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Presentation Notes
This slideshow was presented at two public meetings on June 21, 2013 and again on August 7, 2013
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Presentation Notes
Today I will share with you the results of a carnivore and furbearer inventory conducted in 2011 and 2012 using remote camera surveillance
I will also discuss various wildlife management issues and describe the process we are taking to create a KBIC wildlife management plan
All photos on the slides are from our camera study; may be a little crowded on the slides but I tried to include as many awesome wildlife photos as possible for your viewing enjoyment


Community and Scientific Value

Species presence (baseline data)

Plant lists that include cultural plants and
Invasive species

e Evaluate habitat conditions (course woody
debris, browse in winter habitat, disturbance)

 Bobcat specific information

e Wolf specific information

* Pine Marten/Fisher information =
 Try methods and build partnerships
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Our goal was to collect baseline data that would be useful for the Community such as detecting species that utilize habitat on the reservation, collected plant lists, information on winter deer habitat, evaluated and recorded habitat conditions, attempted to collect bobcat and wolf specific information, as well as pine marten and fisher.   We used this as an opportunity to try out various methods and explore the logisitics of species specific studies in the future.  Things like, how hard might it be to capture and collar bobcats, wolves, coyotes, pine marten or fisher?  Where will I most likely find them?  We spent a lot of time with partner agencies and tribes collecting information on ecology, plants, and wildlife methodology.  I feel we have some very solid partners to help us move on to more species specific projects which I will describe throughout this presentation.
Collect some information that would be useful for evaluating how we should manage the habitat 
Gather baseline information about the presence and habitat use by specific species
Begin the process of building working partnerships with other tribes and agencies
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Presentation Notes
This is a map of the KBIC Reservation boundary and the green triangles are study site locations.  We tried to monitor at as many tribal owned or federal USA land areas as possible so that we could collect baseline data on lands managed by KBIC so that we know what species we should be managing for.  I tried to cover as much of the Reservation as possible.  There are 56,000 acres of land within the boundaries of the L’Anse Reservation.  KBIC desires to develop a more systematic approach to management for wildlife and habitat on and near the L’Anse Reservation.  A carnivore and furbearer remote camera survey was undertaken to provide baseline wildlife inventory data in which to guide the development of a Tribal Wildlife and Habitat Management Plan in 2013. 


Baseline Inventory

Remote Camera Survey

50 sites

Average camera days per site = 119 days
Winter/Spring — Dec through May (Avg. 63)
Summer/Fall = June through Nov (Avg. 56)
Habitat data collected at each site

— percent cover of plant species, volume of course woody
debris, basal area of trees, and percent canopy cover
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Specifically, we set out to survey for mammals using Reconyx Professional Covert cameras.  We established 50 study sites, set up remote camera stations that included scented lure and meat scraps.  Camera days ranged from 67 days to 185 days total per site.  We monitored the same site during two time periods, Dec through May and June through Nov.  We only own 25 cameras and so all sites could not be simultaneously monitored and we needed to periodically move cameras between sites.  Being that it was a multi-species inventory and baseline data that the noise it created in the data set was not an issue.  We will be using species specific and more stringent protocols as we move forward with other monitoring projects.  
We collected plant and habitat data that included species and percent cover of plant species at ground level, shrubs and trees, volume of course woody debris, basal area of trees, and percent canopy cover
We also conducted searches for track and sign which is for the most part, not included in the data results I will be sharing with you today.
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These are the 16 species that we were targeting with our method, by using scented lure and meat scraps we anticipated attracting carnivore and furbearers. We included ss hare as a target species because of its importance as prey.  Moose, deer, skunk, many birds, domestic cat and dog, occasional people, squirrels, woodchuck were some additional species that we detected.  Track and sign were collected for all these species as well.
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This graph shows target and non-target species (light blue).  Thirteen of fifteen designated target species were detected during the study, cougar/lynx were NOT.  Wood chuck was detected on a cougar monitoring site but not within the 50 established study areas.  It is a species that I tend to forget about because we don’t see that many locally.  Their giant rat-like tracks always take me by surprise on the rare occasions that I find them until I remember that woodchuck are in the area.
The TARGET species most widely distributed and detected most often were raccoon detected at all 50 camera sites (100%), coyote detected at 45 sites (90%) and black bear detected at 42 sites (84%).  Otter were detected more frequently in riparian areas by track/sign but only one wandered by the camera.  That species is an example of needing species specific protocol making the otter more likely to detect than others.
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SummerFall Camera days ranged 41 to 99 days per site (Average 63 days)
WinterSpring Camera days ranged 28 to 120 days per site (Average 56 days)  The only animal that showed any significant difference between seasons was the bear, which we would expect.  They only wandered past the cameras in May during the Winter/Spring time period. Using a Chi-square test of association, I compared detections in winter/spring versus summer/fall for black bear and they were detected significantly more often in summer/fall than winter/spring (p>0.001).



