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Purpose and Scope of Contract 
The purpose of this contract was to confirm the presence of, assess the quality of and map Marbled 
Murrelet (MAMU) habitat within the Homathko Landscape Unit (LU) in the Sunshine Coast Forest 
District (SCFD). 
 
Methods 
 
Airphoto interpretation was undertaken to identify potential Marbled Murrelet habitat by identifying 
stands displaying favourable attributes as per the “Standard Methods for Identifying and Ranking 
Nesting Habitat of Marbled Murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus) in British Columbia Using Air 
Photo Interpretation and Low-level Aerial Surveys. Burger A. ed. 2004”  
(see http://wlapwww.gov.bc.ca/wld/documents/fia_docs/mamu_standard.pdf ) 
 
GIS shapefiles were digitized by hand over a satellite image background delineating the stands that 
were first identified on the airphotos.  Paper maps at 1:20,000 scale were produced by the consultant 
for the surveys with satellite image and the preliminary MAMU habitat polygons plotted on them.  
These were used by the surveyor in the front seat during the surveys for both navigation and also for 
recording survey results and stand attribute data onto.  Polygons were revised, adjusted, divided and 
added and rated for habitat quality in the process of the survey. 
 
Surveys were conducted in a manner consistent with the Standard Methods document referred to 
above.  The low-level survey flights were undertaken on June 20th - 22nd 2006.  The flights took place 
during clear calm weather with excellent visibility.  The surveys were conducted by a surveyor and an 
observer.  The observer was an independent consultant with previous MAMU habitat classification 
experience. 
 
Data entry and digital revisions to the original MAMU survey polygon shapefile was undertaken using 
Arc GIS 9.1 in a geodatabase format in accordance with government standards.  The initial shapefile 
was revised to: 

http://wlapwww.gov.bc.ca/wld/documents/fia_docs/mamu_standard.pdf


 
1. Delineate boundaries (divide polygons) between areas of different habitat quality. 
2. Add new habitat areas encountered during the survey. 
3. add quality ratings from each polygon 

 
Following shapefile editing and data entry the area of each MAMU habitat quality was tallied for the 
landscape unit. 
 
The survey results were then provided to Interfor.  This information included: 

1. The revised post-survey shapefile (in draft form, prior to QC check),  
2. The results of the survey, in GIS database format, of habitat quality and relative areas, and  
3. Area summaries of the quality 1 to 6 habitat that was located in the initial survey area. 

 
Results  
 
The suitable MAMU habitat identified during the survey is as listed in the table below: 
 

MAMU Quality Rank Area ha 
1 176.8
2 326.4
3 1743.2
4 978.5
5 7636.0
6 70.2
 176.8
Total of area surveyed 11107.9
 
Total of Quality 1,2,3 2246.4

 
Survey Observations 
 
MAMU habitat quality varied significantly within the LU, by subdrainages, aspect, elevation and by 
apparent fire history. 
 
There was very little high elevation MAMU habitat found within the Homathko LU.  At high 
elevations (above 2500ft ASL) mossy platforms are found almost exclusively in Cypress (Cy).  To 
support a suitable platform Cy must be very old in order to have formed very large branches and 
candelabras.  Such stands are likely 600 years old at a minimum (estimate).  Many higher elevation 
stands within the Homathko River valley and its subdrainages appear to be “young old growth”; above 
250 years old but well below the 600 year age.  At this younger stand age Cy is just appearing in the 
co-dominant layer, with single live tops and small branches, and very few suitable platforms exist.  The 
notable exception to this finding is within the Tequahan drainage where there is more old Cy at higher 
elevations.  The older Cy is very apparent as the multiple dead and broken tops of the CY are at 
dominant and co-dominant height within the stands.  Large braches and candelabras are much more 
common and moss is often present for platforms. 
 



There is a noticeable decline in the abundance of suitable MAMU nesting habitat towards the North 
end of the Homathko LU.  The North end is much drier and subdrainages are generally at a higher 
elevation.  The influence of fire as a primary natural disturbance type is evident by the younger age 
class mosaic of the forests there.  As stated above, much of the old growth is “young old growth”, and 
many stands of trees have not yet developed MAMU habitat attributes.  The South aspect slopes in 
these areas are very dry ecosystems, and trees are often short, widely spaced and notably free of moss 
accumulations. 
 
Spruce, which appears to be the Sitka and White Spruce cross, (Sx) is not uncommon within the 
Homathko LU.  The Sx appears to be a very good host species for moss and other bryophytes, as is 
Sitka Spruce, but it generally occurs as a smaller tree than Ss in this LU.  Some Sx-leading stands were 
found to be  suitable habitat despite their young appearance.  Some of the Sx stands that are currently 
not suitable may acquire suitable attributes in the next few decades, when branch sizes increase.  Moss 
is often plentiful in young trees.  
 
There is a significant number of scattered veterans within the MAMU habitat 5 that are potential 
nesting trees.  I did not record relative figures, but it seemed t me that their abundance is greater than 
many other SCFD LUs.  I expect this is a result of fire history.  These are large, lower-elevation 
Douglas-fir with very wide branches and wide mossy platforms growing within younger mature 
coniferous or mixed hardwood stands that have not been previously harvested.  They are often located 
in gullies, very small post-fire patches and north aspects.  These trees are not possible to survey, map 
and quantify within the survey procedure used but their presence should be noted as they likely do 
contribute to available nesting opportunities. 


