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WYAML Monitoring Program Overview

#1 - Issuance of Site List

#2 - Site Data Acquisition & Review

#3 - Site Prioritization

#4 - Access Consents

#5 - Field Evaluation

#6 - Weed Management Planning/Oversight
#7 - Data Processing

#8 - Reporting

WINTER: Site List - Data
Acquisition - Review -
Prioritization - Access

Consents

FALL: Weed SPRING: Weed
Management- Management - Field

Certification - Reporting Evaluations —-Reporting -
-Meetings Dashboarding

SUMMER: Field

Evaluations - Reporting
- Dashboarding
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. Administration

The administrative time/cost per site has
been decreasing every year and is in the
process of disappearing.

Why?

Certified Seeding
Specialist Program &
Deliverables




» Site prioritizationiis:

* One of the final
administrative stages.

e A toolto evaluate the
administrative and
ecological context of a
site

* An information source
that field staff reviews
prior to evaluating a site

e Adaptable based on AML
priorities

e Continually improving

Administration: Site Prioritization

Site ID: Deitz1-4,7 & 8

Date Ranked: 5/25/2023
Date Approved: 5/XX /2022

Ranked by: Henry Sauer, Christina Coulter
Approved by : Joe Schroeder

Priority Assessment

Weighted Score (Sum) =] 53 |
Weighted Score (Average] =| 66 |

Ranking Factor Category &w Score| Rank System Notes/Comments
High Priority (3] - Major crosion Features exist OR | Henry - Reveq of 199 acrers on M6 & 2042020 Following sinkhols and subsidence mitigiation includs ripping, disking, 131 Ibafac
wrasion potential iz high. Humate [at 55% humic acids) applied to soil surface and 55 Ibstac mycorrhizal Fungi [t 40K live spores/lbs] incarparated into sail
. ) ) ) [during drill zceding] and Fencing installed 2z well; 16 Milestone plus 1Ib. Ezcort herbicide mixed with 200 gallonz of water an
Erosion Features 1 5 Mcdinm Priority (2) - Minor erodion fuaturez exist | 0y o040 acres, Same mixkure applied ko a zeparake 10 acres for 4 botal of 20 acres treated on June |, 2020 [RESPEC). Treated
ERpeEi b o area shown to the right. See seed mixkure sown at site to the right. Seeds of 16 spp. sown as follows: 6-Triticeas, 2-Stipeac, 1-Pocae, -
Low Pricrity (1] - Mo crosion features exist OF Chloridoideae, -Aweneae, 2 -chrubs [1-sagebrush, 1-cubshrub), § forbs, wi triticale nurse crop. Eley, 38K
potential iz low.
Henry - Joe Schroeder's note based on Tatra Tech Julp 22, 2021 site avaluation. The Dicta reclamation areas ars T0-50% bare ground,
High Priority [3) - Weeds previously identified but not | with very sparse and dizconti cover from drillsseded and sparse ta moderate cover from invasive species such as
Land Surface managed at the site. Feotch thistls, burdack [Arctium minuz), Canada thistle [Cirsium arvense), houndtongue [Cynaglossum officinale), Russian knapwesd
Reclamation for . . Medium Priority (2] - Weeds identified and managed, | [FRFenticum repenz], fiskd bindweed (Convulvuluz arvene] and common malein ['erbazcu thizpsus). Overal, the vogetation
young sites [0-2 ( Undesirable Species 2 10 fall tori 4 condition of the reclamakion areas starkly contrast adjacent healthy and diverse native sagebrush steppe and mixed-grass prairie. It iz
ne Follow Up monitoring aecurred. unclear what the seed source of the invasive specics was but the populations are localized within the site's drillseeded areas, dried out
Low Priority (1) - No weeds previously identified at | #ater impoundments, and mine-shaft cave-inz. In combination, these areas are dispersed throughout the Dista site and, due to the high
site diversity and productivity of invasive weed species wibtin them, they are functioning as invasive plant nurseries that risk cxpanding
invasive spucies populations across the site and into adjacent lands.
High Priority [3) - Lck of desired vegetation
establishment.. Henry- Tt plans herbicide spplication ta control weeds identified by Tt in 2021, Jallnd. Latnd Secd Mux
v-Tep PP tl : —
Species Scientific Name
Desirable species Medium Priority [2] - Low/mederate desired
eslab“sh;em 3 15 \-e:z::i:n e:::‘:l'i’:m[enz auimedarate dusirs Henry - Despite the poor vegetation cover and widspread presence of several noxious weed species described above erosion was S ender Wheatgrass FLTRT
