Environmental Surveillance,
Education, and Research Program
5 T %, Janvary 2019
S ) 2
S DOE/ID-11527(18)

IMPLEMENTING
THE GANDIDATE
CONSERVATION
AGREEMENT FOR
GREATER
SAGE-GROUSE ON THE
IDAHO NATIONAL
LABORATORY SITE:

2018 SUMMARY
REPORT



2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18
Idaho National Laboratory Site Januarg0Dd

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



DOE/IEL1527(18

2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar
Januarg0Db

Idaho National LaboratSite

DOE/IEL1527(®)

Implemenhgthe Candidate
Conservabn Agreement for Greater S&fjeuse on the
ldaho National Laboratory Site

2018Summary Report

Januarg0Db

Quinn R. Shurtli€fjstin N. Kasdgckie R. Haflleremy P. Shiveny D. Formafurt
T. Edward®ryan F. Bybee

Environmental Surveillance, Education, and Research Program
Veolia Nuclear SolutioRederal Servicd20 TechnoloByive, Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Prepared for:

U.S. Department of Energlaho Operations Office
Environmental Surveillanggjucationand Research Program
Contract No. DNEO0@B477




2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18
Idaho National Laboratory Site Januarg0Dd

TABLE OF CONTENTS

10 U =TSSP PPPPPPPPPPPPY it
T A S ee eeeeerrreeeeeeee——————— e et ettt b mm——n e e e era s V..
ACKNOWIEAGEMEIILS ....eeeitiii e et et e e e e e e e e e e e et eemmmm s e e e e e e e eeeaeessa s mmmmmm e eeeeeesssssnnn e s mmmmmn v
[YTetoTp ] 1 (: 2 (=T I @41 7= 11 (o] o PP V...
o3 (0] 017/ 0 1 TP PPPTRPPRR V A8
1. Introduction, Background, and PULPQSE..........coiiicccccvieeiiiiici e s ceeeee e e e e e e eeeannns 1.
2. Population Trigger MONITOMNG. .......uuuuuutuetcemmeeieetieneienneeeesessmmmmeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeessammmaneeeeees 2
2.1 Task @& Lek Counts and Lek ROULE SULVEYS..........ccceiiiceeeeeiniiieeeeeeeee e emmmme e 2
2. L. L INErOTUCTIONL ... mmmmmn e e ettt e e e e e 2.
2.1.2 ReSUltsS and DiSCUSSION........cciveiuiieimmmmmm e e eeeeeetiies e e e e e e e e e ean 2.
2.2 Summary of Known Active Leks and of Changes in Lek Classification............6
2.3 Adaptive Management..........ooooiiiiii oo mmmmmm e (6]
3. Habitat Trigger MONITOKING. .....ooo e mmmmmm e e 8.
3.1 Task B Sagebrush Habitat Condition Trends.............ooiceeeeeviiiiie e e, 9
G 700 000 I 1 1 o o 3o o Y 4 SRR Q.
3.1.2 ReSUItS aNd DISCUSSION. ......ccvviiiiiiiiiamananeeeieeeaeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaand 9.
3.2 Task 6 Moiitoring to Determine Changes in Sagebrush Habitat Amount and. D&tribution
G 37200 1 1 o T 3o o Y 4 13
3.2.2 ReSUltS and DISCUSSION........cuviiiiiiiiimaaan et eeit et e e e e e 13.
N N 1= 1Y (o] 1 (o] 14T PP 14.
4.1 Task 8 RAVEN NESE SUIMNVEYS........uuuuuuuuuiiiimmmmeetertiiitinneretnneesmeeeesssssssssessssssnssesnn 14
g I A [0 o To 18 ox 1 o 1 o PP PP PP PP P PP 14
O S | | =S 15
4. 1.3 DISCUSSIQMN....cceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiamaaaeeeeteeteeeteteete e e s e e e e e e e e e e e aeaeeeeemmmmm e aeeeaeens 15
4.2 Task8d Monitor Expansion of the Infrastructure Footprint within the SGCA and Other Areas
Dominated by Big Sagelrush............ooviii oo 18
V0 N [ o To 18 ox 1 o 1o PP P PR 18
4.2.2 ReSUlts and DISCUSSION.........uuuuiiie s e eeeeeiiaae e e e e eeeeemmmeensnaaaeeeeeeeeeennnes 18.
5. Implementation of Conservation MEASUIES...........coo oo iieiii e 20
5.1 Summary of 2018 Implementation Brogres...............vcecceeeeeeeeeeeevvvnness oo 20
5.2 Reports on Projects Associated with Conservation.Measures.........cccceevvenn.. 25
5.2.1 Conservation Measueshgebrush Seedling Plandmigdbitat Restoratian.25
6. Synthesis and Adaptive Management............uuucccceeeieiieiiiiie e e e e, 27.
6.1 SageGrouse and Sagebrush Habitat Trends............ooiceceeeeiiiiiie e 27
6.2 Changes made to the CCA. ... ... e eemmmm e e e e e e ee e o 27
6.2.1 Adjust Threat RatiNgS. ...........uuuuuumimmmmmeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee b ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesann 27

