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Implementation Schedule

The implementation schedule that follows outlines actions and costs for the recovery program. Itis a guide
for meeting the objectives elaborated under the recovery section of this plan. This schedule indicates task
priorities, task number, task description, duration of tasks (“ongoing” denotes a task that once begun should
continue on an annual basis), the responsible agencies, and lastly, estimated costs. These actions, when
accomplished, should bring about the recovery of the grizzly bear and protect its habitat. No costs were
identified for a task if the work on the task is not planned during the upcoming 3 years. Costs outlined in
this implementation schedule are estimated annual costs for implementing each task in general. They are
not meant to represent cost to a specific agency or program.

Priorities in column one of the following implementation scheduile are assigned as follows:

1. Priority 1—all actions that must be taken to prevent extinction or to prevent the species from
declining irreversibly in the foreseeable future.

2. Priority 2—an action that must be taken to prevent a significant decline in species population/
habitat quality or some other significant negative impact short of extinction.

3. Priority 3—all other actions necessary to provide for full recovery of the species.

Key to Acronyms used in Implementation schedule

BLM -
FS -
ES -
IGBC -

LE -

Bureau of Land Management

Forest Service

Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services

AL IGBC Agencies (Fish and Wildlife Service, Forest Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Bureau of Land Management, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Montana Depart-
ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, National Park Service, Washington Department of
Wildlife, Wyoming Department of Fish and Game, British Columbia, Alberta and Tribes)
Fish and Wildlife Service, Law Enforcement

National Park Service

Universities
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Selected Pages from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines

1. Introductions

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (P.L. 93-205) requires special protection and management on Federal
lands for the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis), a threatened species. Federal and State personnel
cooperatively developed guidelines for grizzly protection and management in National Forests, National
Parks, and Bureau of Land Management lands in the grizzly bear ecosystems in compliance with ESA.

I Background

On August 1, 1975, the grizzly bear south of Canada was determined to be a threatened species by the
Secretary of Interior under ESA authority. This determination required Federal agencies to:

1. Utilize their authorities to carry out conservation programs for listed species;

2. Insure that their activities not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species; and,

3. Insure that their activities not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species; and,

. Policy

A.  Park Service Grizzly Bear Policy

Management policy of the National Parks are designed to: .
L Restore and maintain the natural integrity, distribution and behavior of bears in the parks.
2. Provide for visitors to understand, observe and appreciate bears,
3. Providefor visitor safety by minimizing bear/ human conflict by reducing human-generated food
sources and by regulating visitor distribution.

Specifically, the Park Service will identify, within Park boundaries, grizzly habitat requirements. As
necessary, the Service shall control visitor use and access to such habitat, including closure to entry for other
than official purposes. Active management programs, where necessary, will be carried out to perpetuate the
national distribution and abundance of grizzlies and the ecosystems on which they depend, in accordance
with existing Federal laws. The Service will cooperate with the Fish and Wildlife Service, which s recognized
as the lead agency in matters pertaining to threatened or endangered species. Management actions for the
protection and perpetuation of grizzly bear shall be incorporated into the resources management plan for
the pertinent National Parks. The Bear Management Programs will compliment and supplement these
Guidelines.

B. Forest Service Grizzly Bear Management Policy

The Forest Service (FS) is committed to helping achieve recovery of the grizzly bear by carrying out active
conservation programs in close cooperation with the States, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and other agencies and groups.

The principal role for the Forest Service is to manage the habitat on the National Forests in a way that
recovery can be accomplished. In helping to achieve recovery, the FS will establish and implement uniform
planning and management procedures including:
L. A grizzly bear habitat mapping and cumulative effects analysis process (a tool for assessing
effects of land management activities in time and space on occupied grizzly bear habitat.)
2. The resource management guidelines and grizzly management situations as established in the
“Interagency Grizzly Bear Management Guidelines” (Guidelines).
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3. Quantification of recovery objectives in Forest Plans including; (a) the amount of habitat needed
for recovery, expresses as habitat capability when possible, and (b) objectives to decrease
preventable human-caused mortalities.

The F5 will emphasize actions which contribute toward conservation and recovery of the bear within areas
identified inthe Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. Objectives are to maintain and enhance habitat and to minimize
potential for grizzly-human conflicts. The FS will manage habitats essential to bear recovery for multiple
land use benefits, to the extent these land uses are compatible with the goal of grizzly recovery.

Land uses which cannot be made compatible with the goal of grizzly recovery, and are under FS control, will
be redirected or discontinued. Management guidelines and objectives, with cumulative effects process, and
goals for habitat compatibility and mortality will be used to guide activities which are compatible with
grizzly bear recovery. It is also the policy of the Forest Service to facilitate recreation use in occupied grizzly
habitat to the extent that such levels or use are compatible with both human safety and grizzly recovery
objectives. Emphasis will be placed on information programs to raise the awareness of National Forest users
about proper behavior in grizzly habitat.

Policy on specific grizzly bear issues is found in Forest Service Manual 2670.

IV.  Grizzly Bear Management Situations

Five different grizzly management situations are described. All involved National Forest, National Park,
and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands will be identified by appropriate situations. Each manage-
ment situation fits a type of land area where unique:

1. Grizzly populations and habitat conditions exist; and,

2. Management direction applies.
Forest Supervisors, Park Superintendents, and BLM Area Managers will identify the different management
situations areas in their respective areas of responsibility.

A Management Situation 1

1. Population and Habitat Conditions
The area contains grizzly population centers (areas key to the survival of grizzly where
seasonal year-long grizzly activity, under natural, free-ranging conditions is common) and
habitat component needed for the survival and recovery of the species or a segment of its
population. The probability is very great that major Federal activities or programs may affect
(have direct or indirect relationships to the conservation and recovery of) the grizzly.

2. Management Direction v

Grizzly habitat maintenance and improvement (improvement does not apply to Park
Service) and grizzly-human conflict minimization will receive the highest management
priority. Management decisions will favor the needs of the grizzly bear when grizzly habitat
and other land use values compete. Land uses which can affect grizzlies and/ or their habitat
will be made compatible with grizzly needs or such uses will be disallowed or eliminated.
Grizzly-human conflicts will be resolved in favor of the grizzlies unless the bear involved is
determined to be a nuisance. Nuisance bears may be controlled through either relocation or
removal but only if such control would result in a more natural free-ranging grizzly
population and all reasonable measures have been taken to protect the bear and/or its
habitat (including area closures and/ or activity curtailments).
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B.  Management Situation 2

L

Population and Habitat Conditions

Current information indicates that the area lacks distinct population centers; highly suitable
habitat does not generally occur, although some grizzly habitat components exist and
grizzlies may be present occasionally. Habitat resources in Management Situation 2 either
are unnecessary for survival and recovery of the species, or the need has not yet been
determined but habitat resources may be necessary. Certain management actions are
necessary. The status of such areas is subject to review and change according to demon-
strated grizzly population and habitat needs. Major Federal activities may affect the
conservation of the grizzly bear primarily in that they may contribute toward (a) human-
caused bear mortalities or (b) long-term displacement where the zone of influence could
affect habitat use in Management Situation 1.

