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Hi Wayne,

I'm going to miss this meeting tomorrow - I'll be out with WYGF to see the 399 situation.
The only thing | was going to mention is the 5yr review. Would you mind covering?

Can you give them this update:

e still on track to finish in March

e 5Syrreview is on listed entity, so lower-48

e 5Syrreview will make recommendation on whether it should remain T or change.

e |tisonly a recommendation, so if a change is recommended, we would then have to put
out proposed rule, take public comment, and then a final rule.

Thanks wayne

From: Shilley, Catherine - FS <catherine.shilley@usda.gov>
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NORTH CASCADES ECOSYSTEM SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERAGENCY GRIZZLY BEAR COMMITTEE

Fall Meeting 2020
24 November 2020
9:00am — 12:00pm

Conference line: 1-888-844-9904
Access Code: 1858157

9:00 Welcome/Rules of Engagement
Introductions
Review of June 2020 meeting notes

9:15 Agency Updates — 10 minutes each
North Cascades National Park

US Fish & Wildlife Service
IGBC Recovery Office

WA Department of Fish & Wildlife
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest

British Columbia Ministry of FLNRO

Kristin Bail

Karen Taylor-Goodrich

Hilary Cooley
Wayne Kasworm

Brendan Brokes
Nicole Branton
Kristin Bail

Garth Mowat

10:00 NCE Action Plan — 2020 Planned Actions and 2021 Proposed Actions
Goal #1: Establish and implement clear direction for recovery

Goal #2 Maintain or enhance habitat conditions for Grizzly Bears

Goal #3 Document presence of Grizzly Bears

11:15 Western Wildlife Outreach Update

11:30 Defenders of Wildlife Presentation of their
Coexistence and Core Habitat GIS Analyses

11:45 Public Comments

Lorna Smith

Zoe Hanley






Yellowstone

		YELLOWSTONE ECOSYSTEM

		Goal #1: Successfully transition to management of a delisted population

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Prevail in litigation challenging delisting by 2020.		Coordinate legal strategy among attorneys from DOJ; DOI Solicitor's Office; USDA Solicitor's Office; and states of ID, MT, and WY		Executive Committee		Litigation strategy coordinated		Regular communication was maintained among legal staff. FWS published a notice requesting public input on the impact of the Great Lakes Wolf case ruling on the Yellowstone delisting rule		FWS and DOJ will evaluate public input and implications of the Great Lakes Wolf case and confer with states on next steps in the litigation.		FWS filed notice with the court in December, 2018 to maintain the option of appeal.		FWP and DOJ will decide on a course of action.

				Litigate as necessary		Attorneys in consultation with Executive Committee		Briefs filed; arguments made in court				Respond based on court procedings

		Maintain contact and coordination with the YGCC		Encourage YGCC participation in Executive Committee meetings		Executive Committee		Participation in meetings		YGCC participated in the Executive Committee meetings in 2017		Continue to invite participation.		With court decision to rescind FWP final rule, the YGCC reverted back to the YES		YES will continue to meet, pending outcome of litigation

				Have IGBC Executive Coordinator attend YGCC meetings

		Fulfill ESA-mandated requirement for monitoring recovered status through 2022		Document results of implementation of the Conservation Strategy		FWS		Annual reports completed by the IGBST and USFS		IGBST reported on monitoring of GYE bears at the Winter Executive Committee meeting. All demographic criteria were met in 2017.		IGBST and USFS will continue to monitor compliance with the Conservation Strategy and report to the IGBC		IGBST maintained monitoring program and reported to IGBC in December		IGBST and USFS will continue to monitor compliance with the Conservation Strategy and report to the IGBC

		Goal #2: 

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments











		Additional Comments:







NCDE

		NORTHERN CONTINENTAL DIVIDE ECOSYSTEM

		Goal #1: Complete the delisting process and transition to management of a delisted population

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Finalize the Conservation Strategy by 4/30/2018		Address public comments on draft strategy		State/Tribal wildlife agencies and federal land managers in consultation with FWS Recovery Coordinator		Revised conservation strategy prepared		Service has complied the comments and is distributing the to the appropriate agencies for response. Conservation Strategy team is meeting to go through any revisions needed.		Valid issues raised in public comments will be addressed in the final Conservation Strategy		CS revised; public comments addressed and incorporated into CS where appropriate.  Comment responses compiled into appendix.		Further action on the NCDE Conservation strategy will depend on actions by the FWP Commission on 12/10/2018 and a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE

