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describes state and local land use programs thpgalyto development proposals. The review is generally limited
to nonfederal lands where local governments have direct jurisdiction.

Habitat Fragmentation Threats

According to the Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report multiple habitat fragmetitagiats are found in
the various management zones identified across the range. The following threats have been identified for the
management zones (IV. & V.) and Sggause populations located in Oregon:

Conversion to Agriculture
Energy Development
Mining

Infrastructure
Urbanization

=A =4 =8 =8 =4

Land Use Planning Programs

Each of the seven counties implements a local land use planning program consistent with state law. Most habitat
fragmentation threats (Mining, Energy Development, Infrastructure, Urladiniz) are regulated by county
comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances. Conversion to Agriculture is the only identified habitat
fragmentation threat not regulated by local planning programs.

Almost all of the lands (98%) identified Sagegrouse habitat are designated as resource land devoted to farm,
ranch or forest uses and also receive protection for wildlife. The regulatory environment for these lands is
characterized by very large minimum parcel size requirements (80 to 320 acrasre), limited land division
opportunities and limited provisions for uses not related to farm, ranch or forest management. Wildlife
protection programs that apply in addition to resource land zoning commonly require coordination with ODFW,
clusteringnew uses in areas of existing conflicts or simply not allowing certain new uses to become established.

The applicable programs have done an outstanding job limiting rural residential and urban development and
maintaining large parcel sizes. Demand &ogé scale development has historically been very low. To the extent
it has occurred, it has generally been located along existing transportation corridors.

Governance

h NB 3 2 y Qrause térrfofy is simply dominated by federal land. As stated inHamey County element of
this report, lands under county jurisdiction are like:

GXFy A&t yRgZEFRLINNIGOUStRY | aSI 2F Lzt AOFtte& Yl




| 26 SOSNE S@Sy 6AGK GKS |Y2dzyd 27F vy 2y TSRS Nialiitat aréay R &
these areas remain important as a higher level of scrutiny on public land could create an increased demand on
private lands. Furthermore, much of the private or nonfederal land in central and eastern Oregon is managed in
conjunctonwithpd@ f AO f I yR FT2NJ O2YYSNDALFE fA@Sad201 3INITAy3d
SageA NR dz& S LR LIz F GA2y Fff f1FyRax FSRSNIf 2N yduset SRS NI

Settlement Pattern

h NB 3 2 y Qrause{ hialfat&®xhibits a very sparse settlement pattern. An estimated 900 dwellings are present
across nearly 11.5 million acres of federal and non federal land. Assuming an average household size of 2.5, just
2,250 citizens are estimated to reside in these arebisis amount of population would result in a density of one
person per eight square miles (about 5,100 acres) and is just less than one percent of the total population of all
seven counties combined (269,805 in 2012).

Large scale infrastructure in therfo of existing state highways, county roads and transmission lines are present.
Mining in the form of existing aggregate quarries is also present. No new infrastructure was approved between
2003 and 2013. No new state or local infrastructure in plarfoethe future. Only a single new aggregate quarry
was approved between 2003 and 2013. With no new road projects on the horizon it is unlikely that there will be a
demand for new or expanded aggregate quarries.

Urban activities are concentrated withinrhan growth boundaries at local and regional population centers.
Population centers are located outside of Sageuse habitat. Based on information from ODF, no development
of any substance occurred in these areas between 1974 and 2009.

Other Threats

Invasive species, wildfire and conifer infestation are the primary threats to-@agse habitat in Oregon.
Although these threat are not regulated by state or local land use laws, attaching mitigation requirements as
conditions of development approvateuld assist in generating important habitat improvements.

[ 20t 3A2@0SNYyYSyita akKz2dzZ R dzasS (GKS adGFdSQa YAGAIFGAZ2Y
for large scale development proposed in Sggeuse habitat.

Final Conclusion

hNE3I2yQa adGFGS6ARS flFyR dzasS L FYyyAy3a LINRPINIY Fa A
ordinances has succeeded in discouraging habitat fragmentation in central and eastern Oregon. The existing
framework of state and local laws are ideallyugiped to guarantee the adequate regulatory mechanisms
necessary to provide continued protection of Sageuse and Saggrouse habitat from anthropogenic threats
associated with energy development, mining, infrastructure and urbanization. Furthermaa, lend use
FLILINR @ fa YIe ASNBS Fa GKS LINAYEFNE T OG2 MiousétBreatdt lj dzA
such as invasive species, conifer infestation and wildfire.
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The purpose of this report is to assist state and local decision makers in their effortesvther decline of the

Greater Saggrouse. Success in Oregon will ultimately mean restoring the species to a breeding population of
about 30,000 up from a 2010 population of about 24,000. Meeting objectives to distribute the species across five
Bureaud [FYyR alylF3aSYSyid 6.[ao YIFylFr3aSySyd INBFa A& I f &;
desired amount of recovery, strategies will be established that adequately consider threats to the species. In

2005 a U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServiceHWWS) review of the species idergdia variety of threats to Saggouse
and Sagerouse habitat. Findings prepared in 2010 were nearly the same.

Table 1: Threats to Sage-grouse Range Wide*

Invasive Species
Infrastructure
Wildfire
Agriculture
Grazing
Oil & Gas
Urbanization
Coal/Strip Mining
Weather
Conifer Invasion
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'UsSFws (2013). Greater Sggeuse(Centrocercus urophasianusonservation Objectives: Final Report. Denver, CO.




Table 2: Threats to Sage-grouse in the West *

Invasive Species
Wildfire
Infrastructure
Agriculture
Conifer Invasion
Grazing

Weather
Urbanization
Human
Predation
Disease
Hard Rock Mining
Prescribed Fire
Oil & Gas

Water Development
Hunting
Contaminants
Climate Change

Coal/Strip Mining

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

The! ®{ ® CAaK | yR UsPWp&denifeSThréatENIegishes Sightly different for the western
portion of Sagegrouse habitat. This area includes Oregon but is not specific to Oregatiire presents a greater
threat to Sagegrouse in the western portion of therangecompared tooil & gas development, which present

the leadingthreat in the eastern portion of th range. After reviewing Tables 1 & 2 it is appareng&grouse
populations are threatened in two basic ways: activities that directly inflict mortalities (i.e. predation, hunting,

disease) and activities that damge or otherwise fragment Sageouse halitat. Both types of threats place the
future of the species in jeopardy.

Habitat fragmentation constitutes a threat to the GreatSagegrouse and can come from many different sources.
Activities that severely threaten Sageouse in some areas of thefange are not present in Oregon. Other
threats are naturally occurring or not otherwise subject to regulation. In March of 2013 the Conservation
Objective Team assembled by the USHéleased a rport assessing threats to Sagd.2 dza S @ ¢KS &/ h
identifies five broad categories of large scale land disturbances that could have the potential to cause habitat
fragmentation in Oregon. These categories are as follows:




Conversion to Agriculture
Urban Sprawl
Infrastructure

Mining

Energy Development

=A =4 =4 =8 =4
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Planning program and regulated through local comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances. Conversion to
agriculture in central and eastern Oregomost often involves introducing irrigation to rangeland in order to
support hay production. Adjusting farm and ranch management practices is not ordinarily regulated by land use
planning programs. However, establishing new irrigation water rights dessire a permit from the Oregon

Water Resources Department.

This report provides a description of the OregelanningProgram anchow it is carried out at the local level.
Specifically, the report looks at the central and eastern Oregon regatudng all or portions of BakelCrook
Desdutes, Lake, Harney, Malhelwand Union cunties These seven (7) counties have agreed to move forward in
a collaborative fashion to address the presenc&afiegrouseand Sagegrousehabitat.

This report does nioattempt to inventory or describe the actual conditiontofNB 3 2 y -@rduse{habiiafis hat

is the purview of biological experts in partnership with local offi@alsublic and private land managers. Instead,

the report documents existing conditioria two ways. First, land use regulations that apply to large scale
developmentare identified and discussed. Second, existing development is also described to the extent possible.
Other components of the report attempt to reasonably forecast future elepment pressure in the affected
areas and suggest possible policy alternatives. Appropriate strategies will consider the existing regulatory
environment andadaptive management strategies thatomote long lasting, collaborative partnerships.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife

In April 2010, the & Fish and Wildlife Servic&d§WS) dedrmined that protection of the @&ater Sagegrouse

under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) veasamted but precluded. Listing thea@egrouse was
precluded &this time by the need to address other listings facing greater risk of extinatidrhence for now is

just acandidate species for listing. More than any native sesince the spotted owl, thea§egrouse sparks

direct conflict with traditional indusies and emerging largscale renewable energy projects from livestock
grazing to the construction of wind turbines and power lines. The status difegrouse, both biologically and
legally, issignificantto the state of Oregon because so much of €anand Eastern Oregon consists Sdige

grouse habitat. If Saggrouse becomerotected as a threatened or endangered species, federal agencies will be
required to consult witHJSFWS on projects and approvals tiaK I G | FF SO0 A (i agedtduse will | (i @
be illegal, and thdJFWS will be required 2 RS &aA Iy (S¢ &XBIA difA DA ¥ 3 KA Y A 6 dzBI0 K ¢
activitieswithin those areas. ThEIF-WS wilbegin reviewing the status oh§egrouse in 2014n order to makea

final determindion of whether to list the species in 2015.

ODFW Sag6rouse Population Management

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)NsE 32 y Qa f S| R & ( agégfouse. h290B& Y I
a multistakeholder group (including federal, statad piivate agencies) developetihe Greater Sagérouse
Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Or¢§trategyj to help manage &ye-grouse populations in Oregon.

The strategy was adopted by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Caiamisn April 2011. It describe h 5 C2 Qa
management of greater &gegrouse and provides guidance to public land managensgencies and land
managers for &egrouse conservation. Conservation actions are encouraged on private Ventish 5 C2 Qa
overall go&is to maintain or enhanc&gegrouse abundance and distribution at the 2003 spring breeding
population levebf approximately 30,000 birds over the next 50 years.

SageGrouse Core Area and Low Density Habitat

h 5 C2 @alegysddentifies and maps Corkreas ofhabitat that are essential toa§egrouse conservatiof.
According to ODFW, the maps and data provide a tool for planning and identifying appropriate mitigation in the
event of human developmenwithin Sagegrousehabitats. Core Areas represent a proactive attempt to identify a
set of conservation targets to maintain a viable and connected set of populations before the opportunity to do so
is lost. These areas should be targeted for conservation actions or paisatihen large scale disturbances are
proposed. Alternatively, the Low Density habitats may assist in identifying areax® whpacts to &gegrouse
populations can be less of a riskopportunities exist to mitigate for lost habitat.

Overview of the Tetitory

Sagegrousehabitatin Oregonincludesapproximatelyll million acres. The vast majority of this of this territory is
owned and managed by the Federal Government and nearly all the Federal land is managedhyethe of

% Source Document. ODFW, Greater S@geuse Conservation Assessment andt8¢y for Oregon: A Plan to Maintain Populations and
Habitat. April 22, 2011.




Land Management (BV). Rivate lands comprisescarcely20 percent of tlis territory while other nonfederal
lands account for less than 10 percent of the total.

Table 1: Land Ownership Pattern in Oregon

80
70
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10

BLM

m Percent of Total

Private State & Other Federal

The following table compares Saggouse population estimates from0®3 and 2010 and shows how that
population is expected to be distributed across the Burns, Lakeview, Prineville and Vale BLM, Risttithe

. F 1SN wSa2dzNDS I NBII gKAOK Aa | LRNIAZ2Y 2F (GKS IS
Grouse population was about 82% of the target identified by ODFW and that some BLM management areas have
more robust populations than others.

2

Table 2: Estimated Percent of Target Population

BLM District County(ies) 2003 Population 2010 Population Percent of Target
Baker RA Baker, Union 1,5662,546 8721,650 61%
Burns Harney 3,7224,941 3,87%5,195 105%
Lakeview Lake 8,61310,134 5,5236,445 64%
Prineville Crook, Deschutes | 2,0722,440 1,7752,084 86%
Vale Malheur 8,47-13,921 9,01611,740 93%
Statewide 24,447-33,982 21,064-27,115 82%

The population numbers and perdenf target expressed in Table & not account for the severe wildfires
encountered in southeast Oregon during tekemmerof 2012. Nearly 1 millioacres of rangeland was burned
and much of itwithin Sage Grouse habitat. Astbe drafting of this document, it is unknown what effects the

wildfire season of 2012 ;3 K (i

KI @S KI R-gréuyge popNa&ichar yitagit coultl rAe@n for the future.
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Importance of Comprehensive Plans

The purpose of a comprehensive plan is to provide a blueprint for land use conservation and development. This is
accomplished through goals and policies that tell a cohesive story of wherecandevelopment should occur. A
comprehensive plan provides a consistent policy framework for more specific land use actions and regulations
such as zoning. Goals and policies are based on existing conditions and trends, population progations
commurnity values. In Oregon, comprehensive plans must comply with the statewide planning system, which as
noted above, was adopted in 1973 to ensure consistent and proactive land use pstaieswide While
compliance with the statewide system is requiredisitalso important for a comprehensive plan to reflect local
issues and interests.