Management Direction ﬂ

The grizzly bear is an important, but not the primary, use of the area. In some cases, habitat
maintenance and improvement may be important management considerations. Minimiza-
tion of grizzly-human conflict potential that could lead to human-caused mortalitiesisa high
management priority. In this management situation, managers would accommodate dem-
onstrated grizzly populations and/or grizzly habitat use in other land use activities if
feasible, but not to the extent of exclusion of other uses. A feasible accommodation is one
which is compatible with (does not make unobtainable) the major goals and/or objectives
of other uses. Management will at least maintain those habitat conditions which resulted in
the area being stratified Management Situation 2. When grizzly population and/or grizzly
habitat use and other land use needs are mutually exclusive, the other land use needs may
prevail in management consideration. In cases where the need of the habitat resources for
recovery has not yet been determined, other land uses may prevail to the extent that they do
not result in irretrievable/irreversible resource commitments which would preclude the
possibility of eventual restratification to Management Situation 1.If grizzly population and /
or habitat use represents demonstrated needs that are so great (necessary to the normal
needs or survival of the species or a segment of its population) that they should prevail in
management considerations, then the area should be reclassified under Management
Situation 1. Managers would control nuisance grizzlies. :

C. Management Situation 3

1.

Population and Habitat Conditions

Grizzly presence is possible but infrequent. Developments, such as campgrounds, resorts or
other high human use associated facilities, and human presence result in conditions which
make grizzly presence untenable for humans and/or grizzlies. There is a high probability
that major Federal activities or programs may affect the species’ conservation and recovery.

Management Direction

Grizzly habitat maintenance and improvement are not management considerations.
Grizzly-human conflict minimization is a high priority management consideration. Grizzly
bear presence and factors contributing to their presence will be actively discouraged. Any
grizzly involved in a grizzly-human conflict will be controlled. Any grizzly frequenting an
area will be controlled.
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D. Management Situation 4

1. Population and Habitat Conditions
Grizzlies do not occurin the area but habitat and human conditions make the area potentially
suitable for grizzly occupancy, and the area is needed for the survival and recovery of the
species. The probability is very great that major Federal activities and programs may affect
the species’ conservation and recovery.

2. Management Direction
The grizzly bear is an important potential use on the area. Grizzly habitat maintenance and
improvement are important management considerations. Grizzly-human conflict minimi-
zation is not a management consideration. Habitat and human conditions making the area
suitable for grizzly occupancy will not be degraded pending decisions regarding reestab-
lishment of grizzlies.

E. Management Situation 5

1. Population and Habitat Conditions
Grizzlies do not occur, or occur only rarely in the area. Habitat may be unsuitable,
unavailable, or suitable and available but unoccupied. The area lacks survival and recovery
values for the species or said values are unknown. Major Federal activities and programs
probably will not affect species conservation and recovery.

2. Management Direction
Consideration for grizzly bears and their habitat in other resource related decisions is not
directed. Maintenance of grizzly habitat is an option. Any grizzly involved in a grizzly-
human conflict will be controlled.

V.  Grizzly Bear Management Guidelines

Grizzly management guidelines for each of five resource management systems are listed for each manage-
ment situation. The guidelines are grouped under the headings

1. Maintain and Improve Habitat;

2. Minimize Grizzly-Human Conflict Potential; and,

3. Resolve Grizzly-Human Conflict.

The heading subjects are the major management objectives.

Guidelines are subject to change as research provides additional data and/or management directives
change.

These Guidelines and the attendant Management Stations represent a comprehensive and integrated
approach to the goal of grizzly bear conservation. Although the context and direction for management may
vary legitimately between Management Situations, management actions and human activities in MS 1
through MS 4 may influence grizzly bear conservation. The value of the Management Situation concept for
grizzly bear management is most fully realized with proper stratification and implementation.
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Road Management in Grizzly Bear Habitat
The Management of Roads

The management of roads is the most powerful tool available to balance the needs of bears and all other
wildlife with the activities of humans. In order to better understand the effectiveness of road management
techniques, it is necessary to consider the actual impacts of forest roads on grizzly bears. Bears display
varying responses to roads and road activity. In general, increased human access on open roads and
continued human use of closed roads have overall detrimental effects on grizzly populations. Roads and
road activity allow continued bear mortality risk, increase habituation of bears, and effectively decrease
usable habitat (Elgmork 1978, Schallenberger and Jonkel 1980, Brannon 1984, McLellan 1989). The response
of individual bears to roads is related to positive or negative associations with the road.

Mortality

Increased grizzly bear mortality is related to habituation or the lack of avoidance by bears of roads and the
human activities that occur in association with roads. Bears can develop a positive association to roads
because of the ease of travel along roads, including routes in or between important feeding areas. Insome
areas research has demonstrated that bears often use unpaved secondary roads as travel routes (Smith 1978,
Zager 1980) during the night under cover of darkness (McLellan and Shackleton 1988), but also use roads
during the daylight hours. Additionally, palatable natural foods and foods planted during management
activities, such as clover and grasses, often grow in abundance along roads. These foods provide a strong
attractant to bears and also encourage bear use of roads and surrounding habitat. Intially, this may appear
beneficial in that it allows more complete habitat use in roaded areas. However, bear use of roads also
exposes them to the presence of people and leads to human-bear conflicts and habituation of bears. In
general, habituation (or the loss of an animal’s natural wariness of humans), is not beneficial to bears.
Habituation increases the presence of bears onand along roads, in open areas near roads, and in human-use
areas, increasing the vulnerability of these bears to illegal killing. Even in national parks, habituation
increases the likelihood of illegal feeding and the probability of a bear becoming a threat to human safety.
Many habituated bears in parks must eventually be removed from the wild and/or destroyed. Habituated
bears generally experience high mortality rates (Meagher and Fowler 1989).

Mortality is the most serious consequence of roads in grizzly habitat. Research has confirmed that grizzlies
experience increased vulnerability to legal harvest and poaching as a consequence of increased road access
by humans (Schallenberger 1980, Zager 1980, McLellan and Mace 1985, Aune and Kasworm 1989). McLellan
and Mace (1985) found that a disproportionate number of human-caused grizzly mortalities occurred near
roads. In Montana, Dood et al. (1986) reported that 48% of all known non-hunting mortalities during 1967-
1986 occurred within one mile of roads. Aune and Kasworm (1989) reported 63% of known human-caused
grizzly deaths on the east front of the Rocky Mountains occurred within 1 km of roads, including 10 of 11
known female grizzly deaths. Bears are also killed by vehicle collision, the most direct form of road-related
mortality (Greer 1985, Knight et al. 1986, Palmisciano 1986).

