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H:s!ury hes demnualrated thnt gnzr.ly bear populnuuns n.ud

many of our large camivores survived where frequencies of :
contact with humans were very low (Storer and Tevis 1955,

Brown 1985, Servhesn 1989) Pupulahuns of grizzly bears.
end other large camivores persisted in those' arezs where
Izrge expanses of refatively seenre habitat were retgined and
where human induced mortality wes low. In the lower 48
conterminous stetes, this is primarily associated with Na-
tional Parks, Wilderness areas and large blocks of puhlu:
lands.

The importance of managing motorized access, cne of the
most influential parameters affecting habilat security, has
been emphasized for many species of wildlife in the North-
emn Rackies, Most notably for grizzly bears (Mace and
Jonkel 1980, USFWS 1993, Mattsor et.sl. 1987) and forelk

(Hillis et. al. 1991, Christensenet. al. 1993). By managing |

motorized access on the la.ndscape, the fullowmg arizzly
bear management ubjechve.s ::nn be th el

Hlslnncally.nmmgammtufmumnmdusahasbeeupnmnr- e .
ily accomplished - throngh: restriction: of certain: types of |-
mutunzedusaunesmblsshedmcassmutm Reslnctmnsun ey

. vehicle use through' lm:ung and: lype of. velucle ‘have bacn
commonplace, Evaluation of the affects nfmutunzed oocess
hma'e been bnsed pnmanly nn the. dens:ty nf open mads

Recent msearch has lndicnlr:d that eva!unhuu Uf apen mnd |

density alone is not a complete medsure of the effects of
motorized access on use of hebitat by grizzly bears (Mace &
Manley 1993). In addition to open road density, total
motorized access route density along with the presence of
core areas, are important elements in the management of
human access within prizzly bear recovery zones. Coreareas

are free of _r_t__lt;_tqrized traffic and high levels of h'upiun'ujse:.

The management of human use levels through access route
management i5 one of the most powerful tools available to
balance the ‘needs of grizzly bears and many species of
wildlife with the needs and activilies of humans. Ithasbeen
documented in seversl research projects, both completed

and Dngomg. that unregulated human ‘access and develop- - .
ment within grizzly bear habitat can contribute to incressed |~

bear mortality and affect bear use of existing habitat, 1t is
also documented that human use of grizzly bear hsbitat
within many of our recovery zanes continues to increase,

GBC ACCESS TASKFORCE

Resource Management Plans and Research reports. Upon
completion of this rview, it was readily apparent that
consistent methods ofanalyzing and displaying the effects of
buman access on the quality, quantity, and distribution of
habitat were lacking. The taskforce was requested to 1)
establish standardized definitions for roads, i.e., apen Toad,
recleimed road, etc, , 2) standardiza methods to reeasureroad
densities and define the analysis areas within which density
should be measured, and 3) essure that developed defini-
tions and procedures intarface with the existing unified
cumulative effects model. These actions were necessary ta
provide consistency in the evaluntion of m:cess affects on
publlc. lands S

"Whlla the fullnwmg daﬁmlmns nm:l pmceduras have. been b
s develuped primarily for use in displnying effects of human,
; ‘mccess routes on grizzly -hear habitat, the cuucepts are |
s '-_npphcabla for evaluating the effects on mnny other species
Sk nf Wlldhfﬁ. 'T.'halr use.on pnvate iands is ennumged

'-At the request of Lhe Inleragcncy anzly Hear Cnmmmea SRy

(IGBC), this taskforce was created io evaluate current state -

- and federal pmcedurw for evaluating the effects of motor-

'f-.:zad access on grizzly bears within gnzzly bear recovery -
‘zones, ‘To accomplish this task, pumerous documents wers .
.reyiewed for consistency in methodology including USDA-
Forest Service biological evalustions, USDI-Fish and Wild-

 life Service (USFWS) biological opinions, and Land and
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DEFINITIONS

During earlyravmw of definitions propased by the taskfarce, '

concerns were raised that many .of the terms have nlmady
been defined locally and/or nationally, and to change the
deﬁmtmns of these lerms would create confusion, misuse of
terms, ete, Afier palling all the major land menapers, it was
apparent that cunmstency between land m=nagement and
regulatory agencies was largely absent and that confusmn,
misuse of tarms, etc already axlstad

