
010/01/09τIdaho State Assessment of Forest Resources ς Final Draft  Page 1 of 75 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



010/01/09τIdaho State Assessment of Forest Resources ς Final Draft  Page 2 of 75 
 

Table of Contents: 

Introduction 

 Acknowledgements ............................................................................................................. 4 

 About the State Assessment of Forest Resources .............................................................. 5 

 Flowchart of Issues and Sub Issues that comprise the assessment ................................... 6 

 Progress to Date .................................................................................................................. 7 

Key Issues which Threaten Forests in Idaho 

 Issue: Forest Health Risks ................................................................................................... 9 

o Forest Health Risk Issue Map ................................................................................ 14 

 Issue: Risk to Communities and Ecosystems from Uncharacteristic Wildland Fire.......... 15 

o Wildfire Risk Issue Map ......................................................................................... 19 

 Issue: Potential Loss of Canopy to Development, Urbanization and Recreation ............. 21 

o Development and Recreation Issue Map ............................................................. 25 

Key Issues for which Forests Provide Benefit in Idaho 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Wildlife and Biodiversity ........................................................ 27 

o Wildlife and Biodiversity Issue Map...................................................................... 32 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Water Quality and Quantity ................................................... 33 

o Water Quality/Quantity Issue Map ...................................................................... 37 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Air Quality from Forests and Canopy ..................................... 39 

o Air Quality Issue Map ............................................................................................ 42 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Sustainable Forest-Based Markets......................................... 43 

o Forest-Based Markets Issue Map ......................................................................... 46 

Final Maps 

 Methodology for Developing Final Maps ......................................................................... 47 

o Composite Forest Risk Map .................................................................................. 50 

o Composite Forest Benefits Map ........................................................................... 51 

o Final State Assessment of Forest Resources Priorities Map ................................. 52 

o Priority Landscape Areas Map .............................................................................. 54 

  



010/01/09τIdaho State Assessment of Forest Resources ς Final Draft  Page 3 of 75 
 

Appendix A ς Sub-Issue maps ........................................................... 55 

 Issue: Forest Health Risks 

o Balsam Wooly Adelgid Risk Map ........................................................................... 57 

o Mountain Pine Bark Beetle Risk Map ................................................................... 58 

o Douglas Fir Tussock Moth Risk Map ..................................................................... 59 

o White Pine Blister Rust/ Root Rot Risk Map ......................................................... 60 

o Noxious Terrestrial Weeds Risk Map .................................................................... 61 

o Climate Change Risk Map ..................................................................................... 62 

 Issue: Risk to Communities and Ecosystems from Uncharacteristic Wildland Fire 

o Communities at Risk from Wildland Fire Risk Map .............................................. 63  

o Fire Regime Condition Class Map ......................................................................... 64 

 Issue: Potential Loss of Canopy to Development, Urbanization and Recreation 

o Development Risk Map ......................................................................................... 65 

o Recreation Pressure Map ...................................................................................... 66 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Wildlife and Biodiversity 

o Fish Distribution Map ............................................................................................ 67 

o Map of Focal Areas from Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy .......... 68 

o Big Game Priorities Map ((These data are proprietary and used in this assessment 

with the permission of Idaho Department of Fish and Game). 

o The Nature Conservancy (TNC) Ecoregional [Priority] Conservation Areas (These 

data are proprietary and used in this assessment with the permission of TNC) 

o Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species in Idaho (These data are 

proprietary and used in this assessment with the permission of the Conservation 

Data Center) 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Water Quality and Quantity 

o Map of Public Drinking Water Sources ................................................................. 69 

o Map of Priority Watersheds (303d impaired watersheds) ................................... 70 

o Map of areas with Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Plans ............................... 71 

o Impervious Surfaces Map ..................................................................................... 72 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Air Quality from Forests and Canopy 

o Map of Non-Attainment Areas ............................................................................. 73 

o Map of Smoke Impact Zones ................................................................................ 74 

o Map of Relative Canopy Cover to Impervious Surfaces ....................................... 75 

 Issue: Potential Benefit to Sustainable Forest-Based Markets 

(Models are proprietary and used in the assessment with the permission of the 

Idaho Department of Lands.) 

