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Alton Coal Development, LLC 5#44(,‘)_

A 463 North 100 West, Suite 1
A Cedar City, Utah 84720

CoaHouow | Phone (435) 867-5331 « Fax (435) 867-1192

July 29, 2015 RECEIVED

Daron R. Haddock AUG 0 8 2015
Coal Program Manager
Utah Division of Oil, Gas & Mining DIV. OF OIL, GAS & MINING

1594 West North Temple, Suite 1210
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5801

Re: Annual Sage-grouse Report, Alton Coal Development, LL.C, Coal Hollow
Mine, Kane County, Utah, C/025/0005, Reply to Task ID # 4934

Dear Mr. Haddock:

Alton Coal Development, LLC (“ACD”) hereby responds to the Division’s technical
analysis and findings dated July 14, 2015 (“Task ID # 4934”). The 2014 Annual Sage-grouse
Report contains all information discussed by Mr. Joe Helfrich at the conclusion of his May 20,
2015 meeting with me and Dr. Steven Petersen ( ACD’s consulting Sage-grouse Biologist).

To address the deficiencies under Task ID # 4934, ACD provides two final hard copies
of the 2013 and 2014 Annual Sage-grouse Reports. The enclosed C-2 application requests that
these reports be added to Appendix 3-6 “Annual Sage-grouse Habitat and Mitigation Reports”.
Dr. Frey’s report regarding GPS data for the two collars maintained by ACD will be included in
Appendix 3-6. A Table of Contents for Appendix 3-6 is also provided.

ACD contests the remaining alleged deficiency requiring funding for three collars by July
292015 and in the years following, requiring ACD to fund, on an annual basis, two GPS collars
or $8,000 whichever is greater. Contrary to the Division’s findings, this is not ACD’s
commitment under the “Partnership and Collaboration” section of the report. Although this
funding has been suggested to ACD, agreement has never been reached. The Technical Analysis
and Findings state:

“The recommendations from DWR, DOGM and Dr. Frey suggested that ACD
provide funding for three GPS collars for the 2015 trapping season (July 15,
2015-February 28th, 2016) and budget enough money annually thereafter for
2GPS collars or $8,000 whichever is greater.” (emphasis added)




In fact, ACD was not included in the discussions between these agencies which apparently
resulted in these funding recommendations. ACD did not agree to fund three GPS collars or to
make additional annual payments greater than $8,000.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions 435-691-1551.

Sincerely

B. Kirk Nicholes
Environmental Specialist



APPLICATION FOR COAL PERMIT PROCESSING

Permit Change Q New Permit[ ] Renewal[ ] Exploration[[] Bond Release[ ] Transfer [ ]

Permittee: Alton Coal Development, LL.C
Mine: Coal Hollow Mine Permit Number:

C/025/0005

Title: ﬂ'y\b\u\.&\ ‘(};\az‘*a viinse 21&01("' \\‘-f.iugk Ti) it C/CZJ'(/

Description, Include reason for appﬁéati{ﬁ'@lnd timing required to implement:

B ]

Instructions: If you answer yes to any of the first eight questions, this application may require Public Notice publication.

| [Yes| |No 1. Change in the size of the Permit Area? Acres: Disturbed Area: _ [Oincrease [] decrease.
| | Yes| [No 2. Isthe application submitted as a result of a Division Order? DO#
: Yes|_|No 3. Does the application include operations outside a previously identified Cumulative Hydrologic Impact Area?
|_| Yes| [No 4. Does the application include operations in hydrologic basins other than as currently approved?
|_[Yes| [No 5. Does the application result from cancellation, reduction or increase of insurance or reclamation bond?
|_[Yes|_|No 6. Does the application require or include public notice publication?
] Yes| _|No 7. Does the application require or include ownership, control, right-of-entry, or compliance information?
|_|Yes| _INo 8. Isproposed activity within 100 feet of a public road or cemetery or 300 feet of an occupied dwelling?
|| Yes| [No 9. Is the application submitted as a result of a Violation? NOV #
| |Yes| [No 10. Isthe application submitted as a result of other laws or regulations or policies?
Explain:
[] Yes : No [1. Does the application affect the surface landowner or change the post mining land use?
[ ] Yes |_|No 12. Does the application require or include underground design or mine sequence and timing? (Modification of R2P2)
; Yes[ |No 13. Does the application require or include collection and reporting of any baseline information?
|_|Yes| |No 14. Could the application have any effect on wildlife or vegetation outside the current disturbed area?
|_|Yes| |No 15. Does the application require or include soil removal, storage or placement?
|| Yes|_|No 16. Does the application require or include vegetation monitoring, removal or revegetation activities?
|_[Yes| [No 17. Does the application require or include construction, modification;, or removal of surface facilities?
| Yes[ [No 18. Does the application require or include water monitoring, sediment or drainage control measures?
|_[Yes| |No 19. Does the application require or include certified designs, maps or calculation?
|_|Yes| |No 20. Does the application require or include subsidence control or monitoring?
|_|Yes| |No 21. Have reclamation costs for bonding been provided?
|_| Yes| [No 22. Does the application involve a perennial stream, a stream buffer zone or discharges to a stream?
|_[Yes| _|No 23. Does the application affect permits issued by other agencies or permits issued to other entities?
[] Yes[ INo 24. Does the application include confidential information and is it clearly marked and separated in the plan?

Please attach three (3) review copies of the application. If the mine is on or adjacent to Forest Service land please submit four
(4) copies, thank you. (These numbers include a copy for the Price Field Office)

[hereby certify that I am a responsible official of the applicant and that the information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of my information
and belief in all respects with the laws of Utah in reference to commitments, undertakings, and obligations, herein. /
.
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Detailed Schedule Of Changes to the Mining And Reclamation Plan

Permittee: Alton Coal Development, LLC

Mine: Coal Hollow Mine Permit Number:
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Provide a detailed listing of all changes to the Mining and Reclamation Plan, which is required as a result of this proposed permit
application. Individually list all maps and drawings that are added, replaced, or removed from the plan. Include changes to the table
of contents, section of the plan, or other information as needed to specifically locate, identify and revise the existing Mining and

Reclamation Plan. Include page, section and drawing number as part of the description.
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Greater Sage-grouse Population Monitoring and Habitat Improvement

Progress Report
Steven L. Petersen, Ph.D., Consultant
FOR YEAR 2013

A well established and long-term resident population of greater sage-grouse lives within the
Alton/Sink Valley region. Additionally, this area supports an ongoing surface coal mine
operated by Alton Coal Development (ACD). ACD recognizes the importance of protecting the
local sage-grouse population that utilize this area, with a specific effort aimed toward ensuring
habitat quality and the safety of the birds from mining activities. ACD has established a
conservation and habitat improvement program with specific monitoring protocols, effective
habitat restoration and mitigation strategies, and specific planning and reporting procedures.
These plans are implemented and then reevaluated on an annual basis. An important
component to this effort of conserving greater sage-grouse is the close cooperation and
participation of the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining (UDOGM), the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources (UDWR), the Color Country Adaptive Resource Management group (CCARM), and the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

The purpose of this report is to present the primary 2013 sage-grouse population monitoring
and habitat improvement work that has been completed since January 2013. In particular, this
document identifies those efforts that were implemented to protect the resident sage-grouse
population and to ensure adequate habitat for sustaining the current and potentially increasing
sage-grouse population. Sagebrush habitat conservation is emphasized focusing on those areas
where birds are known to be found consistently. This plan also establishes the priorities and
goals for the remainder of 2013 and 2014 calendar year.

During the past 10 months, Alton Coal Inc. has completed the previously stated tasks and
responsibilities that were established through formal agreements with the Department of Oil
Gas and Mining and Utah Department of Wildlife Resources. These efforts have also met or
exceeded expectations identified by the Bureau of Land Management in Memorandum No.
2012-043 including short-term treatment implementation and monitoring activities and long-
term habitat improvement goals.
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Sage-grouse Population Monitoring

Employee Observations and Sage-grouse Population Monitoring

Each ACD employee is trained in sage-grouse identification and is required to report any
observations of birds made during the working hours. This information is reported to the ACD
environmental manager (Kirk Nicholes) who logs the details of each observation (which are
included in this report). The information is then recorded and mapped providing a record of
sage-grouse population activity and habitat use within the Alton and Sink Valley areas (Figure
1). Table 2 reports each observation of greater sage-grouse that were made during the 2013
year by ACD employees.

Monthly Surveys
Each month sage-grouse surveys were conducted throughout the Alton area. The areas that

were visited consistently included (Figure 2):

e Sagebrush flat, 0.5km south of the open coal pits (SF)

e Conservation area (CA)

e Mine sagebrush patch located south (SMSP) and north (NMSP) of the mine spoils piles.

e West sagebrush fields (WSF)

e Original lek (OL)

e Fords pasture (FP)

e Wet meadow (WM) located in grass/rush/sedge community surrounding the well.

e Rabbitbrush field (RF) where treatments have been applied to reduce rabbitbrush
dominance.