Legal Framework

In 1973 the Oregon Legislature adopted a statewide planning system that draws a bright line between urban and
rural land uses, channeling growth and adtructure into urban areas while protecting farm and forest lands.
Public outreach around the state led to the adoption of 19 Statewide Planning Goals (Statewide Goals). These
{G0F0S6ARS D2Ffta FNB AYLI SYSydGSR KNP dz#Kplans. 2L0dalf 3
comprehensive plans are reviewed for compliance with the Statewide Goals by the Oregon Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC), a semember committee appointed by the Governor and staffed by the
Department of Land Conservati@nd Development (DLCD). The comprehensive plans are in turn implemented
through zoning, land division ordinan¢e@sd other planning technigues. The majority of the 8witle Goals are

written broadlywith specific regulations cited either in Oregon Retlistatute (ORS) or Oregon Administrative

Rule (OAR)'heLCDC adopts OARs which clarify and implement the Statewide Goals.

IFEEYFENLE 2F hNB3I2yQa tflyyAy3d tNRINIY

hNE3I2yQa {GlFiGS6ARS tftlFyyAy3d tNRINIY KL dmentidnedMdbo{i SR
maintaining rural lands for rural uses and preparing urban areas for dewelafare the principle underpinnings

of state land use policy. Additional features include integrating transportation and land use and protecting
sensitive areadike wetlands and wildlife habitat. More recently, the state has been working to develop a
additionalstrategy for climate change.

hNBE3I2y Qa O 2itywokkingrr&af landscabes led early policy makerslace an unmistakable emphasis

on protectihg landsdevoted to commercial farming, ranchingr timber production from conflicting activities.
Statewide Planning GoalsaBd4 implemented by OAR Chapter g@ivisions &nd33, direct counties to identify

and protect valuable agricultureand forest lands A detailed legal structure including state statute, Oregon
administrative rules and local planning programs has emerged to guide preservation and development.
Longstanding protective measures include, but are not limited to:

1 Very large minimon parcel sizes required for farm, randr forest related land divisions originating in
state statute. ORS 215.780 prescribes a range of parcel sizes from 80 to 320 acres.

1 Very narrow opportunities to create new parcels for uses other than farm, ranohifagest activities.

9 Authorizing other uses only under certain circumstances.

1 Not allowing certain land use activities on lands devoted to farming, ranching or timber production.

Oregon pioneered the use of Urban Growth Boundaries to contain urban ajgweht in and around
incorporated cities. Statewide @14 and its implementing rul®AR 660, Division 24equire each city to
establish an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Every UGB should furnish a supply of land capable of supporting

10



growth and develoment over a 26year planning horizon.  Urban growth managemenbmotes efficient,

vibrant communities with a strong sense of place. Cities must coordinate with the respective counties to establish
their UGB. A hierarchy established at ORS 197.298raetddition to Statewide Planning Gtsto direct urban
planning efforts away from productive lands in favor of areas with less value for farming or timber production.

{LISOAIf & FS3dzr NRa RSaA3IySR (2 LINRGSOilies aidfcBuitiest S |
StatewidePlanningGoal 5 and its implementing administrative rule, OAR Chapter 660, Divisi@alR®r local
governments taadopt programghat will protect natural resources and conserve scenic, histarid, open space
resources fo present and future generations. Big game habitat and winter range are commonly protected
resources on rural lands governed by counties. Protection is implemented in a humber of ways ranging from
requiring usesto be located in proximity to existing digsbance to an outright prohibition of conflicting uses.
Most county programs involve some sort of balanaisgessmenibetween private property rights and protection

of the identified resource.

hNE3I2y Qa f |y ReolldziivBlytoLdgaintairOdrg dread f@ &ommercial agriculture and forestry while
containing urban sprawl and offering special considerationdistinct places and sensitive landsMinimizing
spraw! isconsideredbetter for the maximization ofagriculture and forestryproduction while a strong natural
resource sector benefits local economieSurrentlyin Oregonabout 15.5 million acres are inventoried as farm or
ranch land in local comprehensive plans and an additional nine million acres are inventoried asfme$Vhen
comhined, these figures represent nearly 25 million acres that are inventoried and protected for resourceéiuses.
rural landscape is generally better for other values like open space and natural avieeh of this lang millions

of acres, also receivesidiional protection to ensure their function as wildlife habitat. Even species that are not
targeted benefit from land use provisionsgulatingtypes and intensy of future development

Comparison with Other States

Greater Saggrouse habitat spans aast area that is a part of up to elevéhl) western states where land use
policy and guidelinesary. Whereas it is common for all states to grant land use planning authority to local
jurisdictions, the role of individual states and their locally impogeidlelines can differ. Some states require local
planning while others consider it optional. A lack of required planning at the local level could lead to poor
implementation of policies that affect thenvironment at a broad scale, possibly due to thiésdictions inability

to deal with issuegohesively Alternatively, greater influencat a state level may lead to regulation that does

not adequately reflectiocal values A combination of these strategidike Oregonincorporatescan help to
adequatdy address broad scale concerns such as -§amgse conservation, while allowing local counties and
municipalities to continue addressing local individual needs.

Notably, the eight western states with the largest area of Sgigeise habitat demonstrateubtle differences
amongtheir A Y ¥f dzSy OS dzLl2y | O2dzydieéeQa loAfAdle G2 dasS ftFyR
Saged NP dza S @ ¢FofS M RSY2YAUNFrGSa I O2YLI NRA2Yy 27F 3S)
guidelines. Tha Gl ot S KSf LA (2 SEKA O pragrafiistadds ot By ddif@siructured/ R dz
O2yaraitaSyoe Fy2y3a SIOK O2dzyieQad AYRAQDGARZt LIXLIFya o¢
needs. While other states such as Wastongand Nevada have developed similar attributes, they are influenced

08 GKS 3aANRdzyRONBI1Ay3 g2NJ] | A Rprogéms yThedallowihgNSalgigiQa |
summaryoS I OK 2 SaidSNYy adladsSQa ILIWNRBFOK (2 fFyR dzasS LIy

1 Oregon: Oregonrequires cities and counties to develop their own individual land use planning through
adoption of comprehensive plans and zoning, kision, and ordinances. Each comprehensive plan is
required to be consistent with statewide planning goals which a® thT¥ 2 dzy RF G A2y 2F hNEB:
Planning system. The Department of Land Conservation and Development oversees local implementation of
state land use goals.

1 Washington: The 1990 Growth Management Act established state land use goals that are regsiisepaat
of city and county comprehensive plans. One caveat to these guidelines is that cities and counties only have
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to comply when they reach certain population or growth boundaries, so small or low growth counties are not
required to participate. Landse is still determined at city and county levels to meet the specific needs of
individual counties, and is overseen by the Environmental and Land Use Hearings Office.

1 Nevada: State law mandated counties to adopt a comprehensive (master) plan when piopslaeach
specified threshold. Planning is done primarily at the local level with cities and counties making decisions for
their district with technical assistance provided by regional planning commissioritb@nthte.

1 Wyoming: State law requires usef a comprehensive plan at a local county level that incorporates the needs
of cities within that county. Each plan is specific to the individual county needs regarding planning regulations
and processes under state law.

1 Idaho: Land use planning is derat the local level with less influence or oversight from a state agency that
monitors compliance. Cities and counties are required to develop comprehensive land use plans based upon
13 duties, but implementation is strictly at the local level withditbr no technical assistance from the state.

I Montana: Land use planning is done at a local level. Local governing bodies can develop growth policy
should they choose. There is little to no state involvement in development of land use policy.

1 Colorado: No formal state land use plan. All planning decisions are done at the local level with minimal
guidelines provided by the state.

1 Utah: Utilizesa state land use plan that addresses broad issues at a state level, but the majority of decisions
are done ata county or municipal level, granting land use planning authority to local jurisdictions.
Comprehensive plans are required, but little oversight or assistance provided by the state on how local plans
are developed or implemented.

Table 1 - State Land Use Planning Comparison 3

Local Local Zoning Local Plans Local Plans
Planning Plannin Specification Regulations Consistent Consistent
State Authority Require d% of Plan Conform with with higher with
Granted by d y Elements Comprehensive ) igh Neighboring
State Jurisdiction 2
State Plan Jurisdictions
Oregon X X X X X
Washington *X X X X
Nevada X *X X X X X
Wyoming X X X X
Idaho X X X X
Montana X X X X
Colorado X X
Utah X X

* Local planning requirement based on population of counties.

required.

Urdspecified population threshold, no plannincg

®Source. Schwab 2010. Summary of State Land Use Planning Laws. Presentation. American Planning Association.
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Forests, Farms and People

In January 2011 the Oregon Department of Forestry released a report examining changes in land use on non
Federal land in Oregon betwa 1974 and 2009 (hereafter ODF Report). This period effectively represents the
SEA&GSYO0S 2F hNB3I2yQa {GFGS6ARS tflyyAy3d t NEINI YO

The following is an excerpt from the ODF Report introduction:
Introduction
This report examines changes in land usenonFederal land in Oregon between 1974 and 2009.

We collected consistent, samplmsed data to address two key topics: 1) changes in the distribution of
private and public notirederal land by land use class and 2) development patterns on private ldadoy

use class and by planned, copftvel land use zone. Data kmdted for this report may also be used to
analyze the effects that land use change has on forest resources and forest management practices on
non-Federal owner ships in a later report. ighlighted in this report are trends in land use before and
after the implementation of comprehensive land use plans in the-1880s. An Appendix provides
detailed statistics in tabular formats for Oregon and by region and county.

The report updates 3 pwious publications: Forests, Farms and Pedmed UséChange on Noirederal
Land in Western Oregon 192800 (Lettman and others 2002), Forests, Farms and Pebafel Use
Change on NonFederal Land in Eastern Oregon 12M®1 (Lettman and others 20Q4and Forests,
Farms and People: Land Use Change on-Féaleral Land in Oregon 192805 (Lettman and others
2009).

The Oregon Progress Board and the Oregon Board of Forestry requested this information and will use it to
evaluate several Oregon Benchmaskel Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management.

Approach

Using 2009 digital imagery with omeeter resolution, we updated previously collected land use
information on a sample of 37,003 points distributed across-@deral land in Oregon. We interpee

each sample point for land use class, number of structures, and nearest distances to adjacent land use
classes. These attributes had been evaluated in earlier inventoriesaeiial imagery using the same
sample points; for eastern Oregon, the imagexre taken in 1975, 1986, 1994, 2001, 2005, and 2009 and

for western Oregon, in 1973, 1982, 1994, 2000, 2005, and 2009. Definitions associated with these
attributes are the same for 2009 and these earlier years. We also determined owner class and land use
zone at each sample point.

A major strength of this report is that it is based on data that are sampled and defined consistently back
to 1973.

Land use classWe interpreted the land use present at each sample point. Eight land use classes are
recognizel:

* Source Documentorests, Farms & People, Land Use ChangeparFideral Land in Oregon 192009 (Lettman et al. 2011)
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Wildland forest ¢ A polygon of land in forest use of at least 640 acres. The polygon has fewer than 5
structures per 640 acres, and these structures are scattered generally across the polygon. Forest land
occupies more than 8percent of the polygonaR G KS NBYIF AYRSNJ Aa F IANAKOdz (i d
the structures. In eastern Oregon, the remainder can also include range land.

Wildland rangec A polygon of undeveloped land in range use @omst or nonagricultural land) of at

least 640 acre. The polygon has fewer than 5 structures per 640 acres, and these structures are scattered
generally across the polygon. Forest land comprises less than 51 percent of the polygon, and agricultural
land less than 20 percent. This class may include grakshonirrigated pastures or hayfields, marshes

or sagebrush land. This land use classification is used only in eastern Oregon.

Intensive agricultureg A polygon of land in agricwlral use of at least 640 acreBhe polygon has fewer

than 9 nonfarm-related structures per 640 acres, and these structures are scattered generally across the
polygon. Agricultural land occupies more thang@cent of the polygon. Agricultural land is land used for
growing row crops, seed crops, orchards, vineyards, hagsfiglursery stock, Christmas trees, and for
improved pasture and grazing land.

As discussed above, the ODF report measures changes in land use based not on zoning but on actual developmen
trends revealed by digital imagery. v@&eal other land use class wee identified and mapped in this effort. Only
those most relevant to Sage Grouse habitat have been included above.

¢KS TFTAIdzNBaE o6St2¢ O2YLINB h5C2Qa {I3S DNRdzaS / 2NB
classes across Oregon. Thedarse class map is identified as Table 1 located on page 5 of the ODF report.