6.2.2 Change Waing to Allow Greater Flexibility When Planting Sagebrush. S&dlings
6.2.3 Add a Best Management Practice to Conservation Measure 2 (Addresses Infrastructu

D3V (o] o] 3 1 T=T 4| SO PPPPPPP 29
6.2.4 Defer Activities on Conservation Measure 4 and Focus Resources on Conservation
Measures 1 and 2 to Address Cheatgrass..........ooovcceemeieeiiiiiice e ceeee e 29
6.2.5 Update Consation Measure 6 (Addresses Livestack).............vwceeeeenneee. 29
6.2.6 Change Conservation Measure 7 (Addresses Seeded Perennial. Grass)
6.2.7 Change Conservation Measure 10 (Addresses Raven Predation)......... 30.
(ESER}



2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18

Idaho National Laboratory Site Januarg0Dd

6.3  Work Plan for UpCOMING.YEAI.........cooi it 30

A W1 (=T = 1 (VT (= O 1 (=T H PP 31
FIGURES

Figure . An overview of greater-gagase leks surveyed on the Idaho National Laboratory Site in
2018. Lek #eity designations (active vs. inactive) refer to lek statuses when surveys
commenced iN March, 20L8.............uuuuuuiceeeeeiiiririiiriieeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeessameenn 3

Figure 2. Peak male attendance of greategrsaige from 202018 on the 27 lekshe Sage
Grouse Conservation Area associated with the population trigger. Black diamonds represent
annually summed peak male attendance values for each lek, and yellow circles (values
displayed) represent the H@ae runnNiNg average...........ooeeeevvvvceceemrnseeeeeeeeeeennnnns 4..

Figure 3. Mean number of Males Per Lek Surveyed during peak male attendance on three Idaho
Department of Fish and Game lek routes fi@@1868 the Idaho National Laboratory
Site. The number of leksested each year increased over the displayed time period as
follows: Tractor FlaiB(kks), Radioactive Waste Management Complexi(@®WMC; 2
leks), and Lower Birch Crééki¢gs). Values for 2016 and 2017 in the Lower Birch Creek

panel areslightydier ent than in | ast yeards report
instead of 10 leks were surveyed). Note thatithis &t a different scale in the Lower
BirCh Cre€K Panl........ .o eeeeee e e e 5.

Figure&-4. Locations of 44 active leks and three leks reclassified as inactive on or near the Idaho
National Laboratory Site. The two leks reclassified as active (light blue) were within 500 m of
OtNEI ACHIVE [EKS.... e e e et meemmn e e e e e e eees 1.

Figure 4. Mean cover from functional groups of native species in sagebrusimha8jtanplots (
the Idaho National Laboratory Site from 2013 through 2018. Error bars repreddnt + 1 SE.

Figure 2. Annual precipitation by month from the Central Facilities Area, Idaho National Laboratory
Site. Mean monthly precipitation includes data from 1950 through 2018......... 12

Figure 4.. Results of 2018 raven nest survey. Raven nests displayed represent adjusted nest locations

Figure €. Adjusted number of common raven nests observed on IddfabbdlatiornaSite
infrastructure. Black bars represent total nest counts and gray bars represent nests on
power lines. Total nest count in 2017 may have been overestimated by two or three nests

(SEE DISCUSSIONM). . uuuuiieeeeeeeieietcemmmm e e e e e e e ee et mmmmmm e e e e et e e e e e s mmmmmm e s enan e e as 17
Figure 8. Twdrack linear feature expansion mapped in 2018 at the Idaho National Laboratory Site
within the Sag&rouse Conservation Area or existing sagebrush.habitat........... 19.

Figure &. Areas within the Jefferson Fire scar on the Idaho National Laboratory Site that were planted
with big sagebrush seedlings in 2017 and 2018. The 2017 planting was revisited to assess
oneyear survivorship in 20L8.........cooouiiiiiiccceee e meee e e 26

i
R iii



2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18
Idaho National Laboratory Site Januarg0Dd

TABLES

Table . Greater sageouse lek route data from 2018 surveys on the Idaho National Lab6ratory Site.

