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Sage-grouse habitat objectives for the Brothers Planning Area of Central Oregon’s High Desert
Prepared by wildlife biologists associated with the planning area.
C. A. Hagen, ODFW, Brian Ferry ODFW, Jan Hanf, BLM, Jerry Cordova, USFWS, Jeremy
Maestas, NRCS, Heather Swartz, TNC-Sagebrush Cooperative

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to define habitat objectives for greater sage-grouse in the Brothers
Planning Area of central Oregon (Figure 1 & 2). Objectives were developed based upon known
habitat requirements for the species, existing information on habitat conditions, historic and present
use by sage grouse, and consensus among biologists from ODFW, BLM, USFWS, and NRCS about
measures needed to maintain/improve the grouse population in the planning area. This document
does not prescribe site specific treatments or management direction for achieving habitat objectives,
as those decisions should be made by the respective land owners and managers.

Definitions
For the purpose of this paper, the following definitions are used to describe the scale and habitat
conditions for sage grouse:

o Broad scale = state level
Mid scale = Prineville BLM District Boundary and population management units therein
Fine scale = Pasture level, ecological site
Site/project scale = Assessment points, vegetation community
Primary habitat indicators = Key vegetation variables used to indicate sage-grouse habitat
suitability. Benchmarks include: sagebrush canopy cover between 15-25%, grass canopy
cover >15%, forb canopy cover >10%
Optimal habitat = Habitat meets all of benchmarks for primary habitat indicators
Suitable habitat = Habitat meets most of benchmarks for primary habitat indicators
Unsuitable habitat = Habitat fails to meet benchmarks for the primary habitat indicators
Leks = breeding display site for sage-grouse; other breeding activities like nesting and
brood-rearing often occur near these sites
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Current Sage-Grouse Habitat Use

The planning area is located on the northwest fringe of the species range in Oregon. Forest and
Jjuniper woodland communities are found at the higher elevations to the north, which limits the
amount of available habitat. Data from active lek sites and radio-marked sage grouse indicate that
most of the year-round habitat use occurs within 4 miles of leks in the planning area. This appears
to be a non-migratory population that occupies lower elevation habitats around leks most of the
year. Three dominant Ecological Sites (Pumice 10-12” precip zone, Pumice Flat 10-12" precip
zone, Pumic Claypan 10-12” precip zone ), encompassing approximately 140,000 acres of the area,
appear to be especially important as sage-grouse breeding habitat. Most hens likely nest within 4
miles of a lek on these sites and utilize surrounding habitats during the early brood-rearing period.
Depending upon forb and insect availability, hens and broods may either stay in these areas all
summer or may follow the “green-line” up in elevation later as summer progresses. Some grouse
have been observed using meadows in the summer/fall on higher elevation private lands. Most
birds likely return to the lower elevation sagebrush areas during the fall and winter. Birds have
been documented using other portions of the planning area, however, the majority of grouse in this
population are thought to follow the habitat use patterns described above.

Existing Habitat Conditions
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In 2006, the BLM-Idaho’s Habitat Assessment Framework (May 2000) was used to inventory
BLM-administered lands within 43 pastures, 8 allotments and across 6 delineated lek areas for their
suitability for sage-grouse life history needs (Figure I & 2). In addition, Oregon Department of
State Lands evaluated conditions at Todd and Marion pastures as they pertain to sage-grouse.
ODFW and NRCS staff conducted a rapid assessment of ~34,000 private land acres within the
project area. Because grouse use the planning area year-round, the breeding habitat criteria from
the Framework were used to assess conditions. These criteria were selected because they also
captured the needs of other seasonal habitats. The habitat assessment process was a rapid
assessment to indicate (at a landscape perspective) areas which were lacking in habitat quality for
sage-grouse during the breeding period. Primary habitat indicators of the Habitat Assessment
Framework were used to identify management actions necessary to meet the habitat needs of sage-
grouse. These indicators focus on sagebrush, grass, and forb canopy which are important factors for
recognizing limitations for sage-grouse breeding habitat. Further, secondary indicators were used,
along with ecological site descriptions, to further define management opportunities to improve sage-
grouse habitat.

Assessment Findings

Sagebrush canopy cover was generally found to be adequate throughout the region with a few areas
having more than 25% sagebrush canopy cover and some areas having less than 15% sagebrush
canopy cover. There is decadence (i.e., when >50% of a shrub is dead) and columnar growth form
in parts of the sagebrush community. There is an overarching need for maintaining sagebrush
canopy and height while sustaining the highly palatable early-flowering and low sagebrush, and
mountain big sagebrush.