Figure 1: Oregon Land Use 2009 4
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Figure 2: ODFW Sage -grouse Core Areas °

Legend

Core Area
7“ Low Density

A close look at Figures 1 and 2 above tyeshows two thing. Firstpublic lands managed by BlLibke up the
vast majority Sagerguse Habitat in Oregon. This istram unknown feature and has been identified previously in
Section 1l of this Report. However, seeing the ODF map helps to emphasize just hovamdushcbntrolled by

BLM across the landscape and how little of it is privately held. Second, nearly all of the privately held land is
classified as Wildland range.

® ODFW GIS; Aug 24, 2011.
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Figure 3: Change in Land Use on Private Land
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The basic question asked by the ORB LI2 NII A& 6KSGKSNI 2NJ y23 0GKSNB KI @
patterns during the period between 1974 and 2009. The answer for most of Oregon is that some areas have been
affected by development but by and large the land use pattern remaitact The answer for Sageogise

habitat is that other than some limited charg® irrigated agriculture there has been no substantive increase in
development for 35 years.

Summary of Important Points

The ODF Report offers key findings and other statistizsgarding land use changes on private land in Oregon.
Most of the findings are of a statewide nature. However, some are particularly relevant to lands identified as
Sage Grouse habitat. For instance:

1 Ninety-eight percent of all nofiederal land an®8 percent of private land that was in forest, agricultural,
and range land uses in Oregon in 1974 remained in these uses in 2009.

T hyS LISNOSyld 2F hNBI2yQa 2AfREfFIYyR NIry3aS 2dziaARS z
other uses between 1974nd 2009.

1 Number of sructures per square mile of Wildland range increased from 0.4 to 0.8 between 1974 and
20009.

16



1 Most all of the Wildland range converted to a different land use category between 1974 and 2009 was
planned and aned for development activity

1 The rate at which private land in range land uses shifted tedewsity residential or urban land uses is
related to the distance between land in these resource uses and land in more developed uses.

The picture provided by the ODF Report shows veiyflitS 2F hNB3I2yQa I yRaoOl LIS
development during the 35 year history of the Statewide Planning Program. An even smaller percentage of lands
identified as Wildland range changed during this period. Furthermore, most of the Wildland ttzetgdid

convert to a different land use class was planned for development activities rather than farm or ranch use.
Although the number of structuresn Wildland range did increase, the amount of development grew at the rate

of only one new structuregr 1,600 acres, hardly a startling amount.

Based on the identified trends it is also unlikely that Sage Grouse habitat will convert to other land use classes in
the future. This is because all or nearly all of it is classified as Wildland range &edtias V. of this report will
demonstrate, virtually all Sage Grouse habitat in Oregon is planned for farm and ranch activities rather than
development and is located a great distance from population centers.
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#1 O1T OU , AT A 50A 01 ATTE
Working wnder a regional memorandum of understanding county planners along with DLCD collaborated to
produce a standlone development report for each county. There are 7 counties in central and eastern Oregon
which have land use planning jurisdiction (developmpeatmitting) over norAfederal lands which contain Sage
Grouse habitat areas. Each report was created to provide an understanding of the -spectfic land use
programs and show development trends on Aderal lands within habitat areas. The findings dach county

will show existing developments such as housing, mining sites, and infrastructure within habitat and list county
permitting decisions over a ten year period from 2003 through 2013. Each report lists area specific development
designations andni some instances special programs for habitat protection. In addition to the development

studies listed in the report, 3 counties (Deschutes, Harney, Lake) produced a series of overview maps showing
existing development, ownership, and zoning designatmmgistricts

Baker County

Baker County Planning Overview

F1USN) /2dzyieQa LXFYYAY3I LINPINFY F2NXIEFEfe 6S3aALy Ay M
Ly GKS SIFENIé mdhoynQaz . I 1SN/ 2dzyie Qandhaimleinenting Yonihgs K S y
Ordinance was revised based on the goals and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the
statewide planning goals and regulations in place at that time. The Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
amended as neded over time. Two of the most notable changes relating to sage grouse habitat are the 1994
Aggregate Inventory update and Big Game Habitat update.

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the Zoning Ordinances in place from 1970 to present, coveréall lands
Baker County that are outside incorporated city limits and not managed by the federal government. The planning
program aims to protect lands appropriate for agriculture, timber production and mining as well as identify lands
appropriate for development Zones for farm use, timber production, mineral extraction, rural development,
commercial, and industrial lands are all implemented within the framework of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
The vast majority of lands in Baker County are within a zonigded to protect agriculture or timber resource

uses and have specific protections in place to prevent intensive development. These protections also have
0SYSTAlGa FT2N gAftREAFS KIoAGlIGYE €SFEGAYy3I I NBS PnNBS | a
includes a protection program specific to elk, deer and antelope habitat in areas of the County designated as
important habitat for each species. The land use program provides additional habitat protection for other wildlife
species.

Land Base

h@dSNJ KIFtEF 2F . 1SN/ 2dzyieQa tfFyR o0FlasS Aa YIylF3aSR 0¢
USDA Forest Service. Table 1 Total Acreage in Baker County identifies over a million acres in federal lanc
management and 934,755 acres in Aeaeral ownership (including private & state owned land).
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Table 1: Total Acreage in Baker County

Federal Lands Nonfederal Lands Total
Acreage
Number 1,003,306.89 934,755 1,938,062.47
Percent 51.7% 48.3% 100%
*This data does not include acreages fobfic rightof-ways
¢-oftS w ARSYGATFTASaE GKS G2aGFt FONBa FyR G2aGFt . 1SN dit&dmdR ! 2353

between federal and noifiederal lands. About 38.6 percent of Baker County is in designatedysagge habitat (69% Core Area & 31%
Low Density) and about 75 percent of that habitat is in-fexteral land ownership.

Table 2: Sage Grouse Habitat Acreage & Tax Lots in Baker County

Core Area Low Density Total Percent Habitat (Core
and Low Density)
Federal Non-federal Lands| Federal | Non-federal Federal | Non-federal
Lands Lands Lands Lands Lands
Acres | 131,659.32 385,140.38 56,223.25| 175,885.32 | 748,908.27 25% 75%
Tax 193 965 118 655 1931
Lots

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning

Overview

The BakeCounty Comprehensive Land Use Plan was adopted in 1984 and acknowledged to be in compliance with
statewide planning goals in 1986. The Plan identifies general land use classifications, land use policies,
recommendations and provides the foundation fantl use regulations in the unincorporated county.

The Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance3#B@®ludes the countyide zoning map, zoning
designations, uses and minimum parcel sizes authorized, development standards and procedural requirements
Table 3 Baker County Zoning Designations identifies those zoateimthude sage grouse habitat.
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Table 3 & Baker County Zoning Designations

Zone Designations Ordinance Section(S)

Exclusive Farm Use BCZPO Section 301,301.05: 80 ac. irr. 160 ac.
irr.

Timber Grazing BCZPO Section 302.01.10: 58 80 ac.

Mineral Extraction BCZPO Section 307, 308.03; 5ac.

Rural Service Area BCZPO Section 305.01, 305.04, 7500sqft.

Primary Forest (PF) Federal Land

Cemetery

Commercial Industrial BCZPO Section 311IDEQ

Big Game Habitat (EFU & TG) BCZPO Section 301.05(2)(Dy 40 ac. for nomn
farm or lot of record dwellings

Base Zoning within Sage Grouse Designated Areas

The majority (85%) of sage grouse habitat in Baker County and cfederal is in an Exdive Farm Use Zone
that conforms to state law (ORS Chapter 215). This EFU Zone includes private crop and rangeland (see Table 4
About 70 percent in this zone is Core Area and 30 percent is in Low Density Habitat.

There are some private properties ith EFU and TG Zones. Table 4 does not include these properties in a
separate category. Each property was assigned to the most dominant zone.

About 6.81 percent of nofederal land in sage grouse habitat is in a Primary Forest (PF) Zone that applies to
federal lands (forest and range). The County does not regulate land uses on federal lands, however, if there are
private land inclusions or federal ownership converted to state or private ownership the County will apply an EFU
or Timber Grazing Zonehichever is applicable.

The Timber Grazing Zone includes about 58,546.22 acres in sage grouse habitat which represents only about 3
percent of sage grouse Core Area and 4.8 percent of Low Density Habitat. This zone also conforms to state law.

Othermiy2NJ Ay Of dzaAz2ya | NB Ay G(G(KS /2dzyieQa aAySNIt O9EI
acres), CommercialIndustrial (370.60 acres) and Cemetery (5.75 acres).

Combining or Overlay Zone within Sage Grouse Designated Areas

Baker County hathree wildlife overlay zones for elk, deer and antelope. The Big Game Habitat Overlay Zone
limits new nonfarm parcels with nodiarm dwellings and lebf-record dwellings to no smaller than 40 acres.
Otherwise, new parcels with dwellings must meet tetutory 160 acre minimum for cropland, 240 acre
minimum for forestland and 320 acre minimum for rangeland.
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Table 4 & Baker County Zoning Designations

Core Area Low Density Total Acres Szzgerghisne
Federal Land| Nonfederal Lanq Federal Land{Nonfederal lang Habitat
Exclusive Farm Use
Acres 80059.29 363805.88 52071.90 139554.72 635491.79 84.89%
Timber Grazing
Acres 2563.48 20019.11 1858.14 34105.49 58546.22 7.81%
Mineral Extraction
Acres 256.16 1000.65 0 2087.35 3344.16 0.44%
Rural Service Area
Acres 0 6.91 18.65 57.34 82.90 0.01%
Primary Forest
Acres 48780.39 0 2274.56 0 51054.95 6.81%
Cemetery
Acres 0 5.75 0 0 5.75 0.00076%
Commercial Industrial
Acres 0 295.17 0 75.43 370.60 0.04%
Rural Residential 2
Acres 0 0 0 4.99 4.99 0.00066%
Rural Service Area
Acres 0 6.91 0 0 6.91 0.00092%
Total 748908.27 100%
Built Environment and Development Activity
Housing Units
9EAAGAY3I ReStfAYyI dzyAlGa ol &S RnclRdg 158 éwRllingsAnd@bré Ar€ps andlBENJ: f

dwellings in Low Density sage grouse habitat. Table 5 lists a nine (9) year history for residential single family
dwelling approvals. A total of nine (9) dwellings over 9 years were built in Core Areas aA)l dagl{ings over

9 years in Low Density Habitat. For perspective, the average is 1.4 dwellings per year over 604,000 acres of sage
grouse habitat or 46,461 acres per dwelling over the 9 years.
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Roads and Utilities

No major highways in Baker Countyduissage grouse habitat. Several existing secondary highways and county
roads extend through sage grouse habitat and have existed for many years. No new State highway or County
Road are anticipated or planned through sage grouse habitat.

I-84 borders sge grouse habitat on one side or another south of Baker City. An Idaho Power existing 230 kilovolt
high voltage transmission line parallel84 through the County and a new 500 kilovolt transmission line that
parallels the existing line is proposed. HdaPower Corp is currently pursuing BLM/USFS federal approval
through the NEPA process and Oregon EFSC approval for the proposed 500 kV route. Sage grouse habitat ha
been a major consideration during route selection.

Surface Mining Sites

Table 6 iderifies 29 aggregate sites in Core Areas and 20 aggregate sites in Low Density Habitat. The general
locations are broadly distributed throughout sage grouse habitat. Each site is only used periodically for road
AYLINRGSYSyid 2N YI Ay (sSg¢rierdl @iSnityg RldNdermanght cBritird&lly operaiie8 shes exist
within sage grouse habitat.

Table 5: Land Use Approvals in Sage Grouse Habitat

Year Dwellings in Dwellings  in| Otherin Core | Other in Low | Note
Core Low Density Density

2012 0 0 0 0

2011 0 1 0 0 LOR

2010 1 1 0 0

2009 0 0 0 0

2008 2 1 1 0 C: SFmd,
LD: FmD,
Other: Agr
Site

2007 1 0 0 0 Secondary
Farm
Dwelling

2006 1 1 0 0 C: LOR, LD:
SFmD

2005 4 0 0 0 Farm
Dwellings

2004 0 0 0 0

Total 9 4 1 0

Table 6: Aggregate Sites within Sage Grouse Habitat

Area Aggregate Sites
Core 29
Low Density 20
Total 49
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Impact Analysis

Risk Assessment

Risks identified for sage grouse habitat in Oregon counties include the following activities:

Table 7: Sage-Grouse Habitat Risk levels

Land Use Related
. Threat Ratin

Risk Levels 8

Agriculture Conversion Present, but localizeffangeland to cropland

Energy Present, but localizefvind and solar farnjs

Mining Present, but localized

Infrastructure Present, but localize¢power lines and roagds

Recreation Unknown

Urbanization Not known to be present(increased residential densjity
Findings

Rangeland conversion to cropland in Baker County only occurs where irrigation water is available. Over the last
10 years no new water sources suchimamation reservoirs have been developed and no known conversions
within sage grouse habitat have occurred.

