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Issue: Relative Threats to Forest Health

T Map (PDF) Relativ€hreats to Forest Health (DRAFT)

The intent of this issue is to:

e |dentify areas where invasive plants threaten forest health

¢ |dentify areas where damagingsects threaten forest health

e |dentify areas where disease threatens forest health

e |dentify areas where climate change may increase stress to forests

DiscussionForests and tree canopy face many different kinds of threats. The purpose of

this issudsto identify the most significanbiologicalthreats. These include forest insects and
diseases thatesult in tree mortality noxious (invasive) species which can compromise the

health and composition of forest stands, and climate change, which may modigntuanges

of forest species, adding additional stresses to forddtd.only do stresses to forests from

these factors damage forests, they have an ecological, social and economic impact as well. They
impact markets, recreation, wildlife habitat and can exacerbate uncharacteristic wildfiee.

areas identified within thisssue are where these problems currently exist or are likely to exist

in the near future, and where management activities can minimize these threats. Other issues
within the State Assessment of Forest Resources (SAFR) address areas where forests and tree
canopy can help mitigate the causes of some of these threats.

Data Used:

Data used for this issue were divided into three main categories as follows:

1. Forest Inspect Pests and Diseasesmprised of:
a. Balsam Wooly Adelgidusingjoint USDA Forest Service adédho Department of
Lands joint Balsam Wooly Adelgid (BWA) ground survey datad;yardblogic
Unit code (HUC)'6level (watersheds)http://inside.uidaho.edu)

BWA can be a serious pest of subalpine fir, especially in areas where this is the
primary forest species providing shade for streams. Loss of canopy in these areas
can impact water quality and fish populations downstred@nue to the slow

spread of BWANdthe relatively small size of infestations, how best to express

this issue was challenging. An annual rate of spread was determined, but it was
small enough that affected areas would not have any real impact on the forest
health risk issue. Instead, we tothe location ofinfestations(point data)from
on-the-ground joint Forest Service/IDL BWA delimiting sus\ggars

1990,1991,1997, 1998, 2006 and 200aMd identified the 166 watersheds(6

order Hydrologic Unit Codes) in which they fell. These wasgtshvere
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converted to a 30 m raster grid amédclassified with a value of one if BWA is
present, and zero if notThis serves more as an indicator that BWA is something
to be aware of in these watersheds, but the value is low as it does not indicate
the adual sizeand extentof infestations.

b. White Pine Blister Rust
This layewas developed from 1) a potential vegetation layer and 2) a table
delineating likelihood of Western White PimeKS | ®{ @ C2NBald { SNIJJ
Panhandle National Forest providbdth datasets The table was joined to the
layer andthe datareclassified into three classé3errecommendatiorby Carol
Randall U.S Forest Service Entomologehd Tom Eckberddaho Department of
Lands Forest Health Resource Specjaigtellent lilelihood was assigned a
value of five, good likelihood a value three, and poor or fair were assigned a
value of zero The objective of the layer is to identify probable areas of concern
for Blister Rustwhich parallels western white pine habitdthis laye will also
serve as a proxy for root disease concerns. Areas that have been affected by
blister rust andho longer havavhite pine now support grand fir and Dougitis
which are the most susceptible to root disease.

c. Mountain Pine Beetleusing1990¢ 2008 Forest Service aerial sundgta
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r1-r4/spf/thp/aerial/gisdata.htm) and seleting out
Mountain Pine Beetle (MPB) on lodgepole pine

