Draft Meeting Minutes

KVRI Forestry Sub-Committee
October 21st, 2011 – 9:00 a.m., Boundary County Extension Office - Bonners Ferry, Idaho
In Attendance:

Doug Nishek, U.S. Forest Service – BF Ranger District
Nancy Kertis, U.S. Forest Service – BF Ranger District
Jennifer Anderson, U.S. Forest Service – BF Ranger District

Jim Kibler, Idaho Department of Lands

Larry Kaiser, Bureau of Land Management

Pat Behrens, U.S. Forest Service – BF Ranger District
Bob Blanford, Idaho Forest Group

Brandon Glaza, U.S. Forest Service

Brad Smith, Idaho Conservation League

Dan Dinning, Boundary County Commissioner

Brett Lyndaker, U.S. Forest Service – BF Ranger District

Don Gunter, Boundary County Fire Safe

Aaron Calkins, U.S. Representative Labrador

Ron Abraham, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho/KVRI

Patty Perry, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho & KVRI Facilitator 

Kristin James, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho & KVRI Recording Secretary

Opening:

Patty Perry welcomed everyone to the meeting; introductions followed.  
Update CFLRA Proposal 2011:
FACA Committee met on October 18-20 to review and rank all submitted proposals for possible funding.  Mitch Silvers (Senator Mike Crapo’s Office), Sid Smith (Senator Jim Risch’s Office), Aaron Calkins (Congressman Labrador’s Office), Dan Dinning (Boundary County Commissioner/KVRI), and Ron Abraham (Kootenai Tribe of Idaho/KVRI) all attended the meeting in Salt Lake City, Utah.  Of 26 proposals that were submitted, KVRI was placed in the 3rd position at the completion of the meeting.  The top 3 proposals may be funded for FY12, after allocations are given to the 10 proposals chosen from the prior year receive their funding.  Currently $30 million is being proposed by the House for 2012 CFLRA funding.  Now the decision will be whether there is money available in the budget for CFLRA.  It was reiterated the money received for the proposal will be for implementation & monitoring, not for planning.
Dan Dinning thanked Brad Smith and Idaho Conservation League (ICL) for their recommendation letter which had a huge impact on KVRI’s ability to move the proposal forward.  
Wildlife Analysis --- Brett Lyndaker:

There are (2) BMU’s within the project area; Grouse and Boulder.  The divide between Boulder Creek and Twenty Mile Black is the divide between the (2) BMU’s.  Neither one are meeting the proposed standard for the access amendment.  Both should have consideration of how we might reduce road miles in core habitat.  Roads can have different effects on the percentages based on where they are and the position to each other and the area of the BMU.  There have not been any transportation analysis completed yet but will be conducted in the next few months to a year and recommendations will be made for the roads that could be closed and roads that are needed for long term management purposes based on the needs of other resources and habitat values.  
Grouse is different because nearly half of the BMU is non-federal ownership so it is assumed there is no contribution to core or low road density from the other ownerships.  The calculation is only done on the federal land base in that BMU.  
There are (2) Lynx units that will be effected potentially; Grouse and Katka.  The boundaries are drawn around the other ownerships because the standards generally only apply to federal lands (some of the non-vegetation related standards apply all ownerships).  There are (2) standards that drive how vegetation is managed; the amount of Lynx habitat that can be altered in the last 10 year period and how much Lynx habitat is in the early successional stage not yet providing winter hare habitat which is calculated between 15 and 20 years old.  Both LAU’s have had minimum amount of regeneration in the last 15 years.  Essentially to be compliant with the Lynx management direction, 2200 acres could be regeneration harvest in each LAU.  Lynx will not put a lot of constraints on this particular project.

Question/Answer:

In the Boulder unit, do the grizzly bear standards go onto the private lands, and if so why the differentiation?

Yes, the difference is because the Grouse unit is less than 75% federally managed.

We have been having discussions about road decommissioning, could we actually improve the road mile density by management activity?

Yes, in both BMU’s.

Are there different needs in Lynx habitat than for Grizzly or can they coincide well in terms of vegetation?

At one time there was a general consensus for lynx that required a mix of early and regeneration successional stages but recent research states they don’t need the early successional but the multi-story, dense, horizontal structure which is found in regenerated units and mature stands.  Grizzly bear generally requires open forage habitats and cover.  In both BMU’s the cover is not a limiting factor.
Is there any core habitat in the project area for Grizzly Bears?

There is very little at this point.

Could you define core habitat?

It’s more than 500 meters from a drivable, motorized route.

Are there standards for non-core habitat too in each BMU?

The standards are for the amount of core habitat in them and road density.  In Grouse it will be about 55% and currently standards of 50% of the BMU.  They seem low but they are only being counted on the federal land base but the percentages are based on the total BMU.  Grouse is approximately 39%.  Neither BMU are meeting the standard at this time.
The difference between decommissioning and storing roads, does it matter when trying to improve grizzly bear habitat?

From a grizzly bear standpoint they are equal.  From what is done on the ground there isn’t much difference.  The only difference is that a decommissioned road is off the system basically committing to never using the road again.  

As far as storage, what is done to store a road?

All drainage structures are removed; all ditch relief pipes, and stream cross and culverts.  The road is water barred which holds up well when there aren’t vehicles pounding down the bars.  USFS leaves as much of the driving surface intact so if the road needs to be used there is minimum reconstruction to deal with later.

A stored road is still available for emergency purposes, for it to count towards grizzly bear core habitat there has to be a commitment not to use road for at least 10 years for management purposes, but there’s always the option not to go back at all.
Wrap up:
For the next meeting USFS was asked to bring an outline of steps that need to be worked through so the group can have a constructive discussion on the next steps forward.  They will also provide maps that show old and mature growth currently and where it’s trending for district level.
Pat Behrens spoke briefly on white bark pine and sensitive and keystone species.  White bark pine is disappearing due to blister rust, mountain pine beetle, and fire exclusion.  It’s a high elevation species, generally 5800 feet and above, which grows in cold, moist habitat where snow is late into the season.  There is approximately 5 acres of white bark pine on this project.  Black Mountain has some skeletons remaining, but most of the restoration was on the Selkirks in 2006 with the Westside burn.  This is the first year where monitoring permanent plots have been conducted.  The only natural regeneration for this species is through a bird, Clarks Nut Cracker.  White bark pine is a sensitive species, and all the sensitive and keystone species have to be considered in every project from the USFS standpoint.
Next Meeting:
The next meeting will be held on November 15th @ 1:00 p.m. at the Extension Office.  The group was dismissed and went out to tour Black Mountain and get another look at the project landscape.
