Meeting Minutes

Kootenai Valley Resource Initiative

June 21st, 2010 – 7:10 p.m., Boundary County Extension Office
Bonners Ferry, Idaho
Committee Members in Attendance:

Dave Anderson, Mayor of Bonners Ferry, KVRI Co-Chair

Dan Dinning, Boundary County Commissioners, KVRI Co-Chair

Bob Blanford, Business/Industry

Dave Wattenbarger, Soil Conservation District/Ag Landowner

Tony McDermott, Idaho Fish & Game Commission

Linda McFaddan, (alt.) U.S. Forest Service – Idaho Panhandle National Forest

Justin Petty, Environmental/Conservation
Ed Atkins, Corporate Agriculture

Jim Cadnum, (alt.) Industrial Forest

Patty Perry, KVRI Facilitator, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
Kristin James, KVRI Recording Secretary, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
Agency/Others in Attendance:

Sarah Canepa, Vital Ground Foundation

Laura Roady, Bonners Ferry Herald

Wayne Wakkinen, Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Kevin Greenleaf, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Ina Pluid, Idaho Women in Timber
LeAlan Pinkerton, Boundary County Citizen

Bryon Holt, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Heather Hollis, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Stephanie Mitchell, Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Karla Drewson, Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Shelley Landry, Congressman Walt Minnick’s Staff

Opening:

Dave Anderson opened by welcoming everyone to the meeting; introductions followed.
The group approved minutes of the May 17th meeting by consensus.

Presentations:

Copeland Underpasses --- Wayne Wakkinen, Idaho Department of Fish & Game (IDFG):
Wayne presented information and statistics related to the Copeland Highway project and wildlife underpasses.  His power point presentation is available on the Kootenai Tribe’s website, www.kootenai.org.

Question & Answers:

How did you determine there were at least 3 migrant bears for each generation?

The work was done by a graduate student Wayne had hired, but he will find out how that data was determined.

What is the definition of a migrant bear?

A bear that started on one side of the highway and crossed to the other side and bred.  

Has the accident collision rate decreased since the underpasses have been put in?

The data has just been received from Idaho Transportation Department (ITD), but it will be difficult to tell because there is not any pre and post information because the highway has been moved.  The data can be reviewed from any existing stretch of data collections and compare to the same time period to get information that way.

How does a group like KVRI challenge statistics?

Reports and data can get complicated when you get into multi-dimensional statistics, but most of it boils down to common sense.  Consistent observations made over time make sense.  Make sure you ask the right questions when challenging statistics.  Having someone walk through the decision process really helps in understanding the statistics and the data that go into the reports.

Regardless of the topic, having community input is a long process and takes a lot of energy but the end result is a better product and those that helped in the effort understand the topic a lot better.

The real disconnect for the group is that the projects Wayne is involved in KVRI has access to get information and a presentation before there is a final product.  In some cases there is a final product and goes to public comment before KVRI has the opportunity to engage and use the local knowledge.  The experience has been that once the document goes to public comment rarely does any of the language change.  There is a real disconnect with the managing agencies.  How do we improve communication to engage before the public comment process?

Groups like KVRI are an opportunity to do that.  Without a group engaged in the process continually it is difficult.  The group can get in early on the development of the process and provide input.  An example would be with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.  Rich Torquemada came to KVRI and gave a presentation and the information needed to know when, where and how to comment and have input.  When KVRI has had a chance to be involved upfront it has been beneficial. 

The cooperative restoration strategy is another example of being involved in the beginning so it’s not a surprise and there is an alternative that fits.

Did this area lead the west in the wildlife underpasses?  The 3rd tunnel was not planned very well.  Is the information shared with Montana and the underpasses they are now constructing?

There is quite a bit of information shared.  Banff has been involved in the underpass/overpass business for a while.  Something did go wrong in the planning or on the ground for the third underpass.  ITD and IDFG had not done a project like this before.  There is a natural draw where the third tunnel is located but the surface and the highway being moved was not calculated before the tunnel was placed.  Everyone is learning as underpasses/overpasses become more common.

During the process ITD stated the underpasses had been mandated and without them the road project would not occur.  An additional $1.2 million was needed to get the three underpasses put in.

When will DNA Analysis be reported?

