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Opening:

Jennifer Porter started by welcoming everyone to the meeting; introductions followed.

Jennifer asked for minutes from May 11th meeting be approved if there were no corrections or additions; minutes were approved by consensus.  
Presentations:

Kootenai River Habitat Project:

Sue Ireland, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, began updates with a power point presentation (available on the Kootenai Tribal website, www.kootenai.org).  

Alison Squier added information pertaining to the Kootenai River Habitat Restoration Project Master Plan.  The Kootenai River Habitat Restoration Project Master Plan presents a framework for an ecosystem-based river habitat restoration project to be implemented in the Idaho portion of the Kootenai River subbasin.  This framework provides a way to link limiting factors (problems) to restoration treatments (solutions) and to understand how effective those restoration treatments are likely to be, and approximately how much it would cost to implement different combinations of restoration treatments at different scales.

Alison provided a handout with information pertaining to the Master Plan Content, purpose of the project, project goals, location, limiting factors, restoration strategies, restoration treatments, and next steps (available on the Kootenai Tribal website, www.kootenai.org).  

The Master Plan document will be released and posted to the Kootenai Tribe’s website July 1, 2009.  

Q & A:

What will happen to recreation on the river?

One of the goals is to sustain Tribal and local culture and economy and contribute to the health of the Kootenai subbasin as both an ecological and socio-economic region.  On the positive side a healthier ecosystem hopefully creates more fish and more opportunities to fish.  They want to achieve the goals of the project without negatively impacting people on the river and recreational opportunities.

Where is the funding coming from?

The funding for the planning phase is coming from Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), and some of the funding for the initial projects will come from BPA and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Since there isn’t a specific project selected for implementation there is not funding locked in for the next phase at this time, but they have identified a broad range of funding opportunities as the plan moves forward.  The Master Plan includes an analysis of potential funding sources. 

Will the funding be lined up prior to doing work, there seems to be some uncertainty placed upon monitoring that could guide some of the work later in the project to make sure the funding sources are there.  

The project will be moved forward in pieces.  There will be initial steps that are relatively simple to implement that have clear benefits that will have a secured funding source identified up front where there isn’t any uncertainty associated.  Those projects will hopefully be launched and get all the environmental compliance moving and funding locked while the secondary and tertiary components will have an initial analysis, seek funding and refine components.  The project will be implemented sequentially over a longer time frame, as much as 10-15 years for later components.  The project will be managed adaptively, and it may be that there are steps taken in the beginning that have a bigger impact than expected that make it possible to not implement some of the steps originally planned.  

Sue added that at the beginning of the project the Tribe realized that because of certain mandates of the other agencies that are working on the project, it would be necessary to set up a policy committee to help guide some of the decisions associated with the project.  There are only a few of the policy team members in attendance but Sue thought it would be worthwhile to hear from them.

Chip Corsi, Idaho Department of Fish & Game (IDFG), applauded the Tribe because the project is so ambitious.  It’s the largest river restoration project he has heard of.  If it’s successful it could provide huge benefits in terms of bolstering the fisheries and fishing opportunities that haven’t been enjoyed by folks for several decades.  From an economic standpoint it could bring huge benefits to the area.  It’s also an opportunity to make it easier to live with the river, if it works out right, to allow the river to do what it needs to do for recovery for species that are listed and in trouble and doing it in a way that long term it provides more certainty and what will happen in the sideboards and in the floodplain.

Alison stated that some of the benefits of the project will be to address the bank erosion that some of the local landowners are dealing with and other short term problems that will be beneficial to landowners that are seeing their land carried off by the river and reducing the sedimentation issues.  The project is also looking at viable alternatives to solve the habitat problems without relying solely on flow to address the issues.  

Rich Torquemada, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), added that an impressive group of scientists have been brought in to look at the situation and get a whole range of alternatives that could work rather than one single solution.  There are several steps to choose from that cost different amounts will make it easier to come up with a final plan that fits within the budget and capabilities.