Forb canopy cover was considered to be marginal and should be increased throughout the region.

Grass cover was adequate in most areas however the combination of grass and forb height was
marginal and could be improved.

Habitat assessments documented a large component of rabbitbrush in the overall shrub canopy
(Appendices 1-3) . Rabbitbrush cover accounted for approximately 25% of the total shrub
component which, according to ecological site data, should range from a trace to 1 or 2%, adding a
significant proportion to the overall shrub component in these ecological sites. Opportunities to
reduce rabbitbrush and replace decadent sagebrush in some communities along with an overall
increase in grass and forb cover should be sought. Habitat assessments also documented
encroachment of juniper in two of the three ecological sites and work has been ongoing for its
removal.

Some additional field validation maybe necessary to determine ecological site limitations,
appropriate treatments, or habitat alteration for each pasture to increase the likelihood of reaching
optimal conditions for sage-grouse habitat.

Current proportions of habitat rankings for assessed lands are: 23% optimal (31,947 acres), 52%
suitable (71,723 acres), and 25% unsuitable (33,957 acres). The majority of these assessments
occurred within three dominant ecological sites that accounted for 140,953 acres.

Approximately, 34,000 acres of private land are within these three dominant ecological sites and
have been rapidly assessed to provide a starting point for this planning effort. Private lands in the
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planning area, especially at lower elevations, are a critical component of the landscape that sage-
grouse use and future more extensive habitat assessments of these lands are vital to obtaining a
complete picture of the habitat conditions in the area.

State land assessments conducted in 2007 for Todd and Marion pastures indicated that these areas
had adequate sagebrush (>15%) and grass canopy cover (>20%), but were relatively poor in forb
canopy cover (<5%). Note that 2007 was a poor forb production year and may not be representative
of the average conditions. Rabbitbrush cover in these pastures was <5%, and decadence was low
<12%. Thus these pastures wete-overall were suitable for sage-grouse year-round use.

Private land assessments were conducted late Nov 2008 and consisted of a rapid assessment from
the view of a vehicle. Because of the time of year the ability to assess forb cover and species
diversity was extremely limited. Generally the assessments revealed that grass cover was adequate
in these areas sagebrush was variable with only a few large areas with inadequate canopy cover.
The stature and growth form of sagebrush was adequate in all areas and had and low decadence.
Aroga moth was noted in a few areas along Merril Road. Rabbitbrush was present throughout the
area but never more than 15% canopy cover.

The assessment included lands from the NE end of Camp Creek SW towards King’s Well. Much of
the landscape north of Pringle Flat along the Bear Creek — Fife Rd is inundated with juniper and not
likely to provide habitat for sage-grouse without intensive and extensive efforts. However, the lands
south of the Bear Creek Rd through the foothills there are opportunities to provide late summer
habitat and potentially nesting cover. Juniper removal is paramount in much of this area. Such
treatments would immediately provide improvement in the uplands but may also improve water
table and the quality of the wet meadows scattered along Camp Creek. Increasing forb cover and
diversity (again based on November) may be important in the uplands.

From the junction of Merrill Rd and Pringle Flat Rd heading west: rangeland on south of road
dominated by rabbitbrush out to ~ 0.5 mile scattered young juniper in various densities prevalent
until approximately mile marker 4 where juniper starts to dominate; to the north adequate
sagebrush cover young juniper prevalent.

Future Landscape Portrait for Sage-Grouse Habitat

The overarching strategy for maintaining and increasing the sage-grouse population in the Brothers
Planning Area is to ensure a landscape that is compatible with all aspects of sage-grouse life history.
This includes providing adequate cover and food for each season of use. Thus, the proposed
landscape portrait for sage-grouse habitat would include managing for optimal habitat conditions
adjacent to the leks in the dominating ecological sites, while seeking to provide some proportion of
late-summer and winter habitat needs in these areas and working to improve some of the late-
summer and winter habitat conditions further away from lek areas (generally higher elevations to
the north and south of Highway 20).

Goals
In 2007, the sage-grouse working group established three goals as guides to restoring sage-grouse

populations in the area. These include:
1) Healthy/sustainable sage-grouse populations
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-“maintain what we have and fix what is broken”
2) Healthy/functioning ranches (culturally, economically, and ecologically)
3) and healthy/functioning rangelands.

