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Plant/Habitat Summary 
Habitat Types Sites 

Total 
Days 

Camera 
Days 
WS 

Camera  
Days 
SF 

Average 
Camera 
Days 

Riparian 14 1646 795 866 117.5714 
Upland Mixed 16 1969 991 978 123.06 
Upland Hardwood 11 1192 486 706 108.36 
Aspen Regeneration 5 711 349 362 142.2 
Young Pine Plantation 2 250 142 108 125 
Mature Pine Plantation 2 187 60 127 93.5 
Totals 50 5955 2823 3147 

Canopy Species 
(25 total) Avg 5.5 spp per site (+/- 2.2 sd) 

Abies balsamea balsam fir 
Acer rubrum red maple 
Acer saccharum sugar maple 
Acer sp.  maple 
Betula alleghaniensis yellow birch 
Betula papyrifera paper birch 
Fraxinus nigra black ash 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica green ash 
Fraxinus sp. ash 
Ostrya virginiana ironwood 
Picea glauca white spruce 
Picea sp. spruce 
Pinus banksiana jack pine 
Pinus resinosa red pine 
Pinus strobus white pine 
Populus balsamifera balsam poplar 
Populus grandidentata big-toothed aspen 
Populus tremuloides trembling aspen 
Prunus serotina  black cherry 
Prunus sp.  cherry 
Quercus rubra red oak 
Thuja occidentalis northern white cedar 
Tilia americana basswood  
Tsuga canadensis hemlock 
Ulmus americana American elm 

224 Herbaceous 
species 
25 Canopy and 
sub-canopy 
species 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide is a bit busy, but I just wanted to show what type of data we collected at all of the study sites.  This data is used in evaluating habitat and will be referenced for forest resource prescriptions so that we can enhance habitat parameters with our forest resource management. 
Results include:
224 Herbaceous species  34.4 Avg spp per site (+/-12.5 sd)  of these 28 species were non-native, two most common over 30 percent of the sites
Canopy Species (25 total) Avg 5.5 spp per site (+/- 2.2 sd) 
Sub Canopy Spp (25 total) Avg 4.1 spp per site (+/- 2.4 sd)
Subcanopy Species (25 total) Avg # spp per site




Management Plan 
Development 

Community 
Input 

Baseline Data 

Focus 
Groups 

Community Survey 

Committee 
Meetings 

Public Meetings 

Traditional Ecological  
Knowledge Group 

Scientific Advisory  
Group 

Wildlife Surveys 

Plant Survey 

Habitat Survey 

Mizise Bine
  

Migizi 

Pujaushkuhaun 

(Ruffed Grouse) 

(Turkey) 

(Woodcock) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We continue to interpret data from the surveys and will be considering the results while we develop a KBIC Wildlife Management plan scheduled to be complete in 2014.  It is basically a three part process in developing this plan including the collection and interpretation of baseline data, seeking input from the community, and seeking the review and guidance from two focus groups in 2014 to review drafts of the management plan as it is developed.  We hope to have an outline of the plan by the end of this September.
Again, we intend to create a plan that will be relevant for Seven generations; a plan that will help us to preserve resources for continuous use and enjoyment by the community for a hundred years or more.  The plan will be revisited and revised as necessary every 5 to 10 years.



Community Survey 
A) Use and reliance of various 

natural resources,  
B) Values and management 

options for specific wildlife 
species,  

C) Culture and Ojibwa-based 
values and opinions about 
KBIC Natural Resource 
Policies 

Waawaashkeshi 

Mishibizhii 

Ma’iingan 

Ojiig 

Ojiig Makade makwa 

Makade makwa 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We just finished crunching the basic results of a comprehensive wildlife and natural resources survey that was sent to 850 KBIC Members (18+ years of age)
We offered a drawing for $1200 worth of Appreciation Prizes ($1200)
265 Returned of the 850 for a 31% return 
There were 185 questions related to the three topics listed above which included species specific questions.  There is a copy of the survey on the website and some to look at on the table.  I will be providing public presentations to the community similar to this on the results.  So watch for that, I think you will find the results fun and interesting.

The cougar photo is of the collared cougar detected by a private landowner in Ontonagon a couple years ago.  It was in the newspaper and you may have read about it. They never confirmed the owner of the collar but suspect it came from the Dakotas.


(crossbow, a 0.22 caliber firearm, and a $100 gift certificate to Mitch’s Trading Post.  There will also be 2 gift certificates from Equus Borealis for a 1 hour foot massage and up to 12 Pines gift cards) 



Cougar 
Question 

% 
Disagree 

% 
Agree 

% 
No 

Opinion 

 I like the possibility that cougars 
live in the surrounding forests of 
the Upper Peninsula 

31.5 
(83) 

50 
(132) 

18.5 
(49) 

 I would be afraid to go into the 
forest if I knew a cougar was in the 
area 

36.4 
(96) 

49.2 
(130) 

14.4 
(38) 

I believe cougars are currently 
living and reproducing in the 
Upper Peninsula of Michigan  

1.5 
(4) 

81.8 
(216) 

16.3 
(43) 

 I have seen a cougar in my local 
area 

40.1 
(106) 

28.8 
(76) 

31.1 
(82) 

 I believe that cougars do not 
reside in the Upper Peninsula but 
only pass through on a rare 
occasion 

62.5 
(165) 

11.7 
(31) 

25.8 
(68) 

Mishibizhii South Dakota 

South Dakota 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We were hoping to detect a cougar on the cameras. Most likely cameras on deer trails would be the best way to target that species.  These some cougar specific questions we asked on the survey and most people (over 80%) believe that cougars live in the UP and are not just transients wandering through (12%).  I was fortunate enough to do some training in South Dakota in 2010 for cougar tracking and collaring, it was an awesome experience that was helpful in confirming my ability to recognize cougar sign and see what the logistics are for collaring these elusive animals with large home ranges.



