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Northern Spotted Owl Implementation Team (NSOIT) 
Meeting Minutes 
March 22, 2012 

9:00am – 12:00pm 
Attending:  
 

NSOIT: Bridget Moran, Dave Whipple, Shawn Cantrell and Kevin Godbout. By phone: Bettina von 
Hagen.  Technical Team: Tony Melchiors, Joe Buchanan, Kara Whittaker, Gina King, and Karl 
Halupka. By phone: Ernie Niemi, James Pittman, and Dave Ervin.  Others Present: Ken Berg, 
Paula Swedeen, Cindy Mitchell, Bob Meier, Doug Hooks, Darin Cramer, and Aaron Everett. By 
phone: Dave Werntz. Staff: Andy Hayes and Lauren Burnes. 

 

Call to Order 
Meeting called to order at 9:15am. 
 
Review Draft Agenda 
No adjustments to the draft agenda. 
 
Draft Critical Habitat Presentation from USFWS 
Ken Berg (USFWS) provided the NSOIT and Technical Team with an overview of the draft 2012 Critical 
Habitat Rule and draft 2012 Barred Owl EIS.  
 
Cindy: Does MaxENT just look at structure or does it look structure or “conditions” more broadly? 

Karl: this model looks at a variety of factors that relate to conditions on the ground (slope, 
aspect, soils, etc) – not just existing structure. 

Paula: On the graph showing the effectiveness of the composite scenarios, which one represented the 
DCH proposal just released? 

Ken: Composite 7. 
Karl: Relative to Barred Owl (BO) encounter rates – in the northern part of the NSO range, if the BO 
encounter rate gets at or above 0.4 (on a scale of 0 to 1), populations of NSO crash. Therefore, they set 
all the BO encounter rates to not exceed 0.375. 
Karl: Relative to the population simulations, the model supplies the scenarios with ample numbers of 
NSO (10,000 range wide).  

Gina: Does that mean that, given current population numbers, real rates of extirpation would be 
higher? 

Karl: Yes, quite a bit higher. 
David: Why use such big numbers to start modeling simulations? 

Tony: This is common for modeling efforts. 
Karl: The question we were trying to answer was about how many NSOs the landscape 
would support under different circumstances. 

Ken: Critical habitat represents the acres you can’t recover the NSO without – the essential building 
blocks. Recovery Action 18 in the Recovery Plan is a nod to the work the NSOIT is doing in WA. There is 
no private land in CH that is not within SOSEAs.  I would like this group to ID lands between Mineral 
Block, JBLM, Green Diamond in southern Olympics and up to the Olympics – “stepping stones” between 
the Cascades and the Olympics. 
Paula: What was the thought process in excluding southwest Washington from the DCH? 

Ken: We did not see that there was an efficient allocation of resources to go that way. 
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Ken: My order of priority for proposals I would like you to look at are – (1) the stepping stones from the 
Cascades to the Olympics, (2) a landscape planning approach in the SOSEAs, and (3) other areas 
(including southwest WA). 
Kevin: We need to look at how not just where. The mechanism is critical.  For example, the small forest 
landowner safe harbor in OR, with NRCS sponsorship. 

Ken: Bridget should talk to NRCS to see what it would take to get a similar plan in WA. 
Ken: We need to break down landscape barriers and do some landscape planning in the SOSEAs. Think 
about making the stepping stones scenario a higher modeling priority. (There may not be much 
modeling to do inside the SOSEAs). 
 
NSOIT Next Steps 
Bridget: Should the Technical Team start by looking at landscape planning in the SOSEAs? 

Shawn: The Technical Team should look at what the model already tells us about Washington. 
This gets at the “computer vs. crayon” discussion. What are “themes” we want to examine – add 
a few to Ken’s list. Would the computer models be helpful, or do we have enough to get 
started? We need to give the Technical Team some thematic direction.  Let’s find out what the 
existing data & model runs tell us (beyond the CH designation) about potential for making 
contributions on non-federal land before we invest in federal lands. 
Paula: The proposed CH designation affirms that the SOSEAs are important. We should get the 
Technical Team to focus on how to create conservation benefit from existing/new resources to 
beyond what we get with current regulations. Where are some NSO non-SOSEA locations we 
could enhance habitat? Let’s focus on incentivizing conservation in those areas. 
Kevin: Queuing on Shawn’s thought, where are the next important lands for conservation lands 
after critical habitat? Private lands that currently meet the owl’s needs and those that might 
someday meet the owl’s needs. Let’s take a stratified approach – gold (lands that are habitat 
now), silver (lands that will serve a roll when our children grow up), and bronze (those when our 
grandchildren grown up). 

Ken: Yakama Nation lands were not proposed but are valuable to NSO conservation, the NSOIT should 
think about how they could incentivize continued good stewardship. 

Gina: Might need different incentives for the tribe than on private lands, but worth looking at 
David: There should be a relative ranking of habitat outside of SOSEAs, where does the Technical Team 
think we should start to look for biggest bang for the buck? 
 Discuss what the draft Critical Habitat and data layers can do for us; provide an initial 

read/prioritization of what is not in the CH boundaries 
o Karl: The prioritized habitat quality is already mapped using the Relative Habitat 

Suitability (RHS) model. We could have the Technical Team look at the limitations of the 
map. 

o Joe: More modeling may be needed, does the stepping stone scenario reduce 
extirpation of the NSO in the Olympics? We should limit our inquiry to WA. 

 The Technical Team will meet later in the afternoon to further scope their work before their 
April meeting with Brian Woodbridge. 

 
Adjournment 
Meeting adjourned at 12:00pm.  


