Beaver Task Force Meeting
Best Western Midway Hotel

Wausau, WI

12/14/2011
Task Force Members in Attendance: John Olson (WDNR - WM), Richard Clark (Wisconsin Trappers Association WTA), Todd Nass (WDNR), Jonathan Gilbert (GLIFWC), Robert Rolley (WDNR - Research), Brian Stemper (USFWS), Dave Swanson (WDNR – Law Enforcement), Sue Reneike (USFS), Bob Manwell (WDNR), Steve Avelallemant (WDNR – FM), Jason Suckow (USDA – WS), Lacey Hill (Bad River NRD), Bob Obma (Trout Unlimited), Brad Koele (WDNR – WM), Shawn Rossler (WDNR – WM), John Gillen (WDNR – Forestry Management), Kurt Waterstradt (USFWS), Jim Ruwaldt (WWA/WWA), Heather Stricker (Forest Co. Potawatomi), Bill Vander Zouwen (WDNR – WM), Debbie Beyer (UW Extension) – Pat Smith (County Forest), Dave MacFarland (WDNR – ISS), Matt Mitro (WDNR – ISS), Ed Harvey (Conservation Congress), Adrian Wydeven (WDNR – ER) and Meadow Kouffled (WDNR – ISS), Rick Stadelman (WI Towns Assoc.).

Deb Beyer gave a brief overview of the agenda, followed by introductions.  Deb reviewed all handouts and what materials members should have in front of them.  
Deb reviewed with the group a handout on developing beaver management problem statements and recommendations.  The goal is to synthesize information and issues brought up at the July meeting into problem statements.  Everyone on the task force will be required to pick one or two issue concepts to work on, pair-up, and turn blurbs into more meaningful issue or problem statement.  Will go into remainder of afternoon and evaluating which ones the group would like to put forward into the plan.  

Deb reviewed the ground rules generated at the July 2011 meeting – these were provided on the agenda, followed by a reminder of the charge.  Deb mentioned the web site and taskforce websites.  Group had no suggestions for additional rules.  Deb reviewed the meeting objectives.

Overview of Problem statement sheet – Deb Beyer
A problem is a situation we want to change, and problem statements are items or problems that we want to change.  Goal is to help team stay focused.  It would be impossible and inefficient to develop recommendations without this step.

Deb reviewed a few examples of what the group needs to consider.  Details can be found on separate handout – Problem statements and recommendations.
Main goal is to state the situation and the problem it is causing…no solutions to start with.

Deb took the items from the July meeting and coded them.  Only “issues” were presented at the front of the room (concerns and solutions were left off).  These are listed on a separate handout.  Deb then led the group through all categories and issues to resolve any concerns and clarify the items.
Review of new information gathered at public meetings and webinar – John Olson
We had 4 public informational meetings on beaver in La Crosse, Oshkosh, Rhinelander, and Hayward during the month of September.  Steve A., Matt M., Dave M., Debra B., Jason S., Shawn R. and John O attended the meetings.  News releases, radio, and various other outlets were used to announce the public meetings.  Attendance was relatively low with a total of 65 participants at all meetings.    

Most meetings went well- a few resembled focus sessions
.

Identifying new issues mentioned during public meetings – John O.
Policies and Regulations – 

1) Regional differences create challenges.

2) Competing interests detract from balanced program.

3) Warm waters and cold waters need to be managed differently

4) Delay of rule process results in major delays before action is possible.

5) Management plans are not flexible.

6) Rules restrict beaver harvest result in damage to other resources (Regional).

7) Lack of flexibility in shoreline policy impacts management.  Forestry BMPs for water quality (60 sq. feet basal area)

8) Annual, constant beaver control on trout streams happens too often.

9) Shorten fall season and keep spring season.

10) Web issue – possible long term decline in beaver trappers.   Could cause a bigger problem for coldwater systems in the future.

Sue R. – has seen a decrease in the frequency of calls to her office related to where beaver need to be trapped on National Forest lands.  

John O gave a brief summary of the Webinar – 42 registered, 21 participated, 21 never joined.

A total of 15 questions were asked during the webinar, not all were answered due to time and repeat questions.

50% were agency personnel.  10 people from the public who attended and asked questions.