Habitat Loss

Negative association with roads can decrease habitat use. Negative association arises from bears’ fear of
vehicles, vehicle noise, other human-related noise around roads, human scent alongroads, and hunting and
shooting along or from roads. Bears that experience such negative effects learn to avoid the disturbance
generated by roads. Such animals are unlikely to change this resultant avoidance behavior even after road
closures and the lack of negative reenforcement. Even occasional human-related vehicle noise can result in

Appendix B ¢ 145



continued road avoidance and habitat loss associated with such avoidance. In fact, unpredictable random
road use, the kind of use that may occur with administrative use of closed roads, may be even more
disturbing to bears that have a negative association with roads. Females who have learned to avoid roads
may also teach their cubs to avoid roads. In this way, learned avoidance behavior can persist for several
generations of bears before they again utilize habitat associated with closed roads. When roads are located
in important habitats such as riparian zones, snowchutes, and shrubfields, habitat loss through avoidance
behavior can be significant due to the denial of the resources in these areas to bears.

Recent studies in northwestern Montana reinforce the fact that the presence of even closed roads can affect
grizzly populations. Preliminary analyses of grizzly bear research data from the South Fork of the Flathead
River show that grizzlies avoided roaded areas even where existing roads were officially closed to publicuse
(Manley and Mace in progress). Females with cubs remained primarily in high, rocky, marginal habitat far
from roads. Avoidance behavior by bears of illegal vehicular traffic, foot traffic, and/or authorized use
behind road closures may account for the lack of use of areas near roads by female grizzly bears in this area.
This research demonstrated that a significant portion of the habitat in the study area apparently remained
unused by female grizzlies for several years. Since adult females are the most important segment of the
population, thislack of use of both open-roaded and closed-roaded areas is significant to the population. The
data from the South Fork of the Flathead River area also showed that the survivorship of the offspring of
females that lived in unroaded, high elevation habitat was lower than that recorded in other study areas in
the NCDE. The majority of this mortality was due to natural factors related to the dangers of living in steep,
rocky habitats. Thisisimportant in that the effects of road avoidance may result not only in higher mortality
along roads and in avoidance of and lack of use of the resources along roads, but in the survival of young
when their mothers are forced to live in less favorable areas away from roads.

Several studies elsewhere indicate that females and family groups avoid roads (Smith 1978, Miller and
Ballard 1982). In coastal regions of British Columbia female grizzly bears avoided logging roads and the
surrounding area (Archibald et al. 1987). Zager (1980) also believed that avoidance by females with cubs of
choice habitats due to the presence of roads was a major concern. Females with cubs displaced into marginal
habitat may experience physiological stresses related to decreased nutrient and energy intake, resulting in
lower cub survivorship.

Further evidence that grizzlies are often displaced from habitat surrounding roads has been reported by
Lloyd and Fleck (1977), Schallenberger and Jonkel (1980), Brannon (1984), Aune and Kasworm (1989), and
Kasworm and Manley (1990). Aune and Stivers (1985) reported that bears avoided open roads and
surrounding corridors even when the area contained preferred habitat. In southeastern British Columbia,
grizzly bears were found to avoid areas within 100 m of roads resulting in a 58% loss of functional habitat
within these areas (McLellan and Shackleton 1988). McLellan and Mace (1985) estimated that 8.5% of the
total study area in southeastern British Columbia was made incompatible for grizzly use because of roads.

Grizzly populations in different areas show varying reactions to road stimuli. Non-habituated bears in
direct view of roads and vehicles generally flee, whereas those in protective cover areless affected (McLellan
and Mace 1985, McLellan 1990). Although they may become agitated, those bears in park populations and
other areas frequented by human activity are generally more habituated to humans and show less reaction
toroad activity. Avoidanceand flight are obvious responses to stress, however stress can also manifest itself
with increased heart and respiration rates even in animals that show no outward reaction (Geist 1971).
Additionally, changes in type of vehicles, road stimuli, or in the typical amount of road activity can invoke
flight response even in habituated bears. In Yellowstone National Park, individual age and sex classes of
bears were impacted differently by roads (Mattson et al. 1987). Subadults and females were most often
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located near roads. Although the motivations for such behavior are not clear, subadults and females were
perhaps displaced into roaded, marginal habitat by dominant bears. Displacementinto or use of habitat less
secure from humans can result in increased mortality for all age classes.

Management Options

Several national forests manage habitat that is considered essential to grizzly recovery and is designated as
Management SituationI (MS1) (U.S.F.S.1985). InMS1 areas, decisions will favor the needs of the grizzly bear
when grizzly habitat and other land-use values compete. Land-uses which can affect grizzlies and/ or their
habitat will be made compatible with grizzly needs or such uses will be disallowed or eliminated (U.S.F.S.
1985). In MS2 areas, land-uses will be made compatible with grizzly needs when possible, but not to the
exclusion of other land-use activity. Several forests have adopted, among other protective measures, open
road density standards ranging from 0.75 to 1.0 mile of open road per square mile within MSI. Open road
densitiesare calculated in “compartments”, or “analysisareas” of 5,000 to 15,000 acres. National forests have
adopted a wide range of road management policies in an attempt to address the negative effects of roads on
grizzly populations in MS1 areas. The following road density standards or road management policies for
MS1 areas (as identified in existing forest management plans) currently being implemented by various
forests are:

Grizzly Bear Ecosystem Forest Management
YGBE Gallatin 80% of elk habitat effectiveness (Lyon 1979)
Targhee Manage for no net gain in open road density
NCDE Flathead 1.00 mi. open road / sq. mi.
CYE Kootenai 0.75 mi. open road / sq. mi.
Lolo 0.80 mi. open road / sq. mi. (approx.)
SE&CYE Idaho Pan. Maintain 70% of MS1 Habitat with no open roads.
No road density standard.

Management of road density does not usually include the consideration of the amount of use the roads
receive. McLellan (1989) reported high densities of bears concurrent with high open road density in
southeastern B.C. However, his study area contains minimal permanent human settlement and is relatively
remote, for the most part being more than 60 km from paved roads and towns. Except during hunting
seasons, roads in this area receive very low use. Areas with similar road densities in most areas of Montana,
Idaho, Wyoming, and Washington would likely be much nearer to paved roads and human settlement, and
would likely receive considerably higher use. Proximity to human population centers and ease of access are
primary concerns when considering theimpacts of roads on grizzly bear populations. The Flathead National
Forest has attempted to account for road use by ranking roads according to level of use.

