based tool for addressing the fire and invasives threats to sage-

grouse (Chambers et al. 2014b). It is founded on experimental and field studies that link these 

plant community functions to ecological regimes of soil moisture and temperature. Second, 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ {ŀƎŜ/ƻƴ Řŀǘŀ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΣ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŦƻǊ Natural 

wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ [ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ όL[!tΩǎύ /ǳǊǊŜƴǘ ±ŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
                                                      
38 http://www.firelab.org/project/wildfire-hazard-potential. 

http://www.firelab.org/project/wildfire-hazard-potential
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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 remote sensing, environmental 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 metrics. Invasive annual-grass species extent was estimated 

by identifying where these species were the most or second-most abundant for all cells in the 

planning area (Figure IV-3). Third, the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) produced 

continuous, 270-m resolution habitat suitability datasets for multiple invasive grasses, including 

cheatgrass and medusahead. Data from all three of these sources have been incorporated into 

the ORegon Decision Support System for Sagebrush Steppe (ORDSS), as discussed in Section III: 

An Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts of the Plan.  

Juniper Distribution and Abundance. The Institute for Natural Resources also mapped woody 

vegetation greater than or equal to seven feet in height for the planning area (Nielsen and 

Noone 2014). These data were used to calculate the area of juniper in PACs (Table IV-2). The 

data are continuous and were mapped at 30-m and 10-m spatial resolutions. The dataset 

includes use of National Agriculture Imagery Program imagery, LANDSAT imagery, field plots, 

and imagery-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 

ƻŦ ǎŀƎŜōǊǳǎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŦƻǊ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ нлмо /ǳǊǊŜƴǘ ±ŜƎŜǘation dataset also 

describes juniper and other conifer percentage canopy cover, but with less accuracy. Both of 

these datasets have been incorporated into the ORDSS for query. Appendix 8 briefly describes 

how these data were used to support the Plan. 

Human (Urban and Exurban) Development). Counties 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 the 10-year 

period from 2003 through 2013 (Harney County et al. 2013). The counties compiled this 

information into a report titled Central and Eastern Oregon Land Use Planning Assessment: 

Sage-Grouse Habitat. The Report informs readers of the county-specific land-use programs and 

summarizes development trends on nonfederal lands within sage-grouse habitat areas. The 

resulting information documents existing developments such as housing, mining sites, and 

infrastructure within sage-ƎǊƻǳǎŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǎǘǎ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ 

analysis is based on county planning geospatial data, county permitting records, and traditional 

information. See Appendix 5 for the full Report. 

Potential for Agriculture Conversion. Data were developed describing the potential for future 

conversion of sagebrush habitat to agriculture in central and eastern Oregon and where soils 

data have been mapped to a fine enough detail (Figure IV-14). These data were developed by 

¢ƘŜ bŀǘǳǊŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀƴŎȅ ό¢b/ύ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ bw/{Ωǎ {ƻƛƭ {ǳǊǾŜȅ DŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ 5ŀǘŀōŀǎŜ 

(SSURGO), climate, and topographic variables to estimate whether currently 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 infrastructure, and thus did not estimate the probability or likelihood of 

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 Permitting. During the SageCon data assessment process, staff from the NRCS, the 

OWRD, and ODA identified irrigated agriculture as the most likely type of agricultural 

conversion that would occur on privately owned rangeland but 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 surface- and ground-water permits. The 

prediction described by the NRCS, 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 

(ii) a groundwater permit closure for the Harney Valley by OWRD in summer 2015. See 

Appendix 11 for the draft report. 

Renewable Energy Potential. The 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, compiled in coordination with energy providers 

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

and infrastructure could support future energy development. ODFW GIS personnel completed 

the mapping, which was then reviewed by energy-related 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 potential for 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 on the Protected Areas Database for the United States 

(USGS GAP 2012).39  

Habitat Connectivity. TNC and the BLM completed an analysis to develop information 

describing connectivity of sage-grouse habitat and populations, with input from other partners. 

The analysis used circuit theory methods to model several aspects of connectivity, 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 

                                                      
39 TNC created an energy exclusion data layer for use with modeled renewable energy feasibility data for southeast 
Oregon. An effort was made to map all lands excluded from geothermal and/or wind and solar projects due to 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ D!tм ƻǊ н ƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ¦{D{Ωǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ DŀǇ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ !ǊŜŀǎ Řŀǘŀ and/or being 
identified by the Energy Facility {ƛǘƛƴƎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŦƻǊ {ǘŀǘŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ wǳƭŜ 345-022-0040 
ŀǎ άtǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ !ǊŜŀǎ,έ with additional location information such as federal lands within the Steens Mountain 
Cooperative Management and Protection Area and the Steens Mineral Withdrawal Area.  
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used to inform and prioritize conservation and management actions related to restoring, 

maintaining, and protecting connectivity. See Appendix 14 for the full report. 

Habitat and Development Change Since 2001. The SageCon data assessment and compilation 

effort used LANDFIRE Existing Vegetation Type data to assess changes in habitat conditions 

between 2001 (LF 1.0.5) and 2010 (LF 1.2.0). These data are 30-m spatial resolution data that 

were developed for analyzing change over time and will be updated periodically. Land cover 

types were used to indicate change in habitat and developed land area over the assessed 

timeframe. The variables analyzed include sagebrush, conifer, juniper, exotic annual grasses, all 

grasses, crop-pasture-hay, and developed land. See Appendix 15 for the full report.  

Habitat Baseline Conditions. The 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 sagebrush and other vegetation in 

Oregon, including information relative to regional studies (i.e., Knick et al. 2013). In particular, 

the analysis informed conversations about the use of a development cap in Oregon and the unit 

over which it might be applied. Using the same 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 the 5-km area surrounding 

leks, PACs, ODFW Action Areas, BLM districts, modified sage-grouse population areas, and the 

planning area. The analysis included a preliminary examination of the scaling relationship 

among these units. See Appendix 15 for the report. 

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 sage-grouse and their habitats identified in the 

нлмл ¦{C²{ άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ōǳǘ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜŘέ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ǊŀŦǘ ŀƴŘ Cƛƴŀƭ /h¢ Reports 

(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 sage-grouse and/or will improve or maintain sage-grouse populations and/or 

healthy sagebrush-steppe habitat. Appendix 3 describes 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 planning 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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The Action Plan indicates where Oregon already 

has adequate measures (regulatory mechanisms 

or on-the-ground management actions) in place 

to ensure that threats are contained and 

ameliorated. This includes highlights of 

accomplishments and conservation actions 

implemented since 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 Database.40 A summary of 

these conservation efforts appears in Appendix 

16. Of particular 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 

sage-grouse and its habitat in Oregon, reverse 

negative habitat and bird population trends in 

priority locations, and advance the long-term 

conservation of the species.  

The Action Plan takes a unified, all-lands approach to sage-grouse conservation and is meant to 

supplement, not replace, the ODFW 2011 Strategy, the Local Implementation Teams (LITs) 

associated with that Strategy, or the locally driven process that created them. The 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 in this plan will be implemented in different ways, depending on land 

ownership.  