Sue stated another really important component of the plan is the public outreach.  The outreach will be targeted to identify the best possible restoration treatments that will work, and that the public will support.  Patty added there has been a lot of interest from landowners that have approached the Tribe and discussing things that could happen.  There will be several different layers of public outreach because any time a project this size is undertaken, all the different federal acts that are associated with the work that will be done on the river kick in, and there are requirements under NEPA to reach out to a broader group of people and scoping requirements that will go with each project that may or may not be proposed.  Patty’s role is to make sure at the local community level everyone is informed and on the same page and is talking about the project long before it ever gets to scoping, and public entities such as BPA or USACE give their press release.  The KVRI group has hosted some of the public meetings already.  It’s important that the community hears about the project and understands the steps that will be taken in the future.  

Sue wanted to add another very important point; Tribal Council has stated they want Sue to work very closely with the public on this project and make sure they can support the project.

Is there a time table in the plan to review the projects to see how well they are working?  

There is an adaptive management chapter in the master plan which describes specific quantifiable objectives that will be measured relative to each of the strategies within the plan and a timeframe within which they hope to see a result.  There is also a monitoring framework that would provide input and feedback at each project interval is also in place.  One of the first things the Tribe would like to do is setup an interdisciplinary adaptive management team to review the success criteria, monitoring metrics, and adapt the plan for each individual project.

How do you define success?  Is it a number?  

One of the struggles in developing the Master Plan when they were thinking about trying to define success – was if it should be measured by the biological or physical response.  In the context of the Kootenai River Habitat Restoration Project Master Plan framework they decided they will measure the physical response of the physical actions that are taken and coordinate that information with biological measurements that are going on through the Kootenai Tribal Fish Hatchery programs, IDFG ongoing monitoring and evaluations, and other monitoring programs, and pull them all together to see if the river physically responds the way they thought it would with the changes that were made and how the fish responded to those physical changes.
Other Updates:
Grizzly Bear Sub-Committee – Supplemental DEIS Grizzly Bear:
Patty gave a brief context of the meeting.  At the last KVRI meeting Linda McFaddan provided a power point and overview of the Supplement Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  Linda reminded the group USFS were looking specifically at two alternatives, D & E.  In the paper they discussed alternative D, but alternative E is the preferred alternative.  From a community perspective, alternative D is more ambitious and restrictive towards recovery.  Alternative E offers flexibility for our community to work within and still offer and meet what the USFS determined was the Judge’s direction to develop a standard that could recover the bears.  June 22nd is the deadline to get comments back to USFS.  The charge to Patty and KVRI group was to convene the Grizzly Bear Subcommittee and talk specifically about the alternatives with the USFS and see if the group could understand better and what it means to the community.  

Linda provided a map that shows the bear management units (BMU’s) within the county that would be affected under alternative E in the county.  There are 8 BMU’s, but under alternative E there are 4 that do not meet the standard proposed in the supplemental DEIS.  

Blue Grass 

The new standard would need 5% more to reach core which is needed under the bmu.  To reach the 5% it would need to possibly close 10-30 miles of road.  It does not mean additional roads would be closed.  USFS believes they can attain the 5% core by managing roads that are already gated or barrier roads.  

Why are the roads gated to begin with?  Aren’t they gated because of the grizzlies?

Patty answered some roads are gated because of the grizzlies and some may be gated for multiple reasons.

Keno

The new standard would need 1% more to reach core.  To reach the 1% it would possibly need to close 2-6 miles of road.  This particular BMU is shared with the Kootenai National Forest (KNF) in Montana.  To reach core, USFS will leave it up to the KNF in Montana.  There are no expected changes to be made in the Keno area.

