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INTRODUCTION 
 
A number of classification systems have been developed for California vegetation. Each of these 
is unique in structure and purpose. Based on the level of specificity desired for research and 
management application, it is often desirable to compare, or cross-reference, vegetative 
descriptions of various classifications. This crosswalk is designed to assist the user in cross-
referencing the habitats contained within this Guide to the other widely used vegetations 
classification systems. Crosswalk users can determine how a particular WHR habitat might be 
defined by other classifications. Simply compare the WHR habitat in the left-hand column with 
its corresponding cross-reference(s) from the columns at the top of the page. 
 
Vegetation classification systems incorporated into the crosswalk are: 
 
 Cheatham and Haller’s (1975) California vegetation and classification system; 
 
 CNDDB/Holland (1986), the recent revision of Cheatham and Haller by the California 
Natural Diversity Data Base; 
 
 Cowardin (1979), a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service classification for wetlands; 
 
 Eyre (1980), the Society of American Foresters’ forest cover type system; 
 
 Kuchler’s (1977) natural vegetation types; 
 
 Parker and Matyas (1979, 1980), the U.S. Forest Service CALVEG classification; 
 
 Paysen et al. (1980), a U.S. Forest Service system applied to southern California; 
 
 Proctor et al. (1980), a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service system for the Pacific Northwest 
Coast; and 
 
 Thorne’s (1976) plant communities system. 
 
Barbour and Major (1977) contains excellent descriptions and valuable information on California 
vegetation. However, it deliberately avoids presenting a vegetation classification system and is 
therefore not included in this crosswalk. 
 
METHODS 
 
We derived the crosswalk from unpublished WHR Standards and guidelines and from the Other 
Classifications sections of each WHR habitat description. We also compared WHR descriptions 



of distribution, and vegetation structure and composition with the vegetation type descriptions of 
each of the other vegetation classification systems. A WHR type and another vegetation type 
corresponded if structure and composition descriptions had a majority of elements in common, 
and the distribution description had at least one location in common. This included three 
situations:  
 

1. The WHR type was completely included in the vegetation type. 
 

2. The vegetation type was completely included in the WHR type. 
 

3. The WHR type and the vegetation type overlapped (i.e., met criteria for correspondence 
described above), but neither type completely included the other. 

 
Presence of a particular plant species in both a WHR habitat and a vegetation type from another 
classification system did not necessarily constitute overlap. For example, grass species in WHR’s 
Annual Grassland (AGS) are dominant in the understory in Cheatham and Haller’s Oak 
Woodlands (7.1), but the two types do not have a majority of structure and composition elements 
in common, and thus the crosswalk shows that they do not correspond. 
 
For vegetation systems using a hierarchical classification, we used the highest hierarchical level 
possible in presenting the corresponding vegetation types. For example, WHR’s Alpine Dwarf 
Scrub (ADS) corresponds to all four of Cheatham and Haller’s minor subdivisions in the major 
subdivision Alpine Fell-fields (9.11), thus Alpine Fell-fields is used in the crosswalk. WHR’s 
Low Sage (LSG) corresponds to only one minor subdivision of the major subdivision Sagebrush 
Scrub (3.31), consequently the minor subdivision Subalpine Scrub (3.312) is used in the 
crosswalk. 
 
Because we used the highest hierarchical level possible, occasionally one WHR type 
corresponded to an entire subdivision, while another WHR type may have corresponded to only 
a portion of that subdivision. For example, Sub-alpine Conifer (SCN) corresponded to all of 
Cheatham and Haller’s Subalpine Coniferous Forests (8.6), while Lodgepole Pine (LPN) 
corresponded only to portions of that habitat—Lodgepole Pine Forest (8.61) and Whitebark 
Pine-Lodgepole Pine Forest (8.622). 
 
Some Parker and Matyas (1981) vegetation series descriptions differed significantly among their 
ecological provinces. As a result, sometimes a WHR type corresponded to a series in only a 
portion of the ecological provinces for which it was described. This situation is indicated by a list 
of the corresponding province acronym(s) in parentheses following the series name. 
 
In certain instances, correspondence often could not be determined. This was especially true if 
the scope or complexity of the WHR type and the classification system differed. We used “not 
applicable” when the classification system had either regional or ecological limitations (e.g. 
southern California or wetland classification systems) and “no corresponding vegetation type” if 
we could find no appropriate correspondence. 
 
 
 



CAVEAT FOR USERS 
 
Users should note that a WHR habitat and a corresponding vegetation type in the Crosswalk are 
not necessarily equivalent. For example, the Crosswalk shows WHR’s Coastal Scrub (CSC) 
corresponding with Munz and Keck’s Coastal Strand, but the two are not equivalent because the 
WHR type is broader. In fact, it encompasses two other Munz and Keck types, Northern Coastal 
Scrub and Coastal Sage Scrub. In contrast, the WHR habitat description is sometimes narrower 
than a corresponding type in another classification system. Consider WHR’s Chamise-Redshank 
Chaparral (CRC) which corresponds with, but is not equivalent to, Munz and Keck’s Chaparral. 
Munz and Keck’s Chaparral also encompasses WHR’s Mixed Chaparral (MCH) and Montane 
Chaparral (MCD). The crosswalk’s format emphasizes that a WHR type can correspond to more 
than one vegetation type of another classification system. It is important for users to understand 
that the converse can also be true. 
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               Table 6 (continued) 
    Tree Dominated Habitats 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

  
 
  Table 6 (continued) 

    Tree Dominated Habitats 
 
 

                   Cheatham and                                    Cowardin                                                                   Munz and            Parker and          Paysen                  Proctor                 Thorne 
 WHR Type       Haller (1975)      CNDDB (1986)    (1979)                Eyre (1980)         Kuchler (1977)    Keck (1973)        Matyas (1981)    et al. (1980)          et al. (1980)         (1976)        

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                          Chaparral (37400)                                                                                                             Mahogany 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

       Table 6 (continued) 
    Shrub Dominated Habitats 
 
 

 
      CHAMISE— 
         REDSHANK 
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         (CRC) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

       ANNUAL 
       GRASSLAND 
       (AGS) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

     Table 6 (continued) 
    Herbaceous Dominated Habitats 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 RIVERINE 
 (RIV) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 