Á .[a ƭŀƴŘǎ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse habitat. 

LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭŀƴŘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƎǳƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ .[aΩǎ Resource 

Management Plan Amendment for Oregon (BLM 2015a) and 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 ownership. Proposed development on 

                                                      
40 https://conservationefforts.org. 

Photo: Jeremy Roberts, Conservation Media. 

https://conservationefforts.org/
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federal lands that triggers state or county review or permitting will be subject to the 

new LCDC and ODFW rules governing development and mitigation (OARs 660-023-0115 

and 635-140-0025, respectively; see Section II: Implementation and Coordination ς 

Partnerships that Work, Section IV: Assessing and Addressing Threats to Sage-Grouse, 

Appendix 17, and Appendix 19). Development on federal lands will be included in 

tracking and calculating the development metering and limitation thresholds as 

described in OAR 660-023-0115. 

Á Oregon has authority to ensure that the conservation actions in this plan are 

implemented on state-owned lands and by relevant state agencies. This authority is 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ YŀǘŜ .ǊƻǿƴΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ [/5/ and 

ODFW rules governing development and mitigation in significant sage-grouse habitat 

(see the full text of the Executive Order at the beginning of the Action Plan). 

Development on state lands will be included in tracking and calculating the 

development metering and limitation thresholds as described in OAR 660-023-0115. 

Additionally, lands managed by the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) have been 

enrolled in a Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances (CCAA), with site-

specific plans to direct implementation of conservation measures on these lands.  

On privately owned lands, nonfarm-use development requiring county or state permits will be 

governed by the LCDC and ODFW rules referenced above. Development on private lands will be 

included in tracking and calculating the development metering and limitation thresholds as 

described in OAR 660-023-0115. 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 incentive programs designed to reduce 

the threats to sage-grouse in private lands 

In the remainder of this section, the Action Plan sets forth conservation actions that have been 

identified to ameliorate Oregon-specific threats, with the individual subsections that follow 

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, multiple parties will be responsible for implementing 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƭŀƴŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ tǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 

Executive Order (see beginning of this Plan) and as part of the Memorandum of Agreement 

development discussed in Section II: Implementation and Coordination ς Partnerships that 

Work, the implementation phase of this Plan will further refine lead agency roles related to 

ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƎƻŀƭǎΣ 

funds, and other resources identified by the SageCon coordinating council. Appendix 3 contains 

ŀ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎ ǘŀōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ tƭŀƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ 

including the following: 
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Á Strategy level of a given action (large-scale planning and prioritization and site-specific 

management) 

Á Performance measures by which progress toward accomplishing actions will be 

measured 

Á Responsible parties 

Á Timelines by which actions are anticipated to be completed 

Á Funding and other resources identified to implement actions. 

Implementation Guidelines and Recommendations 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 to be 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 sage-grouse habitat 

characteristics vary across the range of the bird (depending on elevation, soil type, and 

moisture, for example), making a one-size-fits-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, they provide general 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 this Action Plan and is critical to successful implementation 

of an adaptive management approach designed to benefit sage-grouse populations. This Plan 

outlines five broad categories for which monitoring is required:  

1. sage-grouse biological data;  

2. human development within sage-grouse habitat;  

3. conservation and mitigation actions;  

4. landscape-level habitat quantity and quality; and  

5. site-specific habitat condition.  

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

the amended BLM RMP and Final Environmental Impact Statement for Oregon όƘŜǊŜŀŦǘŜǊ ά.[a 

wat C9L{έύ {BLM, 2015 #11}. Specifically, readers will also find it helpful to review the BLM RMP 

FEIS !ǇǇŜƴŘƛŎŜǎ 5 όά!ŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέύΣ D όάaƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέ), and I 

όά5ƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜ /ŀǇ /ŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ aŜǘƘƻŘέύΦ  

Sage-grouse Biological Data 

Monitoring actions associated with sage-grouse biological data relate to population inventories 

that track sage-grouse population trends and sage-grouse habitat 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 biologists and volunteers, has been monitoring sage-grouse 

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 meeting or trending toward meeting population objectives defined in the ODFW 

2011 Strategy and codified at OAR 635-140-0005. Beginning in 2015, ODFW partnered with the 

BLM to expand population monitoring and trend assessments at the PAC scale, 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 in the BLM RMP AmendmŜƴǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ όǎŜŜ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ 5Υ ά!ŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ 

aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣέ ǇΦ 5р ώ(BLM 2015a)]):  

Soft Population Trigger (All PACs):  

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

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

Á The five-year running mean population drops below the lower 95% confidence interval 

value.  

Hard Population Trigger:  

Á For PACs with adequate population data, the five-year running mean population drops 

below the lower standard deviation value.  

Á For PACs with inadequate population data (Louse Canyon and Trout Creeks), the annual 

population declines by a total of 60% or more over two consecutive years.  

Á Soft triggers for both population and habitat at the Oregon PAC scale are reached. 

Monitoring actions in this category also include ongoing and/or new research to understand 

sage-grouse response to conservation actions (e.g., juniper removal) and habitat degradation 

(e.g., wildfire). Currently, long-term research is under way in the South Warner and Trout Creek 

areas to investigate sage-grouse utilization of habitat altered by juniper removal and 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 sage-grouse response to conservation actions 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 MON-1: Monitor sage-grouse population trends 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 sage-grouse population trends in the context of State population 

objectives (2011 ODFW Strategy; OAR 635-140-0005). 

MON-1-2: Assess sage-grouse population trends within PACs ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ άƘŀǊŘέ ƻǊ 

άǎƻŦǘέ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎ όǇŜǊ .[a wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴύ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊŜŘΦ  

Action MON-2: Monitor sage-grouse habitat utilization in response to conservation actions or 

habitat degradation.  

MON-2-1: Employ new research to monitor sage-grouse response to conservation 

actions related to habitat improvement that will be implemented under this Plan and 

through the efforts of partner organizations.  

Development and Agriculture Conversion 

Development within counties with sage-grouse habitat will be monitored to ensure that the 

direct footprint of development does not exceed 3% of the total acreage of individual PACs, as 

per the new LCDC rules (OAR 660-023-0115), related local or other state laws (e.g., ODFW 

mitigation rule, OAR 635-140-лллл Ŝǘ ǎŜǉΦΤ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ .[aΩǎ wat 

Amendment. This includes establishment of baseline levels of existing development impacts in 

PACs. Monitoring 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 across a 10-year period, as 

per the above-referenced authorities.  

The development monitoring action below will require (1) creation of a central registry to which 

counties and other relevant permitting entities must report all new development; (2) ongoing 

and up-to-date analyses and calculation of development percentages for each PAC; and (3) 

creation and maintenance of a development spatial layer to be utilized for the monitoring 

purposes described here as well as within the ORDSS described in Section III: An Ecological 

Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts of this Plan and the 

Habitat Quantification Tool for calculating mitigation debits and credits referenced in the 

Mitigation Manual located at Appendix 6. While agricultural development will not be counted 

as new development in calculations relevant to the 3% or 1% thresholds pursuant to the State 

regulatory framework referenced above, the issue of agriculture conversion will be monitored 

ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀŎƪŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ h²w5Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƻǊ ƴŜǿ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ 

to DLCD, along with an estimate of the direct impact of the agriculture conversion potentially 

associated with new water rights (see Section IV.v.c for further discussion).  