The polygonsf MPB nortality on lodgepole pine for the yeal®990through
2008were examined to see if direction and distances could be detected from
one year to the nextWhile drection proved elusivea meanspreaddistanceof
2,314 metersvascalculated The polygonsf MPB mortality for the above years
were merged and dissolvadto mortality centers andbufferedfour times using
the meanspread distancas the buffer.Then, thefirst buffer ring and the base
polygon were removedsthese comprisareas where the MPBas killed the
suitabletrees orwhere damage is likely done, but not yet visilllberesulting
layer was converted to 30 m r&s grid cells and reclassifiellhe data was
further refined by applying a mask so that only areas of predicted infestation in
lodgepole pine are showisince the areas represent probability of infestation,
the closer they are to the original infestation, the greater the likelihood of
infestation.The three remaining buffered rings around each polygon were
given values ofive, four andthree as they radiated outward from the
infestation.

d. Tussock mothsvere identified as the most serious insect and disease threats to
foresthealthon state and privatdorestlands The most critical areas were
identified usingl990¢ 2008 Forest Service aerial survey daal historical
refinements.(http://www.fs.fed.us/r1-r4/spf/fhp/aerial/gisdata.htm)
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Tussock moth populations tend to be cyclic, buildimgignificant levels in
predictable locations every-82 years. Currently, we are in a population growth
phase, and expect increased damage over the coming y&his.Tussock Moth
layer was developed by identifying th& &vel Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)
watersheds with tussock moth presenftem aerial detection surveyasnd then
rating them based on severity suggested by an entomologist team consisting of
Carl Jorgensen (USFS), Tom Eckberg (IDL), and Carol RandaNat&kgeds
were converted to a 30 m raster grid and reclassified with one (low thréae
(moderate threat), and fivéhigh threat)

2. Terrestrial noxious weedsconsisting of:
a. ldahoStateDepartment of Agricultur¢lSDA)istedterrestrial noxious weeds
from March 2009http://inside.uidaho.edu)
b. Weed presenceén Idaho from the Bureau of Land Managemé@aLM)
consolidated dataset from December 2008tp://inside.uidaho.edu))
IncludsRI G FNRY GKS .[a .2AaS3Y ¢gAy ClIftfas
Districts and thédaho Department of Agriculture

c. Hydrologic Unit code (HUC"devel (watersheds)

Process: The 2009 ISDA layer was combined with the 2005 BLM consolidated iataset
develop statewideeoverage of noxious weeds in Idaho. All plants and weeds not listed
on ldaho states 57 noxious weed list were remofretn the list. A list of the 57 noxious
weeds is located at:
(http://www.idahoag.us/Cateqgories/Plantsinsects/NoxiousWeeds/watchlist)pfjbis

new datasetwvas converted into 80 m resolutiorraster grid. Percent coverage of the
noxious weeds within each 6th Level HUC were obtained taking the total count of
noxious weed pixels, converting these pixels into area and dividing by total area of HUC.
Percent coverage was then reclassified gsmatural breaks into 3 classes, with values
from zero to three.

3. Climate changeconsisting of:

a. Current rangg(2000)and predicted habitat range in 2030 for Ponderosa Pine
b. Current rangg2000)and predicted habitat range in 2030 for Lodgepole Pine
c. Current rangg2000)and predicted habitat range i”2030 for Douglas Fir

The threekeystone indicator species were selected for this-mdne by a subset of the

Core Development Team working specifically anRbrest HealtiRiskissue.dimate

shift datausedfor these three speciewasdevelopedby Gerdd Rehfeldt et al.

Processes and assumption used in the modeling are desckibéd G K SEmbilichUS NJ &
Analysis of PlarClimate Relationships for the Western United StateslLJdzo f A 8 KSR A Y
International Journal of Plant Science, Volume 167(6) pages 1123 in 2006.
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ProcessWe usedcurrentrange of these threspecies and compared it with the

predicted habitat range in 2030. For each specidgn the habitat was the same in

2000 and 2030 a value nérowas givenWhere the habitat changed from 2000 to 2030

a value obnewas given. Habitat changes included both areas where the habitat dnove
into a new area that it did not occupy earlier anegas wherethe habitatwould no

longer occurThese areas represent potential areas of additional stress, but also identify
areas where consideration of climate change impacts may help inform species selection
when replanting is planned.

