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Washoe County Advisory Board to Manage Wildlife
MEMBERS
Rex Flowers, Chair
John Reed, Vice-chair
Daryl Harwell, Secretary
Glen Copeland
Rick Smith

MINUTES
Monday ~ November 28, 2011 ~ 6:30 p.m.
Nevada Department of Wildlife
Conference Room B
1100 Valley Road, Reno, Nevada

1.	PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  (Non-action item)

Chair Flowers led the Pledge of Allegiance.

2.	CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL (Non-action item)

Chair Flowers called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  A quorum was established.

PRESENT: 	Glen Copeland, Rex Flowers, Daryl Harwell, John Reed and Rick Smith.
ABSENT:	None.

Commissioner Jack Robb was also present.

Chair Flowers noted that a binder of support materials was available for public viewing.  

3.	PUBLIC COMMENTS (Non-action item) 

There were no public comments.

4.	APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 15, 2011, MINUTES (For possible action)

It was suggested that the board discussion of the Black Bear Hunt be revised to read “Members Reed and Smith then outlined the number of Bear Hunts in surrounding states as well as the eight (8) California Counties that border the state which have harvested more than 1,000 Bears over a six (6) year period.”  

“Member Reed emphasized that the biggest threat to Black Bears and other wildlife is human encroachment upon their natural habitat.  The Black Bear hunt in the State of Nevada with its quota of not more than twenty (20) animals is about 6/10ths of 1-percent of the 3,323 bears that were harvested in states bordering Nevada in 2010.” 

It was moved by Member Harwell, seconded by Member Smith, to approve the September 15, 2011, minutes, as amended.  The motion carried unanimously. 

5.	BOARD MEMBER MEETING ASSIGNMENT (Non-action item) – A discussion and selection of member(s) to attend the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners meetings on: 1) December 2 and 3, 2011, in Reno, Nevada; and 2) February 3 and 4, 2011, in Las Vegas, Nevada.

Member Reed will attend the December 2 and 3, 2011, meetings in Reno (Nevada).

Chair Flowers will attend the February 3 and 4, 2012, meetings in Las Vegas (Nevada).  

6.	COMMITTEE, MEMBER AND LIAISON UPDATES (Non-action items) 
6-1). Correspondence (including sportsmen’s concerns) and Announcements – Chair Flowers noted that a news release (copy on file) from the BLM (Bureau of Land Management) seeking a sportsman’s representative to serve on the Modoc-Washoe Experimental Stewardship Steering Committee.  Chair Flowers commented that he had also received information on the Heritage Project Proposal requests (copy on file).  Additional information can be found on the NDOW (Nevada Department of Wildlife) website www.ndow.org. 

6-2). Overview of the September 23 and 24, 2011, meetings of the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners – Chair Flowers noted that the Commission (Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners) had authorized the permanent Bear Hunt and formed a subcommittee to address the trapping issue, which will be heard later in tonight’s (November 28, 2011) meeting.  

6-3). Update and status report on the Washoe County Predator Control Project Unit 015 and the Wildlife Damage Management Subcommittee – There was no report available.
 
6-4) Update on Sage Grouse – There was no report available. 

7.	RUBY PIPELINE MITIGATION PROJECT PROPOSALS (Non-action item) – An informational update on potential Ruby Pipeline Mitigation Project proposals.  

Chair Flowers noted that he discussed the matter with Mark Freese and that a Sage Grouse study in riparian areas had been submitted.  Additionally the riparian projects discussed at the August 3, 2011, meeting have been constructed and a Pygmy Rabbit project has been approved as well.  

8.	SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER AUTHORITY GROUNDWATER POSITION LETTER (For possible action) –  A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify a position relative to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s (SNWA) applications to extract and export groundwater from various valleys in White Pine and Lincoln counties, and may approve sending a letter to the Nevada State Engineer which must be delivered stating the Commission’s position no later than December 2, 2011.

Chair Flowers opened the agenda item noting correspondence from Cathy Smith, which included information from the Center for Biological Diversity in opposition to the proposal had been received (copy on file).  Chair Flowers opened the meeting to public comment.

Don Molde noted that he had been unable to attend a recent meeting on the matter at which time Southern Nevada had argued that Southern Nevada is entitled to the water as they are the economic engine for the state.  Mr. Molde noted that while the project would not occur within the near term he believes the State Water Engineer should reject the proposal as it will have far reaching and disastrous effects on rural Nevada. 

Hearing no further public comments Chair Flowers as for board discussion or a motion. 

Member Reed noted that, in his opinion, the project should be rejected and that golf courses and casino water use should be considered for curtailment in Southern Nevada before agriculture is shut-down.  