Action MON-3: Monitor and report direct footprint impacts from current and new human 

development and cultivated agriculture (approved and completed) within PACs.  
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Conservation and Mitigation Actions 

A central registryτŀǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊ όǎŜŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ tƭŀƴύτ

is also important in tracking (a) conservation actions implemented for the benefit of the sage-

grouse, and (b) mitigation actions taken to offset development impacts or create advance 

mitigation credits. Such monitoring is 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 conservation work 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 Action Plan or 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 the ORDSS described in Section III: An Ecological Approach ς 

Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts.  

Action MON-4: 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. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Sage-Grouse Initiative (SGI) 
2. ODFW habitat programs (Mule Deer Initiative, Upland Game Birdςfunded projects, the 

Oregon Access and Habitat Program) 
3. BLM, USFWS, and USFS habitat projects on federal lands 
4. Mitigation creditors (habitat projects implemented for mitigation credits) 
5. Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
6. Private landowners (e.g., CCAA conservation measures) 
7. Department of State Lands (e.g., CCAA conservation measures) and other agencies (e.g., 

ODA, ODWD, ODF) 
8. Conservation and other nongovernmental organization partners 
9. Cooperative weed management areas 

Landscape-Level Habitat Quantity and Quality 

The actions in this category encompass two types of landscape-level habitat monitoring. Action 

MON-5 below relates to monitoring activities necessary to determine if habitat objectives are 

being met (e.g., ODFW 2011 Strategy; OAR 635-140-0010) or if habitat thresholds are being 

triggered, such as those described in the BLM RMP Amendment (BLM 2015a), which are tied to 

ǘƘŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ h5C²Ωǎ нлмм {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ. This objective is to maintain 70% of 

the greater sage-grouse range as sagebrush habitat in advanced structural stages (sagebrush 

classes 3, 4, or 5), with the remaining 30% of sage-grouse range (which includes areas of juniper 

encroachment, non-sagebrush shrubland, and grasslands) managed to increase available 
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ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΦ ¢ƘŜ .[aΩǎ t!/-level habiǘŀǘ άƘŀǊŘέ ŀƴŘ άǎƻŦǘέ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊǎ ό.[a wat !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘΣ 

!ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ 5Υ ά!ŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέ ώ.[a нлмрϐύ ŀǊŜΥ  

Soft Trigger. When the area with at least 5% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 5% tree 

canopy cover (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013) drops below 65% of the sagebrush-capable area 

within an individual Oregon PAC but 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 the sagebrush-capable area within an individual Oregon PAC, or 

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 sagebrush-capable area of an Oregon PAC (BLM 

2015a).  

The second action (Action MON-6) included in this monitoring category recognizes the need to 

develop and utilize new remote sensing and environmental gradientςbased tools to map and 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ tƭŀƴΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-and-transition 

model approach (see Section III: An Ecological Approach ς Healthy Landscapes and Wildlife 

Through Strategic Efforts). This endeavor would utilize plot-level data to train and validate 

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

sage-grouse habitat. 

 Action MON-5: Assess sage-grouse habitat trends within PACs ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

habitat objectives (ODFW 2011 Strategyύ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳŜǘ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ άƘŀǊŘέ ƻǊ άǎƻŦǘέ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎ όǇŜǊ 

the BLM Resource Management Plan) have been triggered. 

Action MON-6: Monitor sage-grouse habitat quality according to vegetation states, using 

predictive models trained and validated by plot data. 

Site-specific habitat condition 

Site-specific monitoring of habitat condition is important to ensure that the conservation 

actions and measures associated with 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 better meet the desired habitat objectives. The scale for this level of monitoring is 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άƳŀǇ ǳƴƛǘΦέ aŀǇ ǳƴƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜ-specific planning and may be 

informed by pasture or allotment boundaries, geographic features, ecological site conditions, or 

other spatial boundaries. 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 in Section III: An Ecological Approach ς Healthy 

Landscapes and Wildlife Through Strategic Efforts of this Plan. In contrast, site-specific habitat 

monitoring on BLM lands may rely upon Rangeland Health Indicators and/or the Habitat 
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Assessment Framework (Stiver et al. 2015); see BLM RMP AppŜƴŘƛȄ 5Σ ά!ŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

{ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƻƴ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƻƴ .[a ƭŀƴŘǎΦ 9ŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ 

reconcile differences among data based on the above factors in order to produce a coherent 

dataset and monitoring picture across the landscape. At a minimum, the following 

management action is intended to ensure monitoring at the site-specific scale.  

Action MON-7: Conduct site-specific monitoring of habitat quality according to vegetation 

states at the map-unit level. Map units are geographic areas delineated during CCAA site-

specific planning, mitigation credit planning, or other habitat improvement planning.

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

The three primary, widespread, and large-scale threats to the sage-grouse and its habitat in 

Oregon are juniper encroachment, invasive annual grasses, and wildfire. These three threats 

are interrelated, and the threat they ultimately pose to sage-grouse translates into habitat loss 

and fragmentation. The relationship between these three threats is detailed in the state-and-

transition models for low, mid, and high elevations (see Figures 2ς4 in Appendix 8). 

It is important to note that fire and juniper have always existed on the Oregon landscape at 

some level and degree of intensity, and sage-grouse have evolved with these natural elements. 

What is different today is the severity and scale of their impacts, the introduction of exotic 

invasive plant species, and the interrelationship between these forces in shaping the resilience 

ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΦ !ƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ 

wildfire over the past century (mainly suppression) has allowed for expansion of juniper 

populations especially in mid- and high-elevation areas (Miller et al. 2005; Miller et al. 2008), 

while the introduction of invasive annual grasses at low-to-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 annual-grassςprone areas, increased fire 

intensity, and larger fires that impact vast portions of sage-grouse habitat. 

Historically, juniper persisted mainly in fire-resistant areas, such as rocky outcroppings or areas 

with limited fine fuels (Miller 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 higher-elevation 

sage-grouse habitat. Juniper outcompetes understory shrubs, grasses, and forbs for water, 

leaving a depleted understory that functions marginally or not at all as sage-grouse habitat. 

Juniper also contributes significantly to the fuel load leading to more-severe fires capable of 

negatively impacting remaining desired understory perennial vegetation (Miller and Tausch 

2000). Annual grasses may invade after the burning of woodland plant communities and may 

persist at mid elevations; higher-elevation sites are more resistant to the invasion and 

persistence of exotic annual grasses (Chambers et al. 2014a). At low-to-mid elevations, invasive 

annual grasses outcompete native perennial bunchgrasses 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 cheatgrass or other invasive annual grasses 

are more conducive to fire ignition, they are more likely to re-burn and are associated with 

increased fire size (Balch et al. 2013). When fire does occur, particularly in low-elevation sites 

that are less resistant to the invasion of annual grass and less resilient in terms of recovery from 

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 at mid-to-low 

elevations, means areas that have burned and transitioned to a more degraded state are 

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

healthy sagebrush habitat upon which sage-grouse depend is increasingly degraded into 

invasive monocultures that have little habitat value to sage-grouse. 