Beaver Species Interactions 

1) Impact of wolves on beaver populations

2) Impact of disease and other factors on beaver populations

3) More beaver pond results in more loss of trout due to otter predation.

Beaver habitat relationships

1) Beaver are not acknowledge for benefit to trout up to 2 years

Research and Monitoring
1) Aerial maps not accurate and frustrating for trappers.

2) Long term climate change drought

Richard Clark – Peshtigo provides maps, but gets same complaints…majority of colonies are dead.  No beaver there, period.

Education, communication, and outreach

1) Need to have additional harvest of beaver on big river, but concern from water fowlers and chance of capture with dogs.

2) Mississippi river communication to duck hunters.  Brian – user groups rather than duck hunters.  Right now – seems this is an issue specific to Mississippi, but could also occur on the Namekagon and St. Croix. River systems.  A trapping issue, not necessarily a beaver trapping issue.

3) Beaver may alter the environment, not destroy it.

4) Encourage trappers to contact land managers.

5) Loss of beaver wetlands upsets natural balance.

Break at 10:48AM
2011 Beaver Helicopter Survey - Dave MacFarland and Robert Rolley
2011 was a beaver survey year (every 3 years).  85 survey blocks, at ~4-5 sq. miles each, are flown and researchers search for beaver colonies.  One thing to keep in mind related to these surveys is the cost issue.  Three bids (Florida, Louisiana, Local) Bids were quite different.  Out of state bids were 2-3 times higher than local bidder (Don).  If we lose Don, this survey could cost double or triple in future years.  This year’s survey took 10 days, and is conducted only in northern part of the state.  We flew zone A during Oct 20th -25th, and Zone B October 26th through the 29th – Surveyors included Eric, Dave Mac Farland, Michele Woodford, Meadow Kouffeld, Adam Clifford, John Olson, Pat Beringer, and Shawn Rossler.
Flights are conducted during critical period of leaf off and no snow.  Hit well this year.  Survey was successful from a field standpoint.  Blocks are static- same flown every year…removes sample variation.  Sampling block locations are not released to the public.

Robert – saw slightly more beaver colonies this year than 3 years ago across northern WI.  Sampling around 2% of land area with these surveys.  Expanding observation to entire Wisconsin land area.  Research estimated just under 10,000 colonies this year.  In 2008 it was 8,000.  Confidence intervals were plus or minus 2,000.  Still seeing a decline from levels in the mid 90s.  Zone A – 5,600 colonies; Zone B – 4,300 colonies.  Still seeing declines of 40-45% from mid-90s.

Jason – is this an issue, since the beaver mgmt plan called for this decline?

John – yes

Jason – first survey conducted in 1992.  If you look at 98 to present, the line would almost be flat.  

Robert – decline more in early years than later years.  We can only fly every 3 years.  If you change different parts of the picture it will vary.

Steve – statistically significant decline from 90s to present.

Robert – seeing a rate of decline of 2% per year and 3% per year in zones A and B respectively.

Adrian – population almost cut in half by 1992.  1985 was a different level of surveying.  

John – Mandatory registration in 1985 – expert opinion figure.  Beaver everywhere in the 80s.  Noticeable difference of beaver on the landscape…more in the 80s than 90s.
Robert – methods are different.  Don’t want to use to quantify population.

Dave – in 92 and 95 was the development of the survey.  Sample size was different.  98-2011 methods were identical.  

John – this was due to zone changes?

Robert – predates his time on the committee.

Dave – some change in methodology.  

Adrian – looking at population decline in the 90s from the 80s.
Dave – detect at 20% change over a 2 year period.

Other issue- we only count beaver in 1/3 of the state.

Robert – populations from north are extrapolated to the rest of the state.

Jon G – the effort that has gone into estimating is over a large area.  Management issues are more site or stream specific.  Estimation over entire areas does not give us any indication of how management locally is influence problems.  Wildlife survey is not intended to measure success from a fisheries perspective.

Dave - Managing at different scales.

Steve – will get to difference of scale.  Can expand scale at where we are working right now.

Jon G – need to bring this scale into perspective as we move forward.

Sue – annual fall flights from 97 on.  You see base level is down from 95, seems to follow drought and numbers go up.  APHIS flies fixed wing aircraft and look for sign of active colonies.

