SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

RE-EVAL. OF R.0.D./REMOVAL OF REGULATIONS FOR
REINTRODUCTION OF GRIZZLY BEARS IN
BITTERROOT AREA OF IDAHO AND MONTANA

SEPTEMBER 2001
COMMENTS ON ISSUES
INTRODUCTION

This section addresses each of the issues identified in the analysis of public comments.
The topics or issues are presented by logical groupings rather than by the numerical code
listed with it. The code numbers were assigned during the analysis process as a tool for
the content analysis team to categorize comments. The full coding system that was used
can be found in Appendix A. In the following pages, each major issue is analyzed and
selected quotes are included to reinforce the analysis. Not all quotes are included
because there were so many; however, the intent of people’s comments are reflected in
the selected quotes.

FEDERAL REGISTER PROPOSED ACTION/PROPOSED RULE (100)

NEW INFORMATION ON THE IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE (101)

New Information on the Impacts of the No Action Alternative:

Many respondents are concerned that the “No Action (Natural Recovery)” alternative
will not result in recovery of grizzly bears in the BE. According to FWS research
presented in the FEIS, data collected during the past 20 years from more than 550 radio-
collared grizzly bears indicates no bears have permanently moved from one occupied
recovery zone to another. Quite a few respondents are concerned about the negative
ecological impacts to the BE from not restoring the grizzly bear which is a keystone
native species.

*  “Under the No Action Alternative (Natural Recovery) proposed by Secretary Norton,
it is very unlikely that grizzly bears will disperse from currently occupied areas and
successfully repopulate the Bitterroot Ecosystem. More likely, grizzly bears will
disperse to the area closest to their currently occupied territory, which are heavily
used for management and recreation. For this reason, it is essential that wildlife
managers aid existing populations by undertaking the restoration of grizzly bears into
the Bitterroots, where human activity is minimal.”

»  “..the Secretary and all federal agencies have an affirmative duty to restore listed
species. The FEIS and the ROD make plain that grizzly recovery is unlikely during
the next 50 years without reintroduction. In the 25 years that the Service has been
marking grizzly bears, only one bear has moved between ecosystems. Given the
high likelihood than any bears that do move such great distances will be males, the
likelihood for recovery without reintroduction is low. Moreover, the linkage report
makes plain how fragmented the corridors between ecosystems are, which makes it
even more unlikely that natural recolonization will occur. In our view, the "no
action" alternative is paramount to a "no grizzly recovery" decision, and we believe
it is illegal for the Secretary to make such a decision.”
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*  “lam strongly in favor of the grizzly reintroduction and do not think the project
should be abandoned. Adopting a "no action™ policy when it comes to such
magnificent wildlife could eventually lead to a "no possible action™” policy because of
its eventual extinction.”

o “Imperiled wildlife in the United States is not brought back from the brink of
extinction by lots of talk but "no action.”

e “Our children and all future generations may look back at the current grizzly
recovery effort as the critical decision which either supports or denies the survival of
grizzlies. This decision not only impacts grizzlies, but the entire Bitterroot
ecosystem. Major predators, as you know, play an extremely important role in the
web of life in their native habitats.”

*  “Grizzlies, being a top predator, signify the health and completeness of an
ecosystem. Their reintroduction is an important step toward preserving and restoring
this magnificent area. My husband and I travel for photography. The inaction of the
federal and local governments will cause us to boycott this area in the future.”

Some people believe there is scientific evidence indicating that recovery of grizzly bears
in the lower 48 States, and especially the Yellowstone Ecosystem, will be negatively
impacted if bears are not reintroduced to the BE. A few respondents discuss the results
of recent genetic research, which indicates the Yellowstone grizzly bear population will
suffer from lack of genetic interchange and inbreeding depression within the next 30
years if no new bears immigrate and interbreed with the population. They also point to
the FEIS information which indicates restoration of bears to the BE is key to recovery of
the species in the lower 48. A third major population of grizzly bears (in addition to the
Yellowstone and NCDE populations) would significantly increase the probability of
persistence for the species in the lower 48, and would also guard against negative impacts
to grizzly recovery from events such as food shortages and disease in the other
populations.

*  “There is also significant new scientific information that further supports the
necessity and urgency of establishing a grizzly bear population in the Bitterroot
Ecosystem. Genetic research conducted by Craig Miller and Dr. Lissette Waits of
the University of Idaho indicates the Yellowstone grizzly bear population is
genetically isolated and will likely suffer from inbreeding depression if there is no
gene flow within the next 30 years (Miller et al., In Press). One of the management
recommendations of their research is to establish a recovering grizzly bear
population in the Bitterroots to provide potential for bear dispersal and genetic
interchange with the Yellowstone grizzly population. Because Service documents
estimate grizzly bear recovery in the Bitterroots will likely take 50-110 years, it is
necessary to aggressively begin recovery efforts through immediate reintroduction,

ISSUES - 2



SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

RE-EVAL. OF R.0.D./REMOVAL OF REGULATIONS FOR
REINTRODUCTION OF GRIZZLY BEARS IN
BITTERROOT AREA OF IDAHO AND MONTANA
SEPTEMBER 2001

such that population numbers will support dispersing bears within the time frame
required by the Yellowstone population to avoid inbreeding depression.”

“Finally, as reported recently in regional media, the Yellowstone population has been
completely isolated for 60-70 years, has therefore lost substantial genetic diversity,
with continued isolation expected to pose a threat to the species in as little as three
decades. Given the well-documented threats to key Yellowstone food sources, we
suspect demographic factors will imperil these isolated bears well before that. For
the Service to knowingly take actions, which maintain that isolation and worsen this
peril is clearly contrary to federal law.”

“If the "no action" alternative is adopted and grizzlies are not reintroduced into this
ecosystem, it is an implicit statement that this DOI believes that two moderately
secure populations of grizzly bears are adequate to meet its obligations under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) for grizzly bear recovery. To the contrary, the
National Wildlife Federation does not believe the existing populations are adequate
to permit delisting of grizzly bears. A grizzly population in the SBE will increase
the likelihood of persistence of four of the five existing populations. Studies
presented in last year's Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) demonstrate that
grizzly populations in the Selkirks, Cabinet-Yaaks, NCDE, and Yellowstone
Ecosystem will be more likely to persist if a significant population is established in
the SBE. The proposed ROD provides no scientific evidence to refute these studies
and no such evidence exists. The SBE is situated in a position that makes it feasible
that bears in all four of the current populations may be able to move through the SBE
to establish genetic connections between the existing populations. For this to
happen, bears need to be in the SBE and efforts must be made to preserve and
enhance corridors between the SBE and other populations.”

“The current populations of grizzlies are subject to genetic isolation and inbreeding
without a population in the Bitterroot area.”

“The Service's recently released linkage report underscores the importance of the
Bitterroot Ecosystem in the larger picture of grizzly recovery. Because of its
geographical location, it is the potential link between bear’s populations in
Yellowstone and those in northwestern Montana. Moreover, small grizzly
populations like those in the Cabinets may be dependent on proximity to potentially
larger bear populations like the one that could be established in the Bitterroot.”

“Compared to their former range, there is very little grizzly bear habitat left in the
lower 48 states, and if we want to preserve this wonderful animal, we, as a people,
should try to establish as many stable populations as possible. This way, we will
maintain the genetic diversity necessary for healthy continuation of our entire grizzly
population. In addition, should natural disaster severely affect the survival chances
of bears in one area, the effect on the total grizzly population would be reduced.”
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A few respondents believe there are grizzly bears already inhabiting the BE. They
question the FWS conclusion that there are no grizzly bears inhabiting the BE, and have
seen no such bears in the last 50+ years. Some people have been conducting surveys for
grizzly bears in the BE during the past few years. They also point to the recent
documented movement of a subadult male grizzly bear from the Ninemile drainage of the
Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem across Interstate 90 and into the BE for a day
before it moved back into the NCDE. The bear was finally euthanized because it was a
safety hazard for local residents after it became food-conditioned from eating garbage
that was not stored properly. These respondents believe there is potential for immigration
of grizzly bears to the BE and for natural recovery, and thus support the No Action —
Natural Recovery alternative.

*  “Recent Evidence Suggests the Presence of Grizzlies Already In or Near the
Reintroduction Area. The recent killing of a depredation grizzly in or near the
Bitterroot area suggests either the presence of bears in the area, or at least that bears
might be close to returning to the area naturally. Either eventuality would obviate
the need and purpose for reintroducing grizzlies into the Bitterroot Ecosystem. This
new evidence of the possible presence of grizzly bears in or near the intended
recovery area, gathered since the development of the Environmental Impact
Statement, clearly supports the adoption of the No Action Alternative.”

» [Friends of the Bitterroot]... “continue to actively search for resident grizzly bears in
the Bitterroot area. We are reasonably confident that they do live there. If and when
we are able to document their existence, we would proceed to have them designated
as threatened and deserving of all the protections given to every other grizzly bear in
America.”

One respondent writes there would be additional costs associated with implementing the
“No Action” alternative, above what was listed in the FEIS. They identify costs
associated with additional public involvement, genetic sampling, and linkage zone
establishment.

e “Under the newly proposed "Natural Recovery Alternative" the Fish and Wildlife
Service would have to intensify efforts to verify the presence of bears, and improve
travel corridors between ecosystems. This would require extensive public
involvement processes as well as intensified agency cooperation. It would likely
entail increasing hair sampling research monitoring surveys at the cost of hundreds
of thousands of dollars. It would also likely cost millions of dollars to buy out and
secure currently dangerous travel routes between Cabinet/Yaak, the NCDE and the
Bitterroot to make them usable corridors a requirement of natural recovery. Also it
would require that the Service review all proposals on federal land for Sec.7
consultation purposes, considering that any bear entering the Recovery Zone would
be threatened.”
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No New Information on the Impacts of the No Action Alternative

Several respondents comment there is no new significant information to contradict the
scientific conclusions and decision documented the ROD, final rule and FEIS. They
believe that without new information indicating the original decision was in error, the
proposal to rescind the decision and reintroduction plan is without scientific, social or
legal foundation.

* [The Nez Perce Tribe]... “ maintains that no new information is available to affect
the decision selecting the Preferred Alternative.”

o “..we believe that the Service and the Department of Interior abrogated their
responsibilities under the ESA by submitting to the state of Idaho's demands for no
grizzly reintroduction and recovery efforts in the Bitterroot Ecosystem. Further,
without any significant new and additional information that contradicts the
conclusions and decisions documented in the Recovery Plan, Bitterroot Chapter of
the Recovery Plan, FEIS, ROD, and Final Rule, a decision to rescind the
reintroduction effort is without scientific, social, or legal foundation.”

» “... Thereis not a single biological reason stated in the notice of intent to deter the
Service from its previously studied and signed decision.”

»  “ltis very unlikely that any biological or social changes have occurred in the area
that were not addressed in the Endangered Species Act assessment made in
November 2000. Therefore the previously passed decision, made after a 5-year
public process in which over 24,000 individuals provided input or participated in
review and revision should stand.”

*  “Ifound it absolutely astonishing, after all the consideration and compromise that
has gone into this, that a presidential election would overturn it all. The move to
reverse the previous DOI decision, because of a new political philosophy, is
unprecedented and dangerous. No new information has been raised--all of the
arguments regarding potential impacts on local people have been considered and
addressed previously. The only new variable is shortsighted politics.”
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PROPOSAL TO SELECT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (102)

Comments that support the “No Action” alternative and oppose grizzly bear
reintroduction in the BE:

Some respondents support the proposal to select the “No Action” alternative. They agree
with the rationale listed in the NOI, specifically that there is a need to focus recovery
efforts on existing grizzly populations, and that human and bear safety will be protected
by not reintroducing them in the BE. A few mention they agree with Governor
Kempthorne’s and the Idaho legislature’s opposition to the reintroduction. One person
feels there is no need to translocate grizzly bears to the BE, with as many as already exist
elsewhere. One person writes that FWS should focus their resources on other species that
need more attention.

* (Idaho Governor Kempthorne)... “ldaho believes that the BE FEIS inadequately
evaluated the factors discussed above and that the FWS’s decision to implement the
No Action Alternative in lieu of the Preferred Alternative is the only proper course
of action. The Secretary should not use her discretionary authority under section
10(j) to do substantially more harm than good.”

*  “l'support Interior Secretary Gale Norton's plan to take "no action” to restore grizzly
bears to the Bitterroot-Selway, and to focus, instead, on recovering grizzlies where
populations already are established.”

e “In summary, we of Lemhi County feel there is no justification whatsoever for the
grizzly bear introduction. In fact, there are many reasons to indicate that the
introduction would be extremely disadvantageous to all involved parties, including
the bears themselves.”

* [Idaho Cattle Association]... “The ICA is strongly supportive of the "no action
alternative" as proposed in the June 22, 2001 federal register notice. ... Due to the
lack of support from the State of Idaho, the Congressional delegation, local
governments and private citizens, the original preferred alternative was severely
flawed. We feel that any decision made by the Department and USFWS that directly
affects the people of Idaho must be supported by those elected to represent
Idahoans.”

*  “Please, Ms. Secretary, stand fast on your decision and leave the bears where they
are.”

*  “Everybody doesn’t get everything they want. 1 am with Gov. Dick Kempthorne and
Sec. Gale Norton.”

*  “On behalf of our constituents, and ourselves, we strongly support your decision to
not introduce the bear.”
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*  “My letter is to express agreement with Secretary Norton's plan to take no action on
introducing grizzly bears into the Bitterroot. | see no need in moving bears down
there with as many who now exist in other parts of the continent.”

»  “l support Secretary Norton's "no action” policy and suggest that the Fish and
Wildlife Service concentrate its efforts on species where they can be more
productive.”

One person comments specifically on the final rule to establish an experimental
population.

e “If bears are not reintroduced there is no basis for maintaining the rule. We also
support the withdrawal of the experimental population rule.”

A few comments discuss additional actions that should be taken by FWS if the “No
Action” alternative is selected. Suggestions include not managing habitat to meet or
exceed Forest Plan standards if there are no bears, and removing the east slope of the
Bitterroot Mountains from the recovery zone.

*  “Should the USFWS decide in this re-evaluation effort to select the No-Action
Alternative as it was published in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS),
March 2000, the ALC will reiterate the comments submitted on the record regarding
this alternative. Those comments are: "ALC questions the need to manage habitat to
meet of exceed existing Forest Plan standards for a population of grizzly bears that
does not exist and by admission in the DEIS the possibility of existence is "remote."
This is analogous to building and maintaining an elementary school without a
population of school children.”

»  “The east slope of the Bitterroot Mountains is not appropriate grizzly bear habitat
because of man's constant presence there, and should be removed from the recovery
zone even under the No Action Alternative. The entire east slope of the Bitterroot
Mountains should be managed under a zero tolerance policy for bear presence.”

Some comments do not mention the NOI proposal to select the “No Action” alternative
specifically, but make the general comment that they are opposed to grizzly bear
reintroduction in the BE. Most just state they do not want grizzly bears ion the BE.
Some include reasons for opposing grizzly bear reintroduction, such as concern for:
increased land-use restrictions; predation on elk; and risks to human safety. Some people
guestion the value of reintroducing the grizzly, and others believe the species is in no
danger of extinction, making the proposal invalid.

*  “We vehemently oppose the reintroduction of grizzly bears into the Bitterroot-
Selway Wilderness.”
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“We do not want any more grizzly bears in Montana. We have to live with them.”
“... leave the bears alone and away from people, where they belong.”

“l say NO to any grizzly in the Bitterroot.”

“We don't need more tying up millions of acres to accommodate a handful of bears.”

“l am in favor of stopping grizzly bear recovery efforts in Idaho and anywhere else.
The forest has done just fine without these predators for a number of years and will
continue to do so.”

“As a member of numerous environmental groups, | agree with your opposition to
reintroduce the Grizzly bear to the wilderness of Central Idaho and Western
Montana.”

“Grizzly reintroduction should NOT occur in the state of Idaho. We are already
seeing the ill effects of wolf introduction with no population control on the elk herds,
and grizzly introduction would only compound the problem.”

“l do not think it is wise or just to reintroduce these large predators to an area from
which they were exterminated long ago.”

“l was appalled by the lack of consideration for our lives and the lives of our
children in this preposterous scheme. Keep the bears out.”

“l do not want to be Bear food, or have anything to do with Grizzly Bears. They
should stay where they are now. If you want to re-populate the bears, San Francisco,
LA, New York City are good places, they can adapt to city life.”

“l am not convinced that the Grizzly would contribute any significant value, except
that intrinsic to its existence, to the western landscape, the environment or
humanity.”

“The fact that they are not in any impending danger of extinction, lack of evidence
for a significant beneficial impact on the environment by their presence and
questionable benefit to humanity gives us time to more carefully consider the
reintroduction proposal.”

Comments from some local residents indicate they are opposed to grizzly bear
reintroduction in the BE, and provide various reasons for their opposition. Most
comments mention the Bitterroot Valley of western Montana and the Lemhi County area
of eastern Idaho.
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*  “Take no action to restore grizzly bears to the Bitterroot Mountains of Western
Montana and Central Idaho ... we have lived in Ravalli County since 1972...There is
no way the grizzly would limit himself eventually from the valley.”

*  “lam adamantly opposed to any introduction of grizzly bears in Lemhi County or
any of Idaho.”

o “Keep the grizzly out of Idaho.”

*  “Any proposal other than the No Action Alternative will place undue burdens on the
Commenters' ability to conduct business activities in an environment safe from
human/bear conflicts, injury and death, and livestock/bear conflicts, injury and death.
In addition, the Commenters are concerned that well-established business activities
at storage and diversion point sites as well as access routes will be interfered with in
a significant way if any change in the status quo regarding bear presence occurs.”

*  “We in the Bitterroot Valley agree with "No Action™ alternative concerning the
"Anti-social flesh-eating carnivores" Please stand firm against the economy running
environmentalists lies. The people of Montana appreciate your efforts and applaud
you.”

A few people oppose reintroduction because they believe there are grizzly bears already
inhabiting the BE, and they don’t want more bears.

*  “We do not need any more grizzly bears in Western Montana and Central Idaho.”

One respondent does not support grizzly bear recovery in the BE under any plan, and
suggests the FWS should take this opportunity to explore delisting the species within the
Bitterroot study area.

* [Associated Logging Contractors]... “The ALC opposes reintroduction of the bear
and feels that the BE should not be managed for grizzly bears under the ESA.
Because the No Action Alternative still provides that should grizzly bears naturally
disperse to the BE, they would be protected as threatened under the ESA, the ALC
cannot support this proposal. The ALC respectfully asks that the USFWS take the
opportunity provided by re-evaluating the ROD to explore delisting of the bear
within the study area.”

Comments that oppose the “No Action” alternative and support grizzly bear
reintroduction in the BE:

Many people write that they are opposed to the proposal to select the “No Action”
alternative, and urge the FWS to continue with plans to reintroduce grizzly bears in the
BE. Some believe the “No Action alternative will not result in recovery of grizzly bears
in the BE and will negatively impact recovery of the species. They feel the selection of
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this alternative would be contrary to the responsibility of the Secretary of Interior to
recover endangered species under ESA (see Issue 202 - “ESA Authority/Responsibility
for Grizzly Bear Recovery” for additional discussion). They also comment the Secretary
cannot allow local officials to have veto power over recovery efforts of federally listed
species. Some comment that years of expensive scientific research will be wasted if the
“No Action” alternative is selected. Others believe the decision to take “no action” will
negatively impact the ecology of the BE by failing to restore an important native
predator.

“The American people have a right to expect more than "no action" from the
government officials on this important issue on which so much energy and expense
has been expended.”