Member Smith commented that, in his opinion, the proposed letter hits on all the high points and that he favors approval of the correspondence by the Commission (Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners) at their upcoming meeting. 

It was moved by Member Reed, seconded by Member Smith, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve the letter to the State Water Commission as written.  The motion carried unanimously. 
  
9.	SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER AUTHORITY RESOLUTION (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify a position statement or resolution relative to Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) drafted by the Great Basin Water Network.

Chair Flowers opened the agenda item and asked for public comment.  

Don Molde disclosed that he is a member of the broad based Great Basin Coalition that includes local activists, ranchers, Native Americans and other and asked that the board support their position.  

Hearing no further public comment Chair Flowers closed the public comment and asked for board discussion or a motion.  

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Harwell, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve the statement as submitted by the Great Basin Water Network.  The motion carried unanimously. 

10.	SHELDON NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION PLAN (CCP) POSITION LETTER (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify a letter Commissioner Drew sent on behalf of the Commission supporting the Nevada Department of Wildlife's comments on the Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge CCP as presented to the Commission which included additional comments on wild horse management and management of predators on the refuge.  

Chair Flowers opened the agenda item and drew attention to the November 8, 2011, letter to John Kasbohm (copy on file) on the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP).  

Daryl Capurro noted that over the past 55-years he has seen a number of changes, including the elimination of livestock on the Sheldon about 20-years ago.  Mr. Capurro noted his concern about what appears to be an intent to further limit access thus reducing opportunities for public use of the wildlife refuge.  Mr. Capurro noted that the removal of all wild horses over a five (5) year timeline will most likely generate significant opposition even though wild horses have caused significant damage to riparian and other habitat.  Other concerns include the potential loss of campsites.  Mr. Capurro suggested increased access be encouraged where it can be proven that there will be no damage or other detrimental effects on habitant.  

Joel Blakeslee, speaking on behalf of the Coalition, noted that a position paper had been developed on the matter and pointed out that nearly 85-percent of the Sheldon’s budget is used on wild horse issues.  Mr. Blakeslee noted that wildlife on the Sheldon is to be managed by NDOW (Nevada Department of Wildlife) in a manner consistent with other management practices in the State.  

Bob Brunner expressed his support for the proposed letter and noted that there have been wildfires annually over the past 30-years.  Therefore, if areas of the refuge must be closed or have limited access, gates should be installed so that fire suppression crews and equipment can gain access as needed.  Mr. Brunner pointed out a 1934 Executive Order that mandates that the wildlife refuge management work with states to manage wildlife and predators.  Additionally, sections of NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) state that the Commission (Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners) is in charge of wildlife management.  

Don Molde commented that the state expends +$4-million on predator control statewide with little to no results.  Mr. Molde noted that Pronghorn populations have increased from their former levels to +27,000 animals.  

Mel Belding suggested that the letter include the ongoing maintenance and development of water development in the Sheldon.  Mr. Belding recalled that in 1982 there had been sufficient pronghorn on the Sheldon to warrant four (4) seas.

Hearing no additional public comments, Chair Flowers closed the public hearing and asked for board discussion or a motion.  

Responding to Member Reed’s inquiry about whether there had been a group discussion on the matter, Commissioner Jack Robb explained that there would be discussion at the upcoming (Commission) meeting.  

Member Reed commented that, in his opinion, it appears that only new campground development would be developed outside the riparian areas leaving existing campgrounds in place.

Member Copeland commented that the intent of the item is to develop additional bullet points for the Commission’s consideration and include reference to the 1930’s Executive Order as well as pertinent portions of NRS as it pertains to wildlife management.  

Member Smith suggested that predator control issues be clearly defined and addressed so that projects are managed consistently statewide.  

Member Harwell noted the need to have strong language as it pertains to state’s rights and management of resident populations of the State’s wildlife

Chair Flowers noted the citation to be included in the correspondence: the 1930’s Executive Order 7522; 1997 Federal Refuge Improvement Act; and NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) 501.100.
 
Joel Blakeslee pointed out that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service maintains jurisdiction of migratory water fowl and birds.  

There was additional discussion about the potential relocation or closure of existing campgrounds such as Fish Springs or Catnip.  As the discussion continued, it was noted that some campgrounds had been relocated to meadow areas away from riparian habitat.  Therefore, it appears that there needs to be some clarification of the intent on relocation and development of campgrounds and other public access.  Other discussion noted the need to emphasize that resident wildlife and predators are the State of Nevada’s responsibility leaving only migratory waterfowl and birds for USFWA management.  Other discussion points should include the maintenance and development of water features (guzzlers) beneficial to wildlife.  It was pointed out that the federal government would choose the location of various public access points and facilities such as camp grounds.