For additional information, visit the Idaho State Assessment of Forest Resources 

website at: http://www.idl.idaho.gov/bureau/ForestAssist/safr_index.html 

http://www.idl.idaho.gov/bureau/ForestAssist/safr_index.html


010/01/09τIdaho State Assessment of Forest Resources ς Final Draft  Page 4 of 75 
 

Acknowledgements 

We greatly appreciate the support and assistance provided by the Stakeholders who met 
regularly to inform, discuss and guide this process; the members of the Core Assessment Team 
who rolled up their sleeves and helped refine the issues, find the best available data and 
provide advice on putting it all together; and to the many folks who gave us helpful and 
constructive comments.  
 
Member of the Core Assessment Team are: 
 

 Ara Andrea ς Idaho Department of Lands, Service & Regulatory Program Manager; NRCS; 
State Technical Committee Representative 

 Mike Bowman ς Idaho Community Forestry Advisory Council & Idaho Resource 
Conservation and Development Councils 

 Andy Brunelle ς US Forest Service Region 4 

 Mike DeArmond ς US Bureau of Land Management 

 Frank Gariglio ς Natural Resource Conservation Service  

 Craig Glazer ς Idaho Panhandle National Forest/ USFS Region 1 

 Bob Helmer ς Idaho Department of Lands 

 Kurt Mettler ς /ƻŜǳǊ ŘΩ!ƭŜƴŜ ¢ǊƛōŜ 

 Carol Randall ς Idaho Panhandle National Forest  

 Greg ServheenτIdaho Department of Fish and Game 

 Bob Unnasch ς The Nature Conservancy 

 Ed Warner ς Idaho Department of Lands; Idaho Forest Legacy Program Manager  

 Steve Winward ς US Forest Service Region 4 

 Steve Kimball ς Idaho Department of Lands (co-lead); National Fire Plan Coordinator 

 David Stephenson ς Idaho Department of Lands (co-lead); Urban Interface/Planning 
Program Manager 

 

Special thanks to our GIS Staff for all their help and expertiseτEd DeYoung, Andrew Mock and 
Meghan Lonneker. 

 

Principle Authors:  David Stephenson 

 Steve Kimball 
 

 

This project was funded in part through grants from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service and National 
Association of State Foresters and the Western Forestry Leadership Coalition. The U.S. Department of The USD A 
prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, 
age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family status. To file a complaint call (202) 720-
5964. 



010/01/09τIdaho State Assessment of Forest Resources ς Final Draft  Page 5 of 75 
 

About the Statewide Assessment of Forest Resources 

The Statewide Assessment of Forest Resources was developed by the Idaho Department of 
Lands in partnership with many other agencies and organizations. This assessment is a key 
ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦{5! CƻǊŜǎǘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ {ǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ tǊƛǾŀǘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ, and is a 
requirement within the 2008 Farm Bill for states receiving funding through the US Forest 
Service for State and Private Forestry programs.  Its purpose is to ensure that federal and state 
resources are focused on landscape areas with the greatest opportunity to address shared 
priorities and achieve measurable outcomes. 

The Statewide Assessment provides a geospatial analysis of conditions and trends for all 
forested lands in Idaho. It delineates rural and urban forest areas that are the highest priority 
for projects and investments administered through State and Private Forestry programs. 
Threats to and benefits from forest resources were identified and form the foundation of the 
analysis. A companion Statewide Forest Resource Strategy will be developed to address the 
issues and priority areas identified in this assessment. The Resource Strategy will identify 
activities and approaches for protection, restoration and enhancement of forest resources in 
priority landscapes. 