Of all sites surveyed, birds were typically observed within the sagebrush field area or in close
proximity (on or near) to the spoils pile. These data provide information regarding habitat use
areas and to help pinpoint those regions that demand greatest conservation and monitoring
efforts. Table 2 provides the number of birds observed during each monitoring period and the
sites surveyed. Figure 2 displays those areas that were surveyed during each monthly visit.



Table 1. Observations of sage-grouse recorded in 2013 within the Alton region. Observations were made
by employees of Alton Coal Development (ACD) or other reliable sources.

Date Time of Number of Location Ut™Mm
observation birds Coordinates
January 29 730 am 2 (;i?esixzd at the junction of pond 3 and the spoils iggggng
a1 | oz | 1| e edel sanererenseols PR
February 11 6:20 pm 20 ;Ii(:v; overhead a D11 tractor in the south end of i;éggggEN
February 21 735 am 1 gk;s:ir;/:z]caiua{t;k;intersection of the spoils pile and ig:;;)zzEN
February 21 7:30 am 2 Observed near the spoils pile igggng
February 22 7:30 am 18 Observed near the spoils pile i%ZZZZEN

March 8 7:00 am 12 Observed near 4-way intersection i?gggg:N
March 8 7:30 am 5 Topsoil stockpile #4 i;gggZOEN

March 11 7:30 am 2 Observed near 4-way intersection i;Z%ZzEN

March 13 7:00 am 11 Topsoil stockpile #4 i;g:?g;N

T e e e i

March 13 8:44 am 6 South end of pit 8 i?é:ggGEN

Birds were observed flying from the location 349575 E

March 14 8:25 am 7 where males were strutting towards the mine 1765697 N

area (possibly where the lone male was strutting)

March 26 8:38 am 1 :i(;;a(lleesk;n the sagebrush field, 1 male on the i;lZE’ZCSJGEN
April 9 7:00 am 1 Hen at the water well i??g;i;N
April 11 7:00 am 3 Hen at the water well i?i(s);:OEN
April 22 9:20 am 10 i:ﬁf;sife?;z?g:ﬁ south of excess spoils pile. 1 igggngN
May 17 9:50 am 22+ By cattle guard near sagebrush field i;éj?g;N




Table 1 (continued).

Date Time of Number of Location UTM
observation birds Coordinates
1 hen, 5 chicks observed in the area between the 353067 E
June 22 10:00 am 6 water well and Swapp ranch 1770470 N
i 1 hen, 2 chicks observed near Robinsons at BLM 354250 E
June 22 12:35 am 3 sample 1 location 1766291 N
. 3 adults, 4 chicks observed dear Daryl Sorensen’s 348879 E
i 2:45 pm / residence 1770395 N
. 353658 E
June 28 8:05 am 6 1 hen, 5 chicks near water well 1770416 N
A . 354471 E
July 2 7:00 am 1 Observed near topsoil stockpile #4 1763696 N
Julv 3 9:40 am 4 1 hen, 3 chicks at the north end of the traditional 350085 E
i ' lek 1768288 N
C 353516 £
July 6 12:42 pm 6 1 hen, 5 chicks in orchard 1770393 N
' 353788 E
July 6 12:42 pm 1 Observed at Pew's place 1770522 N
353516 E
July 6 1:.03 pm 20 Observed at the bottom of the orchard 1770393 N
] Old county road where it enters pit 8 from the 352418 E
July 16 730 am 4 south 1767956 N
) Old county road where it enters pit 8 from the 352380 E
July 17 100 pm 4 south 1767858 N
. Old county road where it enters pit 8 from the 352283 E
igte g2am 4 south 1767907 N
351707 E
July 18 9:20 am 7 On county bypass road 1764874 N
Grouse fly over reclamation on west end of spoils [353514 E
August 6 9:10 am 12 pile to pond 3 during Young Ranchers tour with  [L765345 N
Kevin Heaton.
. . 352967 E
August 13 8:30 am 3 Observed at high wall near pit 9 1768338 N
352304 E
August 14 9:00 am 7 Observed near gate to south county road 1767825 N
] Observed on county by-pass at the crossover 352240 E
September 27 | 11:15 am 12 from the cattle guard heading south to the left. 1764610 N
) Observed while flagging the mitigation project 350933 E
September 27 1:40 pm 15 area 1767066 N
. . 350197 E
September 27 2:15 pm 5 West site of county bypass (in the trees) 1767058 N
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) Figure 1. Location of sage-grouse observations made by ACD employees. See full size insert for
higher detail.



Table 2. Observations from monthly surveys conducted by Petersen and Nicholes.

Time of Number of ,
Date . . Location
observation birds
Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, WSF, Well, and CA. 3 birds observed at
June 24 8:00 am 25 the SF. 7 flushed at MSP. 3 hens were flushed with 12 chicks
near the well/pump.
. Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, WSF, Well, and CA. 24 birds flushed from
dulyizS decly e the SF area. 12 birds were flushed at the well.
. Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, WSF, Well, and AF. Flushed 23 birds in
August 30 9:30am 35 the SF. 15 were flushed from the well area.
. Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, Well, and FP. Counted two groups of
SERtemGE] 24 7:45am o birds in the SF. The first flock had 41 birds and the second 20.
. Birds were flushed from an area that had been cut 3 days
gene 0 3 ) before. This area was located south of SF.
Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, FP, Well, CA. Spotlighted 6 roosting birds
October 26 9:00 pm 58 (2 groups) at Fords Pasture. Flushed 52 birds at the sagebrush
field.
November 30 7:00 am 40 Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, FP', Well, CA, WSF. Flushed 40 birds in one
group at the sagebrush field.
Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, FP, Well, CA, AF. Spotlighted and flushed
December 29 9pm-2am 51 47 birds in the middle of the sagebrush field. Observed 2 birds

on the hill near the MSP and 7 birds in the MSP. These 9 birds
may have been a part of the original 45 flushed birds.

SF = sagebrush field located along the bypass haul road south of the mine, MSP = mine sagebrush patch located
adjacent to (south) of the reclaimed area of pit #1, HL = historic lek located in Sink Valley, FP = Fords pasture
located 10 miles south of the mine site, AF = Alfalfa field, located immediately south of the town of Alton, WSF =
West sagebrush fields located .5 to 1 mile west of SF, € = corridor between Alton and Hoyts Ranch, Well = grassy
area located adjacent to the well (pump) south of the conservation area, CA = conservation area.
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Figure 2. Location of survey areas for greater sage-grouse during the 2012 monitoring season. CA =
Conservation area, NMSP = North mine sagebrush patch, OL = Original lek, Rabbitbrush field,
Sagebrush flat, SMSP = South mine sagebrush patch, WM = Wet meadow, and WSF = West
sagebrush fields. Additional sites not shown above include the corridor (C) and the alfalfa fields (AF)

south of Alton.



Lek Monitoring

Lekking activities were monitored between late February and early May. Mine employees and
consultants did not observe males strutting at the historic lek, however, UDWR wildlife biologist
Dustin Schaible reported seeing 3 birds on the lek east of the mine. The majority of mating
activity was concentrated at the “new lekking area”, located on the hillsides south of the
sagebrush field, or along the tree edge at the west end of the same field (Figure 3, Table 3).
Several lek surveys were conducted around the mine during the mating season, but specific
counts were limited to displaying or roosting males. The Utah DWR reported a total of 12 birds
displaying on the new lek site in 2013. Mine employees and consultants counted a similar
number of birds on the lek in April (Table 3).

No surveys were conducted in the sagebrush field until late June when it was determined that
hens had completed nesting. Surveys during this time were still carefully conducted to avoid
flushing hens with chicks.

Figure 3. Locations of 2012-13 lekking activities within the Sink Valley area. Red/pink areas identify
those sites where birds were observed displaying in 2013. Both sites are considered a new lek. The
blue/white circle is the location of the alternate lek site where decoys were displayed and the
sounds of strutting birds were broadcast over a loudspeaker placed in the middie of the simulated
lekking area. The blue/pink circle is the historic lek where one male was observed strutting (in mid
February by Harry Barber) and later decoys were displayed and sounds broadcast (in mid March)
with no sign of strutting male activity.

Table 3. Lek counts at the Alton / Sink Valley ek (2013)

Date Time of | Number of I Location

10



observation

birds

March 14 8:05 am 1 Male strutting on spoils pile
March 14 8:20 am 4 Males strutting on ridge south of the SF
April 8:00 am 12 Strutting males on the south slope of the SF
May 6 8:30 am 9 Observed roosting adult males in full breeding plumage just
south of the SF.