Table 4. Summary of selected vegetation measurements for evaluating the condition of sagebrush
habitat monitoring plots anéagebrush monitoring plots on the Idaho National
Laboratory Site in 2018........ooouiiiiiii e ennn—— e 10

Table 2. Average local habitat condition values (local means) of selected vegetation measurements
for evaluation the condition of sagebrush habitat monitoring psatgedordsion
monitoring plots on the Idaho National LaboratogaSiteeans were generated from
P2 O3 0 R o - - U 11

Table 8. Accomplishments and other noteworthy events that DOE, contractors, and other
stakeholders achieved in 2018 while implenesgivatoon measures outlined in the
Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA).......ooo it mmmmmees 20

Table . Updated threat ratings as they apply to Gredieo@eand its habitats (i.e., sagebrush
communés) on the ldaho National Laboratory Site. Compare to Table 3 in the original
Candidate Conservation Agreement (DOE and USFEWS. 2014)..........ccccmnunnnnne 28

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Front cover illustration was created by AlangadeinBesmde Heruks assisted with document

formatting. Bill Doeang Doug HalfoeViewed draft of thisporand provided helpful suggestions

for improvemeBeasonal techniciamsoassisted icolledhgfield data in 200@reAurora Bayless

Edwards, EmmagSalman, Mikayla Eager, Ellie Johnson, Levi Lindley, Amanddatiavelds,
ShefferAlaysha WhitwordhdAnnawilliamsNe recognize how much effidrperseveranicéakes
tocollectfielddataseh ppr eci ate the crewsd dedicated eff

RECOMENDED CITATION

Shurtliff, Q.R,N. Kased,R. Haflal.P. ShivéA.D. FormaK.T. Edwards, and B.F. BZi¥B.
Implementing the Candidate Conservation Agreement for GGraieseSaigéhe Idaho National
Laboratorgie: 201&ummary Repdreola Nuclear SolutibRederal Servigddaho Falls,.ID
DOE/IEL1527(8).




2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18

Idaho National Laboratory Site Januarg0®
ACRONYMS

BLM Bureau of Land Management

CCA Candidate Conservation Agreement

DOE U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office

ESER Environmental Surveillance, EducatidResearch

IDFG Idaho Department of Fish and Game

INL Idaho National Laboratory

MFC Materials and Fuels Complex

MPLS MaledPerLekSurveyed

NAIP National Agricultural Imaging Program

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

OosC Officeof Species Conservation

RWMC Radioactive Waste Management Complex

SGCA Sagegrouse Conservation Area

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey
WTB Wireless Test Bed
& "B " \Y



2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18
Idaho National LaboratSite Januarg0Dd

1. INTRODUCTIOBACKGROUNBND PURPOSE

In October 20XHeU.S Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office (DOE) and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFéf8gred inm Candidate Conservation Agre@@@htor Greater Sage
GrouseCentrocercus urophasighaeeafter sageousgon the ldaho Nasibhaboratory (INL) Site

(DOEand USFWS 2Q1%he CCA stipulates that DOE submit a report annually suesoitsiiom
monitoring tasks (Section 11), updating the U
conservation objecti(@sction 10)nd providing other relevant information prior to an annual meeting
between the two agendibssreporbriefisummarizresults fromhe20B inventory and monitoring
taskscompleted YO EG6s Envi r o n me ndnaahd RBsearch (ESHBjRM ane Educ
providsother informatisapportingagegrouse conservation and the £ npanioreport

(Shurtliff et al. 20fgtinclueésa more detailetescription of methods, data, and disciisssoits

can be found faitp://www.idahoeser.com/Publications Wildlife.htm

Theprimary purposeéthis repad tosummarizeventory amdonitoring results and conclusions
DOEard USFWS8antrack population and habitat teemtisiake informed decisielasive to adaptive
regulatory triggengtlined in the C@ the INL Site, the tiggers and criteria that define them, which
would initiate responsive action by botkesgerci

1 Population Trigg€he thregear running average of peak male attendance, summed across 27
leks within the Sagr@use Conservation Area (S&laelow 253 méles20% decrease
from the 2011 baseline of 316 males;

1 Habitat Triggérotal a¥a designated as sagebrush habitat within the SGCA falls below 62,846 ha
(155,296 ag)h 20%drop from tHRO13 baseline of 78,558 ha (194,120 ac).