Permanent or seasonal road closures provide intuitive solutions to many of the problems posed by roads.
However the closing of existing roads can be difficult. Publiceducation and strong enforcement are essential
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to road closure programs. The public often exerts pressure to keep roads open once they are built and the
effectiveness of road closures varies. Roads closed to public use through the use of only signs or gates are
often not effective (Zager and Jonkel 1983). Fundingand personnel necessary to maintain road closures and
enforce regulations are rarely adequate, resulting in limited closure effectiveness. Roads closed with
substantial physical barriers are more effective in prohibiting vehicular traffic, but are still often accessible
by motorized all-terrain vehicles (ATVs), mountain bikes, and motorcycles. Also, long-distance visual
access along roads in the forest environment is enhanced even beyond gates or other barriers because the
road provides a visual pathway through the forest.

Administrative use often continues behind gates on roads although such roads are considered “closed” in
road density calculations. A recent U.S. Forest Service proposal defines a “closed” road as one which is
closed to public use and receives no more than 5 round trip administrative vehicular trips per week. A bear
however, does not differentiate between agency and public use. To a bear that exhibits avoidance of road
activity, a closed road receiving administrative use may be no different than an open road. Such bears will
also avoid administratively used roads. Direct risk of mortality associated with administrative use is
probably low, but continual administrative access directly contributes to habituation and a false sense of
security for bears in areas which also contain open roads.

Current road closure policies in many areas do little to minimize the negative impacts of roads to grizzly
bears. The two major impacts of roads that occur with either public or administrative use are 1) mortality
along roads due to habituation and increased vulnerability and 2) avoidance of habitat due to the presence
of roads, associated vehicle noise, and human activity.

In summary, public disregard of road closures, as well as continual administrative use, often reach such
levels that the intent and objectives for the closures are no longer being met. These roads still receive
substantial levels of human use and cannot legitimately be considered “closed” for their effects on bears
when calculating the open road densities.

Recommendations for Road Management in Grizzly Habitat

A biologically sound and consistent definition of what constitutes an open road and a closed road is
fundamental to road management. Based on the information presented above, the following definitions for
roads are recommended for the management of grizzly bear habitat:

CLOSED ROAD: A closed road is any constructed or evolved route previously used by motorized four-
wheeled vehicles, which is closed to public motorized use by gates and other methods. Total administrative
use by motorized vehicles should be restricted to one or two periods that together should not exceed 14 days
during the time bears are out of the den (usually between April 1 and November 15). Restricting
administrative use to one period reduces the possibility of habituation of bears to roads, and reduces the
displacement of bears from habitat because of random or periodic disturbance. When roads are not required
for administrative use, or after all administrative activities are complete, it is recommended that closures be
made more effective by, for example, building kelly humps or tank traps, piling logs, stumps, debris, and/
or slash across the entire road grade, or physically obliterating the passageway and replanting vegetation.
The optimum situation to maintain grizzly bear habitat effectiveness and minimize mortality risk is to
obliterate the road.

OPEN ROAD: Anopen road is any constructed or evolved route that is passable by any type of four-wheel,
motorized vehicle and does not meet the requirements for closed road status as described above.

148 « Appendix B




OPEN ROAD DENSITY: Itis recommended that open road density in all MSI and MS2 areas within grizzly
bear recovery zones be standardized using the best available data. It is further recommended that this
standardization be accomplished though a task force of biologists appointed through the IGBC and that
these standards be adopted through the NEPA process in land management planning. This standardized
approach could take into account ancillary needs for security such as road use, trail use, and the availability
and extent of security areas. In the interim prior to NEPA implementation of the task force recommenda-
tions, where existing open road densities are currently below 1.0 mile per square mile, it is recommended
that these road densities not be exceeded in order to maintain management options .

CURRENTLY UNROADED AREAS: Remaining unroaded areas (as per the unroaded area definition in
Forest Plans) within recovery zones can and often do provide important refugia for grizzlies and other
wildlife such as elk, and should be considered especially sensitive to further road building. Any unroaded
land representsimportantand unique opportunities to assure adequate habitat and security for grizzly bears
and other resource values such as watershed and big game security. Management should seek to maintain
these areas as unroaded wherever possible. It is further recommended that all new roads, should they be
built, in previously unroaded areas (those areas currently identified as inventoried “roadless” under
existing forest plans) be closed to non-official use during the activity, be of low standard, and be obliterated
and replanted after management activities are completed.

CALCULATION OF OPEN ROAD DENSITY: Current calculation of road density involves dividing the
BMU or compartment area by the number of open miles of road in the compartment. When computer-based
habitat monitoring systems using CEA (cumulative effects analysis) are implemented throughout all grizzly
bear recovery zones, road density for each BMU or compartment could be calculated using a “moving
window” analysis. It is important that consideration be given to the most appropriate method to measure
road density because current methods are diverse and in some cases insufficient. The task force appointed
by the IGBC to set road management standards should produce recommendations on the most applicable
road density calculation method.

Appendix B » 149






Appendix C

Report of the Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear Population Task Force
April 1988



Report of the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear
Population Task Force

Equivalent Population Size for
45 Adult Females

April 5, 1988

Richard Knight, Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team — Chairman

John Beecham — Idaho Fish and Game Department
Bonnie Blanchard — Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team
Lee Eberhardt — Battelle Northwest

Lee Metzgar — University of Montana

Chris Servheen — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

John Talbott — Wyoming Game and Fish Department

Appendix C + 153




Introduction
The Task Force met on February 9-10, 1988. Present were:

John Beecham, Chairman
Bonnie Blanchard

Lee Eberhardt

Lee Metzgar

Chris Servheen

John Talbott

The objectives of the Task Force as directed by the IGBC at their December 1987 meeting were as follows:

1. Estimate equivalent population size that might be present if there were 45 adult females in the
population.

2. Estimate total mortality (natural plus known man-caused and unknown man-caused) that the
Yellowstone grizzly bear population could sustain given the existence of 45 adult females.

Methods and Data Used

The Task Force agreed to use the data set beginning in 1975 when the IGBST first started radio-{racking
grizzly bears. Data from 1959 to 1973 will no longer be used to directly assess current population conditions
because:

1. They were representative of a time when food resources and mortality effects were not similar to
current conditions. "

2. They were not collected in a similar manner to the current data in type of sampling method ot
distribution of sampling.

Life tables were constructed for both males and females. The rate of population change (r) was calculated
- by usinga supervisorship schedule for females and the standard Lotka equation, 1=Ze™] m_ and solving for
r by iteration.