				Implement optimal long-term population monitoring protocol				Population trend documented		NCDE trend monitoring program implemented		Trend monitoring will be continued		Trend monitoring continuing. FWP underwent 60-day public comment period for a proposed administrative rule that would codify population objectives for grizzly bears in the NCDE. The Fish and Wildlife Commission was scheduled to decide whether to adopt the rule at its Dec. 10, 2018 meeting.		Trend monitoring will be continued

				Continue monitoring and maintaining habitat standards to the 2011 baseline				Habitat standards maintained		Federal/State Motorized Access and Developed Recreation Site Database, added grazing allotments. HLCNF has worked with the FNF team on developing the Grizzly amendment, reviewing analysis, consultation, etc., and we are carrying the amendment forward as-is into the revised plan. This should ensure consistency with the CS. In terms of other aspects of implementation of the CS/Amendments, we are: a) developing and implementing a food storage order for Zone 2, as required in the CS and Amendment b) working with Lydia Allen (RO T&E species coordinator) to coordinate the transition to the amendment; she is in the early stages of developing an Implementation Guide for the Amendment forests to use in project planning and analysis. USFWS and BNSF have drafted a grizzly bear HCP to be released in 2018		Monitoring report for motorized access to be completed in 2018. USFWS/BNSF HCP will be finalized.		Monitoring report for motorized access is 95% complete. Monitoring for 2019 has already started for developed recreation sites. USFWS/BNSF HCP has not been finalized.

				Submit revised Conservation Strategy to Executive Committee for endorsement and to signatory agencies for approval				Final conservation strategy approved				Final Conservation Strategy will be submitted for approval		Revised CS published on IGBC website w/ document tracking any updates. IGBC reviewed CS at summer meeting		Further action on the NCDE Conservation Strategy is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

		Define the DPS by 9/30/2018		Apply FWS policy on designation of DPSs		FWS in consultation with the Ecosystem Subcommittee		DPS boundaries defined				FWS will conduct DPS analysis by Spring 2018				Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

		Update recovery criteria, if necessary, by 8/31/2018		Apply ESA and FWS policy				Recovery criteria updated		FWS determined no update needed for demographic criteria; revised habitat criteria to be published by 12/31/2017		Habitat criteria will be finalized		HBRC finalized and published		Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

		Publish a proposed delisting rule, if appropriate, by 9/30/2018		Evaluate the five factors identified in the ESA; draft delisting rule if analysis warrants change in status		FWS		Draft rule published				Analysis will be completed; proposed rule will be published if warranted		Publication of a proposed delisting rule was delayed, due to the District Court ruling on the GYE delisting.		Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

		Finalize the delisting rule and begin implementation of the Conservation Strategy by 12/31/2019		Analyze public comment on draft rule		FWS in consultation with the Ecosystem Subcommittee		Public input received, analyzed and incorporated						Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”		Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

				Write final rule		FWS		Final rule published						Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”		Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

				Brief Congressional delegation and legislators annually beginning in 2018 to get funding and personnel needed for implementation		Executive Committee members		Briefings held with Congressional delegations and state legislators						Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”		Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

				Request additional resources as necessary to implement strategy				Budgets adequate to implement strategy						Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”		Further action on a proposed rule for delisting the NCDE population is on hold pending a decision by the FWS and DOJ on litigation regarding the GYE”

		Goal #2: Reduce human-bear conflicts and public safety concerns in areas newly-occupied by bears