For more information on the Statewide Assessment of Forest Resources and the Resource 
Strategy, see the national guidance from the Forest Service: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/spf/redesign/state_assess_strategies.pdf 

Who is working on the Idaho Statewide Assessment? 
Idaho Department of Lands is the Lead Agency. A diverse group of partners is participating, 
including:  

 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 

 Idaho Departments of Fish & Game,  

 Idaho Department of Parks & Recreation  

 Idaho Community Forestry Advisory Council 

 Idaho Forest Stewardship Advisory Committee 

 Idaho State Fire Plan Working Group 

 Idaho Technical Committee 

 Idaho Forest Owners Association 

 Intermountain Forest Association  

 /ƻŜǳǊ ŘΩ!ƭŜƴŜ Tribe  

 Nez Perce Tribe  

 The Nature Conservancy 

 University of Idaho 

 USDA Forest Service 

 USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service 

 USDI Bureau of Land Management 

Timeline:  

1. Identify Issues ...................................................................... January 2009  
2. Determine best data, methodology and modeling ............. March ς June 2009 
3. Feedback/refinement and final SAFR report ....................... July ς October 2009  
4. Begin work on the Response Plan / Strategy ....................... October 2009  
5. Develop framework for developing Strategies .................... December ς January, 2010 
6. Regional meetings on Goals and Strategies ........................ January ς March 2010 
7. Feedback/refinement and final Response Strategy ............ March ς June 2010 

http://www.fs.fed.us/spf/redesign/state_assess_strategies.pdf
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Progress as of September 30, 2009: 

June 26, 2008τHosted a Multi-Agency Group (MAG) meeting to identify key forestry related 

issues in Idaho and potential projects that could address these. Project ideas were used to put 

together five applications for State and Private Forestry Competitive Grants. The process was 

effective and results successfulτthree of these applications were selected for funding. 

November 21, 2008τHosted the first State Assessment of Forest Resources (SAFR) Stakeholders 

meeting, Representatives from a wide array of Federal, State, Local and non-governmental 

agencies and organizations were invited to attend. The SAFR was introduced, including what it is 

intended to do and what it is not intended for. Stakeholders provided input on benefits of the 

SAFR, methodology and, building off the list of issues identified at the June meeting, 

ōǊŀƛƴǎǘƻǊƳŜŘ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΦ ! ά/ƻǊŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ¢ŜŀƳέ 

was selected to work with IDL on further refining and grouping issues, determining data and 

models that best inform these issues, and developing a draft State Assessment for review by full 

Stakeholder committee. 

January, March and April, 2009τ The Core Guidance Team meets three times to refine issues, 

consider best available data to inform issues, how best to model each issue. Information posted 

to web for comment after each meeting. E-mails sent to full Stakeholder committee and all 

three IDL Advisory committees after each posting. 

Early June, 2009τDraft 1 of Issues maps posted to web and sent to stakeholders for 

comment/input. Modifications made. 

July 14, 2009τ2nd Stakeholder meeting held. Draft 1 SAFR was presented, feedback provided 

and modifications suggested. 

Early August, 2009τChanges made and Draft 2 of the assessment is released for comment. 

August 24, 2009τVideo Conference held with National Forest System Supervisors to explain the 

state assessment, present the second draft and gain insights and comments from the NFS 

perspective. 

August 26, 2009τ3rd Stakeholder meeting held to review draft 2. Changes were outlined, and a 

robust discussion took place on many of the issues and the methodology used. A better 

understanding of what each is providing was gained and additional changes and modifications 

were recommended.  Stakeholders discussed the best way to transition to development of 

Response Strategy and how best to move forward. 

September 30, 2009τDraft 3 of the assessment released on web 

February 15, 2010τFinal draft of the assessment completed  
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Issue: Relative Threats to Forest Health 
 

The intent of this issue is to:  

 Identify areas where invasive plants threaten forest health 

 Identify areas where damaging insects threaten forest health 

 Identify areas where disease threatens forest health 

 Identify areas where climate change may increase stress to forests 

Discussion: Forests and tree canopy face many different kinds of threats. The purpose of 

this issue is to identify the most significant biological threats. These include forest insects and 

diseases that result in tree mortality, noxious (invasive) species which can compromise the 

health and composition of forest stands, and climate change, which may modify current ranges 

of forest species, adding additional stresses to forests. Not 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 wildfire. The 

areas identified within this issue 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 four main categories as follows: 

1. Mountain Pine Beetle, using 1990 ς 2008 Forest Service aerial survey data 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/r1-r4/spf/fhp/aerial/gisdata.html) and selecting out Mountain 

Pine Beetle (MPB) on lodgepole pine 

The polygons of MPB mortality on lodgepole pine for the years 1990 through 2008 were 

examined to see if direction and distances could be detected from one year to the next. 