Survivorship (1) schedules were taken from age-specific survivorship rates on bears whose fate was known
(Table 1). The overall survivorship figure of 0.85 was used for cubs because of larger sample size and because
some litters were not sexed until they were yearlings. This procedure resulted in some cubs being identified
asmale or female only after having survived a year. Consequently, sexed cubs were, in part, abiased sample.
Actual age-specific rates were used from the schedules from cub through 4 years of age. Since sample size
begins to decrease in older age classes, ages 5 through 12 and 13 through 22 were pooled and weighted by
sample size. Survivorship for ages 5 through 12 was 0.90 for both sexes, and that for ages 13 through 22 was
0.84 for both sexes.

Reproductive rate (m,) was calculated by multiplying average litter size by proportion of female cubs and
dividing by average cycle length.

Average litter size was calculated from the unduplicated sightings of females with cubs from 1975 through
1987. These figures were 169 adult females and 322 female cubs for an average of 1.91.
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Table 1. Age-specific survivorship rates of Yellowstone grizzly bears.

Sample size Survivorship

Age Male All Female Male All Female
Cub 24 81 17 0.88 0.85 0.94
1 24 68 20 0.83 0.82 0.80
2 24 43 16 0.63 0.72 0.81
3 23 39 16 0.83 0.85 0.88
4 17 35 18 0.76 0.86 0.94
5 14 29 15 0.93 0.90 0.87
6 15 29 14 : 0.87 0.86 0.86
7 10 24 14 0.90 0.92 0.93
8 11 24 13 1.00 0.91 0.85
9 7 17 10 0.86 0.83 0.90
10 7 18 11 1.00 1.00 1.00
11 7 15 8 1.00 1.00 1.00
12 6 14 8 0.67 0.79 0.88
13 5 11 6 1.00 0.91 0.83
14 5 10 5 0.60 0.80 1.00
15 3 8 5 1.00 1.00 1.00
16 2 6 4 1.00 0.67 0.50
17 2 4 2 050 0.75 1.00
18 1 3 2 1.00 1.00 1.00
19 1 3 2 1.00 0.67 0.50
20 1 3 2 1.00 1.00 1.00
21 1 3 2 1.00 1.00 1.00
22 1 3 2 1.00 0.67 0.50

Knowing that 45 adult females would be based on an average of 15/ year (multiplied by 3), the Task Force
used a 3-year cycle length.

The Task Force used two sex ratios for litters. We used a sex ratio of 51 males:49 females as indicated by 21
completelitters captured from 1975-87. This was supported by data from zoo litters totaling 1,326 cubs which
also had a sex ratio of 51:49.

We also used an alternate cub sex ratio based on total mortality data since sex ratio at death must ultimately
equally the sex ratio at birth. Although most of the Task Force contended that males would be overrepre-
sented since their wider ranging movement patterns and heightened aggressiveness brings them into more
contact with humans, we agreed to use this alternative to give a reasonable range of estimates. The sex ratio
from mortality data was 58:42 based on a sample size of 104 known-sex mortalities of all ages from 1975-87.

Stable age structures for males and females were calculated from the life tables. A stabilized survivorship

schedule was obtained by multiplying each original 1_value by e™. These were then summed and each new
1 value was divided by the sum to obtain the proportion of bears in each age class.
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The proportion of males in the population was calculated as:
RC,
RC+C,

Pm =

Where R = sex ratio at birth (males/females);
C;and C_ = proportions of females and males respectively in the stable age structure.

Age classes 5 and above were classified as adults. Using proportions in each category from the stable age
structure multiplied by appropriate sex proportion in the population, proportions of subadult males, adult
males, subadult females, and adult females were calculated. The equivalent total population corresponding
to 45 adult females was then calculated as:

45
Proportion adult females

Sustainable mortality was calculated by prorating animals into each age class using the stable age structure
and multiplying by respective age-specific mortality rates.
Results and Discussion
Two annual reproductive rates using the two different litter sex ratios were calculated as follows
191(49) _ 3y
3

191(42)  _ o
3

Combining these rates with the survivorship schedule in Table 1 produced rates of population change (r) of
0.0158 and 0.00075, respectively. These two rates, in conjunction with the survivorship schedule, produced
stable age structures as shown in Table 2.

Proportion of males in each population was computed as:

for5149 R = 1041
c, = 018% givesP_ = 4511
¢ = 01497
andfor5842 R = 1381
¢, = 01760 givesP_= 5177
¢ = 01368
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Table 2. Calculated stable age structures for the Yellowstone grizzly bear population. The proportion in
each age (S) is calculatedas S =1 e™

r = .0158 (49% female cubs) r =.00075 (42% female cubs)
Proportion of each sex Proportion of each sex
in population in population

Age Male Female Male Female
0 1896 1497 1760 1368
1 1587 1252 1495 1162
2 1296 0986 1240 ' 0929
3 0804 0786 0781 0752
4 0657 0681 D647 0661
5 0491 0630 0492 0621
6 0440 0561 0447 0562
7 0394 .0500 0407 .0508
8 0353 0445 0370 0459
9 0316 0397 0336 0415
10 0283 0353 0306 - 0376
11 0254 0315 0278 0340
12 0227 0281 0253 0307
13 0190 0250 015 0278
14 0159 0209 0182 0236
15 0133 0175 0155 - 0200
16 0011 0146 0132 0170
17 0093 0122 0112 0145
18 0078 0102 0095 0123
19 0065 0086 0081 0104
20 0055 0072 0068 0089
21 .0046 .0060 0058 0075
22 0038 .0050 0049 0064
23 0032 0042 0042 0054
.9998 .9998 1.0001 .9998
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Then summing, using age class 5 and above as adults (table 2), sex and age classes of the population were
calculated as follows:

for 51:49:

Subadult males = 6240 (4511) = 2815
Adult males = 3760 (4511) = .1696
Subadult females = 5202 (5489) = 2855
Adult females = 4798 (5489) = 2634
and for 58:42:

Subadult males = 5923 (5177) = 3066
Adult males = 4077 (5177) = 2111
Subadult females = 4872 (4823) = 2350
Adult females = 5128 (4823) = 2473

From these data, population size based on 45 adult females was calculated as:

Total = 6
proportion adult females

for51:49= 1711
2634

for5842= ¥ _1m

Therefore, if the data used are representative of the population and the sex and age structure becomes stable,
the total population that contains 45 adult females would be about 170-180 bears.

The Task Force calculated the above population could sustain a total annual mortality of 25-30 bears a year.
This includes natural, known, and unknown man-caused mortalities. The known and probable man-caused
and natural mortality for the period 1975-87 was 127 bears which averages 9.8 known and probable
mortalities per year. We do not know what proportion of the total mortalities (human-induced and natural)
is represented by the known and probable sample. In the past, known and probable mortalities have been
estimated to represent as low a percentage of the total as 50%. The Task Force feels that it is reasonable to
assume the above-described population can sustain a known man-caused annual mortality of 11, two of
which can be adult females. However, we emphasize that this pertains to a future population level with a
stabilized sex and age structure. Until those conditions are realized, adult female mortality should be no
more than 1 per year for maximum population growth.