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Increase human-bear safety outreach annually in areas newly occupied by grizzly bears 		Increase operational dollars to current bear conflict specialist and land managers to address growing human and bear population conflict concerns.		Executive Committee members		Number of outreach sessions held; number of contacts made; number of articles published; number of website visits		Hired another conflict specialist in Region 4 Conrad area. Bear Fair Ferndale. Town Meetings in and out of Zone 1. FWP Press Releases. Newspapers Articles (Bozeman, Missoula, Kalispell, and Great Falls). Eureka Home and Garden show: Booth on bear awareness to encourage private land owners to take measures to prevent future human-bear conflicts, like electric fencing around orchards. Lincoln County fair: Use of MFWP bear education trailer with bear ID information, electric fencing and bear spray use. Campground talks and patrols: Informative talk on the biology of bears in the Kootenai, bear id, bear safety, use of bear spray and the food storage order. Eureka Rails to Trails and Riverwalk patrols: Public outreach along two popular town trail systems on how to limit the human-bear negative interactions and by providing signage to alert users. Patrol of the trail system was throughout the summer into the fall the salmon run and the berry crop.		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE		Bear management specialists continued outreach efforts. Multiple "Be Bear Aware" events held across the ecosystem. New "Safely Hunting in Grizzly Country" brochures printed and distributed to FWP offices. On the Rocky Mtn Front, FWP staff conducted 22 bear spray training programs to over 440 people; Conducted 12 bear aware school presentations (> 537 students and school staff); and Conducted 14 bear aware presentations for adult communities (> 595 adults). Other agency staff worked with community groups to enhance education and information about expanding grizzly population. 		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE		Kootenai NF - Rexford/Fortine RD: Lincoln County fair: Use of MFWP bear education trailer with bear ID information, food storage, electric fencing and bear spray use (over 1,000 contacts made this year). Campground talks and patrols: Informative talk on the biology of bears in the Kootenai, bear id, bear safety, use of bear spray and the food storage order. School Programs: Performed additional nature hikes and one bear talks. Eureka Rails to Trails and Riverwalk patrols: Public outreach along two popular town trail systems on how to limit the human-bear negative interactions, and provided signage and outreach hikes to alert users  when bear presence increases in the Fall with the salmon run and chokecherries ripening.		Kootenai NF - Rexford/Fortine RD: Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE

		Reduce livestock depredation from 2018 levels by 2022 across the ecosystem		Work with landowners, ranching and agricultural groups and conservation NGOs to identify problem areas.		Ecosystem Subcommittee		Number of areas identified		FWP hired additional bear management specialist in Conrad		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE		Reducing livestock depredations remains a priority and challenge for bear management specialists and producers.		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE

				Promote use of electric fences, aversive conditioning, carcass collection, and changes in livestock management to reduce depredation				Number of depredations; number of management removals		Defenders of Wildlife electric fencing program supported by IGBC I&E Grant		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE, including funding Defenders of Wildlife electric fencing program		 There have been more and more livestock depredations every year. In 2018, there were approximately 130 livestock depredation investigations due to grizzly bears, five times as many as last year. 		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE, including funding Defenders of Wildlife electric fencing program

				Remove bears from the population according to depredation protocol						6 Grizzly Bears Removed for Livestock Depredation in the NCDE		Bears will be removed according to protocol		1 grizzly bear removed due to livestock depredation. FWP hazed 12 bears away from people, residences, and towns on Rocky Mt. Front		Bears will be removed according to protocol

		Reduce bear access to stored grain from 2018 levels by 2022 on the Rocky Mountain Front		Work with landowners, ranching and agricultural groups and conservation NGOs to reduce access to spilled grain.		Ecosystem subcommittee		Number of sites with available grain; number of conflicts		Outreach provided to grain producers increased awareness of the potential for spilled grain to serve as an attractant.		Fundraising is ongoing to purchase a large vacuum truck to clean up grain spills		Purchased large vacuum truck. FWP Bear management specialist on Rocky Mtn Front removed 6,600 pounds of spilled or spoiled grain; Specialist reinforced 2 grain-bin doors and designed a bear resistant grain bin door		Additional fundraising to meet the increasing need for vacuum truck capacity as activity increaces along the front.

		Goal #3: Improve conditions that allow interchange and dispersal between NCDE and Bitterroot, Cabinet-Yaak, and Yellowstone Ecosystems and Canada

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Protect and improve habitat security in connectivity areas		 Continue monitoring and maintaining habitat standards within Connectivity areas as outlined in the Conservation Strategy		Ecosystem subcommittee		Habitat standards maintained		Approved Galton Vegetation Management Project east of Eureka to maintains habitat standards in the Salish connectivity area. Approved plan with Lincoln County to relocate Pinkham dumpsters and to secure location with electrified fencing. 		Pinkam dumpsters project will be completed in spring, 2018.		Pinkam dumpsters project being finalized and slated for completion in spring 2019.