Economic and Social Benefits Tied to Actions Addressing Key Threats 

Undertaking actions to address threats to sagebrush and sage-grouse has begun to produce substantial 

economic and social benefits for Oregon and its rural landowners, land managers, and communities. 

Incentivizing and advancing markets, business development, and job and partnership opportunities 

associated with implementing these actions amplify economic and social benefits as well as provide 

greater certainty and capacity to ensure that conservation benefits will results from active management. 

This feature box discusses the economic and social advantages tied to implementing the actions 

described in this Action Plan for addressing juniper encroachment, annual-grass 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 achieve the habitat improvements sought by 

this and other plans to conserve sage-grouse depends on the existence of local skilled labor and jobs 

that support rangeland health and habitat management goals, as well as the advancement of markets to 

support product utilization. Habitat work entails various job skills and opportunities that complement 

the existing cultural and community values of easteǊƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ƴƻǘ ŀ άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

traditional sense, this Action Plan seeks to incentivize and invest in the development of these jobs and 

skills (as well as related markets) because they serve the ultimate end of advancing actions that will 

benefit sage-grouse and their habitat.  

Below are examples of efforts under way that demonstrate the positive relationships between local 

investments in reducing threats to sage-grouse habitat and supporting economic opportunity across the 

landscape.  

Rangeland Fire Protection. Oregon has a strong reputation for its rural capacity to respond to wildfires 

in eastern Oregon and protect economic interests related to livestock grazing operations and 

community infrastructureΦ wCt!Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛƭŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

been relatively small ($30,000 annually41), federal grants and fees have helped maintain an impressive 

                                                      
41 http://www.oregon.gov/odf/fire/fpfc/rfawhite.pdf 
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345 voluntary firefighters in southeast Oregon. In 2015, the State, through the Oregon Department of 

Forestry, substantially increased its contribution, with a nearly $1.6 million policy option package to 

bolster existing efforts, including capital funding made available to purchase equipment. BLM has been a 

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 Secretary 

Jewell to accelerate preventive measures to protect rural communities and landscapes.42  

Juniper Removal. The abundance of juniper across eastern Oregon, though a nuisance to rangeland 

ecosystems, has proved a strategic resource for investment. During the 2015 legislative session, public, 

nongovernmental, and private sector partners such as ranchers and small sawmills (formerly known as 

the Western Juniper Alliance) came together and successfully advocated for funding to increase the 

scale of juniper utilization through House Bills 2997 and 2998, as outlined below.  

HB 2997 secured $250,000 in funding to accelerate the collaborative efforts already under way to 

increase the utilization of juniper products in local and regional agricultural and green building industries 

and to expand the supply chain and market opportunities.  

HB 2998 makes available a total of $900,000 to support existing juniper removal and utilization efforts 

as well as the formation of new jobs to build economic opportunities across various roles in the supply 

chain. $100,000 is allocated for data and mapping analysis to ensure that future investments are made 

efficiently, based on resource location and availability. A loan and grant program leverages $500,000 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 technical 

assistance to enhance the business model for existing and new businesses.43 

The NRCS Sage-Grouse Initiative has similarly built partnerships on the predication of removing juniper 

for triple bottom-line benefits. As an early leader, NRCS has demonstrated the return on investments.  

In Oregon, the NRCS has invested $18.4 million through SGI in on-the-ground restoration,  

helping more than 100 ranchers remove conifers from 200,000 acres of key nesting, brood-rearing and  

ǿƛƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ су ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴƛŦŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƎŜ-grouse population on  

priority private land. These efforts focused on eliminating the encroachment of conifer trees on  

grasslands not only benefit the sage-grouse, but also improve the forage available on grazing lands.44 

Sagebrush Seedlings and Research Initiatives. A key component of supporting the sustained sagebrush 

health is understanding the success rate and condition factors that support the life cycle from seed to 

maturity. In order to increase the availability of locally adapted native seed, Oregon is working through 

research partnerships to create incentives and dedicated funding sources for business and/or 

partnership opportunities tied to the production and storage of local, native seed sources. Research is 

under way from Oregon State University and the associated Agricultural Research Service, Eastern 

Oregon Agricultural Research Center in Burns, Oregon, to enhance understanding around the conditions 

                                                      
42 http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/secretary-jewell-announces-comprehensive-rangeland-fire-strategy-to-
restore-and-protect-sagebrush-lands.cfm 
43 http://www.sustainablenorthwest.org/blog/posts/juniper-bills-signed-into-law 
44 http://www.sagegrouseinitiative.com/usda-report-demonstrates-positive-impact-300-million-investment-sage-
grouse-conservation-working-lands-west/ 
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and technology of seedlings; this understanding will inform future investments in vetted approaches to 

restoration from the beginning of the sagebrush life cycle.45 This foundational research has provided the 

basis of many of the conservation measures in the CCAAs for private and state entities. Further, this 

research has led to a $9 million dollar investment from NRCS through its Regional Conservation 

tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ όw/ttύ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ άhǊŜƎƻƴ aƻŘŜƭ ǘƻ tǊƻǘŜŎǘ {ŀƎŜ DǊƻǳǎŜΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ 

that it can enroll up to 40% of the producers with sagebrush on their lands.46  

Employment and Ecology Sagebrush Partnerships in Prisons. The Oregon Department of Corrections 

(ODOC) has locations that have proven strategic for ecological restoration and fieldwork in and around 

sage-grouse country. The Institute for Applied Ecology47 is working with the Snake River Correctional 

Facility to 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 sagebrush habitat.48 Most recently, sagebrush from 

Snake River was utilized to restore degraded sagebrush after a wildfire.49  

a. Juniper Encroachment 

Nature and Extent of the Threat 

Sage-grouse are negatively impacted by the expansion of juniper in sagebrush-steppe habitats, 

even if the underlying sagebrush habitat remains (Freese 2009). Sage-grouse avoid these areas 

of expansion (Casazza et al. 2011) because of increased predation risk and because, as juniper 

increases in abundance and size, the underlying habitat quality for sage-grouse diminishes. 

Sage-grouse appear to abandon breeding areas around leks when as little as 4% tree cover 

exists on the landscape (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2013), so early action is essential to prevent 

population-level impacts.  

Understanding the nuances of the juniper encroachment process is essential to implementing a 

targeted approach to this problem. Miller et al. (2005) characterized three stages of juniper 

woodland succession.  

Á Phase I (early): Trees are present, but shrubs and herbs are the dominant vegetation 

that influences ecological processes (hydrologic, nutrient, and energy cycles) on the site.  

Á Phase II (mid): Trees are co-dominant with shrubs and herbs, and all three vegetation 

layers influence ecological processes on the site.  

Á Phase III (late): Trees are the dominant vegetation and the primary plant layer 

influencing local ecological processes. 

