






































visited stations frequently in both the Road Loop and Boulder Diversion sites as well as a
couple on the House Loop site. Home ranges for both weasels range anywhere from 10
to 25 ha (Fitzgerald, Meaney, and Armstrong 1994). Based on those range estimates
there could be anywhere from 350 to 875 individual weasels on the Caribou Ranch if
suitable habitat was uniformly distributed. As expected, the weasel was found to be the
most abundant predator.

Mountain lion (Felis concolor)

Mountain lions have a behavioral intolerance of their own kind and require large
home ranges, with maximum density estimated to be one lion per 25 to 50 square
kilometers (Currier 1976). Depending on how territories fall within adjacent lands the
Caribou Ranch probably falls within the home range of one to two males perhaps
overlapping with one to two females, and there may be an occasional transient on the
move through. Both detections occurred in the rugged and varied habitat of the Delonde
Gulch.

Bobcat (Lynx rufus)

Home ranges in the West vary from 22 to over 80 square kilometers for males and
8 to 27 square kilometers for females (McCord and Cardoza 1982, Rolley 1987). Based
on these ranges the Caribou Ranch probably supports one to two males, and one to two
females and their associated young. Bobcats registered four times with two detections
each at the same scent-stations. As both of these stations are in areas that will likely be
impacted by future recreation there is an opportunity to determine a response of this
secretive cat.
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Application to Natural Resource and Visitor Management

The first year of surveys has documented seven species of predators and detected
all of the expected target species. This is an excellent foundation for a baseline of
abundance indices on a property that is currently closed to the public. Based on this
initial data there also appear to be spatial patterns that are valuable for management
decision making. Two survey sites, the Road Loop and the House Loop are the most
disturbed areas currently with roads, trails, and historical buildings already in place.
Additionally, hay harvesting is still taking place in this vicinity. This is also the area that
is most likely to be open for recreation. Currently, coyotes, weasels and bobcats are
favoring this area and will most likely have to adapt the most to future recreation. These
are all adaptable species with broad, general habitat requirements. The other two areas
harbor the most diversity with six species detected in the Delonde Gulch and five species
on the northern section of the property, the Boulder Diversion. Delonde Gulch is the
least disturbed area of the property and would seem to have the most diversity of habitat
and predators. It was the only location for mountain lion and had the most detections for
bears. The Boulder Diversion area is more disturbed with maintenance activities and the
Rainbow Lakes road. However, the water source, as well as the more dense spruce-fir
and lodgepole forest, makes this area the stronghold for both the pine marten and the gray

fox.
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Based on the initial spatial distribution a couple of management recommendations
are possible (keep in mind this is based on only one year of data):
1) If recreation is to occur, then the loop utilizing the current roads and trail system
would impact the fewest predator species. Also the species impacted would be the ones
that are best equipped to adapt successfully.
2) Protecting the Delonde Gulch from recreation and other impacts will conserve the
greatest diversity of predators.
3) The Boulder Diversion area is key for conservation of pine marten and gray fox on the
Caribou property and is also very diverse (5 of 7 predators were detected).

It is important to emphasize that this study was developed to compare population

trends and spatial use across years, and in particular will be applicable as recreation

begins at the Caribou Ranch in the future. It is difficult to make conclusive
recommendations based on only one year of data and therefore all such recommendations
are made cautiously with an emphasis that further research is necessary to make more

meaningful determinations.

CONCLUSION

Utilizing the scent-station methodology to detect predators during the 2002 field
season appears to have been very successful. In fact, predators were detected at a much
higher rate than during our 2000 Survey of the Heil Valley Ranch (28% vs. 16%)(Given
2001). Species were detected in frequencies that are consistent with their expected
abundances. Based on population density research, weasels should have been the most
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common species followed by gray foxes and then coyotes, while black bears and
mountain lions should be considerably less abundant. The relative abundance indices
developed in this study found that species did in fact occur in the abundance order
expected based on published research, thus lending validity to this method as a measure
of predator abundance.

First year data has provided insight into spatial distribution throughout the
property for each species. This is the type of baseline establishment that is necessary to
determine a species response to future recreation, as we will be able to follow both
population trends and movement patterns.

It is clear that one year of data at the Caribou Ranch does not provide the
statistical power to suggest any definitive results as to predator abundances and spatial
use. It is important to have additional surveys to firmly establish a baseline and then to
examine how predators respond to recreation in the future. The results of this initial
study year do confirm the success demonstrated at the Heil Valley Ranch, that the
methodology is properly designed to establish predator abundance indices, spatial use
patterns, and to determine a response of predators to recreation. Continued data
collection over a prolonged time period is recommended to refine relative abundance

indices and to more fully determine spatial use of predators.
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APPENDIX

Map of Study Area




[ Boulder Diversion Transect]
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