The habitat changealuesfor the three treespeciesvere alded together giving a

climate changéayerwith values ofzeroc three. A value okzeroindicatesareas where

the current and predicted habitat ranges for the three species did not change. Aofalue
oneindicates areas wherene of the three species had a change in habitatp

indicates areas wherevo species had a change in habitat, ghdee indicates areas
wherethree species had a change in habitat.

Final Issue Processs develop the map for this issusach of theabove layers were

added together and classified into five groups through natural breaks, where a score of five
identifies areas of greatest threat. The highest potential scores for each cell are:

Balsam WoolAdelgid..................... 1 points
White Pine Blister Rust / Root rat.5 points
Mountain Pine Beetle.................... 5 points
Tussock Moth.........ccccceeiiiiiiiinnn 5 points
Noxious weegresence.................. 3 points
Climatechange...........ccoeeeeeeeennn. 3 points
TOTAL POSSIBLE..........ccceeen. 22 points

Data Considered, but not used:

The Core Development Tearonsidered forestragmentationwithin this issueas forests fragmented

by roads, developments or other land cover changmsdincrease spread of noxious weeks and,

potentially, insects. Thilational Forest Fagmentation dataset recommended by the USEBokest

Service on their State Assessment website is at a scalarofdster grid, which is roughly 1,000 times

more coarse than the 30 m resolution of this assessment. For this reason, these data were not used. The
team also considered road density asifiedlent way to measure fragmentatigiout this was not felt to

be a significant driver for this issue. It was also felt that development and recreation pressure informed
addressed fragmentation within that issue.

The team also considered using tNationd Forest Insect and DiseaBésk Map but, like the
fragmentation dataset, it was at a 1km resolution, far too coarse for this assessment.
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Relative Threats to Forest Health in Idaho

Relative Forest Health Risks

Low
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Moderate-High

B Hih

Disclaimer:

This map has been compiled using the best information
available to the Idaho Department of Lands at the time
and may be updated and or revised without notice.

In situations where known accuracy and completeness
is required, the user has the responsibility to verify the
accuracy of the map and the underlying data sources.

Source Layers:

Layer was created by evaluating and summing several
contributing forest health layers (insect and disease,
noxious weeds, and climate change). Sources for layers
included USFS, ISDA, BLM and Climate change as
addressed by Gerald Rehfeldt et al. in the paper
“Empirical Analysis of Plant-Climate Relationships for
the Western United States” published in the International
Journal of Plant Science, Volume 167(6) pages
1123-1150, in 2006.
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Issue: Wildfire inpacts

This issue characterize where communities and their associated forestlandsgaeatast risk from
uncharacteristic wildfires.

Layer Selected: RelativiRisk to Communities from Wildlan&ire

After significant discussion and review of various datasets, the Idaho SAFR Core Team decided to use the
Relative Risk to Communities from Witald Fire in Idahanodel, developed by the Idaho Interagency
Wildland Fire Working Group. A complete description of this model is available for download at:
http://www.idahofireplan.org/imagegAssessment.pdfThe assessment was completed by Jeff Jones,
Landscape Ecologist, Flathead Natidralest. This model considers relative wildland fire risk (weather,
ignition probability, rate of spread), relative wildland fire hazard (fuel hazard, espdael moisture,

slope effect on fire spread) and wildland urban interface (inhabited areas, communities at risk). The

SAFR Core Development Team felt this model best informed this issue and is supported by the
Interagency Fire Plan Working Group.

A numler of datasets were initially considered for this issue. These include:

1) Wildland Urban Interface (WUQountygenerated:This dataset includes aredsfined at the
local level through collaborative effortShe process through which each county wedmbugh
in identifying their WUI is not necessarily the same, and this dataset may over or under
emphasize areas from county to county depending on their prot&bsde very useful at the
local level, the Core Development Team decided not to use this etatesause the process was
not consistent across the state, and making relative assumptions statewide may provide
misleading results.

2) Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) per the Idaho Interagency Assessment of Wildland Fire Risk to
Communities: This dataset idtifies wildland urban communities from the Federal Register (66
Fed. Reg. 753, January 4, 20@)d inhabited areas from the 2000 Census. These areas were
buffered by a distance of one mile to identify the wildland urban interface afdas is already
included within themodel chosen for use.

3) Fire Regime Condition ClasgERCC): This dataset shows changes in fuels from historical
conditions and helps characterize forestlands at higher risk of uncharacteristic wildland fire.
However, its resolution i2cl NE S | yié¥elaped for thielwdstern United Statasdwas
not intended to bemapped or summarized at a finer level (e.g., mapped or summarized for a
single state), which could proviarisleading resultg.Information on this dataset can be found
at: http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs 2004 _menakis001.pdf
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Relative Risk to Communities from Wildland Fire in Idaho

Relative Fire Risk
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Disclaimer:

This map has been compiled using the best information
available to the Idaho Department of Lands at the time
and may be updated and or revised without notice.

In situations where known accuracy and completeness
is required, the user has the responsibility to verify the
accuracy of the map and the underlying data sources.

Relative Risk to Communities from Wildland Fire in Idaho
information was created for the Idaho Interagency Assessment
of Wildland Fire Risk to Communities and approved by Idaho
State Fire Plan Working Group. Assessment completed by Jeff
Jones, Landscape Ecologist, Flathead National Forest, Idaho
State Fire Plan Working Group published through the Idaho
State Office of the Bureau of Land Management,

January 2007.
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Issue: Potential Loss of Canopy to Development,
Urbanization and Bcreation

0 Map (PDF) Potential Canopy Loss from Development, Urbanization and Recreation (DRAFT)

The intent of this issue is to:

1.

Identify the areas at greatest risk of conversion from forestland to otherwses
specifically development. Often, forestadeas are highly desirable for home sites or

new subdivisions. With this conversion comes a loss of productive forests, increased
ATt RFANS NA&a]l (2 LINBLISNI& |a Y2NB K2YSa
eliminate management on adjacent landdso important are those areas that may be
converted from one housing density to a significantly higher density within developed
areas as this may also lead to loss of canopy and the benefits it provides.

Identify those areas were pressure from off roadiade (ORV) use in undesignated

areas can lead to degradation of forested areas. Such use has increased erosion, user
conflicts, spread of invasive species, damage to cultural sites, disturbance to wildlife,
destruction of wildlife habitat, and risks to plic safety. Along with fire and fuels,
AYOlLaxrodS alLlSOoOASa FyR f23aa 2F 2Ly aLl OS

>

GKNBFGadeé alyl3ay3d GKS FNBFra gKSNB AYLI O

to educational efforts will help all@ate these impacts.

Originally, Canopy Loss due to Urbanization and Development; and Recreation Pressure were
separate issues. IDL Staff made the decision to combine them as they are both impacted by
population density, and because we were only measu@R) pressure within the Recreation
dataset. It was felt that to separate them would be placing too great an emphasis on population
density by counting it twice.

Data used:

Development Potential

T Map (PDF) Development Risk based on Estimated Changdsuising Density within ldaho

DRAFT)

¢CKS blraGA2ylf DdZARFYOS adzZ33SaGSR dzaAy3da (KS
Theobold, Colorado State University. These data use the SERGoM v3 model, described in the
research pape¥Vatersheds at Risk to Increased Impervious Surface Cover in the
Conterminous United Statedo predict housing density in tepear increments fron2000 to

2030. By subtracting 2000 housing densities from 2030 predicted housing densities, we can
express the potential areas of new development.
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The Theobold data broke out housing density into ten classes; we modified these to eight
classes as follows:

No Development or >80 acres per unit (rural)