Calling Sage-grouse at the New Lek

To encourage breeding activities, a sage-grouse strutting display call was played at the new lek
area by Kirk Nicholes and Joe Helfrich. They noticed that bird breeding activities increased while
the call was played (personal communication with Helfrich and Nicholes 2013). Birds responded
to these auditory cues noted by the change from standing to displayed behavior while the play
was called. Kirk and Joe also played the same call at the Fords Pasture area to see if any birds

responded with lekking behavior. No birds were observed.
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Vegetation Monitoring of Key Habitat Areas

In 2012, a field of rubber rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) was treated with herbicide
(Tordon 22k) to reduce rabbitbrush cover and dominance, and increase the potential for
sagebrush recovery (Figure 4; see the 2012 ACD annual report for a detailed description of the
herbicide application). Pre-treatment baseline data were collected within the rabbitbrush
treatment area prior to spraying. One year after treatment, the same type of data were
collected to 1) evaluate the amount of shrub mortality resulting from the herbicide treatment
and 2) assess changes to plant community structure focusing on sage-grouse habitat. This
information makes it possible to evaluate the effectiveness of this treatment on plant
community structure.

Methods

On September 21, 2013, vegetation samples were collected from 5 randomly located plots
within the rabbitbrush dominated field. At each plot, shrub density and cover were measured
along a 20m transect. Density was determined by counting all individual plants by species
within a 1m” area (20 quadrats per transect). Cover was determined.using the line-point
intercept method, with pin drop hits spaced 0.15m apart. At each pdint, the plant species or
surface feature “hit” was recorded.

Figure 4. Treating rubber rabbitbrush using a truck-mounted sprayer in the valley east of the
conservation area. Field data were collected before and after treatment to compare the
effectiveness of this treatment method.

12



Results

Density

In 2013, total grass cover was the greatest in rabbitbrush treated habitat (9.9%; Figure 5),
however there was little change in grass cover between pre and post-treatment samples. Total
shrub cover was lower in post-treated habitat for rabbitbrush and higher for big sagebrush and
snowberry (Figure 6). This indicates that a target community with sagebrush dominance may be

achievable.
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Figure 5. Density of grasses, forbs, and shrubs after chemical treatment of the rabbitbrush area. The
graph on the left represents total density plus standard error for each life form class. The graph on
the right compares plant density between pre-treatment (2012) and post-treatment (2013) plant

communities.
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Figure 6. Comparison of living vs. dead shrubs one year after treatment. Shrubs include Artemisia
tridentata (ARTR; big sagebrush), Chrysothamnus nauseosus (CHNA; rubber rabbitbrush, and

Symphoricarpos oreophilos (SYOR; snowberry).
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Cover
Within the rabbitbrush treated area, rubber rabbitbrush experienced the highest cover of dead

shrubs (12.1%; Figure 7). Fine and large litter contributed to surface cover, however, these
areas had a high percentage of bare ground both before and after treatment (Figure 8). Big
sagebrush cover was higher in treated sites, whereas rabbitbrush and snowberry experienced a
reduction in total shrub cover (Figure 8). This indicates that herbicide treatments can reduce
rabbitbrush cover releasing resources for other plant establishment and growth, in particular

big sagebrush.
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Figure 7. Percent cover of surface features in treated rabbitbrush plant communities. Fine litter
consists of dead grass and small debris. Large litter consists of twigs and larger woody material.
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Figure 8. Percent cover of surface features (left) and dominant shrubs (right). Shrubs include
Artemisia tridentata (ARTR; big sagebrush), Chrysothamnus nauseosus (CHNA; rubber rabbitbrush,
and Symphoricarpos oreophilos (SYOR; snowberry).
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Habitat Mitigation

Juniper Removal
The sagebrush field south of the mine area is critical habitat for greater sage-grouse in the

Alton region. Throughout the year, sage-grouse can typically be found utilizing this field. Up to
12-14 male birds have been found strutting on the hill adjacent to the field during the breeding
season. There is also evidence that the sagebrush field is used for nesting and early brood-
rearing (communication by Nicki Frey 2010) and flushing chicks (Petersen 2012). It is common
to find birds using this field throughout the fall and winter months (up to 50-60).

Within the sagebrush field and surrounding region (Figure 9), juniper tree encroachment has
created a concern for sustaining the current sage-grouse population. To estimate the impact
these trees are having on this region, 53 randomly located plots were identified within the
habitat treatment area. At each random point, the total number of trees growing within a
100ft. radius around the center point were counted (approximately 0.72 acres). Much of this
landscape had been bullhogged in 2006, subsequently only surviving trees were counted for
this assessment. Based on these plot data, average tree density for the treatment area was
calculated at approximately 27 trees per acre. Within the sagebrush field only, density was
lower at 11 trees per acres, while the surrounding areas had 37 trees per acre.
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Figure 9. The number of trees per acre based on a 100ft sample area surrounding a plot center.
Larger circles represent greater tree densities.
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Because this area is potentially the most important habitat for sage-grouse in the Alton area, it
is important to maintain high habitat quality for this area. During the first week of October, a
crew employed by ACD cut all found trees within the treatment area. This treatment included
the removal of trees in all size classes (Figure 10).

° °
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Figure 10. Size classes of trees occurring in each plot. Values reported next to each plot represent
tree size classes of <2 ft tall, 2-10 ft tall, and >10 ft. tall, respectively.

To assess the potential impact of a juniper dominated stand (phase Ill closed canopy woodland)
on sage-grouse habitat, the total number of trees growing in non-bullhogged areas. This made
is possible to compare tree densities between juniper forests and the sagebrush field. Two
random plots located in a juniper woodland area had a total of 92 trees (118 trees per acre) and
140 trees (179 trees per acre). These trees represent habitat not typically suitable for nesting
and brood-rearing sage-grouse. The complete removal of these woodlands would increase
potential habitat for this critically important area.

Spoils Pile Reclamation
Reclamation efforts were conducted on the spoils piles that were prepared for seeding during
2012. This area was contoured to mimic natural landscape topography and seeded with a mix
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of native and introduced grasses and native forbs and shrubs. After seeding, soils were covered
with a weed free straw mulch and then crimped to anchor the hay and reduce runoff. During
the spring and early summer months, triticale established and eventually produced high cover
and density. Desirable seeded plants had established between triticale plants where they are
protected from excessive desiccation or soil erosion. By late summer, triticale cover was greatly
reduced allowing established seeded plants an opportunity to grow.

Predator Control Activities

USDA Wildlife Services provided coyote and raven predator control during the 2013 winter and
spring months. These two species are considered potential threats to sagebrush eggs, chicks,
and adults. Particularly damaging are ravens that consume eggs and chicks.

To control ravens, Wildlife Services (Teresa Wright) dispersed poisoned eggs throughout the
Alton area. Eggs were dispersed throughout the area starting February 26" and continued
through June 28", A total of 1,450 eggs were placed near the mine and surrounding areas. It is
assumed that 1 bird is killed for every four eggs placed. Therefore, approximately 362 ravens
were killed during this time period (personal communication Wright 2013). A noticeable
increase in raven activity has been reported from September through December. Regular
control of ravens is critical for sage-grouse population success in this area. Figure 11 shows the
sites where eggs were distributed by Wildlife Services.

Coyotes were controlled by setting snares and shooting at dens (Roger). Animals were taken
between December 1, 2012 through October 1, 2013. A total of 24 coyotes were killed (19 with
fixed-wing aircraft, 5 by trapping). One den was removed near the Alton mine (personal
communication Wright 2013).

17



Figure 11. Sites where poison eggs are distributed by USDA Wildlife Services for raven control. The orange polygon
represents the stock yard near Alton where birds congregate

Participation and Invelvement with Local Working Groups

ACD has attended CCARM monthly meetings to learn from and plan with committee members
regarding sage-grouse conservation strategies. The expertise of each member provides an
excellent opportunity to gain greater insight in sage-grouse habitat improvement and
population conservation.
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Goals, Plans, and Proposals for 2014

Sage-grouse population monitoring

Bird surveys will be conducted using the same procedures established for 2012-13. Key areas
that support intact sagebrush communities have been identified and will be surveyed once
every month continuing with October 2013 and ending in February when breeding activity
resumes. Surveys will be conducted at Fords pasture during the winter months (October
through February) to locate birds and assess the amount of time they remain in the valley.

The leks at Sink Valley, the sagebrush flat, the spoils pile, and Fords Pasture will all be surveyed
during the breeding season (late February through early April). The number of strutting males
will be recorded during each visit. Lek surveys will be coordinated with the Utah DWR to reduce
the number of people visiting the leks (to prevent unnecessary disturbance).

In addition to the presence/absence data that is being collected during sage-grouse surveys,
additional monitoring data will be conducted to identify bird movements and actual impacts on
the birds from mining activities as required by the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act
(SMCRA). To meet regulatory requirements, Alton Coal Development will provide funding with
request from the Utah DWR to conduct one aerial survey in 2014. ACD will also be willing to
discuss funding the capture, collaring, and monitoring of sage-grouse living in the Alton/Sink
Valley area. These data can provide information regarding productivity, connectivity, migratory
patterns, vegetation treatment areas and impacts from mining during Lekking, brood rearing
and wintering activities.

