
Appropriate & Inappropriate uses of 
REA data/results: Current Status 

Part 4d: MIR/NWP Workshop 



So…  
how don’t we 

use it? 



Common Mistakes  

• Scale violations 

• Misinterpretation  

• Legends: flipping, misleading symbolization 

• Not understanding data limitations 

 



Scale 
Inappropriate Uses 

• Clipping to a small area  and ignoring the context around it 

• Analyzing a single pixel value to determine entire answer 

• Resampling to a smaller scale (30m) 



Misinterpretation…of the results 

• Comparing indices from one species to another  

– Not always, it depends! Interpretation is required 
depending on responses to anthropogenic disturbances 

– Consider the species/subject 

BTPD Development Status Gr. Sage-Grouse Development Status 

“The BTPD’s habitat in this area is the same quality as sage-grouse..” 



Misinterpretation…of the results 

“The areas highlighted below show that climate change 
isn’t a significant factor for the NWP ecoregion” 
 

Temp Differences Precip. Differences 

Not always, it depends! Interpretation is required! Critical analysis of the legend and  
the subject is very important. This area shows an increase in precipitation 
 (~126 mm/year) and an increase of ~1.8° temperature. That could be significant… 
 



Legends : Flipping  



Consider Inputs 
• Accuracy 
• Age 
• Completeness 
• Issues/gaps 
• Alternative datasets 

REA’s are comprised of the best available 
landscape data.. 
 
Each dataset was evaluated against a DOI 
11 criteria list and scored accordingly 
 
Datasets with low score were evaluated 
with AMT for recommendations 

80% 
 
 
47% 
 
41% 
 
43% 
 
 
77% 



REAs and Accuracy 

• “Garbage in garbage out” 

– All datasets went through DQE 

– Assumptions and models supported by 
literature 

• “All models are wrong, some are useful” 

– There is no true “accuracy assessment,” since 
what we model is not measured (index) 

– How do you appropriately interpret 

• Accuracy assessment vs. sensitivity analysis 

 



REAs and Accuracy 

• “Best available” data and NEPA 
– Availability 

– Cost 

• What data are you collecting that will help? 
– AIM/NRI 

• What do you use and what do you need to 
make decisions? 
– If you have it, what do you do with it? 

– Future work and requirements 

 

 

 



Sensitivity Analysis 

• How important are your assumptions for the 
analysis results? 

– If I change an assumption how do my results 
change 

– Data and assumptions that “drastically” change 
results with smaller “differences” are more 
sensitive  

– USGS comparison of REA techniques 



Example of Using REA’s to prioritize 
An NWP REA hypothetical use scenario 



Focal area identification: NWP 

• Where are grassland and shrubland habitats 
that are currently in good condition from a 
broad scale perspective? 
– Where is BLM a significant land manager? 

• What local assessment should be planned for 
these areas? 
– In these areas, what are the limiting factors 

(KEAs)? 

– What actions to take? 



Initial questions 

• How was status assessed in the REA? 

– Is this the same question?  

– Look at conceptual model and process models 

• What are my assumptions? 
– Grass OR shrub 

– How much BLM needed? 

– Is my goal preservation or restoration? 

– Any KEAs that are a “no go?” 

 



Grassland 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Shrubland  
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Grass/Shrub 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Max 

Grass/Shrub 
Status at 6th 

level HUC  
(Good only) 

BLM Lands 
(Surface Management 

Agency) 

Status of BLM 
managed 

Grass/Shrub at 
6th level HUC 

(Good only) 

6th level HUCs with >25% of 
area “Good” 

Select HUCs with >20% BLM 

Grass/Shrub 
Status 

(Good only) 

Select “Good”  
areas 



Status of BLM 
managed 

Grass/Shrub at 
6th level HUC 

(Good only) 

BLM 
Management 

Practices 

Focal Areas Intersect 

Minimum status 
input category 

Status Inputs 
Status Inputs 

Status Inputs 
Status Inputs 

Limiting factor 
for BLM focal 

area 

This dataset 
doesn’t currently 
exist in a spatial 

format 





Grassland 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Patch Size 
(ReGAP) 

Structure 
(LandFire – VCC) 

Fragmentation 
(ICLUS/TIGER) 

Connectivity 
(ReGAP) 

