USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service                                                                                                           Utah

Habitat Model for Sharp-tailed Grouse
	Owner/Operator: 
	Field Office: 

	County: 
	

	Assisted By: 
	Acres: 
	Date: 

	Location by Township, Range, and Section (note: properties of significant acres – e.g. 800-1000 acres or more – should have one sharp-tail model/section unless otherwise approved by an NRCS or Partner Biologist):


	General Information:  This model was developed based on the habitat requirements of sharp-tailed grouse.  It is assumed that managing for this species will provide benefits for other birds and small mammals.  Sharp-tailed grouse once ranged through northern and central Utah to Piute County, but are now largely limited to Box Elder, Cache, Morgan and Weber Counties. Conversion of native bunch grass ranges to cropland, and domestic livestock grazing are believed to have caused the decline. Shrub-steppe bunchgrass areas of the foothills and benches interspersed with deciduous shrubs is the preferred habitat. Primary food items are grass seeds, green vegetation, fruits and buds of wild shrubs and trees, and waste grains. Insects are needed by nesting hens and broods during spring and summer. Sharp-tailed grouse are native to Utah and considered a sensitive species by the Division of Wildlife Resources.

	Factor – Components
Note: This model captures seasonal aspects of sharp-tailed grouse life-history requirements.  If winter habitat is not present mark that section ‘not present’.
	Values

(Use only the discrete values provided.)
	Before
	After

	Nesting and Brood Rearing Habitat

	(1) Percent of planning area providing spring to early summer herbaceous cover > or = to 8’’ in height (April 15 – July 15)

	a) > 70 %
b) 51 – 69%
c) 40 – 50 %
c) 21 – 39%

d) < 20%
	1.0

0.8
0.5
0.3
0.0
	
	

	(2) Average height of existing herbaceous cover (green or residual) on planning area (measured during April 15 – July 15)

	a) > or = 12”
b) 10’’ – 11’’

c) 7” – 9”

c) 5” – 6 “

d) < than 5”  
	1.0

0.9
 0.5
0.3
0.0
	
	

	(3) Average height of woody and herbaceous visual obstruction within planning area  (measured during April 15 – July 15)
This variable measures the height at which vegetation no longer obscures an object.  Surveys typically use a banded survey pole; a band is considered covered if at least 25% of the band is visually obstructed by vegetation.  This measurement provides an indication of visual obstruction for predators and escape cover for grouse.  Tape-measures and/or photographs with an object for scale are an acceptable alternative to banded survey poles.

	a) > or = 10’’ 
b) 7’’ – 9’’
c) 6’’ 

d) 4’’ – 5”
e) < 4’’
	1.0
0.8

0.5
0.3
0.0 
	
	

	(4) Composition of woody cover for nesting and brood rearing

	a) Mountain Shrub: snowberry, serviceberry, mountain big sagebrush

b) High Upland Shrub-steppe: snowberry, serviceberry, Bonneville big sagebrush, bitterbrush

c) Low Upland Shrub-step: Wyoming big sagebrush, serviceberry

d) Semidesert shrubland: Wyoming big sagebrush, Basin big sagebrush, salt bushes, rabbitbrush, broom snakeweed

e) Pinyon-Juniper

f) Desert shrub: greasewood, rabbitbrush, shadscale

	1.0

0.8

0.5
0.3
0.1

0.0
	
	


	(5) Shrub canopy cover

	a) 20 – 30 %

b) 10 – 20 %

c) < 10 % or > 30%
d) No shrub cover on CTU
	1.0

0.6
0.3
0.0
	
	

	(6) Ratio of woody-dominated to herbaceous-dominated cover types (can include CRP acres in good condition)

	a) 60 – 70% desirable shrub cover, 30 – 40% native-perennial grassland and forb-dominated (if ratio fits but introduced species dominate should receive a lower score)
b) 50% desirable shrub cover, 50% native-perennial grassland and forb-dominated (if ratio fits but introduced species dominate should receive a lower score)

c) 30 – 40% desirable shrub cover, 60 – 70% native-perennial grassland and forb-dominated (if ratio fits but introduced species dominate should receive a lower score) 
c) 10 – 20% desirable shrub cover, 80 – 90% native-perennial grassland and forb-dominated (if ratio fits but introduced species dominate should receive a lower score) 
d) Introduced and exotic annual grass and forb species dominate with 10% or less shrub cover 
	1.0 or 0.9
0.8 or 0.7
0.6 or 0.5
0.4 or 0.3
0.2, 0.1, or 0.0
	
	

	(7) Grass species richness and composition

	a) Domination of >= 3 native grass species of the same functional groups that would dominate the site in the climax plant community
b) Domination of >= 4 species of the same functional groups that would dominate the site in the climax plant community.  Plus two native species present.  