Information providedis reporhform a continuindialogudetweelOEand USFWS #se two
agenciesooperatéo achievECA objectives saigegrouse conservation on the INICSitsistent
reevaluation and analysis of new informatiostbatheeCCAontinues to benefit sggmise on
the INL Site, is continuously grounded in the bessaiailahland retains its value to both
signatories

ThisCCA Summary Reppaupselatednventory amdonitorintaskreports into threections
PopulatioitriggeMonitoringSectior?), HabitaflriggeMonitoringSectior8), andThreatMonitoring

(Sectiod). Eachsectiorsummarizgresults of pertinent monitoring tasks ouflieetibii 1.1 of the
CCASectiob documents how DOE and its contractors implemented consenegitisteceiastire

CCA durintpe past yedbectiors brings togeér the main results and concldsiomsibhctivities

performed during the pastigdaght of the ultimate goal of the CCA, which is to congenuseage

This finadectioralso details changes and updates to the CCA that have been approved by bo
signatories during the past year, and it outlines the upcoming CCA annual work plan (Section 6.3).

%,

H
&
3 &
o
oimagy 9


http://www.idahoeser.com/Publications_Wildlife.htm

2018Summary CCA MonitdrRapgar DOE/IEF11527(18
Idaho National LaboratSite Januarg0Dd

2. POPULATION TRIGGEBRN\NWTORING
2.1 Task fi Lek Counts and Lek Route Surveys

Summary #feyResultsThe thregearunnin@gveragef saggrousg@eak male attidancenSGCA
baselinéeks wa25% higér than last year and is nowolfi4he population trigger thresheld. Th
threeyear average has remained stable or increased each ofahegpabut male attendance
decreased 13% anédbh baseline ek 2017 and 2018, respecti@elysequently, the thyear
average will likely begin to decrease next year.

2.1.1 Introduction

In 2013, DOE initiateshgegrouse population monitorin@ftask 13lesigneg@rimarilyo traclpeak
male attendanceaitactive leks on the INL @0E and USFWS 20143k Enabls ESER to
estimatéongtermbreeding populattoendsandto maintain accurate recordstiviek locations.
AnnuallyTaskl includesurveys dfl)active and inactive leksiritek rdas, (2all otheactive leks
not assigned to a lek rd@dnactive baseline leks (see batmM) asubset ahactive lekssited
approximately once every five years.

Counts from 27 léésated ithe SGChhereafter, baseline lek)eorignallyusedas the basis fitre
population triggBXOE and USFWS 20Thgse leks are survegedually, eithiedividually or as part
of a lek rout&he baseline value for the population trigger is 3ltermlesmation of peak male
attendance in2Dwhen dilaseline lekgere active (kig2-1; DOE and USFWS 2014). The
population trigger lelirigpedif the thregear running average of peak male attendance at these
baselinégeks falls below 253 (a 20% decrease from the 2011 value) (BOE 26d4)S

Toevaluate lortgrm trends, ve@nuallgurvey six lek routegicalculate ach r out ebds peak
attendance. In 2017, we established three new routes. Thq DthetothFéets, Radioactive Waste
Management Complex [RWMC], and Lower@&ik) were established bgahe Departmentish

andGame (IDFG) the 1990s and have tsewveyednnually since 1999 Feg-1). Manpaseline
leksareassigned to thesi@routesbutwe analyze lek route data sedevatehe baselied data.

The reason is becalederoute data are more useful thadaingpeints for tresmtalysisasthey

address some of the confounding issues regargjrazusagevement among leks (Connelly et al.
2003)Additionallyhe three lek routesabdished in the 1990s provide a historical perspective on current
trends of saggouse abundance that coulsendtained simply by examining summed counts from the
baseline leks (Garton et al. 2011, DOE and USFWS 2014).

2.1.2 Resultsand Discussion
SGCAMBaslineLeks

We surveyed each of the baskdkse27 timesx=5.5 surveys, SD=1.7yi€21) in R18. The sum of
peak male attendance acrodsag®inéekswas 365, an 11% decrease from2€4pite this
decrease in peak countsch followed a 13% decrease last year (Shurtliff &t tile@0&8year
(20162018yunningwveragef peak male attendance on baselinecleksed.5%over the 2017
running average,416 mald&igire2-2). Thethreeyear average is nb6#£6 of thériggethresbld
(253 males)ndhas been stable or has increased in each of the past Thest yeard will likshyift
downwardext yeaas thehreeyeamrunning averafgsesa highcount year

el
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2018 Active Baseline Leks
2018 Inactive Baseline Leks
2018 Active Non-Baseline Leks

* Inactive Non-Baseline Leks Visited In 2018
/\/ Lower Birch Creek Lek Route
/" RWMC Lek Route
/7" Tractor Flats Lek Route

Frenchman's Cabin Lek Route
/.7 T-9 Lek Route
/\/ West T-3 Lek Route
' Sage-grouse Conservation Area
INL Site Roads

C~] INL site Boundary

Miles

Figure 21. An overview of greater sageuse leks surveyed on the Idaho National Laboratory Site in 2018.
Lek activity designations (active vs. inactive) refer to lek statuses when surveys commenced in March, 2018.