*  “We urge the Secretary to abandon the proposal to replace this ROD with a "no
action" alternative that would leave this large area of suitable grizzly bear habitat in
designated wilderness areas and adjacent national forests without grizzly bears. The
Bitterroot Ecosystem is identified as a recovery area in the 1993 grizzly bear
recovery plan. A decision to take no action on grizzly restoration in this area will
delay the time when this species can be delisted and is contrary to the Secretary’s
responsibility under the ESA to recover listed species.”

*  “Interior Secretary Norton's proposal to rescind plans to reintroduce threatened
grizzly bears to the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness is ill conceived and demonstrates
that she has no intention of upholding her confirmation hearing promise to fully
implement the Endangered Species Act.”

*  “We are writing to voice our opposition, consternation, and deep disappointment
regarding Interior Secretary Gale Norton's proposal to take no action to restore the
grizzly bear to the Bitterroot Ecosystem.”

*  “We, [Society for Conservation Biology]... urge the Secretary to abandon the
proposal to replace the ROD with a "no action" alternative that would leave this large
area of suitable grizzly bear habitat in designated wilderness areas and adjacent
national forests departure of grizzly bears, a dominate native carnivore.”

*  “We believe that Secretary Norton's plan to take a “hands off” approach toward
grizzly management is wrong. It is a recipe for further declining numbers...We
strongly believe that it would be a tremendous mistake for this nation to fail to set
aside large tracts of land in the west where all the species that comprise an ecosystem
can flourish.”

o “After review of this proposed reevaluation of the ROD, we find that this decision
made by Secretary Norton has no scientific basis and would seriously undermine
grizzly bear recovery in the lower 48 contiguous states, further delaying the day
when grizzly bear can be removed fro the list of endangered and threatened species.
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Further, we find that the explanations offered as rationale for this reevaluation are
grossly inadequate to justify the proposed major change in policy.”

“ 1 urge you to rethink your "no action” alternative for grizzly bear reintroduction.
Having worked in the Cabinet Mountains and Yellowstone area, | recognize the
profound influence that knowing those bears are out there has on the way you act
when you are out there. Overwhelmingly, we were more focused on what
surrounded us and our personal actions, both of which were very positive outcomes.”

“The D.O.l. offer was "no action”, with no reason. | guess its Politics. Can
something be done to save these magnificent creatures?”

“Please do not allow Interior Secretary Gale Norton and her political big business
associates to stop your plans to bring the Grizzly back to the Bitterroot Mountains of
Idaho and Western Montana.”

“l am appalled and disappointed that you have chosen to rescind the Selway-
Bitterroot grizzly bear reintroduction program. It is not consistent with your stated
views regarding local control, and is a serious blow to the future prospects of grizzly
in the northern Rockies.”

“Further, We are deeply concerned with the apparent disregard demonstrated by the
Secretary for a species that he is responsible for recovering. Although the
Yellowstone NP has an estimated 400-600 grizzlies and Glacier NP has an estimated
300-400 grizzlies remaining, the other 3 populations (NW Montana, N Idaho, NW
Washington) are dangerously small, ranging from 5-50 individuals each. We feel
that any delay in recovering the Selway-Bitterroot Ecosystem population of grizzly
bears in completely contrary to the given responsibility of the Secretary of the
Interior to conserve and recover ESA-listed species and, further, that it could even be
considered unethical not to do so.... we have an ethical responsibility to recover this
(and all) species that are endangered or threatened. This is an important argument
that should not be ignored.”

“Under the original "No Action Alternative” now proposed as the preferred
alternative in the current rule, expansion of grizzlies into the Bitterroot was not
expected. The EIS clearly states that movement from extant populations to the
Bitterroot ecosystem is "unlikely" (page 2-42), as female grizzly bears generally
remain near their natal range and population expansion into new territories is very
slow. Therefore, we believe that acceptance of the No Action Alternative is without
scientific merit and does not support recovery of the species. In fact, after reading
the EIS, it is nonsensical to conclude that the No Action Alternative is the preferred
approach to recovery for grizzlies in the lower 48!
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e “Years of study by expert scientists, led by Chris Servheen, an authority in the field
of Grizzly Bear Recovery may have been wasted when the Interior Secretary, Gale
Norton took a "no action" position.”

«  “... although we think it is an excellent idea to involve all interested parties (federal
agencies, states, tribal officials, private companies, academics, etc.) in species
recovery, and we are convinced that this has been done in this case, the Secretary
cannot allow local officials to have what amounts to veto power over recovery
efforts of federally listed species. Such a policy has grave implications for all listed
species. As you should recall, if this policy had been followed in the 1990's there
would have been no restoration of gray wolves (SBE and Yellowstone NP) and
black-footed ferrets (WY, MT).”

*  “The proposal to reverse the existing ROD is essentially a political decision, rather
than one based on sound conservation science and appropriate acceptance of the
DOI's responsibilities under the ESA...eight major scientific organizations involved
in natural resource issues in the United States have jointly criticized the decision to
take no action on grizzly recovery and have called for implementation of last
November's ROD. Americans have a right to expect that the DOI will make
decisions based on sound science rather than on mollifying fears that have been
exaggerated by political rhetoric.”

Most respondents who disagree with the proposal to rescind the selected alternative and
instead select the “No Action” write that they strongly support the plan to reintroduce
grizzly bear with Citizen Management. Many urge the Secretary of Interior and FWS to
reinstate the selected alternative to reintroduce grizzly bears under ESA section 10(j) with
Citizen Management. They write that this plan is innovative and will involve local
citizens, as the new Bush administration has said it favors. They also believe it is the best
alternative to accomplish grizzly bear recovery in the BE.

e “The reintroduction plan selected in the November 17, 200 ROD represents one of
those rare occasions where a win-win solution was crafted. A decision in favor of
the No Action Alternative would reverse a positive decision that was made after six
years of effort, extensive public involvement, overwhelmingly favorable comments,
and a considerable expenditure of federal resources. It would also mark the first time
that a completed ROD has been withdrawn by the Service. Withdrawal of the ROD
in favor of "No Action™ would be a waste of the considerable resources committed to
developing an exceptional plan and, more importantly, it would fail to promote
recovery of the species.”

* [The Nez Perce Tribe]... “opposes FWS decision to withdraw the Final Rule
adopting the Preferred Alternative for grizzly bear recovery in the Bitterroot
Ecosystem. The No Action alternative ignores the agency's own findings in the
ROD, public sentiment, and sound science. As such, the Tribe urges FWS to
implement the current Final Rule as written and restore the grizzly bear to east-
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central Idaho and a portion of western Montana as a non-essential experimental
population.

* [The Idaho Chapter of the Wildlife Society]... *“ recommends proceeding with efforts
to reestablish the grizzly bear in the Bitterroot ecosystem under the preferred
alternative in the FEIS. We believe Secretary Norton's proposal to withdraw this
scientifically sound and comprehensive reintroduction plan and select the No Action
alternative is both scientifically and legally flawed.”

*  “Abandoning the above restoration plan would waste the years of effort and
thousands of dollars already spent to determine that grizzly bears should be restored
to Idaho.”

*  “Please consider going ahead with the grizzly plan in the remote public lands in the
Bitterroot Mountains of Central Idaho and Western Montana.”

Some comments simply support grizzly bear reintroduction in the BE, and do not
mention the NOI proposal or any specific alternative. Reasons given include: the need to
restore this important keystone species; the obligation of humans to restore a species that
they extirpated; and the challenge to the wealthy USA to restore an exterminated species
like other less-wealthy countries have done.

*  “Count mine as a voice in favor of the bears and the quality of life in the
communities sharing this spectacular ecosystem.”

*  “In several other countries, much less wealthy than the U.S., populations of
carnivores, including bears, have been reintroduced into ranges where they had been
exterminated. In the U.S. we've done this with wolves, in a very successful but also
controversial program. Reversing the decision to reintroduce grizzly bears into the
Bitterroots is, | think, even worse than not having made the decision in the first
place: this reversal conveys to the rest of the world that although the reintroduction
(1) is a biological imperative, (2) could be conducted in an area and in a way that
had minimal effect on people, (3) would be monitored by the very groups that were
concerned over potential impacts, and (4) was viewed as important by a vast
majority of the American public, a new political administration could stamp it out.”

»  “While I am not a proponent of the Service's selection of the "preferred alternative,”
some action is better than none, when it comes to recovering this crucial pinnacle
predator species”

*  “Please support the reintroduction of grizzlies to the Bitterroot-Selway wilderness.

Because society's lack of environmental awareness and conservation has caused this
situation, maybe this would be a way to reverse our mistakes in the past.”
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Some respondents support grizzly bear recovery and suggest the FWS select and
implement the Conservation Biology Alternative (Alternative 4) instead of the “No
Action” alternative.

*  “In summary, we remind the Service that it is obligated under the law to recover
grizzly bears; to do so based on the best available science; to take into account the
views of all Americans; and to seek, and fight for adequate funding to do the job.
Therefore, we ask that you withdraw the ill-conceived "No Action™ Proposed Rule
and replace it with the Conservation Biology Alternative, which meets all of the
above objectives, and leads most clearly and effectively to grizzly recovery in the
lower 48 states.”

*  “lam in favor of "no action" with regards to the Fish and Wildlife Service's decision
for grizzly bear introduction in Central Idaho and Western Montana and encourage
the Service to adopt Alternative 4 of the FEIS. This alternative would allow grizzly
reintroduction activities to proceed while giving grizzlies in the area the full
protections of the ESA and conserving their habitat.”

One person wrote the grizzly bear recovery program needs further study and increased
emphasis on public education.

*  “The whole U.S. grizzly bear activity needs to be completely studied and the public
needs to be educated on the facts.”

REASONED DECISION (103)

Comments that Disagree with the NOI rationale for re-evaluating the ROD and
selecting the “No Action” alternative:

Comments that generally disagree with rationale:

Many respondents question the rationale listed in the NOI for reevaluating the Record of
Decision and for proposing to select the “No Action” alternative. Some comments are
generally in disagreement with the rationale, and do not critique specific issues from the
NOI. A number of these general comments include criticism that the NOI proposal
lacked scientific analysis and rationale for selecting the “No Action” alternative. Some
of these comments concerning the issue of “best available science” will be included here,
but the majority of comments on this issue are summarized under “Issue 110 — Best
Available Science.” Most comments also express support for the reinstatement of the
selected alternative (Alternative 1), and conclude there are no logical reasons to abandon
this recovery plan.

*  “The Service states in the proposed ROD for the Grizzly Bear Recovery in the

Bitterroot Ecosystem Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), "establishment of an
experimental population is a discretionary action”. We believe this assertion is
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inaccurate. The volume of scientific data, analysis, and conclusions presented in the
above-mentioned documents indicate the recovery of grizzly bears in the Bitterroot
Ecosystem is not discretionary, given the statutory requirements of the ESA, and the
congressional mandate of the Service to recover and conserve listed species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend. Further, the proposal to select the No Action
Alternative is inadequate to meet the Service's legal requirements under the ESA to
recover grizzly bears in the lower 48 states. As stated above, all scientific
conclusions reached by the Service thus far indicated recovery of grizzly bears in the
Bitterroot Ecosystem is necessary, recovery will not occur naturally, and
reintroduction will be required.... [All USFWS NEPA documents] conclude that
grizzly bear recovery will require reintroduction of bears from other areas because
natural recovery is highly unlikely given scientific data collected from 575 radio-
collared grizzly bears over the last 25 years.”

[ The Nez Perce Tribe]... “No Reason is Provided for Selecting the No Action
Alternative. As a threshold matter, no reasoning is provided in the Notice of Intent
dated June 22, 2001 for withdrawing the Final Rule. Simply stating that FWS "has
determined that it is not prudent to recover grizzly bears in the Bitterroot ecosystem
is unsatisfactory. Without further analysis or explanation behind FWS's decision,
this action is arbitrary and capricious and otherwise not in accordance with
applicable laws...in addition to consultation with states and local governments, the
FWS has an obligation to engage in meaningful government-to-government
consultation with affected tribes...Not only did this consultation not occur, the Notice
of Intent fails to recognize the necessity of future consultation with Tribe during any
further discussions regarding grizzly bear recovery. This contradicts the Final Rule's
guarantee that grizzly bear recovery will be undertaken "in cooperation with...the
Nez Perce Tribe." Final Rule at 8. Should any additional discussion regarding
grizzly bear recovery take place, the Tribe must be consulted and be involved in all
decision-making regarding the future of grizzly bear recovery operations.”

“The Record of Decision withdrawal and the proposed rule also cite the well known
and previously considered "objections of the states that would be affected by
reintroduction of grizzly bears in the BE™ and strong opposition by "some citizens
potentially adversely affected by this action™ as justification for the proposed
withdrawal (Federal Register, p. 33620). But the proposed withdrawals of the
regulation and Record of Decision provide no basis for why the existing Record of
Decision and final regulations are no longer prudent or consistent with the Service's
recovery priorities.”

“The stated reasons for rejecting the existing ROD are invalid. The public record
clearly reflects that the main reason the DOI is proposing to abandon grizzly bear
recovery in the SBE is to mollify the governor of Idaho who has based his adamant
opposition to the recovery plan on his position not to have these "flesh-eating
carnivores,” in his words, returned to public lands in the Bitterroots. The Secretary's
position in this regard raises the specter of whether it is the policy of this DOI to
grant state-elected officials an effective veto power over enforcement of the ESA.”
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*  “l'would also like to add that I live up in the Rockies. | know a lot of the ranchers
that are against things like this like to say that the people that vote for the
reintroduction of predators don't live in the areas, but I do. And I am 100% for it. If
you don't want to live with the animals that live or lived in their area then they need
to move to the city, and not out into the country. These animals belong here, who
are we to decide what lives where and when.”

o “All the reasons the FWS have suggested to oppose the reintroduction are not
sufficient.”

* “lam not an activist and this is the first such correspondence | have ever submitted,
but please help me understand why Interior Secretary Gale Norton has halted the
introduction of the declining Grizzly Bear population into the Bitterroot mountains.”

*  “Limited reintroduction of grizzly bears into this wilderness area is a good idea.
There is no real sensible opposition, which can be presented rationally. 25 bears in
millions of acres can't make much of a difference to man/humans.”

*  “We are astounded that a concept that took local citizens several years to build, a
proposal that the Fish and Wildlife Service itself advocated at every opportunity for
over four years, could be rejected by a new administration after a few weeks of
review and no hearings or discussions with local publics and without consultation
leading scientists or member of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee. Hundreds
of people spent hundreds of hours of their time building this proposal, expanding it a
public meeting and participating in public hearings. It is a mockery of the NEPA
process to think that such a powerful public record can be erased via one notice in
the federal register. This decision is transparently arbitrary.”

*  “No reason to reconsider. Nothing material has changed since last November's
Record of Decision. The public has already been heard. Over 24,000 citizens filed
comments. Two thirds of those who filed personal signed comments were from the
local counties that include the Bitterroots. The Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) has
spent over half a million dollars to complete the NEPA process. Your claim that
there is now "significant opposition™ is nothing new. That opposition has always
existed. It was considered in the EIS and Record of Decision. There is no reason to
reconsider that decision.”

e “This position supports only a small number of U.S. citizens who have vested
interests in retaining cheap grazing land and is detrimental to the rest of the nation's
citizens.”

Some comments criticize the NOI proposal because it lacks scientific analysis and
rationale for selecting the “No Action” alternative.
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*  “Under the original "No Action Alternative", now proposed as the preferred
alternative in the current rule, expansion of grizzlies into the Bitterroot was not
expected. The EIS clearly states that movement from extant populations to the
Bitterroot ecosystem is "unlikely" (page 2-42), as female grizzly bears generally
remain near their natal range and population expansion into new territories is very
slow. Therefore, we believe that acceptance of the No Action Alternative is without
scientific merit and does not support recovery of the species. In fact, after reading
the EIS, it is nonsensical to conclude that the No Action Alternative is the preferred
approach to recovery for grizzlies in the lower 48!

*  “Indeed, there is no evidence whatsoever in your Federal Register Notice that
science, the habitat, or the status of the species has prompted this reversal.”

o “After review of this proposed reevaluation of the ROD, we find that this decision
made by Secretary Norton has no scientific basis and would seriously undermine
grizzly bear recovery in the lower 48 contiguous states, further delaying the day
when grizzly bear can be removed from the list of endangered and threatened
species. Further, we find that the explanations offered as rationale for this
reevaluation are grossly inadequate to justify the proposed major change in policy.”

*  “The Society for Conservation Biology finds the explanations offered in the "no
action" proposal inadequate and unconvincing.”

*  “The "no action" alternative flies in the face of virtually uncontradicted scientific
evidence pointing to the fact that the Bitterroots are ideal grizzly habitat, and the
absolutely best place to reintroduce grizzlies to assist in their recovery. It would be
tragic to lose this opportunity, particularly when the only credible basis for the "no
action" alternative is politics rather than science and reasonable wildlife
management.”

Comments that disagree with and question specific rationale:
Some respondents comment on and disagree with specific rationale. These are grouped
and summarized below.

Inadequate Public Involvement

e “Lack of Support/Fear For Safety: Both of these claims are directly contradicted by
scientifically gathered evidence and represent little more than poorly disguised
efforts to meet the desires of Idaho Governor Kempthorne and small minorities in the
two states that are pro-industry and anti-grizzly. In July of 1995, ...the Service
contracted with Responsive Management, a professional polling firm...They found
that 62% of locals were supportive of reintroduction, while only 26% were opposed.
At the regional and national levels, support was even higher at 74% and 77%
respectively. In addition, they found that only 12.5% of those responding cited
human safety as an issue, while 81-85% said the presence of grizzlies would not
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affect their number of trips to the area. Finally, only 7% of those responding
expressed a fear that grizzly reintroduction would result in “land use restrictions.”

“From the vast number of articles and research we have done, there appears to be no
cogent, logical reason to thwart this important initiative. Although seemingly
controversial it is quite clear the plan has won overwhelming support by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service, the local business community surrounding the wilderness area
and the local public interest organizations.”

“The original proposal survived years of scientific study, extensive negotiation with
all concerned parties and rigorous public review. Objecting citizens had ample
opportunity to present their case.”

“The very public process has already included comments and input from those
opposed to the plan. A late decision now to ignore the overwhelming scientific and
public comment favoring reintroduction is not right!”

“Her decision does not, in my judgment, reflect the wishes of most Americans.”

“l am opposed to the Fish and Wildlife Service's decision not to reintroduce the
grizzly bear to the wilderness of Central Idaho and Western Montana, especially
after the years of work, debate, and previous public comment that had seen a
consensus among a multitude of desperate groups in favor of reintroduction.”

Inadequate Funding for Bitterroot Recovery

“Funds Are Available for Bitterroot Reintroduction. The Service states that it lacks
budget to pursue reintroduction, but makes no mention of funds that have been
provided in the past, or funds that have been committed for the future. Conservation
groups have already developed a strong record of support for Bitterroot grizzly
recovery. We have provided funds to do an assessment of potential food attractants
for bears in the Bitterroot ecosystem, we have provided funds for alternate garbage
devices, and we have worked with outfitters on providing alternate food storage
containers. ... Perhaps most importantly, Defenders of Wildlife an the National
Wildlife Federation last year met with the director of the Fish and Wildlife Service
and presented her with a written commitment from a major foundation to share the
cost of Bitterroot grizzly restoration on a 50/50 basis. Conservation groups have
made plain to the Service that we are serious about equal sharing of the costs of the
Bitterroot grizzly reintroduction, but that is never mentioned in the cost calculations.
...The Service has told us that reintroduction would cost approximately $250,000 per
year. If we pay half that means the Service has to come up with $125,000, out of its
x million-dollar budget to meet this important, high-visibility recovery objective.
Given that the Service has spent nearly a million dollars over the last six years doing
the paperwork on this reintroduction, their excuse that they have no money rings
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rather hallow. It's just a convenient justification for not meeting ESA
responsibilities.”

