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Introduction

“* Connect partners
¢ Share information, ideas & resources
¢ Inspire action



Ecological challenges:
Why is managing for rangeland resilience hard?

Managing invasive annual grasses
is challenging

“Usual” tactics immeffective

From event-based to process-
based

Not just ecological!




Social & Administrative challenges

& Barriers to collective actions
¢ mixed ownership context

¢ different values, resources,
capacities

& Need to be defensible

® Knowledge gaps .
& Resources ’ /




Strategy is key:
We can’t work everywhere
- Be strategic in:
« Where we work
» Scale we work at
- What we do
- Who we work with



A Collaborative is Born

« 2012 wildfire season
» Objectives

« Successes




Antecedents for Success

Common crisis

Common vision/existing networks
Mutual benefit

Leadership



Why the Stinkingwaters?

- First a pilot

» Social, administrative &
ecological rationale

- Enabling conditions
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Get to know the
Stinkingwaters
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Get to know the
Stinkingwaters
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Goal: Promote values at risk from frequent and severe
wildfire



Frameworks make the game work

. Potential Operational
Delineations (PODs)

« Potential Control Lines
(PCLs)




+ Potential Control Lines

PODs Development with HCWC

(PCLs) proposed

- Landowner input
 Validation by RFPAs
- PCL 1nventory




Green = Grass/Shrub
Purple = Shrub

Brown = Tree
Yellow = Grass




PCL Inventory
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Goal: Prevent Transition to |AGs
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Goal: Prevent Transition to IAGs

Abiotic conditions + Biotic Conditions = Likelihood of Transition







¢  Likelihood of Post-Fire Transition to Annuals

. Low
D Medium




¢  Likelihood of Post-Fire Transition to Annuals

. Low
D Medium




¢  Likelihood of Post-Fire Transition to Annuals

B Lo

[] Medium
B =ioh
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¢  Likelihood of Post-Fire Transition to Annuals
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BREAK- Walk to Elks Lodge

10:00 - 10:25 AM
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Sagebrush Conservation Design

»

Legend

US Sagebrush Biome 2019 (Jeffries, Finn)

D

Core Sagebrush Areas 2020 (Fig. 5, click "show
item details” for report link)
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Sagebrush Conservation Design

»

Legend

US Sagebrush Biome 2019 (Jeffries, Finn)
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Core Sagebrush Areas 2020 (Fig. 5, click "show
item details” for report link)

- C - ch Areas 202
Core ceg:omah Areas 2020

Value

. Core Sagebrush Area







2017 Cinder

Butte Fire
Perimeter










H _ Threat Based Ecostates (2019 to 2021)

A: Good condition shrubland

A-C: Intermediate condition shrubland
B: Good condition grassland

B-D: Intermediate condition grassland
C: Poor condition shrubland

D: Poor condition grassland

Juniper: high cover

Juniper: low-mid cover
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I A: Good condition shrubland

[ A-C: Intermediate condition shrubland
[ B: Good condition grassland

[]B-D: Intermediate condition grassland
[] C: Poor condition shrubland

M D: Poor condition grassland

[ Juniper: low-mid cover

I Juniper: high cover




5 MINUTES LEFT

Complete step 1 by 11:00




Hypothetical Example: Step 2

§— Resistance and Resilience

B o

.| Moderate

B =ioh



Hypothetical Example: Step 2



Cinder Butte Area Activity

Step 2: Further refine the core area
polygons on your map

o What are the threats in/around this
core sagebrush polygon?

o Do you want to limit threats to some
of these polygons?

o Infestations you want to contain?



5 MINUTES LEFT

Complete step 2 by 11:30
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Cinder Butte Area Activity
Step 3: Identify priorities

o What do you care about?
o Where are the most important areas?

o How would you protect your
investments?



10 MINUTES LEFT

Complete step 3 by 12:00




Cinder Butte Area Activity

Create map and justification

o Why did you divide up the
landscape how you did?

o What are your management
priorities?

o Opportunities to defend/grow
the core and mitigate impacts?

o Prepare to report out!

Complete step 3 by 12:00



Lunch

12:00 — 12:30
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12:30-1:15