                                                      
45 http://oregonstate.edu/dept/eoarc/sites/default/files/publication/785.pdf 
46 http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/in/home/?cid=stelprdb1267257 
47 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MmFtbTKmx3M 
48 http://sustainabilityinprisons.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/kaye-et-al-2015-Conservation-Projects-in-
Prison.pdf 
49 http://appliedeco.org/five-things-you-didnt-know-about-sagebrush/ 
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It is important to distinguish pre-settlement trees (those that are typically more than 155 years 

old) that have persisted in areas where environmental conditions offer protection from wildfire. 

Pre-settlement trees are important to retain on the landscape for the wildlife habitat they 

provide and for their cultural significance (Miller et al. 2007). 

h5C²Ωǎ нлмм {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ estimated that approximately 2.4 million acres of sage-grouse habitat is 

affected by juniper encroachment in Oregon. A recent analysis conducted during the SageCon 

assessment of threats estimated that early conifer encroachment (Phases I and II, <10% canopy 

ŎƻǾŜǊύ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ толΣслл ŀŎǊŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ t!/ǎ (Figure IV-1, Table IV-2).50 An 

additional estimated 408,600 acres in PACs is Phase III (>10% canopy cover). The majority 

(estimated 495,980 acres) of conifer encroachment (Phases I and II) in PACs occurs on federal 

lands, followed by private (estimated 281,658 acres) and state or local lands (estimated 14,473 

acres) (see Table IV-2). However, these estimates are based on 2012 imagery and do not 

account for juniper removal that has occurred since 2012. Further, it is difficult to interpret the 

earliest stages of Phase I conifers using available mapping techniques because the small trees 

are often intermingled with, and are the size of, shrubs.  

Although significant juniper reduction has already occurred in several areas, future treatments 

to address juniper encroachment should be prioritized in those areas where sage-grouse are 

most likely to benefit. Sites in Phase I or II successional stages often retain a significant 

understory of sagebrush, grasses, and forbs compared to Phase III sites, where understory plant 

layers are reduced or absent. Removal of juniper on sites in Phase I or II can prevent loss of key 

plants and produce immediate habitat benefits for sage-grouse. Treatment of Phase III sites, 

although beneficial, can take significantly more resources and time to recover the understory 

vegetation required to support sage-grouse.  

In Oregon, most encroached sites are still in a state of transition. It is estimated that 80% of 

juniper encroachment is still in Phase I or II, and, if unaddressed, the amount of Phase III 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 relatively more effective for sage-grouse habitat 

conservation and less expensive compared to Phase III conditions.  

 

                                                      
50 Note: ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎƻƴƛŦŜǊέ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƻǘŜ-sensing and modeling techniques available cannot 
effectively distinguish between species of conifers. Efforts were made in development of the model to distinguish 
riparian species, such as aspen, from conifers. However, the dominant tree cover within the SageCon planning area 
is western juniper. 
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Figure IV-1. Conifer canopy cover across the extent of the SageCon planning area. Areas with 0ς10% and >10% canopy cover 
are considered Phases I and II (combined), and Phase III, respectively.  
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Table IV-2. The estimated extent of juniper encroachment into sagebrush land cover types within PACs by land ownership (reported as rounded values of acres), total SGI-
funded and BLM juniper removal within PACs (2010ς2014).  /ŀƴƻǇȅ ŎƻǾŜǊ ƛǎ Җ мл҈ ŀƴŘ Ҕмл҈ ŦƻǊ tƘŀǎŜs I and II (combined) and Phase III, respectively.1 Federal ownership 
includes tribal lands.2 An additional 74,249 acres have been treated by SGI in low-density habitat adjacent to PACs. Data sources: Areas of juniper encroachment were 
identified using the INR NTM Tree Cover (Version 2.0) layer.

 PAC 

Federal1 Private State and Local 
Total 

Phases I & II 
Total 

Phase III 
SGI-funded2 

BLM juniper 
removal 

Phases I & 
II 

Phase III 
Phases I & 

II 
Phase III 

Phases I & 
II 

Phase III 

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 Flat 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 removing juniper from areas that are most likely to support sage-grouse in and 

around PACs, with particular emphasis on early-phase encroachment. 

Conservation Actions 

Juniper treatment should be prioritized in areas of known sage-grouse use, particularly lekking 

and nesting areas that are at high risk of being abandoned in the near future due to increased 

juniper cover. Phases I and II juniper invasions within priority sage-grouse habitat (PACs) should 

have the highest priority for treatment. However, additional prioritization should be applied 

first to areas within four miles of known leks (active or pending), particularly in those areas 

where the canopy cover will likely result in local lek abandonment or extirpation in the near 

future. 

Action JPR-1: Promote education and outreach through Soil and Water Conservation Districts 

(SWCDs) and other partner organizations to encourage participation in efforts to reduce juniper 

encroachment through the NRCS Sage-Grouse Initiative and CCAAs. 

Action JPR-2: Enlist Local Implementation Teams (LITs) to apply local knowledge in conjunction 

with the spatial decision support tools to identify priority areas to address juniper 

encroachment. 

Action JPR-2-1: Develop GIS layers with polygons spatially representing priority areas for 

juniper removal. (Note: Coarse layers have already been created by FIAT, 

coordinated by the BLM for focal habitat and planning areas specific to that 

process.) 

Action JPR-2-2: Develop regional LIT work plans identifying priority areas to address 

juniper encroachment, timelines, and responsible parties. 

Action JPR-3: Reduce Phases I and II juniper encroachment (<10% canopy cover) in PACs and 

important areas of connectivity in Oregon to a rate greater than the rate of encroachment.  

Action JPR-3-1: Prioritize juniper removal within four miles of known leks (with an active 

or pending status on federal, private, and state lands. 

Action JPR-3-2: Within one mile of known leks, completely remove juniper. Beyond the 

one-mile buffer and within four miles of leks, completely remove juniper where 

feasible; where complete juniper removal is not feasible, reduce juniper canopy 

cover to less than 4%.  
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Action JPR-3-3: After treatments within lek buffers are complete, prioritize Phases I and II 

juniper removal in additional priority areas that provide adequate sage-grouse 

habitat (e.g., sagebrush land cover >25%), have the potential to improve 

connectivity, and particularly have medium-to-high resistance and resilience. 

Prioritize removal of juniper encroaching into riparian zones. 

Action JPR-4: Strategically treat Phase III juniper encroachment (>10% canopy cover) as needed 

in sage-grouse priority habitats where the greatest opportunities exist to restore connectivity, 

reduce risk of catastrophic wildfire, and create future sage-grouse habitat opportunities. 

Action JPR-4-1: Prioritize Phase III juniper removal after Phases I and II have been 

addressed. Prioritize Phase III areas in or adjacent to priority areas that provide 

adequate sage-grouse habitat (e.g., sagebrush land cover >25%), particularly in 

areas with medium-to-high resistance and resilience. 

Action JPR-5: Conduct long-term (>30 years) monitoring and evaluation of vegetation 

responses to treatments. Use an adaptive management approach to maintain the benefit of 

juniper removal within sage-grouse habitats, including re-treatment as necessary. 

Action JPR-6: Monitor sage-grouse habitat utilization and/or population response in select 

areas where junipers have been removed. (See related monitoring actions MON-2 and MON-4.) 