“Lack of Funding To Initiate Reintroduction: As the Service and conservationists
well know "Crying Poverty" is a time honored agency tradition when faced with a
politically difficult task that they are reluctant to initiate. In most cases the agency at
least requests insufficient funds, fails to support the request and then cries poverty
when the dollars don't materialize. Here, however, the Service didn't even make a
pretense of seeking appropriations - essentially telling staff that "if they supported
reintroduction they could find the dollars in their current budget.” The ESA has no
exemptions for such self-inflicted funding shortfalls.”

“The implication that the FWS is presently conducting and funding the nine recovery
activities listed in the Federal Register needs clarification. Our inquiries to the
Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator's office indicate that none of these activities have
been funded as budget line items. Similarly although examples are provided of
recovery activities that may be given priority, none have been funded.”

“The stated reasons for abandoning the plan to reintroduce grizzly bears to the
Bitterroot Ecosystem are unconvincing. The cost of $2.1 million over 5 years
($420,000/year) cannot be significant for a country with enormous wealth of the
United States. We note that grizzly (brown) bear reintroduction efforts have been
taken in countries like Italy and Austria that have far and fewer resources and were
ecological conditions are less favorable for success than exist in the Bitterroot
ecosystem. Certainly the United states should be able to do as much as these
countries to restore this species whish has been eliminated from 98% of its habitat
south of Canada and is listed as "threatened" under the US endangered species act.”

“The proposed ROD suggests that, due to the budget shortages, it is inappropriate to
proceed with the Bitterroot recovery effort. There is little question that the project
would be relatively expensive (given the inadequate budget allocated for endangered
species recovery) and that there are many other demands on the Service's recovery
efforts. However, an attempt to move the project forward using the citizens
management committee and experimental nonessential status of the population may
have provided alternative and less expensive ways for Bitterroot grizzly bear
recovery to proceed. For example, Tribal and public management involvement and
responsibility could have resulted in significant donations and financial support from
private and non-government cooperators and foundations. The Service has already
invested significant amounts of time and money on the environmental analysis and
studies leading to the FEIS and ROD. Unfortunately, it may now find itself spending
more of its limited dollars in court to defend the effort to rescind the decision than
what it might cost to implement grizzly bear recovery on the ground in Idaho.”

“The Society for Conservation Biology finds the explanations offered in the " no
action " proposal inadequate and unconvincing. The concerns over costs are
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insignificant, considering the importance of this conservation initiative and the size
of Interior's budget. We could welcome increased emphasis and funds allocated to
recovery of the existing populations, but have seen no proposal to do so and note that
the final ESI specified that BE grizzly restoration would not use funds allocated for
recovery efforts on existing populations.”

“A lengthy and expensive EIS process will be wasted as a result of this decision.”

Other Recovery Priorities

“Need to Focus on Yellowstone and Glacier Ecosystems: First, there is no scientific
evidence to suggest that grizzlies in the lower 48 states can be recovered to viable
levels over the long term by concentrating on these two populations. In fact, the best
available science, repeatedly supported by independent grizzly biologists and
population ecologists throughout North America, tells us the exact opposite - that a
number of healthy, linked populations is the only way that recovery can ever be
achieved. Second, it is widely accepted in the scientific community that viability
will require 2-300 grizzlies in an interconnected metapopulation structure. As the
Service is well aware, the most optimistic estimate of the combined
Yellowstone/Glacier population would only total perhaps 1200 bears. Thus, the
Selway-Bitterroot and its 300+ grizzlies is vital, both in terms of its numbers, and as
the critical linkage between Glacier and Yellowstone.”

“The Notice states that the "Service believes that addressing identified recovery
needs in ecosystems that already contain bears is a high priority”, and it cites as
examples of high priority activities the ongoing efforts to estimate population size in
Yellowstone and the Greater Continental Divide ecosystems and to finalize and print
the interagency Conservation Strategy for management of bears inside the
Yellowstone ecosystem after delisting. We agree that the Service should certainly
prioritize its efforts and expenditures to maximize species recovery. However, the
examples cited as "high priorities™ are directed at documenting recovery rather than
achieving recovery. In reality, reintroduction is the only proposed action that will
move the species closer to recovery and delisting.”

“Continuing and enhancing current recovery efforts in the other US grizzly bear
populations is unquestionably important. The gains toward overall grizzly bear
recovery remaining to be made in these ecosystems are relatively small compared to
the large gains that could be realized from a restored grizzly bear population in the
Bitterroots.”

Human Safety Risks

“Finally, we understand that the Secretary also wishes to reexamine concerns
regarding human safety issues. We believe that this concern in unreasonably
inflated, and will take this opportunity to make a silent point regarding the true risks
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of grizzly bears to humans. Although many people, including Idaho Governor
Kempthorne, view grizzly bears as "massive flesh-eating carnivores” that pose such a
great threat to humans, healthy grizzly bears actually pose little threat to the
informed visitor to bear country. The grizzlies of Yellowstone NP are a great case in
point. From 1980 to 1994, over 600,000 visitor nights in backcountry and thousands
of trips yielded only 21 grizzly related injuries, and there have only been a grand
total of 5 grizzly-related deaths in Yellowstone NP since it was established in 1872!
Another example that works well for the SBE is the Bob Marshall Wilderness in
Montana. The Bob Marshall Wilderness is similarly remote wilderness area which
experiences a level of human use similar to that of the SBE. Since 1959, only one
human injury and one human death from grizzly bear attacks have occurred, and the
death resulted from a hunger who shot and wounded the grizzly bear first. This
example speaks for itself and clearly demonstrates that the fears of Governor
Kempthorne and others are unfounded. If you put this mortality level in perspective,
many more people are killed every year either by domestic dogs, poisonous snakes,
bees or lightning than were ever killed by grizzly bears over record time. Most of
the small numbers of grizzly-induced human deaths over the years have been a result
of careless human practices or human error.”

“The objections of Governor Dirk Kempthorne are without foundation. If we are to
use the miniscule risk of human injury or death to keep grizzlies off of public land,
then we might as well close down Sun Valley ski resort, and all ski resorts in Idaho
since they are all on federal property. | practiced orthopedic surgery in Sun Valley
for ten years where | saw ten to twenty injuries per day from skiing, many of them
devastating injuries that changed the victim's lives forever. And we had several
deaths per year from skiing accidents. So if we are to limit use of public land to only
safe activities, then close the ski resorts. And while we're at it. Let’s prohibit the use
of all terrain vehicles on public lands, since more people are killed each year in
Alaska by ATV's than were killed during the entire twentieth century by bears.”

“The Idaho governor's argument that any risk of injury to humans is unacceptable is
ludicrous. In public health, for example, we deal constantly with concepts of relative
risk and acceptable risk, realizing that yes; sometimes an extremely low level of risk
to human health is acceptable in pursuit of public good. Grizzly recovery is such a
public good, and needs to be followed through on by immediately reviving the
recovery plan.”

[The Nez Perce Tribe] “The Decision to Select the No Action Alternative Ignores
common Sense. The Preferred Alternative ensures that the recovery area is in the
most remote portions of the Bitterroot Ecosystem, far removed from national parks
and inhabited areas. Due to the low density of bears being reintroduced, the risk of
human-bear or bear-livestock interaction is even further removed. Grizzly bears are
primarily vegetarians, and few documented cases of bear-induced human mortality
exist. The FWS has projected that, based on 280 bears existing in the Bitterroot by
2115, an estimated one injury will result per year and less than one grizzly bear-
induced mortality every few decades. Final Rule at 21. In fact, horses cause greater
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human injury and mortality per year than grizzly bears. ... Moreover, grizzly bears
may eventually expand into the Bitterroot Ecosystem on their own. Should the bears
return to their historic habitat, they will do so under conditions less favorable or
controllable by local citizens or governments than those offered under the Preferred
Alternative.”

“The stated concerns over public safety are also unconvincing. Based on
extrapolations from areas with similar conditions, the frequency of human deaths or
injury from grizzly bear attacks from a recovered population in the Bitterroot will be
extremely rare. Overall, there is an average of about 3 human deaths caused by bear
attacks per year in all of North America from polar bears, black bears, and grizzly
bears. In the Bob Marshall wilderness area of Montana, which is most similar to the
wilderness areas in the Bitterroots, there has not been a human mortality from a
grizzly attack since 1959.”

“Further Consideration of Public Safety is Not Warranted. While the Federal
Register notice withdrawing the reintroduction decisions suggests that further
consideration of public safety is warranted, it offers no data or information to support
such a conclusion. In fact, the draft and final EIS's offer voluminous statistical
information on why concerns about public safety are NOT warranted. We believe
that despite powerful evidence to the contrary, the Service is acceding to Gov.
Kempthorne's misinformed viewpoint on the danger of grizzly bears.”

“l grew up in Montana and still consider it my home. The reintroduction of grizzly
bears is a sound scientific plan. The excuse that the governor of Idaho makes for
opposing this plan is the safety of Idaho citizens. This issue of safety is not well
founded. | have been around grizzlies on several occasions even while working in
Glacier National Park. | have never been threatened and in all the instances that | am
aware of, grizzly attacks were the result of bad human decisions or a mother
protecting her young. | have always known since | was very young that wilderness
areas always involve risk either from weather, terrain or wildlife.”

“The Society for Conservation Biology finds the explanations offered in the "no
action" proposal inadequate and unconvincing. The concerns over public safety
from a restored grizzly population in the BE are also overplayed. In similar habitat
in Montana's Bob Marshall Wilderness area, from which bears were never
exterminated, there has not been a human fatality from a grizzly bear attack since
1959, and the EIS estimates the likelihood of a human fatality following full
recovery in the BE at perhaps 1 every 2-3 decades. This contrasts with the highest
cause of preventable death to Idaho residents under age 75, which is illness derived
from tobacco use, which killed 1,645 Idahoans in 1997. Public health concerns
should be directed to significant problems rather the exceedingly small possibly of
death or injury form a grizzly bear attack.”
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“It is unfortunate that the human safety issues - which are unquestionably of vital
importance in this matter - have been vastly exaggerated to the detriment of a
reasoned and fair consideration of the grizzly recovery plan. Any human injury or
loss of life related to a wildlife recovery effort is a tragedy, and recovery efforts
should be designed with aggressive measures to minimize the potential for conflicts
between people and the wildlife population being recovered. The citizen
management grizzly bear recovery plan adopts just such aggressive measures to
minimize potential conflicts between people and bears. For one of several examples,
the plan authorizes the relocation, and in extreme cases the elimination, of bears that
might pose a threat to people or livestock.”

Lack of Local Involvement in Decision

“The original EIS and ROD for grizzly restoration in the Bitterroot Ecosystem
proposed a restoration plan that was unprecedented in the amount of authority and
involvement provided to local citizens in the reintroduction area in the management
of the restored grizzly population. It is especially unfortunate that the Secretary of
Interior has rejected this plan that found significant agreement among people with
disparate opinions about grizzly restoration. This local involvement was a
potentially valuable new model for implementing recovery efforts for such locally
controversial species as grizzly bears.

The biggest benefit of the program to reintroduce grizzlies to Montana and Idaho is
establishing a pattern of "cooperation and mutual involvement between private
citizens and federal government personnel.” This mutuality of objectives and actions
is a goal to reach for in "all" our environmental actions--only by securing citizen
cooperation does the government (of and for the people).”

“l am also rather surprised at her position, given that she is supposedly an advocate
of local, citizen management of local issues.”

Disagree with All Rationale

“In your Reevaluation of the ROD you state, “In light of our current recovery needs
for grizzly bears in other areas and our available resources, as well as the objections
of the states that would be affected by the reintroduction of grizzly bears in the SBE,
we are reevaluating our prior decision.” We can find no scientific basis to
explanation whatsoever, and further, find that it can be refuted on each count.
Regarding current recovery needs for grizzly bears in other areas, this is a myopic
and scientifically inaccurate way to look at the big picture for grizzly bear recovery
in the lower 48 contiguous states. The big picture is that grizzlies of the lower 48
contiguous states are to be viewed in their entirety, not as isolated islands. The
reintroduction of grizzlies in the SBE represents a golden opportunity to bridge
widely isolated grizzly bear populations in the northwestern US, thereby greatly
increasing their chances of long-term survival. Focusing on one isolated population
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such as the Yellowstone population...absolutely is not the way to approach this
problem. Regarding costs, the current administration will spend over $300,000 on
grizzly bear recovery in FY2001, yet has budgeted none of it for the SBE recover
effort. We question the wisdom of this considering everything we know about how
important the SBE is to grizzly bear recovery. Further, the final EIS specifies that
the SBE grizzly bear reintroduction would not take away from funds allocated for
recovery efforts of existing populations, so the proposed reintroduction does not
impact recovery funding of existing populations. Regarding the objections of states
that would be affected by the reintroduction, we understand that Idaho is the state
objecting to this plan. It is apparent from the record of this entire EIS process over
the years that Idaho was given every opportunity to participate in this reintroduction,
and was to have members on the Citizen Management Committee that was to
oversee the reintroduction. We aren't sure what more ldaho wants, and it's clear that
consistently rejected opportunities to participate in the process and would not
compromise. We do not question that states should be closely involved in projects
such as this, but at what point does it extend beyond reason and federal law? We
feel that it has clearly extended beyond reason in this case. Although some
opponents of grizzly bear recovery make the argument that this is a states rights
issue, here is no question that when it comes to the ESA, this ultimately is a federal
issue, and the federal government, after involving the states and other interested
parties, has to step up, take responsibility, and do the right thing.”

“Secretary Norton's decision to withdraw this well researched and comprehensive
reintroduction plan has no sound basis. The stated concerns about the safety of
inhabitants in or near the Bitterroot ecosystem are insufficient to justify the proposed
change in policy. Nowhere in the endangered species act is federal inattention to
listed species mandated by safety considerations. Also, the recovery efforts of
existing populations would actually be helped rather than hindered by the
reintroduction of grizzlies into the Bitterroot ecosystem, according to data presented
in the FEIS. Finally, resources used for current recovery efforts would not be
diverted to the Bitterroot reintroduction. Neither project would come at the expense
of the other.”

“Neither prioritization among recovery efforts nor funding priorities for recovery
provide adequate reasons for revocation of the Record of Decision. If the same
reasoning proposed for revocation of the recovery program in the Bitterroot is
followed to it's logical conclusion, then recovery decisions for other grizzly bear
populations of lower priority for recovery or funding would also be considered for
revocation. Certainly, the Department of Interior is not contemplating such actions,
but neither should it do so with the Bitterroot Record of Decision. Both funding and
recovery efforts for the reintroduction of grizzlies in the Bitterroots were designed to
be separate from funding and recovery efforts for other grizzly bear populations,
according to statements by the Department of Interior in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS:eg. pg 5-20[4]). Furthermore, funds for state programs
associated with the reintroduction would be provided to the states (FEIS, p 5-50 [4])
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Therefore, funding and reprioritization among recovery plans should be a moot
issue.”

“We believe the selection of the preferred alternative was based on sound science
and there are no legitimate reasons for changing the preferred alternative. The 2
reasons given for changing the alternatives were limited resources that need to be
prioritized to other areas and objections by the state of Idaho. Being quite familiar
with recovery operations and needs of bears in other recovery areas, we believe there
IS no reason that recovery in the BE should negatively impact bear recovery in the
other areas but in fact should greatly enhance it. A meta-population of bears with
connectivity among populations will be created and genetics a long term population
viability will thereby be greatly enhanced. Adequate resources will remain in place
in the Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide ecosystem for management
even with reintroduction occurring in the BE. Additionally, other non-federal
sources of funding are available to assist the BE reintroduction to further ensure this.
... The second reason given for changing the preferred alternative was objection by
the state of Idaho. Idaho argues that the impacts of reintroduction will be too great
for the state to endure. However, the specific concerns of Idaho were addressed
adequately in the FEIS for Grizzly Bear Recovery in the BE. Based on the best
information available, impacts of reintroduced bears on ungulates, livestock, humans
and land use in the BE were predicted to be minimal (USFWS 2000).”

“The DOI's concern about costs of the grizzly bear restoration effort are similarly
misplaced since the existing ROD makes it clear that funds for grizzly recovery in
the SBE would not be taken from existing recovery programs in the existing
populations. In addition, we believe that restoration of grizzly bears in the
Bitterroots would be a major step toward recovery of grizzly bears south of Canada.
In contrast, progress toward recovery that can be achieved in the existing populations
- although important - will be relatively minor because grizzlies already occupy most
of the best habitat. This is not the case with the SBE.”

Comments that AGREE with the NOI rationale for re-evaluating the ROD and

selecting the “No Action’ alternative:

Comments that generally agree with NOI rationale

Some respondents agree with the proposal to select the “No Action” alternative and
believe the reasons presented in the NOI for this proposal are accurate and valid. Some
of these people are local residents in Idaho and Montana. They thank the Secretary of
Interior and FWS for reconsidering the decision because they feel they would have been
negatively impacted by grizzly bear reintroduction. Governor Kempthorne writes that the
original decision to reintroduce grizzly bears as a “nonessential experimental” population
was discretionary.

“Thank you for reevaluating the decision made earlier and listening to the concerns
from those of us that visit the affected wilderness areas of ldaho and Montana.”

ISSUES - 25



SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

RE-EVAL. OF R.0.D./REMOVAL OF REGULATIONS FOR
REINTRODUCTION OF GRIZZLY BEARS IN
BITTERROOT AREA OF IDAHO AND MONTANA
SEPTEMBER 2001

.... “1'live in Idaho, use the wilderness in my retirement years and have never met a
citizen of rural Idaho who supports the reintroduction plan, NONE. The surveys
these organizations reference must have been done in strip mall coffee shops near a
university in downtown Boise. | support the decision you have made which these
groups are asking me to oppose. Therefore, | strongly encourage you to stick to you
guns because you are absolutely right.”

[Governor Kepthorne writes]... “Idaho believes it appropriate initially to place the
Secretary's quite justified practical concerns into an overall statutory context
because, as the "nonessential™ designation indicates, what the FWS determined to do
in November 2000 is wholly discretionary. It simply makes no sense to exercise
discretion to implement a program that almost certainly will result in loss of life and
will serve mainly to undercut grizzly bear recovery efforts in other ecosystems where
the bear has an established presence.... Against this statutory backdrop, Idaho turns
to the substantive grounds identified in the FWS's June 2001 rulemaking notice as
the basis for not proceeding forward with the experimental population. We believe
those grounds supply ample cause to rescind a plainly ill advised experiment with
not only grizzly bears but also the well being of Idahoans.”

Comments that agree with specific rationale

Some respondents comment on specific rationale, and these are grouped and summarized
below.

Inadequate Funding for Bitterroot Recovery

[Governor Kempthorne writes]... “Until appropriate habitat protections and
management protocols are in place to protect the five existing grizzly recovery
ecosystems, creating an additional experimental grizzly population in the BE would
only add to the likelihood of negative human interactions and sentiment, while
draining scarce dollars away from the funding of management of currently
established grizzly populations in the Selkirk, North Cascades, Cabinet-Yaak,
Yellowstone, and Northern Continental Divide Ecosystems...In light of the
guestionable human injury and mortality rates presented in the FEIS, Idaho believes
that the recommendation to adopt the No Action Alternative is the only common
sense solution to avoiding quite plain detriment to human and livestock safety, as
well as to existing rural life styles... Idaho concurs with the FWS decision to
reconsider the impacts of grizzly bear introduction into the BE in relation to the costs
and possible detriment to other currently occupied grizzly recovery areas. .... The
depletion of funds that accompanies the increased management needs of a growing
bear population also affects the States within which grizzlies reside. The need for
additional funding will become particularly acute after the bear is delisted and the
primary responsibility for management and funding is transferred to the States...
Idaho thus wholeheartedly concurs with the FWS's statement that "it is neither
prudent nor consistent with our recovery priorities to establish a new grizzly
population in the (Bitterroot Ecosystem) at this time".... The No Action Alternative
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will also promote a more cost effective approach for achieving grizzly expansion
into their former range within, interalia, the Northern Continental Divide and
Yellowstone Ecosystems.”