It was the IGBC’s mtent to esl.ahhsh deﬁmt:nns ami pmce-
dures Ihat would allow for consistency sibong the various
land mansgemeut unils in describing ‘effects of human
ACCess mutus on, gnzﬂy bear hahitat uss. - This reqmred
defining access tarmscummnnly used in bielogical analyses.
The following definitions are recommended and are felt to
cover all the vnnnus a::cess route scenarios fnund wnthm the
mcuvary 7OREs, o " :

'.ROAD—nll creatéd f e.vulved routes lhnt ure:-.;_;
5500 fest Jong, (mimmum mventory slnnﬂard for:
: lhe Forest Servme Rnute Mmgement Syate

'a cunventmnal'pnssenger ca{- or'pxcic'glp

s DPEN ROAD—A ruad w:lhnut rastnctmn un_
mntnnmd vahmle use

RESTRICTED ROAD-A road. on which
“motorized vehicle use is restricted seasonally
or yearlang. The'road -requires -physical
obstruction (generally gated) and motorized |
vehicle use is legally restricted.* -

MCL@IME)IOBUTE_RATED RE)AD-—A

2 s&v:ﬁﬂ means mcludmg' recnntnunng to nnguul " _.:
. slopa, placement of logging road, or farest dehns,
o plﬂnhng nf slu-ubs or. frezs, etc : s

Tha useuf lhe tarm "Clnsed has becn lmpmperly
apphed for’ years to whatnrear:hmlly ‘Restricted”
ronds. A *Closed” ‘outs or area’is clused ta. all

lypes of lmfﬁn mcludmg foot traffic. and 1ts use in

descnbmg roads i iz ln ha d:scnurnged

,.TRA]L—EI[ cn:ated or: =vulved .BCEess mutes

_«hit:do nnt qun]lfy as A mnd" y
. imsunahly nndprudenﬂy dn.veable w:tha conven- -
z'hom.l passanger c:ar ur plckup e

 RESTRICTEDMOTORIZEDTRAL —stel
.on which ‘motorized use'is restricted se-asun-_{:’
ally or yearlong Muinnze.d nse s legnll.y_;::-"

- Mnlnnznd ndmmmlralw: usc hy pmnnm:l nf' n:suur:r.: ’
;ﬁuuagem:nl ngen:iu in m:c:puhlc o mlcmuy levels an

defined in existing cumulalxvc cffezts lmlym models, Thia
includes contmelors and’ pz:rmmc:u in: ndtl]liun 5] ngnn:y

':mp[ny::n

- They.. ara not -

. ontrestrictionon motorized use and is usr.d by i
._mulunmd vehicles: ‘Trails vsed by 4-whesl-

.. ~Br8,; 4-wheel drive vehicles and motorized trail - -

:,-___bxkes amaxampies uftlus lypeofnccesa mme S
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ME T IIOD()LOC Y
This section is mtunded to prowde: o stm::tured nnd r.nnsxs- '
tent approach 10 the analysis and documentation | of effects .
of motorized access an gnﬂly bear habitst. The ‘ol is to
jmprave efficiency and consistency of effects analyses and
provida quality \nformation needed forland stewardship. Iis

use should be applicable to meny other species | nnd 115
Bpphcalmn should be encnuragcd m thoze msmnces. .

/l'RO(,LI)URLH

s z) ])eve.\npmenl of  Access {ﬁi'mtg ‘
ans. i

’ 'Uhhzmg lhu daﬁmhuns fuundm thm n:pntt,
- nreataamylarmnnnsc pt(1°24 000) uﬂmenr

" featurés for each of the gnz:rlybear 3
jods: (Springs ! sqmmﬁf d fall when ’
i of mfurmahnn is. av;nihihla‘) «of all .

Tha recurruneuded pmcedure fnr ewdunnng mutnnmd

nt:r.ess aﬁ'acts on gnz:r.‘ly ear - habnal 15 ‘B8 Follnws

ap;rt;xlmagﬂ
mala gnﬂly ;

distribution nf
. dow- of. 1. square : il wﬂl be umd ‘For °
: n:r:urnis calcylation of densities; it is peces- -
- paryto include 4l the roads and trails within

1.0 ml!a of the ouiarb-uundary of the nnn]ys:s '
Larea. . ==It i nmpurtn.nt “that lhe ‘same GIS
- oftware b be sed when parfumnng ‘compers- °
- tive- analysm of the. ‘outputs, 88- “pigpificent
dsffarencw can occur betwaen sui’cw:uapnck-

* intended 0 apprummate huma ‘Tangg’ iz

' AYRAR, dalmaatmn shmlld account fnr"
elnvn’nonn.l and ‘ensonal distribution of hah
h ms whenih fqnnatmnxsavmlgh‘lg SR