Boulder

The new standard would need 5% more to reach core which is needed under the BMU.  To reach the 5% it would need to possibly close 10-30 miles of road.  USFS believes they can attain the 5% core by managing roads that are already gated or barrier roads.  One significant change includes the date at which time the gates are opened in the Katka area.  At this time the date is November 15th, but this date will be changed to December 1st.  From the data available it shows the grizzly bears in that particular area are denning later than November 15th.  

Grouse

USFS has stated this BMU is a mess.  To reach standard on this BMU it needs 5%.  There will not be any changes in the Bonners Ferry district.  All changes that will be made will be done by the Sandpoint district.  The hope is that they will be able to meet the guidelines by limiting administrative use on already gated and barrier roads.

This group asked the Grizzly Bear Committee to put together some talking points and comments so the KVRI group could send a letter to the USFS.  The main comments that were highlighted are:

1) KVRI would like USFS to acknowledge efforts of local communities.  This community has specifically been working in a proactive way to assist in the bear recovery.  The efforts have helped to reduce human and bear conflict in the Idaho Panhandle in this district.  

2) Include language that would provide for management within the BMU to be sure an emergency situation could be addressed for protection of any watershed that provides municipal drinking water.

3) Recommend stronger accountability management and accuracy of maps.

4) Homeland security on the border needs to have access

5) Homeland security deal directly with USFWS on the ESA issues around their access and that is not something they try to deal with within the forest plan.

Patty wanted to highlight that they are trying to build comments based on the best science that’s available in our areas not other areas and not based on a myth.  In alternative E, 6 BMU’s were updated.  

Linda and Wayne discussed the roads that would be allowed to grow over at the Grizzly Bear Subcommittee Meeting.  Are those roads currently roads that the gates are open for public access after November 15th?

In some cases they are gated roads that are open to the public after the 15th of November, but other roads are impassible so they are not available to the public anyway.  There could be cases where a gated road would be changed to a barrier status that would reduce access after November 15th in the Selkirks.

Patty added that this document does not address specific roads only sets the standard.  The district will then hold public meetings on every action to prioritize and work with the community to help choose the best way to achieve the standard in the given area.  

Haven’t they proved that reinstating the grizzly bear in this area has been a success?  Why are we trying to enhance something that’s already a success?

Patty stated there are recovery targets that have been established.  The short answer is that the targets have not been reached.  Yes, there is recovery of the grizzly bear being made and less mortality.  The goal has not been reached but they are on their way to recovery.  Once recovery is reached the better off the community will be because it will allow more flexibility than what’s available right now.

The statement was made that the property owners within the BMU’s haven’t even been mentioned and haven’t been put into the program.  Patty stated that this is the hope for the meeting that the public will be put into the conversation.  ESA and once there is a listing requires a recovery plan.  Once there is a recovery plan in place it will affect the lands that are public and the ways in which they are managed.  In past years there have been a lot of things in affect that the community may or may not have had much say in.  The effort of KVRI is to figure out where as a community we have a role in the issues, and how we fit into the equation.  Currently the group looks at how we can start shaping the affects that are established within the community.  

Wayne added there have been increase in numbers and expansion in range of the grizzly bear, but we are not at full recovery yet.  Under the endangered species act the federal government is mandated to move towards recovery and that’s what will hopefully happen.

A request was made that once the goals of recovery are reached the restrictions and road closures are lifted and reopened.

Patty stated that once recovery is reached and it can be proved there haven’t been mortalities flexibility of road closures and other options should be discussed for the community so they are able to enjoy some of the recreational things they like to do and still provide for the bears that are in the area. 

Has anyone figured out what the carrying capacity of this area is for grizzly bears?  What are the numbers that the agencies are considering for recovery?

Patty wanted to make it clear that reason the USFS is revisiting the DEIS is due to a lawsuit in which the judge directed USFS to look at the DEIS.  

To answer the recovery goal of grizzly bears, Wayne Wakkinen stated there are three criteria in the grizzly bear recovery plan.  