It was moved by Member Reed, seconded by Member Harwell, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve the Nevada Department of Wildlife comments on the Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge CCP (Comprehensive Conservation Plan) with the following modifications: 1) include citations: (a) 1931 Executive (Presidential) order 7552; (b) the 1997 Federal Refuge Improvement Act; and (c) NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) 501.100; 2) clarification and definition of removal/relocation and/or development of new public facilities including, but not limited to campgrounds; and 3) language that oversight and management of artificial water development on the Sheldon by the Nevada Department of Wildlife.  The motion carried unanimously. 

The meeting recessed at 7:24 p.m. and reconvened at 7:32 p.m.

11.	SOLAR DEVELOPMENT ROADMAP FOR PUBLIC LANDS (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify: 1) a Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) report identifying the areas proposed for solar development in the State of Nevada and the wildlife issues associated with those proposed areas; and 2) a response letter in support of NDOW’s comments and or assist in the process.

Chair Flowers opened the agenda item and noted that there was no support material.  

Hearing no public comment Chair Flowers asked for board discussion or motion.

 It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Copeland, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners table this particular agenda item pending receipt of support materials.  The motion carried unanimously. 

12.	COMMISSION GENERAL REGULATION NUMBER 390 LCB (Legislative Counsel Bureau) FILE NO. R102-10 - Inland Navigation Rules (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify amendments to recommend changes relating to watercraft; applies any federal law or regulation applicable to navigable waters within this State to all other waters within this State. 

Chair Flowers outlined the proposed modifications.  

During the discussion it was explained that regulation would apply only to navigable waters fully within the boundaries of the State (Nevada) by apply applicable federal regulations.  Other discussion noted some concern about the multiple layers of regulations.  As the discussion continued, it was questioned as to why this particular modification is being sought.

Chair Flowers opened public comment.

Bob Brunner commented that a legal description of navigable water needed to be defined to address potential trespass issues where water is located or passes through privately owned property.  

Joel Blakeslee noted that, in his opinion, there was insufficient information to make a recommendation.  

Chair Flowers closed public comment. 

Member Harwell noted that he had done some research on the matter and noted that in some cases there are regulations on the type and size of watercraft that can and cannot be used.  Therefore, he believes that additional information is needed before making any recommendation.  

It was moved by Member Reed, seconded by Member Harwell, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioner table this agenda item pending clarification of the underlying reasons for making this type of change.  The motion carried unanimously. 

13.	COMMISSION GENERAL REGULATION NUMBER 398 LCB (Legislative Counsel Bureau) FILE NO. R025-11 - Interstate Boundary Water License (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify a regulation relating to wildlife and the implementation of a new nonresident annual fishing license pursuant to Assembly Bill 19 for use solely in the reciprocal waters of the Colorado River, Lake Mead, Lake Mohave, Lake Tahoe and Topaz Lake. This regulation adds clarification language needed to implement this new license.  

Matt Maples – NDOW (Nevada Department of Wildlife), commented that this particular regulation would apply only to the bodies of water listed above and are shared with surrounding states.  Responding to Member Smith’s inquiry about whether the license would allow fishing from the shoreline of the adjacent state, Mr. Maples explained the regulation only covered fishing while on the specific body of water as the State of Nevada cannot regulate the shoreline of bordering states.  

During the discussion it was pointed out that the proposed non-resident inter-boundary fishing license is intended to recapture funds lost to bordering staffs which have similar license already at a cost lower than that charged in the State of Nevada.  It was noted that the non-resident annual fishing license would be limited to a specific body of water not all shared waters.  It is hoped that this type of license will encourage both resident and non-residents wishing to fish in these specific waters to apply for the new license.  It was emphasized that fishing from the shoreline of a neighboring state would require a separate fishing license.  

Commissioner Jack Robb recalled that the matter had been brought to the Commission (Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners) some five (5) years ago as the State of Arizona had a similar license that sold for far less than the current fishing license in Nevada.  This is an attempt to recapture those lost revenues.

There was additional discussion about whether this particular fishing license would enable someone to fish form the shoreline or if the fishing must be done on or in the water of the specific body of water.  

Russell Woolstenhulme – NDOW, explained the State of Nevada cannot write legislation or issue licenses for bordering states.  Thus the new license will require that fishing be done on the specific body of water. 

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Copeland, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve Commission General Regulation Number 398 LCB (Legislative Counsel Bureau) File No. R025-11 - Interstate Boundary Water License with a clarification on whether the license is valid for shoreline (land based) and on the water fishing.