In the spirit of these three overarching goals, we recommend achievement of the following sage-
grouse habitat goal: Increase optimal habitat to 40% (56,000 acres) of the total (140,000 acres) over
the next 20 years, with established benchmarks reviewed every 5-years. More detailed assessments
will allow for these acreages to change, but a target of 40% of the total area in optimal habitat
conditions is expected to be maintained.

Three lek arcas have been targeted as “places to start” to enhance habitat conditions: Whiskey,
South Well, and Todd Well (Grassy Butte), and Kotzman would be used as a control.

Objectives

Mid Scale

To achieve the habitat goal described above, a 4 mile buffer around active leks was established and
targeted for optimal habitat management, since 80% of year-round activity occurs within those
areas (Figure 3). Mid-scale resource management considerations within the buffers include:
Increase forb canopy

Increase forb and grass height

Improve sagebrush vigor and palatability

Remove encroaching juniper

Reduce/eradicate undesirable weeds

Apply grazing strategies that yield appropriate vegetation requirements (e.g.,
reference plant community conditions in the ecological site description).

Avoid sagebrush eradication

h. Restore playa habitats

i, Install perch deterrents for raptors and corvid along power lines

j.  Mark “problem” fences with anti-strike devices

k. Avoid construction of tall features
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Sagebrush habitats outside of these buffers were also identified as important areas to improve for
late summer and winter use (Figure 3). Mid-scale resource management considerations for these
areas include:

1) Increasing herbaceous component in the uplands

2) Restoring meadows and playas

3) Removing encroaching juniper from ridge tops, upper slopes and low lying areas

Fine scale

1) Generally, priorities will link habitat suitability and population trends and prioritize in the
following order: declining, stable, and inactive leks. This prioritization is based on the
fundamental goals of the State Plan as well as the primary objective of this group to
“maintain what we have.” Spatial location of pastures should be considered as well. For
example, if a pasture is in close proximity to a power line, highway or other human created
structure it may not be effective to invest in habitat improvements for sage-grouse.
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2) When and where key winter habitat has been documented, prioritize based on habitat
assessment and ecological site information that has further described the specific sagebrush
species and its limited availability in this landscape.

3) Increase optimal habitat such that increases in sage-grouse production and ultimately overall
population size are realized. In particular, ensuring adequate

a. residual grass cover to hide nests,
b. forb cover to provide forage for chicks, and
c. representation of diverse seral stages of shrub communities (focusing on mid to late

stages).

4) Conduct fine and project level inventories and monitoring that will include a variety of
vegetation measurements to track trends as well as vegetation characteristics important to
sage-grouse. Exclosures, of at least an acre in size, should be used to better understand
changes in vegetation over time. Smaller cages may be used to examine utilization levels on
an annual basis.

5) Improve conditions from unsuitable or suitable to optimal in pastures adjacent to or
inclusive of declining leks to optimal conditions over next 20 years.
a. If improvements focused only on unsuitable pastures within the 3 target areas it
would increase optimal habitat by ~27,000 acres for a total of 52,000 acres just shy

of the goal.

b. If improvements focused only on suitable pastures within the 3 target areas it would
increase optimal habitat ~48,000 acres for a total of 73,600 acres exceeding the goal

by 17,600 acres.

c. The habitat assessments indicated that all three dominant ecological sites in this
region were capable of producing optimal sage-grouse breeding habitat. Additional
habitat considerations and objectives for other wildlife species may limit land
management for sage-grouse.

Summary by lek areas:

Area 5-Brothers:
Increase forb cover
Remove juniper

Area 1-Kotzman Basin:
Manage for current conditions-

Area 2-Whiskey:

Increase height of herbaceous cover

Remove juniper

Evaluate areas of dense sagebrush for possible
thinning

Evaluate areas to increase grass canopy
Reduce rabbitbrush

Area 3-South Well:
Increase forb cover

Increase grass and forb height
Decrease sagebrush decadence
Increase forb canopy

Reduce rabbitbrush

Area 6-Moffit:

Increase forb canopy
Decrease sagebrush decadence
Reduce rabbitbrush
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Remove juniper

Reduce rabbitbrush

Area 4-Todd Well:

Increase forb cover

Remove juniper

Increase grass canopy

Improve sagebrush growth form
Decrease sagebrush decadence
Reduce rabbitbrush

Pasture management opportunities:

Based on assessment of BLM lands, specific pasture recommendations are available for the
planning area as well (Figure 4). Using these recommendations, along with ecological site
guidance, management direction can be more specifically designed to meet grouse habitat
requirements (See Appendix).

