
 

 

WGA Landscape Integrity Workgroup  
Recommendations 

 
 

1. The level of impact of human modifications and stressors on the 
landscape is a good measure of Landscape Integrity which is directly 
related to the condition of ecological integrity throughout the west. 
Our recommendation is to use the Landscape Condition (LC) model 
to map Landscape Integrity (LI).  
 
The LI Workgroup chose the Landscape Condition (LC) model over 
the Human Modification (HM) model for several reasons.  Both 
models performed well in separating high integrity from low integrity 
sites (Figure 1). 
 

 
Figure 1. Comparison of HM and LC model Landscape Integrity values compared to 
expert opinion evaluation of landscape integrity at 637 random points.  

 
The LC model uses existing stressors at each pixel to evaluate 
condition and seemed simpler to understand.  The HM model 
includes a random sampling approach which is robust and allows for 
calculations of model uncertainty, but was more difficult for the 
states’ workgroup members to understand.  Workgroup state 
members inspected the imagery and concluded that the Large Intact 



 

 

Blocks (LIBs) derived from the LC model were more aligned with sites 
thought to have high integrity than those derived from the HM 
model.   
 
A separate document describes the methods and data used to create 
the LI map. The LI map across the western 17 continental United 
States will be provided to the WGA states.  
 

2. The areas that contain the “best of what’s left” (highest integrity) can 
be defined by mapping large contiguous blocks lands that meet a 
minimum size and a minimum landscape condition level.  We 
recommend that states use as a default the LIBs created by the 
workgroup from the LI map, using a minimum size threshold of 1,000 
ha and a minimum LC score defined by the 80% distribution of the 
Protected Areas Database specific to each ecodivision defined by the 
workgroup (See map below). A more detailed explanation is provided 
in a separate document.



 

 

 
States could choose to add LIBs from within their state that may have 
been missed by the regional datasets used by the workgroup. 

 
3. We recommend that the Large Intact Blocks be ranked according to 

two values, size of the LIB and integrity of the lands within the blocks.  
We recommend identifying three levels of integrity within the LIB. 
Level 1 represents the best third of all the LIBS identified for each 
Eco-Division. Level 2 represents the 2nd best third of the LIBS for each 
Eco-Division.  Level 3 makes up the remaining areas of the LIBS.   
 
We recommend that LIBs also be scored according to the area of the 
LIB. A recognized principle in biodiversity conservation is that larger 
areas generally have higher integrity than smaller areas, therefore 
the largest LIBS are ranked higher.  Alternatively, the smaller LIBS are 
vulnerable to loosing the integrity they have if they continue to be 
fragmented into smaller blocks of habitat.  Therefore we recommend 
that the smaller blocks be ranked high also, recognizing their value is 
vulnerable and that conservation actions be directed to these blocks 
and smart growth be developed away from these blocks.  Level 1 
Integrity blocks are irreplaceable regardless of their size. 
 
Our default map products will ranks LIBs according to the following 
characteristics: 

LIB Area (1,000 ha) **

LIB 
Integrity 1- 10 10-50 50 + 

Level 1 1 1 1

Level 2 2 3 2

Level 3 2 3 2

 
State’s could increase or decrease relative ranks for individual LIBS 
that may be particularly isolated from all other intact landscapes. 
 



 

 

4. Ecological Systems of Concern (ESOC) will be ranked into two 
priorities  
 
Priority 1 sites would include both G1 and G2 ecological systems, 
which represent the most imperiled systems across the west.  
 
Priority 2 sites would include G3 ecological systems.  G3 systems can 
be thought of as sensitive systems that could become G1 or G2 
without conservation measures put in place.  
 
We recommend these data will be aggregated into Standard WGA 
hexagons, which will result in some hexagons containing more than 
one ESOC.  Hexagons will be attributed by the count of ESOC’s that 
occur within the hexagon.  Priority rank would be determined by the 
highest rank for any G1-G3 occurrences in a given hexagon. 
 

5. We recommend using as a default layer the Important Connectivity 
Zones (ICZs) produced by the workgroup. The methods used to 
produce the ICZs is available in a separate document. ICZ are based 
on a multi-scale permeability analysis that identifies the level of 
centrality or potential connectivity within each biome identified 
across the west (see map below).  
 
 



 

 

We recommend that each ICZs be ranked by considering 4 factors: 
 

 Mean landscape integrity 

 Mean Centrality score 

 ICZ Length/Area 

 Whether ICZ represents LIB connectivity (i.e. ICZ connects 2 or 
more LIBS) or ICZ represents a “feeder”of permeable 
landscapes that flow from a non-LIB landscape into a single 
LIB. 

 
 
We recommend that the following rules be used to assign a total 
score to each ICZ: 

 
 

 
The states will be expected to review the ICZ polygons to make sure 
they have been labeled correctly.  



 

 

 
 

6. The work group will produce 4 map products, Landscape Integrity, 
LIBs, ICZs and ESOC. All four map products will be aggregated into the 
WGA standard 1 sq mile hexagons.  We recommend that overall 
Crucial Habitat ranks be assigned to three of the layers: LIB, ICZs and 
ESOCs. All zonal statistics will be provided for each hexagon for all 
layers. Average, maximum, minimum and other statistics will be 
created for the LI layer to be available to the states for additional 
information.  The LI, LIB, and ESOC maps should be available from 
Mike Houts dataviewer by Sept 14th.  The ICZ layers will not likely be 
available until the 21st. 