There was some discussion about the need to clarify whether the license is limited to on the water fishing or allows shoreline fishing regardless of jurisdiction.  It was noted that the existing fishing regulations already cover those types of issues.  

Chair Flowers suggested that the motion be amended to remove the clarification of shoreline and on the water fishing.

Member Smith amended the motion by removing the clarification on whether the license is valid for shoreline (land based) and on the water fishing.  Member Harwell amended the second.  The motion carried unanimously. 

14.	COMMISSION GENERAL REGULATION NUMBER 400 LCB (Legislative Counsel Bureau) FILE NO. R054-11 Commercial Crayfish/Filleting of Fish/Restrictions Import/Transport (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify regulation relating to wildlife; authorizing the commercial taking of Crayfish without the imposition of demerit points under certain circumstances; authorizing the importation, transportation or possession of a certain species of Shad; prohibiting the importation, transportation or possession of a certain species of Eel; authorizing a person to obtain a permit to take Crayfish commercially from the waters of Lake Tahoe under certain circumstances; and authorizing the filleting of fish before transport under certain circumstances. 

Chair Flowers opened the agenda item noting that there are more items listed than original discussed when the petition was first filed.  Chair Flowers opened public comment. 

Don Molde questioned where trapping of Crayfish can occur and what permissions are required such as trapping on a privately held conservation district. 

Chair Flowers noted that if trapping were to occur on private property or requires crossing private property then the property owner must provide permission to trap or cross the privately owned property. 

Matt Maples – NDOW (Nevada Department of Wildlife), explained that the trapping of Crayfish is another form of angling and is covered in existing regulations.

During the discussion it was pointed out that if the property owner, in the example provided, does not wish to allow public access then the property owner must post a notice to that effect.

Mr. Maples then explained that this is the first step in setting regulations to govern the trapping of Crayfish.  Thus far the matter has been through a public process at Lake Tahoe.  Future processes will develop the regulations, which will be similar to that used at Lahontan for Black Fish harvesting.  Additionally the impact to Lake Tahoe, other fishermen and other aspect of commercial taking of Crayfish will also be reviewed.  Mr. Maples noted that the State of California had not yet issued an opinion on the matter and may be waiting to look at the regulations and guidelines developed for the State of Nevada before moving forward with regulations of their own.  Mr. Maples then explained that the carcass of the fish being filleted must be kept for purposes of bag limits and size/length.  

It was moved by Member Copeland, seconded by Member Smith, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve Commission General Regulation Number 400 LCB (Legislative Counsel Bureau) File No. R054-11 Commercial Crayfish/Filleting of Fish/Restrictions Import/Transport, as written.  The motion carried: Members Copeland, Reed Smith and Chair Flowers assenting; and Member Harwell dissenting. 

15.	COMMISSION GENERAL REGULATION NUMBER 401 LCB FILE NO. R056-11 - Classification Reptiles/Furbearing/Game Bird (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify a regulation declassifying the Red Fox as a furbearing mammal; classifying the Eurasian Collared Dove as an upland game bird; classifying the Rosy Boa as a protected reptile; providing for the possession, transportation, and importation and exportation of certain wolves without a permit or license issued by the Department of Wildlife. 

Chair Flowers provided an overview of the agenda item and drew attention to correspondence received from Billy Howard and Jessie with an article on protecting the Red Fox.  

Russell Woolstenhulme – NDOW (Nevada Department of Wildlife), provided an overview of the DNA analysis of Red Fox and other sub-species explaining that the Eastern Red Fox had been used in fur farming over the past 100-years.  Mr. Woolstenhulme noted that there was one (1) confirmed sighting in the Tahoe Basin in 1934.  Doctor Ben Saks – University of California – Davis, has researched the Sierra Red Fox.  According to his research there are a small number of Sierra Red Fox in the State of Nevada.  His research over the past several years indicates that the Sierra Red Fox is closely related to the Rocky Mountain sub-species of Red Fox.  Mr. Woolstenhulme noted that the species Sierra Red Fox tends to live in alpine forest.  Mr. Woolstenhulme noted that the harvest in the State of Nevada was about ten (10) per year and that there is a potential for interbreeding among the sub-species.  Mr. Woolstenhulme noted that the Red Fox is a predator of ground nesting species and has nearly decimated the Sage Grouse populations in Strawberry Valley Utah where a long term project has been undertaken to reintroduce the Sage Grouse.  Based on information received from biologists and Wildlife Services there has been +25 sighting in the past six (6) months.  It appears that the bulk of the Red Fox population is in White Pine County.  The declassification of the species is intended to reduce the numbers and potential population expansion across the State.  

