GREAT BASIN

Regional Project Prioritization
Strategy and Plan
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Presentation Notes
I’m going to get started and describe our GB regional proj priort plan and specifically, I’ll step through the methods used to accomplish our strategy…


ODbjectives

Implement GB Regional IPOW Priorities

* Protect and Maintain High Quality Habitat and Restoration Investments
* Improve Existing Habitat
* Increase Habitat Extent and/or Connectivity

Provide a Consistent Foundation for Regional Prioritization of
IPOW Projects

Facilitate Cross-Boundary Projects & Funding

Inform Priority Areas for BLM Projects
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As you may or may not know, back in Jan., GB leadership provided a framework and direction to convene a team that would develop a process and plan to regionally prioritize IPOW projects.  The objectives from the framework included---



e A consistent plan for prioritizing sage-grouse projects
& allocating funding

e Increased emphasis on partnerships & cooperation

« Improved guidance for Field Office project
development
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Once we have the plan and strategy fleshed out, tested, and it is being implemented, we also have some expected outcomes-- we expect the regional prioritization plan to provide a consistent process for identifying priority areas and for distributing SG funding.

The plan should increase emphasis on cross boundary partnerships and the plan and its products should improve guidance we provide to FOs


Project Area
Boundaries:

Quter GB Perimeter

* WAFWA zones
« ARMPA boundaries
* USFWS population areas

*6 Geographic Areas

*Level lll ecoregions
* USFWS population areas
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As I mentioned, one of the first steps was to delineate the project boundary- that you see here in the dashed blue line- our GB regional boundary- the colored areas are the populations and the red lines are geographic areas that we also delineated to break the GB into smaller but ecologically meaningful areas.  These geo areas will be useful for things like separating out the bi-State populations…


Conceptual Model for Great Basin Regional Project Prioritization Strategy
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In order to develop the portion of the plan we can quantify-- The TPOW Team determined that the strategy would require both spatial criteria and non-spatial criteria. The Team developed the spatial component using regionally available GIS layers and also wanted to include adaptive mngmt factors that influence SG habitat as well as individual projects.

Both the spatial and the AM criteria were then categorized and each category was assigned a value. 

Finally a formula was developed to combine both value types and produce an overall score and rank for each project. 

So, we have both the spatial and AM criteria and their associated values that will be brought together to give us our final project ranking.

First- I’m going to focus on the spatial criteria side of the equation which includes two parts- there are cons priorities or habitat quality inputs and rest priorities or habitat impact inputs.  We’ll start with the cons inputs which include these 6 components-- 


Conceptual Model for Great Basin Regional Project Prioritization Strategy
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Still focusing on the spatial side- the cons and rest priorities (that include the 10 inputs we just looked at) were mosaicked together to give us the final spatial product we’re calling the cons/rest matrix
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So, we created both the cons and the rest maps which we ‘mosaicked’ to produce this final priority area map.

The final map is classified into the 5 categories you see in the legend – the red and brown are the high and moderate/high priority areas and the lighter colors are the low and moderate.

The final prioritization map combined Conservation needs (habitat Quality) and Restoration needs (habitat impacts).  Areas of high conservation need and high restoration need received the highest scores.  Scores range from 1 to 15 as shown in the matrix on the right— The colored values in the matrix match what category they’re included in from the legend- so the low priority areas in light blue correspond to the 1 & 2 values in the matrix up to the high in red that has the 12-15 values.

The final spatial product combined the cons/rest maps giving us 15 unique scores-- 1=lowest impact, lowest quality to 15=highest impact, highest quality– this product will allow us to better prioritize both geo areas and evaluate current and future projects
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Moving to the non-spatial side of the equation- Outside of the science driven spatial component, the regional scoring and ranking process will incorporate information on adaptive management (ie. has there been a hard or soft trigger tripped) 



Adaptive Management and Project Details

Criteria Value | QEach State Provides
with IPOW:

» Polygon of project
areas

» Adaptive
management
InNformation
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So, here you see for adaptive mngment, there are 3 categories with values ranging from 0-4.  If a project is in an area where the CFA has addressed a hard trigger- the project would get 4 pts, a soft trigger, 2, and if there are no triggers or no CFA, the prjecet would receive 0 pts.

Also, to fully calculate the scores as proposed, there is potentially a need for additional info not available in NFPORS or BPS.
The proposal is to request that each State provide for their projects these additional pieces of info–polygons for the project areas and the AM info I just discussed.  We’re currently coordinating w/ NOC on how/ when it would be best to acquire this info.



Regional Post Ranking Considerations

» Project Phase?

» State capacity?

» Alternative funding options?

» Percent of project on public lands?

» Project cost per acre?
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Earlier I said that the final score and ranking is somewhat preliminary– b/c once projects have a final value and rank, there will inevitably be additional factors to consider– we’re calling them ‘post-ranking consideration’ and they include things like is the prject in the planning, implementation, or monitioring phase; are there alternative funding sources for a given project; and what is the cost/acre for prject treatments?

The intent is that the guidance on implementation of this plan will list these with sideboards
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