None of the baseline leks became inactive in 2018, marking thsifingtaimé¢hiat an active
baseline lek was not reclassified. Currently, 17 of the 27 baseline leks aatigensidered

OtherNonRoutelLeks

We surveyed 27 additiongln@ebaseline) active &8 times%x=5.3 surveys, SD§ Figure2-1).
Average peak male attendance was 9.6 males per ldREanglesDSD=7.9), down from 12.1 males
per lek in 201\We downgraded one lek to inactive status that was within the boundaries of a 2011
wildland figee Shurtliff et al. 2@k9fore detail)

.\ 3
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We surveyed 15 inactivetiedimes each thadre neither baseline leks nor part of leKTioeses

leks were included as part of the ESER effort to resurvey each inactive lek approximately once every f
yearqsee Shurtliff dt 2019 for more det®¥e did not record observations of matg@ageat any

of the lekso each will retain its inactive status.

475 -
450 -
425 -
400 -
375 =
350 -

Peak Male Attendance

el 340
325 393

300 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Year
Figure 2.Peak male attendance of greater gpgase from 2062018 on the 27 leks in the S&geuse
Conservatin Area associated with the population trigger. Black diamonds represent annually summed peak

male attendance values for each lek, and yellow circles (values displayed) representdhe riimaag
average.

Lek Routes

On the IDFG routes, the numbwaales$ per lek surveyed (MPLS) were lower than the past two years
(Figire2-3). On the Tractor Flats route, the 2018 MPLS was 11% lower than 2017 and 35% lower than
2016. On the Lower Birch Creek route, the 2018 MPLS was 24% lower than 2017 amd 25% lower th
2016. On the RWMC route, the 2018 MPLS was 5% lower than 2017 and 20% lower than 2016. The
RWMC route experienced a 16% drop in absolute numbers of males from 2017 to 2018, but we surve?
one less lek in 2018, which lessened the MPLS declink”@ tekeutes had similar or slightly

higher MPLS values in 2018 compared to 2015.

The 2018 MPW&8luedorthethreenewlek routesompares to 2017 values as folaowg& n ¢ h man 0 s
Cabin routdroppe@2%West 13 route dropped 4&d 1O routenceased®%. Although the number

of leks surveyed on each of these routes was the same a®@&tedre additional survey of

West BB andhreeadditional surveys & 2018compared to last yéagistical constraim®017
reducedhesurvg effortas wesurvegdthree nevek routes whidemplénghistoricdeksurveyand
discoverleksurveyaskgShurtliff et &018) (Table 2).The greater survey effort in f2018est-B

and 1 routesnay explaiwhytheWest 13 routehad e lowestocumentddPLS decline atine&T-9

route hadnlyrecorded MPIlu&rease among the six routes.

We downgraded two route leks to inactive status and upgraded two route leks to active status followin
2018 field seas@ne downgraded lek sgras a satellite display area on the Tractor Flats route.

g\e"“'“' Y ‘%.@' 4
{ ESER}
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Anothewason the RWMC roatea location wheineee males were observed displaying only once in

2014, but none have been recorded since. One upggatdtel@kactor Flats roamel hasden

surveyed since 1995. Historicallygsage displaying onrtbeh side of a tivack road were

recorded separately from those displaying a few hundred meters away onkbevsalathveate.

recorded ahis lefrom 2012015 but since 28111 10 malebave been recorded each yéer

second upgradedlekwas t he Frenchmanés Cabin route. We
2016 and 2018, but prior to 2016, we had not observed two or more malésrsimmes 2012.
informatioabout each of these leks, see Shurtliff et al. (2019).