Wayne will provide a presentation on the DNA Analysis report at the next KVRI meeting.

Has there been any progress made on combining the Percell and Cabinet Yaak populations as far as the DPS is concerned?  If the two are not combined the Idaho DPS may not ever be delisted.

Wayne did not have any information on this particular topic.  He felt it would be addressed during the rewrite of the recovery plan, but he was unsure of the timeline.

Bryon Holt, USFWS, added they are looking at the 5 year status review and conducting an analysis to determine whether the Cabinets and the Selkirks are distinct from themselves or not.  The analysis will be in the 5 year status review.  If there are changes made they will be reflected in the recovery plan as well.

Tony McDermott, Idaho Fish & Game (IDFG) Commission, explained the problem in Idaho is that there is no longer anyplace to relocate a problem bear because Montana and 

Canada will not take them.  The only solution is to euthanize the animal.  How will the bears be delisted?  IDFG Commission, along with many Boundary County Citizens, would like to see an exit strategy in place.

Bryon Holt stated the exit strategy is in the recovery plan.  Once the demographic and population parameters are met which are stated within the recovery plan, than the animal can theoretically be delisted.  Unless the recovery plan changes USFWS will be looking at number of bears, females with young, mortality rates, trends, distribution of bears, etc.  Achieving the current recovery plan objectives for the Selkirks and Cabinet-Yaak would mean that USFWS have reached the threshold of recovery in these ecosystems.  Right now these ecosystems have not been identified as separate DPSs.  As long as the Selkirk or Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems are not identified as separate DPSs the ability to delist the Selkirk and/or Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear populations will hinge on the status of grizzly bears in the other populations as well.  Any changes to the listing status of the Selkirk and/or Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear populations would occur pursuant to the listing process.  Thus, if the outcome of the 5 year review is to recommend listing the Selkirk and/or Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear populations as a DPS(s), the proposed change would occur through the listing process, which would involve publishing a proposal for such a change in the Federal Register and seeking public comment on the proposal. If the Selkirks and/or the Cabinet-Yaak are identified as a DPS(s), then once each recovery zone reaches its threshold recovery objectives, the USFWS could begin the process of delisting that DPS.  Significant changes in the listing status of the Selkirk and/or Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bears populations (e.g., listing as separate DPSs) may also require changes the recovery plan as well. 

Where is there in the process for the ability for this community to engage prior to the draft status review, recovery plan changes, etc.  Where is the ability for the community to engage USFWS when the majority of the habitat lies within the county and the citizens are familiar with the area?  The Grizzly bear committee was formed to engage well before a document comes out in draft.  How do we get there?

The 5 year review process does not provide an opportunity for public review or comment.  It is a purely internal scientific review process that the USFWS must undertake.  The 5 year review only results in a recommendation, no actual decisions or changes are made.  If changes are recommended, then as discussed previously, such proposed changes would officially occur through the USFWS listing process.  The listing process requires publishing a proposal in the Federal Register seeking scientific and public review and comment.  The change that would be proposed through the listing process is the opportunity for the community, including the KVRI, to review and provide comment.  When USFWS goes out for public review, if there are flaws in how they viewed the science then the community can challenge and force the USFWS to explain the information within the document.  The USFWS should be able to explain the rationale and the science behind their proposal.  The USFWS utilizes the best available science to derive its proposals; however, we are not infallible.  The public review process is the time to present new or additional science that we may have not been aware of, which may affect the ultimate decision.

Patty suggested USFWS come to KVRI and offer a presentation discussing the process and data that will be used in the analysis and 5 year status review.  This presentation would be similar to the one given by Rich Torquemada, USFWS, during the caribou 5 year status review.  It would help the community to understand and respect the process and information the USFWS will be looking at.  

Bryon Holt offered to provide information and reports that would be used during the analysis process at the next KVRI meeting including, what types of data, where the data would come from, and how it would be gathered.

Where in the regulations does it prohibit public input in the early stages?

It is not necessarily prohibited, but it is just an internal review that USFWS is required to take.  

If the Selkirk population of grizzly bears is a distinct genetic population and the Cabinet Yaak is a distinct genetic population and both are different from the Northern Continental Divide DPS, does that mean that in the USFWS planning documents the two could be combined or that bears couldn’t be taken from the Selkirks to the Cabinets to get genetic diversity through manipulation?  