				 Evaluate and monitor unauthorized motorized use and implement effective closures in areas identified as receiving this type of public use within connectivity areas				Reduced unauthorized use

				 Work with transportation agencies and NGOs to provide crossing structures for grizzly bear movement across major highways within connectivity areas. Coordinate efforts with groups working with large carnivores (i.e., wolverines, lynx) to pool resources, improve effectiveness, and take sole focus off grizzly bears.				Crossing structures completed and used by grizzly bears		CSKT Team monitored 8 crossings (4 on overpass and 2 structures on either side of highway 93 overpass, monitored 2 structures at Ravalli Curves and no grizzly bear crossings this summer documented at any crossings from April through November		CSKT team plans on more monitoring of highway 93 crossing striutures next year.  		Vehicle mortalities hit record high this year with 13 deaths and four orphaned cubs associated with automobile collissions. Six of those mortalities occured on Highway 93		NCDE will look at trends from highway mortalities and have additional conversation with MDOT on higway crossings strucutre to reduce mortality inot the future. NCDE will consider including representatives of MDOT and transportation on NCDE working groups.     

				 Work with land trust, private landowners, agencies and Tribes to secure conservation easements to maintain or improve current conditions on the landscape for bears within and near connectivity area.				Acres under easement		 FWP, DNRC, BPA and the Trust for Public Lands are completing the 16,000 acre Swift and Lazy Creek Conservation Easement.  NCDE Bear Scientists met with Vital Gorund to identify and prioritize more bear habitat conservation work.  		Continue to partner with land trusts and work with FWP's Habitat Montana progam to protect important wildlife habitats. Work with Vital Ground to implement bear habitat conservation program.		Continuing to partner with land trusts and other groups to protect important habitat. In late 2018, the Vital Ground Foundation and Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative purchased 42.5 acres of an undeveloped subdivision near Troy. Also, a collaboration between the Trust for Public Land, FWP, and the Montana DNRC secured and added 6,380 acres to the Stillwater State Forest north of Whitefish. The addition was the final phase of the Whitefish Lake Watershed Project, which has added 13,398 acres of once-privately owned timberland to the state forest.  NCDE convened a panel with NGO's private landowners, MDOT, and MTFWP at their fall meeting to initiate a discussion about NCDE's role byond the large conservations area in the ecosystem.  		NCDE will continue to explore its role in helping facilitate connectivity between NCDE and GYE. 

				Maintain or improve human tolerance for bears in ecosystem linkage areas as bears show up in formerly unoccupied habitats				Increased human tolerance for bears		Documenting actual bear movements via ongoing known fate grizzly bear population trend monitoring team.  		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE		Continue outreach efforts in community in and around the NCDE, including bear spray awareness and "Be Bear Aware" campaign		Continue outreach efforts in communities in and around the NCDE

				Support research to identify potential connectivity areas and support continued monitoring of individuals close to or occupying those areas				Connectivity zones identified and use by bears monitored		Connectivity zones between NCDE and YES and their use published in peer-reviewed paper (Peck et al, 2017). Began discussions with the Wildlife Conservation Society and FWP relative to a new WCS/FWP position based between the two ecosystems.  		Collared bears will be monitored to detect use of connectivity zones		Glacier Conservancy funded workshop featuring staff from MDT, FWP, Forest Service, NPS and BNSF Railway to discuss connectivity corridors within the ecosystem, including US Highway 2. Report forthcoming		Followup on recommendations from Highway 2 Connectivity report.  Collared bears will be monitored to detect use of connectivity zone

				Work with federal, state, and local governments to minimize availability of anthropogenic foods within connectivity areas, by encouraging use of bear resistant garbage containers, electric fencing, and other proven measures where needed				Availability of anthropogenic foods reduced		Scouted locations east and west of Eureka of several food hanging structures at dispersed campsites.		Will install food hanging structures at dispersed campsites.		Helena-Lewis and Clark adopted new food storage orders just outside the NCDE in the Crazy Mountains and the rest of the Belt Creek -White Sulphur Springs Ranger District, as well as the Helena, Judith-Musselshell and Townsend Ranger Districts. New order requires storage in bear-resistant containers 		The subcommittee will continue to advocate for and coordinate efforts to reduce the availability of anthropogenic foods in the remote locations.  Also the subcommittee will initiate efforts reduce the avialability of foods from residential fruit trees in the Flathead Valley. 		Kootenai NF - Rexford/Fortine RD: Added new aluminum signage with directional arrows from all campsites to location of 5 different food hanging structures located at back country campsites. We installed 3 new 30x30 inch "Food Storage Required" road side signs when entering popular recreation areas that are also valuable bear habitat. Worked with MFWP at a bear booth at the Lincoln County Fair which provided an electric fencing demonstration and information on cost share with NGO.		Kootenai NF - Rexford/Fortine RD: Identify and install additional food storage options at popular dispersed and back-country campsites.