Mr. Woolstenhulme then noted that the Collared Dove is classified similar to Pigeon and Starlings as an unwanted species.  However, the regulations require that only a plugged shotgun be used when hunting the species.  The regulation could be altered to allow a year round hunt with a plugged shotgun.

Caron Tayloe noted that she had served on the Washoe County Animal Control Board and was an SPCA (Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals) foster parent.  Of particular concern to Ms. Tayloe is why the Red Fox should be declassified if it not been a problem, although she understands the need to be proactive in prevention.  Ms. Tayloe explained that the Rosy Boa is one of her favorites and would like to see the species protected.  Ms. Tayloe then noted her issues with the importation of wolves for a “canned hunt” and noted her respect for the animal.  

Joel Blakeslee provided some anecdotal information on the Red Fox noting that one trapper caught about 140 of the animals in one small valley.  Additionally, another acquaintance has trapped ten (10) in Elko County and that the Red Fox is migrating to areas that have Sage Grouse populations.  

Daryl Capurro outlined his concern with the last two (2) sentences about possession and importation of wolves.  Mr. Capurro commented that there is a potential for one or more of the wolves to escape. 

Don Molde noted that the Red Fox proposal appeared to be based on relatively few sighting, which he believes makes the decision making process appeared flawed.  Mr. Molde suggested that the matter be tabled pending the receipt of better data.  

Tina Nappe submitted an article from High Country News (copy on file).

Member Reed noted that he has never seen a Rosy Boa only the Western Diamond Back and Bull Snake.  Member Reed then explained that he did not understand the need to declassify the Red Fox based on the information provided and that he opposed any action that would introduce wolves into the State of Nevada as they are known to decimate wildlife populations.  

Member Copeland concurred with the Red Fox proposal to declassify in support of the Sage Grouse populations that could be harmed by an expansion of the Red Fox populations.  Additionally, Member Copeland is opposed to the introduction of wolves into the state.  

Chair Flowers read a portion of the document pertaining to wolves noting that breeding of the animals would enter into a different realm.  

During the discussion it was noted that counties typically have regulations dealing with breeding, kennel sizes and the like.  

Member Harwell expressed support for the declassification of the Red Fox noting that it would allow a year round season if needed.  Member Harwell noted that the Collared Dove is a migratory bird and that he would not support changing the designation to upland game.  However, the regulations could be modified to limit the harvest by requiring the use of a plugged shotgun as required in federal regulations.  Although he can support the proposal made for wolves, Member Harwell suggests that each segment of the agenda item be handled separately.
 
Member Smith concurred that separate actions should be taken.  Member Smith noted that the Red Fox is similar to Coyotes in the way they act and hunt.  Therefore, he can support the declassification to limit future impacts.  Member Smith commented that he does not believe that wolves would be brought into the state for “canned hunts” and that he is opposed to any release from requiring a wolf permit.

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Copeland, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve the declassification of Red Fox as a fur bearing mammal.  The motion carried: Member Copeland, Smith and Chair Flowers assenting; and Members Harwell and Reed dissenting.

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Harwell, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioner deny the classification of Eurasian Collared Dove as an upland game bird.  The motion carried unanimously. 

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Copeland to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve the classification of the Rosy Boa as a protected reptile.  The motion carried unanimously.

 It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Reed, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners deny the request to provide for the possession, transportation and importation and exportation of certain wolves without a permit or license issued by the Nevada Department of Wildlife.  The motion carried unanimously. 

The meeting recessed at 8:58 p.m. and reconvened at 9:06 p.m.

16.	TRAPPING REGULATION COMMITTEE REPORT (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify recommendations taken during two (2) Trapping Regulation Committee meetings held on November 7, 2011, in Las Vegas, Nevada and November 9, 2011, in Reno, Nevada, to obtain public comment on a draft regulation governing the trapping of furbearing mammals in residential areas of a county whose population is 100,000 or more per the 2011 Legislative Session requiring the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners to adopt regulations by December 31, 2012. Based on the report of the Trapping Regulation Committee, the Commission shall consider revisions and additions to a draft regulation. 

Chair Flowers opened the agenda item and noted letters from Billy Howard; Jesse Hadley; and Cathy Smith in support of the regulation (copies on file).

Chair Flowers opened the meeting to public comment.
 
