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Lab 7: Goat Habitat Study
Method


The study area chosen is southwest of Darrington and contains points for four goats. Summer and winter habitat polygons were synthesized from elevation, slope, and vegetation cover rasters using the assigned parameters for each respective season. Distance from main roads turned out to be inconsequential, as the nearest highway (503) was well outside the area of interest.

The habitat that fit all the criteria turned out to be rather small and had poor correlation with the GPS points (for winter, only 2.85% of points fell within the habit polygons). It seems that this more ‘prime’ habitat than all inclusive. Therefore a 500m buffer was applied to this ‘prime’ habitat in order to create a more representative habitat polygon. 500m was chosen based on the required escape-terrain proximity, the assumption being if the goats will run that far to escape, they will likely travel that far to eat. The buffered habitat was clipped to the seasonal elevation band and escape-terrain buffer in order to remove places that fall outside these criteria. The final buffered and clipped habitats for summer and winter were then merged and dissolved to create a final habitat polygon for comparison with the GAP study.
Comparison with GAP Study and GPS

The newly created habitat model had significant overlap with the GAP delineated core habitat, but was quite dissimilar in overall shape. There were many areas the new model called habitat that the GAP data did not and vice versa. The new model is much more discontinuous. The new model contains significantly less acreage and contains more of the GPS points (Table 1). The new model contains 11,458 fewer acres but contains 5.6% more points. This suggests that the new model may provide a slightly better representation of goat habitat in this area. The GAP study was done on a state-wide scale, so it maybe too general when working on the scale of a couple hundred square miles. The GAP study used ecoregions and vegetation zones1 to create its habitat model. However it is unclear specifically what these criteria were, so unfortunately conclusions cannot be made as to how suitable its criteria might be for this area.

Even with only four goats, it obvious that living habits can vary greatly. Each goat had its own unique seasonal habits. These variable habits make it more difficult to come up with all-inclusive goat habitat. 020WHM (purple) lived in fairly localized areas for each season, but there is large distance between its seasonal grounds. It is well represented by the new model for both seasons. The GAP model covers the winter habitat well, but much less so in summer where a fair number of points fall into a location the GAP study designated ‘unsuitable’. 
021WHF (green) was the most dispersed of all the goats, particularly in winter. This is the only goat that did the new model did not completely cover. There are several winter points that fall outside the new model. It is well represented by the GAP model however. All points for both seasons are represented. 

022TFF (blue) had distinct seasonal locals, but unlike 020WHF, these locations were fairly close. The new model represents this goat well for both seasons. The GAP model provides a mediocre representation for both seasons. Many points in both seasons fall outside the core habitat (albeit the region is classified as peripheral habitat). A very few summer points fall into ‘unsuitable’ habitat in the GAP model as well.

047LMF (yellow) also had fairly distinct seasonal locals, but they appear to be separated by the habitat of 022TFF, perhaps an indication of competition between family groups. This goat is well represented by the new model. All points are represented except one lone summer point in the far south. The GAP model was a fairly good representation for summer, with only a couple points outside the core habitat. Winter was mediocre with a large number of points in the peripheral habitat.
Table 1
	
	New Model
	GAP
	Difference

	Acres
	60,806
	72,264
	-11,458

	Contained Points (%)
	98.8
	93.2
	5.6
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