If there are two populations that are genetically distinct they may want to be maintained that way provided they are viable unto themselves.  Nothing would be off the table as far as moving bears around.

The community should have input to answer the question.  If the USFWS determines what will be done on their own than the point is missed, because it is science based but there is a rational common sense that should be considered.

There will be public review during the comment period and USFWS will provide a presentation to the KVRI group and anyone else wanting to listen in during July’s meeting.

Updates:
TMDL Committee:
The committee will meet on June 22nd at 8:00 a.m. at the Kootenai Tribal Office.  
Grizzly Bear Subcommittee:

The committee met on June 14th at the Visitor’s Center.  Kim Annis, Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks, gave the group a demonstration on different ways to use electric fencing to deter bears.  Kim provides a workshop for the community in Montana.  It was discussed to have the KVRI Committee provide a workshop at the Farmers Market and the Boundary County Fair.  Scott Soults, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, has purchased all the materials to set up an electric fence to loan out.  Kim also loans out bear proof garbage cans; something the KVRI committee will consider.  
At the next Grizzly bear committee meeting the group will review a brochure that provides information on electric fencing.  Kim has a video available the group may be able to use to run during the Boundary County Fair.  The bear proof bear cans need to be picked up from the Priest River Ranger Station and get them dispersed. 

Forestry Subcommittee:

The CFLRP proposal will not be considered for funding this year. The proposal has been reviewed and Ranotta will get more information and provide feedback and help the committee gear up for the next funding cycle so the group is in the queue to move their proposal ahead.  Once the feed back is received from Ranotta, Patty will schedule another committee meeting.
Is the forestry subcommittee reporting back to the Minnick Collaborative?
The forestry subcommittee reports back to KVRI.  There are members of KVRI that attend the Minnick Collaborative meetings.  The most recent collaborative meeting was June 4th and the minutes are now available.  That meeting was focused on Bonner County.  In May the collaborative decided Bonner County would review whether or not there are common interests that a group could pull together and achieve some projects in their county and how that group might function.  The KVRI collaborative has focused on projects mainly (Myrtle Creek HFRA) until recently when the Forestry Subcommittee was formed, which will look at a broader landscape approach for the county and community.  Currently Bonner County is only interested in forestry and KVRI is focused on several different resource issues.  It is still undetermined how KVRI will fit with a Bonner county group. 

Some folks within the group would like a larger discussion about wilderness issues and if there is room for wilderness and how it looks.  There was nothing agreed or disagreed upon, it was brought forward for thought.  There will be another meeting of Bonner County folks on July 9th.  Some folks from KVRI Forestry Committee maybe interested in attending, as they have invited participants from other collaborative efforts to present information and discuss how they have addressed forestry issues.
Mitch Silvers has offered to invite Dale Harris, Clearwater Basin Collaborative, to a KVRI meeting to discuss what they did on their proposal and the successes they’ve had.  Justin offered to bring Robyn Miller, The Nature Conservancy, to offer help and advice as well.  
Smith/Boundary Creek Working Group:

The next meeting will be held on June 22nd.  The group will meet around noon and put cages around woody material, repair old cages, place new plants and enhance areas for goose pasture.  A picnic will follow the working meeting.
New Business
Boundary County Fair Booth:

Sandy Ashworth has agreed to help Kristin and Patty put together ideas for the KVRI booth to help tell the groups story to the local community.  We would like to get volunteers to help get ideas together.  A meeting date will be set and any willing volunteers are encouraged to attend.

KVRI’s August meeting will be similar to last year.  The group will meet at the fairgrounds to help assemble the booth.  Dinner, dessert and refreshments will be provided for all who attend.

Montana, Idaho & Wyoming Wolf Hearing:

Tony McDermott, IDFG Commission, provided an update to the KVRI group after attending a hearing discussing wolf populations in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.  The hearing was held in Missoula, Montana on June 15th with Judge Maloy presiding.  More information on this topic may be found on the Idaho Fish & Game website.
Next Meeting:

The next meeting will be held on July 19th, 2010 at the Boundary County Extension Office; the meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m.