Other Recovery Priorities

* [Governor Kempthorne writes]... “However, it is certain that continued efforts
toward establishing the BE experimental population will siphon off funds that might
be used for managing the other established bear populations in addition to other
recovery commitments for fully protected species. The wisdom of channeling large
blocks of FWS time and money, along with the resources of other agencies into
establishing a peripheral, experimental population is highly questionable...Three of
the five currently occupied grizzly bear recovery populations (Selkirk, North
Cascades, and Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystems) have a combined population of only about
100 bears (FWS 1993, Mattson et al. 1995). Conversely, the Yellowstone and
Northern Continental divide ecosystem populations, and FWS funding should be
focused on the areas of fundamental importance associated with grizzly bear
recovery within existing populations. ... Rather than diverting limited FWS resources
to reintroducing a nonessential experimental population in the BE, the FWS should
continue to focus on ensuring the continued viability of ongoing recovery efforts in
ecosystems with existing populations. Efforts directed at the prevention of the loss
or decline of any of the existing populations of grizzly bears in the lower 48 states
will contribute more towards the preservation and maintenance of genetic materials
than would the establishment of a hotly contested nonessential experimental
population in the BE. Adopting the No Action Alternative will allow funding that
would have been directed towards introductions in the BE to be used to shore up
genetics in Yellowstone and the Northern Cascades through augmentation.”

»  “Rather than introduce grizzlies into an ecosystem where they are "non-essential,”
IAC supports focusing on other higher priority recovery activities, as stated by the
proposed rules published June 2001, and focusing on projects aimed at maintaining
grizzly populations elsewhere.”

*  “More and more resources will need to be devoted to the Yellowstone grizzly
population. Current issues and populations should be addressed before creating or
addressing new ones.”

Human Safety Risks
(See Issue #501 for more information on comments regarding Human Health and Safety.)

*  “For many years hikers have traversed the Bitterroot Mountains without fear of bear
attacks. These mountains have become a Mecca for recreations whose lives will be
in danger with the reintroduction of these bears.”
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Agree with All Rationale

“The ALC also appreciates that USFWS recognizes that "current recovery needs for
grizzly bears in other areas,” "available resources, as well as the objections of the
States that would be affected by the reintroduction of grizzly bears in the BE" limit
their ability to adequately conduct this project and limits its success. We also thank
USFWS for developing concern and recognizing that "further consideration of the
legitimate safety concerns of the current residents of BE against reintroduction is
warranted."

LEGALITY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION (104)

Many people believe the proposal to select the “No Action” alternative is illegal. They
remind the FWS that it has an affirmative duty under the ESA to recover all listed species
and to take only those actions that lead to recovery of the species. For various reasons,
they believe the “No Action” alternative will not lead to recovery of the grizzly bears,

and thus question the rationale for the decision. They further question the legal grounds
for the FWS to make a decision that will not promote grizzly bear recovery. Many
believe it is not legal to rescind a ROD which meets the legal requirement to recover
grizzly bears under the ESA, and replace it with a new decision that will not promote
grizzly recovery, and which contradicts much of the information and conclusions
documented in numerous NEPA documents developed for this project. Such a decision is
“arbitrary and capricious,” they state. Some comment that it does not matter if the state
and local governments are opposed to this plan; it is part of a federal law, the Endangered
Species Act.

“We remind the Service that it has an affirmative duty under the Endangered Species
Act to recover all listed species; to base its decisions on the "best available scientific
and commercial data"; and to take only those actions which lead to recovery of the
species. The Proposed Rule fails to meet each of these tests.”

[The Nez Perce Tribe]...”As a threshold matter, no reasoning is provided in the
Notice of Intent dated June 22, 2001 for withdrawing the Final Rule. Simply stating
that FWS “has determined that it is not prudent to recover grizzly bears in the
Bitterroot ecosystem” is unsatisfactory. Without further analysis or explanation
behind FWS's decision, this action is arbitrary and capricious and otherwise not in
accordance with applicable laws”.

[The Nez Perce Tribe]...“The Tribe Was Not Consulted Prior to Initiation of This
Action. The Notice of Intent states: “we strongly believe that the only way to
effectively recover grizzly bears is with the help and support of affected states. In
order to achieve this, we will continue to work in close cooperation and consultation
with states and local governments.” This statement is both factually and legally
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inaccurate. First, in addition to consultation with states and local governments, the
FWS has an obligation to engage in meaningful government-to-government
consultation with affected tribes. As the Tribe was to be a member of the Citizen
Management Committee that was created to oversee the recovery operations and
because the recovery operation will affect treat-protected resources within the Tribe's
ceded territory, consultation, prior to the issuance of the Notice of Intent fails to
recognize the necessity of future consultation with the Tribe during any further
discussions regarding grizzly bear recovery. This contradicts the Final Rule's
guarantee that grizzly bear recovery will be undertaken "in cooperation with...the
Nez Perce Tribe." Final Rule at 8. Should any additional discussion regarding
grizzly bear recovery take place, the Tribe must be consulted and be involved in all
decision making regarding the future of grizzly bear recovery operations.”

“...the Secretary and all federal agencies have an affirmative duty to restore listed
species. The FEIS and the ROD make plain that grizzly recovery is unlikely during
the next 50 years without reintroduction. In the 25 years that the Service has been
marking grizzly bears, only one bear has moved between ecosystems. Given the
high likelihood that any bears that do move such great distances will be males, the
likelihood for recovery without reintroduction is low. Moreover, the linkage report
makes plain how fragmented the corridors between ecosystems are, which makes it
even more unlikely that natural recolonization will occur. In our view, the "no
action" alternative is paramount to a "no grizzly recovery" decision, and we believe
it is illegal for the Secretary to make such a decision.”

“It is an abandonment of legal obligation under the Endangered Species Act and of
the ethical obligation to restore America's Wildlife Heritage for future generations.”

“The Idaho Chapter of the Wildlife Society recommends proceeding with efforts to
reestablish the grizzly bear in the Bitterroot ecosystem under the preferred alternative
in the FEIS. We believe Secretary Norton's proposal to withdraw this scientifically
sound and comprehensive reintroduction plan and select the No Action alternative is
both scientifically and legally flawed.”

“It is not possible to achieve full recovery of the grizzly bear in the lower 48 states
without several hundred grizzlies in the SBE and protected linkage zones to other
ecosystems. This recovery effort is to take place almost entirely on public lands
belonging to all Americans. The Interior Dept. has a legal obligation under the law
to achieve full recovery and must proceed with this effort.”

“| feel that what the secretary is doing is illegal, and she is not upholding her duty to
recover endangered species.”

“Finally, as reported recently in regional media, the Yellowstone population has been

completely isolated for 60-70 years, has therefore lost substantial genetic diversity,
with continued isolation expected to pose a threat to the species in as little as three
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decades. Given the well-documented threats to key Yellowstone food sources, we
suspect demographic factors will imperil these isolated bears well before that. For
the Service to knowingly take actions which maintain that isolation and worsen this
peril is clearly contrary to federal law.”

*  “We would remind you that your actions are tantamount to breaking the law, because
as Secretary of the Interior, your responsibility as steward of public lands is to
enforce the Endangered Species Act which means that you are supposed to save the
grizzly bear because it is listed under that law as a species threatened with
extinction.”

o “Strictly on a legal analysis, your actions violate your duties under the Endangered
Species Act since they are listed under that law as a species threatened with
extinction”

*  “It does not matter if the state and local governments are opposed to this plan - it is
part of a federal law, the Endangered Species Act. They are required to cooperate.
This is a matter of preserving a species for the long-term, and that is much more
important than some inconvenience to people.”

Many people simply comment that the grizzly bear is a threatened species, and the FWS
is mandated by the ESA to recover the species. Most think the FWS should continue to
implement the selected alternative and reintroduce grizzly bears to the BE.

e “First I must remind you that your charge and that of the US Fish and Wildlife
Service under the Endangered Species Act is by law to ensure the recovery of
endangered species, in this case the recovery of the grizzly bear in the lower 48
states.”

»  “Inrefusing to help bears make a comeback in their historic Rocky Mountain habitat,
the Service fails in its legal obligation to the public to protect and conserve
America's wildlife for generations to come.”

*  “Because the grizzly bear is a threatened species we must work to protect its
population: it's the law.”

*  “Restoring the grizzly bear is MANDATED by the Endangered Species Act under
the USFWS -- it must happen.”

»  “Istrongly urge you not to stop the reintroduction of grizzlies to the Bitterroot-
Selway wilderness. You are required under the Endangered Species Act to work to
save grizzly bears because they are listed under that law as a species threatened with
extinction. Are you not a public servant mandated to follow Federal law? *
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*  “The government must fulfill its mandate to protect endangered species and to
restore native wildlife species to those suitable habitats from which they have been
extirpated.”

*  “This is a good, balanced plan that has widespread public support. There is an
affirmative legal duty to conserve and recover listed species like the grizzly. This
duty should be followed rather than shirked.”

Some respondents think the selected alternative (Alternative 1) is illegal. They question
the legality of risking human safety by reintroducing grizzly bears, and of establishing a
Citizen Management Committee to manage the grizzly bear population.

*  “We suggest the introduction of grizzly bears in the Bitterroot Mountains is a
criminal act. Over time, a fact of life is some people will be killed/injured by grizzly
bears. ...To be 100% safe from grizzly bears, means no grizzly bear restored to the
Bitterroot Mountains.”

«  “Alternative 1 is more anti-bear and anti-habitat than it is recovery. There is no
provision in the ESA for the selection of a citizen management committee as
proposed by the ROOTSs plan. This misnamed committee is not citizen management
but a committee of political appointees. It is illegal.”

A few comments discuss the lawsuit brought by Idaho Governor Kempthorne against the
FWS over the ROD to reintroduce grizzly bears to the BE. These people support the
lawsuit, and believe grizzly bears should not be reintroduced into the BE.

e “The lawsuit by Idaho Governor Dirk Kempthorne, with full support of Montana
Governor Judy Martz should send a clear message to USFW that the citizens of those
two states, who share the common border of the Bitterroot/Selway Wilderness, do
not want Grizzly reintroduction there. 87% of local people questioned in Ravalli
County are opposed to the plan.”

o “...itseems unfair for a federal agency to continue to try and force the issue upon
local citizens who have made known thru comments and legal action that they do not
want the program, and a program that may also be unfair to the grizzlies who will
become problem animals and after a couple of relocations, may have to be shot.”

A number of respondents contrast the legal mandate of the FWS to recover grizzly bears,
to what they believe is a politically driven decision to select the “No Action” alternative.
Some mention the ESA was enacted on a federal level to insulate decisions concerning
threatened and endangered species from local political pressure. They believe the
proposal to rescind the ROD based on political pressure from a state governor would set a
dangerous precedent for future recovery decisions involving listed species.
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“This should not be subject to the politics of the day. This issue is forever for these
ecosystems. Follow the law!”

“Are we not eroding the very foundations of democracy with actions such as this and
the reversal of the roadless initiative?”

“Restoring grizzly bears to Idaho and Montana is too important to be sacrificed for
political reasons. | find it appalling that the decision to abandon the plan that took so
much effort to develop, was reached against the wishes of the scientific community
and the majority of the public. The decision is indirect conflict with the ESA and
puts more importance on pleasing a governor than upholding the law.”

“The bottom line here is that this country cherishes wildlife and has passed strict
laws directing the federal government to take measures to reverse our centuries long
assault on our natural environment. ...Follow the law, do your job, and stop acting
like lackeys for those who exploit. This is not the role that Fish and Wildlife is
supposed to undertake.”

[Society for Conservation Biology]... “believes that it is inappropriate for the
Department of Interior to abandon its responsibility to recover listed species because
of opposition from local officials. If the preferences of state officials had been
followed, there would have been no restoration of wolves to the BE or GYE in 1995
and no restoration of wild populations of black-footed ferrets. The Endangered
Species Act was enacted because Congress recognized the importance of
maintaining biodiversity and of restoring declining species. Such goals cannot be
accomplished without federal action because the pressure of local interests makes it
impossible to address adequately the needs of declining species. Although
involvement of local officials in recovery efforts is certainly valid, giving such
officials veto power over recovery efforts for federally listed species is not. Such a
policy has dangerous implications for all listed and declining species.”

“The FWS has promised to improve grizzly protection and must live up to that
promise regardless of the viciously anti-environment, anti-biotic administration and
its hired guns.”

“To deny the citizens of Idaho and Montana the right to manage the recovery of the
grizzly bear is a violation of the basic principles of Democracy and for Gale Norton
to ignore the advice of her own departmental experts only displays her own
arrogance and incompetence.”

A few people feel that legal action would be warranted if the “No Action” alternative is
selected and the ROD and final rule rescinded.

“It would seem to us that even taking the matter to court would be appropriate, it is
that important to the survival of the grizzly bear.”
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e  “As an Australian I have watched with growing alarm the complete disregard with
which such Administration holds the environment both of America and the world.
Obviously Interior Secretary Norton has no desire for her grandchildren to enjoy any
of the wonders of nature. Should she continue with this plan of action, which must
have the President's endorsement (don't forget that - she has not made this decision
alone), I believe legal action to be the only morally responsible course of action.”

CLARITY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION (105)

All comments on this issue indicate the Notice of Intent (NOI) and proposed rule to select
the “No Action” alternative and rescind all pertinent regulations are confusing and lack
sufficient rationale and justification. Respondents are distrustful of the motivations of the
Department of Interior and FWS, stating the proposal is not forthright and is
contradictory of Secretary Norton’s statements of commitment to grizzly bear recovery.
Some question why the FWS would select an alternative that encourages natural recovery
of grizzly bears in the BE, if the rationale behind this re-evaluation of the decision is to
minimize human safety risks as requested by Governor Kempthorne. They point out that
the “No Action — Natural Recovery “ alternative encourages recovery, and if bears did
recolonize they would be protected as “threatened” under the ESA, giving FWS less
flexibility to manage the bears to address local concerns and minimize human conflicts.
They hypothesize that FWS is actually going to implement Alternative 3, which would
mean that grizzly bear recovery would be discouraged.

“The proposed withdrawals of the reintroduction regulations and Record of Decision
fail to provide sufficient justification for abandoning efforts to provide for a higher
recovery potential for the grizzly bear and fail to assess the impacts of the No Action
Alternative on long-term recovery and maintenance of grizzly bears in the 48
contiguous states.”

e “If the elimination of the grizzly bear from the lower 48 is the intent of the current
administration, they should admit this rather than issue lame excuses such as "the

need to focus resources within other grizzly recovery areas".

e “The citizen management plan is an innovative way to make Federal wildlife laws
work for grizzlies while respecting the concerns of local citizens. Secretary Norton's
proposal begs the question, why abandon a win-win solution to a very complicated
and sensitive issue? There is no rational or logical explanation that has been, or can
be, offered.”

*  “Please consider Secretary Norton's words, "The grizzlies deserve the best
opportunities for their populations to thrive and prosper and | am fully committed to
the recovery of grizzly bears in the lower 48 states.” Unfortunately, these words will
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ring hollow if the introduction plan is terminated and the No Action Alternative is
implemented.”

“... commenting on the confusing proposal and Notice of Intent (NOI) to no longer
support grizzly recovery in the large central Idaho ecosystem known as the greater
Salmon-Selway ... We term the new proposal confusing because the NOI expresses
a desire to drop alternative 1 for alternative 2, yet all of the administration's public
statements and action indicate it really supports alternative 3, no grizzly recovery,
which is illegal under current law. This is not a forthright proposal ... The NOI and
statement by the Secretary of the Interior justify this change by noting grizzly
recovery should be emphasized in areas where populations already exist, not in the
largest wild land ecosystem in the lower 48 states. This rings false on two counts.
First, grizzlies may inhabit the Big Wild already. ... The NOI refers to the state of
Idaho's lawsuit against grizzly recovery as another reason to step back from the
reintroduction plan. Yet, the opposition by the State of Idaho is based upon
opposition to recovery, not just reintroduction. This distinction is important as
natural recovery is emphasized and encouraged under alternative 2 but no
reintroduction is planned. Alternative 3 is opposed to recovery. Alternative 2 is
supportive of grizzly recovery through measures such as section 7 consultation and
requirements for land-use restrictions (FEIS p. 2-45). Alternative 3 would require a
change in the law because its purpose "is to prevent grizzly bears from naturally re-
establishing in Bitterroot Ecosystem."” In other words, alternative 2 does promote
some grizzly recovery in the Big Wild, but the action from the administration, as
well as the vocal minority of anti-bear people, including Idaho's governor, oppose
grizzly recovery in this area. This disconnect does not go unnoticed. ... Again, itis
clear the agency and administration intend to deceptively implement alternative 3 by
selecting alternative 2. Alternative 2 is somewhat pro-bear, by legal definition, if
current policy were correctly implemented. Official agency actions to date have
generally been anti-bear, including the previous selection of alternative 1...This
confusion of specific terms and of alternatives in the FEIS by the agency has resulted
in a strange Orwellian world.”

[The Nez Perce Tribe]...“The Decision to Select the No Action Alternative Ignores
Common Sense. The Preferred Alternative ensures that the recovery area is in the
most remote portions of the Bitterroot Ecosystem, far removed from national parks
and inhabited areas. Due to the low density of bears being reintroduced, the risk of
human-bear or bear-livestock interaction is even further removed. Grizzly bears are
primarily vegetarians, and few documented cases of bear-induced human mortality
exist. The FWS has projected that, based on 280 bears existing in the Bitterroot by
2115, an estimated one injury will result per year and less than one grizzly bear-
induced mortality every few decades. Final Rule at 21. In fact, horses cause greater
human injury and mortality per year than grizzly bears. Moreover, grizzly bears may
eventually expand into the Bitterroot Ecosystem on their own. Should the bears
return to their historic habitat, they will do so under conditions less favorable or
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controllable by local citizens or governments than those offered under the Preferred
Alternative.”

PROCESS AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT (106)

Process and Public Involvement for the NOI to Re-Evaluate the Record of Decision:

Some people comment specifically about the public involvement process for the Federal
Register NOI to re-evaluate the ROD and select the No Action alternative. These
comments were generally critical of the lack of public involvement in the decision to re-
evaluate the ROD. People feel the FWS did not follow their own policies for making
significant environmental decisions, and feel disenfranchised in a decision that affects
their natural resources. Most respondents comment that there was inadequate public
involvement in the latest decision to re-evaluate the ROD and to select the “No Action”
alternative.

*  “Adecision five years in the making, open at many times and in many ways to
public participation and comment, and calling for unprecedented local control in
management of the reintroduced population, is replaced by one made abruptly and
with minimal opportunity for public response and guidance.”

*  “One of the most disturbing aspects of the proposed change in the existing Record of
Decision is the fact that the decision was made without any federal, state or private
scientific input. No scientist knowledgeable about grizzly bears or the grizzly bear
recovery plan was consulted before this decision was reached. We believe that this
is a breach of the Interior Secretary's responsibility to endangered species recovery.”

