Problem Set: 
1.With what you know about the life history of these two animals, does the data show that they were found in what was expected to be their habitat?

The data shows that now salamanders were found in what was though to be their natural habitat. As salamanders are amphibians, they are most commonly found under rotting wood, rocks, or roots, (cite) and the general assumption in the experimental method that salamanders could have been found under the boards set up for it was correct. Salamanders will find any refuge in any wet and dark place, where the move best and are protected from any predatory species (have to prove this).
There are many reasons why we did not find any salamanders in this experiment. Considering the habitat and characteristics of the species, I would expect that seasonal and geographic reasons to be the most important. Hopefully studies show that salamanders are most commonly found near bodies of water where they receive a constant supply of moisture. Also consider the issue of seasonal migration and the size of their home range, since salamanders may travel some distance to mate

This means that salamanders were not found either because the expected habitat just didn’t cut it or because they were out of season and already hiding.

Chipmunks however were found in what was expected to be their habitat. A considerable amount of evidence was collected to prove this, as they went in and got the seeds from the seed traps and left prints for the record.

Chipmunks are ground dwelling rodents that feed off roots, barks and seeds.
It wasn’t clear whether they competed directly with another species for resources, but the seed traps also recorded the presence of raccoons and mice in the forest. What was clear in the evidence is that chipmunks were not found in the clear patches of the forest. This could be because of the increased chance of predations that they are subject to in them and also the lack of food resources that these sites may provide.

2. Do the habitat measurements and patch-based map describe the area sampled appropriately?

The map allows us to examine the area quite well as we could see the structure of the patches from a bird’s eye view. Unnecessary details like vegetation species are left out while we could still define what were the dominant vegetation characteristics of the different parts of the forest.
The major difference of the maps versus fieldworks is that maps don’t show the important aspects required for a detailed work (like species density for example). On the other hand, doing only fieldwork may leave important geographic aspects that may only be seen in a map or an aerial picture that may lead to better understanding of what is going on in the forest ecosystem. I would conclude that the two complement each other when doing this kind of study as they help us understand how vegetation type and the connections between them will tell us why there were no salamanders found or why in the dry patches (raspberry?)  no chipmunk foot prints were recorded. 
Yes they did describe appropriately. The difference is that aerial photos are more qualitative give a general trend while tables are quantitative and give an immediate and accurate result.
3. At what scale would you ideally measure landscape structure for these two different organisms to investigate the effect of isolation on their distribution.

I would conduct a more site-specific landscape study. As we did this study we came across various types of landscape types and recorded the presence of the organisms. 

While conduction a study in only specific types of patches, located with the use of maps, we would asses definitively if chipmunks use clear patches at all as habitat for feeding, and their density across the wooden areas.
With this data, in the same area I would expect to collect information from 4 different landscapes. One, for the clearing/old farmland grounds. Two, of the raspberry fields that extended a large area also. Three, the old fields where tail grasses dominated, but not many trees were found. Four, the woods composed of maples and pines that seemed to offer the highest probability of finding chipmunks in the area.

Chipmunk sampling was too close together, while salamanders were too far apart.
4. How would you expect patch size and isolation to affect the presence/absence of these organisms?

In the case of salamanders, I would expect zero density in all patches, as the data collected was negative on salamanders in all points and thus reconsider they site to experiment with these species.

Now, in the case of chipmunks, it would be rather interesting to collect more data on patch specific presence of the rodent. I would expect to find less chipmunks in smaller patches, but for the rest that are connected to each other through tall grasses with trees I would expect more. I would not expect to find a density (if any) in small isolated patches. Perhaps, if resources allow it, they may be found in medium to large patches that are isolated but not by much distance to a bigger landscape ecosystem. Any completely isolated patch that is surrounded by territory where they may be predated on, I would expect also zero density.
yes
5. How has the connectivity for these organisms been altered by human disturbance and natural succession as shown in the series of historical air photographs?
The aerial photographs show that the area was once a farm. This may have affected, in the early 20th century, the habitats of several species, including salamanders and chipmunks. This was due to removal of parts of the surrounding woods to the south of the farm and the plantation of pines to the northeast of the farm to act as windbreakers. Over time, as the farm disappears after it is abandoned, the photographs show that vegetation starts to regain control over the landscape thus recreating habitat for other species and eliminating traces of the farming activities. But not sufficient time has gone by for the woods to reclaim territory over the old fields of the farm.
The photograph shows that human activity may have disrupted natural connectivity of some species when the farm was installed. The great gap in the middle of the forest created by the farm disturbed to areas of woods that were probably once connected. Also, it forced field areas that still remain today, preventing native plant species to grow on the old farmland soil.

Connectivity increases for chipmunks and salamanders(prefer trees)… and less for mice (prefer open field).
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