Rationale/limitations

Recognizing not every acre of land can not be expected to meet “optimal habitat” criteria every
year, it is paramount that on an annual basis, a high percentage (~70%) of the region is managed to
meet the sage-grouse habitat goals. All management activities that have the potential to effect sage
grouse habitat such as prescribed burning, juniper removal, livestock grazing, or brush beating
should be designed with this goal in mind.

Monitoring

At least three levels of monitoring are needed in this landscape approach to sage-grouse habitat
management. 1) Annual trends in plant community utilization 2) long-term trends in plant
community composition and structure, and 3) birds response to changes in vegetation. There is a
potential need to track the effects on the livestock operation (e.g., weight gains, calf weights, others)
to better understand how such a plan impacts a ranch operation. Short-term monitoring of plant
community utilization should include small exclosure cages to estimate utilization levels in a given
pasture. This level of monitoring ensures that treatments are occurring consistently from year to
year. Long-term monitoring using techniques described in the Assessment Framework at set
locations will assist in determining if the treatments are trending in the direction of the stated goals.
Lastly, the response of bird numbers (lek counts) to these treatments is critical to understanding the
biological outcomes of the actions.

References:

BLM Idaho. 2000. A Framework to Assist in Making Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments for
BLM-Administered Public Lands in Idaho: Sage Grouse.




800T 92 LAV BB "S}NSA1IUSWISSASSE YIOMBWEY JO AIBWWNS 2JMisey *¢ Xipuaddy

MO
20uapRIR( > $QI0] < TAHD > | 89 6 LE L €T 0T 8¢ %T9 1116 d 9 VTV
(SLd MILDONS “$910d < TAHD > | #€ ] <7 6 61 T %8 | %TL | SI¥Tl 2d s1910Ig
IH /D < 89104 < TAHD > | 8% Z 1z 6 ¥Z 17 %FT | %9L | S€901 d VAV
SQI0J< ‘JAHD > | 1€ 8 1T 6 8l T 6T 1L 0011 dd
IAHO> | ¢¢ 6 0T 01 0z T %PS | %91 THSE od T
ppoL
(SLd MIDDOONT 59104 < TAHD > | 8¢ 8 9z £ T 1z 4TS %8F | 180¥1 d FYTIAY
[AHD> | 1€ 8 LT i 81 €T %11 %68 15L0T dd
“Joug DONI M 4/D < 59104 < TAHD > | St L 1€ L 61 €T %8 %6 6906 od M S
SuIyoeoIUy DON[ S0 < TAHD > | 6% 6 1€ 9 61 L1 %L9 %EE geTs d SVTIY
(A5eS > IH /D < SSBID < | /] 9 Il vl 6 zZ¢€ %€ %L6 | £9091 4d
sulydeOIOUT DON( IH 4/D < TAHD > | 9€ S ¥E €l 61 ¥z %z %38 0br9 od ASNSIYM
35eS> IH /D< TAHD > | SI L 0T Sl 0T 6T %91 %8 | PS6EL d 7 VAV
urelurey-jonuo) | Ll 9 €1 €1 91 54 %9 %P6 1LST dd uBwWZIOY
UIBIUIBIA-[OTIUOD) | #] 6 01 11 0€ 1z %L %EL 91T d [ VIV
WONORXI(Y JUSWRSBUBLY | 93Q | LH | SLJOIAHDY% | % % 3BeS | %Ad | %INTIF | oV | apisodyg
.W\U SqI0 4 SSEID) %310 L,

8007/T1 L4VYd
AV VLV Hun 218 33] 341 18 PAZLBWWNS Ble( UOSAIQ SIOYOIF Jeall SIENGRH 9SNOID) 35ES JO SIUAWSSISSY YIOMAWEL] WO SOUSIE)S Arewumng -z xipuaddy