John Gillien – Inferred size of a colony?  And that has been used since onset of survey.  This year, more water, do we really know if new colonies are 5.5 or is it moving beaver (i.e. 1-2 beaver).  Do we truly know the population of individual beaver?
John O – colonies this time around were much smaller.  Pairs of beaver.  Anecdotal.

Robert – would this committee benefit from survey information that the Forest Service collects?  

Sue – working with Chris Ribick (sp.?)

Robert – thinks he’s a good resource, and we need to bridge the gap on site specific information of value to fisheries and wildlife services programs.

Sue - Chris is trying to look to see if we can do anything with data…still pulling data.  Not going to be a population estimate.  Trends of colonies across the forest.
Richard – are tracks that you flew over national forest or are they different land ownership?
Dave – DNR survey does not take into account ownership.

Deb – any issues that need to be addressed in the plan?

Dave – how much information does this committee need on the southern portion of the state?  Is this something we should consider?

Robert – at last meeting we did present trapper opinion information.  This doesn’t include a systematic design.

Brian – Brenda Kelly more interest in gathering survey data from the Miss River.  Will be working with Brenda at sometime next year.  USFWS relies on bordering States for furbearer data to justify beaver trapping.  If we can help would be open for discussion.

John – from a wildlife management perspective, we need info from southern zones.  Need to develop something for the southern part of the state.

Todd – in southern part of the state, there’s a lower tolerance for beaver.  When beaver are established, they are targeted almost immediately.

Jason – with trapper decline, with less reporting, is this going to have an impact.

Robert – will look into this.

Todd – sent an email to everyone in wildlife, had excellent response and put together a map with comments.  Comments came in from wildlife managers, water managers, and fisheries managers.

Summary – wildlife managers are concerned they have a relatively low involvement with beaver when compared to fisheries.  Recognize.  

Water resource person – can go through intranet to view GIS data viewer and get all kinds of information from many watershed in the state.  This may be useful for determining what waters to manage. 
Jerry Knuth - Does information tell what dams are taken out and where in a given year?
Robert – beneficial to the rest of us if this could be written up and shared with the task force.
Update on beaver control effort of WDNR fisheries program - Steve A.
Still waiting on summary from Western Region on what DNR fisheries teams take for non-target and beaver control.  

Once comment on class 3 streams.  Already summarized for APHIS program, roughly 3 percent.  It’s relatively low, but it’s done.

Steve asked fisheries managers to summarize work done outside of APHIS waters.  Langlade is the highest.  What percentage of trout stream mileage is in and out.  Average of 20% of trout waters under management in a given county.

Antigo has 24 years well documented.  Similar to APHIS.  Average is 36 beaver per year.  
Jon G – any indicator of effort?
Steve – can get the cost, but trap nights maybe difficult.

Jon G – looking at numbers captured, would be much better if we had both.

Steve – on per effort basis, should be a decline over time.  What does it cost us to do this work?  Average non-target 3 otter, few muskrats, 1 snapping turtle, and a few raccoon.
Northeast region – reporting from them for the last 5 years.  26 per year over the last 5 years.  Hasn’t taken an otter in the last 5 years, but did take them out of other areas on intentionally.

Southeast – reported out for 2010 – 3-4 per year.  Still waiting on the central-Western region data.

Under 100 beaver on an annual basis, but what is the site specific issue.  Would be low when comparing to overall stream miles.

If efficiencies are similar, don’t expect rates to be that much different.

Dave – were getting good data from fisheries and APHIS, is there anyone else we should be getting numbers from?  Are there other informational gaps?
Jason – survey for nuisance beaver?  

Richard – trout unlimited figures?

Dave – any trout unlimited funds going to others?

Cliff helps out on a few dozen streams, outside of the trapping season.

Richard – in Marinette and Oconto counties, TU hires outside of government agency.  Looking for more information.
Dave - What authority is a private entity to trap outside of the normal trapping season.

Need permission to trap nuisance beaver.  Stream specific and the timeframe.  Much more targeted.  

Steve – can get at data, probably not a significant figure.  

Deb – getting into solutions.  Deb wrapped up discussions and moved into a summary of the online survey.

Question 1 – 161 respondents, but not everyone finished the survey – some questions had less.

80% as trout anglers, 45% as interested citizens, 32% landowners, 11% trappers.