While direction proved elusive, a mean spread distance of 2,314 meters was calculated. 

The polygons of MPB mortality for the above years were merged and dissolved into 

mortality centers, and buffered four times using the mean spread distance as the buffer. 

Then, the first buffer ring and the base polygon were removed as these comprise areas 

where the MPB has killed the suitable trees or where damage is likely done, but not yet 

visible. The resulting layer was converted to 30 m raster grid cells and reclassified. The 

data was further refined by applying a mask so that only areas of predicted infestation 

in lodgepole pine are shown. Since the areas represent probability of infestation, the 

closer they are to the original infestation, the greater the likelihood of infestation. The 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1-r4/spf/fhp/aerial/gisdata.html
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three remaining buffered rings around each polygon were given values of five, four 

and three as they radiated outward from the infestation. 

2. Other Forest Health Issues: 

a. Other Forest Inspect Pests and Diseases, comprised of: 

i. Balsam Wooly Adelgid, using joint USDA Forest Service and Idaho Department of 

Lands joint Balsam Wooly Adelgid (BWA) ground survey data, and Hydrologic 

Unit code (HUC) 6th level (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 downstream. Due to the slow 

spread of BWA and the 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 took the location of infestations (point data) from 

on-the-ground joint Forest Service/IDL BWA delimiting surveys (years 

1990,1991,1997, 1998, 2006 and 2007), and identified the 166 watersheds (6th 

order Hydrologic Unit Codes) in which they fell. These watersheds were 

converted to a 30 m raster grid and reclassified with a value of one if BWA is 

present, and zero if not. This 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 actual size and extent of infestations.  

ii. White Pine Blister Rust 

This layer was developed from 1) a potential vegetation layer and 2) a table 

delineating likelihood of Western White Pine. ¢ƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ CƻǊŜǎǘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ LŘŀƘƻ 

Panhandle National Forest provided both datasets. The table was joined to the 

layer and the data reclassified into three classes. Per recommendation by Carol 

Randall, U.S. Forest Service Entomologist and Tom Eckberg, Idaho Department of 

Lands Forest Health Resource Specialist, excellent likelihood 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 Rust, which parallels western white pine habitat. This layer will also 

serve as a proxy for root disease concerns. Areas that have been affected by 

blister rust and no longer have white pine now support grand fir and Douglas-fir, 

which are the most susceptible to root disease. 

iii. Tussock moths were identified as the most serious insect and disease threats to 

forest health on state and private forestlands. The most critical areas were 

http://inside.uidaho.edu/
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identified using 1990 ς 2008 Forest Service aerial survey data and historical 

refinements. (http://www.fs.fed.us/r1-r4/spf/fhp/aerial/gisdata.html)   

Tussock moth populations tend to be cyclic, building to significant levels in 

predictable locations every 8-12 years. Currently, we are in a population growth 

phase, and expect increased damage over the coming years. This Tussock Moth 

layer was developed by identifying the 6th level Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 

watersheds with tussock moth presence from aerial detection surveys and then 

rating them based on severity suggested by an entomologist team consisting of 

Carl Jorgensen (USFS), Tom Eckberg (IDL), and Carol Randall (USFS). Watersheds 

were converted to a 30 m raster grid and reclassified with one (low threat), three 

(moderate threat), and five (high threat) 

b. Terrestrial noxious weeds, consisting of: 

i. Idaho State Department of Agriculture (ISDA) listed terrestrial noxious weeds 

from March 2009 (http://inside.uidaho.edu/) 

ii. Weed presence in Idaho from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

consolidated dataset from December 2005 (http://inside.uidaho.edu/) 

Includes data from the BLM Boise, ¢ǿƛƴ CŀƭƭǎΣ LŘŀƘƻ Cŀƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻŜǳǊ ŘΩ!ƭŜƴŜ 

Districts and the Idaho Department of Agriculture 

iii. Hydrologic Unit code (HUC) 6th level (watersheds) 