1) Number of female grizzly bears with cubs

2) Distribution of family groups

3) Mortality

When going through the gyration and back calculations, the number translates to roughly 100 grizzly bears in the Selkirks.  The number is based on density and other areas that have similar habitat that have recovered bears.  In this recovery area Wayne estimated approximately 70 grizzly bears.  

Where did the district start with bear recovery?

At the starting point there wasn’t good data from the BC side of the recovery zone.  In the time of listing, mid 1970’s, the best educated guest there were approximately 15-20 bears.  With grizzly bears they do not have a high reproductive output so it does take time to build to recovery even with the best conditions.  There are certainly mortality that have taken place over time and the group has tried to address some of those issues and they appear to have made some head way.  

Would you inform the group what is meant by the Selkirks, where the recovery zone extends to?

The Selkirk recovery zone is about 2,000 square miles in size.  The officially designated recovery zone is approximately 50% in the U.S. and 50% in Canada.  Roughly the north end of the zone is the west arm of Kootenai Lake, the east boundary is Kootenai Lake down through Kootenai Valley, the south end is Ruby Creek, and the west side is the Pend Oreille River as it bends down to include Sullivan Lake, Metaline Falls, and all of the Priest Lake drainage up Salmo River and to Nelson, BC.

When the project began a few years ago, it was a questionable goal of how many bears were need to reach recovery.  Is the recovery goal a moving target?  Is it a number that will change again?

One of the criteria in the recovery plan of 1993 is that a population estimate was approximately 90 grizzly bears in the Selkirk.  

The recovery area started with 15 bears, there are currently 70 bears in the recovery zone and 90 are needed.  Is this a goal that will take 5 years, 25 years, forever, or never?

It was explained part of how quickly the goal is reached is based on mortality.  There is an area in BC that is included in the recovery zone.  The BC area contains many orchards with fruit trees that have a high rate of mortality.  One of the frustrations for the grizzly bear committee is that there isn’t any control on this side on what’s happening in BC but it is having an affect on the recovery efforts of grizzly bears in the US.  This is an important topic in the recovery of the grizzly bears because it’s not in the official recovery zone; however it is contained in the 10 mile buffer allowed outside of the recovery zone.  The mortalities have been reduced in this portion of the Idaho Panhandle in the last 3-5 years with the exception of the bear in Priest Lake.  The folks in that area were feeding deer and birds and the bear had habituated so often to being on the deck so the bear needed to be disposed.  There are several take home messages with that, one being does not feed those animals out your back door if you’re in an area prone to bears.

Dan added there was an Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee meeting held a few weeks ago where the question was raised about carrying capacity in the Selkirks.  The question raised the issue that there should be a study completed to see whether there is the ability to have that many bears, as stated in the recovery plan, in the area.  

They don’t have that study done?

Wayne stated there has not been an explicit sampling modeling study of carrying capacity completed.  The IDFG did look at the habitat characteristics of the Selkirks compared to other areas that have healthy grizzly bear population and making the assumption the density of bears will be similar in the two areas.  The current capacity is 100 grizzly bears per 2,000 square miles.  

Is there enough food for one bear in 20 square miles?

Without going through the explicit modeling, Wayne was comfortable that the Selkirks can support 100 bears.

Patty explained there hasn’t been the explicit study similar to the caribou modeling the group saw months prior.  IDFG has looked at every area, looked at all the characteristics, have looked at the carrying capacity, looked at the habitat and what’s good, better, and best.  IDFG explained looking at the habitat characteristics of this area and measuring those against other similar areas.  The recovery area has not been dissected to the degree it has been for caribou, but it definitely has been looked at in all aspects regarding grizzly bears.

How do the grizzly bears affect the caribou recovery?

There have been very little mortalities preying on caribou.  80% of the caribou mortalities have been from mountain lions.  There have been 2-3 documented mortalities by bears, whether black bear or grizzly bears.  They play a minor role in the caribou mortalities.