40-80 acres per unit (rural 1)

20-40 acres per unit (rural 1)

10-20 acres per unit (rural 2)

1.7-10 acres per unit (rural 2)

0.6-1.7 acres per unit (exurban/urban)

<0.6 acres per unit (exurban/urban)

Urban/built up (commercial, industrial, transportation)

O NG~ WDNE

When considering the movement from one density class to another, we wanted to make some
judgment about the relative impact of that change. IDL Staff developed the following matrix
showing values fromd (no change) and 1 (low impact change) to 5 (highest impact change) and
classified the data accordingly. The numbers in the colored boxes represent the housing density
classes shown above. So, movement from density class 2 (one unit p&04décres) ir2000 to
density class 5 (1.¢10 units per acre) by 2030 is considered a very high impact (value of five),

A movement from density class 2 (one unit percZ&D acres) in 2000 to density class 4 (one

unit per 10¢ 20) acres in 2030, on the other handc@ansidered lowmoderate change.

2030
Mo Dev Rural Urban
2000 1 2 3 4 5 G [ 8
No Dev | 1 0 1 1 3 5 5 5 ]
2 0 0 2 5 5 5 ]
Rural 3 0 0 5 5 5 ]
4 0 3 4 5 ]
i ] 2 4 ]
G ] 4 ]
Urban
T ] 3
a ]

0 or -- = no or negative change

1 = low impact change

2 = low-moderate impact change
3 = moderate impact change

4 = high-moderate impact change
5 = high impact change
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T Map (PDF) OfHighway Recreation Pressure in Idaho (DRAFT)

We used anodel developed by the Idaho Department of Lands that incorporated US Census
data for population density, the number of ORV registrations by county, TIGER266@

streets dataset, and travel distaa@references from 2002 Recreation Demand Assessment by
the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation.

We used he following assumptions developing the model

e Census population can be used as a surrogate for overall recreation pressure

o OHV registratiortotals by county can be used to estimate motorized recreation
pressure

e The public road network is how recreation pressure is transmitted and dispersed to
forested lands

e Recreation pressure comes primarily from urban population centers within and outside
the state:

1. Boise/Nampa/Caldwell

Twin Falls

Pocatello

Ogden/Layton, UT

Logan, UT

Idaho Falls

Moscow, ID/Pullman, WA

Clarkston, WA/Lewiston, ID

9. {LR1+ySsE 21 k/ 2Sdz2NJ RQ! f SySs L5

e Recreation pressure on a forestland can come from multiple population centers and is
additive

e Recreation pressure decreases as travel time to a recreation destination increases
(actually, not an assumption but confirmed by IDPR recreation demand surveys)

¢ All parts of the state are equally desirable recreation destinations and certain
destinations (such as resort areas, parks, etc.) do not attract more recreation pressure
than others

e Recreation activity is defined as that which lasts a day or less;-dayltiecreation
activities are not considered

© NO A~ WDN

The result is a map that shows ORV pressaged on a 1 to 3 hour travel time. Those areas
closest to urban areas (requiring less time to get to) were scored highest. Data was divided into
three classes, scored 1 through 3. More information on this model can be found by reading the
Modeling Recretion Pressure on Idaho Forest Lands
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Data considered, but not used:

Development Potential

The Core Development Team also suggested using the industrial forestlands owned by Real
Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and Timber Investment Management OrganiZ&Os),

since the potential divestiture of these lands for development is increasing. Upon further
investigation, IDL GIS staff determined these datasets were unavailable, and were therefore not
used.

Recreation Pressure

One of the datasets consideredrly on was the Highlse Dispersed Recreation Areas, from the
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project, a model that incorporated several
other datasets. This was ultimately not used due to currency of data and the feeling that what
the modelwe had available to us was better.