Trish Swain – Trailsafe, drew attention to previously submitted and distributed documents (copies on file).  Ms. Swain explained that she did not believe the legislature had not had any objection to the Commission (Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners) developing appropriate trapping regulations, including the mandatory identifications of traps.  Ms. Swain noted that it is Trailsafe’s position that trapping in congested areas should be limited to those holding a valid trapping permit, commercial pest control and certain government agencies.  Ms. Swain noted that commercial organizations use traps appropriate to the animal being sought and carry liability insurance.  The need to inspect traps every twenty four (24) hours would apply only in congested areas.  

During a brief discussion it was pointed out that this is the draft recommendations resulting from two (2) public meetings (one each in Reno and Las Vegas, Nevada) and the Subcommittee.  The intent is to provide a starting point to develop a regulation that can be added to or modified.  It was pointed out that Ms. Swain had contacted Joel Blakeslee of the Trappers Association and that she is willing to meet with Mr. Blakeslee again.  It was suggested that perhaps her next meeting with Mr. Blakeslee should be facilitated as it was originally by former board member Tom Wilson.  

Responding to Chair Flowers’ inquiry about why the two meetings had been conducted in an open public forum, Commissioner Jack Robb explained that the two meeting were conducted in a round table discussion in the public forum to avoid any issues with Nevada’s Open Meeting Law (OML).  Mr. Robb stated that commented were not limited to three (3) minutes as is typically done in a public meeting.  

Chair Flowers concurred with Member Copeland’s comment that Ms. Swain and Mr. Blakeslee could meet privately to develop ways to resolve any outstanding issues.  

Commissioner Robb stated that he would welcome having the parties develop a proposal for consideration.

Joel Blakeslee - Nevada Trappers Association, noted that he had defended trapping in seven (7) legislative sessions and that the proposal being considered is nearly identical to what was proposed a year ago.  Mr. Blakeslee noted his concern about how compromise positions typically only take something away from trappers but not the other side.  Mr. Blakeslee suggested that the board view this as an informational update as there will be additional meetings in both Reno and Las Vegas (Nevada, before it comes back to the Subcommittee.  Mr. Blakeslee commented that he would discuss visitation and identification issues off line with interested parties.  Mr. Blakeslee noted that NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) defines residence and that the intent is to provide a clear and concise definition of a residence so that wilderness cabins and abandoned structures are not included.  The intent is to develop a regulation similar to the one developed for trails using a 1,000 foot setback.  

Cathy Smith explained that it appears at times that agreements cannot be achieved based on perspectives without considering the topic on its own merits.  The issue, in her opinion, is that trapping is not fully regulated and that the intent is to do what is right for the state’s wildlife by finding something that is a more humane treatment of wildlife.  

Char Flowers noted that while traps had been registered in the past that portion of the regulation had been removed.  However, that issue is not part of this particular agenda item. 

Bob Brunner recalled that the issue had surface and resulted in a request to modify trapping regulations due to an illegal trap that was successfully prosecuted.  Mr. Brunner noted that there are many regulations related to trapping and that the illegal trapping incident was an isolated event.  

Caron Tayloe commented that it appears the trapping is surrounded in secrecy and that she believes the regulations would be more effective if traps were registered, especially those used on public lands which are owned by all citizen.
 
Mike Smith asked that the board do what is right without just considering who will be upset or will be taken care of. 

Ms. Swain pointed out that the Trailsafe website identified more than 50 cases of incidental trapping and that the case mentioned was the only one where NDOW was able to apprehend the culprit.  

Don Molde expressed his appreciation to all that have participated in the process as it is rare that the public comes to this agency (Nevada Department of Wildlife) with concerns.  Mr. Molde noted his concerns about using body traps in riparian areas due to risks posed to dogs that are water dogs. 

Daryl Capurro recalled that this went through several iterations when he and Gerald lent served on the Commission.  The issue was brought about to the objections posed by commercial pest control and others who felt they had been left out of the process.  The original proposal limited the scope in Washoe County to Fire Arms Congested areas as defined by Washoe County using a 1,000 foot setback. 

Chair Flowers closed public comment.

Chair Flowers commented that he believes this to be a good step in the right direction.  Of some concern is the somewhat general 1,000 foot setback from residential property in Washoe County, which encompasses several significantly smaller towns such as Gerlach.  Therefore, it seems appropriate to limit the regulation to an area defined as the Fire Arms Congested Areas of Washoe County.  

Member Smith suggested that the matter be reviewed again after the follow-up meetings in Clark and Washoe County.

Commissioner Robb commented that the Commission and the Subcommittee were seeking additional input and direction from the CAB’s (County Advisory Board) and pointed out there is sufficient time to make additional changes after the next round of meetings.  