One small wind farm (3MW) has been developed above the Old Lime Plant on BLM land. The County has
approved two new wind farms, one 20 MW and ththier 30 MW in the same general vicinity. No solar projects
currently exist or are proposed.

Recreation in sage grouse habitat is limited to big game and upland bird hunting in the fall. Other form of
recreation on private lands is undeveloped and mi@mimNo destination resorts currently exist or are planned
within sage grouse habitat.

Urbanization of sage grouse habitat has not occurred as witnessed by the 13 new dwellings over 9 years and
604,000 acres. Urbanization on nfederal land is not expeéed to be a future risk to sage grouse habitat
because 93 percent is in large lot resource zoning (EFU or TG) and 6.81 percent is in federal ownership in a
Primary Forest Zone.

23



Conclusion

Historical development within Baker County sage grouse habitables incidental at best. An average of 1.4

new dwellings per year per 46,461 acres over the last 9 years is not even noteworthy. Future development
(residential or otherwise) is severely limited by statewide resource zoning (EFU and TG) and federal land
ownership.

Conversion of rangeland to cropland has not occurred over the last 10 years and is not anticipated unless new
water sources developed.

Very limited opportunities exist for renewable energy development.

The proposed 500 kV Idaho Power Comansmission line will parallel the existing 230 kV transmission line
consolidating impacts to a transmission corridor.

In conclusion, historical impacts to sage grouse habitat have been insignificant and future impacts are not
anticipated to be significdn
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Crook County

Overview of Sage Grouse Habitat in Crook County, Oregon

In Crook County, Sage Grouse habitat is founchinsoutheast two thirds of theotinty as shown on Map 1
below. There are:

1 423,726 acres of Sage Grouse Core Habitat in GCaokty that cover23% of the county;
9 140,134 acres of Sage Grouse Low Density Habitat in Crook Countyvibiet €% of the county;

1 563,860 acres of Core and Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat (when combined) i€@noykthat
covers 30% of the county

Crook County Sage Grouse Habitat
Overview - Map 1
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Zoning Statistics for Sage Grouse Habitat

Exclusive Farm Use Zortef-U1 Total Acresvithin Sage Grouse Habitat546,054 Acres




Core Area

9 Federal parcels (acres, number of parcel$B8,585 Acres, 101 Parcels

1 Nonfederal parcels (acres, number ofrpals)c 269,639 Acres, 362 Parcels
Low Density

9 Federal parcels (acres, number of parceld$,924 Acres, 68 Parcels

1 Nonfederal parcels (acres, number of parce]§1,432 Acres, 346 Parcels

Forest Zone, & Total Acreswithin Sage Grouse Habitag 19,070 Acres

Core Area

9 Federal parcels (acres, number of parceld®125 Acres, 5 Parcels

1 Nonfederal parcels (acres, number of parce/d233 Acres, 11 Parcels
Low Density

9 Federal parcels (acres, number of parcel2p06 Acres, 5 Parcels

1 Nonfederal parcés (acres, number of parcels)1105 Acres, 11 Parcels

Rural Service Center Zone, RSC Total Asithin Sage Grouse Habitag52 Acres,

Core Area

1 Federal parcels (acres, number of parcel8)Acres, O Parcels

1 Nonfederal parcels (acres, number of pals)¢ 19 Acres, 43 Parcels
Low Density

1 Federal parcels (acres, number of parcel8)Acres, 0 Parcels

1 Nonfederal parcels (acres, number of parceldP9 Acres, 6 Parcels

Highway and Road Statistics within Sage Grouse Habitat

Core Habitat

i State Highwawr County Roads in Core AreB03 Miles, 15 Roads
Low Density Habitat

9 State Highway or County Roads in Low Density A28aMiles, 8 Roads

Ownership of Land within Sage Grouse Habitat
Core Habitat

Ownership of the land within the Core Habitat, whewidéd into two groups of federal and ndaderal
lands, indicates:

9 Federal ownership is 152,709 acres (102 parcels) acres; and

1 NonFederal ownership is 271,017 acres (394 parcels).

Low Density Habitat

Ownership of the land within the Low Density Habitahen divided into two groups of federal and ron
federal lands, indicates:

1 Federal ownership is 47,530 acres (70 parcels); and

1 NonFederal ownership is 92,604 acres (349 parcels).

26



Sage Grouse Lek Sites in Crook County

1 In 1993, there were 24 Lek SitesGrook County.
9 There are currently 64 Lek Sites in Crook County as of 2012.
1 43 of the Lek Sites (67%) are within Sage Grouse Core Habitat found in area 6, 7, 10, 11, 15, 16 17, 20,
23 and 25 on Map 2 below.
1 11 (18%) of the Lek Sites are within Sage & dwow Density Habitat found in area 4, 6, 9, 12, 17 and
24 on Map 2 below.
1 10 (15%) Lek Sites are outside the Core and Low Density Habitat and are:
o not verified (3 sites) found in area 5 on Map 2 below; or
0 in BLM Category 2 Habitat (6 sites) found in &2and 24 on Map 2 below; or
o0 inventoried and outside the identified Core and Low Density Habitat (1 site) found in area 3
on Map 2 below.

Crook County Sage Grouse Habitat
Lek Sites - Map 2
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Non-Farm Dwellings approved and built in Core and Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat

NonFarm Dwellings in Core ahodw Density Sage Grouse Habitat are an uncommon occurrence in Crook County.
Crook County has seen only five Neerm Dwellings be approved and built in Core or Low Density Sage Grouse
Habitat in the last ten years. One NBarm Dwelling was approved ahdilt in the Core Habitat (found in area 7

on Map 3 below), with the remaining four Nétarm Dwellings being approved and built near the very westerly
edge of the Low Density Habitat (found in area 4 and 8 on the Map 3 below).
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Crook County Sage Grouse Habitat
Non-Resource Dwellings - Map 3
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Aggregate Sites in Coreand Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat
In Crook County there are thirteen Aggregate Sites within Core and Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat.

9 Six of the thirteen Aggregate Sites are in Core Sage Grouse Habitat, one (8% of the Aggregate Sites) of
which is adjaent to SE Paulina Highway which runes east to west in Crook County (found in area 6
and 10 on Map 4 below); and

1 Seven Aggregate Sites are in Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat, all of which (100% of the Aggregate
Sites) are adjacent to a State Highway @aanty Road (found in area 4, 9 and 10 on Map 4 below).
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Crook County Sage Grouse Habitat
Aggregate Sites - Map 4

WHEELER COUNTY

GRANT
COUNTY

HARNEY COUNTY

DESCHUTES COUNTY

Crook County
Sage Grouse Conservation Area

A it ey [ b s Q
Rrts [ ooty scnentwry
1 Apprpm Sies Sage Growse Conservation Arme
s B o s 0 5 10 20 Miles
Law Darmety L 1 L Il 1 1 1 1 Jd

Core and Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat and Big Game (Antelope, Elk and Deer) Habitat in
Crook County

¢CKS YIL) 60St2¢ aK2ga GKS /2NB YR [2¢ 5 SyAnkldpe, Déger IS I
and Elk Habitat Protection Overlay. The map indicates that approximately 90% of the Sage Grouse Core Habitat

FYR op» 2F GKS {F3S DNRdzaS [26 5Syarde 1 lFoAGHEG Aa
Antelope, Deer, and Elk.
T 9% 2F (GKS [/ 2NX {F3S DNRBdzAS 1 IoAdGFG A& GAGKA)
Antelope, Deer, and EIk.
1 pp: 2F GKS [2¢6 5Syarde {I3IS DNRdzaS I FoAGHG Aa

Antelope, Deer, and Elk.
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Crook County Sage Grouse Habitat
Big Game Habitat Areas - Map 5
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Summary
Background

The Crook County Comprehensive Land Use Plan was adopted on February 2, 1978 and has been in use by th
County since that time. Over the years, there have been amendments to the maps and text of the Comprehensive
Plan. The Plan provides guidanon land use throughout Crook County with the exception of the City of
Prineville.

In 1992, Crook County went through Periodic Review which included inventory and policy updates for Goal 5. This
Goal 5 Periodic Review included inventorying Sage Gralse LThis 1992 Goal 5 Periodic Review data for Sage
Grouse Leks is used in this report in addition to 2012 data from the BLM and ODFW.

I N2 [/ 2dzyieQa [/ 2YLINBKSyaiA@S tftly Ffaz2z KrFra Ay@Sydazil
Rural Sew OS / Sy (iSNJ %2ySR fFyR a ¢Sttt |a !yaSt21LSsz 5
Comprehensive Plan works in concert with Crook County Land Use Code and Ordinances which have been
R2LIGSR 20SNJ GKS &SIFNR (2 (| SSdnporaN®2{ [/ 2dzyieéQa [ YR
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Land Use Activity

/I Ne21 /2dzydieQa [FYyR !'aS tNRBINIY LINBGARSaE F2NJ I ydzy
Oregon Revised Statutes, Oregon Administrative Rule, the Oregon Statewide Planning Goals and a host of other
laws and egulations.

2 KSy O2yaARSNAY3 fFYyR dzaS Ay [/ NR21 [/ 2dzyde Ad Aa AYL
are approximately 21,000 people who call Crook County home. Approximately 90% (18,900) of Crook County
NEAARSY(aQ efningsS§15% gf thél BoSnty s Thé Wiestern 30% of the County is home to approximately
95% (19,950) of the population. This means approximately 1,050 people live on farms and ranches in the eastern
70% of the County (1,319,276 acres), or approximately 1 pgreo 1,256 acres. This sparse settlement pattern is
characteristic of what Crook County anticipates for its future, and is codified in its Comprehensive Plan and Land
Use Zoning Code.

This report includes information and a mém page 2 showing noAresource dwelling approvals for the last ten

years. NorFarm Dwellings in Core and Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat are an uncommon occurrence in Crook
County. Crook County has seen only five IRarm Dwellings be approveuhd built in Core or Low Density Sage
Grouse Habitat in the last ten years. One Niamm Dwelling was approved and built in the Core Habitat, with the
remaining four Nor~arm Dwellings being approved and built near the very westerly edge of the LowyDensit
Habitat.

Six of the thirteen Aggregate Sites in Crook Co(mitypage 28are in Core Sage Grouse Habitat, one of the sites
is adjacent to SE Paulina Highway which runes east to west in Crook County; and seven Agiesgate in Low
Density Sage Grouse Habitat all of which are adjacent to a State Highway or a County Road.

Core and Low Density Sage Grouse Habitat in Crook County is also typically within a Habitat Protection Overlay for
I NR 21 [/ 2dzy (e QadBlky ApProxBnai&yz90% & Bd\SageyGrouse Core Habitat and 95% of the Sage
DNRdzaS [2¢ 5Syairide I FoAGFEG IINB SAGKAY [/ NR21 [/ 2dzyie
The Antelope, Deer and Elk Habitat Protection Overlay is designegdtae development oppdunities for
dwellings withan allowable density of no more than one dwelling per 160 acres or 320 acres in most instances.
This Antelope, Deer and Elk Habitat Protection Overlay combined with the fact the Sage Grouse Core and Low
Density Habitat lands are also zoned Exclusive Farm Use of Forest, reduces development and protects Sage
Grouse Habitat.

Conclusion

Crook County has established a strong land use program in 1978, and has continued to implement the program
throughout theyears. The background mentioned above and the land use activity mentioned above describe

I NP2 /2dzyieQa FOlAz2ya 6KAOK KIFI@S LINPGARSR &az2f AR LN
only look toon page 27f this report to see evidence that Crook County has been and is continuing to do a great
job protecting identified Sage Grouse Habitat in Crook County. If one looks closely at the 1992 Lek Site numbers
(24) from ODFW and compares them with the 2QEkk Site numbers (64) found on page 27it becomes quite

clear that Sage Grouse Core and Low Density Habitat has been successfully protected by the Crook County Lant
Use program. The Lek Site numbers show a 166%aseia Lek Sites over the past twenty years. This is average

an annual increase of approximately 8.3% over the last twenty years. This significant and steady increase
AYRAOIFIG0Sa GKIFG / NB21 [/ 2dzyieQa {I3S DN dagced by2CBKk | YR
[ 2dzy e Qa [lIYyR ! &S LINRINI YO
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Deschutes County

Deschutes County SageGrouse Habitat

As shown in Figures 1 and 2, sageuse habitat in Deschutes County is located in the southeast, Milazan,
Brothers, and Hampton.