Black Bear

Riparian (12 of 14)
Upland Mxd (12 of 16)
Upland Hwd (10 of 11)
Upland Aspen Regen (5 of 5)
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Bears are an important clan animal for the Tribe. I was fortunate enough to spend some time in Eli MN in 2008  honing the art of bear tracking and to confirm that I was in fact reading their signs in the road correctly.  What an awesome program to follow wild bears in the woods and hang around a feeding stations to watch wild bear behavior in real time. Recent state population estimates indicate there are fewer than originally thought. As a result, the number of available State licenses has been cut about 30 percent statewide(to 7,991, with a goal of stabilizing the populations. Biologists expect a harvest in the 1,400 range).   Very few tribal members hunt bear due to a large number of Bear Clan in the community, you are not supposed to hunt your clan animal.  The bear is culturally known as a guide for medicines. Remote cameras are good for detecting bear but it looks about equally useful as track and sign. Track/sign is probably a little easier because of the obvious behavioral clues they leave behind when you know what you are looking at.  Surprised that they were not detected at ALL sites due to their foraging behavior of constant movement…8 sites included 2 Riparian, 4 Upland Mxd, 1 HW, 1 mature conifer.
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As I mentioned earlier, we did hope to attract bobcats so we used fluttering goat hair and scented lure that contained bobcat gland.  Bobcats were detected at 11 sites (22%).  Bobcats did not eat or examine meat used as bait, but rather sniffed and explored scented lure.  Some bobcats scent marked the area after investigating the lure.  No cougar or lynx were detected.   No seasonal or habitat correlations, nothing statistically different between sites. Bobcat were detected by tracks at four additional study locations.  Again, if I were specifically going to set cameras for bobcat, I would modify the methodology.  This was a multi-species survey.
According to State of Michigan trapping records, the population appears to be in somewhat of a decline in the Upper Peninsula, where harvests vary widely from year to year, based in part on snow conditions and road access. Last year hunters killed 295 bobcats statewide. It would be interesting to do capture/recapture and get more specific population data locally.  A predator/prey study currently being conducted in the UP has shown that bobcat eat a lot of white tailed deer. More than was expected.  They were the number two predator of radio-collared fawns, second in line to coyotes which were number one.
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Pine marten and fisher were both detected and often at the same camera locations. Of the 39 camera locations where pine marten and/or fisher were detected, 17 sites (44%) had both species. Pine marten were detected at 30 total sites (60%) and fisher were detected at 24 total sites (48%).  Pine marten visited the bait stations on more days than fisher, 335 and 155 detection days respectively (Figure 3), although the difference was not significant per Kruskal Wallis (H=2.083 P=0.145); non-parametric ANOVA 


Pine Marten & Fisher Facts

Pine Marten

Fisher

Extirpated from U.P.

1929

1930

Re-introduced

1956-1981 released 276
martens (119 F, 157 M)

1961-1963 Reintroduced
61 fisher (19 F, 42 M)
from Superior National
Forest, MN

1988-1992 Translocated
192 fisher (101 F, 92 M)
from western U.P. to
eastern U.P. counties

Re-established trapping

2000 (first since 1924)

1989 (first since 1929)

Older aged forest of
deciduous, mixed and

Older aged forest conifer
preferred also found in

Habitat conifer (course woody mixed and dense
debris and snags) deciduous (high canopy
closure)
Omnivorous, squirrels, Carnivorous, porcupine,
Food Habits small rodents, insects, small mammals, hare,

carrion

carrion



Presenter
Presentation Notes
According to a recent community survey that I will describe shortly, it looks like quite a few people are not very familiar with these animals compared to others.  So, this slide gives you some history and biology of the animal.  Both were extirpated from the Upper Peninsula around 1930.  The pine marten was re-introduced in several separate efforts by the State between 1956 and 1981.  The fisher was reintroduced in a few efforts beginning in 1961 with the reasoning for introduction to not only re-establish a native species but also to control numbers of porcupine that were damaging trees for the forest industry.  The fisher is one of the main predators of porcupine and they typically will kill them by attacking their underbelly.  If you find an porcupine skin turned inside out in the forest, that would be the work of a fisher.  Marten tend to be more omnivorous than fisher in that approximately 30% of their diet is fruit and nuts.   They both require older aged forests with studies showing that snags and debris most important for marten whereas high canopy closure being most correlated with fisher occupation.  As you can see, trapping seasons for these animals were only opened fairly recent.  Fisher are very vulnerable to over-trapping because they are fairly easy to capture and do not have the most prolific reproductive rates with only 2-3 young per one litter a year.