		Additional Comments:







CABINET-YAAK

		CABINET-YAAK

		Goal #1: Increase population size and distribution

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Augment the population with at least five females and two males that establish home ranges in the recovery zone between 2018 and 2022.		Capture subadult bears with no history of food conditioning or human conflict from the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem and relocate to the Cabinet-Yaak		FWP & FWS		Number of females and males that establish home ranges within the Recovery Zone.		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: There were no augmentation bears in 2017. None of the bears captured in the NCDE met the criteria for the program.		  Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Attempt to capture and relocate 1-2 bears the meet the criteria of the program		MFWP: Captured and relocated 1 sub-adult male to the Cabinet Mountains, in July 2018, in coordination with USFWS for the Augmentation Program.		MFWP: Attempt to capture and relocate 1-2 bears that fit the criteria of the program in coordination with USFWS for the Cabinet Mountains Augementation Program.

				Monitor translocated bears with GPS collars		FWS				 FWS & MFWP: 2016 bear monitored until collar loss in June.		 FWS & MFWP: Plan to move 1-2 bears to Cabinet Mountains subject to capture success.		MFWP, FWS, and IDF&G: Monitored 2018 augmentation male from release until denning.   

				Engage local communities in process to build support		Ecosystem subcommittee				 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: multiple presentations and outreach discussing augmentation		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks:  continue to engage with community regarding augmentation program		FWS: Provided updates on augmentation efforts to IGBC, County Commissioners, KVRI, NGOs, and student groups.  MFWP: Provided several community presentations that outlined and discussed the augmentation program, along with several public outreach events.    		MFWP: Continue to engage with communities regarding augmentation program.