Figure 1 Figure 2

Deschutes County
Deschutes County, Oregon | ‘; +] Lage Grouse
- ! Canservanon ANea

Lot

h5C2Qa YIylFI3aSYSyid NBO2YYSyRIGA2ya F2NJ GKS ! o{ & . dzNB
include the affected portions of Deschutes County shown in Figure 2, are:

Restore greater saggrouse abundance and distribution neareti980 spring breeding population level,
approximately 3,000 bird.

According to the Strategy, because the Prineville District is at the northern edge ofgmage range,
connectivity in this region is important. The primary habitat block where sgigese occur is contiguous with the

area shared by the Lakeview and Burns districts. Table 1 lists the total number of federal aederah parcels

and their respective acreages in Deschutes County. Segentgercent of Deschutes 2 dzy 1 @ Q& f | YR
managed by the federal government. As shown in Table 2, 437,987 acres are designed Core Area and Low Densit
habitat. This constitutes 23% of the total acreage in Deschutes County.

Table 1 - Total Acreage and Parcels in Deschutes County

Federal Lands No n-Federal Lands Total
Acreage
Number 1,446,395 466,506 1,912,901
Percent 76% 24% 100%
Parcels
Number 615 95,569 96,184
Percent 1% 99% 100%

® Greater Sag&rouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon: A Plan to Maintain and Enhance Populations and Habitat. April
22,2011 Page 39
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Table 2 - Acreage and Parcels in Deschutes County Containing Sage -Grouse Habitat

Core Area Low Density Percent Habitat (Core and
Total Low D.)
Federal Land NonFederal Land| Federal Lanqg NonFederal Land Federal Land| NonFederal Land
Acres 182,482 66,723 132,946 55,836 437,987 72% 28%
Parcels 114 402 125 464 1,105 22% 78%

Disaggregating thecaeage further, 22% of the federal lands and 26% of-feaieral lands in Deschutes County

are designated in saggrouse habitat. Seventiyvo percent of the habitat is located on federal lands and 28% on
non-federal lands. Parcel data shows that the fedg@lernment is also the most affected. Thirtyne percent of

0KS FTSRSNIt 3IF208SNYyYSyidQa G20l t LI NIgBdsehabitaf, conpaied & dzi S 3
1% of nonrfederal lands. Figure 3 shows the region in greater detail by depictaeydeand noAederal lands

within Core Area and Low Density habitat.

Land Use Planning History

In Deschutes County, the Comprehensive Plan provides a policy framework for the rural, unincorporated areas.
The cities of Bend, La Pine, Redmond and Siseeh enaintain their own comprehensive plans within their
respective Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB). Intergovernmental agreements between the cities and Deschutes
County coordinate land use within urban unincorporated boundaries.

5543 0Kdzi Sa / 2pshéndiva planTChmidieliensty@ Pfan to 1990, was adopted in 1970. To comply with
newly adopted statewide planning regulations a new plan was adopted in 1979, titled, Year 2000 Comprehensive
Plan (Plan 2000). In 1981, Plan 2000 was acknowledged as bemgptiance with the Statewide Goals. Along

with Plan 2000, the County adopted a Resource Element. It contained valuable background information, including
maps depicting the lonterm general land use categories for all lands in the county. Over time th@atZo
amended Plan 2000 to comply with changes initiated by LCDC, the Board of County Commissioners and property
owners through Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendments (PAPAS). Periodic Review, a mandatory plan update
process required by DLCD was initiated 88 and completed in 2003. Periodic Review included major additions
and amendments to Plan 2000 to keep the plan and its policies current with evolving land use law and local
conditions. Plan 2000 was codified into Title 23 of the Deschutes County Go@¢. (Responding to rapid growth

and changing demographics, in 2011, the Board of County Commissioners completed -geanuéffort to
establish the 2030 ComghensivePlan Update (Plan 2030). This new plan incorporates updated goals and
policies, communit plans for Tumalo and Terrebonne, and new projects like the South County Plan, destination
resort remapping, a 2030 Transportation System Plan, and a South County Local Wetland Inventory. Plan 2030
continues to balance statewide requirements and locatllase values.
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Comprehensive Plan and Zoning

Local comprehensive plans govern land use regulations. On rural lands, growth is significantly restricted to protect
farms, forests and natural resources. Deschutes County is required to plan in caapligin the Statewide Goals

in order to promote orderly and efficient growth and protect resources important to Oregonians. The
comprehensive Plan MaPlan Map A f f dza G N>F 6 Sa (GKS /2dzydeQa 3I21Kfta FyR
categories thatprovide for various types of conservation and development for the rural area duringyaa20
planning period. Each Comprehensive Plan designation provides the land use framewastalfitishing zoning
districts! The Plan map designations are definecobel

Agriculture Preserves and maintains agricultural lands for farm use.

Airport Development: Allows development compatible with airport uses while mitigating impacts on
surrounding lands.

Bend Urban Area Reser&SFAY S f | yYR& 2 dzi & wtR BoundlaFy but &ithiR @&GenerdldPlany D1
area that are expected to be brought into its UGB.

Destination ResofEligibility AreasShows lands eligible for siting a destination resort.

Forest Conserves forest lands for multiple forest uses.

Open Space andonservationProtects natural and scenic open spaces, including areas with fragile, unusual or
unique qualities.

Redmond Urban Reserve AréaS FA Y S& wS RY 2 y-ya& GrowthPb8ukhdark ®ryldnds expetted to

be brought into its UGB.

Resort Commiity: Defines rural areas with existing resort development that are not classified as a destination
resort, based on OAR 660, Division 22.

Rural CommerciaDefines existing areas of isolated rural commercial development that do not fit under OAR
660, Divign 22.

Rural CommunityDefines rural areas with limited existing urbatyle development, based on OAR 660,
Division 22.

Rurallndustrial: Defines existing areas of isolated rural industrial development that do not fit under OAR 660,
Division 22.

Rural $rvice CenterDefines rural areas with minimal commercial development as well as some residential
uses, based on OAR 660, Division 22.

Surface Mining Balances protection of surface mines while minimizing adverse impacts on the natural
environment.

Urban Growth BoundariesDefines land that provides for urban development needs and identifies and
separates urban and urbanizable land from rural land.

Urban Unincorporated Communitefines rural areas with existing urban development, based on OAR 660,
Divison 22.

"The Deschutes @ay' i@ T2y Ay3 YIFL) SEA&GA Ay 2FFAOAILE NBLXAOE F2N¥Y Fa |y
system.
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18, 19, 20, and 21. Some Plan designations apply ceaundty, others only to designated areas of existing
development.

Table 3 - Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Designations  ®

Comprehensive Plan Designation Associated Zoning Districts

County-wide designations

Agriculture Title 18, Chapter18.16 Exclusive Farm Use Zones

Title 18, Chapters18.76 and 18.8@\irport

AIREI DS Development and Airport Safety Combining Zones

Destination Resort Eligibility Areas Title 18, Chapter 18.113 Destination Resorts Zone

Title 18, Chapters18.36 and 40~orest Use 1 and

Forest Forest Use 2 Zones

Title 18, Chapters 18.48 and 18.8©pen Space and

Open Space and Conservation Conservation and Landscape Management Zones

Title 18, Chapter 18.60 and 18.33Rural Residential

Rural Residential Exception Area ard Multiple Use Agriculture Zones

Title 18, Chapters 18.52 and 18.5&urface Mining and

Surface Mining (SM) Surface Mining Impact Area Combining Zones

Area specific designations

Bend Urban Growth Area Title 19, Bend Urban Growt Boundary Ordinance

Redmond Urban Growth Area Title 20, Redmond Urban Area Zoning Ordinance

Chapter 18.24 Redmond Urban Reserve Area

Redmond Urban Reserve Area (URA) Combining Zone

Chapter 18.116 Resort Commuitty Zone (Black Butte
Resort Community Ranch and Inn of the"7 Mountain/Widgi Creek)

Rural Commercial Chapter 18.74 Rural Commercial Zone

Chapters 18.66 and 18.67Tumalo and Terrebonne

RO CRm Rural Community Zoning Districts

Rural Indistrial Chapter 18.100 Rural Industrial Zone

Chapter 18.65 Rural Service Center, Unincorporated
Rural Service Center (RSC) Community Zone (Alfalfa, Brothers, Hampton, Millicar
Whistlestop, Wildhunt)

Sisters Urban Growth Area Title 21, Sisters Urban Area Zoning Ordinance

Chapter 18.108 Urban Unincorporated Community

Urban Unincorporated Community Zone. Sunriver

8 Deschutes County Geographical Information System and Deschutes County Code
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Base Zoning within Sage-Grouse Designated Areas

To systematically assess Core Area and Low Densittatsaim Deschutes County, staff developed a map series
consisting of the following:

1 An overview map of Deschutes County;
1 Anindex map dividing the saggouse designated areas into 13 saifeas; and
f Customized sularea maps displaying federal and rfamleral lands, base zoning, and combining zohes.

¢ofS n adzYYFENAT Sa Ay | ONB&a | yR LI NOStas /[/2dzyie 12
federal and nodederal land. It is important to note that some parcels overlap both habitat desmymati

Table4d -Deschutes County Base Zoning within ODFWO&s Core
Core Area Low Density Percent in
Federal Land|Nonfederal Lan¢ Federal Lan(Nonfederal lanc Bis Saﬁafirtgl:se
Exclusive Farm Use, Horse -Ridge Subzone
Acres 165,974 64,412 113,551 43,659 387,596 88%
Parcels 113 397 121 462
Flood Plain Zone
Acres 1,124 329 646 380 2,479 0.6%
Parcels 20 11 25 48
Forest Use 1 Zone
Acres 13,174 40 16,418 9,568 39,200 9%
Parcels 2 1 20 7
Open Space and Conservation Zone
Acres 2,202 1,735 2,278 0 6,215 1%
Parcels 13 12 4 0
Rural Service Center, Commercial/Mixed Use District (Brothers and Millican)
Acres 0 38 0 26 64 0.015%
Parcels 0 6 0 3
Rural Service Center, Open Space District (Brothers and Millican)
Acres 0 10 0 0 10 0.002%
Parcels 0 1 0 0 -
Surface Mining
Acres 167 53 2,203 2,423 0.6%
Parcels 17 2 26
Total 437,987 100%

° Deschutes County Sa@@ouse Conservation Area Inddap. February 28, 2013.
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Combining Zones within Sage -Grouse Designated Areas

In 1992, during Periodic Rew, the County was required to review and update its Comprehensive Plan and
implementing ordinances to address fish and wildlife resources. Deschutes County updated its inventories,
policies and land use regulations within its Sensitive Bird and Mammadtktabhd Wildlife Area combining zones

to protect sagegrouse, antelope, and deer winter ranges, among oth&r§hese three habitat types encompass

Mhc: 6mMMT Zmn FONBao 2F h5C2 Qa / 2 NfederalNdBds. TheyeRairing 4% 5 Sy
6ncnp FONB&a0 Aa 12ySR 9EOfdzaAGS CINY !'aSo ¢+otS
combining zones intersect them. Figure 4 shows sggmuse, antelope, and deer winter ranges recognized in its
Comprehensive Plan specifically for smutheast portion of the county.

Table5-Deschutes County Combining Zones within ODFWds C

Core Area Low Density

Total
Federal |Nonfedera| Federal | Nonfederal

Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat Combining Zone (Sage  -Grouse Leks)
Acres 12 139 862 225 1,238
Parcels 3 3 6 6 !

Wildlife Area Combining Zone (North Paulina Antelope Range)
Acres 181,535 62,155 89,837 39,360 372,887

Parcels 114 388 98 426

Wildlife Area Combining Zone (North Paulina Deer Winter Range)
Acres 32,376 992 59,767 22,914 116,049
Parcels 12 10 60 149

Figure 4 - Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat and Wildlife Area Combining Z ones in Southeastern
Deschutes County

T 7 Legend
3age Grouse Leb Sne Ared
Widiife Area Combining Zone
Detr Winler Range

Anteoce Swge

Xy

S

1 Ordinance Nos. 9940, 92041, 92042, 92046, 93043, 94004, 94005, and 94021 pertain specifically to saggouse.

38



Existing Habitat Conservation Measures
Exclusive Farm Use: Horstiddge EasSubzone

-1 RSY2yai N} GSR 2y ¢FoftS nz iKS 9EOf dza A @S Cl
Area and Low Density habitats. In 1992 a commercial farm study was completed as part of the Periodic Review
process. The study coluced that irrigation is the controlling variable for defining farm lands in Deschutes
County. Soil classifications improve when water is available. Seven new agricultural subzones were identified
based on the factual data provided in the 1992 study. Mimmacreages were defined based on the typical
number of irrigated acres used by commercial farms in that particular subzone with one exception. The Horse
Ridge East Subzone contained 20 ownership tracts with the median consisting of 2,100 acres. Thetegport

the following:

G{Ay0OS GKSNB Aa @GANldzatfte y2 RSYFYR F2NJ flyR LI NI
overall objectives of the farmland plan to leave the minimum parcel sibe @urrent 3200 ONB "8 A1 S ¢

DCC, Chapter8116 implements the EFU zone. There are 859 parcels, consisting of 108,071 acreseafenain
land in the HorseéRidge East Subzone affected by sggmise habitat. Three hundred and ninetgven EFU
parcels are located in Core Area and 462 in Low Derditly minimum parcel size for a land division is 320 acres
(DCC 18.16.065).