In this process, the USFS is mandated to implement best they can what has been sent down from the judge.  Once this process occurs and an alternative has been chosen, do they then begin consultation with USFWS?  What has historically happened, the community goes through this process with USFS.  The community represented one thing and because of negotiations with USFWS decisions are changed and the community may end up with an outcome that they did not support.  Everyone is then upset with USFS.  Dan asked that the process be brought to the light of day so the community knows what is being discussed and what may happen down the road.

Rich Torquemada, USFWS, stated the consultation process is not done in a vacuum.  The USFWS biologist has been working with USFS biologist to incorporate all items into the current alternatives to a certain extent. When USFS chooses an alternative they prepare a biological assessment and send to USFWS.  USFWS generally isn’t surprised but there may be some tweaking depending on how the final alternative looks at the end, what the assessment of the affects and impacts on the species.  The USFWS will take a final look and see if there’s anything that would jeopardize bears or improve recommendations.  Biologists work together from the beginning and the Service produces a biological opinion that basically states the project can move forward with suggested recommendations and changes and then a biological opinion is issued to the USFS.

In the hierarchy of the decision making, does USFWS have the upper hand in a disagreement between them and USFS?

For example, a conclusion has been made and USFS has proposed something that USFWS has known nothing about through the process that may have a drastic affect on bears.  USFWS will issue terms and conditions and they will assess whether the decision will jeopardize the entire Selkirk population or not.  If USFWS believes the decision will drastically impact bears they will develop reasonable and prudent alternatives to offer back to USFS.  Generally everything is worked out of terms and conditions and recommendations of the Biological Opinion.  If USFS disagrees there is an elevation process eventually leads to the Secretary of Interior.  

Linda McFaddan, USFS, added they have worked with USFWS since 2001 on the first decision.  This time with this document they have incorporated USFWS’s terms and conditions from their biological opinion into this decision.  Hopefully their concerns that were negotiated in the first decision have been incorporated into this document.  There are no big surprises anticipated on either side.  

The consultation process that’s taking place now is essential the same project that took place in 2004.  An agreement was made on the management status of the bears.  There were minor tweaks that were made on both sides.  On this go around there may be some very minor changes that need to be made from either side.  

The main reason the judge ordered USFS to revisit the DEIS was to make sure the Wayne Kasworm and Wayne Wakkinen study was the best available science for the planning process.  In this document the science has been validated, and the judge has since agreed with USFS in that the study is the best available science.  USFS believes if they are sued after this decision the ruling will be upheld by the court.  It’s unfortunate that alternative D which was the most restrictive got most of the media attention.  The only reason behind flushing alternative D was USFS attorneys advised so the judge could see what the impacts of that alternative would be.  To achieve the standards in alternative D USFS would have to literally close all the roads in each of the BMU’s.  Although alternative D would be most beneficial to the grizzly bear it’s not the most practical alternative for the community.  Alternative E is not much different than the original alternative E in 2004 is meeting the requirements for the grizzly bear recovery and is still allowing for social and economic flexibility within the BMU’s.

In the Selkirks, how are the bears outside of the recovery zone being accounted for?

In the recovery plan it recognizes bears aren’t going to stay inside the zone.  Any bears that are within 10 miles of the recovery zone get to count towards recovery or towards mortalities.  If bears are outside of the 10 mile buffer zone they don’t count towards the recovery or mortality.

How much does public input impact the decision and can it be reversed?

Patty stated the challenge and the court case will force USFS to look at the best available science and develop an alternative based on the science.  The science was based on the Wayne Kasworm and Wayne Wakkinen study because that is the most recent information available.  If the public could offer something that was different that what they came up with then it could be considered.  One thing the group likes to do is if they are proposing a change they like to make sure it’s based in science.  There is not a lot of other information out there.  If USFS technical team has thoroughly reviewed the Wayne and Wayne study it would be unlikely that there’s much more new science that USFWS has new information to bring to the table.   