Responsible Parties:  

BLM, DSL, LITs, NRCS, OWEB, ODFW, private landowners, SWCDs, USFS, O5CκwCt!Ωǎ 

Success on the Ground: Private Partnerships to Remove Juniper 

hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜǘƘƛŎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ƴŀƴȅ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ 

enhance populations of sage-grouse and other wildlife in these areas. A diverse partnership in Oregon 

has been aggressively implementing the actions needed to reduce the threat of juniper encroachment 

for several decades in sage-grouse range. Many of these projects were collaborative efforts between 

private landowners, federal and state agencies, and nongovernmental organizations. For example, from 

1996 to 2002, extensive juniper cutting and prescribed burning occurred on the south end of Steens 

Mountain on both private and BLM-managed 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 through cutting and prescribed fire. Other juniper treatment projects on private lands in Oregon 

sage-grouse range in recent decades were not funded by state or federal programs, so specific acreages 

may not have been recorded. 

Many early projects implemented by SWCDs ǿŜǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ²ŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ .ƻŀǊŘ 

and ODFW. Early (pre-2010) juniper removal efforts were often completed opportunistically in 

cooperation with both large and small landowners and resulted in a mosaic of small areas for improved 

wildlife and sage-grouse habitat. For example, the Malheur SWCD completed 7,000 acres of juniper 
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ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ нлмлΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀƛŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ άŜŀǊƭȅ ŀŘƻǇǘŜǊ ƭŀƴŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ 

paved the way for the successful implementation of larger-scale efforts conducted by the NRCS.  

Since 2010, partners have been dedicating significant technical and financial resources to strategically 

scale up juniper removal efforts to benefit sage-grouse. From 2010 to 2014, NRCS and its partners 

through the Sage-Grouse Initiative (SGI) invested more than $18.5 million to help ranchers mechanically 

remove early-phase juniper encroachment in priority sage-grouse habitats on private lands, resulting in 

146,348 acres (229 square miles) of habitat improvement. These actions occurred on private lands 

across 20 PACs (Table IV-2). 

SGI accelerated the annual rate of NRCS-funded juniper removal 10-fold during this time period, while 

continuing to hone treatments in priority landscapes to maximize benefits for sage-grouse (Figure IV-2). 

Another $4.5 million is anticipated for SGI for 2015.  

Furthermore, similar efforts to address juniper encroachment have been completed or are under way at 

large scales on public lands in the Lakeview, Burns, and Prineville BLM Districts, ensuring that 

treatments are contiguous across land ownership boundaries and achieve landscape-level benefits. 

Since 2010, more than 91,000 acres have been treated for juniper encroachment on BLM lands within 

PACs, and approximately 7,600 additional acres of juniper have been treated on U.S. Forest Service 

(USFS) land (within and outside PACs). All of these efforts have the added value of benefiting local 

communities. See άEconomic and Social Benefits Tied to Actions Addressing Key Threatsέ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 

information. 

 

Figure IV-2. Cumulative amount of NRCS-funded juniper removal in sage-grouse range in Oregon prior to (before 2010) and 
during the Sage-Grouse Initiative (2005ς2014).  
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b. Non-Native Annual-Grass Invasion 

Nature and Extent of the Threat 

While a method does not currently exist to precisely measure the extent of non-native annual 

grasses in Oregon, models from the Integrated Landscape Assessment Project (ILAP) provide a 

coarse estimate of the extent of annual-grass dominance (Halofsky et al. 2013). In 2013, annual 

grasses were estimated to be the dominant or subdominant herbaceous vegetation across 

nearly 1 million acres (15 %) of sage-grouse PACs in Oregon (Table IV-3, Figure IV-3). While the 

actual extent of annual grasses is likely much larger and annual grass invasion levels vary across 

PACs, this estimate and Table IV-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 opportunities to implement 

conservation actions. 

Exotic annual grasses (primarily cheatgrass and medusahead) alter habitat suitability for sage-

grouse by reducing or eliminating native forbs and grasses essential for food and cover. 

Establishment of plant communities that do not provide suitable habitat (e.g., introductions 

and monocultures of non-native, invasive plants) is reducing sage-grouse habitat quality and 

quantity in Oregon. Early detection and prevention are needed. Invasive annual grasses and 

other weeds continue to expand from borders of large infestations. Many sagebrush-steppe 

plant communities have crossed a threshold after which they are no longer recoverable using 

currently available control methods. 

Table IV-3. Estimated extent of lands (in acres) where invasive annual grasses are predicted to be the dominant herbaceous 
vegetation  (Source: 2013 INR Exotic Annual Grasses derived from 2013 ILAP Current Vegetation data). 

PAC Federal State/Local Private Total % of PAC Area 

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 5,472 16,366 95,907 20% 

Drewsey 30,228 315 18,677 49,220 13% 

Dry Valley/Jack 
Mountain 

33,428 1,104 4,043 38,575 9% 

Folly Farm/Saddle Butte 58,175 3,640 2,722 64,537 26% 

Louse Canyon 103,307 419 2,204 105,931 16% 

Paulina/12 Mile/Misery 
Flat 

15,175 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 PAC Area 

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 increase fire frequency, which directly threatens sage-grouse 

habitat and further promotes the establishment of invasive annual grasses (Balch et al. 2013). 

This annual grass and fire feedback loop can result in conversion from sagebrush-steppe 

communities to annual grasslands (Davies et al. 2011; Miller et al. 2011). 

Effective management of this threat is two-fold:  

1. Control or stop the spread of invasive annual grasses. 

2. Reduce or eliminate the establishment of invasive annual grasses.  

Thus, invasive plant management activities and the priority conservation actions set forth in 

this Plan occur along a continuum from prevention activities to restoration 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 annual-

grass management. Three important considerations 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. 

Á Annual Grass OccupancyτDo annual grasses occupy the site, and if so, to what extent? 

Á Resistance and ResilienceτHow resistant is the site to annual-grass invasion? How likely 

is the site to support a healthy native plant community following disturbance 

(resilience)? 

Á Proximity to Key Sage-Grouse HabitatτIs the site within or adjacent to areas of known 

sage-grouse use with an adequate to optimal sagebrush component (land cover >25% 

and >65%, respectively)? 
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Figure IV-3. Estimated extent of exotic annual grasses. The extent was determined by mapping locations where exotic annual 
grass species were the dominant or subdominant herbaceous vegetation. (Source: 2013 INR Exotic Annual Grass layer 
derived from 2013 ILAP Current Vegetation data). The Oregon Department of Agriculture produced continuous, 270-m 
resolution habitat suitability datasets for multiple invasive grasses, including cheatgrass and medusahead. Data from all 
three of these sources have been incorporated into the ORDSS.  
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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 ad-hoc or acre-

by-acre basis. This Action Plan prioritizes the development of invasive plant management plans 

that proactively identify (i.e., inventory) current annual-grass occupancy and priority areas for 

prevention and restoration actions; this planning and subsequent implementation of actions 

will be based on the following prioritization approach.  

Prevention Actions: Areas should be prioritized for prevention activities based on the risk of 

invasion, with priority given to sites with low annual-grass occupancy and low resistance and 

resilience, because annual grasses are highly competitive in these ecological sites once they are 

established (Figure IV-4a).  