The two rates of change reported here are both positive corresponding to 0.07% and 1.5% annual rates of

increase. This is the first time that positive rate of change has been reported during the course of the present
study. Much of the improvement can be attributed to increased female survivorship (Fig. 1) during recent
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years. Although thisis cause for optimism, it is not cause to relax current intensive management efforts since
accuracy and precision of these estimates are low and, if really increasing, the population trend could easily

return downward with increasing mortality or lower natality.

The Task Force realizes that this projected value of 170-180 bears based on 45 adult females is less than a
population estimate of 183-207 made in 1983. The 1983 estimate based on 32 adult females incorporated for
less data and necessarily less sophisticated methodology. The minimum number in the 1983 report was 139.
This was then extrapolated to the 183-207 figure using two sighting efficiency estimates. We now believe that
the application of sighting efficiency estimates cannot be substantiated since there is no way to assess their
accuracy and they are therefore little better than guesses. The Task Force thus emphasizes that figures given

in this report should not be compared to earlier estimates.

1.07 _
09| —_—

SURVIVALTO AGE X

=== FEMALES - 1987
MALES - 1987

20

24

Figure 1. Comparison of grizzly bear survivorship between 1983 and 1987.
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Yellowstone Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Survivorship Table

Survivorship

Survivorship of marked animals through 1992 is given in Table 5. Both males and females have the lowest
chance of surviving their 2-year-old year, the time most young are weaned. Females have a greater chance
of surviving after 5 years than they did during 1987.

Table 5. Grizzly bear survivorship by sex and age class

Sample size Survivorship

Age Male All  Female Male Al Female

Cub 26 112 27 0.88 0.83 0.89

1 27 101 26 0.78 0.84 0.85

2 23 54 23 0.68 0.76 0.833

3 29 54 25 0.86 0.87 0.88

4 27 53 26 0.81 0.85 0.88

137 374 127 0.80 0.83 0.87

5 26 52 26 0.73 0.81 0.88

6 17 46 29 0.88 0.91 0.93

7 11 39 28 0.91 0.92 0.93

8 15 40 25 1.00 0.93 0.88

9 11 27 16 0.91 0.93 0.94

10 11 30 19 1.00 1.00 1.00

11 11 25 14 1.00 1.00 1.00

12 9 21 12 0.67 0.81 0.92

111 280 169 0.87 0.91 0.93

13 7 16 9 1.00 0.94 0.89

14 8 16 8 0.75 0.87 1.00

15 6 13 7 1.00 1.00 1.00

16 4 12 8 1.00 0.83 0.75

17 4 9 5 0.75 0.89 1.00

18 4 7 3 1.00 1.00 1.00

19 4 6 2 0.75 0.67 0.50

20 2 4 2 1.00 1.00 1.00

21 2 4 2 1.00 1.00 1.00

22 2 4 2 1.00 0.75 0.50

43 91 43 091 0.90 0.90

All adults: 154 371 217 0.88 0.91 0.92

Survival to age 5: 0.33 0.39 0.49
Total bear years: 291 745 344

from: Knight et. al (1993)
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Major Changes from the 1982 Plan to the 1993 Revised Plan

Delineation of Recovery Zones

The 1982 plan called for the determination of occupied space and habitat to specify the habitat required for
the achievement of recovery goals. This term is no longer used because of the difficulty in determining what
is occupied habitat. The revised planincludes grizzly bear “recovery zones”. Recovery zones are those areas
within which grizzly bears and grizzly bear habitat will be managed for recovery and within which
population parameters will be monitored. Recovery zones have been established in the Yellowstone,
Northern Continental Divide, Cabinet-Yaak, and Selkirk Ecosystems. Grizzly bear recovery zones are
currently being delineated in the North Cascades and Bitterroots Ecosystems.

Revised Population Monitoring Methods

The 1982 plan called for the development of population monitoring methods. The revised plan describes
amonitoring method which uses three measurable parameters as indicators of population status: 1) number
of females with cubs; 2) the number of known human-caused mortalities; 3) the distribution of family groups
throughout the ecosystem. These parameters are used to set recovery criteria and targets.

Revised Population Targets

The 1982 plan used population targets including reproductive rate, average litter size, reproductive
intervals, and annual total mortality. These parameters are extremely difficult and expensive to measure in
a grizzly bear population over many years.

. The revised plan relies on targets that are more easily measured on an annual basis. The revised plan seeks
toassurea population of adequate size to offset the amount of human-caused grizzly mortality which occurs
in that population. The targets in the revised plan include a known minimum number of adult female bears
which is used to determine a minimum estimate of the population. This minimum population estimate is
used to calculate a conservative limit on known human-caused grizzly mortalities. Each year the limit on
annual mortality will change according to the number of adult females known to be alive that year. In
contrast, the 1982 plan had a fixed annual mortality limit for each population. The revised plan’s floating
mortality limit is based on a minimum population size and will allow for increases or decreases in that
minimum population. Finally, the revised plan also calls for the distribution of family groups throughout
the ecosystem to assure that habitat management throughout the ecosystem is conducive to Tecovery.

Linkage Zone Assessment

Fragmentation of habitat and the eventual isolation of these fragmented parcels is recognized as a major
factor contributing to the demise of wildlife species. The five known grizzly bear populations in the lower
48 states are largely if not completely isolated from each other, although four are contiguous with Canadian
bear populations. The 1982 plan did not address the issue of linkage between the ecosystems.

The revised recovery plan includes a discussion of the importance of linkages between grizzly bear
ecosystems and identifies problems associated with the fragmentation of habitat within ecosystems. The
FWS has initiated a five-year pilot study to assess the fragmentation within ecosystems and the potential for
movement of bears between existing ecosystems. Information gained will be used to develop long term
habitat conservation strategies to conserve, or restore where possible, the connectivity within and between
ecosystems. Such information can be used to develop strategies for public lands as well as cooperative
public-private Jand management efforts.
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Conservation Strategy

The revised plan calls for the development of a conservation strategy for each grizzly bear population prior
toits delisting. The conservation strategy will be developed through an interagency process and will detail
the population monitoring strategies and the population and habitat management measures that will remain
in effect after delisting. The strategies detailed in the conservation strategy are intended to ensure that
relisting of the population will not be necessary. All participating federal and state agencies will sign the
document and agree to its provisions.