*  “The "do nothing" policy is very tragic policy made without any attempt to involve
the state and federal agencies working to recover grizzly bears in the lower 48 states.
You did not pay attention to the support of most Idaho and Montana residents.”

* [The Nez Perce Tribe]... “as a factual matter, the Notice of Intent seems to indicate
that the choice of the Preferred Alternative was made without adequate input from
local citizens and states. This is simply not true. ...Without question, local citizens
had an ample opportunity to comment on the proposed recovery plan. Moreover, the
Preferred Alternative assured local input into all recovery decisions through the
Citizen Management Committee. Rather than following this approach, the Notice of
Intent eschews public comment by adopting an alternative, which is unsupported by
science and public sentiment.”
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“| believe Secretary Norton has contradicted her prior statements that decisions about
animals and land should include more local participation.”

“l am greatly dismayed by your proposal to take a position of *no action™ concerning
the efforts at reintroduction of the grizzlies. Your position is an affront to the work
of thousands of informed people who worked in good faith, to create a plan that
would be acceptable to all "sides". ... Your proposal throws a chilling shadow over
multilateral efforts to reverse environmental degradation all across the nation. The
people of the United States overwhelmingly support efforts to save our endangered
species and the nations' environmental health. Your action does neither.”

“We are astounded that a concept that took local citizens several years to build, a
proposal that the Fish and Wildlife Service itself advocated at every opportunity for
over four years, could be rejected by a new administration after a few weeks of
review and no hearings or discussions with local publics and without consultation
leading scientists or member of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee. Hundreds
of people spent hundreds of hours of their time building this proposal, expanding it a
public meeting and participating in public hearings. It is a mockery of the NEPA
process to think that such a powerful public record can be erased via one notice in
the federal register. This decision is transparently arbitrary.”

“The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service note in the Missoulian soliciting public
comment appeared on August 16 with a deadline date of Aug 21! Not a very wide
window.”

A number of respondents comment there was little support for the “No Action”
alternative during the NEPA process. They question why an alternative that has
historically had minimal public support is now being proposed for selection.

“There was no public support for the "no action™ alternative in public comments on
the draft and final EISs. The analysis of public comments on the 1997 draft EIS
noted with regard to Alternative 2 (the "no action" alternative), "this alternative
received little attention when compared to the others.” In comments on the Final EIS
in 2000, there were 14,091 comments in favor of Alternative 1 (the preferred
alternative adopted last November), but only 29 comments in favor of "no action."
No scientific organizations or scientists endorsed the "no action" alternative and only
15 individual citizens did so. For the DOI to reject the overwhelming support for the
preferred alternative in favor of an alternative that received almost no support
demonstrates a callous disregard for the public process involved in developing a
ROD with broad public and scientific support.”

[The Nez Perce Tribe]... “During the public comment period preceding the Final
Rule, approximately 76% of all form letters and petitions received were supportive
of grizzly bear recovery in the Bitterroot Summary of Public Comments at Intro 7, 9.
However, when it came to differentiating between the proposed alternatives, while
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the Preferred Alternative received numerous comments, indicating the level of public
input into the decision making process, the No-Action alternative "received little
attention when compared to the others...It does not appear that the No Action
alternative has received the same considerations as the other alternatives.” Id. at 2-1.
Thus, not only was the No Action alternative rejected by the ROD, it was also
rejected by concerned citizens, who chose to comment instead on alternatives that
assured they would have a stake in the management of grizzly recovery.”

Some respondents believe the results of the 60-day comment period on the two Federal
Register notices will once again show the majority of participants in the process favor
reintroduction of grizzly bears in the Bitterroot.

*  “l suspect when the 60-day public comment period on Secretary Norton's "no action
proposal ends August 20th, the votes will once again show that the public favors
reintroduction of grizzly bears. 1 think the Citizen Management plan is a ground-
breaking way to make federal wildlife law work for grizzlies while respecting the
concerns of local citizens. It remains to be seen if Secretary Norton's misguided
political philosophy regarding grizzly bears will be allowed to trump the exercise in
democracy, generated by this 60-day public comment.”

*  “Unfortunately for Ms. Norton, the law requires that citizens will have 60 days to tell
her what they think of her autocratic rejection of this locally-led plan to return the
grizzly to wilderness areas in ldaho. We expect the American people will
overwhelmingly support this collaborative approach that creatively and effectively
meets the needs of local communities, people and grizzly bears.”

*  “lurge the Fish and Wildlife Service to reinstate citizen management as the preferred
alternative for grizzly recovery in central Idaho and western Montana. ... There is no
reason not to do this. Listen to the majority voice. I like to know for once that this
current administration is listening to public opinion.”

Process and Public Involvement during the NEPA Process for the Bitterroot
Project:

Most respondents comment about the quality and results of public involvement during the
6-year NEPA process for the Bitterroot grizzly bear recovery project. The majority state
that public involvement during the NEPA process was adequate and most people support
grizzly bear reintroduction. Of these respondents, most mention support for the selected
Citizen Management alternative. Some respondents, however, believe the public
involvement process was inadequate. A few people think local residents were not
adequately represented in the public comment process.

Comments that believe the public involvement process was adequate:

Numerous respondents comment that FWS did an adequate and thorough job of involving
the public during the 6-year NEPA process. They believe the majority of the public who
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participated in the process support reintroduction of grizzly bears in the Bitterroot. They
write that there is no reason to ignore the public record on this issue and arbitrarily decide
to go against the wishes of the majority of the public.

“There is strong public support for reintroduction. The public comment on the final
environmental impact statement overwhelmingly supported Alternative 1, the Citizen
Management alternative. Over 14,000 individual comments were received,
including 19 letters from grizzly bear experts and 4 letters from professional wildlife
organizations including the Wildlife Society and the International Bear Association.
Alternative 2, No Action proposal, received only 29 supporting comments with none
from grizzly experts or professional associations. It received the fewest letters of
support of the four primary alternatives. Attitude surveys of Montana and Idaho
citizens also indicate public support, especially if bears were reintroduced using the
concepts of the Citizen Management Alternative. This scientific poll, conducted by
Responsive Management, found that slightly less than half of the respondents (46%)
supported grizzly reintroduction to the Selway-Bitteroot Wilderness, 35% opposed
reintroduction, 9% had no opinion, and 10% did not know. But when explained the
primary conditions of the Citizen Management alternative, support for reintroduction
increased to 62% while 30% opposed and 8% didn't know. It is important to note
that while the State of Idaho has been critic of the Service's grizzly reintroduction
proposal, the State of Montana was a supporter of the Citizen Management
alternative under Governor Marc Raciot's leadership for several years.”

“The majority of U.S. citizens surveyed (77%), and local Idaho and Montana citizens
(62%), are supportive of grizzly bear reintroduction to the Bitterroot wilderness of
Idaho (Duda and Young 1995). A subsequent survey in 1997 (Duda and Young
1998) produced similar results when respondents were asked if they would support
reintroduction under Citizen Management: 62% of local Idaho and Montana
residents supported reintroduction and 30% were opposed. Further, Service reports
indicate approximately 75% of all public comments received throughout the NEPA
process have been supportive of grizzly bear reintroduction in the Bitterroots. This
strong public support certainly favors the Service moving forward with grizzly bear
recovery and reintroduction in the Bitterroot Ecosystem.”

“The public process and recommendations from wildlife experts should be
respected.”

“The Bush administration has, on many occasions, voiced its concern and support for
local involvement in these decisions. Well, in this case there has been broad local
involvement, including private citizens, timber and mining interests, local politicians,
and landowners. | own remote property in Selkirk Mountains of northern Idaho and

I am very much in favor of the reintroduction program.”

Many people believe the results of the lengthy public participation process indicate most
people support the selected alternative to reintroduce grizzly bears with citizen
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management. These respondents strongly support the reinstatement of the original
selected alternative.

“Public opinion nationwide, regionally, and even locally supports the reintroduction
of the grizzly. Local citizens have been involved to an extraordinary degree, and
they would run the program Dr. Terry Anderson, a free-market economist and
western property-rights advocate, has praised the Selway-Bitterroot grizzly plan
because of its innovative, collaborative approach and consideration of local
concerns.”

“The carefully developed citizen management plan, adopted by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, incorporated concerns and ideas from a broad range of participants.
This process is a model for protecting the environment, consistent with the needs of
local citizens. It is not fair to derail a successful effort that would have long-term
benefits to the nation.”

“We acknowledge that the support of local citizens is a vitally important
consideration in restoration of species like grizzly bears. The decision adopted last
November recognized this and proposed a grizzly restoration plan that was
unprecedented in the amount of authority and involvement provided to local citizens
to manage a restored grizzly population. This innovative plan resulted in significant
agreement among people with disparate opinions about grizzly restoration.”

“The reintroduced plan is supported by the vast majority of people that have
commented on it as the record clearly documents.”

A number of respondents believe the majority of local residents in Idaho and Montana
support grizzly bear reintroduction. They argue that results of public comment
throughout the NEPA process indicate local citizens support recovery of the species in
the BE, and only a handful of vocal locals oppose grizzly recovery. Most of these
comments support the selected Citizen Management plan, however, a few people support
Alternative 4.

“A related claim that's often heard is the assertion that "locals™ were somehow shut
out of the process, and their concerns weren't heard. However, of the 2697
individuals/groups that submitted personal, signed opinions, 66% were from the
affected states of Idaho or Montana. In addition, 7 public hearings were held around
the area immediately affected by the proposal, with virtually all attendees from local
and regional populations. The result - 56% favoring some form of reintroduction,
while only 3% favored the "No Action" alternative now pushed by Secretary Norton
and Governor Kempthorne.”

“The citizen management program draws strong local support as well as widespread
national endorsement, it would be wrong to assume that the governor of Idaho
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speaks for the majority of citizens in and around the Selway-Bitterroot area who
have voted by a margin of 60+% in favor of recovering grizzlies in the area.”

“Grizzlies belong in Idaho and are wanted by the majority of Idahoans.”

“l might point out that during the previous period of public comment on the
reintroduction plan majorities of citizens from Idaho and Montana who submitted
written comments or spoke at public hearings supported grizzly recovery in the
Bitterroots.”

“To implement the "no action" strategy would ignore the wishes of this Idaho
resident and many others in this region provided comments in favor of reintroduction
during the original plan development.”

“The plan was adopted after extensive public comment that revealed support for the
reintroduction under citizen management by majorities of Idaho and Montana
residents, as well as broad bipartisan and scientific support.”

“...In fact | have attended a panel presentation where members of the logger's union
and of the environmental community sat together to present a unified plan, forced
over a seven-year period, that would accommodate grizzly reintroduction and allow
a reasonable plan for logging.”

“The proposed plan has the backing of the local citizens and industries.”

“...I would hope that you would show that you respect the overwhelming feelings of
and the good ideas of sensible and educated citizens. If you do not support the
opinions of the citizens of Idaho it will be very hard to have confidence in you to
make choices that we support.”

“As landowners in Lakeside, Montana; we urge the FWS to reinstate citizen
management as the preferred alternative for grizzly recovery in central Idaho and
western Montana.”

“l am originally from Polson, Montana and have seen this issue grow and gain
overwhelming support from local citizens. | see no reason to stop the reintroduction
of this majestic animal to an area where it once called home.”

“l am a citizen of Idaho and am writing to express my opinions regarding the recent
turn of events with regard to the planned reintroduction of grizzly bears to the
Greater Salmon-Selway Ecosystem. | agree with the scientific community and the
majority of Americans that grizzly bears should be reintroduced to this pristine, wild
region and afforded the full protections as outlined in the Endangered Species Act
and as described in Alternative Four of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.”
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e “lam writing this letter to request that the USFWS reinstate and prioritize efforts to
restore grizzly bears in Idaho. As someone who has lived in the West most of my
life, was raised on a small family ranch, and who loves the out-of-doors, | have
watched over time with interest and hope as a reintroduction agreement among
diverse constituents was carefully forged to protect the interests of both the grizzlies
and the local community in ldaho.”

*  “We could probably survive introduction of the grizzly bear into Central Idaho (as
scary as that thought is). We could not survive heavy handed federal government
that is obsessed with recovery of the bear to the exclusion of nearly everything else.
Our experience here has been that once a species is listed and critical habitat
designated for that species, the federal agencies walk around in lock step like
zombies muttering, "We must save the species, we must save the species.” When
that happens local interests are forgotten and the interests of local communities are
crushed!”

Comments that believe the public involvement process was inadequate:

Some people believe the majority of public comments received during the NEPA public
participation process do not support reintroduction. Many of these people believe that
local residents were not adequately represented in the process.

* [Governor Kempthorne writes]... “I also point to portions of the final environmental
impact statement ("FEIS") that showed unanimous opposition from ldaho state and
local government officials to the nonessential experimental program associated with
the reintroduction of grizzly bears into the BE. These officials, and the citizens
whom they represent, are the persons most directly affected by the reintroduction
program. As State Representative Hornbeck succinctly put it: "You come and you
listen to the people of Idaho, the people who live with these bears, and you will find
they are all opposed to the reintroduction of the grizzly bear".”

= “In the public meeting in Hamilton in 1997, we believe the deck was stacked so that
the media would report that many citizens support reintroduction. If you really want
to know the truth, we challenge you to send a survey to EVERY household in the
Bitterroot.”

e “Asyou mentioned the State, local government and individual citizens all have
serious concerns and objections to any plan to reintroduce more grizzly bears in
Idaho”

*  “We believe that during the last 8 years, most citizens of Montana were ignored
regarding environmental issues. From logging to fires to roadless areas to
reintroduction of grizzly bears, mainstream citizens have not been heard. We believe
that you are listening to our government leaders and therefore, us! We need a more
balanced approach to these issues.”
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One person thinks there should be a vote taken of residents of Ravalli County, Montana.

*  “There should be a vote taken of all of the residents of Ravalli County and adjoining
counties in an election where people go to the polls for this purpose.”

One person specifically comments about the lack of public involvement in the decision
about the recovery area boundaries.

*  “The so-called recovery area was chosen administratively and without the requisite
public comment.”

Comments Regarding the Entire NEPA Planning Process for the Bitterroot Project:

Some respondents comment on the adequacy of the entire NEPA planning process for the
Bitterroot project, rather than specifically commenting on the public participation
process. Many of these feel that the planning process was comprehensive and met all of
the NEPA regulations, and then question why the final decision of the multi-year
planning process may be changed.

Most people believe the planning process was adequate, that the decision to select the
preferred alternative was widely supported by the public, and question why the FWS and
Secretary Norton would want to change the decision. They comment that such a process
is inefficient and will result in a waste of time and taxpayer money.

*  “In order for the threatened grizzly bear to be recovered, their numbers and available
habitat need to be increased. Years of planning backed by good science have proved
the Selway-Bitterroot Grizzly Plan to be a sound management plan for the grizzly
bears recovery. The planning for this grizzly bear reintroduction took years and
involved all the government and state agencies, and affected citizens and businesses.
Never before had the public that was to be most affected by the reintroduction of an
endangered species had so much say and influence in the planning and carrying out
of the recovery plan. Yet Secretary Norton doesn't seem to care that sound science
and the affected public (and the American public as a whole) supported
reintroducing grizzly bears to central Idaho.”

*  “This plan is a landmark agreement between many disparate interests, and has the
majority vote of the citizens of the states involved. I feel it is dead wrong for Gale
Norton to step in. ... Sorry, folks, but it shouldn't be up to her. The citizens of Idaho
and Montana have voted for this plan, the timber industry, local Indian tribes, and the
Fish and Wildlife agency scientists all stand behind it. The people have spoken.”

*  “You went through the appropriate public process last time and reached a legitimate
outcome. Majorities of people in both Idaho and in Montana, as well as nationwide,
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supported reintroduction. To abandon the preferred alternative now would be an
insult to all citizens who participated and make a mockery of public involvement.”

“You have spoken about proper process in environmental decisions. This one has
been done as well as it could be done. Local, regional, and national opinion has been
strongly in favor of the grizzly reintroduction. Please make it a reality.”

“The plan is the result of twenty years' work by the Interagency Grizzly Bears
Committee.”

“The EIS process, and indeed the mandate of the USFWS, is to use scientific
information and public processes to select the alternative that best meets the stated
objective. Many years and dollars were spent doing exactly this.”

“| thought that the reintroduction of Grizzly bears to the Bitterroot Mountains was a
done deal. We went through the process of environment impact statements habitant
suitability, access corridors, public comment and scientific expert representatives of
every applicable federal, state and tribal wildlife management agency is and has been
in full agreement of the plan.”

“The public involvement system which was developed for the management of
grizzly bears in the Bitterroot was a model for the future of endangered species
management.”

“Thousands of dollars have been spent and many public meetings have been held.
Now these dollars and meetings seem to be for nothing”

“l have been a professional in wildlife sciences for 30 years, and know of no other
example of such a thorough preparation for a wildlife reintroduction. Not only have
the scientific aspects received utmost attention, but, also the proposal has involved
private and commercial interests to an unprecedented extent. The concerns of a
broad base of citizens have been incorporated in a plan that is both scientifically
sound and acceptable to a majority of the public.”

“This plan has been worked on for more than 5 years. There has been ample time for
public comment.”

“It is odd to me that our government would alter its course of action after it went to
the people for public comment.”

“The very public process has already included comments and input from those

opposed to the plan. A late decision now to ignore the overwhelming scientific and
public comment favoring reintroduction is not right!”
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Many respondents also make the point that the reversal of the well-supported final
decision to reintroduce grizzly bears will set a dangerous precedent. They believe it will
be harmful to the consensus process that is so important in contentious resource decisions
that are becoming commonplace. Such politically motivated decisions will serve to ruin
the public trust in federal government actions.

“My final point is that this reintroduction plan is a great example of cooperation and
compromise. Ms. Norton's decision is not only harmful to the recovery of the grizzly
bear, but also damages the consensus process. Future contentious environmental
issues will only be more polarized. It is basically a bad faith decision, and destroys
the trust that many of us have put into the process.”

“While developing the FEIS the Service listed to the Governor’s and Idaho Fish and
Game Commission's concerns. They addressed every concern shy of stopping
reintroductions. They changed the Draft and added alternatives, they contracted the
best biologists in the nation to conduct habitat quality analyses, they moved
boundaries, and they changed the special rule several times to adjust to private
concerns, the Attorney General’s concerns, and the Governor’s concerns. They did
everything they could and still it was not enough. The Governor just couldn't see
past his misperception that grizzly bears are "ill tempered flesh eating carnivores"
and was able to change the course of a dozen years of democratic process with the
mere threat of a law suit and closed door political maneuvering. Misleading the
debate for political gain is a shallow ploy that had never worked with the service
previously. | am deeply disappointed in the US Fish and Wildlife Service; where
enforcement of the ESA is suppose to be the last hold against politics and for the
species in jeopardy.”

“We participated in the study of the several options for restoring grizzly bears to the
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area. We are appalled that the plan finally decided
upon might be scuttled. ... How many citizens participated in the 1997 plans review?
Is our effort worth nothing? The thinking that went into the final plan was well done,
the plan well crafted, and the commitment an understanding valued by all. We
considered all the essential factors, including disease control, flora management,
safety of livestock, safety of people in the specified areas, and the restoration of a
significant part of the American natural scene.”

“It's important that the Service remember that grizzlies are a nationally listed species,
with recovery taking place primarily on public lands belonging to all Americans.
Here, it's important to note that of the 24,251 citizens expressing an opinion, over
70% supported reintroduction. As such, it is totally inappropriate (not to mention
illegal) to give veto power over the national will or policy to either locals or an area
governor. The ESA also contains no exemptions for political pandering to a small,
unrepresentative, anti-conservation minority.”
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“We believe that reopening the decision to implement Alternative 1 is clearly an
effort to stop reintroduction that trivializes the enormous public process that elicited
much time and energy from the public. It serves to make the public believe
participation in the NEPA process is meaningless because it can be so arbitrarily
overthrown. People are being made cynical about the democratic process. This
serves the purpose of discouraging meaningful public participation.”

