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Opening:
David Anderson opened and welcomed everyone to the meeting; introductions followed.

The group approved the draft meeting notes from September 19, 2012, by consensus.  

Committee Updates:

Forestry Committee – Patty Perry:

Patty advised that the Forestry Committee met to specifically look at the Twentymile project.  The Forest Service has done a lot of the work over the summer. They have gone from the original scoping of what we thought the project might be down now to being ready to look at some proposed alternatives.  The committee talked about the units, talked about what would be done, talked about the roads and wanted to bring their recommendations to the board.  Doug will present an overview of the project and then the committee can talk specifically about what the recommendation is.  The Forest Service would like to get the EA out by Dec 5th to stay on schedule.  This is one of our CFLRA projects.  Linda McFaddan, U.S. Forest Service, discussed working with the Forestry Committee developing the Purpose and Need for Action.  (This document and the maps that Doug will present will be made available in the KVRI documents section of the Kootenai Tribe website www.kootenai.org ).  
After developing the Purpose and Need the staff spent a second summer finalizing all the field work, gathering data, and they have internally met and developed a proposed action and another alternative along with the existing condition.  
Patty advised that the Purpose and Need for action was developed collaboratively with the Forestry Committee and the KVRI Board before moving forward.   One reason for working in the Twentymile watershed is that it provides surface drinking water for Twenty Mile Creek Water Association, so one of the main objectives was to protect that watershed.  
Linda referred to the maps posted in the room showing Alternative 2 which is the proposed action and Alternative 3 which also addresses some public concerns.  
Last May the Forest Service sent out a letter to the public to solicit feedback on about 1900 total acres of proposed treatment.   The Forest Service crew has been up there working this past summer.  Changes included old growth, harvest equipment limitations, and goshawks.  About 1,300 acres of proposed harvest and thinning activity are proposed to meet the project objectives.  Red on the map is a form of a regeneration harvest so it’s 10-20-30 trees per acre, real park like, and if it’s green the prescription is a thinning.  The reason for large regeneration cuts is the magnitude of the lodgepole up there, it's dead and dying, and the mountain pine beetle is there.
The Forest Service has a visuals landscape architect and it is their job to meet visuals objectives.  From Highway 95 you can see the 'busy' red areas shown on the map from the roadway and provides mitigation for when you have 50 or 70 open acres or 3 or 4 units together you may have a 150 acre opening.  The architect designs one to three acres of grouped trees to make a mosaic on the hillside.   We know we're going to underburn for site prep so we can plant trees.   The architect especially liked the BLM - Two Tail project area and how it looked so she made it an objective to make it look like that.   
Proposed Action - Alt 2 is the preferred alternative for the Forest Service. 
Q:  How much of the 1,300 is pre-commercial thin versus the other treatments?

A:  About 500 is the pre-commercial thin.
Q:  How many board feet?

A:  Right now we're thinking about 8 million.
Alternative 3 is another way that we could partially meet the project objectives.  The main differences are: Take Alt 2, the regeneration acres and drop the units larger than 40 acres and the units intersected by the multi-story lynx habitat.  If selected this would be about 530 acres.
The committee after some discussion said since the Forest Service will be going to the regional forester anyway for approval to harvest areas greater than forty acres, then let's not worry about the 40 acres size limits and do what we need to do on the landscape to treat the lodgepole, and to bring in some other species that are more resistant and would meet the other goals listed for the project.  The committee was advised that the lynx units are not excellent lynx habitat, but it was agreed there would be more of a comfort level, because lynx is an important species, by dropping those two units (#44 and #19) and proceed with making sure the other units were included. 
It was agreeable with everyone to approach it that way, so this is the treatment prospective that would be the recommendation to the Forest Service as they move forward to prepare the EA.  About 40 acres would be affected by dropping areas #44 and #19.  In the scope of moving ahead with a 1,300 acre project those are the Forestry Committee recommendations.  
Q:  Just to clarify that the sub-committee did came to a full consensus support of Alt 2 minus the two units in lynx multi-story habitat?

A:  Yes we did.
Q:  Summary treatment in Alt 2?