Long-term Strategy for Yellowstone Population

The Yellowstone grizzly bear population is the only one of five grizzly populations that is completely
isolated from populations in other U.S. ecosystems and Canada. The population has approximately 300
bears. The population’s small size and isolation make it vulnerable to the detrimental effects of the loss of
geneticdiversity, and to environmental and demographicstochasticity. Connectivity betweenthe Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear Ecosystem and other grizzly ecosystems is not likely to be realized in the near future because
of the distance to other ecosystems and the intervening human development and alteration of landscape.
Therefore, the recovery plan recommends that one grizzly be placed into the ecosystem from an outside
population every ten years as an effort to maintain the genetic health of the population.
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Revised Reporting Rules for Recovery Plan Targets, July 12, 1992

Agreed:

1. Unduplicated females with cubs will be counted inside or within 10 miles of the Recovery Zone line.

2. Females with cubs or family groups in Canada will not be counted toward recovery targets for the
NCDE or CYE.

3. Family group sightings/radio locations count towards occupancy targets each time a credible obser-
vation is recorded within the Recovery Zone.

4. Occupancy wllbe documented only within BMU lines and within the Recovery Zone, exceptin cases
where the monitoring review team makes a special exception and documents the reason for doing so.

5. Sighting data will be summarized by age of offspring to assess the possibility of using female with
yearling sightings to backdate to females with cubs.

6. Include females with cubs towards the unduplicated female with cubs even when they loose their cubs
(because this is an index that is minimally dependent on marked bears).

7. Mortality of females with offspring will not count as an observation. Only females alive when seen with
cubs will be counted toward the unduplicated count for that year.

8. Mortality of adult females (> 5 years) will be subtracted from a 3-year running sum of unduplicated
females with cubsto estimate the minimum population alive and the resultant 4 percent mortality level.

9. Managementrelocations count toward unduplicated females with cubs (when with cubs) even though
the family group is moved.

10. Management relocations will not count towards BMU occupancy in the old or new location, or

subsequent movements. The female would count for occupancy in the next year if sighted again after

- Tyear from initial relocation date.

Year New Femael with Cubs Old Female With Cubs Within 10 Miles of
NCDE Inside Recovery Zone Recovery Zone
1987 29 27 2
1988 25 25 0
1989 38 34 3
1990 14 12 2
1991 21 20 1
1992 22 22 0

These numbers have not yet been calculated for other ecosystems.
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Summary of the Public Input Content Analysis
for the 1992 Draft Revision of the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan

In September, 1990, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) released the first revision of the 1982 Grizzly
Bear Recovery Plan (Plan) for the lower 48 states. Input on the revision was received from the agencies of
the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC). In addition to an agency review, the draft was available
for public comment from September 1990 to February 1991. Eleven public meetings were held in Idaho,
Montana, Wyoming, Washington, Colorado, and Washington, D.C.

In July, 1992, the Service released the second revision of the Plan. A gain the Service received input from all
IGBC agencies as well as other state and federal agencies. A public comment period on the second revision
of the Plan extended from July 1992 to October 1992.

This report summarizes the content of public comments on the second revision of the Plan. A total of 2113
letters was received, each containing varying numbers of comments. Many specific comments re-occurred
in letters. A total of 70 different comments re-occurred often in the letters received. Each of these 70
comments was tallied from all letters. Because many letters contained more than one comment, the number
of comments tallied exceeds the number of letters received.

This report provides a summary of general demographic information including the total number of letters
received from various affiliations and states. It also provides a summary of the 70 major comments and the
total number of times a particular comment appeared in the letters. A more detailed breakdown by State
of the number of each comment received is available from the office of the Grizzly Bear Recovery
Coordinator, Missoula, Montana.

Agency comments are not included in the totals. Comments received from the agencies were typically very
specific and unique to an agency. The Service received three petitions containing comments on the plan.
Petitions are not included in the totals. All agency letters and petitions, along with all letters of comment
on the Plan, are kept on file in the office of the Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator, Missoula, Montana.

Demographic Information

The following is a breakdown of the number of letters received from various affiliations:

business/industry 27 letters
environmental/ conservation organizations 46 letters
multiple use/recreation organizations 15 letters
academia/ professional 19 letters
local government 1 letter
individual responses

original letters 1427 letters

form letters 312 letters

form letters with additional comments 266 letters
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The following is a breakdown of the number of letters received by state:

176 + Appendix G

over human uses of natural resources such as logging,
mining, recreation, roading, and livestock grazing.

AK 0 HI 0 ME 1 NM 7 TN 3

-AL 1 IA1 Ml 7 NV 1 TX 20

AR 0 ID 212 MN 17 NY 102 UT 14

AZ 11 IL 22 MO 3 OH 10 VA 6

CA 93 IN 6 MS 0 OK 5 A28

Co 72 KS o MT 714 OR 13 VT 0

CT 8 KY 5 NC 5 PA 14 WA 208

DE 1 LA 3 ND 0 RI 19 WI 4

FL 30 MA 45 NH 2 SC3 WV 0

GA 9 MD 10 NJ 51 SD 3 WY 274

District of Columbia 3

Canada 1

Summary of Comments

Comment Comment Description # Comments

Received

General Comments

C37 Letter contained no specifics, but indicated general support for 194
the recovery plan, but stressed the need for even more
stringent measures to conserve grizzly bears.

C36 Letter contained few specifics, but indicated that the plan is 476
inadequate to protect grizzly bears and must be strengthened or
withdrawn.

C35 General opposition to the grizzly bear recovery plan, and/or 100
agency efforts to recover grizzly bears.

Ca4 Letter contained few specifics, but indicated general opposition 17
to grizzly bears and grizzly bear recovery efforts.

C53 Letter indicated general support for grizzly bears and grizzly bear recovery, 243
but indicated that the plan is too restrictive of human uses of natural resources.
Comments Regarding Grizzly Habitat

C1 Plan fails to address current management practices in grizzly bear habitat, 401
and fails to provide mechanisms to halt the on-going loss of habitat effectiveness.

C2 Grizzly bear habitat protection and preservation should take precedence 557




C3 The plan should include a number of specific habitat protection measures, 184
such as timing restrictions on logging and other human uses and activities,
security zones, displacement areas, and restrictions on the size of cutting units.

C4 The road density standard of 1 mile of open road per square mile 180
of habitat recommended in the plan is too high and should be reduced,
and/or support for a more restrictive standard in the plan.

C5 Support closing more roads to improve grizzly bear habitat. 349

Cé Increase the size of recovery zones. The recovery zones should be based 638
on the biological needs of grizzly bear, and/or wherever bears occur,
and/or should not be based on political boundaries.

c7 Support the consideration of linkage zones, and/or the plan should include 745
~ measures for the immediate protection of linkage zones, and/or reduce the
5-year time frame for the study of linkage zones to 2 or 3 years to expedite

conservation of the zones.
C57 The plan should specify protection for insect feed sites. 1
Cé1 Critical habitat should be designated for grizzly bears. 20

Ce2 The plan should require the agencies to use an ecosystem approach to 20
habitat and wildlife management. :

C8 Opposed to increasing the size of the recovery zones, and/or opposed 9
to additional recovery zones to facilitate the recovery of grizzly bears.