2 SR limited at the time of the site evaluation to minar rill netwarks 3z slape gradicnt of mast rechimed areas iz law. Camada Wil FLCAT
Low Priority [1] - High desired vegetation Basn Wildrye 1.9
wstablishment. Christina - MDVI 57.69% of adjacent aa;:,aw Sagebruth AFTRT ]4
=
High Priority (3) - Major crosion features axizt. Upa gt Prane RATD a
Erosion Features 1} m Priority [2) - Minor crosion features exist Scadet Glohe Mallow FFed Al
Low Priority (1) - No eroion festures exist. ToulPLS Bser: | <M
High Priority (3) - Weeds previously identificd but not
managed at site. Table 4. Sloje: Send Miz
i . Medinm Priority [2) - No woed surveys conducted or Bpedes Beietific Name FLS
Undesirable Species 1] weeds identified and managed but ne Followup meonitoring T
conducted. -‘Ewe:l\l\'\ha‘-pﬂ Ll
L 3
Low Priority (1) - Surveys canducted and na weeds e e 3
Land Surface identified at the site. Teede and Thiead ;]
FReclamation For High Priority (3] - Lack of fork OR shrub richness 3
sites 3+ years ANDVOR lack of cover from desirable grasses ANDIOR: o
[5z weight) sagebrush nok evident on sites. 2
Medinm Priority [2) - Forbz AND shrubs exist at Rerile Toticale FL
richnezs levels less than reference area OF: below requlatary Ammicm Veich 0
Desirable Species o criteria ANDPOR moderate cover from desired grasses Prxple Prianeclater (]
ANDVOR sagebrush cvident on site but docsn’t meet Big} gebeiich L]
Establishment iy ,eq:ig:,.::m.m ent on site but decsn’t mee Winieht L T
LOW FIIOTITY |1) - FOr0 AL SHIUD FIERRESS SXIST T Toml PLS Bcres | 210
M:Ii ec:ual t:.» ar grlea:er tha_.: re_fe:Nncne area .:.n:)llj in Tl 5, Ul Seed i
satisfactary ta requlatory criteria AND acceptable cover T Scientilic Name S
from desired grazses AND sagebrush present and mests B
- W e, Weesaigras: FASM 30
High Priority [3) - Withn or adiwcent to sage-grauzs SN R 1a0
core habitat. Thckspue Whestgrass Fiial 200
. . . rwm rh iy ey = e g s T o o T
Ecological FReference Community core, but in atherwize suitable habitat areaz far other Tichnch Whenigras: PE5FY (K]
ol ny E: POSE 0.5
Setting Low Priority (1) - In degraded habitat, adjacent or TR W
[3z Weight) within populated arcas. Hlut Grais BOCE %)
High Priority (3) - Within 5.1 milez of a lek Rerile Talcale TRAEY [
Prozimity to lek 1 3 Priority [2) - Ectween 3.0 and 5 miles of a Ik
Low priority (1) - 35 mikes froma Ick _ e e —
i High Priority (3] - Firct pear site OR second year site Fuarie Frairiecloves TAFT —im
Time since last T it e which hazn't been manitored OR alder site which basn't | Henry - Julp 22, 2021 by Tetra Tech Wyomeg Hig Sagebrad ARTFW ]
monitoring - d 1 3 been manitared in 5+ years. inber fil FRLA 0.80
(3x weight) (ST m (2] - Site hasn been monibored in past 3-4 | 2025 JME Fescars Comment: Sits was monitored in 2022, ToulPLS Bsbere: | 1390
& I Wt AT 0 WO i
- - High Priority (3) - Private ownership,
Site Dwnershil -
: P Ownership 3 3 Medinm Priority [2) - Split privatelpublic ownership | Henry- Privats (Source: RESPEC Close Out Ript.)
[3z Weight) . N
Low Priori - Public awnershi
Size of Site i High Priority (3] - Site s Sacres ] ] j
- Reclamation Area a 2 Priority [2] - Zite 31 acres, <50 acres Henry - 123 acres site. Pechimed area oz of 2021 appears to be ™ 20 acres.
1z Weight) - )
Low Priority (1) - Site <1acres




Administration: Site Prioritization Summary Table

. Cottonwood Creek
Summary of 2022 Site Scores Bentonite Dave Johnston Day Loma Overall Day Loma 2012 Day Loma 2014
Ranking Factor Category Wt. Score Wt. Score Wt. Score Wt. Score Wt. Score Wt. Score Wt. Score
Erosion Features 15 5 0 0 0 0 5
Land Surface Reclamation for young| undesirable Species 10 5 0 0 0 0 >
sites (0-2 years)
(5x weight) : :
Deswab!e species 10 5 0 0 0 0 5
establishment
Erosion Features 0 0 10 15 10 15 0
Land Surface Reclamation for sites | Undesirable Species 0 0 10 15 15 15 0
2+ years
(5x weight) Desirable Species
Establishment 0 0 10 s 1= s 0
Ecological Setting Reference Community 9 6 9 9 9 9 9
(3x Weight) Proximity to lek 9 6 9 9 9 9 9
Time since last monitoring Time since last
(3x weight) monitored 9 9 3 3 3 3 9
Site Ownership .
(3x Weight) Ownership 3 6 9 6 6 6 3
Size of Site q
(1x Weight) Reclamation Area 2 2 3 3 3 3 2
Priority Assessment
Weighted Score (Average) = 8.4 5.5 7.9 9.4 8.8 9.4 5.9