Marten/Fisher Challenges

Pine Marten Fisher
Decline in conifer and older age forests
Threats Increased biofuel harvesting

Climate change

State Trapping Results Stable Decline
JtatStiapping:season Dec 1 to Dec 15 Dec 1 to Dec 15
dates
State bag limit 1 marten per person OR 1 fisher per person
S IrppIng seasoN Dec 1 to Dec 31 Dec 1 to Feb 15
dates
KBIC bag limit 5 marten 10 fisher
Management

* KBIC NRD recommends lowering tribal bag limits:
2 marten / 5 fisher; shorter season for fisher

- o o * Partnerships for population evaluation and habitat use
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Other threats to these species include declining older aged forests.  Local logging companies have been hitting it hard and opening up canopy across the UP.  Biofuel harvesting of snags and course woody debris continues to increase with every scrap of wood now having a price tag attached.  (Try buying animal bedding that used to cost $5 per bag is now $10 per bag in a few short years).  You may have noticed increased numbers of porcupines and damage to trees; 
The state has noticed a pretty significant decrease mainly for fisher capture by trappers.  About 5 or 6 years ago, trappers would report 10 or more incidental captures in addition to their harvest whereas now they are having a hard time trapping even a single animal to make their limit.  Therefore the trapping limit has changed.  They include the marten in the changed regulation because the methods of capture and habitat overlap makes the marten equally vulnerable to over-trapping.
KBIC  is in the process of updating the Tribal hunting fishing and gathering codes; we at the NRD have recommended lowering the allowable take to 2 marten and 5 fishers which may still be too high with them being so vulnerable to current threats and the obvious precipitous decline in recent years.
(still too high? or decrease season)
We have partners ready to work with us for Radio telemetry population monitoring and potentially updating a locally relevant habitat suitability index for these species so that we can better predict and manage for them.
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In light of the delisting of wolves, KBIC has been conducting wolf monitoring since 2007.  In this camera study, wolves were detected by camera at 15 of 50 sites  (30%).  There were 36 days that wolves were detected out of 1057 total camera days for an overall detection rate of 0.03.  By looking just at track and sign data, we get a 0.15 detection rate.  So, in the case of wolf surveys, track and sign may be the better way to go because wolves are quite wary of the cameras – but wolf photos are just soooo cool.  We did find it helpful for detecting the age of wolves in an area, we’ve had some very young wolves and what appears to be a dominant pair visiting various sites.  Overall, we feel we have detected at least three separate packs of wolves using the L’Anse Reservation.
42 detections out of 289 track/sign days, for 0.145 detection rate including scat, tracks, and 2 observed individuals
Generally, wolves are easier to detect by track/sign than with remote cameras due to their wary behavior
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Coyotes detected at 45 of 50 sites (90%) vs Wolves 15 of 50 sites (30%)
Coyotes 274 days vs Wolves 30 days
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I thought comparing wolves and coyotes would be interesting because very little is known about the actual number of coyotes in any given area.  Even talking to State biologists all they can really say about their population numbers is that there is A LOT of them and that they are much more numerous than wolves.  Getting a more exact number would shed light on who exacts more influence over prey species; wolves or coyotes.  Chances are, wolves are taking a lot of heat for what the coyotes are doing as far their affect on white-tail populations and even depredation events. 
As you can see wolves and coyote were both detected but at much different detection rates.  Coyotes were detected at 45 (90%) of the study sites while wolves were detected at 15 sites (30%).  Coyotes visited the bait stations significantly more days (274 days) than wolves (30 days) Chi Square test of association (35.04, P<0.001) (Fisher Exact test P<0.001) (non-parametric).  This is one species that camera surveillance can be very helpful for detecting as they were regular customers to our bait piles and track/sign data is equally plentiful.  It also suggests that their numbers may be quite high.