958§ > IH 4/D< TAHD > I Ll [4 6l 8¢ ¢ L £l Sl LT %€l %L8  980%FS dd

IH 4/9< “IAHD > I 81 [4 LT £E  18E L 6 6l £C %TT %8L  99FIE od

930 > sqio] < JAHD > [ 61 [4 9z €e o 8 6 [44 [44 %9¢ %9 . TIISS d

UOROAILJ JUSWSRURIN YOIy  1H uuog  [AHD SL g (ul) 9% % % % % [El0L  @1s00q
qiog 95es PmoID %, JH g0 sseiy a8eg owAld 1L

4/D

8007/21 LAVYA 99V VILVd

"UOND2IP JUSWSSRURLI PUR ‘SSOUYILI 410} (ul) 1yS1ay ysnigaSes ‘ULIO} YmOIS ystuqaSes ‘ysniquqqel si jeyl qniys [e1o) Jo o4, (SIL) qniys [e101 ‘eouepadap o ‘OH
d/9) WSBIeY snoaoeqiay ‘qio) pue sseid ‘ysnigaSes 10j (v;) 19400 Adoues :are pauiodar ere(q (Jd) 1e1g 9o1ung pue {(Dd) uedAe[D) sstumg (d) 901w sais [eo150[003
€ Aq [2A9] adeaspue] 2y} Je pezuBWIWNS BIR(] "U0SAI0) SIAYIOIY Jesu SIE}IGRH 3STOID) 5EG JO SJUSWSSISSY YIOMIWEL] WOLJ SINSHE)S ATeurung * | xXipuaddy

8007 _qURR( ST Pea(



L8TET | €L | 4oWO | douparg XZ %
ua DON[ ‘QI0d< TAHD> | 22 | 8 LT L |1e|lzc|zss | 11 | 68 1Z0S | L2 Jd | Youpal] XZ 3%
Qiod<‘TAHD > | €€ | 8 Y 9 |i1| €T | 156 | €6 £ 765 0l Ad [etadur] XZ %
03 > "PUB DON[ "Hod< | 7§ | 11 | ¥I S loz| €t [sose| L9 | €€ | 9gze | 06 d [etraduuy XZ €y
POl | 6 [ WO | puwoq XZ 7
990 > TH /D < "G0d < TAHD > | 25 | 9 0¢ 9 [81] oz | 2w | L1 €8 | €z | €T dd | Ywumwoq XZ %
D0ON( H 4/D< ‘qQIoJ< ‘SsselD< TAHD > | S€ | S Iy 9 [zi] sz | zan 3 L6 | osor | 8¢ [ Od | muwog XZ %
0€0Z | LE | WO | AedsN | uowSney | ¢ v
AdoueD 2 IH /D <'IAHO> | 92 | £ €T 91 | €I | €2 0 0 |oor | zise | €9 4d Aeldg N | uowysney | ¢v
Thl ¥ | epo | sudrd | uoysney [ €v
IAHO> | 61 | 6 z€ €z |cz| cT | Log | sz [ so | 9zee | 96 | ad uldlLd | uowsney | €v
IAHO>| 0€ | o1 | 92 ¢t |1z | €2 | 911 Z 86 | 08.5 [o00I | dd ENES ounr g (3%
99¢ L | 3epO | pisswoy | ounf g £V
IAHD> | 82 | 8 61 1z |61 | sz | siv 38 z6 | vzs | <6 4d | pisswoy | iounf g %
oFlL | 8F | #PWO | 1o ¢S XZ TV
DU JONf IHA/D < TAHO > | LE | § o¢ ¢t [oz| v | e | 21 28 wv9 | € | Od | 1uo) S XZ Ty
H d/D<IAHO > | 8 8 LT oz |[Lz] 1T 0 0 | 001 | Ikl 6 d JuI0D) 1S X7 Vv
882¢ | 0¢ | 0WO | 1wod pN XZ Vv
SseID IH /D < | §1 9 01 61 | 9 or | s¢ I 66 | cise | g dd | 1wo) N XZ (A4
H /D < TAHD > | 61 9 8T 0z |[St| Lz | 909 | <1 8 Iv0r | L€ d | wo)yN XZ TV
9zLy | TE | WO | sung O XZ Vv
IHJ4/D'ssen < | £ L 9 St [ 8] ve | o6F | 1€ | 89 [ o08SI I dd | emnng O3 XZ TV
1H 4/D < 9888 > JAHD > | SI L 91 Tl oz | zg [ et | 81 18 | c6s8 | 8¢ d anng O3 XZ TV
991z | 8¢ | 1pO [ AslymsS | uoySney [z Vv
HJAD<sseD< | 1z | ¢ 11 81 [11] L2 0 0 [oo1 | svsz | T§ dd | Asyms | vowgsney | ¢ v
cove | zz | 1ewo | 1mid sud NJOIN TV
1H d/D < ‘SsBID < 058G > | 6] 9 Tl Tl | 6 | 1€ 0 0 [oor | 6898 | 8¢ dd | wldeuld HPON v
1€S€ | 8¢ | 20WO | Z0Y S UHON [V
ulelulew-jonuo) | 81 [ £ 91 ¢t [z | 9z | vyl 9 €6 | sorz | ¢ | 4d 7109 S HHON (%
urejuiew-jonuo) | 91 | 00 | OI Tl |ce| vz | e0c | TT | 8L | oovl | 61 d ZJ0Y § UPOWN 7
E 596 IS [ epo [ BN UPOIN [V
urelurew-joguo) | 11 | £ 01 ¥1 |8z | sz 0 0 [ oor| €81 01 ad 70N N NPON IV
ureluRW-jonuo) [ ¢ [ £ L 8 |oz| Tl | 9z | L€ | €9 S 6€ d )0 N HPON 1V
Euﬂooh_ﬂ_ HEQEMWMSN—Z D I1H _ o\c % oYo sald0e % Q&Z U‘Q Ised 2 1sed po:..% e
3d | 4 |AHD | qiod | ss | 98 | Ad | Ad | 19 | m®oL | % | usoom ary