		Limit human-caused mortality, including management removals, to no more than 2 bears from 2018-2022. 		Increase public outreach and education to landowners and communities		Ecosystem subcommittee		Amount of bear mortality 		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Proactive and reactive human-bear conflict response program for private and public lands. Multiple Presentations and educational programs in 2017, increased the number of bear-spray training programs given; all discussed reducing human-caused mortality of grizzly bears, due to conflicts, surprise encounters, or hunter mis-identification. Attended public festivals and fairs. There were zero management removals in 2017 and there  have been zero management removals of grizzly bears in the Montana portion of the CYE since 1999. Lolo NF: 3-4 days of public contacts (10-20 people) by an employee conducting “bear ranger” work.  All developed and dispersed areas well signed with bear safety messages. Ongoing discussions with local residents (maybe 10-20 per year) about the benefits of bear spray as a deterrent. Kootenai NF: Ranger district personnel continued I&E efforts centered on living and recreating in bear country. This included work by our “bear ranger” who covers part of the NCDE and Yaak portion of the CYE. KNF Rexford/Fortine RD:  Use of MFWP bear education trailer. Home and Garden show: Booth on bear awareness to encourage private land owners to take measures prevent future human-bear conflicts, like electric fencing around orchards. Lincoln County fair: Use of MFWP bear education trailer with bear ID information, electric fencing and bear spray use Campground talks: Informative talk on the biology of bears in the Kootenai, bear id, bear safety, use of bear spray and the food storage order Campground patrols: Awareness of the Kootenai National Forest's Food Storage Order to increase camper knowledge on how to store food safely in the woods. Outfitter and Guide talks: These presentations focused primarily on bear safety and the food storage order with recreators in the forest. Rails to Trails and Riverwalk patrols: Public outreach along two popular town trail systems on how to limit the human-bear negative interactions and by providing signage to alert users. Patrol of the trail system was throughout the summer into the fall the salmon run and the berry crop. KNF Cabinet RD: Friends of Scotchmans Peak Winter Tracks program: Naegli Ranch, Thompson Falls, MT (December 22nd, 2017); North Shore campground, Trout Creek, MT (February 3rd, 2017).  Students were taught how to identify grizzly bears and their tracks. Approximately 120 students involved. Partners: Naegli Ranch, Friends of Scotchman’s Peak Sanders County Schools Outdoor Education: Noxon, MT (May 25th, 2017), Trout Creek, MT (May 26th, 2017). Students were taught how to identify grizzly bears and their tracks. Approximately 100 students involved. Partners: Trout Creek and Noxon Elementary Schools. Cabinet Ranger District Employee Orientation (June 14th, 2017), Bear Safety & Awareness. Employees were taught about grizzly bear biology, management, conflict avoidance, and the use of bear spray. Approximately 50 Forest Service Employees in attendance. Partner Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks. Grizzly Bear sign placement FWS: Public presentation on Grizzly Bear Recovery Kootenai Wildlife Refuge Video on Cabinet Mountains Grizzly Bear Augmentation Program		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Continue to promote the use of bear spray, increase the number of bear spray training programs offered, attend public events and festivals. Continue human-bear conflict response and prevention on private lands and with residents. Kootenai NF: Ranger district personnel plan to continue I&E efforts, including again hiring a “bear ranger.”  FWS: Continue educational programs as requested		FWS: Two known human caused mortalities: one adult female and one subadult male. Provided MFWP with electric fencing supplies. Public contacts with Lincoln and Sanders county commissioners, KVRI, Friends of Scotchman Peak Wilderness, Cube Iron Silcox Roadless Group, Avista Utilities work group, and University of MT Wilderness class fieldtrip.  Lolo NF: 3-4 days of public contacts (10-20 people) by an employee conducting “bear ranger” work.  All developed and dispersed areas well signed with bear safety messages. Ongoing discussions with local residents (maybe 10-20 per year) about the benefits of bear spray as a deterrent.   Training field crews in bear spray use.  Entire Plains/Thompson Falls District training about bear awareness and safety.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Partnered with Idaho Conservation League and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to provide multiple bear educational programs in Bonners Ferry, Sandpoint and Priest Lake in 2018. This effort reached over 125 prople in the three communities. Bear Ranger:  this person covered both portions of the CYE and the Selkirks.  Provided bear education, food storage compliance, and bear spray safety.  KNF: Rexford/Fortine Bear Ranger program continued with RAC funding. Conducted presentations for summer recreation group at Eureka Library; presented 2 campground presentations on bear I.D., general bear biology/ecology, tips for recreating in bear country, effective bear spray use & KNF Food Storage Order. Conducted 3 backcountry outreach hikes making 60 public contacts - covered bear awareness, bear spray, food storage and available food storage poles located in the area. Bear Booth at the Lincoln County Fair in Eureka reaching approximately 750 public contacts discussing all items above plus an electric fence demonstration. Increased our presence in late summer on Eureka Rails to Trails and Riverwalk with twice weekly walks/rides and conversations with user groups and running groups about bear presence and carrying bear spray, leashed dogs, and keeping children close (105 contacts).   MFWP: Proactive and reactive human-bear conflict response program for private and public lands. Multiple Presentations and educational programs in 2018; all discussed reducing human-caused mortality of grizzly bears due to conflicts, surprise encounters, or hunter mis-identification. Attended public festivals and fairs. Several community events teaching and discussing the use of bear spray. There were zero management removals in 2018, and zero management removals in the Montana portion of the CYE since 1999. One sub-adult male was killed in a human-caused incident on the KNF and remains under investigation.  KTOI:  Assisted IDFG with bear hide displays and grizzly bear mount at the Boundary County fair. KTOI provided "Demo" bear resistant dumpsters and brochures/handouts for electric fencing techniques (Annis 2014), bear identification, living in bear country, bears spray use, and "Staying safe around bears" coloring/activity books.		Lolo NF: Continue ongoing internal and external training on awareness and safety.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Continue to partner with Idaho Conservation League and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to grow the bear education events in Bonners Ferry, Sandpoint, and Priest Lake. Contuine with the I&E efforts on the Forest including hiring the "Bear Ranger".  Installation of 1 additional bear resistant container at Gem Lake.  Kootenai NF: Ranger district personnel plan to continue I&E efforts.  Hoping to have funding for a “bear ranger” but not guaranteed.  MFWP: Continue to promote the use of bear spray, increase the number of bear spray training programs offered, attend public events and festivals. Continue human-bear conflict response and prevention on private lands and with residents. 