The Tractor Flats and Lower Birch Creek gktasutgest that the breeding population-of sage

grouse on the INL Site may eaded from about 2005 to 2007, with a subsequent, albeit lower, peak
approximately 10 years later. The RWMC route does not have a cyclic signature, but appears to have
slowly declined over the past 20 years. It may be natutelnfosdgggouse abundance to be cyclic

(Fedy and Aldridge 2011). Thus, the recemhdowmale attendance on most of our lek routes is not
unexpected. Based on the previous 20 years of data, we may expegrtuseasaders slowly

decline for several years.

B 400 - Tractor Flats T 400 o RWMC
> ° >
(] . ® ]
2 300 4 £ 3004 o o
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Figure Z3. Mean number bhlesPerLek Surveyedduringpeak male attelance on threklaho Department
of Fish and Gamiek routes from 1982018 on thelaho National Laboratddjte. The number of leks
surveyed each year increased over the displayed time period as follows: Tractd8 [Elat} @dioactive
Waste Managemt Complex (RMC 239 l&ks), and Lower Birch Cree&qfeks). Values for 2016 and 2017
in the Lower Birch Creek panel are slightly diffe
(nine instead of 10 leks were surveyed). Note thatiie ¥ at a different scale in the Lower Birch Creek
panel.
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2.2  Summary of Known Active Leks and of Changes in Lek Classification

Before the 2018 field season, 45 leks were designated aetargloan bl Site, including two just

outside the Site boamels that are part of the IDFG survey routes. After the field season, three leks were
downgraded from an active to inactive status, and two leks were upgraded (feigicti2d status

Thus, the total number of known active leks on or neatetiediNtesily 44.

Table2-1.Greater saggrouse lek route data fr&2@18surveys on the Idaho National Laboratory Site.

Highest Males / Lek Males /
SingleDay Total Leks Surveyed Occupied Occupied Surveys
Lek Route Count Surveyed (MPL$ Leks* Lek* Conducted
Tractor Flats 74 8 9.3 3 24.7 7
RWMC 94 8 11.8 6 15.7 7
Lower Birch Creelk 100 9 111 6 16.7 6
West 13 47 4 11.8 3 15.7 5
T-9 39 4 9.8 3 13.0 7
Frenchma 36 3 12.0 3 12.0 5

*For the purpose of this analysis, leksesrareutonsidered occupied if two or more males were observed displaying
during the currgmgar survey. This is different from an active lek designation that ESER uses to characterize leks on
the INL Site, which is based on five years of data.

2.3 Adaptive Mnagement

The CCA states that following the establishment of new lek routes and thegdistlieioof DOE

and the USFW®uwldmeet to discuss whether summing maximum male counts across all lek routes
Arepresents a r etahseo npacbpl uel anteiwo nb atsreil g gnedihug o(rDOE a
thesignatorieagreed to considenethethe interim population tritfgerhas been in place since the

CCA was signshbould be replaced with a more commonly accepted form of tgrakg®y sage

abundance (i.&ek route countBuring the annual CCA Stakeholder Meeting in February 2018, DOE

and the USFWS discussed this issue and concluded that for now, the CCA should maintain the populz
trigger as the sum of peak male attendancéret lekse After an updated Bureau of Land

Management (BLM) Land Use Plan is released, the two parties will revisit the issue.
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O Inactive Leks that Became Active (2018)
@ Active Sage-grouse Leks (2018)
@ Active Leks that Became Inactive (2018)
) Active Lek Buffers (2018)
' Sage-grouse Conservation Area
INL Site Roads

ﬂ INL Site Boundary

Miles

Figure 24. Locations of 44 active leks and the&sreclassified as inactive on or near the
Idaho National LaboratdByte.The two leks reclassified as active (light blue) were within 500 m
of other active leks.
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3. HABITAT TRIGGER MRING

All vegetatidmased estimates of sagebrush habitat distribution for the CCA were initially determined usi
a vegetation map complet@@10 (Shive et al. 2011). Sagebrush habitat was designated by selecting all
map polygons assigned to stime big sagebrush or low sagebrush classes, and all map class
complexes where one of the two classes was either a big sagebrush or itagsafyedasish

designated as sagebrush habitat will change through time based on gradual changes in vegetation
composition and also from abrupt changes caused by wildland fire.

The baseline value of the habitat trigger is definetbhaitbe designatedsagebrush habitat within

the SGCA at theginning of 2013 (DOE and USFWS 2014). Currently, this baseline value is estimated
78,558 ha (194,120 ac). Although no real changes in the amount of sagebrush habitat within the SGC,
have been recorded stheeCCA was signed, the habitat trigger baseline value was increased twice
following improved-8nale mapping of recent fires (Shurtliff et al. 2@ &&4&H7on updated

habitat estimates, the trigger will be tripped if there is a loshaf(3&8B2Z42c) within the SGCA

(i.e., a 20% reduction in sagebrush Héalatyigger is tripped, the USFWS will ask DOE to take action

to mitigate the loss of habitat.