| % el | eg

D

8007 quda( ST Welq




DON( ‘Wiof Pmis ases dw 958S < TAHD> | 0S | 01 €L i |oc| ¢ |zl | ze | 89 08¢ 0T d ApoD CICEE] SV
63 € | By | 1seM 5lg | Nswporg [ S

93] > “1H 958§ < "QIoJ < JTAHD > | #S | 6 0T Lo|6l| 6l | SIE | vT | 92 | €I1€1 | or | Dd [1somBrg | Nsowoig | s v
1ou2 DON[ “qIod < 958§ < JAHO > | 99 | Ol | z¢ 8 |zz| €1 | 28 | st | ss | 6581 | LS d | wsomBig | Nswewpoig [ g v
. [£9 cl | BYO | eungin uaayeg | ¥V

‘uLI0J YIMoIS a5es anoidw ‘qiod < TAHD > | SI | €1 | ZI 6 [si|zz| o€ € L6 | vior | 61 dd | aungin wydj | ¥V
WLIOJ Y1moIs ages aao1dw] ‘qiod < | Of | I1 | SI 6 | 91| €2 | 806 | ¥ | €€ | T€61 | LE | Dd | amng 1D waya | ¥ V
WLIO} YIMOIS 5es aaoxdur] | 01 | ¢l | ¥1 or |61 | v | 16 | ¥ | €5 | #891 | ¢ d apng-in waIp | ¥ V

00> MH A/D < SSBID <TAHD > | 0L | L Ty I EREIR N ¥ 96 SL9 S8 dd | wmog S | sbyolg |[pVv
0z | L1 | €8 911 Sl d umogls | swyolg | v v

0 0 | 001 ¥ 9 ad | AseNT wsug vV

0 0 | ool LE ¥ Jd | MseNT Wsug rv

IAHO> [ 11 | 21 | 42 Tl |z vl | w11 | s1 | s8 194 06 d AISENT wsug [ pv

8.2 Zl | Byo | wEug wsug vV

HIAD<goi<| €2 | ¢ 8 g Joc|zzc| 6 ¥ 96 81¢ 01 dd wsug Wsug vV

®g>TAHD>[ ¢S | 8 € 1T [sc| 12 | 6c 3 6 0LS 9z | Od WsLg Wsug %

IH 4/D < "qlog < “1oua JON[ TAHD > | 8C | § 1€ 8 [12] 81| <6 8 z6 | 1911 | 2§ d sy wsug (A%
3 8h¥ Zl | #Pyo | sumgleg wsug %

g >‘IAHD > | 0§ | £ 0¢ L |9z zz [vo11 | 66 i SIIT | 0 | dd | sumqueg wsug vV

00z | 6 9 €Iz 9 Od | sumgieg wsug vy

Sz8I | s6 | s 1261 | 2s d [eumqreg | wsug |tvv

IAHO> | €€ | 8 1T OL |L1| 9z | Lec | oz | 08 | #89€ | €2 | 4d OBIBA wunfg [ty

Qod < IAHO> | €I | oI | sz v o|zc| 12 | o6l | w1 | 98 | 9ss1 | it d 0SIBA wunfg | ¢y