Process: The 2009 ISDA layer was combined with the 2005 BLM consolidated 

dataset to develop statewide coverage of noxious weeds in Idaho. All plants and 

weeds not listed on Idaho states 57 noxious weed list were removed from the 

list. A list of the 57 noxious weeds is located at: 

(http://www.idahoag.us/Categories/PlantsInsects/NoxiousWeeds/watchlist.php)

. This new dataset was converted into a 30 m resolution raster 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 using 

natural breaks into 3 classes, with values from zero to three. 

c. Climate change, consisting of: 

i. Current range (2000) and predicted habitat range in 2030 for Ponderosa Pine 

ii. Current range (2000) and predicted habitat range in 2030 for Lodgepole Pine 

iii. Current range (2000) and predicted habitat range in 2030 for Douglas Fir  

The three keystone indicator species were selected for this sub-issue by a subset 

of the Core Development Team working specifically on the Forest Health Risk 

issue. Climate shift data used for these three species was developed by Gerald 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r1-r4/spf/fhp/aerial/gisdata.html
http://inside.uidaho.edu/
http://inside.uidaho.edu/
http://www.idahoag.us/Categories/PlantsInsects/NoxiousWeeds/watchlist.php
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Rehfeldt et al. Processes and assumption used in the modeling are described in 

the pŀǇŜǊ άEmpirical Analysis of Plant-Climate Relationships for the Western 

United Statesέ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ WƻǳǊƴŀƭ ƻŦ tƭŀƴǘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ±ƻƭǳƳŜ 

167(6) pages 1123-1150, in 2006.  

Process: We used current range of these three species and compared it with the 

predicted habitat range in 2030. For each species, where the habitat was the 

same in 2000 and 2030 a value of zero was given. Where the habitat changed 

from 2000 to 2030 a value of one was given. Habitat changes included both 

areas where the habitat moved into a new area that it did not occupy earlier and 

areas where the habitat would no longer occur. These 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 change values for the three tree species were added together giving 

a climate change layer with values of zero ς three. A value of zero indicates areas 

where the current and predicted habitat ranges for the three species did not 

change. A value of one indicates areas where one of the three species had a 

change in habitat, two indicates areas where two species had a change in 

habitat, and three indicates areas where three species had a change in habitat. 

These data received a lower overall potential score due to uncertainty in the 

data. 

Issue Process: 

Stakeholders noted that the Mountain Pine Bark Beetle (MPB) is the most serious pest problem 

in Idaho. For this reason, MPB was considered equal in importance to the combination of all 

other forest health sub-issues.   

These other datasets (sans MPB) were added together and stratified into five classes of relative 

risk (1-5) through natural breaks. The MPB data, classified as medium, high and very high risk 

(3-5) were then merged with this combination of the other datasets, with the highest value 

from either dataset used as the value for each cell (see table below). For example, an area that 

received a value of five for the combination of forest health risk threats OR a score of five from 

the MPB dataset received a score of five. This elevated the importance of MPB as on par with 

the combination of all others forest health threats. Forest Health professionals in FS Regions 1 

& 4 and at the IDL concurred with this weighting, and felt the final map more closely reflected 

the National Forest Health Risk Map for Idaho.  

The sub-issues, and the maximum points assigned to each are shown in the following table.  

http://treesearch.fs.fed.us/pubs/25706
http://treesearch.fs.fed.us/pubs/25706
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Balsam Wooly Adelgid ............................ 1 points 
White Pine Blister Rust / Root rot ........... 5 points 
Tussock Moth .......................................... 5 points 
Noxious weed presence .......................... 3 points 
Climate change........................................ 3 points 
TOTAL POSSIBLE................................. 17 points 

 
 Priority 
 
Low Low-Moderate Moderate Moderate-High High 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
  

Mountain Pine Beetle ............................. 5 points 
Low Low-Moderate Moderate Moderate-High High 
   3 4 5 

 

Data Considered, but not used: 

The Core Development Team considered forest fragmentation within this issue, as forests 

fragmented by roads, developments or other land cover changes could increase spread of 

noxious weeks and, potentially, insects. The National Forest Fragmentation dataset 

recommended by the USDA Forest Service on their State Assessment website is at a scale of 