Two monitoring tasks are designed to identify vegetation changes acazs #nellagsist in
maintaining an accurate record of the condition and distribution of sagebrush habitat within the SGCA
facilitate annual evaluation of the habitat trigger:

Task 5Sagebrush Habitat Condition Treéndikis task provides informatioppomgiongoing

assessment of habitat condition within polygons mapped as sagebrush habitat and facilitates comparis
currenyear sagebrush habitat on the INL Site with avespeggfgitealues. Data collected to support

this task may also be usatbtument gains in habitat asagabrush map polygons transition back

into sagebrush classes, or to document losses when compositional changes occur within sagebrush
polygons that may require a change in the assigned map class.

Task 6Monitoring to Dermine Changes in Sagebrush Habitat Amount and Distébtitisrtask

is intended to provide an update to the current sagebrush habitat distribution map, and primarily deals
losses to sagebrush habitat following events that alter vegetaties. @&snwpdates are made to

map classes (vegetation polygon boundaries), the total area of sagebrush habitat available will be
compared to the baseline value established for the habitat trigger to determine status with respect to tt
habitat threshold.

Together, these two monitoring tasks provide the basis for maintaining an accurate map and estimate ¢
condition and quantity of sagebrush habitat on the INL Site. For example, if imagery from burned area
suggests there have been changes in vegetat®ooratbssdution of those classes several years

postburn, sagebrush cover will be assessed using habitat condition monitoring data from plots located
within a burned area. Once substantial increases in sagebrush cover have been identified from either
plot data or the imagery;iii@begd sampling will be conducted within affected polygons to determine
whether it has enough big sagebrush cover over a substargddfaredlte polygon asgebrush

class or complex, or wheth#elneeating siiex sagebrustominated polygons within the burn area is
appropriate.
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3.1 Task B Sagebrush Habitat Condition Trends

Summary of Resulitlsmap polygons currently identified as sagebrush habitat, mean sagebrush cover ar
height from 2018 are within gemecaliymended ranges for breeding andelarangl habitat and are
comparable to average local habitat condition values; perennial herbaceous cover and height are aboy
general recommended minimums and are considerably above the average loga wahited.condit

3.1.1 Introduction

The habitat condition monitoring task was developed to allow biologists to chaeatetizndsoad

in habitat condition over aintketo link vegetation composition data to polygons that represent sagebrush
habitat on thHlL Site. Severtye annual plots are sampled for cover, height, sagebrush density, sage
grouse sign, and anthropogenic disturbanesgfoofithese plots are located in polygons identified as
sagebrush habitat, and 27 are located in previodsdydagmecovering to sagebrush habitat. Annually
sampled plots are used to address current habitat condition to support genesalArend analyse
additional 150 plots are sampled on a rotational basis, using the same methodology, to increase samf
sizesand to address potential habitat threats, specificallydstoakdise.

Until now, we have compared habitat characteristics measured on the INL Site to the general guidanct
provided by Connelly et al. (280@Ever, experts recommend developingjtepecific standards

for evaluating the status of local habitat o@wlitiatly et al. 2000, Connelly et al. 2@Ld¥e of
locaktandards allows for more meammefuktation of habitat condition and f#{sesitéc

knowledge gafyem which to make adaptive management decisions.

Beginning this year, we devetomgdgéocal habitat condition valedsrred to hereafter as local

meansjor several metricsedo assess sagebrush hataaditioon the INL SitEBhelocal mean

were developed udiNg Site habitat condition data frorfi 2012n annual pldts generate

referencealues for vegetation cover, vegetation height, and sagebriibleskensitgcal means

incorporate ddtam annual plots distributed abe#sL Site, encompassirange of spatial and

temporal conditoPrecipitation patterns were highly variable during the period when local means were
generated. For example, this time period includes the single driegayge8yehatsg Shiift et al.

2019) and three years of ahwemge precipitation.

These local mean values likely provide us a better frame of reference for interpreting results than gene
guidelines, but theyrepresent a limited point in Qoepared with loAgem data sets (Forman and

Hafla 2018), it is apparent that the abundance values of several functionabtjcempsradreithin

their range of variahilitsing the fiweear period from which these local means reference values were
generatedrhertore, we will interpretitioal meansith caution whesportingeparturefsom thee

valuesln future repartse will assess whetheldta means generated fromi2RPQB7 datare

ecologically defensible and/or meamingfte wiltontinuéo explore developing the most appropriate
guidelines for the INL Site based on local data.