¢yl | 9z [ WO PPOL unfg [ v

166 | 001 | 0 166 Ll Ad PPOL pwunfg [ pV

IAHO > qiod<| 9 [ 8 61 ¢ [ez| sz | seL | oor 0 S6L Pl 2d ppPoL wunfg | v

Qoi<| 6 | ¢ 9 € [sv| sz |cesc| 66 i LIvT | €v d ppol punfg |tV

P61 § | 2wo | sungs wunfg [ py

10U2 DON[ SSBID < TAHD > | OF | 9 81 or |€t| €z ] 159 | LI €8 | Lzse | s6 | 4d anng § punfg | vV

€0l | 8z [ =y | uouep wunfg | v

gog< | 9L | 9 I v | vT| €C | 9¢L | 66 1 €L 0z | dd UOLIBJA] ounfg [ vV

qod<| ol | 9 0 ¢ loc| 61 [z681 | L6 3 0s61 | S d UOLIBJA wunfg [ vV

~H 4/D < Qo< "ssel) < TAHO> | €I | L L1 6 |[vi] L8] 18 S S6 | zzol | o001 [ 4d ulpjoyq wunfg [ vV
23 I | #2pO [enng 1o | ounfg | vV

QOod<JAHO> | €2 | 6 Iz 8 |st|oz]| o 0 |00l | w61 | €€ | 4d [anung1n | mwunrg vV

QIoJ < TAHD > | 6€ | OI 1T v [6z] ¥T | Lt 1 66 | vZLz | 99 d sungun [ wunfg | vy

8007 PRI ST YeI(q




01

8¢¢ TI | WO | yuwoN HPON 9V

330 > QoI < TAHD > | 9. | 6 o¢ 8 [er| 12| 2ve | 2z | 82 | oszy | 88 d YHON PO 9V

vIIT | TS | WO | 2uldL N | uowsneq | 9y

H 4/D <'qiod <"SseID <" TAHO > | 2€ | L 3¢ L |vr| vz | 19| 6€ 19 1561 | 8% d suldL N | uowsney [ 9V
90L1 €8 | 4010 | mSury | uoysmey | 9y

IH J/D<98.S < QI0J<'SSBID<TAHD/VNYA > | 0€ | L 0 ¢ lorlor[sez| €8 [ 1 95¢ L1 d [MSury | uoSneqy | 9V
or 1 ¢ | wpo | AemysSiy | uvowsSney | 9V

990 >‘qIod < JAHD > | 14 | 01 | L€ 9 st o1 [99v1| 85 | T | scse | <6 d Remysiy | uoySneq [ 9V

vTL 9] | opo | eSesN | uowsSney | v

23 > 19U8 DON[ IH /D < QoI < TAHD> | 05 | 9 31 6 |9z] sz | 8¢ I 66 | LE8E | ¥8 d eseg N | uonysney | ¢V
._lN .ﬂ Lmspo _Nv.an ﬁc«:&:mz m Vv

HA/D <0 <3a> | vv | L €€ 6 [o1] 1z | <06 | 8z | 2L | €sz€ | i | Od [ea1s] uolySNey | ¢V

bus DON[ “g0d < VN> | ST | 6 0 ¥ [z ot | 16 | 26 | st 5L 81 d [ea1s] uoyySney | v

. 80T v [ WO [ ImA0D | uon@ney | ¢V

10U DON( TAHD > | 6€ | 8 LT o1 (61| vz [ s19 | 12 [ 64 | 826 | 09 | Od | nmaAoD | uowsSney | ¢ v

DU DONS TH 4/D < “qlod < TAHO > | LE | £ 1z 6 |¥c| 60 | S8 3 s6 | 9oLl | sg d 1M AOD | uowySney | ¢V
00% Sl | po | A0DF uoysney | gV

1u2 DONS TAHO > | 61 | 8 0T 01 [vz]| €t 0 0 [oor | s9u1 | s9 | Od A0D g uolsney | ¢V

U3 DONS TAHD > | € | 8 0¢ or [vz] 12 0 0 | ool | gss 0T d A0D g uolysney | ¢y

8 ¢ [ 1ewo | 39y0ng "ua1ya v

DUs DONI 22 > qod< | 9T | £ 81 L ot zz|oiL | Lv | €5 | 6€91 | 0¢ od 1YINg "uaays VvV