Restoration Actions: Restoration sites should be prioritized based on the probability of success, 

including the likelihood that areas will naturally resist infestation post-treatment or have the 

resilience needed to restore habitat conditions without intervention. Priority should be given to 

sites with mid-high resistance and resilience and moderate annual-grass occupancy, particularly 

if native species are seeded or planted (Figure IV-4b).  

 

 

Figure IV-4. Using annual-grass occupancy and site resistance and resilience to prioritize areas for preventing the spread of 
annual grasses and for restoration. (a) In prioritizing prevention activities, annual-grass occupancy should be considered first, 
followed by resistance/resilience. (b) In prioritizing restoration activities, site resistance and resilience should be considered 
first, followed by annual-grass occupancy. The dotted and solid lines represent how the use of non-native perennials and 
native species, respectively, may be considered and prioritized in restoration work. 
 

Areas with high annual-grass infestation and low resistance and resilience have a lower 

aptitude for successful restoration and/or will likely require multiple interventions (Davies et al. 

2011; Chambers et al. 2014b). Restoration 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 non-native perennial species that are competitive with annual grasses 

may be appropriate. For instance, reseeding with non-native perennial species may in certain 

circumstances result in more successful plant establishment and, thus, competition with 

invasive annual grasses at sites with low resistance and resilience that have a high degree of 

existing exotic annual-grass infestation (Figure IV-4b). Areas with low annual-grass 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 naturally (Davies et al. 2011; Chambers 

et al. 2014b). Once annual 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 sage-grouse 

habitat.  

Success on the Ground: Collaborative Effort to  

Prevent Invasive Annual Grasses Post-Fire in Harney County 

During the fall of 2014, Harney County Weed Control and the Harney County Cooperative Weed 

Management Area (CWMA) coordinated and managed the application of herbicide to thousands of 

private and state land acres for medusahead rye. Every year, the CWMA and Harney County Weed 

Control coordinate these activities with several other agencies across the county. This year, the CWMA 

coordinated treatments on private lands with funds from the NRCS, the Harney SWCD, Harney County 

Watershed Council, and OWEB. The CWMA also coordinated treatment on Department of State lands. 

All told, this effort resulted in the treatment of just over 11,000 acres on private lands and almost 4,000 

acres of state-managed lands.  

The CWMA also assisted the BLM with their 2014 treatments, which totaled nearly 17,000 acres with 

the addition of the cheatgrass treatment in re-seeded areas impacted by wildfires in 2012. The group 

also made a concerted effort to treat invasive annual grasses within the 2014 Buzzard and Gumboot fire 

perimeters. 
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Figure IV-5. Flowchart for prioritizing and implementing invasive plant management within a planning area.  Ecologically-
based invasive plant management (EBIPM) is a decision-making tool designed to assist land managers to assess rangeland 
health; identify causes of degradation; identify and select strategies to repair causes of infestations; and adaptively manage 
(ebimp.org).  
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Conservation Objective 

(1) Prevent the spread of annual grasses in areas of priority sage-grouse habitat at high risk for 

invasion. (2) Contain and/or reduce existing infestations in or threatening priority sage-grouse 

habitat. (3) Restore healthy sagebrush communities in areas with the greatest probability of 

success through development and implementation of invasive plant management 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 Oregon-tailored approaches to or support for the 

actions identified in the Implementation Plan for U.S. Department of the Interior Secretarial 

Order 3336: Rangeland Fire Prevention, Management, and Restoration (hereafter SO 3336 

Implementation Plan ) 

Action IAG-1: Enlist LITs and cooperative weed management areas (CWMAs) in cooperation 

with state, federal, and private land managers to apply local expert knowledge in conjunction 

with spatial decision support tools (currently under development) to develop regional strategic 

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 restoration, and containment. More detailed actions relating to 

these three invasive plant management approaches are listed below. 

Action IAG-1-1: As part of regional strategic work plans, develop GIS layers with polygons 

spatially representing priority areas for invasive annual-grass treatment and containment. 

(Note: coarse layers have already been created by FIAT coordinated by the BLM for focal 

habitat and planning areas specific to that process). 

Action IAG-2: Implement invasive plant management plans that identify priority areas for 

prevention for each PAC. 

Action IAG-2-1: Prioritize proactive herbicide treatments as a prevention strategy in 

recently burned areas, particularly areas with low resistance and resilience that are 

proximal to valuable sage-grouse habitat. Prioritize sites within four miles of leks (active or 

pending) and sites <2 miles from "key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding bird 

density and where sagebrush land cover is >65%.  

Action IAG-2-1a: Remove administrative and policy barriers that delay herbicide 

treatments from the most effective implementation timeframe.  

Action IAG-2-2: 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 IAG-2-3: In priority invasive annual-grass prevention sites, limit disturbance within 

and around all remaining large, intact sagebrush patches, particularly in low-elevation sites 

with low resistance and resilience, because these sites are highly vulnerable to annual-grass 

invasion once desirable species are removed or disturbed. 

Action IAG-2-4: Require general techniques to prevent human-caused spread of annual 

invasive grasses resulting from road maintenance (e.g., blading), construction/development, 

and OHV activity, as well as during fire suppression activities. 

Action IAG-2-5  Suppress fire in areas within or proximal to valuable sage-grouse habitat 

that are particularly vulnerable to annual-grass invasion. 

Action IAG-2-6 Utilize grazing management techniques that increase the resilience of 

systems to invasive annual-grass establishment. 

Action IAG-2-7 Monitor areas impacted by ground-disturbing activities for a minimum of 

three years and apply herbicide to new invasions of annual grasses expeditiously. 

Action IAG-3:  Implement invasive plant management plans for each PAC that identify priority 

areas for treatment and restoration.  

Action IAG-3-1 Prioritize treatment and restoration of invaded sites with the greatest 

potential to succeed (e.g., moderate infestations or areas with inadequate perennial species 

in medium-to-high resistance and resilience) that are proximal to valuable sage-grouse 

habitat.  

¶ Prioritize sites within four miles of leks (active 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 key habitat patches. 

Action IAG-3-2  Prioritize restoration efforts in recently burned areas, particularly areas 

that are proximal to valuable sage-grouse habitat.  

¶ Prioritize sites within four miles of leks (active or pending) and sites <2 miles from 

"key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding bird density and where sagebrush 

land cover is >65%.  

Action IAG-3-3 LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƴƻǾŜƭ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 

and bio-controls (e.g., ACK55 / soil bacterium Pseudomonas fluorescens, D7 Rhizobacterium 

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 related monitoring actions MON-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 sage-

grouse in Oregon. Across BLM-managed lands, more than 572,000 acres have been treated for noxious 

weeds or invasive annual grasses since 2010. Additionally, in 2010, NRCS partnered with the Keating 

Valley Soil and Water Conservation District, Baker County Weed District, Tri-County Cooperative Weed 

Management Area, USFWS, OWEB, ODFW, BLM, and local landowners to inventory and attack 

medusahead rye across 26,000 acres in the heart of core habitat in the Baker PAC.  