During the discussion it was noted that the proposal is moving in the right direction and that the set-back should be 1,000 feet rather than 1,000 yards.  Other discussion suggested that the regulation be limited to areas identified by Washoe County as Fire Arms Congested areas rather than the more general boundary.  Discussion then noted that representatives should attend the Subcommittee meeting.  

A motion by Chair Flowers to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners amended the language by removing Section 2 died due to lack of a second.

Member Reed commented that he had reviewed the proposal and believes that checking a trap that is set in a remote area of the county could be problematic due to distance whereas a trap set in the local area should be checked daily.

Chair Flowers noted that it was unclear if NAC (Nevada Administrative Code) superseded NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes).  

It was moved by member Smith, seconded by Member Reed, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners not take action until the next two (2) public meetings have been held in Reno and Las Vegas (Nevada) and a refined regulation can be brought forward.  The motion carried: Members Copeland, Harwell, Reed and Smith assenting; and Chair Flowers dissenting. 

17.	HERITAGE REGULATIONS AND POLICIES (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify possible changes to the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) presentation on the status of Heritage Program regulations and policies.

Chair outlined the agenda item and opened the meeting to public comment.  Hearing no public comment, Chair Flowers asked for board discussion or a motion.  

Member Smith suggested that the policy be modified to allow up to 80-percent of the funds to be used so that more project can be developed.  

There was some discussion about how much of the interest could be used.  It was also suggested that unexpended funds go back to the usable fund rather than the principal which cannot be used.  

A motion by Member Smith to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioner approve the regulation and increase the base from 75-percent to 80-percent died due to lack of a second. 

Daryl Capurro noted that the prohibition on use of the base amount at 75-percent was set in NRS (Nevada Revised Statutes) as is the prohibition on use of core fund.

Commissioner Jack Robb noted that the fund is not gaining any money due to the way the State of Nevada mandates investments.  Currently, the fund is in a zero risk market and earning little to no interest.  

Chair Flowers noted that that would have to be a separate agenda item in the future. 

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Harwell, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioner approve the modifications to the Heritage Program regulations and policies, as written.  

Chair Flowers suggested amended the motion by adding language under NAC 501.330, 501.340 and 501.350 Item 3 for redistribution the next subsequent year.
Member Smith accepted the amendment.  Member Harwell amended the second.  The motion carried unanimously. 

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Copeland, to request that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners considering seeking a change to increase the percentage from 75-percent to 80-percent and using a portion of the core funding during the 2013 legislative session.  The motion carried unanimously. 

18.	CHANGE CLASSIFICATION OF GRAY WOLF (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify a proposal to pursue the change of classification of the Gray Wolf (Canis Lupis) from a game mammal to unprotected mammal.

Chair Flowers commented that there was no support material available and that the Gray Wolf had been classified as a game mammal in 2008.  Chair Flowers opened public comment. 

Don Molde commented that he is pro wolf and was concerned about the hysterical reactions based on unsubstantiated facts.  Mr. Molde noted that The Fish and Wildlife homepage did not provide any evidence to support the theory that wolves are at the magnitude and as destructive of wildlife.  Mr. Molde noted that the public has determined that wolves should be reintroduced and that the issue of wolves may be more controversial than the Black Bear hunt.  

Mel Belding noted that he and Mr. Molde could compare data and find that the other has unreliable data.  Mr. Belding then noted that the Moose population in Jackson Hole, Wyoming, was now zero (0) due to the reintroduction of wolves in Yellowstone.  Mr. Belding also noted that the original intent was to have a total of thirty (30) breeding pairs, which has now increased to about 1,500 animals.  Mr. Belding pointed out that historically the State of Nevada did not have wolves and that the species is not needed.  

Caron Tayloe drew attention to the earlier discussion about allowing wolves to come into the state without a permit.  Thus far Ms. Tayloe has not heard any argument to convince her of the harm the wolves are.  Mr. Tayloe pointed out that wildlife belongs to the public at large not just a few.  

Trish Swain commented that without support materials it is difficult to man any arguments that would convince her of the harm wolves are doing.

Gerald Lent disagreed with statements made earlier and that the State of Montana is seeking an extension of the wolf season.  Mr. Lent recalled that there had been documentation that wolves were not historically present in the state and that he believes it is time to take a stand against U. S. Fish and Wildlife.  Mr. Lent stated that the state should allow the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service to sue the state of Nevada for refusing to accept the wolves.  Additionally Mr. Lent believes that wolves should be declassified and banned.  

Daryl Capurro noted that wolves pose a serious problem for big game and pointed out the wolves are now working on livestock in areas now bereft of Elk.  Mr. Capurro noted that the largest population of Elk is in Northeastern Nevada and that unless the state is proactive in their protection of Elk from wolves the herd may cease to exist.  Mr. Capurro noted that wolves had been declassified at the federal level.  

