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Kootenai National Forest

Lynx Analysis Unit Delineation Process

Based on: Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy
The Kootenai has identified  Lynx Analysis Units (LAUs) by starting with 6th code hydrologic units (HUCs) and then adjusting final boundaries based on habitat availability and lynx location information.  Connectivity between LAUs was maintained by assuring availability of general lynx habitat in the LAUs and forest cover in aras between LAUs when they are not bordering other LAUs. 

Identification of the LAUs was accomplished using the LCAS lynx habitat definition (LCAS pg. 46) and applying it to the Forest Timber Stand Management Record System (TSMRS) data.  Habitat types meeting the definition were identified in the Kootenai NF 2670/2470 memo of August 27, 1999.The definition includes an elevation break at 4000 feet. Where habitat types were not available in TSMRS, forest cover types, that indicated a high probability of desired habitat types, were used to select lynx habitat.  Lynx habitat on private land was determined using satellite images (KNF Lynx CEM model, modified to match LCAS definition: dropping DF, WL, Mixed Conifer, and Shrub cover types) and aerial photo interpretation.  Because the Forest has lynx locations below 4000 feet, a model was designed to select suitable habitat types down to 3200 feet, with the results used by the biologist to determine areas below 4000 feet that provide lynx habitat and should be included in LAUs (e.g. long narrow stringer drainages that bisect LAUs when following the 4000 foot contour, but have suitable habitat types extending to lower elevations.  This process  provided a forest wide suitable lynx habitat map.  

The biologists then delineated exterior boundaries around the habitat to establish the LAUs.  LAU delineation follows the size guideline in the LCAS (pg. 77).  Table A displays the results of this delineation effort.  Rationale for including habitat below the 4000 foot elevation or for excluding habitat above that elevation are attached.  Table B shows how the LAUs comply with LCAS habitat standards.

In areas of mixed ownership, lynx habitat on private land was considered in determining the amount of available habitat included in an LAU.   There are three larger areas of mixed ownership, all on the Libby district.   While the habitat models show suitable habitat, the presence of lynx in these areas is in question.  The recommendation of the biologists is to not delineate LAUs in these areas at this time, but rather, to conduct lynx hair snagging surveys over the next three years to determine lynx presence or absence and then make the final decision to delineate or not, based on survey results.   LCAS standards and guidelines would not be applied in these areas until a final decision is made. 

LYNX ANALYSIS UNIT LINE DERIVATION

Rationale for Inclusion/Exclusion of areas below/above 4000 feet elevation

D1:

Lynx Analysis Units on the Rexford Ranger District were designed following the minimum 4000 feet elevation direction in the LCAS with 2 exceptions described below.  Acres of lynx habitat within each LAU ranges from 14200-25500 which generally follows the direction for size given in the LCAS.  KNF Planning Subunit Boundaries were followed as much as possible between LAU’s.

The Lynx Analysis Units were revised in the Upper Big Creek drainage to more accurately reflect on-the-ground lynx habitat.  The North Fork of Big Creek and the South Fork of Big Creek are composed of suitable habitat types (mainly cedar-hemlock) and have suitably deep winter snow accumulations.  The lowest elevation would be about 3200 feet at the junction of the North and South Forks.  The change would add 2289 acres to LAU 140104 and 1240 acres to LAU 140105 as compared to sticking strictly to the 4000 minimum elevation.  About 90+% of the acres below 4000 feet elevation are in non-timber base Forest Plan MA’s such as 3, 3OG, 10, 10OG, 19, 19OG, 24, 24OG, 2, and 2OG. 

In the Virginia Hill portion of the district, the lynx model showed only scattered stands of lynx habitat in a large area of Non-habitat (Douglas-fir habitat types).  Accordingly, the dry portion of the ridge was dropped from being included in a LAU.  About 6000 acres above 4000 feet elevation were dropped.  A watershed boundary was chosen to delineate this section of the LAU boundary.

Aerial photo interpretation was used to determine lynx habitat on private land on the Rexford Ranger District due to the very small acreages involved.

Lewis Young

April 13, 2000

D3:

North end of LAU 14304 (Edna) was modified to drop a narrow finger of forested land which supported very limited amount of lynx habitat. 

The headwaters of Fortine Creek was added to the southern end of LAU 14306 (Fortine) to provide connectivity between the eastern and western portions of the LAU (4000 foot elevation up Fortine Creek separated the LAU).  The added portion is below 4000 foot elevation but above 3600 foot elevation and supports favorable habitat for the lynx.

Guenter Heinz

April 24, 2000

D4:

Lynx analysis units on the the Troy Ranger District follow the 4,000 foot elevation contour, as directed by the LCAS, within planning unit boundaries.  This resulted in three isolated pockets of potential habitat where knobs or ridgelines rose above 4,000 feet.  Habitat analysis revealed that two of these areas contained fair lynx habitat and one had poor potential habitat.  The northern portion of Lick Mtn was added by including the low elevation connection across the West Fork Yaak valley and the Bunker Hill area was added by conecting it across the lower elevation Fish Lake Valley.  Zimmerman Hill was dropped due to the poor quality and small amount of potential lynx habitat which was available on its north and east aspects.  A small parcell (about 50 acres)  below 4000 feet was included along the US/Canada border to make a logical management area.

David K. Dorman       

May 1, 2000
D5:

*

D7:

Lynx analysis units on the the Cabinet Ranger District follow the 4,000 foot elevation contour, as directed by the LCAS, within planning unit boundaries.  This resulted in several isolated pockets of potential habitat where knobs or ridgelines rose above 4,000 feet.  Habitat analysis revealed that these areas contained little lynx habitat and no denning or foraging habitat, as defined by the Kootenai National Forest Lynx Model.  Due to the lack of  important habitat features and the isolated nature of the islands, they were dropped.

In the Beaver/Whitepine LAU three islands that totaled 250 acres were dropped, they contained eighteen acres of lynx habitat.

In the Trout/Marten LAU one island of 518 acres that included 83 acres of lynx habitat was dropped. 

Steve Johnsen

April 28, 2000
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