														USFWS: Provided funding for fencing of a Lincoln County garbage transfer site.  Kootenai NF:  Rexford/Fortine RD - Relocation of Pinkham dumpsters accomplished.  Drive over mat is effective with monitoring and maintenance.  MFWP: Lincoln County public waste transfer sites secured in 2018 included Pinkham Creek (NCDE) and Yaak Hill.  West Kootenai and Fortine (NCDE) are in the planning stage to be completed by spring of 2019.		MFWP: Work with Linocln County to find solutions to secure Rexford and McGinnis Meadows waste transfer sites by end of 2019. This would complete all public waste transfer sites in Lincoln County.

														Idaho Panhandle NF: All I & E has included some form of bear id and use of bear spray. Some of these public are also hunters. In-house trainings to employees, a portion of whom are also hunters, promote the use of bear spray and instruction on the proper use of it.  Lolo NF - Some informal discussions occurred with local hunters (3-5 individuals).  MFWP: Hunter education instruction teaches the use of bear spray in all hunter education classes. Gave bear spray  instruction at Apple Festival in Troy 2018. Gave Bear Spray instruction to KNF Libby, Three Rivers and Cabinet Districts. Gave Bear Spray instruction to LNF Plains District.  		Lolo NF: The Plains RD will be making inert bear spray available for the public to test at the front desk if people express an concern about bear safety.  MFWP: Continue all previous work and include more bear spray training classes for communities and DNRC.

														Lolo NF:  All recreation sites already have bear food storage boxes.  No additional changes planned.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Personnel continued education and enforcement efforts regarding the Forest-wide attractant storage order. These efforts include public contacts at campgrounds, signage, I&E material available at our offices that are provided to visitors, and working with visiting fire-fighting personnel on the Forest this summer.  Kootenai NF - Rexford/Fortine RD: Installed 2 food storage poles at backcountry camp sites at lower Boulder lake. Updated our Food Storage Pole signs at respective trailheads. Designed and ordered directional signs depicting locations of food storage structures for installation at back-country sites. Bear booth at Lincoln county fair included electric fencing demonstration and information on cost share with NGO. Distributed bear reference packet to our 8 campground hosts -included training on bear safety, food storage order and bear spray. Patrolled the 8 campgrounds on 2 districts throughout the summer.  MFWP: Worked with residents to prevent and reduce attractants on private land. Worked with FS to help keep attractants secure at Fire Camps. Loaned electric fencing materials out as part of the free loan program. Loaned out bear-resistant containers as part of the free loan program.  KTOI: Provides a loaner program for electric fencing at the request of IDFG. In 2018, KTOI staff secured an orchard with temporary electric fencing between the Selkirk and Purcell Mountains. IDFG and FWP will assisted KTOI in construction of a permanent electric fence at this location. 		Lolo NF: all recreation sites already have bear food storage boxes.  No additional changes planned.  KNF: Rexford/Fortine RD: anticipate installing more food hanging structures at  back-country sites. Will install the back-country directional signs depicting locations of food storage poles. Hope to have funding for bear ranger position - is not guarenteed.  MFWP: Continue all proactive and reactive aspects of MFWP CYE bear specialist job/program.  KTOI plans to continue the electric fence loaner program for Boundary County, ID. KTOI received additional electric fence supplies from FWP, which will be made available upon IDFG request in Boundary County. 

				Improve security of waste transfer sites in ID and MT						 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Lincoln County waste transfer sites in Montana: Troy KOA, Troy Landfill, Halfway House, and Little Joes were permanently removed. Troy City, Troy Mine Road, and Fisher River sites were all secured via electrified fencing. Kootenai NF: • Finalized plan with Lincoln County to relocate Pinkham dumpsters to secure location		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Waste Transfer sites at Pinkham Creek and West Kootenai will be secured by end of 2018. Continue to work with Lincoln County on plans to secure the remaining 2 waste transfer sites in the CYE. Kootenai NF: Anticipate relocation of Pinkham dumpsters in 2018		FWS: Monitored 7 grizzly bears in the Cabinet-Yaak for reproduction and survival.  Updated population trend estimate at end of 2017 = 2.1% growth rate.