Non-Farm Dwelling Policy

Creating new lots in the EFU HoiRiElge Subzone as noted above is significantly limited by the 320 acre minimum
parcel size. The potential for new dweds in this subzone are predominantly afamm dwellings on existing lots
stemming from several prel970 unplatted subdivisions sold to uninformed buyers. Approval for-farmon
dwelling usually turns on three key factors:

1. Legal Lot of Record@here aremany small, unrecorded subdivisions in the Efdse Ridge Subzone that are
undeveloped. Some, but not all are legal lots of record based on historic deeds.

2. AccessMany parcels do not have legal access.

3. Wildlife Area Combining Zon&lost of these propedies are subject to a Wildlife Area Combining Ztimet
limits new dwellings to within 300 feet of a historic road. Many do not adjoin one.

These requirements currently curtail ndarm dwelling development. Additionally, a 1992 finding by the Board of
Gounty Commissioners (Board) denying a conditional use permit has effectively prohibited newanmn
dwellings in this region. The Board found in Conditional Use Perrii692

G¢CKFG GKS 2@SNIff fFyR dza$S LI (G 8meMly a8 anteloge &ange, 8&é 2 T
grouse range and open grazing for cattle. For this reason, the Board finds that the propodadmdwelling

would constitute the introduction of an incompatible use to an area where now none exist. Approval of the
proposd dwellingcould serve to set a precedent for futuréamondwellings and, thus, tip the balance from
resource to nonresource use. Therefore, the Board finds that approval of this nonfarm dwelling would alter the s
of the overall land use pattef the area by increasing density and causing compatibility problems, as well as se
precedent for similarly situated paiéels

" Deschutes County Agricultural Resource Lands Project, Oregon State University Extension Service. . JBagel 932
2 Deschutes County Conditional Use Permitl89. Pages 6 and 7.

39



In 2007, a Hearings Officer summarized its effect by finding the County established a policy that any nonfarm
dwelling goplication in the Millican area will not meet the approval criteria because such approval would force a
significant change or significantly increase the cost of accepted farming practices in the area because of the
precedent such an approval is penssil © set for the area® To date, the Board has not issued a decision
reversing it.

Flood Plain Zone

Special flood hazard are identified by the Federal Insurance Administration in a scientific and engineering report
titled, "Flood Insurance Study for DeschsitCounty, Oregon and Incorporated Areas." Its effective date is
September 28, 2007. Within the Core Area and Low Density habitats, the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) has mapped floodplains associated with features such as portions of theivBry Fehrenbacker
Reservoir, as well as approximately 20 other unnamed depressions. FEMA designates them as a Special Floo
I'FTFNR ! NBIF adzoa2S0iG (2 AydzyRIFIGAZ2Y o6& | wm: |yydzadt OK
all areas designatl as Special Flood Hazard AréaStructures in these locations require a conditional use
permit. In this region, there are 59 parcels, consisting of 709 acres effiedi@nal land in the flood plain. Of these,

11 parcels are located in Core Area and 4B8ow Density.
Forest Use Zone

In 1990, LCDC initiated the Forest Rule, OAR0660 defining allowed uses, siting conditions, and minimum lot
sizes in forest zones. As part of Periodic Review, in 1992 Deschutes County adopted Ordinane@2blanel

revised its forest designations and associated regulations to Forest Use 1 (F1) and Forest Use 2 zones. The F1 zor
AYGSNERSOGA h5C2Qa /2NB ! NBF FyR [2¢ 5Syairde KFroAdld
parcels, consisting of 9,608 acresnonfederal land in the F1 zone within these designations. One F1 parcel is
located in Core Area and 7 in Low Density. The minimum parcel size for a land division is 80 acres (DCC 18.36.090

Open Space and Conservation Zone

Deschutes County Year ZDComprehensive Plan (Plan 2000) contained a list of open spaces and areas of special
concern, the majority of which were in federal or state control. As part of Periodic Review, in 1992 Deschutes
adopted Ordinance No. 9252 and updated this inventory. &hOpen Space and Conservatidone QOS¢
intersecth 5 C 2Q@r& Area andlow Density habitatsDCC Chapter 18.48mplements theOSC zone. There are

12 parcels, consisting of 1,735 acres of #iederal land in the OSC zone within these designationswalle OSC
parcels are located in Core Area. The minimum parcel size for a land division is 80 acres (DCC 18.48.040).

Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat Combining Zone

In 1993, state biologists released, The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Régepact) Sage Grouse in
Oregon.lt listed the population of adult saggrouse in Deschutes County at 775. It also cited BLM estimates of
275 adult birds. ODFW conducted field work to obtain accurate inventory information on the precise location of
sagegrouse leks. A total of 22 leks were identified, 14 on federatisaand 8 on nodiederal lands® They
identified a radius of 1,320 feet (1/4 mile) around a lek as a sensitive habitat area where conflicting uses with the
habitat or struttingbirds should be egulated*® Based on these recommendations, Deschutes County adopted
Ordinance No. 99004 on June 17, 1994. This ordinance revised a Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat Combining
Zone and inventory, first adopted in 1992, by containing inventories of-gemse leks on federal and nen
federal land. The ordinance contained site specific economic, social, environmental and energy consequence
analysis (ESEE) for the sageuse inventoried sites on nefiederal land. According to ODFW:

¥CcuU97-93. Page 14.

“DCC 19.96.020, Flood Plain Zone. Designated Areas.

® Deschutes County Ordinance No-@4. Exhibit 4. Pages 5 and 6.
'®|bid. Exhibit 4. Page 4
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Conflicts with sage groudwbitat are reduced by the limitations on uses in exclusive farm use and flood plain
zone, by the 320 acre minimum lot size, and by the predominance of Bureau of Land Management land
throughouttheir range. However, because of their sensitivity and ingoaet, the sage grouse leks or strutting
grounds need additional protection. Uses conflicting with the leks are activities or development which would
disturb birds during the breeding season, disturb or occupy the ground in the lek area which couldttiisplace
birds, or destroy the vegetation within the sensitive habitat area the birds use for roosting and cover. These
activities could include road construction activity, structural development and associated use of structures
within 1,320 feet of the lek.

For each of the 8 leks located on nfaderal lands, the ESEE analysis discusses site characteristics, affected tax
lot, zoning, area the birds use for display, and conflicting uses. Table 6 lists the conflicting uses for each lek site.
Figure 5 shows théek location and its 1,320 foot radius in relation to Aederal lands. There are 9 parcels,
consisting of 364 acres of ndederal lands in saggrouse habitat desighated by Ordinance No-@&4. Of these,

3 parcels are located in Core Area and 6 in Danwsity.

Table 6 - Conflicting Uses with Goal 5 Sage -Grouse Lek Habitat Sites

ODFW Site # Zone Permitted Use Conditional Use

Single FamilyDwelling; Residential homu

Private Park, Campground; Personal Airs

Exclusive Exploration for Minerals Home Occupation; Process Forest Produ

Farm Use .~ |Solid Waste Disposal Site; Storage, Crusl
Some road Construction

DE 099401 (Circle Reservoir) Processing of Aggregate; Church or Sct
Certain Road Projects; Bed and Breakfast

Farm Use

Farm Use (no structure) [Road or Bridge; Single Family Dwell

Floodplain | Forest Management Agricultural Accessory Buildings; Recreation

Open Space Uses
DE 099501 (Merril Road) Single Family Dwelling; ResidentiBbmes
DE 099601 (Dickerson Well) Farm Use Private Park, Campground; Personal Airs
DE 099701 (Moffit Ranch) Exclusive Home Occupation; Process Forest Produ

DE 099702 (Moffit Ranch Satellite)] Farm Use SxpleEien e M'”e".i's Solid Waste Disposal Site; Storage, Crusl
Some road Construction

DE 099801 (Evans Well) Processing of Aggregate; Church or Sct
DE 099802 (Evans Well Satellite) Certain Road Projects; Bed and Breakfast

Single Family Dwelling; Residential hc
Farm Use Private Park, Campground; Personal Airs
Exclusive . . Home Occupation; Process Forest Produ
Exploration for Minerals . : L
Farm Use .~ |Solid Waste Disposal Site; Storage, Crusl
Some road Construction . )
Processing of Aggregate; Church or Sct
Certain Road Projects; Bed and Breakfast

~ |Farm Use (no structure) [Road or Bridge; Single Family Dwelli
DE 099901 (Millican Pit) Floodplain | Forest Management Agricultural Accessory Buildings; Recreation
Open Space Uses

Subiject to Site Plan

Extraction of Minerals ) )
Surface | storage of Miarals Geothermal Exploration; Crushing Batch

Mining | screening, Washing, Asphalt, Concrete

Structures Necessary fol
Extraction, Storage
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Figure 5 - Deschutes County Goal 5 Sage -Grouse Range
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allowing limited conflicting uses. DCC Chapter 18.90, Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat Combining Zone
implements the provisions in Table 7. It defines the Sensitive Habitat Area as 1,320 feet (DCC 18.90.20), site plan
review requirements (DCC 18.90.050), and Site PlarieReCriteria (DCC 18.90.060)Table 8 summarizes the

code in more detail.

Table 7 - Program to Meet Goal 5 Sage -Grouse Lek Habitat Sites

ODFW Site # Program

In order to protect both the lek and the sensitive habitat area and allow limited conflicting

the following restrictions shall apply:

DE 099401 (Circle Reservoir) 1. site _plan reiew under th(_a Sensitive E_»i_rd and_MammaI Ha_b_itat Comb?rjing Zone st

DE 099501 (Merril Road) required for all land use W|t.h|r.1 the sensitive hapltat areg.requmn_g a conditional use per

DE 099601 (Dickerson Well) 2. Structural development W_lthln the_ quarter mile sensitive habitat area _shall be ped
) because there are alternative locations for structures outside of the sensitive area.

DE 099701 (Moffit Ranch) " ) o . _ " . _

DE 099702 (Moffit Ranch Satellit 3. Efgﬂltgtr;sd creating a residential building site within the sensitive habitat area b

*In addition, the BLM is working with private property owners develop grazinghanagement 1

minimize grazing conflict with the lek site.

DE 099801 (Evans Well) Includes the program elements listed above, plus:
DE 099802 (Evans Well Satellite] 4. Existing structures may be repaired and maintained.

Includes the program elements listed above, plus:

. ) 5. The amended ESEE analysis for the surface mine (Site #494) identifies the Eon#tin
DE 099901 (Millian Pit) use and requires consultation with ODFW prior to operation or expansiohthe site tc
determine what pecific requirements are necessary to protect the feém surface minir
conflicts.

" DCaChapter 18.90, Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat Combining Zone
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Table 8 - Summary of Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat Combining Zone for Sage -Grouse

Code

SageGrouse Habitat Overview

DCC 18.90.020 A. The sensitive habitat area is the area identified in the Deschutes County Compret
(Definition of Sensitive Habitat Plan Resource Element inventory and site specific ESEE for each sensitive bird or
Area) site.

1. Within a radius of 1,320 feet of agagrouse lek.
DCC 18.90.030 B. When there is a conflict between the site specific ESSE analysis and the provi

(Limitations and Uses Permitte

DCC Title 18 (County Zoning), the sitepecific ESEE analysis shall control.

Review under DCC 18.90 shall be trigged by the following proposals occurring wi
sensitive habitat area, as defined in DCC 18.90.020:

DCC 18.90.040 A. An application for a building permit for a new structure or addition to an exi
(Applicability structure;
B. Land divisions cremtg new lots or parcels within the sensitive habitat area;
C. An application for a conditional use permit; or
D. An application for site plan approval.
A. For those proposals identified in DCC 18.90.040 to be sited imitn inventorie
sensitive habitat area, as defined under DCC 18.90.020, a site plan shall be pre
accordance with the requirements of DCC 18.90.050.
DCC 18.90.050 B. The County shall submit a copy of the site plan to the Oregon Department of Fis

(Site Plan Review Requirement

Wildlife for comment. ODFW shall have 20 days from the date the site plan is miai
submit written comments to the County.

Based upon the record, and evaluation of the proposal based on the criteria in
18.90.060, and conformance with the ESEE analysis fort¢heositained in theResourc:
Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the County shall approve or rejectiteglan.

DCC 18.90.060
(Site Plan Review Criteria)

Approval of site plan shall be based on the following criteria:

A.