Vegetation Improvements and Monitoring

Vegetation improvements will continue using the same criteria described in the current
mitigation plan. Treatment will be completed in areas recommended by ACD, state and federal
consulting entities (NRCS, DWR, DOGM, BLM, and FWS) and CCARM. ACD will treat
approximately 250 acres of landscape within the Alton/Sink Valley area. This will continue to
honor the commitment between ACD and UDOGM of a 4:1 mitigation to disturbance ratio. ACD
will also provide maintenance toward already treated areas by removing young trees, and
lopping and scattering limbs and debris from previous PJ harvests.

Vegetation Monitoring will be conducted using the same protocol established in the current
mitigation plan. Sites that will be monitored will be based on recommendations and discussions
with state and federal consulting entities (NRCS, DWR, DOGM, BLM, and FWS) and CCARM. The
data collected will be consistent from previous years, consisting of species composition, percent
cover, density, and bird use (noted by feathers, tracks, fecal piles, or bird sightings). In the
rabbitbrush field, 200m long permanent transects will be located at the same place where the
2013 50m transects were located. Additionally, the same number and size of transects (5) will
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be located in untreated areas to represent a control group. Data will be collected using the line
intercept method as well as the Daubenmire method for vegetation sampling.

Predator Control

Predator control activities will continue to focus on ravens and coyotes. Eggs will be distributed
by USDA Wildlife Services to reduce raven densities throughout the Alton area. ACD will
continue to fund predator control activities, but the ultimate method and procedure for
predator removal will decided by Wildlife Services.

Partnership and Collaboration

ACD will assist UDWR by providing funds for an aerial flight to survey leks during the breeding
season. They will contribute funds to purchase a GPS sage-grouse collar that will be used to
support on-going monitoring and research by Nicki Frey. They will also provide support to help
Nicki trap and collar birds upon request.
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Alton Coal Development
Greater sage-grouse Satellite Telemetry Interim Report
Dr. Nicole Frey, Wildlife Biologist, Utah State University Extension

Population:

In October and November of 2014, 2 transmitters were deployed in Sink Valley; 1 adult male and 1
juvenile female. Through February 28, 2015, 815 locations were acquired for these transmitters.

Habitat Use:

Our vegetation analysis is a simple statistical comparison of vegetation use, using the Landfire
vegetation data layer; it does not consider the amount of each habitat available to each sage-grouse.
After our data collection is complete for this area, we will compute a resource selection function analysis
to determine how this habitat selection compared to the relative amount of habitat available in the area.
In the interim, however, this data is interesting and of use. To create the habitat layer, we imported the
Landfire data layer. We spatially joined this layer to our attribute table for Greater sage-grouse. Then
we selected those locations that intersected a layer provided by the BLM that indicated areas that had
been treated to remove tree cover. We repeated this process for the Alton Coal Development coverage
for reclaimed areas. For those locations that intersected the treatments, we reclassified the vegetation
type to “treated”. For simplicity, we calculated the % of total locations found in each habitat type, and
removed all habitat types where sage-grouse were found <1% of the total locations.

Sagebrush shrubland was the predominant vegetation type used to date (Figure 1). Areas reclaimed by
Alton Coal Development were used. Areas treated by the Bureau of Land Management for tree removal
were also used often. The proportion of use compared to the proportion of land-type available has not
been calculated for this report.

Movements

During the time of this study, the birds were distributed from Sink Valley to Ford Pasture. Both birds
moved south from Sink Valley to Ford Pasture during this time period, and returned back to Sink Valley.
Most of their locations were centered in the fields to the west of the current mine activity. Several
locations were found in the areas designated as Opportunity Areas, within the Panguitch SGMA,
however most locations were found in areas currently mapped as Greater sage-grouse habitat.

Summary:

The data collected from the 2 transmitters deployed by Alton Coal Development have already provided
many locations on sage-grouse habitat use during the winter, including movements south into Ford
Pasture. Additionally, while limited in time and only illustrating winter use, there were several locations
of sage-grouse in the mine reclamation areas. Future data collection by these birds will continue to
provide evidence for grouse use in the area. However, the interpretations of this data are limited by the
sample size. Thus we can only make conclusions regarding where the birds are located, rather than
make inferences on where the birds could be located. We cannot extrapolate this information to
assume similar behavior from all other birds in this population.



Alton Coal Development interirn Report March 26, 2015
Dr. Nicole Frey

Litah State University Extension

Recommendations:

A small sample size can only illustrate a limited scope of the true potential of sage-grouse habitat use
and distribution. Alternately, a small sample size could illustrate a problem that is unique only to 1 bird;
thus we cannot generalize movements and locations across the entire population of birds based on the
actions of 2 animals. To circumvent the limitations of a small sample size, | suggest you might a) deploy
more transmitters or b) extend the life of the project such that as the current birds lose their collars we
can deploy them on new birds. Either strategy would greatly improve the ability of your project to draw
conclusions of sage-grouse in Alton/Sink Valley. However, increasing the number of transmitters
deployed would solve the problem more quickly.

Figure 1: Histogram of the % of total telemetry locations found in each habitat type, Sink Valley, October
2014 - February 28, 2015.
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Landfire Vegetation Classification

Map below shows distribution of locations of the transmitters. Both birds did not venture north of Sink
Valley. There was movement south into Ford Pasture. Map shows the BLM treatments as well as the
ACD reclaimed areas, with a 100m buffer around them.



Alton Coal Development interim Report March 26, 2015
Dr. Micole Frey
Utah State University Extension
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Greater Sage-grouse Population Monitoring and Habitat Improvement
in the Alton, Utah Region

Progress Report
Steven L. Petersen, Ph.D., Consultant
FOR YEAR 2013-14

The Alton-Sink Valley region of southern Utah can be described as a multi-use landscape
supporting local farmers, ranchers, residents of Alton, and a diversity of wildlife that utilize an
arrangement of habitat types for food and shelter. This area is also rich in coal deposits which
are currently being extracted to sustain energy demands, primarily for the State of Utah. In
2014, approximately 650,000 tons of coal were extracted by Alton Coal Development Inc. (ACD)
from the Sink Valley coal deposit and delivered to a Utah-based power plant near Delta, Utah.
This operation has created work opportunities for local residents, provides power for Los
Angeles, California, and benefits local and regional economies.

Within the Alton-Sink Valley area, a resident population of greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus
urophasianus) utilize sagebrush and wet meadow habitats for nesting, brood rearing, wintering.
According to Frey et al. (2014), sage-grouse are found in sagebrush-steppe and agricultural
lands that comprise 42% and 28% of the available habitat, respectively. This includes areas that
had been treated (bullhogged) to remove or thin invasive pinyon-juniper woodlands.

Greater sage-grouse has been a species of concern throughout western North America
following declining population densities and habitat availability. The most significant impacts
have resulted from habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, degraded habitat condition, fire,
invasive plant species, predation, and to a lesser extent disease (i.e. west Nile virus). In Utah,
for example, the range of sage-grouse in Utah has been reduced to 50% of historic levels (Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources 2009). Subsequently, this sagebrush obligate species is being
reconsidered for federal listing as a threatened and/or endangered species. This decision to list
sage-grouse or not will be determined in 2015.

Recognizing sage-grouse as an important but also sensitive species to the Alton area, ACD has
created and sustained an ongoing monitoring and management program that focuses on sage-
grouse population sustainability, bird protection and safety, and habitat restoration and
conservation. This program has included the development of detailed plans for restoring critical
habitat and monitoring sites for bird use activities. Initiated in 2006, all mitigation and
management plans are implemented and assessed annually.
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ACD has maintained a close working relationship with partners in sage-grouse conservation, in
particular the Utah Division of Qil, Gas, and Mining (UDOGM), the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources (UDWR), the Color Country Adaptive Resource Management group (CCARM), and the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). These partnerships have resulted in more well-developed
strategies for improving rangeland resources and providing the conditions that have resulted in
a stable sage-grouse population.

Alton Coal Inc. continues to complete tasks and responsibilities established through formal
agreements with the Department of Oil Gas and Mining and Utah Department of Wildlife
Resources. These efforts met or exceeded the expectations identified by the Bureau of Land
Management in Memorandum No. 2012-043 including short-term treatment implementation
and monitoring activities and long-term habitat improvement goals.

The purpose of this report is to present the primary 2013-2014 sage-grouse related
accomplishments including population monitoring and habitat improvement work.
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FALL 2013 - WINTER 2014 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Sage-grouse Population Monitoring

Employee Observations and Sage-grouse Population Monitoring

ACD employees are trained to identify sage-grouse and report any sighting and the location of
that sighting whenever observed. These observations are reported directly to Kirk Nicholes
(ACD Environmental Manager) who logs each sighting and manages this information for use in
population monitoring and trend analysis (Table 1). Kirk then maps the coordinate location of

each sighting, providing a record of sage-grouse population activity and habitat use within the
Alton and Sink Valley areas (Figure 1).

