Northwest Habitat Institute Mapping Proposals 
1. Project ID: 27003
Characterize and Assess Wildlife-Habitat Types and Structural Conditions for Subbasins within the Blue Mountain Province

Subbasin: Blue Mountain

Sponsor: Northwest Habitat Institute

Short Description: Fine-scale wildlife habitat assessment for the Blue Mountain Province will provide critical baseline data for planning and monitoring efforts that is consistent with the NWPPC 's Subbasin Planning process.

FY02 Request: $201,175

3 YR Estimate: $312,145
2. Project ID: 28003
Characterize and Assess Wildlife-Habitat Types and Structural Conditions for Subbasins within the Mountain Snake Province

Subbasin: Mountain Snake Province

Short Description: Fine-scale wildlife habitat assessment for the Mountain Snake Province will provide critical baseline data for planning and monitoring efforts that is called for in the 2 subbasin summaries and is consistent with the NWPPC 's Subbasin Planning process.

FY02 Request: $375,935

3 YR Estimate: $1,118,197

Response to the ISRP Preliminary Review Comments

The ISRP rated these proposals as Fundable In Part – No response needed. However, we would like to response to the questions raised by the ISRP because several of their comments, though well intended, require clarification so to better inform the reviewers of additional information that should alleviate their concerns.

Point 1 – ISRP questioned the utility of the map, hence, they recommend only mapping one subbasin.

Fine scale mapping has been done for a number of subbasins within and outside the Columbia River Basin.  Specific examples of these mapping efforts can be found in the Willamette Valley Land Cover/Land Use Map that depict land use and cover types at a minimum mapping unit of about 1 hectare. This map has been used by a number of entities in their planning process like Governor’s Livability Forum, prioritizing Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s restoration efforts, assessing the Environmental Protection Agency’s Biodiversity Research Consortium strategies to name a few.  [Pat’s Response Here] . Also, outside the Columbia River Basin, the Coastal Landscape Analysis and Modeling Study (CLAMS) project has been mapping the Oregon Coast Range for years at a fine resolution.  A list of their publications that demonstrates the utility of their mapping effort can be found in the Appendix 1.

The utility of such mapping is well defined, and is called for as a specific need in several subbasin summaries.  For examples, there is a explicit call for a detail wildlife-habitat mapping in the Draft Snake Hells Canyon Subbasin Summary [p.152-153] where the utility of the map is to establish a consistent database and new habitat baseline conditions which are viewed as “critical to evaluating the effectiveness of projects in improving habitat, watershed health….and to develop watershed assessments at multiple scales to facilitate integrated resources management and planning efforts.” [also see Combine Aquatic and Terrestrial Needs, Points 5, 7, and 10, p.147].  Also see, that local resource managers in both the Clearwater and Salmon subbasin plans call for mapping wildlife-habitat(s) because “existing… information are inadequate…. to protect species or to evaluate progress toward goals stated..” [Clearwater Subbasin Summary, p.251].  The cost to only do one subbasin would increase the overall cost of the project unnecessarily.  Thus, we would suggest that the ISRP, whom may not be familiar with other fine scale mapping and their utility, allow a province approach to proceed because it is more cost effective and also demonstrates a key mapping point, which is to allow one subbasin planning effort to interface with another adjacent subbasin.  

Point 2a - the ISRP did not want to fund Objective 2 because “The wildlife and ecological evaluation would be an assessment based only on habitat-type maps and on previous correlations of the habitat types shown in these maps with presence of species of wildlife. However, habitat maps contain errors and habitat types are necessarily arbitrary and cannot fully capture habitat for individual species. Thus, the evaluation adds no additional information to what is provided by the habitat maps, and it would undoubtedly be in error on many counts in predicting wildlife. It would not provide a very useful assessment of  “wildlife species or habitats that are limiting” within a subbasin. Objective 2 would have managers diagnose errors in the predictions that would be generated by the evaluation.  Critiquing the predictions would be a useful exercise for the proponents but is not likely to be useful to the managers….:  The reviewers appear to have some apprehension towards using information that has taken over a decade to collect.  First, the wildlife-habitat relationships that are referred to in the proposal was a collective effort supported by 34 organizations, involved over 600 people and cost over $1.5 million to develop.  It is the best collective information available that has comments and confidence levels assigned to each habitat type and structural condition for each of the 600 wildlife species found within the Columbia River Basin.  We would be very surprised if the evaluation produced for each subbasin was considered lacking in detail and unusable to the managers.   To the contrary, the book Wildlife-Habitat Relationships in Oregon and Washington (Johnson and O’Neil 2001) defines wildlife-habitat types and structural conditions in more detail then previous publications, gives a process as to how they were determined, and the classifications were defined by a multi-organization effort.   This effort alone took over 5 years to produce.  Additionally, the reviewers speculate that there will be substantial errors in the predictability of wildlife species to occur with in a subbasin.  This question has been addressed in the Biodiversity Gap Analysis project where the same concerns arose.  Our staff did the mapping and database development for Oregon’s Biodiversity Gap Analysis project, and we tested the predictability of the wildlife-habitat relationships using the wildlife-habitat mapping.  We compared lists that were available at wildlife refuges and found that we had about a 10% omission/commission rate.  [One needs to keep in mind that we reviewed over 100,000 museum records for Oregon to build the wildlife information database].  Additionally, in Utah they compared their species lists against long-term lists from 8 National Parks, and found that the approach gave an omission rate range from 0 to 25%, and a commission rate of 4 to 33% (Edwards et al. 1996).  In each case the National Parks and Wildlife Refuges are smaller in size than subbasins. An assessment was also done in Washington (Cassidy et al. 1994).  Lastly, the approach that we offer does not just rely on wildlife-habitat associations, but also incorporates county occurrence, region occurrence, and range maps developed by state agencies or from previous state atlases.   Also, please keep in mind that these are potential distribution maps.