Group Site Prioritization
t P t t . Weighted Group
u p Grouping Site Name site Ownership 5::::?:::: _ Score Priority
|Average) = Score
- - - - - -
. .. . Site ID: Little Medicine Bow Mixed 71 8.9 ’
» It’sinefficient to crisscross the state to 1 [sie 10: shirteysasin pile 00 ixas 70 83 -
evaluate sites sequentially based on Ste1D: Sk Movnsai Frivee ® >
Site It Horse Creek Limestone Quarry Private 72 9
indiVidual Site priority. Site ID: Nebraska Private 59 7.4
2 Site ID: Carbon No. 3 Mixed 50 6.3 805
Site ID: Hanna No. 4 [Grouting) Private 79 9.9
Site |t Rawlins Prospect Private 47 5.9
* To avoid this inefficiency, we group sites Site D: Reliance Tipple Private 56 7
. o Site |D: CC & CNo 2 Mine Private 61 7.6
based on proximity to each other and oo S M o2 [ Goa | v o as
average the group priority scores. Eeais = Mixed = =
Site |D: Rainbow Mine Private 5
Site |D: Reliance &-Relarce-Minel Ma-5 Frivate 65 31
3 Site |D: Rock Springs Mo. 7 & 9 Mines Frivate 5 1.37
* We then visit sites sequentially, based on Site 10 Srar o3 Mine Friveie =2 Z4
. . Site |D: Superior "D" Private 61 7.6
gro U p p rl O rl ty SCO re . Site |D: Superior No. 1 Private 66 83
Site |D: Superior No. 3 & Copenhagen Mines Private 72 9
Site |D: Sweetwater Mine Public 58 7.3
Site |D: Sweetwater Mine No. 1 Frivate 64 3
Site ID: Old Spencer Mine Public ) 7.5
4 Site |D: Pettingrew Fublic 66 3.3 6.73
Site |D: Mahoney Lake Public 35 4.4
Site |D: Dawe lohnston Private 63 7.9
Site |D: Deitz1-4,7&3 Private 53 6.6
Site |D: Record-Eveland Private 55 7.4
Site ID: Storm King Frivate B4 3
Site |D: Bighorn Forest No. 2 Public 37 4.6
3 Site |D: Black Diamond Tipple (Timm Mine] Private A0 5 6.24
Site |D: Burgess Visitor Center Public 37 4.6
Site |0 Cottonwood Creek Bentonite Public BT a4




Finally! Site Evaluations

e The old monitoring system
= Line pointintersect and Daubenmire

plots
— Time intensive and takes away from
field investigations
— Quality of data likely decreases towards
the end of the day.. and there’s no way
to evaluate data quality

e The new monitoring system:
= Image-based monitoring and BAS
sampling
— Extremely fast to collect data
— More time for site investigations
— Research-grade data collected
— Ability to revisit photo plots to answer
additional questions, whenever
needed.
— Very strong platform (SamplePoint) to
sample the photoplots in a controlled
environment.



l BAS Sample Points and Everything Between




Summary

e Able to collect data in fraction of
time compared to LPI and better
site coverage

® Increased
= Statistical power
= Analysis capabilities
= Power of site characterization

e Permanentrecord

e (Costsavingsincrease as study area
increases

e |eadstorapid report generation
and easy to understand reports



Dashboard Driven Reports

e Visual representation of performance
metrics

e Ability to quickly ID and correct
negative trends

e Measure efficiencies/inefficiencies

e Ability to make more informed decisions
based upon collected intelligence

e Align strategies and overall goals
e Total visibility of entire project

e Data>Knowledge > Action > Improved
Practices (current and future)

Kerzner, H. 2013. Project Management: Metrics, KPls, and
Dashboards. International Institute for Learning



Report Framework




ExampleDashboard

=1
=

e Traffic light coding
used for overall Site
rating and, in this
case, plant
functional group
summary charts.

e Data can be split
and presented in
numerous different

ways.




Statewide Dashboarding

Each monitored and classified Site can
then be ported to a state-wide map
and/or dashboard system for quick
administrative reference.

Each point could be hyperlinked

to the Dashboard reports, along with
any other desired supporting
information.

The system could be used for
administrative purposes and as a
communication tool for interagency
collaborations.
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Our Work's Not Done

* Continue building and memorializing institutional knowledge of what does
and doesn't work within the AML program.

» Identification of areas for improvement of seeding practices through quantitative analysis
of results of different seeding mixes and approaches

* Provide a state-wide web-based mapping product containing traffic light site status
(overall, veg, weed, erosion) hyperlinked to the monitoring reports for quick
administrative reference.

* Continue identifying data gaps and incomplete administrative records for all monitored
AML sites.

* Improve the consistency, dependability and scale of seasonal weed management efforts to
encourage more statewide contractor involvement.

* Provide the ability to discern which species, varieties and seed sources are most beneficial
for AML to focus on within the Native Plants Project.

 Complete process development for timely reporting/delivery.
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