3.1.2 Results and Discussion

Data were collected on a tof&asiuaplotsand 50 rotatiormdtween June and August &. 201

Results only focus on annualfptdtss report. The annual plot vegetation abundance and structure data
were summarized to evaluate habitat condition in 2018 compared to a newly developed local means. -
analysis was also completed, comparing cover of plant functional gsaumpléyeasdnalysis of

rotational plots are completedemecy five years, after data lbeee collected on all three plot
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subsets (150 total plots). The most recent analysis of rotational plots was co(spletedurtizl1
et al. 2017 foetails).

Habitat Condition

Overall, thecaimeas forsagebrush cowvandheightio not differ drastically from general guidelines
(Connelly et al. 2000; TalileTable-2). When compared to Connelly et al. (2000) sagebrush cover and
height are withtheir recommended rang&5%) 480cm, respectively), and perennial grass/forb
cover is | ower t han.Reldte torregional mabimingdidt@besellgetal.e ( O1
2000)these sitgpecific departuisks not appear to be altesfypoor ecological condition, but rather the
effect of soils adkimate on the local ecosystem (Forman et al. 2013).

In 2018, total absolute shrub cover in sagebrush habitat plots was about 32% (Shurtliff et al. 2019) an
primarily from sagebridstemisia sp(Table-3). Sagebrush cover in sagebrush habitat plots is slightly
higher than the local mean (T&)leHdwever, sagebrush height was nearly identical to the local mean.
Perennial grass/forbs cover and height are substantialiy taghénteans by 11% and 11 cm,
respectivelBoth values from 2018 remain at the upper end of their range of variability when compared
with other lotgrm data sets (Forman and Hafla 2018). Sagebrush density was lower than the local me:
but within threcorded ranges from the RQ0D37 data (see Shurtliff et al. 2019 for details).

On recovering burned areammesagebrush plots), almost half of the total absolute cover was from
native species, where the most abundant species were pesesiig8%reShurtliff et al. 2019). Mean
cover from 2018 of native perennial grasses and forbs was approximatehl 2 5¢hi¢halbes Zn
increase above the local mean of 20% {2al@ar8bs make up about 13% absolute cover and
rabbitbrusiChrysdtamnus viscidiflgrwss the dominant species. The other half of the total absolute
cover was from introduced annuals such as chBatgnasséctorun$agebrush density remained

low and was identical to the local mean.

Table 3. Summary of selecteggetation measurements émaluating theondition of sagebrush habitat
monitoring plots and nesagebrush monitoring plots on tdahoNationalLaboratorySite in 208.

Mean Density
(individuals/r)

Mean Cover (%) Mean Height (cm

Sagebrush Halait Plots 1=48)

Sagebrush 23.65 47.59 3.55
Perennial Grass/Forbs 21.21 31.90
Nonsagebrush Plot1¢27)
Sagebrush 0.27 48.91 0.07
Perennial Grass/Forbs 24.97 38.51
Pl "'%v 10
ESER
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Table 2. Average local habitat condition values (loesnspf selected vegetation measurements for
evaluation theondition of sagebrush habitat monitoring plots anesagabrush matoring plots on the
IdahoNationalLaboratonSite Localmeans were generated from 22037 data.

: Mean Density
Local Means Mean Coveft) Mean Height (cm (individuals/®)

Sagebrush Habitat Plots

Sagebrush 21.27 47.81 5.19
Perennial Grass/Forbs 10.26 20.70

Nonsagebrush Plots
Sagebrush 0.22 33.54 0.07
Perennial Grass/Forbs 19.97 29.77

Over th sixyear period during which habitat condition data have been collected, cover values have
remained stable for most vegetation functional groups on sagebrush habitafl pl@séFigure 3

exception is native perennial grasses, which have beecistasititysince 2014.-hative annuals

have also steadily increased over the past few years, but remain much less abundant than native spec
(Shurtliff et al. 2019). On plots in burned and recovering ‘nalikatananals, primarily cheatgrass,

have increased markedly over the past six years (Shediff)eCadver from natperies hae

remained stable over the same time period, so it does not appear the increase in cheatgrass has beer
the expense of species in other functiomal group

Figure 3L. Mean cover from functional groups of native species in sagebrush habitet48ptsn(the
IdahoNationalLaboratorySite from 2013 through B0Error bars represent + 1 SE.
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