Specifically, the Keating Valley area was prioritized based on sage-grouse telemetry data gathered by 

USFWS, which indicated that grouse concentrated in that area but tended to avoid the annual grassland 

patches within otherwise suitable habitat. An intensive weed inventory across the project area revealed 

roughly 7,500 acres in need of active treatment. Strategies implemented include herbicide application 

and seeding to contain annual grasslands and spot treatment of annuals in surrounding, intact 

sagebrush areas to maintain resilient and resistant plant communities. Improved grazing management is 

a key strategy being employed in and around the project area to promote perennial bunchgrass health 

that is essential to resisting annual-grass 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% 

reduction in annual-grass growth was documented after three years (Kennedy et al. 2011). D7 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 conduct further field trials on National Wildlife 

Refuges.  

Action IAG-4:  Implement invasive plant management plans for each PAC that identify priority 

areas to contain existing patches of invasive annual grasses and weeds. 

Action IAG-4-1  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 invasive weeds; (3) 

biological control agents; and/or (4) targeted grazing. 

Action IAG-4-2 Prioritize containment where large infestations of invasive annual grasses 

threaten highly valuable sage-grouse habitat. Prioritize sites within four miles of leks (active 

or pending) and sites <2 miles from "key habitat," defined as areas with 75% breeding bird 

density and where sagebrush land cover is >65%. 

Action IAG-5:  Develop grazing management plans that focus on invasive plant species 

prevention, treatment/restoration, and containment (consistent with the above action 

approaches) for lands and allotments enrolled in CCAAs and CCAs, as well as other Farm Bill 

programs that employ grazing techniques that maintain or improve the perennial native grass 

and shrub community while addressing annual invasive grasses. 
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Action IAG-5-1 Assess pastures/allotments dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush and 

prioritize implementation of proper grazing management plans for those with documented 

improper grazing impacts to native perennial grass and forbs, and to soil biotic crusts. 

Action IAG-5-2 Identify allotments with invasive annual grasses and implement control 

measures to prevent the transfer of invasive species via livestock. 

Action IAG-5-3 Evaluate and treat heavily used areas (e.g., water sources or transfer 

areas) for non-native grass invasions and prioritize for treatment and containment actions. 

Action IAG-5-4 Utilize targeted livestock grazing to reduce annual invasive plants, 

increase desirable perennial grasses and forbs, and maintain and increase desired habitat 

structure.  

Action IAG-6:  Support infrastructure, resources, and research that will enhance invasive plant 

prevention and habitat restoration efforts (see Section 7(b)(vii) in SO 3336 Implementation 

Plan). 

Action IAG-6-1  Support ongoing research and implementation of pilot efforts evaluating 

annual-grass 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 bacterium Pseudomonas fluorescens, D7 Rhizobacterium strain) in order to test their 

effectiveness. Expand to a wider scale where effective and where re-establishment of 

perennial grasses is likely to occur or can most likely be curtailed. 

Action IAG-7  /ǊŜŀǘŜ άƎǊŀǎǎ ōŀƴƪǎέ ƻǊ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŦƻǊŀƎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ opportunities 

to provide rest for over-utilized rangelands or allotments, or to be utilized during drought 

conditions, post-fire, or after restoration work. Do so in a manner compatible with livestock 

operations locally. 

Action IAG-7-1 wŜƳƻǾŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ άƎǊŀǎǎ ōŀƴƪǎέ ƻƴ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ 

land. 

Action IAG-7-2 aŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ άƎǊŀǎǎ ōŀƴƪǎέ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 

ready for use as need emerges. 

Action IAG-7-3 !ǎǎŜǎǎ άƎǊŀǎǎ ōŀƴƪǎέ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛŦ ǳƴƎǊŀȊŜŘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ 

to fire risk/fuel loads, and use grazing as a management tool to reduce fuel loads if 

required. 

Action IAG-8:  Remove administrative or procedural barriers to invasive annual-grass 

management.  

Action IAG-8-1  Place cheatgrass ƻƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ƴƻȄƛƻǳǎ ǿŜŜŘ ƭƛǎǘΦ 
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Action IAG-8-2  Support policy changes to remove the court-ordered injunction 

prohibiting the use of herbicides on all federally administered lands in Oregon. 

Action IAG-8-3  Support restructuring of the post-fire emergency stabilization and 

restoration (ESR) funding scheme to ensure adequate funds are available for long-term 

post-fire 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 IAG-8-4 Support development of a post-fire emergency stabilization and 

restoration program for private lands in a manner that maximizes ecological effectiveness, 

coordination, and habitat return on investment. 

Action IAG-8-5  Coordinate with state and federal agencies and local implementation 

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 FIAT, county weed departments, CWMAs, DSL, LITs, local 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 sagebrush-steppe ecosystems in Oregon 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 have contributed to changes in fire regimes throughout 

the western United States (Miller 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 species. However, the degree of resilience and 

resistance is not the same across all ecosystems. It tends 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 latitudes (Chambers et al. 2014a). At 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, fire ǿŀǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƎŜōǊǳǎƘ-steppe, with a vital role in 

maintaining sagebrush habitats. Today, fire remains a driving force, but its ecological role is 

compromised by invasive non-native species (primarily cheatgrass and medusahead rye), 
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habitat reduction, and fragmentation. Wildfire, particularly in low-elevation Wyoming big 

sagebrush communities, is one of the primary risks to sage-grouse, especially given the positive 

feedback loop between exotic invasive annual grasses and fire spread and frequency (Miller et 

al. 2011). Wildfires can remove long-lived species, such as sagebrush, thereby reducing sage-

grouse habitat quality and quantity. Further, areas impacted by wildfire are more susceptible to 

invasion by exotic annual grasses, and, as discussed earlier in this Action Plan, replacement of 

native perennial bunchgrass communities by invasive annuals is a primary contributing factor to 

increased fire frequencies, intensity, 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 fireτin promoting plant growth, reducing fuel loads, reducing juniper 

presence, and other attributesτcan be retained in some circumstances through the judicial use 

of prescribed fire and appropriate wildfire management tactics. However, given current 

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 sage-grouse habitat. 

In some cases, up to 70% of individual PAC areas have burned (Figure IV-6, Figure IV-7) since 

2005. Within PAC areas, an estimated 1,159,040 acres are at high risk of fire (Figure 

IV-8). Within this area, 993,919 acres are in areas with low-to-moderate resistance and 

resilienceτareas that, if impacted by fire, could be difficult to recover to healthy sage-grouse 

habitat.  
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Figure IV-6. Fire occurrence in Oregon Priority Areas for Conservation  expressed 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 nature of priority sage-grouse habitat 

that is threatened by fire. Fire 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 and public lands. On the positive side, more than 90% of PAC acreage in Oregon 

and more than 75% of low density habitat is covered under the jurisdiction of the BLM or an 

RFPA (Figure IV-9). Efforts to improve coordination, capacity, and operational effectiveness are 

ongoing and total PAC and low-density acreage under fire protection jurisdictions has increased 

during the development 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 IV-7. Fire history in the SageCon planning area, 2005ς2014. 
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Figure IV-8. Wildfire hazard potential across the SageCon planning area. 
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