The site plan shall consider theolbgy of the identified sensitive species, nesting t
critical nesting periods, roosting sites and buffer areas. Based on the biology
species and the characteristics of the site, the site plan shall provide protection tt
prevent destructn of the subject nesting site, lek, hibernation site or rookery and
to a reasonable certainty, avoid causing the site to be abandoned.

Development activities, including grading and fill, mining, construction, or ac
generating noise or dustithin the sensitive habitat area shall be prohibited during
nesting, strutting or hibernation season identified in the site specific ESEE anal
decision for each habitat site. An exception to this standard may be made if C
determines in writhg that the nest, lek or rookery is not active and will not becc
active during the proposed construction period or if the sensitive birds have fledgec
New roads, driveways or public trails shall be located at the greatest distance p
from the nest lek, rookery or hibernation site unless topographic or vegetatior
structural features will provide greater visual and/or noise buffer.

Existing vegetation or other landscape features which are located on the spbjgeirty
and which obscure the viewf the nest, rookery, lek or hibernation site frorthe
proposed development, shall be preserved and maintained. A restrictive covey
preserve vegetation shall be required when specified in the ESEE for the site.

No partitions or subdivisions shall hgermitted which would force location of dwelling
or other structure, not otherwise permitted by the site specific ESEE, witthie
designated sensitive habitat area.

All exterior lighting, including security lighting shall be sited and shielded sththkght
is directed downward and does not shine on the subject nest, rookekyor hibernatior
site.

The site plan shall conforto the requirements of the ESEE decision for the sageust
habitat contained in the Resource Element of the Comprehernsian.
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Wildlife Area Combining Zone

During Periodic Review, Deschutes County worked with ODFW to obtain the most recent inventory information
on wildlife resources in the county. In 1998, the Board adopted Ordinance N&®l092D2-041, and 92046.

These ordinances updated the Wildlife Area Combining Zone, inventory and ESEE Analysis. Two wildlife resources
North Paulina antelope and deer winter ranges overlap the Core Area and Low Density habitats. There are 814
parcels, consisting of 101,515 acmafsnonfederal land in antelope range. Of these, 388 parcels are located in
Core Area and 426 in Low Density. There are 159 parcels, consisting of 23,906 acrefedérsbiand in deer

winter range. Of these, 10 parcels are located in Core Area andnl¥®w Density. Table 9 summarizes the
Wildlife Area Combining Zone receiinents for both habitat type&

Table 9 - Summary of Wildlife Area Combining Zone for Antelope and Deer Winter Range

Code Overview

A. Alopermitted uses6 require a conditi
DCC 18.88.040 B. Following uses are not permitted in WA Zone designated as antelope and deer
(Use Permitted Outright) ranges: golf course, commercial dog kennel, church, school, bed and breaki
duderanch, playground recreationakflity, timeshare, and veterinary clinic.

DCC 18.88.050 A. In deer winter range, minimum lot size shall be 40 acres.

(Dimensional Standards) B. In antelope range, minimum lot size shall be 320 acres.

DCC 18.88.060 A. The footprint, including decks and porches, for new dwellings shall be located €
(Siting Sltan' dards) within 300 feet of public roads, private roads or recorded easements for veh

access existing as of August 5, 1992.

A. New fences in the Wildlife Area Combining Zone shall be designed to permit w
passage. The following standards and guidelines shall apply unless an alterna
design which provides equivalent wildlife is approved by the County aftesuttatior

DCC 18.88.070 with ODFW:

(Fence Staratds) 1. The distance between the ground and the bottom strand or board of
fenceshall be at least 15 inches.

2. The height of the fence shall not exceed 48 inches above ground level

3. Smooth wire and wooden fences that allow passage of weilcdife
preferred. Woven wire fences are discouraged.

¥DCC Chapter 18.88, Wildlife Area Combining Zone.
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Built Environment and Development Activity
Housing Units

According to 2010 Census, there are 42 housing units occupying 63 residents within the H2gs/6f non
federal lands designated Core Area and Low Density habitat. Twsexgn residents in 13 homes live in the Core
Area. Thirtysix residents in 29 homes live in Low Density habitat.

Roads and Utilities

Excluding U.S. 20, there are 19 countgideated roads, spanning approximately 115 miles within the Core Area
and Low Density habitat. Eighteen are classified as a Rural Local Road. The other is designated a Forest Highwa
Figure 6 shows their location. Three Bonneville Power Administratiornead transmission lines transect the

region as well. Deschutes County S@yeuse Conservation Areadex Maps show their locatioli.There are no

regional gas lines (TransCanada) in the region.

Figure 6 - County Roads in ODFW Sage -Grouse Core and Low De nsity Habitat

Legend
- Sage Grouse Conservation Area

Coms Amma
Lo D 2 iy
County Route Type

Rurs Locsl Road

/ - \ - . =
— - v —_— Forest Highway

Surface Mining Sites

There are a total of 21 surface mines within Core Area and Low Density habitat. With the exception of two federal
parcels affiliated with Sites 404 and 505, all the mines are located oHeal@nal lands. Table 1Qusimarizes
them. Figure 7 shows their location.

9 ODFW. Greater Sagzrouse Conservation Assessment and strategy for Oregon: A Plan to Maintain and Enhance Populations and
Habitat. ApriR2, 2011. Pages x and.34
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Table 10 - Surface Mining Sites in Sage -Grouse Habitat

Surface Mining Site (ESEE) #

SageGrouse
Designation

Description

Site No. 404: Moon Mining Claim. Quantity
193,000 cubic yards of sand and graared 800,000
2M cubic yards of rock; (Ord. 9025 and 95041)

Low Density

This site is part of a working ranch. Access to the ¢
along a dirt road which leaves the highway at the |
of the Horse Ridge grade, 1 mile NE of the highway.

Site No. 408 : RL Coats. Quantity is 3 million cul
yards of sand and gravel; (Ord.-9@5)

Low Density

Site is located north of Highway 20 near
ntersectionwith Highway 27

Site No. 413: Deschutes County. Quantity
30,000cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Oad-025)
Site No. 414: Deschutes County. Part of same
acres of 413 (Ord. 9@25)

Low Density

These two sites are located partway up the base of
Mountain.

Site No. 415: Deschutes County. Quantity, 30,0
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@2b)
Site No. 416: Deschutes County. Quantity, 30,0
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)
Site No. 417: Deschutes County. Quantity, 20,0
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)
Site No. 418: Deschutes County. Quantity, 30,0
cubic yards ogand and gravel; (Ord. 9UR5)

Core Area

Sites Nos. 415, 416, 417, 418 and 419 run alon
north side of Highway 20 East. Sites are located rot
1.5 miles east of Route 27, the Prineville cutoff at 1
marker38.

Site No. 419: Deschutes County. Qugity, 30,00l
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)

Core Area

Sites Nos. 415, 416, 417, 418 and 419 run alon
north side of Highway 20. Sites are located roughly
miles east of Route 27, the Prineville cutoff at n
marker 38.

Site No. 496 : Taylor. Quantity is 1,800,000 cu
yards of sand and gravel; (Ord.-980, 94051, 94
052)

Low Density

Site is located on the Old Beidlirns Highway, rougk
P miles west of the east end of the road, just to the ¢
of Horse Ridge grade.

Site No. 498: State of Oregon. Quantity is 200,0
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)

Low Density

Site is located approximately one mile south of High
0 and four miles west of Millican.

Site No. 499: Oregon State Highway. Quantity
50,000 cubic yardsf sand and gravel; (Ord. SUR5)

Low Density

Site is located approximately o#mlf mile west ¢
Millican on both sides of the highway.

Site No. 500: Oregon State Highway. Quantity
130,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord028)

Low Density

Siteis located approximately one mile of Millican on
north side of the highway.

Site No. 501: Deschutes County. Quantity is 50,C
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)

Low Density

Site is located approximately one and em&lf mile eas
of Millican.

Site No. 503: State Highway. Quantity is 200,(
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)

Low Density

Site islocated northof Highway 20, roughly 4.5 mi
east of Millican.

Site No. 505: Oregon State Highway. Quantity
275,000 cubic yardsfeand and gravel; (Ord. Sap5)
Site No. 506: State Highway. Quantity is 36,(
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@25)

Low Density

These two sites are located near one another anc
roughly 1.6 miles west of the Prineville cutoff on ¢
Highway?0. Both sites are along the highway.

Site No. 508: Oregon State Highway. Quantity
100,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord:
025)

Core Area

Site is located approximately 2.5 miles north of the
roughly 4 miles NW of Brothers.
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Table 10 - Surface Mining Sites in Sage -Grouse Habitat (continued)

SageGrouse

Surface Mining Site (ESEE) # Designation

Description

Site No. 515: Oregon State Highway. Quantity

100,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord{ Core Area This site is a oler pit which is located on Camp Cr

025) Road, roughly 6 miles NE of Brothers.
Site No. 533: Oregon State Highway. Quantity is Core Area Site is least of Hampton, approximately 1 mile off
Million cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-02b) highway

Site 600 adjoins Site 496. It is located approximi
Low Density jone-half mile off of Highway 20 along the Old Be
Burns Highway.

Site No. 600: Robinson Site. Quantity is 3.8 mill
cubic yards of sand and gravel; (Ord-@5)

Figure 7 - Deschute s County Goal 5 Surface Mines Affected by ODFW Sage -Grouse
Core and Low Density Habitat
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Land Use and Building Permit Activity (20@813)

Tables 11 and 12 list the land use planning and building permits issued from 2003 to 2013. As shown ih Table 1
taking into account the projects requiring multiple land use permits, there were a total ohts®are site specific
proposals?’ Building permits followed a similar pattern. Deschutes County issued 26 permits. Only 12 pertained to
non-federal lands, wittb of those applying to a particular Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) site.

Table 11 - Land Use Planning Permits (2003 -2013)

4 Administrative Determinations for a Farm Dwelling (AB-10, AD-06-6, AD-07-18, AD-12-10)

9 Conditional Use Permit€U-03-9: Farm Dwelling

CU-03-19:
CU-07-43:
CU-07-63:
CU-07-79:
CU-07-94:
CU-09-12:
CU-11-26:
CU-11-27:

Manufactured Home Park and RV Park

Type 3 Home Occupation for Auto Sales

Private Shotgun Only Trap Shooting Facility

Paintball Facility

Hunting Preserve

Commercial Wind=arm Accessory Operations and Maintenance Building
Lot of Record Dwelling

Lot of Record Dwelling

1 Landscape Management Permit for an Accessory Buildin@ {:138)

2 Non-conforming Use Alternation Request to Replace a Total of Four Néetured Homes at ODOT Maintenance
Station in Brothers

1 Partition Creating Two Parcels Associated with ©8-9 (MR03-3)

6 Site Plan Permits
SR03-13: Addition to Existing Toilet Building at ODOT Rest Area

SR03-14: Manufactured Home Park and RV PApproved under CY 03-19
SP 0732: Private Shotgun Only Trap Shooting Facility Approved unde0z63
SR08-6: Paintball Park Approved Under G0¥-79

SR09-9: Wind Project Operations and Maintenance Building Approved unde0&?2
SPR09-30: Expansionf Trap Club Approved Under CtD7-63

1 Variance Altering the Survey Requirement for Partition Approved undet039 (V-03-6)

*See CW3-09, MR03-3, \L03-6; CUY03-19 and SM3-14; CY07-63 and SM7-32; CYO7-79 and SR8-6; CU09-12 and S9-9; CUO7-63

and SF09-30.

Z As of February 28, 2013, the manufactured home park and RV park have not hetopeel.

48



Table 12 - Building Permits (2003 -2013)

Permittee

Building Permit

Multiple Permits Issued
for One Site (Y/N)

Bend Tr ap Club

Club House
Range Building
Storage / Warming Hut

Yes

Century Tel

Foundation

No

Federal Government (leases with ATT and
Deschutes County)

©CoNOUl A WM

Cell Tower

Cell Tower Antennae Cdocation
Co-locate on Existing Tower
Equipment Shelter

Foundation for Rdio Equipment

. Gold Label Equipment Shelter

Yes

Federal Government (lease with Central
Oregon Shooting Association)

. Pole Barn
. Pole Barn

Yes

Federal Government (leases with Pine
Mountain Observatory and Technology

. Cell Tower Co-locate
. Demolition of Existing Residence
. Microwave Dish Installation

Yes

Associates 16. Replace Microwave Dish

17. Residence

18. Detached Storage

19. Ramada for Manufactured Home
klomeowners 20. Residence / Attached Garage
21. Residence / Garage

22. Additional Bathrooms
23. Break Room

State of Oregon 24. Detached Garage Yes
25. Replacement Dwelling
26. Replacement Dwelling

No

Impact Analysis
Risk Assessment

In December 2011, Wyoming Governor Matt Mead and Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar cohosted a meeting
to address coordinated conservation of the Greadagegrouse across its range. Ten states within the range of

the sagegrouse were represented, as were the FS, NRCS, and the Department of the Interior and its BLM and
FWS. The primary outcome of the meeting was the creation of a-Semese Task Force. 8 ask Force was
directed to develop recommendations on how to best move forward with a coordinated,-statt, rangewide

effort to conserve the saggrouse, including the identification of conservation objectives to ensure thetlemg
persistence othe species. The FWS was tasked by its Director with the development of conservation objectives
for the sagegrouse. Recognizing that state wildlife agencies have management expertise and retain management
authority for this species, the FWS created a @oration Objectives Team (COT) of state and FWS
representdives to accomplish this task The Sag&rouse Conservation Objectives Draft Report, created by the
COT identifies risk levels and priority areas for Central Oregon. Approximately 700,000 dwabgadffor the

Central Oregon saggrouse population has been identified as priority areas for conservation. The COT assigns the
Central Oregon management zone a rating ofd32(At Risk, Potential RigkJThose risk levels pertaining to land

use are summarized below in Table 13. According to the COT, this population faces a wide suite of threats.

