Prineville Sage-grouse Local Implementation Team (LIT)
Notes: Technical Tools Discussion
15 June 2020 from 1:00 – 3:00pm

Attendance: Julie Unfried (Prineville LIT Coordinator), Megan Creutzburg (Institute for Natural Resources/SageCon), Dallas Hall Defrees (Baker LIT Coordinator), Jon Dinkins (OSU), Debbie Wood (Crook CWMA), Emily Lent (BLM), Cari Taylor (BLM), Chris Mundy (NRCS), Corey Heath (ODFW), Emily Weidner (USFWS), Greg Jackle (ODFW), Mike Schmeiske (DSL), Monica Tomosy (ECAS), Rachel Devee (Crook SWCD), Robin Vora (Deschutes Co.), Stu Garrett (ECAS), Brock McCormick (Deschutes NF), others?

Meeting purpose: establish baseline understanding of existing technical tools and how the tools can be used in the Prineville LIT area to prioritize recommendations that generate the best return on investments and are based on data, accessibility, and partner interests.

Objectives:
· Participants gain an understanding of technical tools to identify previous projects and distribution of threats
· Identify which threats have robust technical tools or information
· Discuss the need for project-level information on previous and proposed actions
· Discuss the need and role of a potential technical team

Tools and resources can be used to address:
1. Understanding of where we have worked in the past
2. Data on distribution of threats
3. Prioritizing where to work for best return on investment
4. Measuring success and adaptively managing
Note: today’s meeting covered numbers 1 and 2

Threats Table - attached
· The threats table presented at May 21 LIT meeting was modified to include two new columns, 1) data layers; and 2) sources.  
· Each threat was also lumped into one of three broad categories (Development, Habitat, Population).
· [bookmark: _GoBack]For each threat, it will be helpful to review the associated data layers and provide a ranking based on how robust the existing information is and how relevant the data are for LIT planning purposes (i.e., where do we have data and where don’t we?  Where we have data, how valuable are they for LIT planning purposes?).  A third column was added after this meeting, per group discussion, to include a DRAFT data reliability rating, which provides a 1 -5 rating (1 = low, 5= high) to indicate how useful the existing corresponding data are for each threat.  

Megan Creutzburg presentation: tools to view/analyze threats across landscapes - attached
· Overview of two data resources available to identify distribution of threats, 
1) SageCon’s Landscape Planning Tool https://oregonexplorer.info/content/sagecon-landscape-planning-tool?topic&ptopic
· Built for SageCon – i.e., specific to threats across Oregon sagebrush ecosystem.
· Three primary functions, 1) view datasets; 2) download data (individual or multiple layers at a time); 3) query tool online without downloading (useful if you do not have GIS).
2) Rangeland Analysis Platform (RAP) https://rangelands.app/
· Vegetation map similar to the Landscape Planning Tool.  The purpose of the tool is similar, in which the user can view vegetation conditions across the landscape.  Additionally, the user can view the range condition of a given area over time.  RAP data layers cover broad, high-level functional groups.  
· Other resources identified by LIT participants 
· Great Basin Fire Science Exchange
· Sage Grouse Initiative website - https://www.sagegrouseinitiative.com/
· BLM - energy and recreation development impacts; AUM data; feral horse shapefiles
· Seed zone mapping tools
· ODFW hunter harvest datasets
· OSU - resource for data on population threats (e.g., predation)
· Center for Disease Control or vector control district – West Nile Virus (need more information)
· Counties - solar farm data
· US Geological Survey (USGS) - existing wind turbine geodatabase
· US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) – normalized difference vegetation inventory (NDVI) data for mesic/wet meadow conditions
· Considerations when thinking about utilizing various tools
· May want to start by establishing an inventory of the available resources and rank each one based on how useful/informative the tool will be to the LIT.  Formulate what questions the LIT hopes to answer and select the appropriate tools.  Do not need to utilize every tool out there; rather, find the tools that work for our planning purposes.  
· When looking at landscape-level/cross-boundary actions, will be helpful to identify areas where partners will get the largest return on investments.  

Resources for mapping previous project areas
· Conservation Efforts Database (CED) https://conservationefforts.org/
· Online tool developed by USFWS and USGS to capture conservation actions (distribution and type) implemented across the sagebrush biome.
· CED currently in the middle of a large data collection period.
· Site specific project data layers provided by various public land administrators across the west.
· Sagebrush Reporting Units (SRUs) used for private land actions to protect landowner location data.  Two large SRUs in the Prineville LIT area – limited utility for LIT planning purposes because the SRUs are so large.
· CED - good place for the LIT to start but will need to utilize local knowledge/resources – e.g., local agency/organization project shapefiles; insider input from local landowners/land managers on where to focus planning efforts.
· NRCS and SWCD – will be able to help LIT connect with local ranchers who are interested in voluntarily participating/providing project location data.

Moving forward
· Determine what questions the LIT should answer.
· Identify and select the most useful tools available to the LIT based on those questions.
· Overlay CED data and other local project data with landscape threats information. 
· Begin identifying priorities based on variable such as, local knowledge; existing project inputs; best conservation returns on investments; projects that provide opportunity for cross-boundary implementation efforts. 