c) Domination of >= 3 species of the same functional groups that would dominate the site in the climax plant community.  Plus one native species is present.

d) Domination of >= 2 species of the same functional groups that would dominate the in site in the climax plant community.

e) Domination of >= 1 species of the same functional groups that would dominate the site in the climax plant community.

f) Dominance of annual and/or invasive grass species. 
	1.0

0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0.0
	
	

	(8) Forb species richness and composition (Number of native or introduced forb species present between April 15 - July 15)

	a) > 10 
b) 8 – 9
c) 5 – 7
c) 3 – 4
d) < 3
	1.0
0.8
0.5
0.3

0.0
	
	

	(9) Spring-Summer herbaceous cover management

	a) Never hayed, mowed, or grazed between April 15 – July 15
b) 40% or more of the CTU never hayed, mowed, or grazed between April 15 –  July 15, or entire CTU is hayed, mowed, or grazed 1 out of every three years or less
c) For at least 2 out of every 3 years 25% or more of the CTU not hayed, mowed, or grazed between April 15 –  July 15, or entire CTU is hayed, mowed, or grazed 2 out of 3 years
d) Hayed, mowed, or grazed between April 15 – July 15, with < or = to 40% utilization (at least 2 out of every 3 years)
e) Hayed, mowed, or grazed annually between April 15 – July 15, utilization is < or = to 40% 

f) Hayed, mowed, or grazed between April 15 – July 15, utilization is > 40% 
	1.0

0.8 

0.6
0.3
0.1
0.0
	
	


	(10) Proximity of planning unit(s) to active, historic, or satellite leks

	a) < or = 1.5 miles
b) between 1.6 – 2 miles
c) between 2.1 – 3 miles
d) between 3.1 – 6.2 miles
e) > 9.5 miles
	1.0

0.8
0.5
0.3
0.0
	
	

	Winter Habitat (If winter habitat is not present on the CTU and is unfeasible to restore or create, mark ‘not present’ and score on the ten previous factors)
 

	(11) Distance to suitable deciduous woodland, riparian, and/or tall mountain shrub habitat on the CTU

	a) < 4 miles
b) 4.0 – 8.9 miles
c) 9.0 – 13.0 miles
d) > 13.1 miles
	1.0

0.8
0.3
0.0
	
	

	(12) Percent of planning area providing deciduous woodland, riparian, and/or tall mountain shrub/woodland habitat

	a) > or = 10%
b) 7 - 9 %
b) 4 - 6 %

c) 2 - 3 % 

d) < 2 %
	1.0

0.8
0.5
0.3
0.0
	
	

	(13) Species richness of winter habitat

	a) > or = 4 trees or tall shrubs that are fruit-, catkin-bearing, or have seeds or leaf buds

b) 2 – 4 trees or tall shrubs that are fruit-, catkin-bearing, or have seeds or leaf buds 

c) Exactly 2 species as described above

d)  1 species or less as described above
	1.0
0.7
0.3
0.0
	
	

	(14) Dominant Plant Community/Habitat Type

	a) mountain shrub/woodland and/or riparian trees and shrubs, or aspen
b) sage-steppe and/or shrub-steppe
c) Pinyon-Juniper, other conifer or desert scrub
	1.0

0.5

0.0
	
	

	(15) Height and productivity of vegetation
	
	
	

	a) > or = approx. 20 ft. tall, three layers of structural diversity (trees, shrubs, and herbaceous veg.), with a diversity of age classes
b) > or = approx. 20 ft. tall, two layers of structural diversity, with some moderate recruitment
c) between 10-19 ft. tall, three layers of structural diversity (trees, shrubs, and herbaceous veg.), with a diversity of age classes

d) between 10-19 ft. tall, two layers of structural diversity, with some moderate recruitment
e) > or = approx. 20 ft. tall, one layer of structural diversity, virtually no recruitment (old and decadent and/or poorly managed)
f) between 10-20 ft. tall, one layer of structural diversity, virtually no recruitment 
	1.0

0.8
0.6

0.4

0.3
0.1
	
	

	
	SUM
	
	

	Final Habitat Model Score = SUM / Number of factors rated

	
	
	


* Note: Additional comments/background information on local sharp-tailed grouse habitat or populations is useful and can provide important context to habitat scores relative to a landowner’s conservation plan and objectives.  Planners and biologists are encouraged to provide additional written commentary in the space provided, but it is not required.
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Additional Comments (optional):  

(Potentially useful comments might address questions, scores you’re not sure about, negative or positive factors for sharp-tailed grouse which you believe are present but not captured in the model, or the logic behind your scores.)
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