Wolf Questions % 
Disagree 

%  
Agree 

% No 
Opinion 

Like knowing they 
live here 

22.0 
(58)* 

66.3 
(175) 

11.7 
(31) 

Relationship with 
Ojibwa 

9.8 
(26) 

66.3 
(175) 

23.9 
(63) 

Familiar with 
creation story 
 

7.2 
(19) 

77.3 
(204) 

15.5 
(41) 

Important role in 
ecosystem 

15.5 
(41) 

71.2 
(188) 

13.3 
(35) 

Negative impact 
WTD 

31.1 
(82) 

44.7 
(118) 

24.2 
(64) 

Sport hunt as 
game animal 

39.9 
(105) 

37.3 
(98) 

22.8 
(60) 

Kill  if human threat 
 

20.5 
(54) 

70.3 
(185) 

9.1 
(24) 

KBIC wolf  
sanctuary 

38.0 
(100) 

39.9 
(105) 

22.1 
(58) 

N=264 *(Number of respondents) 

Ma’iingan 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We also included wolf specific questions and it seems that the Tribal community is fairly split on issues of hunting and preservation.
53% community believes it is okay to kill wolves for either sport or safety
37% community surveyed okay to hunt like game animal for sport/management  (2009 hunter survey 43% felt this way)
70% okay to hunt if posing threat



Committees, Departments & 
Public Sharing 

• Results of Wildlife Survey 
• Results of Community Survey 
• Draft Wildlife Management 

Plan 
• NRD Website   
Http://nrd.kbic-nsn.gov 
• Newsletters 

Makade makwa 

Gidagaabizhiw 

Waabizheshi 

Wiisagazii-ma`iingan 

Waagoosh 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Want to be able to have useful information and cooperation with other departments (ie.  Collect medicinal plants, identify harvest areas to protect, cooperatively plan forest harvest prescriptions, preserve corridors from development etc.) Avoid contradictory ideas, blend plans together for mutual benefit.  So draft plan will be provided for review and I will be presenting the plan to various committees along the way (8 so far).
Tribal Council
Tribal Seniors
Cultural Committee
Natural Resources Committee
Parks and Recreation Committee
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
Forestry
Land Use/Realty
2 public invite meetings for wildlife monitoring results and 2 public meetings for community survey results
Captive audience, encourage participation and get more feedback on specific issues using Turning Point Software and Response remotes

http://nrd.kbic-nsn.gov/�


Focus Groups 

• MI Dept. Natural 
Resources 

• Great Lakes Indian Fish 
and Wildlife 
Commission 

• U.S. Forest Service 
• Turkey Federation  
• Other Tribes 

• KBIC Tribal Seniors 
• Tribal Council Member 
• Community Members 

Scientific Advisory Group 
Traditional Ecololgical 
Knowledge Group 

Gidagaabizhiw 

Akakojiish Makade makwa 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Three face to face meetings, review and provide comments and suggestions on the draft plan



Management Plan 
• Determine coyote 

population  
• Monitor moose population 
• Monitor wolf population 
• Evaluate overlap between 

pine marten and fisher 
• Monitor bats 
• Survey for wood turtles 
• Monitor game birds 
• Monitor Cougar sightings 
• Prescribed burn 
• Monitor wildlife health 
• Annual or Semi-Annual 

spring bird counts 

• Preserve and/or enhance 
winter deer habitat 

• Preserve and connect 
riparian corridors 

• Enhance turkey habitat 
•  Continue to enhance 

waterfowl habitat 
• Evaluate snow shoe hare 

population and habitat use 

All of 
this!? Makade makwa 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Options are endless; will depend on funding and partnerships
Like to work with other Departments (Forestry, Land Use, Fire Crew, Tribal Historic Preservation)
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Miigwech!! 

Waawaashkeshi 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thank you to all of our partners and of course those of you from the Natural Resources Department that have provided review, input and assistance throughout the inventory and planning process.  Special thanks to Erin Johnston for her dedication to the community survey, quarterly department newsletters, and for being instrumental in developing our department website – please be sure to check it out.  You can find wildlife as well as information from our numerous divisions of fisheries, native plants, water quality, air quality, brownfield contamination, and environmental quality.  

PLEASE SIGN the attendance sheet so that for my program management documentation for ANA, I have to reach goals for numbers of people contacted through meetings and visitors to the website!  Check out information provided as well on upcoming events and general information including a spring NRD newsletter.



Deer eating meat scraps 



Red squirrel stashing hot dogs 



Questions? 

http://nrd.kbic-nsn.gov 

pnankervis@kbic-nsn.gov; 906-524-5757 x19 

mailto:pnankervis@kbic-nsn.gov�
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