A:  Any polygon on the map is going to receive some type of vegetation or fuels reduction treatment and move it toward the objectives so pre-commercial treatment, harvesting and the sheltered fuel break treatments around the power lines were lumped together, so that's how a total of about  1,300 acres was determined.  
Forest Service internally does a transportation analysis (TAPS) when we are working on a project to determine which roads are going to be necessary for future use, which roads are important to the public, and to move toward our grizzly bear standards.  We look at the analysis area and we met with interested folks, the water association folks, and the forestry committee. 
The definition of a stored road means that the road has its pipes pulled to be hydrologically inert.  Where there is currently wintertime use the committee made sure that snowmobiles and hikers will still be able to access the area, and access it for future management.
The FS looks at future use and future needs, recognizing that we also need to move toward addressing bear access issues.  We look at hydrological risk issues and we know that we will have fires again so we try to keep a balance of access.  
Looking at the proposed TAPS Alt 2 as it is now, and the proposed stored roads 2616 and 2616A are currently drivable after the gate opens on December 1st.  None of the other proposed stored roads can be driven now as they have been brushed over for some time.   Snowmobiles and hikers are still going to be able to have the same access the area in the winter if the proposed roads are stored.  On Road 2660A the gate will be moved and approximately ½ mile will be opened up to public access after the project is complete.   Most of the yellow roads will not have anything done to them.  Some of these ‘roads’ are just old skid trails and will be removed from the Forest Service inventory – which is a paper exercise.  
Q:  Please define a stored road.

A:  The Forest Practices Act basically says when we walk away from a road that we say is stored it has to be hydrologically inert and have basically a low risk of washing out so drainage structures have to be removed.  The road bed stays on the Forest Service system because we know we’re going to go back in there to use it in the future.  The committee was very careful that we did not want road beds ripped up.  
Q:  What is the difference between the roads proposed to be stored and the yellow roads to be taken off?  Were they hydrologically restored roads from 10-20 years ago that are now being removed from the map?

A:  In general the yellow roads are early pioneered roads, fire lines, or old trails.   They weren't engineered at all, they are still tracked in our inventory system and got put on a map.  They have been brushed in for years.
Q:  There is one on the south across the creek.  Is it an old trail?

A:  It is an unidentified road.  Some of them look like you could use them and when we go to harvest they could be used as a temp road.  
Doug brought up the map for Alt 3 TAPS discussing the difference between Alt 2.  On the 2616 road system it is proposed as stored to the end, which is the main difference.  The .6 miles right at the Twentymile Pass would be stored right off the main road; where there is a gate is now.  Those are the main two differences.  There is always more than one way to meet objectives so these are the Alternatives that we will present to the public.  These have been developed with the Forest Service, the forestry sub-committee and the water association through several meetings. 

Q:  Where does this put us as to the grizzly access issue?

A:  Patty advised we have 8 years to meet the requirements under the bear management access amendment, so it gets us closer because we can count the stored roads, but it does not do everything that we need to do to accomplish meeting the goal for Bear Management Units (BMU's) in this area.  Our work's not done for collaborating with the Forest Service to make future decisions.  Linda advised this brings us 2 or 3% closer to meeting the goal, which also is a goal of this project.  

Q:  Which bear management area does this fall under?  The Selkirk's or Cabinet-Yaak?

A:  The Cabinet-Yaak per Linda.

Q:   What about management toward the Boulder side.

A:  We're doing what we can do within this analysis area, but the Bonners Ferry District will need to work with Sandpoint District in Grouse Creek.
Q:  Were there any specific concerns for scoping that created the development of differences in the road system in developing Alt 3 for lynx habitats?

A:  At the public Twenty Mile meeting the desire was that we don't close roads or decommission roads, that access is limited enough.  We've had the counter side say that this is a sensitive area for bear and lynx and we made it a goal in our Purpose and Need.  So what we tried to do was to look at the roads that aren't being used now, some of them that were on the system and have never been maintained for whatever reason and then the ones that had been proposed for storage.  Storing them in a manner that so during the season they are now accessible that they will remain accessible, and that we are not further affecting the community's ability to get up there.  Also, opening ½ mile of the 2260A road gets the public to some of the huckleberry fields.  

Patty asked the board if they wished to write a letter to the FS based on the recommendations of the forestry committee to follow the Alt 2, with the changes and recommendations discussed. 

The board agreed they could support the recommendation so Patty will draft a letter for all members to see and for the board co-chairs to sign.  She also mentioned the need to remember we are one group saying one thing, the Forest Service still completes the EA and puts it out to the general public.  We have done the best we can as a collaborative and a community to put together the project and bring it forward.    Everyone was thanked for participating in the process.