We also wanted to incorporate data from Idaho Parks and Recreation, and this is part of the
model we are using. Additionally, we contacted the ldaho Conservation League and the
Wilderness Society, but they did not havdaalthe type of geospatial data we needed.
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Potential Loss of Forests and Canopy from
Development, Urbanization and Recreation

nners Ferry

Relative Threat to Canopy

|:| Low

- Low-Moderate
|:| Moderate
\:I Moderate-High
B High

Disclaimer:

This map has been compiled using the best information
available to the Idaho Department of Lands at the time
and may be updated and or revised without notice.

In situations where known accuracy and completeness
is required, the user has the responsibility to verify the

accuracy of the map and the underlying data sources.

This map uses estimated housing density data from 2030
produced by Dr. David Theobold, Colorado State University.
This was grouped into 5 risk classes and added with a
recreation pressure model that was ranked 1 to 3. The sum was
ranked into 5 classes based on natural breaks in the data.

Projection: IDTM NAD83
06/05/2009
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Issue: Relative Potential Benefit to
Wildlife and Biodiversity

T Map (PDF) Relative Potential Benefit Wildlife & Biodiversity (DRAFT)

The intent of this issue is to:

e |dentify the areas of greatesbnservation value for wildlife habitat and plant and
animal biodiversity, and where management can enhance these values.

Discussioninitially, this issue was listed as two separate ogés2 A f Rf A TS . Sy ST A (¢
Wl SIFfidKe C2NBad 9 Othsdvithieprysantatves! offldald Wish@QadyGanseNA |
(IDFG) and The Nature Conservancy (TNC), a decision was made to combine these into a

Wildlife and Biodiversity issue. Principle reasons for this are that data for priority conservation

areas, developed byhe TNC, and Special Status Species data (including threatened and

endangered) included plant communities and species as well wildlife. Breaking these apart

would have the effect of overweighting fish and wildlife.

This issue will highlight those areas wdorests play a key role in wildlife critical habitat and
range, threatened, endangered and rare fish and wildlife habitat and plant communities. Within
the context of the full assessment and response strategy, projects proposed within areas of
overall hgh priorityt which include areas identified as high priority for this issséould

consider activities that will enhance the habitat of the plant, fish and wildlife species listed
within those areas.

Data used:

Multiple data layers informed this issue. Theae:

1. Fish Distributioncomprised of:

a. Bull TroutFish Distribution
Cutthroat Trout distribution
Chinook Salmomlistribution
Steelhead Salmon distribution
Sockeye Salmon distribution

® oo o

All fish distribution data came froi@treamnet
(http://lwww.streamnet.org/mapping_apps.html The data represent current
distribution and activity fothe above species. More information on creation loist
feature classs available ahttp://www.streamnet.org/about.html Distribution data for
each species was bufferdxy 75 feet on any critical habitat stream, river, or lakeesknh
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buffered layeswere thenconverted into a 30 m raster grid and-céassed to either a 1
(presence) or 0 (absengeThe final fish distribution map was derived by adding up the
five sub layers and reclassifyi@ghrough 5based on the number of separate species
represented in edt pixel.

2. Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) Fareglsand Big Game
a. Focal Areas from the Idaho CWCS
(http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/ifwis/itwisweb/IDCWCS/BA/

Through tle workshop process, Idaho conservation partners mapped and
attributed focal areas across Idaho. These are general areas known to be
important for the species of greatest conservation need identified in the Idaho
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Stratelgyt by no means are intended to
imply that conservation actions should be restricted to these areas. Focal areas
were defined as resourelBased, managemenbased, or both:

Resource Focal Area:

A geographical area necessary for the kbagn persistence bSGCN and their
habitats (in other planning efforts these may be referred to as High Resource
Value Areas oBiologically Important Areas).