For exnmplelhaFlathesﬂNnhunan yrest has -
- delinenied analysis areas SCrass {he Forest. I .
Ry ressmnulartnme:Snutthknﬂhaﬂmhzsd -
. grizzly ‘besr: study area; :_mnlysxs areas OF
N approxunately 48 sqj. o, in Siz8 wefe delin-

_eated in order to. reprcseul {he average home
. range rapurtadbmee dManlay 1993, for
. 9 ndult female gnuly bears. For the drier
" habitat fypes.} swhere there alsn seems mhea
. 1owarbe.-ar density; the dectmunwasw.aﬂe. 10
tilize BDMS appmnmntc]y twice 85 large.
Hahitats and use patierns of gnr!.‘ly bears on
\he Flathead ars glevationally Jistribated with
clevational zones paving Verying levels of

- For ‘each season, danmty maps wﬂl be pro-.
: _')dur.ed Thme arc: | . 3

1 npen rnad dens:ty

9. ‘restricted: road density .

. 3, open motarized trail densily' -
4. restricted motorized trail density
5 tatal mntnnmd nccass ruute

jmportance by seasatl. This raqmred that all e X

elevational zones be represented in enalysis ' ity(1+2+3+4) '

areas, The Forest delineated analysis areas : 6 apen raad and OpED mm““md trail -
: -mute densny (l +3)

thiat attempted to include 3rd and/ar 4th order
watershed areas, and mcluded the drainnge-
“bottom to the hydrnlnglc dmda nf lbe mnjnr
- Tiver dmmage. involved. .~ .0 ¢

. Thase ﬁ dens:ty base mnps w;li be com-
- posed of "raw” density vilues. Theexanl
: ‘compnsmun of thiese raw values will
. :flepend on goftware used: “The 6 densuy
~maps Will next be cntegnn-wd into density
calegories defined by the respective
oo TECOVEry Z zZone, subcom.nutlees E:mmples of .

“‘\._ . -.__‘4'
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catcgunll cumnlly bemg uhlxzad on- Ihe
FJathead Nanmml Fumst are gs fclluWS' R

l ze.m msleslrmE PR
:2 01!010nuleslnu2 R
S 1to 2.0 miles/mi2 .~
4 > 2 miles/mi2 L

| As nll ngam:las dn uut hnve geogmphu: mfor— -

! mation systems lnp]ace, mleum direchun is

to use existing prncednres until. GIs technul- Ll

ogy is ncguired. . It is recummended thal:

: lmplementntmn of these pmcedures occur by .

. .tha aprmg uf 1995.

3) Tdentify ExistinglPolalhnl Care Arens.

Rcsearchars and MARAEESS lbmughuut !he recuv—
B ary - zones agres that core aréas, ‘sreds; Freo: uf
B motorized nccess during the nnn—denmng period,

PR are an important component of the habitat of ddult .
i females (hat have successhitl) y 1 rcared aud weanu:l
8 offipring.  Within the mmlyms ared; “identify -
- ensimglpalenhai aress thai meet the' follow:ng
mtenn fur ear:.h se.asen af use. MEIA A

- CoraArea(s) Cntenx. )

L Nn mnlnnzad use of mads amd trails
‘during the nun-dem:_lmg p_enqd- Within the.-

core area, restricted roads require closure

devices that are permanent such as tank iraps,

large buuldars dense vegetatmn, etc. ;
2. . No rends or trg_lls t_h_at receive non-mo- .
torized, high intensity #ise as defined in estab-;,
lished cumulative effects activity definitions.

3.  Minimum of.3 miles fromany open roed

or motorized trail. This will be accomplished

by buffering all open roads and open motor-
jzed trails. Studies regarding the influence of
roads on grizzly bear habitat use have pro-.
vided s range of distances wherein bears ap-

.- peartoshow avoidance. Mattson &, al. {1987) .
- found that grizzly bears in “Yellowstone Na-
" tional Park tended to avoid habitat within 500 -
“2 M (.31 miles) of rcmris_ dunng Epring and
- summer. Research in southeastern British
" Columbia found thet grizzly bears used the

;_'area within 100 M (.08 miles) ufruads less

i .than expected an the basis: uf EVEllﬂblllty

:, use of habitat within 200 M (.12 miles) of

. nanhwest Muntann mdlcated Ies.s than ex—' ’