C9 Strong reservations about the implications of potential linkage zone 73
management, and/or opposed to the concept and/or study of
linkage zones between grizzly bear ecosystems.

C10 Habitat that is suitable for grizzly bears, but currently unoccupied by grizzlies, 18
should not be protected or managed as occupied habitat.

cu The road density standard recommended in the plan of 1 mile 325
of open road per square mile of habitat is too restrictive, and/or opposed
to road closures for grizzly bear conservation.

C70 The plan gives too much authority to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 12
and/or the plan should not allow the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
authority over the U.S. Forest Service in management decisions involving
National Forest lands. \
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C12

C13

Ci4

C56

Ci15

C16

C17(60)

C18

C19

C29

C30

C31

C32
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Comments on Grizzly Populations and Recovery Criteria

The plan should include the San Juans Wilderness in Colorado as a grizzly
bear recovery zone, and/or the plan should include the specific details
necessary to begin the evaluation of the San Juans for grizzly bear recovery.

Support for the recovery of grizzly bears in the Bitterroot Mountains
of Idaho and Montana.

Support for the recovery of grizzly bears in the North Cascades Mountains
of Washington.

Support for the recovery of grizzly bears in the Selkirk Mountains of Idaho
and Washington.

The Loomis State Forest of Washington should be included in the North
Cascades grizzly bear recovery zone.

The grizzly bear population in the Mission Mountains of Montana
requires special attention and/or protection.

Support the recovery of grizzly bears in other parts of the United States
wherever suitable habitat occurs, and/or in the Gila-Blue Mountains
Wilderness of New Mexico, the Wind River region of Wyoming, and others.

Support for reintroduction of grizzly bears into the Bitterroot Mountains
of Idaho and Montana.

Suppbrt for reintroduction or augmentation of grizzly bears wherever
necessary for the recovery of grizzly populations.

The plan should require 100% occupancy of Bear Management Units
(BMUs) for population recovery criteria.

Recovery plan population targets are too low, and/ or the plan should
require a minimum of 2000 grizzly bears in the U.S.

The allowable human-caused grizzly mortality goals are too high,
allowable human-caused mortality should be lowered, or zero.

The methods recommended in the plan to estimate grizzly bear
populations are not reliable.

The United States should work to increase the number of grizzly bears
in the U.S., and should not rely on Canadian grizzly populations to
ensure sustainable grizzly populations in the U.S.

449

53

55

57

36

47

10

57

114

592

271

31




C49(50)

C24

C25

C27

C20

C26

C21

C22

C23

C33

C34

C45

C54

C59

Opposed to delisting any grizzly populations at this time, and/ or opposed
to delisting individual grizzly bear populations, and/or opposed to
delisting any grizzly population until there is a minimum of 2000

grizzlies in the U.S.

Opposed to the recovery of grizzly bears in the Bitterroot Mountains
of Idaho and Montana.

Opposed to the recovery of grizzly bears in the North Cascades
Mountains of Washington.

Opposed to the recovery of grizzly bears in the Cabinet-Yaak
ecosystem of Montana and northern Idaho.

Opposed to the augmentation of the grizzly bear population in the
North Cascades Mountains of Washington.

Opposed to the recovery of grizzly bears in the San Juan Mountains
of Colorado, and/or opposed to the evaluation of the San Juan Mountains
as a grizzly bear recovery zone.

Opposed to the reintroduction of grizzly bears into the Bitterroot Mountains
of Idaho and Montana.

Opposed to the augmentation of the grizzly bear population in the
Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem of Montana and northern Idaho.

Opposed to the reintroduction or augmentation of grizzly bear
populations anywhere.

Opposed to any constraints or “taking” (from an involuntary seller)
of private lands for grizzly bear recovery, and/or the plan threatens

private property rights.

Opposed to the government acquiring (from a voluntary seller)
private land for grizzly bear recovery.

Support delisting of the NCDE and/or Yellowstone ecosystems, and/or
all populations.

The recovery plan population criteria are too stringent, of private and/or

current grizzly populations are acceptable, there is no need to increase them.

The plan should recommend a limited nuisance bear hunt to
alleviate the number of nuisance bears, and/or a limited sport hunt
conducted under proper management, and/or should recognize a
limited hunt as a wildlife management tool and valid recreational
use of a natural resource.

53

29

29

12

10

47

200

33
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C48

C51
C52(58)
C38
C39
C40
C4l
)

C43

C63
C55
C46

C47

Ce4
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Comments on Other Aspects of Grizzly Recovery

End the use of hounds and bait to hunt black bears within
recovery zones, and/or eliminate all black bear hunting within
recovery zones.

There is a need for more public information and education about
grizzly bears, their biological needs, and the recovery process.

There is a need for more research on the needs of grizzly bears,
and/or for more research into aversive conditioning of nuisance bears.

The recovery measures recommended in the plan will negatively
affect local economies and livelihoods.

The recovery plan and recovery efforts are too costly, and/or a
waste of tax dollars.

The plan should consider the affects of grizzly recovery on
local economies.

The recovery measures recommended in the plan will negatively
affect recreation opportunities.

Concerned for human safety as grizzly bear populations increase,
and/or opposed to recovery because grizzly bears are too dangerous.

Extinction is a natural process and should be accepted, and/or bears
as a species must exist on their own without measures specified
in the recovery plan.

The plan should assess the impacts of increased grizzly bear
populations on other wildlife. '

Support for the 1982 recovery plan, the new plan makes unnecessary
changes in recovery efforts.

Increase public input in the recovery process, including the
development of the recovery plan.

The recovery plan should not be categorically excluded from the provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and/or an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) should be developed to assess the impacts of the
recommendations of the grizzly bear recovery plan.

The plan should address compensation for personal loss or injury,
and economic loss associated with the recovery of grizzly bears.

66

38

12

703

61

178

119

91

16

20

15

310
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Cé5

Cé66

Ceé7

C68 (69)

The plan should provide for funding for nuisance bear monitoring
programs to protect human safety and property.

The plan should provide for funding for increased public information
and education regarding the recovery of grizzly bears.

The plan should specify that an economic impact analysis be
conducted to assess the impacts of grizzly bear recovery on local
and/or regional economics.

The needs of people must take precedence over the needs of
grizzly bears, and/or the plan should balance the needs of bears
and people, and/or people are more important than animals.

157

160

26
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