Management Focal Area:

A general geographical area that targets resources and efforts where they can
benefit thelargest number of species and habitats in need of conservation.
Management focal areas are generally larger and may include species and/or
habitats other than SGCN as well as +dological factors

Focal areas were classified by their type, converte8tm raster, and
reclassified a€) where none exist, 1 where it is a resource Focal Area, and 3 if it
is a Management Focal Area

b. Big Game Habitatrom Idaho Fish and Gamicluding:
i. Mule Deer¢cSummer andVinter Rangeand other ImportantHabitat
ii. Elk¢ Citical Summer and Winter Range
iii. Mountain Goat¢ Habitat
iv. Bighorn Shee Priority Habitat

Species were selected, and data provided by the Idaho Fish and Game
Department. These species represent the most critical big game species per

the CWCS. Each speciebitat/range was converted to 30m raster and
classifiedam ¢ KSNB (KS &aLlSOASa SEAadGaz | yR
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The scores from both a) and b) above were added together. Pixels could have a
score from O to 7. These were reclassified by natural breaks iiv® ¢lassesO
through 5.

3. The Nature Conservancy Ecoregional Conservation and Priority Conservation,Areas
comprised of:

a. Canadian Rocky Mountains Ecoregional Assessment Q&tgority
Conservation AreasThis data is access restricted. Information on the
assessment, including report, maps and data can be accessed at:
(http://www.waconservation.org/ecoCanadianRockies.shtml

b. Columbia Plateau Ecoregional Assessment DaRxiority Conservéon Areas
This data is access restricted. Information on the assessment, including the
report, maps and data can be accessed at:
(http://www.waconservation.org/ecoColumbiaPlateau.shiml

c. Middle Rockieg; Blue Mountains Ecoregional Assessment Dgt&onservation
Areas The assessment report and data can be accessed at:
(http://www.waconservation.org/ecoBlueMountains.shtinl

d. Utah¢Wyoming Rocky Mountains Ecoregional Assessment Data
Conservation AreasThe assessment report can be accessed at:
(http://conserveonline.org/coldocs/2003/10/uwrm_plan ev2001.pdj

The metadata for Conservation Area datasets describes them as:

G ¢ K S & 8esdrbe ihe priority areas for conserving imperiled species and
functioning ecosystemsThese extraordinary places are all part of a common
"ecoregion”, sharing similar climate, geologic historic, landforms, and native species.
Resources for conservatian these ecoregiors are limited, urban areas are

expanding, and an extraordinary heritage of native species and ecosystems is at
risk. This assessment is intended to help conservation agencies, planners, and
organizations direct their resources to theost important places for conservatioH.
describes a "portfolio” of priority conservation areas which are 1) of exceptional
biological value and 2) the most likely places for conservation to succeed based on
their current condition, land use, and otherctars. Most importantly, this portfolio
captures as much of the biodiversity of the ecoregion as possible, ensuring that each
local site contributes to an ecoregiamde strategy for conservatiog.

While all identified conservation areas are considereidndy, these area within the
first two datasets (a. and b.) were further refined to include those which are most
important and/or at highest risk.
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http://www.waconservation.org/ecoCanadianRockies.shtml
http://www.waconservation.org/ecoColumbiaPlateau.shtml
http://www.waconservation.org/ecoBlueMountains.shtml
http://conserveonline.org/coldocs/2003/10/uwrm_plan_ver2001.pdf

Because datasets c. and d. did not further prioritize conservation areas, there may
be more identified consrvation areas relative to the other two. For this reason, all
areas were combined, converted to a 30m raster grid. Pixels were classified with a
value of3 if they were a conservation or high conservation area per the datasets
used, and O if they did not.

4. Federally Listed Threatened and Endangei®peciesfrom the Idaho Conservation
Data Centerldaho Department of Fish and Gamé&om 2007,

The occurrences represefederally Listed Threatened and Endangereldiaho.This
spatial coverage and theccurrences contained in it are not a public recddata were
converted to 30m raster pixels, and classified withifa T&E species exists, and O if
not. These species are listed at the end of this document.