Mike Smith commented that the declassification of wolves did not, in his opinion, appear to be consistent with previous action taken.
 
Tina Nappe commented that Nevada’s sportsmen had worked hard to rebuild herd populations and that she preferred leave the wolves as a classified species and leave as game and set seasons to manage the populations.  Ms. Nappe cautioned against action that could be perceived as negative to the public.  

Chair Flowers closed the public hearing.

Member Reed commented that he believes the actions being asked for are consistent with that taken earlier.  Member Reed pointed out that wolves were in no danger of extinction given the populations in other states.  

Member Harwell noted that, in his opinion, it would be best to retain the game mammal status to control the population.  

Chair Flowers noted that the agenda item resulted out of a request by Commissioner Schrumm to seek a letter mandating that the federal government take note that wildlife belongs to the State of Nevada, not the federal government.  Chair Flowers noted that he does not support having wolves brought into the state pointing out that they are an “eating machine.” Chair Flowers does not believe there is any significant reason to change the classification at this time. 

Responding to Member Copeland’s comment about ranchers that have their livestock devastated by wolves, Chair Flowers stated the rancher would have to utilize the federal process even if the animals were an unprotected species.

It was moved by Member Smith, seconded by Member Reed, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve the proposed declassification of wolves to unprotected mammal.  

Member Reed commented that while he preferred not to become involved in issues of this type, the western states are already involved.  Therefore, it is crucial that the thoughts and concerns of the state be made know to the federal officials.  

Chair Flowers stated he would vote against the motion as he believes it is a moot point, unless the state wanted to sue for complete control. 

Responding to Member Harwell’s inquiry about whether there was greater control as game or unclassified, Russell Woolstenhulme – (Nevada Department of Wildlife), stated that there would be greater control as a big game designation.  

Member Harwell stated he would oppose the motion as the state would have greater control as a game animal.

The motion carried: Members Copeland, Reed and Smith assenting; and Member Harwell and Chair Flowers dissenting. 

19.	FIRST READING OF COMMISSION POLICY No. 27, Protection of Nevada Wildlife Resources (For possible action) – A review, discussion and possible recommendation to the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners (Commission) to approve, deny or otherwise modify the first reading for proposed changes to Commission Policy 27.  The Commission may choose to retain Policy 27, modify all or part of Policy 27, or to eliminate Policy 27 in its entirety.  

Chair opened the agenda item and asked for public comment.

Daryl Capurro commented that, in his opinion, it made sense to approve Policy 27 as written.
 
Don Molde explained that he believes Policy 27 is nothing more than a “bigoted paper” that is anti-wolf and has no place in NDOW (Nevada Department of Wildlife) policies.
 
Mel Belding agreed with the vote to declassify wolves and pointed out that Wyoming had not gone the way of Montana and Idaho who will most like sue and revisit what was done the previous year.  Of particular concern is that the general public may not understand that the wolf is a predator.  

Gerald Lent expressed his appreciation to the board for their previous action.  Mr. Lent encouraged everyone to read the Eastman report and pointed out that Governor Brian Sandoval had directed that no new regulations be implanted during the 2011 legislative session.  Mr. Lent pointed out that once wolves were established wildlife populations would be significantly damaged.  Mr. Lent suggested that Policy 27 be retained and that a regulation be developed that would make this a game animal.  

Mike Smith commented that this appears to be another end around so that the public does not have to be dealt with, which he does not believe is the way this should move forward.
 
Chair Flowers closed public comments and stated that he supports the Policy as written and that wildlife remains the property of the state not a federal agency. 

It was moved by Member Reed, seconded by Chair Flowers, to recommend that the Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners approve Policy 27 as written.  The motion carried: Members Copeland, Harwell, Reed and Chair Flowers assenting; and Member Smith dissenting. 

20.	WASHOE COUNTY ADVISORY BOARD TO MANAGE WILDLIFE MEMBERS AND/OR STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS, REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION AND SELECTION OF TOPICS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS (Non-action item) – Selection of additional agenda item(s) for the Thursday, January 27, 2012, meeting.

Chair Flowers reminded the board that he would not be at the January 27, 2012, meeting and that Vice-Chair Reed would be conducting the meetings.

No new agenda items were identified. 

21.	PUBLIC COMMENTS (Non-action item) 

There were no additional public comments. 

22.	ADJOURNMENT (Non-action item)

Chair Flowers adjourned the meeting at 11:06 p.m. 
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