Specific questions and responses were reviewed by the task force.
Robert – Is this information helpful from a society as a whole.  Under represented on those people who do not fish or trap.

Jim R – how are you providing this to other groups?  
John O. - Everyone in task force has been challenged to get information out.

Richard – made suggestion to contact Agricultural groups  
Deb finished reviewing the survey results.
Todd – we want to get other involved, weighted heavy towards trappers and trout fisherman.  Some folks might not complete because it doesn’t have their

Break for lunch
Deb asked the task force to break into pairs to develop problem statements for all beaver management issues.  Group reconvened and presented problems statements to entire task force for review.  Led by Deb, the task force made suggestions to the statements and decisions on what to include/omit.
Group reviewed all issues items one at a time.  Discussion items below.
Ed – concern over language conflict within different WDNR management plans.  

Steve – in regard to the last beaver plan, once we agreed to a plan it did bind all programs to follow the plan.  

John – if we see this as a possible problem, then we need to include in the plan.  The old plan discusses riparian management.

Sue – BMPs are flexible, would have problem to make recommendation to change BMP documents.  If your creative you can protect water quality and aspen management.

John – acknowledge that BMPs exist and there is flexibility built within the documents.

John Gillien – highlight BMPs in beaver mgmt plan, public perception – RMZ zone can be expanded.  Based on the particular location, this management is being done to limit aspen or promote aspen.  

Group decides to leave up.

John – beaver trapper questionnaire has shown a decrease in beaver trappers statewide.  
Jason – what does that equate to as a percentage?

Ed – lets keep it up for now.

Lacey – identify reoccurring issues and trap beaver in the winter.  

Ed – is the question having enough trappers in the area or is it recruiting future beaver trappers?  Both!

John – concern of available beaver trappers to resolve beaver complaints in off season.  If we continue to lose trappers, may decrease our ability to manage the statewide beaver population.

Jason – concern regarding the changing land use patterns that is taking place.  When we’ve gone from 1-2 landowners to many smaller landowners, the tolerance for beaver has decreased.  Some landowners may want beaver while those up stream may not.  

John Gillien – so many people don’t have the connection to the land.  Now people are losing the connection.  Smaller tracts with smaller pieces of land.

Dave- smaller the parcel, the more acute the problem.  
Bob – what’s the landscape going to look like in another 10 years?  

John – policy or reporting issue.

Ed – level of complaints were high when otter first moved into southern WI, but beaver might not receive the same welcoming.

Bob – get an understanding of beaver removal and also and educational component…letting folks know what comes along with it.

Robert – expect problems, and give landowners ways to deal with the problems.

Deb redirected the task force and asked that they provided solutions, on sticky notes, to the various problem statements throughout the room.  Group spent 45 minutes reviewing statements and generating solutions.

Task force reconvenned around the table.  

Bill Vander Zouwen – next step, we need to get more ideas beyond what was mentioned in the time allotted today.  We will make all of this available on the base camp site, and invite everyone to contribute recommendation to address each problem.  Next big step, identifying - What is the goal we are trying to meet?
What are our goals that we need to accomplish.  On base camp, we’ll ask what are guiding goals that we will evaluate all of the recommendations for the plan.  Populations goals, manage for more or less habitat, private landowner issues, etc..  Under specifics will get into the details.  

Get work done before next meeting, keep ideas flowing, and what will stay and be removed from the plan.  Having everything written down will get us further during the next meeting.  

Looking at a meeting sometime in February, and give other folks time to fill out the online survey.  Group agreed to have the survey available through the end of January.  

Send government delivery, conservation congress, FACEBOOK.

Jon G – Voigt task force is aware that this process is happening.  Would be good for DNR representative to visit the tribes (January or Feb).  Let them know this is where we are at and this is where was are going.  First Thursday in February will be the meeting date.

Starter document for listing goals.  
Robert – typically our management plans have some to a lot of background information on how we got to this point of time.  Is there a plan on drafting background chapters?  

John O – has list of six authors sitting at the table.  

Robert – workload issues, conflicting demands.  

Deb – closing survey at the end of January.  Task Force agrees this is enough time.  

February meeting date – February 15th as a tentative date for the meeting, same location.

John – develop outline for the entire plan before next meeting.

Deb ended the meeting at 4:01PM