Planning for Seven Generations

175 year plans

Preserve current
conditions

Accommodate
potential changes

Compliment other
plans
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At the very least, not contradict other plans such as land use, wetlands, water management, invasive species, fisheries, forest management etc.
Each generation averages 25 x 7 = 175 years


KBIC Wolf Plan Development

» Tribal Council Resolution (November 2012)

» Home Territory considered a wolf sanctuary
> Wolf Monitoring "
» KBIC Committee Meetings

» Triennial Hunter Survey (2009)
» Website posting

» Poster notifications
> Tribal newsletter
> Qutside reviewers ﬁm% '

Brothers in fate
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We wrote a KBIC Wolf Management plan over the past few years and council adopted it in KBIC Wolf Management Plan in January of 2013
Tribal Council also passed  resolution against the wolf hunt basically stating that there will be no tribal permits to hunt wolves and that they don’t believe the State should have a wolf hunt because the population will be jeopardized and that it is redundant in the fact that a law is already in place to deal with depredation and problem wolves.

The wolf plan designates the KBIC Home Territory as wolf sanctuary which I will describe in more detail with an upcoming slide.

The plan was developed by considering wolf monitoring results, consulting with various KBIC committees, we took into consideration a 2009 hunter survey that included questions specific to wolves, we posted the plan for review on the Tribal website, notified the Community through posters and the tribal newsletter as well as inviting outside reviewers including the State of MI, other tribes, community members, and private organizations who all provided excellent feedback and greatly added to the content of the plan by answering their specific questions.

MI DNR
GLIFWC
Community members


Wolf Management

The mission for KBIC is to maintain a healthy, self-
sustaining population of wolves within the KBIC
Home Territory thus preserving the culturaland &
ecological benefits for the next seven generations
and beyond.

GOALS

Establish and maintain active partnerships to
ensure the most effective management and
monitoring protocols as possible

Protect and maintain suitable wolf habitat

Maintain active levels of inventory and
population monitoring

Provide public education regarding wolf ecology
and behavior

Minimize wolf-related conflicts with Tribal
Members and the general public
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Ultimately, all of our Tribal plans and initiatives seek to preserve our resources for the next seven generations.  Seven generations represents about 140 years when times seem to have made dramatic shifts; 140 years ago many things were different including our available resources, population, community values, the economy etc. 
Therefore we attempt to make decisions that will help to preserve resources for use in a hundred years or more.
There are 5 goals stated in the Wolf Plan.  The complete plan that include the specific objectives for each goal can be found on our KBIC NRD website.
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— Ceded 1842 Treaty

- KBIC L'Asne Reservation
KBIC Ontenagon Reservation

[ KBIC Home Territory

[ michigan Counties

:I MI State Boundary

Proposed
Wolf Management Units

WHU A - 201,845 total acres (315 sq. miles) 28% “public land (89 sq. miles).
WMU B - 846,938 total acres (1,323 sq. miles) 45% *public land (588 sq. miles).
WMU C - 236,856 total acres (370 sq. miles) 45% *public land (167 sq. miles).
“Public land (County, State, and Federal Lands) does not include CF lands.
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Rez Stats (133 square miles within Rez boundary, 57,000 acres of which approx 13,000 acres are owned, fee, or trust land of KBIC (22% owned/jurisdiction)
Home territory (3.9 million acres) where Ojibwa people of KBIC historically did most of their hunting and gathering; territorial boundaries with other tribes

This map compares the proposed wolf hunting zones with the Tribal territory and Section B includes the western side of the L’Anse reservation.  We tried to meet with the Natural Resources Commission and the State but never succeeded in getting a one on one meeting.  We did send letters from the President of KBIC regarding the wolf hunt and asked that zero quota be allowed within the L’Anse Reservation boundary to honor it as a wolf sanctuary but were denied.  The proposal stands at a limit of 43 wolves total for the Up, but most likely following the first year will increase over the coming years.  The first year is based on predation events even though over 50% of all depredation has taken place on the Matchwood Farm in the Ontonagon area where dozens of cattle and even 2 of 3 State provided guard donkeys dropped dead from malnutrition and/or dehydration.  Carcasses were left to decompose on which wolves were feeding.  To date, no charges have been brought against the farmer.

If enough signatures are determined to be valid, the issue will be placed on the 2014 election ballot. But the new law makes the referendum a toothless gesture because regardless of the outcome, the commission will have the power to allow wolf hunting. Hunting would unavoidably break up packs, the vast majority of which are not in conflict with farmers," Garrick Dutcher, program director of a national organization called Living With Wolves
The measure that Snyder approved lets the state Natural Resources Commission decide which types of animals can be hunted — authority that previously rested entirely with the Legislature. The seven-member commission is expected to vote Thursday on a proposal by state wildlife regulators for a season this fall in which up to 43 wolves could be killed — about 7 percent of the 658 believed to roam the remote Upper Peninsula.  Likely no hunt until Wolf hunting option is placed on MI ballot in 2014.
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