1km raster 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 

as a different way to measure fragmentation, but 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 the National Forest Insect and Disease Risk Map but, like the 

fragmentation dataset, it was at a 1km resolution, far too coarse for this assessment.  
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Issue: Relative Risk to Communities and Ecosystems 
from Uncharacteristic Wildland Fire 

 

The intent of this issue is to:  

 Identify where communities and their associated forestlands are at greatest risk 
from uncharacteristic wildfires; 

 Identify areas where departure from historic fire regimes may lead to 
uncharacteristic wildland fires areas where damaging insects threaten forest health 

Definition: Uncharacteristic Wildland Fire is defined as an increase in wildfire size, severity 

and resistance to control compared to that which occurred historically in the native system.   

The threat of these unnaturally intense wildfires has increased with the accumulations of fuels 

developed from decades of aggressive fire suppression. 

The term is used in Idaho Roadless Area Conservation FEIS  (2008) and is from a definition in the 

Forest Service Cohesive Strategy for Protecting People and Sustaining Resources in  a Fire-

Adapted Ecosystem (2000). 

Discussion: Initially, the core guidance team chose to use only the first layer shown below. 

However, after significant discussion within the Idaho SAFR Core Team and at the July 14, 2009 

Stakeholder Meeting, attendees felt that while community wildfire risk was important, so were 

areas where uncharacteristic wildfires could endanger larger ecosystems. Initially, the Fire 

Regime Condition Classτwhich quantifies changes in fuels from historic conditionsτwas 

considered but, after significant discussion by the core guidance team, not selected to be part 

of this issue analysis. The reasons reflected a concern that the data was not meant to be used 

at the scale used for this assessment. After further discussion at the July 14 stakeholder 

meeting there was consensus that this was nonetheless important, and that updates in the data 

may address concerns about scale. Additional investigation determined this to be the case, and 

it was added as part of this issue analysis. 

Data Used: 

1. The Relative Risk to Communities from Wildland Fire in Idaho model, developed by the 

Idaho Interagency Wildland Fire Plan Working Group.  A complete description of this 

model is available for download at: 

http://www.idahofireplan.org/images/Assessment.pdf. The assessment was completed 

by Jeff Jones, Landscape Ecologist, Flathead National Forest, and others from the State 

Fire Plan Working Group. This model considers relative wildland fire risk (weather, 

ignition probability, rate of spread), relative wildland fire hazard (fuel hazard, expected 

http://www.idahofireplan.org/images/Assessment.pdf
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fuel moisture, slope effect on fire spread) and wildland urban interface (inhabited areas, 

communities at risk). This dataset identifies wildland urban communities from the 

Federal Register (66 Fed. Reg. 753, January 4, 2001).  The SAFR Core Development Team 

felt this model best informed the issue of community risk to wildfire and is supported by 

the Interagency Fire Plan Working Group. 

2. Fire Regime Condition Classes (FRCC): This dataset shows changes in vegetation and 

fuels from historical conditions. From this map, inferences can be made to characterize 

forest lands with higher potential of uncharacteristic wildland fires (if ignitions were to 

occur). It is deemed the best indicator available of potential threat to forest systems 

from uncharacteristic fire.  FRCC was used in the Idaho Roadless Rule to assess potential 

for uncharacteristic wildfires, and to evaluate the ability to treat fuels to reduce this 

potential.  Information on this dataset can be found at: 

http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2004_menakis001.pdf. 

Issue Process: 

The Relative Risk to Communities from Wildland Fire in Idaho dataset was reclassified into 

five groups (1-5), from very low risk to very high risk, using natural breaks in the data. The 

FRCC data measures relative departure from historic fire regimes in three categories (1-3), 

from low departure to high. This data was first masked to include only forested areas, and 

then reclassified into three categories with values of 1, 3 and 5.  

Instead of adding these two datasets together, they were merged such that the highest 

value from either dataset became the value for that cell. For example, if either the Relative 

Risk to Communities from Wildland fire or the FRCC had a value of five for a particular cell, 

that cell received a value of five. 