L | L bl 9 [vi| st |rotr| 12 | 6z | osst | zv d 1ayong QIEXTER] SV

DU JON[ o< | z€ | 11 8 6 oz vz | e6bs | s | s# | <vs1 [ 08 | Od Apod JIERTEE| SV

800C PquIddA( ST Held




L1

O ‘s1oyroag Jesu pajordop
sdiysioumo pue| Je3qey asnoi3-aFes 1018018 aaoiduir 0) saA[qo o[BS adesspue| Surdofaasp 10y eare Suruueld *1 2an314

*
ns _H_ <SENEA J3WD > _ a¥57 =ncie-afeg Y L
o

—18=

- 1
nmQTrgns UTteEAwes | =

- T L v
l mn_mn. _|||_ i ®

wmen — | | = |

diysieump pue

800< 2=Q ¥eig
uoBeiQ sieyioig Jesu eauy Buluue|d yeiuod jejqeH ssnoio-sbeg

L T 3

8007 12qu0a( ST Jeid




cl

(

S’

101

so1wing pue ‘ued£e[) 201wng e[ 291N I asn0I3-23es Aq SIS [BO130[002 PAsN 1SOW € YT YO ‘sIeyioag Jeau payoidap
$31IS [BO150[002 JB)IqRY 25N013-03ES 1018213 aa01dw 0} $aAn0alqo o[eds adeospue] Surdojeaap 10] eaie Sutuug)d 7 9ind1 ]

4,_/‘ [T T T T 1T T 11
! s3Iy S
4 A Sl cl

-

A

]

T T T [ T T T T T [T T T T T [ T T T 171

6 9 € gl 0

=
0
\Taw
&

e
BUWEY EErY | T1-01 SN
TawHnes
smeaENi [
sizva sz [
2orgasovue [
BWEU B3N ( 12]4 2ung
wene
s ox [
|
wav oz [
3WeU B37y f 0L-8 3oWng
[EE N |
ewiEy Bany ) e2do|s UPON sojwng
A wsmsace [T
=) e [
Aweu ey j uedAe) svmung
=[]
== ]
3weu eary [ wee fauolg
sEeT -
spey -
EEES]
M w1
HunsIgoug SIEGSYa]
eczsad P e [ |
RN —
=12

~

I

mmﬂm Ag saniunuoddp uswabeuepy

800C 2quIdda( ST Held




u ‘ : o~
SR W ) 0 = e M poup
uawdo[eAap ueqin Jo Surddornno xoo1 ‘AifiqeiA 9[qISIjSou = pai pue ‘pue| 99)s3105 SI 31 USYO ysnigraSes 10U Jnq
Teliqey aaneU Uajo AN[IqeIA MO[ = AFUBIO ‘9OUBGINISIP O 3P 10U Te A[JUSLING Inq Ysniqades aq pinoys 18y} sayis :AjIqeia

QJBISPOUW =MO[[aK ‘YsnIqaSes snonsnuod s1 It 3eqey A[Iqeia ySiy = usain O ‘sieyrorg reau ueld asnois-aSes M 1O
Aq pajordap se 1eiqey 9sn0i3-03es 12yea18 aaoxdwr 0} s9A103[qo a[eds adeospue] m:ao_o\»ov Joj BaIe Sutuue|d “¢ 2Indig

" _ =

‘_

L:IJ
H S$YO] 2AIIE = S10p Py
3O 9AI10E JO I3JINQ J[IW { = SUI[INO UIAID) JYS1]
spue[ ajealid = sauipno K213 29 yor[q 1Ay

[

800T I2quIada( ST Jeaq




Draft 15 December 2008

HWY 27

o

]

[ Raleleleled
QOOOOOOO0
CO0000000

QOOOOVOQQC
COO0000000Q

i,
|

S0000
OODOD

—
.|
1

Lelele)

|

2OOOGOOCOCOGD
80@000000000

glelelelelole
COCO(

OO OO
000604

assessment results. Pastures with vertical cross hatch are in optimal condition, those with horizontal cross hatching are in

Figure 4. Planning area for developing landscape scale objectives to improve greater sage-grouse habitat as pasture

suitable condition, and those with small red circles are not in suitable condition for year round habitat use.