Presentations:

Idaho Department of Fish and Game – Michael Lucid – Regional Wildlife Biologist with the Panhandle Region: 

Michael works with the wildlife diversity program (the former non-game program) and will speak about wolverines.  The wolverine study we're doing is part of a much larger project – The Multi-species Baseline Initiative (MBI).  The project is to collect distribution data on 20 species of greatest conservation need across the Idaho Panhandle and a small part of Northeastern Washington.  It's a collaborative project with many partners and the goal is to collect this information on these species which include amphibians, gastropods, and carnivores.  The carnivores we're interested in are lynx, fisher and wolverine.  Another part of this project is at the invertebrate and amphibian survey sites for collecting micro-climate data to see what type of micro-climate types these species have, because the goal of the project is to get this information for the species before the next revision of the Idaho State Wildlife Action Plan is written, which is going to be in 2015. The State Wildlife Action Plan is basically a plan of a bunch of different species and a few endangered species but it's mostly species that have a chance of being considered endangered species.  And the goal of the State Wildlife Action Plan is basically to keep species off of the endangered species list. These 20 species we are targeting are all lacking essential information, so they are species on the list and we don't have any idea what to do to conserve these species because we lack the information, or they are not as rare as we think and we need to go out and look for them.  

This is a collaborative project so if you’re interested in participating in MBI get a hold of Michael and he can let you know how you could participate.  

Wolverines need room to roam, males have a range of approximately 600 square miles and females have a range of about 150 square miles.  The majority of Wolverines generally den under snow at very high altitudes that would have deep snow in to April and May.  Wolverines do some hunting but they are generally scavengers.  A female will have one kit approximately every four years, and generally they are several years old before reproducing.  

The methods used to study them are bait stations and radio collars.  Gun brushes are used to gather hair of the wolverines as they visit the bait stations which the forensic labs can use to identify genetics information.   Wildlife cameras are used to gather data of what visits the station - from ravens, golden eagles, to elk, ermine, snowshoe hairs, red squirrels, a lot of flying squirrels, canines, fishers, bob cat, lynx and even wolverines.  Data has been gathered from the same male wolverine in British Columbia and Boundary County.

The study areas, pictures and all the information Michael shared is on his PowerPoint presentation which will be available in the KVRI documents section of the Kootenai Tribe's website, (www.kootenai.org ).    

If you're interested in more information about the Multi-Species Baseline Initiative, please visit the project website at https://fishandgame.idaho.gov/baseline, or if you'd like to become involved in the study please contact Michael at 208-830-1451.

Q: What is the life span of a wolverine?

A:  About 10-12 years old.

Q:  Did you say their range was 600 square miles? That's 30 x 20 miles, that's from Bonners Ferry north.

A:  Yes!  We're doing pretty good finding them.  

Q:  Should we report a siting?
A: We're always seeking any wildlife sighting information.  To make a report go to: https://fishandgame.idaho.gov/ifwis/observations.     This will help us with our State Wildlife Action Plan.  

Q:  Do you have information about the wolverines in Central Idaho?

A:  They do have more wolverines there than here, and they have some with satellite collars that they are able to track.  

Q:  How many types of bait do you put in each grid?

A:  Only one and that is really dense compared to other study areas that have bait sites.

Q:  You said we have one wolverine but there was another picture of one.

A:  We know of one that is a resident.  One picture may be just a wolverine passing through the area, but it doesn't mean it's not a resident we just don't know that.  We have had bait sites in that location of the second picture.   

Q: The study map went into Washington but it doesn't go into the high peaks to the east in Montana.

A:  We are mostly interested in gathering information for Idaho, but we do work with the Scotchman Peaks folks in MT and we'd be open to working with MT if they were interested.  

Q:  Did you say the lab can tell the sex by the DNA?

A:  Yes.

Q:  The state plan is to be ready in October 2015?  How is the information going to inform the Service (USFWS) whether or not they will list the wolverine?  That decision is pending.

A:  That would be a better question for the Service.  The other part of this effort is to inform conservation plans for Idaho.  Our goal is to prevent listing but it's also to recommend conservation actions that work.

Q: Chip, is there a place for us to engage in this conservation plan that is coming up?

A:  There is always room to engage as you develop conservation strategies.  We use science to develop what the needs are, and you can always have input in what works for your area.    

Michael was thanked for the informative presentation by the group.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife - Ben Conard - Supervisor of the North Idaho Field Office 

Boundary County is a small part of the range that is being considered for the wolverine.  I'm going to talk about the history of the wolverine related to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and what has been considered over the years and where we are now.  Thank you for the invitation to speak since I will dovetail with Michael's presentation and my objective is to come up and make sure there are no surprises when something rolls out, and to let you know how to participate and not be blindsided.  

(Please see Ben's power point presentation which will be available in the KVRI documents section of the Kootenai Tribe's website, www.kootenai.org ).