Point 2b -The maps would be made available in digital format to wildlife managers for the development of “coarse filter” conservation strategies. The utility of the maps to wildlife resource selection studies or as a layer in a GIS is unclear.  For example, if the location (latitude-longitude) of a radio-tagged animal is provided, can the user easily build a table of associated habitat types based on the digital map?

In making the above statement, the ISRP may not have a full understanding of digital development of data and its use within a GIS format.  The maps are developed in such away that an end user can download the portion of a map (like a subbasin) and incorporate it directly into Arc/Info or Arc/View system.  Radio-tagged locations are point data that also can be generated into a separate coverage that can be included with a digital habitat map.  From there, a GIS analyst can then write a number of routines or AMLs that can utilize both coverages (radio-tagged locations and habitat map) to do evaluations or assessments, like building a table of radio locations based on wildlife-habitat types.

Point 3 - A key issue for these mapping proposals remains support from the managers, CBFWA, and the scientific community as a whole.  Subbasin summaries indicate a need for mapping products and in particular, a need for mapping wildlife-habitats, but the summaries in themselves do not directly call for specific maps. The proposals did not contain letters of support from managers in the respective subbasins. 

We are a little confused by the second sentence, in that the subbasin summaries do call for explicitly a revised updated wildlife-habitat map.  And, the call for a finer scale map can be specifically found within the Snake Hells Canyon, Clearwater, and Salmon Subbasin summaries.  Our understanding is that resource managers write these summaries about their respective subbasins.   So the statement that “the summaries in themselves do not directly call for specific maps is unclear”.  As for endorsements, we did call the subbasin managers overseeing several of the subbasins, and their comments were that they did not feel they needed to send in a letter of endorsement when the subbasin summaries identify it as a need.  Hence, no letters of support were sent.

Point 4 - Finally, publications describing the methodology for wildlife and ecological evaluation of the habitat maps should be submitted to peer review in the wildlife scientific journals such as the Journal of Wildlife Management.

Please see Appendix 2 that lists selective publications from the Biodiversity Gap Analysis Project that have some relevance to the approach we are suggestion to be used in conducting Objective 2.

Point 5 - The ISRP suggests that validation and field-testing be made compatible with one of the national terrestrial survey efforts. Perhaps an intensification of the National Resources Inventory survey sites and data collection protocols would serve the region well.  See the Proposals #200002300 and #200020116 and the ISRP reviews in the Columbia Plateau.

We are unsure what national terrestrial survey efforts should be considered.  As for the National Resources Inventory, data collected in 1997 used photo-interpretation and other remote sensing methods and standards to sample 800,000 points. Data gatherers utilized a variety of ancillary materials, which appears to be mostly on the ground inventories as a means to verify their interpretations.  That is, extensive use was made of USDA field office records, information provided by local NRCS field personnel, soil survey and wetland inventory maps and reports, and tables and technical guides developed by local field office staffs. The NRI is unique because of established linkages to the NRCS Soil Survey Program. The NRI data gathering process relies heavily upon information contained in the Soil Survey Database. Information about specific properties and characteristics of the soil and surrounding landscapes is utilized to develop NRI data elements and interpretations. What would probably serve the region well would be a modification of the NRI, which of course we are unable to do.  Though, we would be happy to make our information available to serve as ancillary data for the verification of their photo and remote sensing interpretations.  
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