Bird Surveys
In addition to employee sightings, each month during the non-breeding time period, sage-

grouse are monitored within the Alton/Sink Valley region using surveys and field counts within
the primary habitat areas. These surveys consist of walking along transects with constant visual
(sweeping) observation patterns to detect any bird movement, in particular flushing birds. Dogs
are not used to aid in locating birds. Each time a bird or group of birds are observed, a
coordinate location is collected at the site where they were last observed. Additionally, a
measure of sound (noise levels) is recorded using a PCE Sound Level meter (SL 322). This type of
data is new to our survey protocol, used to assess the potential influence of noise on sage-
grouse behavior (Table 2).

During each survey performed, the areas visited to locate birds are as follows (Figure 2):

e Sagebrush flat, 0.5km south of the open coal pits (SF)

e Mine sagebrush patch located south (SMSP) and north (NMSP) of the mine spoils piles.
e Original lek (OL)

e Wet meadow (WM) located in grass/rush/sedge community surrounding the well.

e Conservation area (CA)

Other sites that are visited periodically (3-4 times / year) include:

e Woest sagebrush fields (WSF)

e Fords pasture (FP)

e Rabbitbrush field (RF) where treatments have been applied to reduce rabbitbrush
dominance.

Of all potential sage-grouse habitats in the region, the most frequent sightings occur in the
sagebrush field area. This area is dominated by black sagebrush (Artemisia nova) and a mix of
forbs and grasses. This field also serves as a primary site for nesting and early brood-rearing.
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Table 1. Observations of sage-grouse reported by ACD employees between October 2013 and December

2014 within the Alton/Sink Valley region.

Date Time of Number Location uUtm
observation of birds Coordinates
Oct. 15, 2013 700 am 6 Observeq birds while pushing overburden near 354804 E
reclamation area 1767153 N
. 354730 E
Oct. 21, 2013 7:00 am 24 Observed on reclamation area 1767158 N
Oct. 29, 2013 240 am 10 Observeq birds while pushing overburden near 354780 E
reclamation area 1767233 N
- 354315 E
Nov. 1, 2013 7:12 am 3 Observed by topsoil pile #4 h 763896 N
‘ . 354017 E
Nov. 11, 2013 7:00 am 1 Observed near pit #9 788313 N
i Flushed in the sagebrush flat with Kathleen Clark  Bs0217 €
Nov. 20, 2013 2:00 pm 16 and Denise Dragoo, 1765331 N
. 353487 E
Dec. 13, 2013 741 am 30 Flushed east of pit #9 768941 N
= 1349490 E
Jan. 7, 2014 10:00 am 8 Flyover haul road near pit #26/27 h 768662 N
Jan. 24, 2014 845 am 14 Flyover reclamation area f?gg;gf,\,
Feb. 1, 2014 7:10 am 6 Observed in sagebrush flat area i?ggg;,\,
Feb. 1, 2014 8:00 am 3 Flushed in Fords Pasture ig:;ﬁ;,\l
Feb. 1, 2014 23 | Observed in PJ within the sagebrush flat area oo
Feb. 3, 2014 9:55 am 5 Observed south of pit #9 i;ﬁZZSfN
Feb. 4, 2014 9:40 am 2 Observed at the south end of pit #9 i;ggé‘f,\,
Feb. 5, 2014 7:39 am 5 Observed near spoils pile i;égg;;,\,
) Flyover from spoils pile, over reclamation area, 353834 E
Feb. 17, 2014 7:00 am 45 landing on BLM land 1766939 N
Feb. 24, 2014 midnight 11 Trapping birds west of the mine (SF) igggg;:,\,
Mar. 5, 2014 8:30 am 7 Males strutting on new lek i;ég:::,\,
Mar. 6, 2014 8:30 am 10 7 males and 3 hens on new lek i;gi;f,\j
Mar. 10, 2014 8:30 am 15 12 males and 3 females on new lek i;égng,\,
Mar. 11, 2014 6:30 am 1 Observed on road to well i;‘;gﬁf,\,
Mar. 12, 2014 --- 1 Observed on haul road at topsoil stockpile #4 iggg;;EN
Mar. 14, 2014 7:30 am 4 Observed on hau! road east of Mechanics conex i?ggg?lEN
Mar. 18, 2014 1:45 pm 2 Observed flying near pond 3 i;ggi:N




Table 1 (continued).

Date Time of Number Location UT™M
observation | of birds Coordinates

Mar. 18, 2014 8:30 am 1 Observed on south side of spoils pile i;ggﬁf,\,
Mar. 21, 2014 3:00 pm 6 Flyover from orchard to spoils pile f?iging
Mar. 22, 2014 7:30 am 8 Observing and filming grouse on the lek i;%ingN
April 4, 2014 730 am 1 rHoe‘;r:jobserved near deer fence west of country igz;zg4EN
April 7, 2014 8:40 am 12 Observed on new lek i;gggi;,\,
June 12, 2014 3:15 pm 2 Observed at HWT-1 E;ﬁéﬁﬁfN
June 15, 2014 12:00 pm 1 Observed at SP-22 i%g‘%f,\,
June 16, 2014 4:10 pm 1 Observed at SP-22 f?ﬁggf,\,
June 23, 2014 11:20 am 12 Flushed from “Pugh'’s Palace” i?iggi:,\,
June 30, 2014 10:00 am 16 g);:ized 13 chicks and 3 hens at “Pugh’s igggggéff\j
June 30, 2014 10:52 am 4 Observed at SP-22 i;g;gi5EN
June 30, 2014 11:40 am 5 fngk;ﬁlgsri;)gs;re\fd in ditch 1 above the C3 igégﬁ:N
July 1, 2014 9:15 am 3 1 hen and 2 chicks cross county road near office i%%g;,\l
July 1, 2014 10:30 am 11 1 hen and 10 checks near old coral i%ggioEN
July 3, 2014 9:26 am 12 8 adults and 4 chicks observed near new lek i?éig;;,\]
Wy 200 | sisan | 3 |Lhendddidsdevedsaneoudon frime
July 23, 2014 S4B 3 irr;;g:dand 1 chick observed in ditch 1 by i?%g;;N
July 23, 2014 10:30 am 8 Flushed at SP-22 f?g;ggf,\l
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Figure 1. Location of sage-grouse observations made by ACD employees.
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Table 2. Observations from monthly surveys conducted by S.L. Petersen.

Date Time of HumbBer Location
observation of birds

Cursory survey from the road to avoid flushing nesting birds
May 15 8:00 am 8 from the SF. Flushed 5 birds from MSP. Frey technician flushed
3 birds from SF by driving 4-wheeler through the field.
Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, WSF, Well, and CA. 14 birds flushed from
June 21 7:35-9:18 am 40 the SF area. 11 birds were flushed on the backside of the new
lek. 6 adults and 9 chicks flushed from the well.

Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, WSF, Well, and CA. Flushed 4 juveniles
from the new lek and 8 from the backside of the new lek.
Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, and Well. Flushed 15-20 birds from a
phase 3 PJ woodland near the SF where they were roosting.
Trapping birds with Nicki and her crew. Flushed a minimum of
15 birds. Most trapping occurred in the SF and MSP.

Trapping birds with Nicki and her crew. Flushed birds but did
November 10pm-2am 20 not conduct an accurate count due to trapping efforts. Most
trapping occurred in the SF region and MSP.

Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, Well, CA, FP. Flushed 25 birds in the
December 22 3am, 8-11am 43 sagebrush flat. Flushed 18 birds adjacent to the open mine. 2
birds found at Fords Pasture using spotlight.

Surveyed SF, MSP, HL, Well, CA, WSF, FP. Flushed 10 birds at
8am-1pm 23 the sagebrush flat on the first pass, 9 different birds in the
same area further east. 5 birds in Fords Pasture, spotlighting.

August 21 7:54-8:08 am 33-45

September 25 7:45 am 21-29

October 10pm-2am 15

January 24,
2015

SF = sagebrush field located along the bypass haul road south of the mine, MSP = mine sagebrush patch
located adjacent to {south) of the reclaimed area of pit #1, HL = historic lek located in Sink Valley, FP =
Fords pasture located 10 miles south of the mine site, AF = Alfalfa field, located immediately south of
the town of Alton, WSF = West sagebrush fields located .5 to 1 mile west of SF, C = corridor between
Alton and Hoyts Ranch, Well = grassy area located adjacent to the well (pump) south of the conservation
area, CA = conservation area.
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Figure 2. Location of survey areas for greater sage-grouse during the 2012-2014 monitoring seasons.
CA = Conservation area, NMSP = North mine sagebrush patch, OL = Original lek, Rabbitbrush field,
Sagebrush flat, SMSP = South mine sagebrush patch, WM = Wet meadow, and WSF = West
sagebrush fields. Additional sites not shown above include the corridor (C}) and the alfalfa fields (AF)

south of Alton.
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GPS Collaring and Monitoring
During fall 2014, Dr. Nicki Frey was provided with GPS collars purchased by the BLM and ACD (2
collars) that could be used to monitor sage-grouse movement patterns throughout the valley.

