Native Plant Restoration to Support Sage Grouse Habitat
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Sage grouse habitat requirements — nest sites
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Sage grouse habitat requirements — nest sites

0.0 0.5
Conifer clustering index — 800 m

1.0 1 ST 1.0 - e~
A -7 ~ B £ 7N ~ ¢
b 4 E‘,‘ ” -~
=0.8 1 ’ =0.8 ’
0.6 1 / 0.6 - "N
g ’ =3 !
204/ 2044 |
= / = )
cqé 0.2 t 5024 ,
!/ ’
0-0 N | Illll nm I..F].I] I‘l-]l] 1 0-0 n Tﬁl mini \III[ T-I-IIIIIIIII!IIIIlIlIIIIIII I[ 11 1 T 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 0 10 20 30 40 50
Shrub cover (%) Sagebrush cover (%)
_ LI A L A S, T T T T T | —— T
:H].O Cr'-"“'- ;H].O D S - -
=084 ' =0.8 - -y !
Na) ! B ! -/
[+ ]
206 | 206 N
E- 1 E- (]
qé 04‘ 1 12) 04' - -I
2024 Z024 !
5024 s 0.2 1
- X :
00 ‘_#-H_w |I Il II 1 . | : 00 ‘ l[‘ 1 |I 1 : 1 |I | :
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 2 4 6 8
Forb cover (%) Key forb species (no.)
1.0 - SR 1.0 ST e 1T
= E - l, ! = F/’ .“
=084 - v ! =084 1 \
B ’ \ = ! \
£0.6 1 ‘ £0.641 '
" ' e \
=5 \ =5 \
g 04 4 \ “Z’ 04 4 \
= ! = )
$02- ) 2021 Sosal
0.0 Ly vo oy T = = = ¢ = = 0.0 puwum vyos ovmgursy pruny iy T pym = =

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
Conifer cover — 800 m (%)

Severson et al. 2017, Journal of
Wildlife Management 81: 86-95



Sage grouse habitat requirements — nest sites

.

=0.8 ’

£0.6 - P

© 0.4 - ‘

E 0.2 1 ;
0.0 il

_Fllmlu_]un:lru.lm*l.lluu.*_u_liu_l_ru_*_l_lj_
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Shrub cover (%)

-

I

B !
]

1

/

LRI TTTIE LTI TS I
U T T

N rll l"”HI“l :
0 10 20 30 40 50

Sagebrush cover (%)

0.0 0.5
Conifer clustering index — 800 m

].0_ - ‘I'-III_I_IIJ.-_I___ ]‘0_| T T T T T _[_---I
2 C Cones ol D - 1= -
=084 / =0.8- M Y
£ .' 2 —
<0.6 | 20.6 1 |
a, | g '
%’04‘ 1 ?04- ]
= ! = .
&:0.2- ‘: s 0.2 .

1
00 ‘_#-H_w |||| Il II 1 II : 00‘ l[‘ 1 |I 1 : 1 |I | :
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 2 4 6 8
Forb cover (%) Key forb species (no.)

1.0 - SR 1.0 __-IT![IT:TIE LI L
= E - !, ! = F,’ '
=084 -2 v ! =084 1 \
) ’ ' ) ' \
£0.6 1 ‘ £0.641 '
" ' e \
=5 \ =5
“Z’ 04 4 \ “Z’ 04 4 '|
= ! = )
$02- ) 2021 Sosal

0.0 Ly vo oy T = = = ¢ = = 0.0 puwum vyos ovmgursy pruny iy T pym = =

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
Conifer cover — 800 m (%)

Severson et al. 2017, Journal of
Wildlife Management 81: 86-95



Sage grouse habitat requirements — winter range

Odds of use
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Conventional seeding practices are not working
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Conventional seeding practices are not working
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Conventional seeding practices are not working
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Conventional seeding practices are not working
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Conventional seeding practices are not working —
non-native perennial grasses
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Conventional seeding practices are not work
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Conventional seeding practices are not working —
non-native perennial grasses
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Restoration of native plant communities — sagebrush
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Restoration of native plant communities — diversity
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Restoration of native plant communities — forbs
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Restoration of native plant communities —
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Restoration of native plant communities —

cheatgrass suppression
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Restoration of native plant communities —

cheatgrass suppression
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Restoration of native plant communities —
successional trajectories
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Restoration of native plant communities —
successional trajectories
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Restoration of native plant communities —
successional trajectories

1. Reference State 1.1

| pheatgrass, Indian rice grass, Squirreltail,
120 several other grasses, shrubs and a diverse mix of 1:18
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A— |J

1.2 Blucbunch wheatgrass, Indian 1.3 Wyoming big sagebrush and other
ricegrass, Squirreltail, yellow rabbitbrush, [ 1.38 shiuls have increased, perennial grasses
several other grasses and forbs and forts have kst vigor
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forts, small component of introduced plants

2.1

2.3 Blughunch wheatgrass, Indian .}J 27¢ |32 Waoming bia saccbrush and other
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ntreduced perennial gasses Ott et al. unpublished




Restoration of native plant communities —
successional trajectories
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Summary
1. Sage grouse require high diversity plant
communities

‘~2“* Com/eﬂtional seed mixes with non-native

w RO e e

peré?ﬁnlal grasses dé‘“rrt)t‘»restore plant
diversity

3. Seeding native species works!
* Establish better with the right dr|IIs
* Can suppress cheatgrass
* Follow successional trajectories that may
lead to sage grouse habitat recovery
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