Weighted 
Sum 

Weight: 0.25 

Weight: 0.25 

Weight: 0.25 

Weight: 0.25 

Grassland Conceptual Model 



Structure 

Patch Size 

Fragmentation 

Connectivity 

Grassland Geoprocessing Model 





Shrubland Conceptual Model 

Landfire FRI 
 



Shrubland 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Patch Size 
(ReGAP) 

Habitat 
Condition 
(Fire Return 

Interval) 

Fragmentation 
(ICLUS/TIGER) 

Connectivity 
(ReGAP) 

Weighted 
Sum 

Weight: 0.25 

Weight: 0.25 

Weight: 0.25 

Weight: 0.25 

Shrubland Conceptual Model 





















Extending REA results for additional use 

• Many REA products are general and not very 
specific 

• Conceptual & geospatial models provided to 
allow modifications 

• What if we removed  

the structure & condition  

parameters from  

shrubland/grassland 

assessments? 

 



Modifying the Grasslands/Shrublands Assessments 

• What was it based upon within the REA 

• Why is that not adequate 

• How to modify 

• Review results 



What is this modification based upon? 





Mean Fire Return Interval 

37 

“The results of this analysis should be used with the 
understanding that this KEA (Fire Frequency) is not 
known to be as accurate for grasslands as for 
forested areas. Based on the mean FRI from 
LANDFIRE and the metrics used for this KEA, no 
grassland areas of this ecoregion returned a result 
of good. Many of the grasslands in the 
Northwestern Plains returned a poor result because 
the interval was in the 0-5 year range.”  

NWP Final Memo II-3-C, Appendix D. pg. 85 

 



X 



  

Modified 

0.33 

0.33 

0.33 

Mean Fire Return Interval 
removed, weights adjusted 



*NEW* 
Grassland 

Status 
(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Patch Size 
(ReGAP) 

Fragmentation 
(ICLUS) 

Connectivity 
(ReGAP) 

Weighted 
Sum 

Weight: 0.33 

Weight: 0.33 

Weight: 0.33 

Modified Grassland Conceptual 
Model 



Patch Size 

Fragmentation 

Connectivity 

Modified Grassland Geoprocessing Model 



42 

Grasslands without condition (Fire Return Interval removed) Grasslands with condition (REA product) 



Landfire              

Shrubland Key Ecological Attributes 
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Modified 

Mean Fire Return Interval remove, weights adjusted 

0.33 

0.33 

0.33 



*NEW* 
Shrubland 

Status 
(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Patch Size 
(ReGAP) 

Fragmentation 
(ICLUS) 

Connectivity 
(ReGAP) 

Weighted 
Sum 

Weight: 0.33 

Weight: 0.33 

Weight: 0.33 

Modified Shrubland Conceptual 
Model 



Patch Size 

Fragmentation 

Connectivity 

Modified Shrublands Geoprocessing Model 
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Shrublands without condition (Fire Return Interval removed) Shrublands with condition (REA product) 



Grassland 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Shrubland  
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Grass/Shrub 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Max 

Grass/Shrub 
Status at 6th 

level HUC  
(Good only) 

BLM Lands 
(Surface Management 

Agency) 

Status of BLM 
managed 

Grass/Shrub at 
6th level HUC 

(Good only) 

6th level HUCs with >25% of 
area “Good” 

Select HUCs with >20% BLM 

Grass/Shrub 
Status 

(Good only) 

Select “Good”  
areas 

NEW 

NEW 











Now what? 

• What additional data/questions do I have? 
– Other CEs? 

– Specific local values/datasets? 

• Submit project for funding 
– Field assessment 

– ID specific projects 

– Restoration work? 

• Partnerships 
– Who else works in the landscape 

– What management/objectives are in place 

 



Part D Exercise  

• Hands on Practice: Using a REA for Grass-
Shrub Focal Areas 

– What is your question? 

– How can REA data be used to answer them? 

– What are your assumptions? 

– What specific local data can you add? 



Grassland 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Shrubland  
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Grass/Shrub 
Status 

(Good/Fair/Poor) 

Max 

Grass/Shrub 
Status at 6th 

level HUC  
(Good only) 

BLM Lands 
(Surface Management 

Agency) 

Status of BLM 
managed 

Grass/Shrub at 
6th level HUC 

(Good only) 

6th level HUCs with >25% of 
area “Good” 

Select HUCs with >20% BLM 

Grass/Shrub 
Status 

(Good only) 

Select “Good”  
areas 

BLM Data and 
Objectives 

Focal Areas 