On three different nights, 3 birds were trapped and harnessed with a GPS backpack style collars
within the sagebrush flat area. Since the time they were collared, these birds have provided
daily coordinate location information that can be used to determine bird movement patterns
and habitat use throughout the year.

Historic and Current Lek use in Alton/Sink Valley
Greater sage-grouse have been found in the Sink Valley and Alton areas of Kane County, Utah

for many generations. This has consisted of breeding activity (at the Sink Valley lek), nesting
and brood rearing (likely near Sink Valley but this has been poorly documented), and winter
habitat use primarily in Sink Valley and the Alton area. The density of birds reported using the
Sink Valley area has fluctuated widely during the time they have been observed. The most
accurate estimates of bird densities in this region are from lek counts that were conducted
annually by wildlife biologists with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR). Since 1991,
lek counts have experienced significant declines in strutting males. Data suggest that there has
been an oscillation in male lek attendance over the past 20 years which likely reflects variable
sage-grouse occurrence and habitat use within this area (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Male bird attendance at the Sink Valley lek, located south of Alton, Utah. Observations were
made by Utah DWR employees observing during the spring breeding months (February —
April). The 2005 and 2007 data are missing for this graph. Birds recorded from 2012-14 were
located on the new lek. Previous observations were from the historic lek.
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In 2006, 14 male birds were observed strutting on the Sink Valley lek. However, since that time,
the numbers have declined steadily with only 2 birds observed in 2009, 1 bird in 2010, and no
sighting of strutting males in 2011. There was concern that the breeding population would not
return following several years of low lek attendance and with the beginning of mining activity in
the general proximity of the lek. Since mining commenced, sage-grouse have been observed
breeding at a location on a hillside located adjacent to the sagebrush flat approximately 0.55
miles away from the original lek. This “new” lek is 0.35 miles from the closest mining activity
and has supported 12-15 males observed annual over the past 3 breeding seasons (Figure 4).
Additionally, 20-60 birds are seen in the valley annually including a number of chicks and young
birds that were raised in the area (ACD annual reports 2012-14).

This pattern of behavior indicates that the birds at the Coal Hollow area have shifted lekking
locations and that they have the capacity to shift and adapt to local conditions and human-
related activities. It is likely that the number of birds attending leks in the region were
consistent, but that birds went undetected in the area until they were discovered displaying on
the new lek in 2012.

Figure 4. Five male strutting sage-grouse displaying at the new lek, located south of the sagebrush flat
southwest of active coal mining. This photograph was taken on March 22, 2014.

In comparison to the lek data collected from Alton/Sink Valley, lek counts at Hoyts Ranch have
experienced similar lek attendance by males ranging from 4 in 2011 to a high of 13 in 2012 (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Male bird attendance at the Hoyts Ranch lek, north of Alton. Observations recorded

expanded from 2010 to 2014.
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Noise Detection and Sound Assessment
The influence of sound (noise pollution) on sage-grouse was assessed by measuring sound

(decibel) at specific stations and at each location where birds were flushed. Decibels were
recorded at each flush site using an Extech 407735 Sound Level Meter. Patterns of noise
detection and bird locations in June and August is presented in figure 6.

8 adulise

A |uveniies

Figure 6. Measure of decibels at set stations (orange) or where birds were flushed (yellow). Figure A
and B are bird flush number and decibel reading on June 21, respectively. Figures C and D are
flush number and decibel reading oh August 21, respectively.
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Habitat Mitigation

In 2014, ACD added an additional 85.88 acres to the Mining and Reclamation Plan (MRP).
Although disturbance would be only temporary within this additional area, a 4:1 habitat
mitigation was completed along with the 240 acres that were previously scheduled for 2014.
ACD chose to combine efforts with UDWR within two Watershed Restoration Initiative projects
that are in close proximity to the mine. The ACD portion of the Thompson Creek chaining was
300 acres, with an additional 300 acres of a rabbitbrush treatment for a total of 600 acres of
mitigation in 2014. See Figure 6 for location and summary of total mitigation completed to
date.

Reclamation of disturbed mined lands can provide habitat for sage-grouse. In December 2014,
reclamation will be implemented on 65 acres of spoils pile and backfilled pit area. These
reclaimed lands will be seeded with a plant mix that consists of native shrubs and herbaceous
species important for sage-grouse habitat (nesting, foraging). An overview of sage-grouse
habitat mitigation is provided in figure 7.

16



Q
(7]
=
bR
88
g 2
=14
m...

=
£
©&
5

Area of Ssge grouse

Arci Diviurbed by Mining

Miigution lv be
complezed by ACH

gy T T

¢

N o
Mo

ink Valley region.

ithin the Alton/S

ionw

t

itiga

tat mi

grouse habi

Figure 7. Sage

17




Predator Control Activities

During the 2013-2014 periods, sage-grouse predators were removed to increase potential
nesting and brood rearing success. The types of predators that were removed included
common ravens (Corvus corax), American crows (Corvus brachyrhynchos), coyotes (Canis
latrans), and red fox (Vulpes vulpes). All predator control activities were conducted by USDA
Wildlife Services.

Ravens are considered one of the greatest threats to sage-grouse eggs, chicks and adults in the
Alton/Sink Valley area. Ravens have been found to increase with a higher availability of
resources found near towns (i.e. Alton and its stockyards) and subsequently have a higher
impact on sage-grouse populations (Bui et al. 2010). Additionally, Bui et al. (2010) found that
resident ravens that exhibit high territorial behavior have a greater impact on nest success than
birds only flying though an area. Resident birds in the Alton/Sink Valley are common and are
predicted to have a high impact on bird populations.

Small mammalian mesopredators can also have a distinct negative impact on sage-grouse. Little
evidence has been provided on the impact of coyotes on sage-grouse, however fox, badger,
raccoon, and skunk have been shown to significantly impact nest and brood-rearing success
(Mezquida et al. 2006). The removal of coyotes should be carefully monitored to ensure that
lagomorph populations do not increase throughout the area. The lack of coyote predation on
lagomorphs can result in higher densities that will potentially attract golden eagles (Aqguila
chrysaetos) into the valley. Golden eagles have been considered to be the most significant
predator of adult sage-grouse (Mezquida et al. 2006), and have been observed taking adult
sage-grouse in the Alton/Sink Valley area (Personal Communication with Frey 2010).

In a study conducted in Pinedale, Wyoming, 51% of monitored sage-grouse nest sites failed, of
which 83% were lost to predation by mesopredators. 47% of all broods failed, all attributed to
predation (Bui et al. 2010). Fragmentation or reduced density of sagebrush habitats can also
increase exposure of nests and young birds to predators, increasing impacts of predators on
sage-grouse survival (Lyon and Anderson 2003).

To control ravens, wildlife services specialist Theresa Wright distributed 1400 poisoned eggs
through the area between January-June 2014 (Figure 8). With a 4:1 egg to kill ratio, it is
assumed that 350 ravens were removed (personal communication). For control of mammalian
mesopredators, Roger Nauer set a trap line along the fence near the alfalfa fields south of Alton
(Figure 8). Approximately 20 snares were set along the fence, placed at locations where holes
had been dug under the fence by mesopredators. Roger killed 19 coyotes between December
2013 and December 2014. Roger did not report the removal of any other small mammal
mesopredators from the area.
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Chicks raised by hens in the valley have been observed in the east valley near the well. While
not monitored from the time since hatched, chicks are found with hens throughout the brood-
rearing period. With consistent chick counts, it is likely that chick mortality is low. This is likely
due to the reduction in predators in the Alton/Sink Valley area.

o
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g

Figure 8. Blue polygons indicate areas where poison eggs were distributed by USDA Wildlife Services
for raven control. This includes roadsides near critical habitat and the stock yard near Alton
where birds congregate. The yellow polygon represents the location where coyote snares are
set and trapped. Approximately 20 snares are set and checked every two days during the

trapping season.
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Participation and Involvement with Local Working Groups

ACD has attended CCARM bi-monthly meetings to join in discussion and planning for sage-
grouse conservation in the Alton/Sink Valley area. The members of this committee provide
invaluable feedback that aids in conservation strategy development and habitat improvement
planning. Maintaining this cooperation with CCARM has been instrumental in the success of this
project. Habitat use and sage-grouse movement patterns are being studied by Nicki Frey. ACD
participated in trapping and collaring birds on three occasions during the spring and fall
trapping season. As a result of this effort, 4 birds were harnessed with backpack style GPS
devices that are currently providing information on bird movement and habitat use.

FALL 2014 - WINTER 2015 GOALS, PLANS AND PROPOSALS

Sage-grouse population monitoring

Bird surveys will be conducted using the standard protocol developed in 2012. Key areas that
support intact sagebrush communities will be surveys monthly. Surveys will be temporarily
suspended from February through May to avoid breeding and nesting. Surveys will be
conducted at Fords pasture during the winter months (December through February) to search
for birds and assess the amount of time they remain in the valley.