“...the public comes down squarely on the side of the grizzly and it's reintroduction
in the Bitterroots. We've gone through years of the planning process and the local
structure is in place to make reintroduction a reality. With the newest edict coming
from Washington, however, this entire public process has been ignored. For the
public process to be meaningful in any way, we cannot just discard it at the whim of
those in charge. For the sake of the future of the grizzly bear as well as the spirit of
due public process, continue with the current plan to reintroduce grizzlies to the
Bitterroots.”

“Most feel it is waste of time to write in and express their feelings because we know
the letters got to those who are in favor of this foolishness.”

“The majority of the people support this reintroduction. When will the government
support the wishes of its citizens concerning out environment?”

“The people want Grizzly reintroduction to happen, why are you stalling? The
people are the ones that should have a voice in OUR government decision-making
but yet the people still feel that BIG business delegates what gets done in
Washington. Prove us wrong.”

“Furthermore, the move to shelve this eight-year process is a blatant mis-use of
political power. It also displays callous disregard for the work of dozens of wildlife
and forestry experts who helped compile the draft and final EIS documents. Further,
the vast majority of public respondents (even in Idaho) have supported the
reintroduction effort. How dare the Secretary of the Interior and the USFWS
contravene the Endangered Species Act, the scientific community, and the will of the
American people?”

“As someone who has voted Republican, | know that the Republican platform
believes localities should have a say in how and whether, certain things are done.
Why wouldn't a Secretary of the Interior support a proposal that has such vast
support among local citizens, and also fulfills a noble and legally required cause?
Opposing this program will give the appearance that you have contempt for the
American wilderness, the magnificent grizzlies that live there, and the millions of
Americans that hold them both dear.”

“It is essential that we protect biodiversity of this region, and this key species. It
makes me sick to have to make my views known, again and again, and again...”
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Some people believe the majority of local residents support grizzly bear reintroduction
and recovery. They write that the selection of the “No Action” alternative will ignore the
wishes of locals, and will not be responsive to the majority of the pubic that wants bears
recovered in the BE. They question the Bush administration in its rhetoric that it wants
to be responsive to state and local interests.

“Just a few months ago Secretary Norton's Presidential Cabinet Peer, EPA
Administrator Christy Todd Whitman, spoke at the NWF Annual meeting about the
President Bush's desire to have local stakeholders involved in making decisions on
local issues, less government and more people. We do not believe that President
Bush's desire is being carried out in this regard.”

“Furthermore, the move to shelve this eight-year process is a blatant mis-use of
political power. It also displays callous disregard for the work of dozens of wildlife
and forestry experts who helped compile the draft and final EIS documents. Further,
the vast majority of public respondents (even in Idaho) have supported the
reintroduction effort. How dare the Secretary of the Interior and the USFWS
contravene the Endangered Species Act, the scientific community, and the will of the
American people?”

“In closing, the Bush administration accused the Clinton administration of stomping
on the rights of states and local communities. A lot of effort went into grizzly bear
reintroduction at the local level with local input. The local input determined a plan to
reintroduce the grizzly to Idaho. Now the Bush administration has become guilty of
not respecting the rights of those local men and women who have worked so hard
towards grizzly reintroduction. 1 am not surprised by the actions of the Bush
administration. An administration that won the presidency by a considerable
minority of the vote. Why should this administration listen to the majority now?”

“Please do not confuse our Governor's opposition to grizzly bear re-introduction with
citizen sentiment. The Governor, for unstated reasons, has been adamantly opposed
since the plan was announced--perhaps because of the furor surrounding wolf re-
introduction in Idaho; more likely because of hunter/outfitter-guide opposition to the
plan. But, the plan has had both support from the general public in opinion polls,
and from a number of Idaho's major daily papers — the Statesman in Boise, Post-
Register in lIdaho Falls, the Times-News, Spokesman-Review in Spokane.”

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED ACTION (107)

Thousands of respondents request reconsideration of the “no-action” proposal as outlined
in the federal register of June 22, 2001. The majority of those requesting a
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re-consideration, support the previous decision outlined in the Record of Decision. That
alternative is referred to as the Citizen Management Alternative (Selected alternative or
Alternative 1).

The other alternative that garners a great deal of support and a rally for reconsideration is
the previous Alternative 4, Reintroduction of a Threatened Population with Full
Protection of the ESA. Supporters of Alternative 4 are adamant about their opposition
not only to the “no action” alternative, but to Alternative 1 as well. These respondents do
not support the experimental, nonessential designation because bears would be offered
less protection under the Endangered Species Act. Supporters of Alternative 4 also
disagree with oversight by a Citizen’s Management Committee. They feel oversight
should be by a scientific committee.

Several respondents feel the “no-action” proposal is politically motivated. Other
comments relating to political influence are found in code 701 of this report. Overall,
many people are unhappy with the proposal to change a decision that they had personally
invested time and effort into. Several feel betrayed by the turn-around of the previous
decision.

*  “lam writing to demand that the FWS continue with the plan to reintroduce
grizzly bears to the Selway-Bitterroot wilderness area in Idaho and Montana.
This plan has been in development for seven years. It entails an innovative,
collaborative approach between the government and local residents. After all of
the work put into this plan, it should not be abandoned now.”

*  “Asan agency charged with the recovery of this species, it seems unbelievable
that the same agency would withdraw a Record of Decision (ROD) supporting
reintroduction/augmentation of grizzlies into an area so important to recovery
of the species.”

e “The no action proposal thwarts the will of the majority of people, locally and
nationally, who cared enough to comment on reintroduction during last year's
FEIS process. The process by which it has usurped last year's record of
decision is anti-democratic and unworthy of public support.”

Comments in support of the previously selected Alternative 1: Numerous
respondents call for a reinstatement of Alternative 1. The majority of those are for the
following reasons: 1) Alternative 1 is a cooperative effort by conservation organizations,
agencies and private interests. Many respondents note their personal involvement in this
process, cite public opinion polls, restate the support of Governor Racicot of Montana for
this alternative, and support by newspaper editorials in the area. 2) Alternative 1
designates grizzly bears as a “nonessential experimental population”, which allows
wildlife managers increased flexibility to respond to citizen concerns and to adjust grizzly
bear management based on monitoring information. 3) Alternative 1 mandates the
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formation of a Citizen Management Committee composed of federal and tribal
representatives and appointees from the Governors of Idaho and Montana. 4) Alternative
1 was formulated following studies of the recovery area that ensure adequate habitat
exists to ensure grizzly bear survival. 5) Alternative 1 addresses human safety concerns
by making allowances for shooting grizzly bears in self-defense or when bears are
attacking livestock.

e “The Citizen Management plan is an innovative way to make federal wildlife laws
for grizzlies and local people too...The architects of this plan are local
workers, business people and conservationists committed to balancing the
concerns of local citizens with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act
and not "extermists™ as you have labeled your environmental critics. The plan
was adopted after extensive public comment that revealed support for
reintroduction under citizen management by majorities of Idaho and Montana
residents, as well as broad bipartisan and scientific support.”

*  “Many months and a great deal of effort were spent reaching an agreement
regarding the re-introduction of the Grizzly Bear to the Selway Bitterroot
wilderness in Montana and Idaho. For the first time, several different interest
groups worked on finding common ground with a controversial issue, and have come
up with The Citizens Management Plan.”

*  “l think that the Fish and Wildlife Service should reinstate citizen management
as the preferred alternative for grizzly recovery in central Idaho and Montana.
The citizen management plan is a good way to make federal wildlife laws work for
grizzlies while respecting the concerns of citizens.”

“l urge you to please reinstate the "citizen management plan™ developed by The
National Wildlife Federation and Defenders of Wildlife in collaboration with the
timber industry and organized labor groups.”

»  “..the citizen management committee offers tremendous opportunities for local
residents to voice their concerns about management decisions on federal lands,
to shape grizzly recovery strategies, and even to revisit recovery goals in
light of new scientific evidence. The Service did an excellent job in outlining the
biological justification for the reintroduction in the EIS, the issues and concerns
associated with it, and how these concerns would be addressed by establishment of a
citizen management committee.”

e “This was the first time a major wildlife recovery plan was developed
with full participation of all the local citizens as to how the recovery plan
was to be managed.”

“| strongly support the Citizen Management Plan that was hammered out in months
of negotiation between conservationists, the Idaho timber industry and local
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labor unions...You and your administration should be embracing the Citizen
Management Plan as a model of common sense conservation, and not caving into the
scare tactics of those who would derail any attempt to restore America's wildlife
population.”

“The painstaking product of collaboration between the National Wildlife Federation
like-minded groups, local labor unions and Idaho's timber industry, the
groundbreaking citizen management plan to restore grizzlies won broad bipartisan
support, and as a model for making federal wildlife laws work for local
communities. Citizen management is a model for making federal wildlife laws
work for local people.”

“The process leading to last year's ROD took 7 years, cost more than $700,000,
was supported by the vast majority of public comments, and was supported by all
of the scientific organizations who commented during this period.”

“This alternative, selected for implementation in the ROD, is one

of the best demonstrations of the flexibility of ESA, federal wildlife managers,
and an effort to incorporate social and economic needs with the scientific and
biological needs of species recovery...It is a shining example of the concept of
"local control” that is a high priority of the Bush administration.”

“As a professional biologist and proponent of grizzly bear recovery, | believe
that the biological and Endangered Species Act implications and ramifications of
the Natural Recovery alternative are detrimental to species, to the Act and to
the Fish and Wildlife Service. Biologically, there is no leg to stand on in the
proposal and absolutely no legal or biological change that would make the inital
proposal invalid and in need of change. Funding would be available through a
joint federal private effort. | recommend that the Service remand the new
proposal and reestablish recovery of the grizzly bear in the Bitterroots under
the preferred alternative in the FEIS.”

“On behalf of the 20,000 members of the Alabama Wildlife Federation I am writing
to request that the Fish and Wildlife Service reinstate citizen management as
the preferred alternative for grizzly recovery in central Idaho and Montana.”

“The proposal to reintroduce the grizzly bear to this wilderness was done after 7
years of planning among scientists and local citizens and industry. A citizen
committee would be in charge of this program and oversee the reintroduction of
the grizzly bears. The proposal has the support of former Montana Governor Marc
Raciot, the timber industry, mill workers and nearly all of the major newspapers
in Idaho and Montana.”

“The Citizen Management Plan is an innovative way to make federal
wildlife laws for grizzlies and local people, too. The administration should
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embrace is as a model of common-sense conservation, not caving in to the scare
tactics of those who would derail any attempt to restore America's wildlife
populations.”

“The proposed introduction of bears back into their historic range in ldaho and
Montana wilderness was an appropriate action based on sound scientific data

using a methodology that ensured maximum input in management decisions using a
local Citizen Management Committee - how much more local input can be expected”
“l would like the original plan for reintroducing grizzly bears to the
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness of Idaho and Montana. It was a break-through

concept that put local citizens at the helm to make bear recovery work!”

“The result was the landmark citizen management plan for grizzly recovery in the
Bitterroots- the first major wildlife recovery plan to propose giving local

citizens a direct voice in managing the recovery effort. The resulting citizen
management committee- comprising 12 members nominated by the governors of
Idaho and Montana, as well as a member from the Nez Perce tribe, the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the US Forest Service would oversee the reintroduction of the
grizzly.”

“Your agency worked and worked for years and actually molded a consensus
together on how to manage the grizzly reintroduction. You actually persuaded some
ranchers and some timber companies and part of the environmental community and
even some public officials to be on the same side for a change.”

“The citizen management plan is an innovative way to make Federal wildlife laws
for grizzlies and local people, too. Far from "extremists"” as the president has
labeled his environmental critics- the architects of this plan are local
workers, business people, and conservationists committed to balancing the
concerns of local citizens within the requirements of the ESA.”

“| say that this plan -- the citizen management alternative -- serves as a bold,
new solution to this very issue of citizen involvement, and will have
far-reaching effects for conservation in America for generations to come.”

“Conflicts between people who live in the western U.S. and the eastern U.S. can
get in the way of proper wildlife management, since your jobs, ironically
enough, come down more to managing people than managing the other animals. That
is why a more innovative technique for melding people and grizzlies through a
local citizen group is so critical. It removes the east versus west arguments
and keeps control in the hands who feel entitled to rule their own fates. If
these people are willing to engage in a civil process, why shouldn't we let
them.”
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“l am not a resident of one of these states, and | understand the major concerns
of citizens regarding the possible encroachment of the bears into human or
livestock areas. However, this compromise plan was worked out in detail over a
period of years between local, regional and national experts, citizens and
lawmakers, and therefore |1 would believe it has the best possible chance of
success.”

“This plan...enjoys massive public support, evidenced by the past seven years of
review, evidence gathering, and public meetings...It gets my personal enthusiasm
because the reintroduction is to be run by the PEOPLE who LIVE in the area. That
IS a great improvement over so many federally operated programs.”

“If given a chance, the plan would work and the Grizzly Bear recovery will be
praised for generations to come.”

“This is a new day and it calls for new methods, especially those involving
broader interests in the issue at hand. Please acknowledge the value of the

Citizen Management Team approach by changing the "No Action" decision to the
"Full Steam Ahead" with grizzly restoration.”

“You need to follow through on this final EIS and implement the grizzly recovery
plan, regardless of whether or not the current administration likes it.”

[American Society of Mammologists]... “ We see one additional reason as to why
the preferred alternative grizzly bear reintroduction plan is so important. The level
of involvement of all interested parties at the local, state, and federal scales built into
this reintroduction plan is unprecedented and could serve as a valuable model for
implementation of recovery efforts for other large carnivores. We feel that this
model deserves to be tested in this case and, if successful, should be applied to other
large carnivore recovery plans to ensure more effective and less controversial
recovery efforts.”

“This proposal has been lauded on the editorial pages of virtually every major
newspaper in the region. The Idaho Falls Post-Register suggested it "could set

a new trend for the next couple of decades in working out environmental
problems.” The Bozeman Chronicle called it "one of the most forward-looking
developments on the threatened species font." The Spokane Spokesman Review
termed it "a model for 1990's environmentalism.” The Missoulian said "interest
groups deserve praise for pursuing a better, more cooperative way of tackling
thorny endangered species issues.” The Lewiston Tribune editorialized that the
proposal "seems so balanced and so fair it makes you wonder what these disparate
outfits might have come up with if the jobs saving northern spotted owls and
Snake River salmon had been theirs from the start"

“| believe the cooperation shown by opposing parties in the grizzly bear
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restoration issue should be supported. Success is possible when all involved
recognize and address the concerns of those with opposing viewpoints.”

“We are users. That is we horsepack for pleasure in the Bitterroot-Selway and
want the return of the grizzlies. It is what wilderness is all about. Citizen
management is innovative and respects the concerns of local citizens. Act now
to reintroduce grizzlies.”

“We live in Montana and routinely hike in the Bitterroot mountains. We write
with anxious and mixed feelings, as we have enjoyed not worrying about grizzly
bears while recreating with our two small children in our beloved wilderness
areas. However our concern transcends this mere convenience...We urge the Fish
and Wildlife Service to reinstate citizen management as the preferred

alternative for grizzly recovery in central Idaho and Montana.”

[The Nez Perce Tribe]... “ The ROD finds that the Citizen Management Committee
under the Preferred Alternative will "allow for flexible” and responsive
management" to handle the concerns of local citizens. Id. In contrast, the ROD's
discussion of the No Action alternative, provides a bleak picture for the future of
bears and the ability of local citizens to manage their recovery...”

[The Nez Perce Tribe]... “ The Tribe maintains that no new information is available
to affect the decision selecting the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative
represents a recovery strategy that properly balances the needs of grizzly bear with
the citizens of the United States. Crafted after seven years scientific peer

review, public comments, and public meetings, the Preferred Alternative

represents sound science and sound policy, recovering the grizzly while granting
unprecedented authority to local citizens to manage and oversee the recovery
program.”

[The Nez Perce Tribe]... “ The Citizen Management Committee Ensured Local
Involvement. Only the Preferred Alternative adequately balanced the needs of the
grizzly with the concerns of local citizens. These concerns were to be addressed
through a fifteen member Citizen Management Committee whose mission was to
facilitate recovery and make recommendations regarding management strategies.
This fifteen member committee would comprise of individuals appointed by the
Secretary of the Interior, the governors of Idaho and Montana, and one individual
representing the Tribe, representing a diverse cross-section of community interests
and viewpoints.”

[Nez Perce Tribe]... “Moreover, the Citizen Management Committee represented a
radical departure from the kind of heavy-handed federal decision making that has
caused problems with the ESA in the past. Instead, individuals from all walks of life
- ranchers, loggers, environmentalists, and others - worked in the spirit of
cooperation and collaboration to develop a plan that would protect the grizzly and
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local interests. This innovative, grass-roots plan to save the grizzly bear received
significant public support and complemented the science supporting grizzly bear
reintroduction. The No Action alternative will not allow for similar local control and
will sacrifice the efforts of numerous concerned citizens.”

Comments against Citizen Management: Most of the comments against the “Citizen

Management” alternative were either those in support of the “no action” proposal or
those in favor of Alternative 4 (see discussion below). Several respondents do not favor
Alternative 1 because they want the grizzly bears fully protected under the Endangered
Species Act. Many also favor a scientific committee over a citizen committee. Governor
Kempthorne of Idaho also does not favor Alternative 1. His primary concern is for the
safety of Idaho residents, livestock depredation, and possible brucellosis introduction
from the bears taken from the Yellowstone Ecosystem population.

“...1 oppose any action to create a citizens' committee to oversee grizzly bear
recovery since such action would take management out biologists' hands, and
would give that authority to those who lack the requisite knowledge and
expertise to properly manage populations of wild animals.”

“The citizen's committee appointed by Idaho's governor is a sham. Management of
these bears by such a body is a misuse of the ESA. The ESA is in place - USE IT
to FULLY PROTECT reinstated grizzlies in Idaho.”

“| think giving management authority to a citizen's committee is nonsense and
folly.”

“l demand reinstatement of grizzly bears in Idaho under full protection of the
Endangered Species Act, as described in Alternative 4 of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement. ...It also prevents giving management to a citizens' committee
appointed by Idaho's governor who is flatly opposed to grizzly bears.

A citizens' committee has no chance at all to work unless the governor supports
grizzly bear restoration, therefore the idea of a citizens' committee is not

feasible and just does not add up.”

[Idaho Governor Kempthorne]... “ I also point to portions of the FEIS that showed
unanimous opposition from Idaho state and local government officials to the
nonessential experimental program associated with the reintroduction...These
officials, and the citizens whom they represent, are the persons most directly
affected...As State Representative Hornbeck succinctly put it: *“You come and you
listen to the people of Idaho, the people who live with these bears, and you will find
they are all opposed to the reintroduction of the grizzly bear.”

[Idaho Governor Kempthorne]... “ The secretary is afforded with wide latitude with
respect to establishing experimental populations in the hope of facilitating local
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acceptance and support...ldaho believes this core purpose of section 10(j) has
particular significance here because the November 2000 rule represented precisely
the type of agency disregard of local interests and concerns that the statute intended
the Secretary to avoid. | stressed those concerns — which included human injury or
death, livestock depredation and possibility of brucellosis introduction to the extent
bears were taken from the Yellowstone Ecosystem population.”