FinalRelative Benefit to Wildlife and Biogtersity map: The four layers listed above
were added together and reclassified by natural breaks into five classes indicating low to high
relative benefit to Wildlife and Biodiversity.

Data Considered but not Used:

Early on, when Healthy Forest Ecosystevas being considered as a separate issue, the Core
Development Team looked at using the Legacy Areas of Need and Fire Regime Condition Class
to inform this issue. It was determined that tihegacy Areas of NegdON) stood on its own

as a separate assessmeand included many of the data being used in the SAFR. Rather than
double count these data, the Legacy will be incorporated into the assessment as supporting
information, and will be part of the Response Strategy. The SAFR, or components thereof, may
be used as a secondary sort tool to further refine priority areas for potential Legacy
Conservation Easements.

Fire Regime Condition Classpresents areas depending on how well they are within or depart
from historic fire regimes. The team felt that areas within historic fire regimes were those that
were likely to be resilient to wildfire, and relatively intact. However, the disclaimdrign t

Iy I f & & AFirte Reginte ILéditiord Classes were developed for the western United States
and were not intended to benapped or summarized at a finer level (e.g., mapped or
summarized for a single state), which could prowidsleading results. @& MNason, we felt
using this in our statewide assessment would be an inappropriate and potentially inaccurate
use of the data.
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Species listed in Idaho based on published population data

Notes:
e This report shows the species listed in this state adogrtb the Federal Register listing
description.
e This list does not include experimental populations and similarity of appearance listings.
e This list includes species or populations under the sole jurisdiction of the National Marine
Fisheries Service.
¢ Click on the highlighted scientific names below to view a Species Profile for each listing.

Listed species (based on published population data) -- 22 listings
Animals -- 18 listings

Status Species/Listing Name

Bear, grizzly lower 48 States, except where listed as an experimental population or déJistes
arctos horribili¥

—

Caribou, woodlan&elkirk Mountain populatiorRangifer tarandus caribdu

Curlew, EskimaNumenius boreal)s

Limpet, Banbury Springsdnx sp.

Lynx, Canada lower 48 States DB&X canadensis

Rabbit, pygmy Columbia Basin DB&¢hylagus idahoengis

Salmon, chinook fall Snake Rntorhynchus (=Salmo) tshawytstcha

Salmon, chinook spring/summer Snake®dorhynchus (=Salmo) tshawytspha

Salmon, sockeye U.S.A. (Snake River, ID stock wherever famcbyltynchus (=Salmo) neyka
Snalil, Bliss RapidBdylorconchaerpenticola

Snail, Snake River phyghysa natricinp
Snail, Utah valvatav@lvata utahensis

Springshail, Bruneau Hdeyrgulopsis bruneauensis

Squirrel, northern Idaho groun&permophilus brunneus brunngus

Steelhead Snake R. Bagsin€orhynchus (=Salmo) mykiss

Sturgeon, white U.S.AID, MT), Canada (B.C.), Kootenai R. syst@ipé€nser transmontaniis
Trout, bull U.S.A., conterminous, lower 48 statgal{elinus confluentis

Wolf, grayLower 48 States, except where delisted and where EXPN. MeQaas(lupus

m-m-Ad-Ammm-Am-—-m-ammm

Plants-- 4 listings
Status Species/Listing Name

T Catchfly, Spalding'S$ilene spaldingii
T Fouro'clock,MacFarlane'sNlirabilis macfarlanéi
T Howellia, water Howellia aquatili¥
T Ladiestresses, Ute$piranthes diluvial)s

Last updated: June 19, 2009
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javascript:launch('/tess_public/html/db-status.html')
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A001
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A001
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A088
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B01A
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=G05Q
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A073
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A0GG
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E06D
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E06D
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E06Y
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=G01K
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=G01L
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=G05R
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=G03R
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A0EK
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E08D
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E087
javascript:launch('/tess_public/html/db-status.html')
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