The historic lek at Sink Valley, the new lek in the sagebrush flat, the spoils pile, and Fords
Pasture will all be surveyed during the breeding season (late February through early April). The
number of strutting males will be recorded during each visit. Lek surveys will be coordinated
with the Utah DWR to reduce the number of people visiting the leks (to prevent unnecessary
disturbance). ACD will additionally continue to support Nicki Frey, USU, and SUU in collaring
and monitoring birds.

ACD will continue to support trapping and monitoring of sage-grouse in the valley. Dr. Nicki
Frey has collared 1-3 birds in the area with GPS collar technology. She is collecting daily
information that highlights bird habitat use and migration behavior. ACD will assist in
spotlighting and collaring birds as recommended by Utah DWR. ACD recommends that Utah
DWR carefully assess and determine the appropriate number of birds that should be collared
and monitored within the area to prevent potential population declines due to bird losses
associated with trapping, collaring and monitoring. Since bird trapping and collaring was
terminated in 2009 due to low population numbers, ACD supports a further assessment of
these numbers.

ACD is willing to participate in VHF or GPS collaring as recommended by the UDWR. ACD
recommends that project leaders and technicians avoid walking or driving 4-wheelers within it
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the sagebrush flat area from February through mid-June. This area is presumed to be critical
nesting and early brood-rearing habitat. Excessive human-related activities in this area can
potentially flush hens from nests and separate hens from brood. This can have long-term
negative impacts on bird reproductive success within the Alton/Sink Valley area.

Sound will continue to be monitored each time birds are flushed during monthly surveys. Along
with sound, the time of day and coordinate location is also recorded. These data will be used to
discern the impact of sound on bird habitat use in relation to mining activities. Decibel readings
will be collected at the monitoring stations established in 2014. These data will provide long-
term quantification of noise and bird activity. In addition to the regular surveys, we will also
record the sound level at the lek and look for bird behavior changes due to noise.

Sound measurements will also be collected near the underground mining operation starting in
2015. During 2014, sound readings were collected near the area where underground mining
will occur, at a set, repeat sampling station within the conservation area. This sample provides
baseline information on noise levels pre underground mining. These measurements will
continue to be collected throughout the duration of all mining operations in that area.
Additional stations can be established near the underground mining area (footprint) if the
current station(s) are determined to provide unsatisfactory measurements.

Vegetation Improvements and Monitoring

Improving habitat for sage-grouse is an important objective to land managers for maintaining
or increasing sage-grouse populations. Boyd et al. (2011) provide several examples of effective
land management practices that have resulted in greater habitat use by sage-grouse. Dahlgren
et al. (2006a, 2006b) found that habitat treatment in the Parker Mountains of south-central
Utah resulted in higher sage-grouse densities. They mechanically treated sagebrush using a
Dixie harrow or herbicide applications of tebuthiron to reduce decadent or high density
sagebrush stands as recommended in the sagebrush guidelines (Connelly et al. 2000). By
managing sagebrush to create target vegetation densities and increasing plant community
diversity (mosaic patterns), sage-grouse habitat is improved.

Vegetation improvements will continue using the same criteria described in the current
mitigation plan. Treatment will be completed in areas recommended by ACD, state and federal
consulting entities (NRCS, DWR, DOGM, BLM, and FWS) and CCARM. ACD will treat
approximately 250 acres of landscape within the Alton/Sink Valley area. This will continue to
honor the commitment between ACD and UDOGM of a 4:1 mitigation to disturbance ratio. ACD
will also provide maintenance toward already treated areas by removing young trees, and
lopping and scattering limbs and debris from previous PJ harvests. Decedent and high canopy
cover of big sagebrush within conservation area will be thinned to create habitat structure
suitable for sage-grouse nesting and brood rearing using local cover levels and Connelly et al.
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(2000) guidelines. ACD will collaborate with Kevin or Carl Heaton in disking the entire area
targeting a 50% kill rate of shrubs. Surviving shrubs respond with higher seed production and
greater ephemeral and perennial leaf growth. This also opens surface area for new grass and
forb establishment and growth.

Vegetation Monitoring will be conducted using the same protocol established in the current
mitigation plan. Vegetation monitoring was not conducted in 2014 but will be conducted in
2015. After initial monitoring, it was determined that sites would be sampled every 1-2 years
after treatment, and then every 5 years to detect changes in plant community structure and
composition.

Sites that will be monitored will be based on recommendations and discussions with state and
federal consulting entities (NRCS, DWR, DOGM, BLM, and FWS) and CCARM. The data collected
will be consistent from previous years, consisting of species composition, percent cover,
density, and bird use (noted by feathers, tracks, fecal piles, or bird sightings). In the rabbitbrush
field, 200m long permanent transects will be located at the same place where the 2013 50m
transects were located. Additionally, the same number and size of transects (5) will be located
in untreated areas to represent a control group. Data will be collected using the line intercept
method as well as the Daubenmire method for vegetation sampling.

Predator Control

Predator control activities will continue to focus on ravens and coyotes. During fall 2014,
approximately 100 ravens were sighted flying over the Alton/Sink Valley area in a 4 hour period.
Ravens migrate throughout the region allowing local populations to replenish after a removal
effort. Subsequently, eggs will be distributed annually by USDA Wildlife Services to reduce
raven and crow densities throughout the Alton area, particularly before and during the
sensitive periods of nesting (February-May) and early brood rearing (May-July).

ACD will work closely with Wildlife Services to identify optimal egg distribution locations
throughout the region and modify this approach to be as effective as possible.

Small mammalian predators will be removed when trapping is most effective. ACD will continue
to fund predator control activities (maintaining a funding agreement with Wildlife Services).
Removal of all avian and mammalian predators will be conducted strictly by Wildlife Services.
ACD will work with Wildlife Services to establish harvest permits for ravens that reduce the
population of eggs and chicks in the area.

Partnership and Collaboration
ACD will continue to maintain a collaborative partnership with UDWR, CCARM, USU Extension,
Southern Utah University, the Heaton family, and other organizations and individuals. ACD will

contribute funds-formonitoring birds-with-Nicki-Frey 58,000 toward monitoring that is in
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addition to the regular monthly surveys conducted by ACD sage-grouse specialist (Petersen)
and the ACD employee sighting reports generated whenever birds are observed. The additional
monitoring funds can be used to purchase GPS or VHF collars, coordinate aerial surveys with
UDWR, or any other recommended monitoring service. ACD will also continue to provide
support for trapping and collaring birds upon request.
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APPENDIX A

Examples of Greater Sage-grouse Habitat Use in Response to Improved Land
Management Practices and Application to the Coal Hollow Mine

Introduction

Over the past 60 years, greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) have experienced
declining trends in population density throughout most of the range of the species (Schroeder
et al. 2004). This decline has been attributed to impacts from invasive species, livestock grazing,
fire, predation and land conversion (Braun et al. 1977). Habitat treatments that improve sage-
grouse nesting, brood-rearing and winter range are important to potentially reverse these
trends and maintain healthy sage-grouse populations.

Improving habitat for sage-grouse has been an important objective for land managers
throughout western North America. Although current literature is rich in studies that evaluate
habitat requirements for greater sage-grouse, few describe habitat projects that improve
sagebrush habitat quality necessary for sage-grouse reproduction and survival.

The following are a few examples of land management projects and practices that have
resulted in enhanced sagebrush habitat conditions and greater use by birds. In 2011, Boyd et al.
published a paper in the journal of Rangelands that summarizes examples and stories of
successful habitat restoration that have directly improved sage-grouse habitat and population
densities throughout the west. These examples have direct application to the Coal Hollow Mine
located in Kane County, Utah, where sage-grouse population monitoring and habitat
improvement efforts are being conducted to conserve a population of birds living in that area
along with active coal mining activities.

Examples of Improved Habitat and Increased Bird Use

Utah Range Trend

The state of Utah has conducted extensive habitat improvement projects throughout the state
designed to improve wildlife habitat, focusing on elk and deer populations. However, these
projects also include specific efforts to improve sagebrush communities that benefit sagebrush
ecosystems and sage-grouse populations. These sites are monitored through the Utah big game

range trend program and results are made available at http://wildlife.utah.gov/range/. These
data provide a wealth of information regarding plant community recovery and succession
following habitat treatments and data that can be compared with the sage-grouse guidelines
(Connelly et al. 2000).
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Results from Range Trend indicate that habitat is improved with proactive land management
strategies that focus on specific wildlife requirements (i.e. sage-grouse). Utah remains a leader
in the United States in habitat improvement projects that have resulted in greater habitat
condition for sage-grouse and other wildlife species.