Data Considered, but not used: 

(1) Following the August 24, 2009 presentation to the Idaho Forest Supervisors and staff, 

we received comments that the increased wildfire risk from insect and disease mortality 

should be considered in this issue, and particularly that associated with mountain pine 

beetle infestations.  We discussed this with fire ecologists, researchers, and fire 

managers and reviewed the research that was available on this topic. There is some 

agreement that there are two windows of concern:  the first few years after the trees 

die when the needles are red, and then the 10-30 year period after mortality when trees 

begin to fall and contribute to surface fuel buildup.  The extent to which the fire risk is 

increased in these windows appears to be variable and dependent on the amount and 

pattern of mortality, time since beetle outbreak, and other stand and site factors.   

http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2004_menakis001.pdf
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Empirical studies to quantify the relationship between beetle outbreaks, stand 

structure, fuel dynamics, and fire risk are limited. 

(2) The data available on insect and disease mortality in Idaho is limited to an annual survey 

that includes mapped areas of mortality along with the average number of trees per 

acre that have been killed in each area.   We could find no empirical data or analysis that 

we could link to the insect and disease mortality mapping and data to identify and 

describe increased fire risk.   With some additional analysis, an assessment of the 

increased wildfire risk could be developed using the annual insect and disease mortality 

survey.    This would require correlating wildfire risk factors to stand and site conditions 

(such as amounts and patterns of mortality, time since beetle-kill, etc).   Such analysis 

was outside of the scope of the SAFR (which was limited to use of existing Statewide 

data).    This increased risk of wildfire from insect and disease mortality will be flagged 

as an additional data need in the SAFR.   It will also be considered further in the 

Resource Strategy.   

(3) Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) boundaries identified by the Healthy Forest Restoration 

Act (HFRA- 2003): The Relative Risk to Communities mapping used for this issue includes 

a WUI mapping (2001) that predates the WUI boundary definitions identified in the 

Healthy Forest Restoration Act (2003). HFRA encourages communities to specify WUI 

boundaries that best identify local risk; or communities may use a standard definition 

outlined in HFRAΦ Lƴ LŘŀƘƻΣ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bŀǘional 

Fire Plan implementation. The process each county used to identify the WUI is not the 

same, and the dataset is therefore inconsistent from county to county. While very useful 

at the local level, the Core Development Team decided not to use the county generated 

dataset because the process was not consistent across the state and making relative 

assumptions statewide may provide misleading results. 

The Core Team considered using the HFRA standard definition for WUI boundaries in 

this analysis. This definition was used in the recent Idaho Roadless Rule to identify 

/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ½ƻƴŜǎ ό/a½ΩǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǊŜ ¢ŜŀƳ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ICw! 

άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎέ ²¦L ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ²¦L ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ нллм ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 

in the Communities at Risk model chosen for use. The HFRA-based mapping was very 

close to the WUI mapping in the Communities at Risk model and would not change the 

characterization of this issue. The Core Team felt the Communities at Risk model is the 

best tool available for characterizing the many integrated elements of community 

wildfire risk.   

(4) Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) mapping per the Idaho Interagency Assessment of 

Wildland Fire Risk to Communities: This dataset identifies wildland urban communities 

from the Federal Register (66 Fed. Reg. 753, January 4, 2001) and inhabited areas from 
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the 2000 Census. These areas were buffered by a distance of one mile to identify the 

wildland urban interface areas. This is already included within the model chosen for use. 

Community Protection Zones (Ct½Ωǎύ ŦǊƻƳ LŘŀƘƻ wƻŀŘƭŜǎǎ wǳƭŜΦ ²Ŝ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ /t½Ωǎ 

mapped in the Idaho Roadless Rule with the WUI used in the Idaho Relative Risk to 

Communities from Wildfire analysis that was used for this issue. The WUI boundaries 

used in the Idaho Relative Risk analysis include all of the Roadless Rule CPZ areas. The 

Idaho Relative Risk analysis considered additional variables (i.e. ignition history, slope, 

other factors) and therefore provides a more expanded characterization of fire risk to 

communities than the RoaŘƭŜǎǎ wǳƭŜΩǎ /t½ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎΦ 
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