2 SageGrouse Conservation Objectives Draft Report, Submitted August 1, 2012. Page 1.

2 bid., Page 16, C2 means the population is at risk because of very limited and/or declining numbers, range, and/or hbitagage
grouse in this area \werable to extirpation. C3 means the population is potentially at risk because of limited and/or declining numbers,
range, and/or habitat, even though sageouse may be local abundant in some portion of the area.
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Table 13 - Central Oregon Sage -Grouse Risk Levels 2

Risk Levels (Land Use Related) Rating

Agriculture Conversion

Energy

Infrastructure Localized, Substantial
Recreation

Urbanizaion

Mining Slight Threat

According to ODFW, there is also the potential for renewable energy developments (i-¢heg®al, solar, and
wind) in mostsagegrouse regions in Oregdn.Recently, the Oregon Department of Geologyd Mineral
Industries (DOGAMI) upgraded its online geothermal data withepth information about wells, hot springs and
other resources across the stafeData obtained from DOGAMI identifies 17 geothermal wells along the Brothers
fault zone and GlasButte within Core Area and Low Density habitat. Eleven wells are located ofederal
lands. Of those, 6 are in Core Area and 5 in Low Density.

Finding

CNRY | flyR dz&a8S LISNRLISOGAPS:E GKS /he¢Qa (KNIkéiato | yI €
account its land use planning program. The Periodic Review process required by DLCD fr@003988sitioned
Deschutes County to adopt significant measures for the protection of farm lands and wildlife resources. The
analysis contained in thigport demonstrates that Deschutes County is effective in minimizing land use conflicts
within Core Area and Low Density habitat on Hederal lands. A sparse residential population, coupled with

farm and forest zoning and Sensitive Bird and Mammal ldahitd Wildlife Area combining zones have enabled
nonF SRSNI £ fFyRa G2 NBYIFAY NHNI fd 5S30Kdzi S& -drausdlzy (& Q
populations. Presently, there are regulatory safeguards in place to prevent urbanization, recreatiewable

energy, and infrastructure projects on ndederal lands from disrupting saggouse habitat.

Deschutes County retains land use authority on 122,559 acres efed@nal lands designated Core Area and Low
Density habitat. This constitutes Z8of the affected area designated by ODFW. A majority of the land is zoned for
farm and forest uses. Eighgight percent (108,071 acres) of the area is zoned EFU and 8% (9,608 acres), F1. The
remaining 6% is zoned open space, surface mining, or ruratserenter.Due to Periodic Review, Deschutes
County also applies Sensitive Bird and Mammal Habitat andif@/itdimbining zones on 96% (19¥4 acres) of

the area designated Core Area and Low Den3ibe remaining 4% (4,646 acres) is zoned EFU. Tabbkcags
58330KdziSa /2dzyieQa olFlaS FyR O2Y0AYyAy Jfarrh @wlidhdpole AJ (i K A
RSY2yaiN)I 4G4SR 060& (GKS fFyR dz&S FYyR 06dzAf RAYy3a LISNXYAG | C
use program, when apgd cumulatively to the region, is effective in limiting rural development. Just 63 residents,
living in 42 houses, occupy the area, amounting to a population density of one person for every 3 square miles.
Land use and building permits issued from 2002®4.3 reveal limited activity and disturbance on Aederal

lands. Deschutes County issued a total of 24 land use permits for 17 properties and just 12 building permits during
this tentyear period. Five of the building permits applied to a specific siteagad by ODOT near Brothers. The

most intensive building permits pertained to the Bend Trap Club for a clubhouse, range building, and
storage/warming hut.

21d. Pages 25 and 63.
% 3ee note 1. &yes x and 66.
Bwl OKSt w2aas ahNBI2y 52d0f S& AlGa DS2GKSNXNEf LyT2 hytaySés ¢KS
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Table14 -Recap of Deschutes Countyds Conservation

Base Zones Description

Exclusive FarnUse (EFU) Horse Ridg| 1 320 acre minimum parcel size _ _ _ _
Subzone:; and 1 Policy: Limits nofarm dwellings, deeming them incompatible with resou
. ) . lands, antelope range, sagi@use range, and open grazing for cattle.

Non-farm dwelling policy f  Non-farm dwellhgs required to take access within 300 feet of a historic ro
Forest Use Zone (F1) I 80 acre minimum parcel size
Flood Plain Zone 1 New structures require conditional use permit in Special Flood Hazard Ar
Open Space Zone I 80 acre minimum parcel &z

Sensitive Bird and Mammal

Combining Zone Description

Activity proposed within ¥ mile of a designated sageuse lek requires site pla
SageGrouse Range review, specific conditions noted in each ESEE analysis, and coordinatiol
ODFW

Wildlife A rea Combining Zone Description

All permitted uses require a conditional use permit.
Antelope and Deer Winter Range Minimum parcel size is 40 acres in deer winter range and 320 in antelope ran
Access for new dwellings limited to 300 feet of a histadad

Conclusion

Land use represents just one of the many tools that need to be in place to prevengsage from being listed

2y (GKS FTSRSNIf 9{!®d !'a GKS D2@OSNy2NRa {F3S /2y STT2
muaid 06S LI ANBR ¢gAGK . [aQa NBaz2d2NOS YIylF3aSySyd LX Ly
Cattlemen Association to develop a programmatic Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA)-fpossg®n

BLM lands within the state. In 1992, Deschutes @ouecognized that conserving sageouse leks depends in

part on BLM working with private property owners to develop grazing management plans. This collaborative
partnership is more importanthan ever. The BLM controls 72% of Core Area and Low Dendiijahan
Deschutes County.
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Harney County
Harney County Land Use Planning Program
Land Use Planning History

Il F NySe /[/2dzyieéeQa fFyR dzasS LIXIyyAy3 LINRINIYZI & AG A
Statewide Planning Program, begantle early 1980s. Although the county adopted a comprehensive plan on
June 26, 1980, the plan was not issued a Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) complianc
acknowledgement order until April 17, 1984, which was subsequently adopted lmptimty in October 10, 1984.
Planning Staff refer to 1984 as the very first Harney County Comprehensive Plan (HCCP) and refer to this date as
the beginning of the local program for purposes of administration. With exception to the incorporated cities of
Bums and Hines, the HCCP provides the overarching development goals, policies, and related implementation
measures for all lands within the county boundary. While the HCCP has been through a number of minor/major
revisions, the plan its self is consideretiving document in the sense that it will continually be updated, within
GKS LI IyQa &ALISOATASR FNIXIYSg2N] =X (G2 NBFESOGU GKS ySS
objective of the plan. Amendments have been made to ensure the plannt@#ito reflect community interests.

Yet, the basic intent of the plan has not changed significagffyln 2009, the latest revision, the plan was
modified to improve organization of the document with the aim to provide better administration and usability.

The plan contains tools (not all contained within the singular document) that provide guidance for the local
LINEINI YO 9EFYLX S& AyOfdzRS GKS LXIFyQa YI LA 6KAOK
designations such as the Exclusive Farm Radge Use zone, or other zoning overlays such as Urban Growth
Boundaries or the Airport Approach Vicinity Area. Another example can be found within the related and adopted
inventories such as local aggregate mining sites, or even commercial energy dexeiamenas as listed under

the Harney County Renewable Energy Plan. The HCCP is implemented primarily through specific regulations
contained within the Harney County Zoning Ordinance. Other local plans and/or ordinances also contribute to
implementing the gals and policies of the HCCP, such as the Harney County Transportation System Plan, Urban
DNRgGK . 2dzy RI NBE F3aINBSYSyida gA0K (GKS AyO2NLRNIGSR OA

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning
Overview

The majority of lands within Harney County (not inclusivéhefincorporated cities) fall under a county zoning
designation meant to protect and preserve resources for agriculture and forest use. These zoning designations are
illustrated in the HCCP maps along with other specific zoning designations aimed atngrdordareaspecific

F LILINBLINA F GS RS@St2LI¥Syidao 1a +y SEIFYLXSE OKFLIISN o
related goals, and policies. Policy 3 is implemented by the creation of the Exclusive Farm and Range Use Zoninc
underlying zoimg district. Table 1 below lists the HCCP land use and zoning designations as found and described
within the plan.

" Source Document 1. Harney County Comprehensive Plan, October 2009.
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Table 1 6 Harney County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Designations

Plan Designation Zoning Districts (Harney County Zoning Ord - HC zO)
Agriculture HCZO, 3.010/3.020, E>.<clusive Farm
and Range Use Zones: EFRIEFRLR
Airport Development HCZO, 3.070, Airport Development Zone: AEL
Commercial & Industrial HCZO, 3.130, Commercial & Industrial Zone:T
Forest Use HCZO, 3.0060, ForetsUse Zone: FU

HCZO0, 3.120.3,.5, Rural Community Zone (Crane, Drewsey), RC
HCZzO0, 3.120.2,.8,.9,.10,.11, Rural Commercial Zone

Rural Community (Buchanan, Lawen, Princeton, Riley, Wagontire), RCA

HCZzO, 3.120.1,.4,.6,.7, Rural Service Center

(Andrews, Diamod, Fields, Frenchglen), RSC

Rural Recreational HCZO, 3.110, Rural Recreational; R
Rural Residential HCZO0, 3.090, Rural Residential; R
Zoning Map Overlays Zoning Districts (Harney County Zoning Ord - HCzO)
Airport Vicinity HCZO0, 3.080, Airport Ovelay Zone, AVO
Flood Hazard HCZzO, 4.080, HCCP Map No. 2 (*FEMA Flood mapping)

HCZO, 3.150, Mineral & Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone, MA

Mineral & Aggregate Resource (*Applied to proposed aggregate sites)

HCCP Map No. 11 (*UGBagreement contained in separate loc

Urban Growth Boundaries b
ord. Revisions)

Zoning and Overlays within Sageérouse Designated Areas

To assess Core Area and Low Density habitats in Harney County, staff developed 3 maps dividing the county into
30 sub areas. Each map depitte following:

1 Development Existing homes, land use permits, and building permits within habitat areas
9 Ownership Land ownership, rural communities, and Core/Low Density habitat areas
1 Zoning County base zoning districts and DOGAMI surface mining pecations

¢FofS v adzyYYFNRT S& Ay FONBa |yR LI NOStax /2dzyiae 12
federal and nodederal (private) landdt should be noted, as in other county reports, that some parcels overlap
both habitat designabns andgaps between habitat designations in the GIS layers.e8stfor the purposes of

this report these instances have been reported conservatively as Core Area.
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Table2 dHar ney County Zoning Designations wiHahitath ODF WG s
Core Area Low Density Percent in
Total Acres Sagesrouse

Federal Lands | Nonfederal lands| Federal Lands| Nonfederal lands Habitat
Exclusive Farm and Range Use , EFRU -1
Acres 1,372,702 353,041 1,556,706 415,148 3,697,597 67.0%
Parcels 271 928 236 1,046 ;
Exclusive Farm and Range Use - 2, EFRU-2
Acres 0 0 16,587 12,886 29,474 5.9%
Parcels 0 0 5 45
Forest Use, FU Zone
Acres 30,519 890 7,984 0 39,394 7.4%
Parcels 19 13 8 0
Commercial & Industrial, C -1
Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Parcels 0 0 0 0
Rural Community (RC), Rural Commercial (RCA), Rural Service Center (RSC)
Acres 0 0.2 0 133 133 25.0%
Parcels 0 RCAdDrewsey(1) 0 Rs%i?:;iwz(ﬁ:ga)
Rural Recreational , R-2
Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Parcels 0 0 0 0 h
Rural Residential , R-1
Acres 0 0 0 8 8 0.6%
Parcels 0 0 0 3
Special Flood Hazard Areas (100 -Year Flooding)
Acres 9,557 11,359 20,916 6.0%
Parcels
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Figure 1 6 Harney County Ownership
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