.- range in the zomes of less than expected use |

i effechve, these aress should remain in place

(McLe!Inn and Shnckletnn IQBE) Aunf.-. nnd . _
Kasworm (1989) reported less than expectad i

roadsduring spring, 100 M (.06 miles) duding .
summerand 400 M ( .25 miles) during sutnmn
oo the East Front study ares of north central -~
Montana, - A study of road influences on

gnzzly bears in the Cabinet Mountains of

pected usewnhm 9[4 M (.57 nules) nfmnds .
with no significant seasonal variation.
(Kasworm and Manley 1990). Given this =

(]GD 914 M), lhe dlslance of .3 mlles wash'_ :

Once core arens bacume est.nbhshed nnd s

“forat least 10 years. This duration is hased

-' upan the genemlzun tlme forn femaie gnzzly

bear or the time it takes a famnle gnZﬂY hﬁﬂf':‘
fo re:plnce hnrself """ -
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4) Défine A::ceptnble Level(a)l
Acmu.__.. RS LA ‘-e. ‘ .
Th: IGBC requustad lhﬂt the’ mdwidunl‘gnzzly’ _
 bear management subcommittees define.and fec: *
pmmend 'the habitat.conditions ' thit slmu_ld ba';,'_
mamlamed o pruwde hahltat secunty i‘or'the'--'.‘_ :

Habitat security. cundx!iuns ca:mntbe defined en-
lm:ly by mn!unzed acc:ess mute dr:nslty 'Oihe'

arca of lijgh-16vels of drspersed hu:pan 6 will
-alm mﬂnencc th: eﬁ‘ecﬂvcnnss*nf iirea ine

4 T ' X . ’ ﬁ‘\!‘.’a.’:@gﬁ .—_J::__ : o .
~mutes and the humnnmassumated'wﬂh these : : d@%’%ﬁ?ﬁ N e
'rmms are.one ut' the musl wmly deﬁned and;_"': e &ﬁ% S

included as pat of. annlyses rega ifig: sablorized:
access ami :ls eﬂ’ecl nn.hah:tat secunty fnr gnz?.ly .

TOTAL MOTORIZED ACCESS RDU‘I'E .
DENSITY - Incudes all open and restricted -
roads and motorized trails. Density is dis-
played as a percentage of the analysis area in
& -defined density category, Exzmple 20%
>2.0 lmles per sq. mile

QOPEN ROAD AND OFEN MOTOR!ZED
" TRAIL ROUTEDENSITY - Includesall open
roads and open motorized trails. Density is
displayed ssa perr:entage of lhc analys:s area
in a defined density calepory. Danslty is a '
single comulative total of open mads and upen
mnmnzzd lralls o . '

PERCENTAGE OF ANALYSIS AREA'IN .
CORE AREA(S) - Percentage of theanalysis
-area that meets corg area criteria, Minimum
size and conneclivity of pntches will be estab-
lished at the recovery zone jevel, It is recom-
mended that the minimum size for the core -
arca(s) be thal area necessary 10 support @
female gnzzly hcar for 24 huurs of fnragmg
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The IGBC requested
mended by this taskforee interface with the existing Unified _
Cumulative Effects Model  (UCEM). . There ‘have been |- .. ¢
concemns raised that the above procedures would replace *
cumulative effects analyses procedures currently approved
and in place. This is not the case. ‘The current version of the
UCEM provides for the preparation of GIS based maps and
_numeric outputs of the parameters mcammcnded for inclu-
sion in effects analysls :

One of the basic outputs ui‘ thc UCEM madel and lhe most
often referenced is habital effectiveness. This output reflects | |
the area’s ability to support bears given the qual:ly of habltat .
and’ the cumula- R
tive human distur-
bances imposed == oo
upon the area. gy
This oulput will SR
still be important "= . Biolopleal Analyses .
to biolegists and - - |0 ot fvsT | Habet Guaily s Human Distrbance
managers in the | S T PR ' o
preparaliennfbio-
logical analyses, .
Therecommenda-"©. ="
tion that addi-‘:: ..
tonal parameters
be measared will
allowmanagersto
“ take a more re-
* fined look at how il
*. mptorized activi-
*' fies are affecting
- grizzly bear habi-
tat, C

IGBC Taskiorce Chairs:

'l'hom_ns Puchilerz, '\i.llmn.ll Gr lzzlv Bear Habitat Cnuldm.ilnr, Ubl)A-Puresl Senute "

Christopher Servheen, Grizzly Bear Recovery Cunrdnmlor, USDI—I‘lsh and Wlldlll'c Servme '
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