Wayne gave us a guess of approximately 70 bears in the recovery zone.  How many bears are in the U.S. and how many are in Canada? 

It’s split about 50-50.  There are approximately 35 bears in the U.S. and 35 bears in Canada, and that’s a conservative estimate.  

As a committee, the group has been dealing with a better way for the scientists to count how many bears are out there.  If funding can’t be acquired or if a count can’t be conducted it’s hard to know how many bears are really there and delays the whole process.  

At that time Patty asked the board to consider the letter to Ranotta McNair, USFS Supervisor for Idaho Panhandle, and Paul Bradford, USFS Supervisor for Kootenai National Forest, regarding the EIS.

Patty urged the rest of the folks in attendance to respond with their information to the USFS.  Linda has been generous to meet with individuals or community group.  She gave a presentation at the Grizzly Bear meeting.  Linda added if folks just wanted to stop by USFS office she would be more than happy to meet with people and explain or answer any questions they may have.

Idaho will be receiving $44 million dollars for road maintenance and decommissioning of watershed resources.  What percentage of the $44 million will be used for road maintenance and what percentage will be used for decommissioning roads?

Linda explained USFS submitted a list to the regional office that was again sent to Washington, DC.  There was a mix of the funds for road maintenance and decommissioning.  

Rich added they have a meeting with U.S. Border Patrol on June 29th.  USFWS is engaged with U.S. Border Patrol directly.

The board agreed by consensus to send the letter.  The letter will be available on the Tribe’s website, www.kootenai.org.  

Smith Creek Working Group:
The group met in May with a good turnout.  The group discussed the realignment of Smith Creek study that has been conducted by Vaughn Paragamian, IDFG.  Smith Creek Working Group will be meeting again the 14th of July on site.  They will look at the Smith Creek realignment and the budget in relationship to the purchase of property.
TMDL Sub-Committee:
The next TMDL meeting will be held on June 16th at the Kootenai Tribal Office at 8:00 a.m.  The group will be placing monitors into the streams once again.  There are several streams that have been listed and the group is trying to get a baseline and make sure they know what is taking place in the streams before any restoration efforts are conducted.  The last TMDL that was done was different than any other TMDL done within the state, with the exception of one.  Instead of trying to meet a target based on what the group thought a cold water fish needs, they looked at the natural vegetation that would have been on the stream bank in the first place.  By doing so that would allow for them to see what would be attainable based on soil type, sun, etc. rather than trying to achieve an artificial goal.   
Old Business:

Boundary Creek Easement:

Justin Petty, The Nature Conservancy (TNC), stated they presented on this project approximately a year ago.  They are in the final stages of a 654 acre conservation easement purchase on private land owned by Forest Capital Partners at Boundary Creek.  TNC, in cooperation with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, successfully applied for a USFWS Recovery Land Acquisition (RLA) grant to fund 75% of the easement cost.  The remaining 25% match will be a combination of private funds raised by TNC and partners, and a donation of value by Forest Capital Partners. The project does not change access; it is still up to the landowner to make a decision on public access.  Forest Capital does not have plans to change their current policy on this parcel. The easement will ensure the lands have the ability to remain as private working timber lands, while protecting the conservation values by prohibiting subdivision and development at this site.  A timber management plan has been drafted that is tied to the conservation easement and stipulates how the forest will be managed for sustainable timber harvest.  
New Business:

Kootenai River Run:
Jim Cadnum stated the run was a big success this year.  There were about 169 participants.  There were two $500 scholarships given to seniors that took track/cross country.  Jim wanted to thank everyone who participated in the run.

Next Meeting:

The next meeting will be held on July 20th, 2009 at the Boundary County Extension Office.  Patty mentioned she will try to have the County’s contractor at the July meeting to talk about Mosquito Abatement.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:48 p.m.