Comments in support of Alternative 4: The supporters of the previous alternative 4 are

unanimous in their belief that the grizzly bears should be fully protected under the
Endangered Species Act. Another common response is that the planning,
implementation, and management of the recovery project would be guided best by a
Scientific Committee, rather than from Citizen Management. There are also a number of
supportive comments about the need for linkage zones and habitat restoration to reduce
road densities, and a need to restrict resource extraction activities.

“Grizzly Bears should be put back into Idaho under full protections guaranteed
endangered species by the Endangered Species Act (as described in Alternative 4
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). This alternative maximizes the
chances of success in restoring Grizzlies to Idaho by including sufficient

habitat and protections for the species. It also prevents giving management
authority to a citizens' committee appointed by Idaho's governor, who is flatly
opposed to having Grizzly Bears back in the wild of central Idaho.”

“l am requesting that the Fish and Wildlife Service reinstate grizzly bears in

Idaho under the full protection of the Endangered Species Act, as described in
Alternative 4 of the ...FEIS. This alternative provides sufficient habitat for the bears
maximum chance for survival in the Northwest United States. It also prevents giving
management authority to a citizens committee appointed by Idaho Governor Dirk
Kempthorne, who is flatly opposed to grizzly bears.”

“l am writing to implore you to reinstate grizzly bears in Idaho under full
protections of the Endangered Species Act, as described in Alternative 4 of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement.”

“Alternative 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement is the safest and most
sufficient way toward restoration. Giving management authority to a citizens
committee appointed by Idaho's governor would be a disaster.”

“...we also strongly recommend that should the Recovery Plan be revived, that the
faults of Alternative One be replaced with the viable concepts of Alternative
Four--the Conservation Biology Alternative.”

“The Service should go to Secretary Norton with an honest, up-front proposal,
based on the best scientific data and management. Playing more politics will
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just be an invitation for her and the Bush Administration to practice politics
as usual, the science and public go to hell. Alternative One was fraught with
politics and trashed as a result. Right now, Alternative Four is the only
viable option, the only Alternative alive and well.”

“Restoring grizzly bears to Idaho is too important to be sacrificed for political
reasons. 62% of local people and 74% of people nationwide favor grizzly
recovery in Idaho. Please reinstate Idaho's grizzlies under full protection of
the Endangered Species Act, as described in Alternative 4 of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. It includes sufficient habitat and protections
for the bears. It also prevents the Idaho's governor from appointing a
committee that opposes grizzly bears.”

“Alternative 4, as favored by the Alliance for a Wild Rockies, would be best
of course, if it is politically possible. Any plan however, is better than no plan.”

“It is a misuse of power to contravene the Endangered Species Act, the scientific
community and public opinion.”

“Conservation ecology and genetics research suggests that restoring grizzly bears
to the Bitterroots is essential for long term population viability of grizzly

bears in the lower 48 states by avoiding the loss of genetic diversity and
lessening the impact of stochastic environmental events. Grizzly bears should be
reinstated in Idaho under full protection of the endangered species act.”

“l urge you to implement grizzly bear reintroduction in Idaho. | prefer that
this be done under Alternative 4 of the Final EIS, as management of these animals
should not be put in the hands of a panel appointed by an opponent to the plan.”

“Furthermore, most of the comments submitted the first time around supported alt.
4, not alt. 1 of the reintroduction proposal, as alt. 4 is the best deal for the

bear; science should support what is best for the bear, not what is most

convenient for people!”

“Give the bears the full protection of ESA...no experimental population BS. Do
your job for the people!”

“When they are introduced they should be fully protected by the ESA in exactly
the way it is outlined in Alternative 4 of the FEIS. They need all the habitat

and protection possible under the law. I do not want a bunch of Idaho governor

appointees from the Ag. and Outfitter's Associations running the show in ldaho.
The future of the bear is too important to let them derail this reintroduction.”

“...we wish to register our objection to the way Alternative 4 was characterized
in the FEIS, where it states that several laws would have to be amended to
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implement this alternative. We feel this is prejudicial language and it is
inaccurate. Decisions to log or not log, build roads, close roads, etc. are all
subject to existing ESA regulations pursuant to grizzly bear recovery. These
decisions do not require amendments to existing federal laws. Alternative 4
seeks agency compliance with these laws.”

[AWR - TECI - FOC]... “we want to restate our strong support for the alternative 4,
the Conservation Biology Alternative. Our earlier comments address this
alternative in more detail, discuss its biological advantages, and suggest minor
improvements from what was presented in the FEIS. We oppose the proposal to
adopt the no action alternative (alternative 2) and the current proposal

(alternative 1). The only way the no-action alternative becomes both legal and
acceptable is if the agency would follow the law (which it has not, as past
experience dictates) take active steps to validate grizzly presence in Idaho,
investigate corridors, protect habitat, enlarge the recovery area, and take

other actions detailed below.”

“The NOI refers to the state of Idaho's lawsuit against grizzly recovery as
another reason to step back from the reintroduction plan. Yet, the opposition
by the State of Idaho is based upon opposition to recovery, not just
reintroduction. This distinction is important as natural recovery is emphasized
and encouraged under alternative 2 but no reintroduction is planned.
Alternative 2 is supportive of grizzly recovery through measures such as section
7 consultation and requirements for land-use restrictions (FEIS p. 2-45). ...
Alternative 3 would require a change in the law because its purpose, "is to
prevent grizzly bears from naturally re-establishing in Bitterroot Ecosystem"
In other words, alternative 2 does promote some grizzly recovery in the Big
Wild, but the action from the administration, as well as the vocal minority of
anti-bear people, including Idaho's governor, oppose grizzly recovery in this
area. This disconnect does not go unnoticed.”

“The Conservation Biology Alternative...should be adopted as it is the only one
based upon sound science...It would recover grizzly bears, provide full
protection of bears and their habitat, thereby reducing the chance for

mortality. It is a habitat-based approach that is supported by many of the
world's leading grizzly bear experts. Alternative 4 maintains full legal
protection for all grizzly bears as threatened species under the Endangered
Species Act. Alternative 4's recovery area encompasses the entire Big Wild
Ecosystem, and protects roadless areas within from logging and road building.
Alternative 4 links the Big Wild and the Cabinet Mountains with habitat linkage
corridors and also begins an immediate study of potential linkage corridors
between the Yellowstone and Glacier/Bob Marshall areas. It is the only
alternative, which includes linkage corridors. Alternative 4 restores grizzly
habitat by ripping out 3,500 miles of unnecessary roads to restore the habitat
linkage corridors. Alternative 4 implements management by a Scientific
Committee appointed by the National Academy of Sciences and would include
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scientists from the private sector, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Nez
Perce Tribe, and the state wildlife management agencies in Idaho and Montana.
Alternative 4 recognizes that bears may already be in the area and should
receive full protection. This latter point is important as cooperative efforts

are underway to document grizzlies in the region.”

»  “The Conservation Biology Alternative, alternative 4, is the best one, perhaps
the only one, to meet the requirements of the ESA. More individuals who
commented and supported a specific proposal supported this one than any other
alternative. It has the support of the country's best grizzly experts.”

Comments pointing to political influence in the process and a need to reconsider the
““no-action proposal: Most of the comments relating to undue political influence are
directed to President Bush and Secretary of the Interior, Gale Norton. Some comments
are directed to the FWS and request that the agency disregard political influence and
forge ahead with the previous decision. Other comments pertaining to “political
influence” are in code 701 of this report.

*  “This is common-sense conservation in action, Mr. President. This is also your
administration's opportunity to deliver on its own promises about getting local
voices involved in environmental decision making and collaboration with the
federal government. Killing this Plan now because of false fears and the whim
of one single governor (Kempthorn - Idaho) could also kill America's confidence
that conservation progress can happen under your administration.”

*  “l hope you can see through the politically based decision reversal coming out of
Washington and will adopt Alternative 4 under the Impact Study.”

o *..go forward...as previously planned...The only ones against this seem to be
the politicians - obviously not a good reason to cancel this important project.”

o “I feel that the Secretary of the Interior and the Governor of Idaho are
trampling on my rights. This plan was adopted after much public involvement and
Secretary Norton is overstepping her position. This is after all, supposed to
be a government by the people...not just a few influential people. The citizen
management plan can work if politicians aren't allowed to derail it with the
political games.”

»  “The Fish and Wildlife Service should reinstate the citizen management for
grizzly recovery here in the west, not the beltway on the east coast.”

e “I'find it hard to understand why Secretary Norton would want to undo all the
hard work that has been put into the plan to introduce grizzly bears back into
the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness area.”
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“As a member of Republicans for Environmental Protection, | urge the Fish and
Wildlife Service to reinstate the Citizen Management program for grizzly bear
recovery in Idaho and Montana.”

“Much planning has already gone into the design of the reintroduction project.
It should not be abandoned for superficial, short-term political reasons...1
urge every effort to go ahead with the reintroduction.”

“Let the folks of Montana and Idaho manage grizzly bears, not bureaucrats and
political appointees from Washington D.C. Let us move forward with the restoration
of these great monarchs to the wilderness of Idaho and Montana.”

“l am opposed to Secretary Norton's proposal to adopt an official position of no
action. This citizen management plan was a win-win-win. Why change it?”

“After much discussion concerned and involved citizens of Idaho and Montana made
a recommendation as to managing grizzlies in the Bitterroots. Now Gov.
Kempthorne wants to upset the apple cart, so to speak. Stay with the preferred
alternative.”

“| feel it is dead wrong for Gale Norton to step in...Sorry, folks, but it shouldn't be up
to her. The citizens of Idaho and Montana have voted for this plan, the timber
industry, local Indian tribes, and the Fish and Wildlife agency scientists all stand
behind it. The people have spoken.”

“l am also appalled that Ms. Norton would so blatantly ignore the

wishes of the many concerned and active participants of the Citizen Management
Plan. To do so is not only not good management; it is insulting to many
thoughtful and concerned people.”

“The proposal to restore grizzly bears in Idaho and Montana meets the
requirements of local control and broad-based support that makes it ideal for
Republican-backed conservation measure. Please bring it to reality in the Bush
administration.”

“| thought that the Republican party platform was to minimize big government.
Well, overturning citizen management committee conclusions is about as close to
being an interfering government as | can imagine.”

“Interior Secretary Norton's proposal to rescind plans to reintroduce threatened
grizzly bears to the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness is ill conceived and
demonstrates that she has no intention of upholding her confirmation hearing
promise to fully implement the Endangered Species Act.”
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*  “Since it is becoming ever more clear that Secretary Norton does not in fact
support any conservation efforts; she should not stand in the way of coalitions
of citizens and affected industries who have joined together to come up with a
conservation plan everyone can live with. 1 urge Secretary Norton to let the
citizen's will prevail.”

e “Asacitizen and ardent supporter of President Bush. | believe that the citizen
management plan is a good one, that it has merit, and that it will work. 1 urge
you to support it as model of innovation during your tenure and as an offering
of compromise to the liberals of our country, and as a feather in the hat of
President Bush.”

NEPA PROCESS (108)

Many respondents think the FWS had followed and met all of the necessary requirements
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the ESA. They write that the
Environmental Impact Statements and Record of Decision (ROD) are comprehensive,
and the selected alternative is a remarkable plan, based on the best available science and
the best choice. Many note the cost of the lengthy NEPA process and the public support
for grizzly bear recovery evident throughout the process — and question the rationale for
the new proposal to select the “No Action” alternative.

*  “Objections to the reintroduction and allegations that the Service did not follow
appropriate procedures under ESA and NEPA should be left to the federal courts to
determine. A decision to reverse the decision to reintroduce bears should only come
as a result of litigation and a subsequent court order to do so, not as a result of a
change in administration!”

*  “The Service also listened to and incorporated the Idaho Governor's and Idaho Fish
and Game Commission's concerns into the FEIS and ROD. They addressed every
concern short of stopping the reintroduction plan. The Draft EIS added alternatives
2, additional habitat quality analyses were conducted (Hogg, Weaver, and Craighead
1999; Boyce and Waller 2000), and the recovery and analysis area boundaries were
changed, as well as the special rule to address private citizen's, the Attorney
General's, and the Governor's concerns.”

*  “Much site specific planning and effective (NEPA required) public involvement
have taken place in preparation for recovery efforts to go forward in the Bitterroot
area.”

»  “Istrongly urge you not to stop the reintroduction of grizzlies to the Bitterroot-
Selway wilderness. Not only are we required under the Endangered Species Act
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(1973) to work to save grizzly bears from extinction, the process has undergone
every bureaucratic stepping stone, only to be stopped by one person, yourself.”

“This recovery plan is based on sound science, management, public involvement,
and compromise, was the preferred alternative of the very agency responsible for the
recovery of endangered and threatened species, and is the plan that has been
supported by the American Society of Mammalogists and many other scientific
societies, as well as by individual conservation and wildlife biologists, including bear
biologists working on this project. The grizzly bear recovery plan was the product of
over seven years of hard work, public involvement, and compromise in the process
and had acceptance from virtually all interested parties. All told, this is a truly
remarkable reintroduction plan.”

Some comments question the adequacy of the NEPA process. They think the DEIS and
FEIS are narrow in scope and does not consider enough alternatives. Some complain
their comments on the DEIS were not considered by the FWS in the FEIS. Others are
critical of the accuracy of data analysis in the FEIS.

“The USFWS has much more flexibility under the ESA than was exhibited in the
DEIS or FEIS. Failure to examine this flexibility through the NEPA process violates
the intent of NEPA and the ESA as well.”

“We incorporate in full by reference our comments on the DEIS and the separate
Proposed Special Rule under Section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act,
comments dated November 26, 1997...We note that in our view the deficiencies
noted therein have not been satisfactorily remedied in the FEIS.”

“...the DEIS and the FEIS have failed to inform the public of another reasonable
alternative under section 10(j) of the ESA, which is "experimental, essential™ status.
The failure to notify the public of this provision of the Act shows a pre-decisional
bias towards the "experimental, non-essential” designation. The FEIS fails to inform
of the "experimental, essential™ status, which is more consistent with the descriptions
of purpose and need and the scientific data outlined above. The failure to discuss or
include the "experimental, essential” status as a reasonable alternative offered for
public comment is a clear violation of the National Environmental Policy Act.”

Idaho Governor Kempthorne writes the FEIS does not adequately analyze the impacts to
human safety and negative impacts to grizzly recovery and genetics from implementation
of the selected alternative. These issues will be addressed in further detail under Issues
402 and 501 in this document.

“...The impacts of grizzly bears on human safety and security were not adequately
evaluated in the FEIS. The subject of grizzly bear/human interactions is a critical
issue that must be carefully weighed before any decision on reintroduction is made.
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...Importantly, with respect to the proposed BE experimental population, the FEIS
did not provide a thorough evaluation of the detrimental impact to grizzly recovery
and genetics which could result from establishing the nonessential experimental
population.”

Many people question if it is valid under NEPA to select the “No Action” alternative and
rescind the ROD and final rule. They state this is the first time in history the FWS has
attempted to withdraw a ROD. They believe the decision is arbitrary and a mockery of
the exhaustive NEPA process that has lasted years actively engaged the public and cost
thousands of taxpayer dollars.

*  “..we note with interest that Secretary Norton's withdrawal of the existing grizzly
bear reintroduction preferred alternative in favor of a "no action" alternative is the
very first time in the history of the USFWS or the ESA that an existing Record of
Decision has ever been withdrawn. Are we to assume that this action sort is typical
of the intentions of the current administration toward endangered and threatened
species and their recovery?”

*  “We are astounded that a concept that took local citizens several years to build, a
proposal that the Fish and Wildlife Service itself advocated at every opportunity for
over four years, could be rejected by a new administration after a few weeks of
review and no hearings or discussions with local publics and without consultation
leading scientists or member of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee. Hundreds
of people spent hundreds of hours of their time building this proposal, expanding it a
public meeting and participating in public hearings. It is a mockery of the NEPA
process to think that such a powerful public record can be erased via one notice in
the federal register. This decision is transparently arbitrary.”

*  “The Service certainly did not need to complete a multi-million dollar planning
process and NEPA review to reach a determination that the agency has higher
recovery priorities and a lack of funds to implement the reintroduction. These
conclusions could have been reached without embarking on an extensive and
expensive planning process.”

The Nez Perce Tribe and others write that the “No Action” alternative is not supported by
the ROD and was not supported by the public during the NEPA process. They question
the NOI rationale for re-evaluating the ROD and proposing to select the “No Action”
alternative.

* [The Nez Perce Tribe]... “The Decision to Select the No Action Alternative is Not
Supported by the ROD. The ROD's discussion of the No Action alternative,
provides a bleak picture for the future of bears and the ability of local citizens to
manage their recovery. In particular, the ROD states that selection of this alternative
would "likely result in no recovery of grizzly bears" and "would result in the less
management flexibility for the Service to resolve local concerns.” Id. at 6. As such,
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the FWS decision to abandon the Preferred Alternative in favor of the No Action
alternative stands in direct contradiction to the agency's own ROD. Further, the
ROD quite clearly discredits FWS's statement in the Notice of Intent regarding their
desire to withdraw the rule to allow for local concerns to be better taken into
account.”

*  “There was no public support for the "no action™ alternative in public comments on
the draft and final EIS. The analysis of public comments on the 1997 draft EIS noted
with regard to Alternative 2 (the "no action™ alternative), "this alternative received
little attention when compared to the others.” In comments on the Final EIS in 2000,
there were 14,091 comments in favor of Alternative 1 (the preferred alternative
adopted last November), but only 29 comments in favor of "no action.” No scientific
organizations or scientists endorsed the "no action™ alternative and only 15
individual citizens did so. For the DOI to reject the overwhelming support for the
preferred alternative in favor of an alternative that received almost no support
demonstrates a callous disregard for the public process involved in developing a
ROD with broad public and scientific support.”

SUGGESTIONS FOR A DIFFERENT COURSE OF ACTION (109)

Numerous comments do not support the proposal to select the “No Action” alternative
and a few offer suggestions for different courses of action. Most people write that they
support the selected alternative to reintroduce grizzly bears as a nonessential
experimental population under citizen management, and urged the FWS to continue
implementing it. Some comments urge the selection of FEIS Alternative 4, to
reintroduce and recover grizzly bears in the BE under ESA “threatened” status. These
comments supporting other FEIS alternatives are summarized under Issue #107,
“Alternatives to the Proposed Action.”

Some people suggest new courses of action, which differ from the current proposal to
select the “No Action” alternative, and also from selection of other FEIS alternatives.
These suggestions range from delaying implementation of the original rule until funding
is available, to working with private organizations to raise funds, to developing a new
plan for recovery of grizzlies, to dropping recovery programs in the BE until local
citizens become more tolerant.

Suggestions to delay implementation of the current recovery program until funding
is available include:

»  “If the present Record of Decision cannot be implemented because of funding
appropriations and budgetary constraints, it should remain as an Endangered Species
Act finding that awaits adequate funding. Similar decisions, contingent upon
adequate funding and prioritization, occur with other listed species.”
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“If current budget constraints will not allow for reintroduction to occur as originally
scheduled, delayed implementation of the original rule would be a far superior
alternative to "No Action".*

“The decision the Service is about to make should not throw away the millions of
taxpayers dollars already invested in the planning and NEPA processes. NGO's and
the public may in fact find avenues to raise funds for the reintroduction (or a
potential change in administration in 2004 may be sympathetic to grizzly recovery in
the Bitterroots).”