What we are driven by now days are external processes, requests from outside parties that ask us to do certain actions (i.e. to list animals, to de-list animals, to consider critical habitat).  I want to define some of the terms I'll be using. Petitions – citizens can petition the Service to list animals, or de-list animals.  The petition is not what you traditionally think of - a list of signatures - but a body of information that the petitioner submits that asks us to consider in more depth if animals should be listed, de-listed, or critical habitat.   The outcome of a petition results in a 90 day finding.  The 90 day finding can say that it lacks sufficient information for more action, or it can determine that the petition has substantial information and in that case it will open up a 12 month finding.  A 12 month finding is when we pull information for input, all the information, all the studies, all that's out there that would inform our final decision as to whether the animal should be listed or not.  At the end of the 12 month finding a conclusion comes out that it's either not warranted for listing under the ESA, or is warranted for listing under the ESA and it may immediately go to that list to be fully protected.  The third option is that it is warranted for listing but it's precluded due to higher priorities; in other words there are other species out there that have a more urgent conservation need; although the species is warranted for listing we're going to put off full protection under the  ESA.  Those are the three outcomes of petitions.  

You'll hear about lawsuits, which can result in a court order that tells us we will do something by a certain date, and sometimes the lawsuit is settled in which case the parties agree to mutually agreeable terms.  That is some of the terminology.  

I'm going to walk through the history of the wolverine and the ESA.  In 1994 we were petitioned, it was a petition to list the wolverine across it's range.  In 1995 we came out with a 90 day finding and it was that there was that there was not substantial information to consider the listing any further.  Back then there was not a lot of scientific information on the wolverine, what there was anecdotal and there were very few studies. 

In 2000 we were again petitioned to consider the wolverine for listing. Sometimes we're not always able to follow the strict time lines that I talked about, so it wasn't until 2003 that we published a finding that, again, the petition failed to present substantial information that would warrant listing.  [Some of the references on the PowerPoint listed the Federal Register notices and Ben provided copies of those notices to KVRI]  So we came out with a negative finding in 2003 and we were sued.  By September 2006 that lawsuit came to culmination.  The district court in Montana said that our 90 day finding was in error, and that our finding of 'not substantial information' was in error.  The bar to move from a 90 day finding to a 120 day finding is rather low and the judge said that to a common person there is clearly enough information that you should have done a more in depth study.  

As a result, we proceeded to a 12 month finding, but this was extended before we met the deadline because a new body of information came out and we were going to use that to inform the decision.  Some of that information was published in the Journal of Wildlife Management (also to be made available to KVRI) and the information was head and shoulders above what we'd had to date.  In 2008, considering all the information to date, we came out with a 12 month finding that the wolverine was still not warranted for listing under the ESA.  The reason it was not warranted for listing is that it did not constitute a ‘distinct population segment’ which is one of the requirements nor did the lower 48 wolverine represent a ‘significant portion of the range’.  

Later in 2008, that decision was challenged with a lawsuit filed in the District Court in Montana again.  This time we settled the lawsuit; parties settle for various reasons, sometime the defendant feels he's in a weak position, sometimes more information is coming out and we feel that we might go in a different direction.  In any case that lawsuit was settled.  Because we came to a settlement, the court dismissed the lawsuit and ordered us to comply with the settlement agreement.  

In 2010, as a result of that settlement, we published another finding that we were going to initiate the 12 month finding and by December we came out with that.  The result was that we determined that listing under the ESA was warranted, however, the threats weren't so imminent that it needed to leap above the other species out there that may have been candidates, so it was warranted but precluded.  This results in the species being a candidate, but it doesn't have the full protections of the ESA.   

Meanwhile around the country, there was a spectrum of lawsuits happening trying to force action under the ESA; and the backlog at that point was over 200 species to be considered.  They may have been warranted for listing but were precluded due to other priorities so there was a log jam of action.  All of these lawsuits got rolled in to one court – it's called Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation and it's in the District of Columbia, you'll hear reference to ‘MDL.’  Wolverine was rolled into the MDL.  What the MDL did was to create a settlement: the Service agreed to a schedule on the final decisions or to actions on this backlog of species.  The wolverine was one of those species.  Now for the wolverine in particular we were required under this settlement to either submit a proposed rule for listing, or determine that the species was not warranted, and our deadline is fiscal year 2013 which most of you know began in October.  So we're currently trying to satisfy this agreement and this effort is being led by the Montana Field Office and they are in communication with the Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office and other affected states: Washington, Oregon, Colorado, and Wyoming, to name a few.  There are two possible outcomes like I talked about before.  We anticipate the answer will come out in January 2013.  If it's a ‘non-warranted’ finding, [not warranted for listing] it doesn't mean we walk away from wolverine, we would continue to manage with our partners like we do now.  There are numerous grant programs out there to help fund wolverines work; we do cooperative conservation agreements, and conservation plans.  There are all sorts of conservation tools we can use; we don't always have to put something under the ESA to protect it.  If on the other hand it is ‘warranted for listing’ it doesn't mean the decision is final at that point - it means the decision would be published in the federal register and open to comment and additional information including emerging research.