Habitat Improvement on Parker Mountains

Dahlgren et al. (2006a, 2006b) demonstrated that habitat can be improved with mountain big
sagebrush treatments. This research was conducted in the Parker Mountains of South-central
Utah where old decadent stands of sagebrush had dominated many of the local sagebrush
communities (>40% sagebrush cover). Sage-grouse habitat was enhanced (meeting guidelines
established by Connelly et al. (2000) by 1) mechanically treating sagebrush with a Dixie harrow
and 2) applying the herbicide tebuthiuron to reduce sagebrush cover and density to meet
nesting and brood-rearing requirements. These treatments created sagebrush cover and
density levels that were more suitable for year-round use by sage-grouse. Birds have been
observed in these treated sites suggesting that restoration efforts can result in greater habitat

availability.

Deseret Land and Livestock
A long-term management program, established at the Deseret Land and Livestock, has focused

on holistic, adaptive management strategies to sustain and improve sagebrush habitats
throughout the range (Danvir et al. 2014). This program includes maintaining a complex of
sagebrush age classes and understory forbs and grasses using mechanical treatments, thinning
projects, and planting efforts. Results of this work include improved wildlife populations,
including greater densities of greater sage-grouse and increased lek attendance during the
breeding season (Figure 9).

Densities of leks and individual sage-grouse birds is reported to be 12 times higher than typical
grazed sagebrush steppe rangelands of northern Utah (Rich County). In addition to improved
sagebrush treatments, proper grazing practices also contributed to higher sagebrush quality
and forb availability (Danvir 2002).
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Male sage grouse attendence on leks, DLL 1985-2000
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Figure 9. Greater sage-grouse lek counts on the Deseret Land and Livestock region. The increase in
attendance coincides with improved sagebrush habitats. This figure was copied from the
Danvir 2002 report.

Sagebrush Restoration in the Strawberry Valley
Sagebrush habitat improvements have been recorded within the Strawberry Valley area,

located in north-central Utah, east of Heber, Utah. Dr. Randy Larsen, Associate Professor at
Brigham Young University who conducts sage-grouse related research, stated that the more
optimal conditions at Strawberry Valley such as higher elevation (>7,000 ft.) and greater
precipitation levels (>20”) enhance habitat restoration efforts and experience fewer impacts
from invasive species and poor seed establishment (personal communication). Restoration
efforts in this region also experience greater grass, forb and shrub establishment and
productivity following habitat improvement efforts.

By providing improved sagebrush structure and with the translocation of additional birds to this
area, sage-grouse have recovered to densities closer to historic levels. Baxter et al. (2010) found
that 100% of translocated birds to the Strawberry area joined with the resident birds and
exhibited successful mating and breeding. Male lek attendance after translocation was 4 times
that of pre-translocation levels. This success is in part due to high quality habitat and reduced
predation through an active predator control program.

Although the Strawberry area has high quality habitat, it is important to recognize that lower
elevation, drier sagebrush committees (e.g. Wyoming big sagebrush) may experience lower

27



vegetation recovery or be hindered by invasive species. These sites often have lower success in
sage-grouse habitat and population sustainability.

Habitat Improvement in the Western United States
Crawford et al. (2004) found that carefully measured applications of tebuthiuron effectively
reduced sagebrush cover locally increasing grass and forb production which can be important

for nesting and brood rearing.

Managing sagebrush to create target vegetation densities and increasing plant community
diversity (mosaic patterns) has resulted in greater sage-grouse habitat use by providing greater
nesting and brood-rearing opportunities for hens and chicks. Additionally, the increased
availability of geospatial technology, remote sensing, and landscape ecology can be used to
assess habitat characteristics over space and time and link habitat and population dynamics
(Crawford et al. 2004).

[uniper Removal and Lek Success

Baruch-Mordo et al. (2013) found that sage-grouse leks were less likely to succeed with low to
high juniper encroachment (infill) and expansion. They found that population impacts were
detected with relatively low level juniper encroachment. They also concluded that no leks
remained active in Oregon when tree densities exceeded 4% juniper canopy cover. They
suggest that juniper removal and the reduction of juniper encroachment/expansion be used to
improve lek attendance and sustain populations over time (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2014).

Management Implications and Application to Coal Hollow Mine

While success stories of sagebrush improvements and subsequent increases in sage-grouse
populations within treated habitats are limited in current published literature, several examples
provided here demonstrate a concerted and successful effort to improve habitat conditions and
increase sage-grouse population densities. Managers responsible for local sage-grouse
populations can use the recommendations and strategies provided in these articles and reports
to improve habitat and maintain or increase current sage-grouse levels.

Application to the Coal Hollow Mine Site

At the Coal Hollow mine site in Kane County, Utah, sage-grouse occupy a mountain big
sagebrush/black sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana / Artemisia nova) plant
community. The area is characterized as relatively high elevation (over 7,000 ft) with
approximately 17” of average annual rainfall. Sage-grouse have been located in this area for
decades coinciding with active pinyon (Pinus edulis) and Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma)
infill and expansion, conversion of wildlands to crops and pasture, housing development, and
roads. In spite of these natural and human related influences, bird activity has continued to
persist within the valley. This includes 4 years of active coal mining activity at the Coal Hollow
Mine found in close proximity to important sage-grouse habitat.
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Along with active mining operations, sage-grouse continue to occupy and use the Alton and
Sink Valley areas throughout the year. Birds have often been sighted directly within mining
activity sites such as pits, roads, and spoil piles. For example, in 2011, four males were observed
strutting directly on an active spoils pile during the breeding season. Hens have also been
observed with young near mining roads and pits.

Restoration efforts are currently being implemented to expand available habitat and improve
conditions surrounding the mine site for sage-grouse use. The mine operation has undertaken
an active reclamation effort consisting of re-contouring spoil piles, replacing topsoil, and
seeding resurfaced areas with seed mixes that target sage-grouse forage species. These include
a diversity of native grasses, forbs, and shrubs. These plants will provide quality forage and
protection during nesting and brooding periods. In association with higher elevation and
precipitation levels (like those of Strawberry and Parker Mountains), we predict the re-
establishment of big and black sagebrush over time that will provide quality nesting, brood-
rearing and wintering habitat. Aggressive mitigation efforts have been taken to reduce juniper
cover near lekking, nesting, and brood-rearing habitats.

In addition to reclamation and mitigation, the mine operator, Alton Coal Development, LLC
(ACD), has implemented a predator control and habitat monitoring program. They assist in
funding collaring and monitoring of sage-grouse to determine habitat use, population density,
and migration patterns.

History of Lek use in Sink Valley

Greater sage-grouse have been found in the Sink Valley and Alton areas of Kane County, Utah
for many generations. This has consisted of breeding activity (at the Sink Valley lek), nesting
and brood rearing (likely near Sink Valley but this has been poorly documented), and winter
habitat use primarily in Sink Valley and the Alton area. The density of birds reported using the
Sink Valley area has fluctuated widely during the time they have been observed. The most
accurate estimates of bird densities in this region are from lek counts that were conducted
annually by wildlife biologists with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR). Since 1991,
lek counts have experienced significant declines in strutting males. Data suggest that there has
been an oscillation in male lek attendance over the past 20 years which likely reflects variable
sage-grouse occurrence and habitat use within this area (Figure 2).

In 2006, 14 male birds were observed strutting on the Sink Valley lek. However, since that time,
the numbers have declined steadily with only 2 birds observed in 2009, 1 bird in 2010, and no
sighting of strutting males in 2011. There was concern that the breeding population would not
return following several years of low lek attendance and with the beginning of mining activity in
the general proximity of the lek. Since mining commenced, the birds have shifted breeding
location from the historic lek in Sink Valley to a hillside located in a sagebrush dominated valley
approximately 0.55 miles away from this original lek. This “new” lek is 0.35 miles from the
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closest mining activity and has supported 12-15 males observed annual over the past 3
breeding seasons. Additionally, 20-60 birds are seen in the valley annually including a number
of chicks and young birds that were raised in the area (ACD annual reports 2012-14).

This pattern of behavior indicates that the birds at the Coal Hollow area have shifted lekking
locations and that they have the capacity to shift and adapt to local conditions and human-
related activities.

Reclamation

Active mitigation activities focused on sage-grouse habitat improvements have included 95
acres of mine site reclamation. These sites have been seeded with a mix of grasses, forbs, and
shrubs that will promote sagebrush establishment. Reclamation will continue to be a high
priority of mine managers to ensure habitat is provided for long-term habitat and population
conservation.

Habitat Improvement Accomplishments and Management Plans

ACD has completed 1000 acres of mitigation related to sage-grouse habitat improvement
throughout the area. These acres include pinyon-juniper tree removal, the reduction of
rabbitbrush to increase sagebrush establishment and growth, and sagebrush habitat
improvement by reducing sagebrush density and cover in a decadent stand of shrubs. ACD has
also entered into a contract with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources through the Utah
Watershed Restoration Initiative to fund a 300 acre rabbitbrush removal project and 300 acres
of PJ chaining. At the end of these projects, the total mitigation acreage will exceed 1600 acres.

Active habitat restoration and predator control in the Alton area can provide the conditions
needed to sustain suitable habitat for sage-grouse reproduction and survival. Population
monitoring will be used to track bird population trends and identify any decrease in the
population over time.
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