“At our 81st Annual Meeting held from 16-20 June 2001 at the University of
Montana, Missoula Montana, the American Society of Mammalogists unanimously
passed a resolution (enclosed) on grizzly bear recovery calling on the secretary of the
Interior to reconsider all of the careful, ground-breaking efforts and compromise that
have gone into the Selway-Bitterroot Ecosystem Grizzly Bear recovery plan and
initiate the reintroduction into this wilderness area of Montana and Idaho to move
forward as an integral step towards recovery of this species as mandated in the
Endangered Species Act. The ASM also called on Congress to fund fully grizzly
bear recovery in the lower 48 contiguous states, including the Selway-Bitterroot
ecosystem.”

“Based on the above considerations, | believe it is premature and dangerous to
introduce grizzlies to the proposed regions of the lower 48 states at this time.
Minimally, the reintroduction should be delayed until adjustments in our waterways
policies allow natural wild salmon populations to move freely from the Pacific
Ocean to and from their spawning beds in streams of the western slope. In any case,
wild salmon will have a much larger beneficial impact on the environment and
humanity that a top-of-the-food-chain predator.”

Suggestions to develop a new revised recovery plan include:

“With only 800 to 1,000 grizzlies remaining, | strongly support a revised plan based
on conversation biology that would revolve around a scientific steering committee.”

“The Service should go to Secretary Norton with an honest, up-front proposal, based
on the best scientific data and management. Playing more politics will just be an
invitation for her and the Bush Administration to practice politics as usual, the
science and public go to hell. Alternative One was fraught with politics and trashed
as a result. Right now, Alternative Four is the only viable option, the only
Alternative alive and well.”

“Coming from someone who is incredibly fearful of the grizzly, I am more

concerned with the loss of the Grizzly Bear's ability to exist in its known natural
habitat. For the reason being that humans have pushed the grizzly out to make way
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for themselves does not make it right. Coexistence is the KEY, NOT the
PROBLEM. Itis our DUTY to find a common ground and not take the easy way out
and veto the Grizzlies chance to live here. | ask that someone take the action needed
before it's too late. | ask that someone CREATE an OPTION that too few small
minds either refuse or are simply incapable of creating.”

“l have read that a major concern of your office is that there is not enough genetic
diversity in the existing populations of Grizzly Bears, such as in the Yellowstone or
Glacier or Yaak areas. I, too, am concerned about that and think money could be
more wisely spent for the good of the bears by capturing a few breeding age bears
from each of the healthy populations and transplanting them among the other
populations. This would diversify the gene pool, without costing millions of dollars
that would have been spent on reintroduction, education, and future management of
Grizzlies in the Bitterroot.”

“Recently you halted the reintroduction of grizzly bears into the Bitterroot-Selway
wilderness. Given that you are required under the Endangered Species Act to work
to save grizzly bears, | am assuming that you have a more proactive strategy in mind.
I am assuming that your goal is to actively work with other state and federal agencies
to create linkages between Yellowstone, Glacier, Bob Marshall, the Bitterroots,
Frank Church and beyond to insure that grizzlies naturally colonize all large road
less areas in order to insure the viability of this species over the long term. Since the
plan to restore grizzlies was so carefully and conscientiously designed by such a
diverse group of Montana and Idaho citizens, this is the only explanation that I can
conceive of to explain your actions. Any other action would seem to be illegal given
that you are entrusted with enforcing the Endangered Species Act.”

Suggestions to drop plans to recover grizzly bears in the BE include:

“Dropping the program for now may make Idahoans more likely to tolerate it at a
later date when more studies are complete.”

“I live within three miles of the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, and | can assure you
that | do not support reintroduction of grizzly bears to my neighborhood. Maybe you
can see to it that they can be sent instead, to the neighborhoods of the NWF, and the
Sierra Club members.”

BEST AVAILABLE SCIENCE (110)

Requirements to Use the Best Available Science

Many people comment that the FWS is required under the Endangered Species Act to use
the best available science in their decision-making process. They believe sound science
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should guide decisions on recovery and management of endangered species, and politics
should not replace science and dominate the decision-making process. Most comments
indicate the original decision to reintroduce grizzly bears to the Bitterroot was supported
by the best available science, and further assert that the proposal to select the “No
Action” alternative is without scientific merit.

» “As a 4th grade teacher, | hope to be able to assure my students that government
organizations like the USFWS is making decisions based on sound ecological
research and scientific literacy.”

« “Ifeel it is your job as resource managers to rise above the politics of the situation,
use sound scientific research and make recommendations and manage for the best
possible grizzly bear protections - and that includes restoration of grizzlies in Idaho.”

»  “We have been outraged at Norton's decision to turn her back on all the work and
positive energy that went into developing this plan...An enormous body of scientific
research supports the logic of this restoration effort. The fact that Norton never
bothered to consult with the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee or other scientists
about this issue makes a mockery of the decision-making process she followed, as
well as the decision she reached.”

» “Reintroduction of any species should be based on scientific data and not the whims
of a Secretary of Interior who is controlled by timber, cattle, oil and mining interest.”

» “If the administration wants to make science-based decisions and do right by the
public, by carrying out its wishes, it will go ahead with the reintroduction.”

» “Please return to decisions being made based upon science and the desires to have
healthy ecosystems, which include historic wildlife populations.”

» “Let's stick to a good decision based on science and cooperation, not emotions and
politics.”

* “The Fish and Wildlife Service along with state Game and Fish personnel are the
experts in this field. The decisions of these experts should be final and looked upon
with value.”

* “lam in favor of science-based decision-making, and feel that the reintroduction
efforts are based on sound science.”

e “Itis a misuse of discretion to ignore the Endangered Species Act and clear scientific

evidence of the impact that failure to introduce grizzly bears into Idaho will have on
the Yellowstone grizzly.”
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» “Interior Secretary Gail Norton is wrong to oppose reintroduction by adopting a "no
action" alternative, as this does not follow the spirit of the Endangered Species Act by
using the best science in an effort to further recovery efforts and bridge together
isolated populations of slow-reproducing "keystone" or “indicator” species such as
the Grizzly Bear.”

* “To ignore the advice of scientific experts and seven years of hard work by timber
and environmental officials is untenable.”

Best Available Science Regarding Recovery of Grizzly Bears in the Bitterroot
Ecosystem:

Numerous respondents believe the best available science indicates grizzly bears need to
be recovered in the BE to ensure the recovery of the species in the lower 48 states. Most
also state that reintroduction will be required to recover grizzly bears in the BE. They are
frustrated by their perception that the proposal to select the “No Action” alternative
ignores the scientific effort and taxpayer money that has been expended over the past
decade; the results indicating grizzly bears need to be reintroduced to the BE. Most of
these comments are supportive of the selected alternative to reintroduce grizzly bears as a
nonessential experimental population with citizen management.

* “l am a former resident of Missoula, Montana and | am very familiar with the Central
Idaho Mountain wilderness. I am opposed to the Fish and Wildlife Service's decision
not to reintroduce the grizzly bear to the wilderness of Central Idaho and Western
Montana. All of the science points to reintroduction in the Bitterroots as being the
correct action at this time. It is critical to ensure the long-term survivability of the
grizzly bear in the lower 48 states.”

» “This area is the best location for such action and it should be initiated as proposed by
the many knowledgeable biologists and wildlife experts as well as the majority of the
public who own these federal lands.”

*  “We believe the selection of the preferred alternative was based on sound science and
there are no legitimate reasons for changing the preferred alternative.”

*  “Your own scientific studies have shown that this region has enough suitable habitat
to support the grizzly and is an important connector to critical habitat in Canada.”

* “The proposed introduction of bears back into their historic range in Idaho and
Montana wilderness was an appropriate action based on sound scientific data using a
methodology that ensured maximum input in management decisions using a local
Citizen Management Committee - how much more local input can be expected?”

» “Scientists see this project as critical to the long-term survival of grizzlies in the
American West.”
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* “Finally, why are we having to go through this process all over again? The
Endangered Species Act is clear and unambiguous. The scientific community has
spoken, and the people of America have spoken. The grizzly bear belongs in north-
central Idaho, as it does in many other ecosystems. It's time to right an ecological
wrong done, in ignorance, by our forebears. It's time to return the grizzly bear to
north-central 1daho!”

e “..science supports the bear's recovery...”

» “Scientists say this important project already approved by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service after seven years of planning holds the key to the long term survival of
grizzlies in the lower 48 states.”

* “The proposed restoration is a sound measure backed by solid scientific research,
with careful attention to safety, location, and cast efficiency.”

* “The reintroduction plan is supported by sound science and good policy.”

»  “We have already spent countless hours and dollars to arrive at the correct scientific
decision to restore grizzlies to Idaho.”

*  “Years of study by expert scientists, led by Chris Servheen, an authority in the field
of Grizzly Bear Recovery may have been wasted when the Interior Secretary, Gale
Norton took a "no action" position.”

» “Itis also clear that the "best available scientific information™ weighed in strongly in
support of the original Preferred Alternative. The original preferred alternative was
endorsed by all of the professional wildlife societies who commented during the EIS
process and was supported by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee.”

* “This also ignores the work performed by the scientific community, which taxpayers
have rightly spent many thousands of dollars, to determine the best action to restore
grizzlies into their former range.”

Some people, however, question the scientific conclusions that indicate grizzly bears
need to be recovered in the BE. They support the proposal to select the “No Action”
alternative because they believe the best science does not indicate grizzly bears need to
be reintroduced or recovered in the BE.

*  “Why would we want to take deliberate actions to endanger bears when there is a
healthy population in other parts of the country? I sincerely hope that the decision to
reintroduce the grizzlies will be reversed. It is my belief that the original decision
was based on romantic notions and bad science.”
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» “And the notion that the proposed introduction area is or was good grizzly bear
habitat is not supported by the scientific evidence provided. This boondoggle must be
stopped somehow.”

* “Any other action except the no action alternative would be premature on the part of
the FWS. As the respondents argued in great depth in their Comments on the
FEIS...no structured and controlled scientific investigation has been completed to
determine whether grizzly bears do actually inhabit the BE presently, either
permanently, or in route to other areas. The official position taken by the Service that
No Bears exist within the BE is not based on current, credible, or substantial scientific
investigation. The nature of the limited data that does exist regarding grizzly bear
presence in the BE from other federal agencies such as the United States Forest
Service and the game management agencies of the State of Idaho and the State of
Montana indicate a small but persistent grizzly bear population over time in and near
the BE. This data consists of reports of chance sightings or encounters with bears,
and is not the result of structured scientific investigation, capture, and preservation of
physical proof such as DNA samples or plaster casts to document the presence of
bears.”

» “l'was a line and staff officer dealing with the ESA for over 25 years until | retired
from the Forest Service. I'm opposed to grizzly reintroduction anywhere until the
USFWS becomes reasonable and cooperative instead of feeding the public their
pseudo science.”

Some comments discuss specific scientific information relevant to grizzly bear
recovery in the BE.

» “Habitat fragmentation may result in smaller and more isolated wildlife populations,
particularly for species such as Grizzly bears with demanding habitat needs. Smaller
populations are more vulnerable to local extinction, due to stochastic events. (Shaffer
1978, Gilpin and Soule 1986). Smaller populations are also more susceptible to the
negative effects of inbreeding depression. hence, maintaining landscape connectivity
is essential to allowing for the replenishing of populations and expansion of gene pool
(Noss 1983, 1987, 1992, Noss and Harris 1986, Craighead et al 1997, Craighead and
Vyse 1995, Paetkau et al 1997, Beir 1993).”

* “The best available science tells us that large, connected areas of habitat are crucial to
the survival of a major predator like Ursus arctos horribilis.”

» “The best science indicates this area has great habitat, perhaps the best habitat, of any
area in the lower 48 for grizzly recovery (including Yellowstone and the Northern
Continental Divide Ecosystems, see the final vegetation analysis for the Bitterroot
area done by the Craighead Institute, 2001...Certainly, the public supports grizzly
recovery in the area, as both polls and the public comments on this issue prove.”
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Best Available Science With Respect to the Proposal to Select the “No Action”
Alternative

Numerous respondents believe the best available science does not support the
reevaluation of the decision to reintroduce grizzly bears to the Bitterroot, and the
proposal to select the “No Action” alternative. They question the rationale and
motivation of Secretary of Interior Norton in proposing to implement the “No Action”
alternative. Many speculate this proposal is politically rather then scientifically
motivated. Comments question whether scientific input was sought in the decision-
making process.

“Does it strike anyone else as totally absurd that Secretary Norton's "no action"
proposal is entirely political and entirely non-scientific? Her theory that island
populations in Yellowstone and Glacier can be increased to complete the recovery
process is pure hogwash. Apparently she did not even bother to consult with the
IGBC or even one scientist knowledgeable about grizzly bears.”

* “The fact that Secretary Norton's decision to withdraw the existing ROD without
participation by the Service's Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator, the Interagency
Grizzly Bear Committee, or other scientists knowledgeable about grizzly bears and
the grizzly bear recovery plan points to a politically motivated decision rather than
one based upon scientific reevaluation of the decision and the best interests of grizzly
bear recovery.”

e “ltis curious to note that when the new proposal was being considered, none of the
initial authors of neither the FEIS nor the grizzly recovery coordinator, nor any
biologist with prior involvement was asked for input. As a matter of fact a "gag"
order was placed on all Service biologists regarding this topic. The Secretary clearly
implies that this is a political maneuver. Failure to base a decision of this magnitude
on any type of science, good or bad, relieves the Secretary and the new
Administration of any credibility in this issue and strains the positive perception the
public has of Service biologists.”

* “Gale Norton's suggestion that we cancel the reintroduction is not based on science
but purely politics. To turn against a community consensus goes against the idea of
collaborative efforts and is an insult to the Endangered Species Act.”

»  “The consensus of scientific opinion favoring this introduction should not have been
disregarded by Interior Secretary Norton.”

» “Restoring grizzly bears to Idaho and Montana is too important to be sacrificed for
political reasons. | find it appalling that the decision to abandon the plan that took so
much effort to develop was reached against the wishes of the scientific community
and the majority of the public. The decision is in direct conflict with the Endangered
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Species Act and puts more importance on pleasing a governor than upholding the
law.”

“The apparent decision by Secretary Norton to curtail the recovery effort for grizzly
bear in Idaho carries scientific, legal and political mistakes and ramifications. It is the
age-old U.S. Government strategy to make promises and then break them. The public
is very weary of being lied to.”

“Secretary of Interior Norton is dead wrong when she states she should focus on
recovery in other areas...This is the heavy hand of bureaucrats trying to undo the hard
work of conservationists, scientists, and local businesses and people. It is choosing
politics over science and democracy!”

“It is my understanding that leading scientists have stated that grizzlies should be re-
introduced in this area. Please listen to the scientist community and local officials
who have worked on this plan rather than politicians.”

“l am opposed to Interior Secretary Norton's proposal, which seems to be politically
inspired it certainly is not good science.”

“We find Secretary Norton's action to be politically motivated and in direct
contradiction of her promises to conduct Interior policy according to the "best
available science.” In fact, scientists say this project holds the key to the long-term
survival of grizzlies in the lower 48 states.”

“Rather than increasing its efforts to recover grizzly bears in other areas, the Bush
administration is working as hard as it can to weaken grizzly protections everywhere
possible. It is hard to imagine a more heavy-laden exercise of politics over both
science and democracy and it is up to all of us who care about the "Great Grizzly" to
say this is not acceptable.”

“The administration is misusing its authority when it bases critical environmental
decisions such as this on presidential whim or cronyism rather than responding to the
scientific community, the Endangered Species Act and the public.”

“Secretary Norton dismisses the uniqueness of the plan based primarily on fear, as
opposed to good science.”

A few people agree with the proposal to select the “No Action” alternative and assert that
science should not enter into the decision process. They believe political opinion versus
scientific research should dictate decisions under the Endangered Species Act.

“We are in accord with Secretary Gale Norton's ideas on the grizzlies in addition to
her other views on the wilderness and environmental issues. We hope that she will
prevail and not give in to the scientists.”
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» “I strongly agree with Interior Secretary Norton's decision to not reintroduce grizzly
bears into the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. Scientific opinion advocating
reintroduction is irrelevant. Scientific opinion does not trump common, collective,
political opinion in our system - much to the chagrin of intellectual elitists. The
decision whether to reintroduce the bears is purely political. The Endangered Species
Act (ESA) was not divinely mandated. It is merely the political fulcrum for
proponents without which no one would have to ask for scientific opinion.”

A number of people say the best available science does not support the proposal to select
the “No Action” alternative. They point out that the Federal Register Notice of Intent and
Proposed Rule do not present any scientific information to support the proposals to select
the “No Action” alternative and rescind all pertinent regulations from the Final Rule of
November 2000.

» “Secretary Norton's view that it is sufficient to increase the Glacier and Yellowstone
populations is a view born of ideology not science -- and it is not good for the long
term survival of the grizzly in the lower 48.”

*  “There is no biological reason to keep grizzly bears out of Central Idaho.”
* “Gale Norton's decision is not based on science or public sentiment.”

*  “lam no wide-eyed liberal disappointed in this dictatorial turn of events. 1am a
registered Republican and Life Member of the National Rifle Association, but I am
beginning to believe that no one in this whole administration ever reads and
understands anything of scientific importance.”

» “l am very disappointed that Secretary Norton is ignoring the recommendations of
FWS experts, independent scientists and thousands of public citizens in favor of
grizzly recovery.”

*  “We are deeply troubled by the fact that this decision was made without any input
from federal, state, private, or academic scientists knowledgeable about grizzly bears
or its recovery plan. The Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC), composed of
federal and state agency representatives who have overseen grizzly bear recovery
efforts since the 1970s, as well as the US Fish and Wildlife Service grizzly bear
experts, were completely ignored in this matter.”

*  “The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan of 1993 and subsequent additions to that plan
underscore the importance of grizzly reintroduction to the Bitterroot Ecosystem. This
Federal Register proposal, if adopted, would override the best advice that scientists
and grizzly bear experts have provided to the Service for the past 10 years.”
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*  “WMI believes that the proposed actions are not well supported by science, and that
they will impede grizzly bear recovery in the lower 48 states and delay the day when
grizzlies can be removed from federal protections under the ESA. Further, we are
extremely concerned that the proposal appears to have been developed without any
input from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee, which has overseen 20 years of
efforts to recover the species, or from any other federal, tribal, state or private
scientists who are knowledgeable about grizzly bears and the grizzly bear recovery
plan.”

* [The Nez Perce Tribe]...“The Decision to Select the No Action Alternative Ignores
the Best Available Science. As indicated in the Final Rule, the recovery of grizzly
bears pursuant to section 10(j) of the ESA is "necessary and advisable for the
conservation of the grizzly." Final Rule at 10. The Preferred Alternative provides the
key to the long-term survival of grizzly bears in the lower 48 states. The Bitterroot
Ecosystem contains excellent habitat and four million acres of designated wilderness.
In addition, it is one of the largest contiguous blocks of federal land remaining in
lower 48 states. More importantly, the Bitterroot provides the necessary bridge to
link Yellowstone grizzly bears with populations to the north. Absent the
reintroduction of the 25 bears, the grizzlies in Yellowstone will remain in genetic
isolation. If new genes are not introduced within three to four generations, the bears
could suffer from inbreeding, posing a serious threat of irreparable harm to the
species within a few decades. The bears in Yellowstone are currently less genetically
diverse than those in Montana's Northern Rockies and in Canada. The Bitterroot
could potentially support approximately 280 bears, increasing the number of grizzly
in the contiguous United States by 25-30%, and significantly increasing the potential
for long-term conservation and recovery of the grizzly bear. The No Action
alternative, on the other hand, will not aid in the recovery of the species. As such, the
selection of this alternative is not, based on the ESA's standard of the "best scientific
and commercial data available” and is unsupported by the ROD.”

A few people request that Secretary Norton revisit the proposal to select the “No Action”
alternative and instead utili