Q:  Is this [January date] for all the species in that settlement?

A:  Just wolverine.  There is a schedule for all the species, but the anticipated January date is just for wolverine.  

There's always work going on, a study somewhere.  Any of these decisions tries to capture everything that's out there at the moment, but sometimes a line is set and a decision has to be made with whatever existing information there is.  Additional information might change the decision later.  The audience was wondering how Michael Lucid’s study was going to be used if he’s not done in January.  

Q:  This is the same settlement involving the critical habitat for caribou, right?

A:  Yes, caribou is rolled into this MDL as well.

The driving issue for wolverine is the threat of its habitat that is shrinking or going away due to climate change.  As Michael pointed out, the limiting factor for wolverine is high elevation denning habitat, other than that, these critters move freely and they'll eat just about anything, so if we can protect the reproduction portion of their life history we can probably perpetuate them - in general.  

The bottom line is that we're in a process and we'll keep you informed of where we're at.  We're constrained by policy while a decision is being made - that we cannot have folks come to the table and help draw the maps, but the policy does require us to go out and gather information, make the best informed draft decision and then ask for comment on that decision.  (That's where we're at with the proposed critical habitat for caribou.  The proposal came out last year, we sought information and comments, and the final decision will be coming out this fall.)

Again, if the wolverine decision is a withdrawal, we continue to manage with our partners.  If it's proposed to be listed, that will require input from the public.  Leading up to a decision we'll do an outreach with all our partners to let them know something is about to be published.

Q: What is threatening the wolverine?

A:  The threat is the shrinking plots of habitat.  Secondary concerns include what we may do on the land that would affect the shrinking habitat and that could be everything from recreation, to roads, to snowmobiling.  Those are all things that might affect a denning wolverine.

Q:  Dustin Miller, OSC, was asked: is this going to give you time to get something ready for the conservation strategy?

A:  Dustin: Whether or not what we have in the way of studies is enough we'll still move forward with the conservation.  The wolverines occurs in naturally low densities as stated in prior decisions so this is a difficult issue, but we feel that Idaho is better at making those decisions.  Idaho has one of the largest studies, and Michael discussed the work done in central Idaho and it is one of the primary sources of information on this species.  There may not be a lot of information but it is Idaho information along with some Glacier info.  

Q:  Because Idaho has good data, or as good as there is, is there a possibility to knock the risk down within the state with our statistical information?

A:  The track record has not been to partial-out species like that, so no, it’s not likely.  It's usually all or nothing unless you can demonstrate that the entity you're talking about is a distinct population segment; that it's not connected to the other population that may be harmed or in trouble.  

The Service tries to make the best decisions possible using the best information we have available.

Q: If climate change is a main factor and if the Service moves forward with a listing what are you going to put in the recovery plan to affect climate change.

A:  There isn't anything tangible for wolverine that we can do to halt or change climate change at this point.

Q:  What would a listing do for the species in this case?

A:  With regard to the effect of climate change, I have no idea, I don't know if anybody does.  

These presentations will be on the KVRI website.

Old Business:  none

New Business:  none

Correspondence:   

Survey – Patty Perry:

We have a survey from the group that looks at our CFLRA proposals and I will be getting it out to our board and if you will get it back to me I can respond to their survey.  

Next Meeting:

The next KVRI meeting is the November 19, 2012, at the Boundary County Extension Office at 7:00 p.m.   Shawn Young will give a presentation on the Burbot update that KVRI developed with all the partners.  Sue Ireland will update us on the river restoration work from this summer and fall.

Committee Meetings:

TMDL will meet tomorrow at 8:30 a.m. at the Kootenai River Inn.

The Forestry committee will meet November 6th at 1:30 p.m. at the Kootenai Tribal Conference Room.

Additional Information:

Greg Hoffman, ACE, announced there will be a public information meeting next Monday the 22nd at the Kootenai River Inn to discuss Libby Dam water management plans for the coming year.  The meeting will be at 6:00 p.m. and there will be a notice in the newspaper.   

Meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m.