				Maintain or enhance hunter education efforts regarding bear ID and use of bear spray						 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Did training on Bear ID and promoted the use of bear spray in all programs and presentations. Kootenai NF (Rexford/Fortine): All I & E has included some form of bear id and use of bear spray. Some of these public are also hunters. In-house trainings to employees, a portion of whom are also hunters, promote the use of bear spray and instruction on the proper use of it. New display in our front area on the use of bear spray		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Continue to work with hunter ed instructors to provide additional bear information for their classes. Increase the number of bear spray training classes offered.		FWS: Supervised monitoring of corrals and rub trees to monitor identification of females with young and distribution of females with young.  Lolo NF: Assisted with collection of bear hair at rub trees across the LNF portion of the CYE.  Visited about 15-20 rub trees 1-3x this season.		Lolo NF: Continue to assist with collection of bear hair at rub trees across the LNF portion of the CYE. 

				Reduce food attractants on public and private property. Support loaner programs and cost share for electric fencing and bear resistant garbage can use.						 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Worked with residents to prevent and reduce attractants on private land. Worked with FS to help keep attractants secure at Fire Camps. Loaned nearly all electric fencing materials out as part of the free loan program. Loaned out many bear-resistant containers as part of the free loan program. Kootenai NF: Personnel continued education and enforcement efforts regarding the Forest-wide attractant storage order. These efforts include public contacts at campgrounds, signage, I&E material available at our offices that are provided to visitors, and working with visiting fire-fighting personnel on the Forest this summer. Interns spent the summer doing I&E focused on users of the Pacific Northwest Trail. This included communicating to users about properly storing attractants and carrying bear spray. KNF Rexford/Fortine RD: Scouted locations of several food hanging structures at dispersed campsites. Promote the use of electric fencing on and off the clock to employees during in-house trainings At the Lincoln County Fair and Home & Garden show, distributed information to the public about electric fencing options, including cost share program  Have backpacking canister available for loan KNF Libby RD: Kim Annis presented a bear identification and education training to district employee’s at the annual orientation Recreation crew (wilderness ranger, 2 developed recreation technicians, 3 person trail crew, 1 trails and wilderness technician, 1 program manager, 15 YCC and MCC participants, 4 campground hosts, and 2 volunteers) participate in actions that promote bear awareness and reinforce the food storage order in recreation sites: 1) bear education provided to campground hosts who then communicate and reinforce that message with campers, 2) information board messaging at trailheads and dispersed recreation sites, 3) field contacts by wilderness ranger to promote “Leave no Trace”, 4) facility maintenance (i.e., food storage boxes at Howard Lake campground and cleaning), and 5) removal of a mountain goat carcass from the Leigh Lake trail and dispersal of an elk carcass from the Cedar Lake trail. KNF Law Enforcement: Reports referencing the KNF food storage order (36CFR 261.58cc) -- Rexford/Eureka had 1 warning issued; Fortine RD had 2 warnings issued and 2 incident reports; Three Rivers RD had 1 warning issued; and Libby RD had 1 incident report. KNF Law Enforcement on Libby and Three Rivers RDs: Addressing attractants with users of campgrounds and dispersed sites is an ongoing activity; estimates approximately 70 conversations. Spoke with all of the 6 of the Three Rivers RD campground hosts concerning bear versus people avoidance. The Dorr Skeels campground and adjacent areas on the Three Rivers RD experienced bear use this summer. There were no human conflicts and no need to close the campground, but the bear conversations continue throughout the summer with an estimate of 20 visits. On Libby RD, spoke with the Howard Lake campground and McGregor campground hosts to discuss the normal food storage issues.		 Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (K. Annis): Continue all proactive and reactive aspects of MFWP CYE bear specialist job/program. Kootenai NF: Ranger districts will continue education and enforcement efforts regarding our Forest-wide attractant storage order. KNF Rexford/Fortine RD: Anticipate installing food hanging structures at several dispersed camp sites.







		Document population growth rate and changes in distribution between 2018 and 2022		Identify the most effective population trend monitoring procedure		FWS Recovery Coordinator in cooperation with Ecosystem subcommittee		Changes in population size and distribution		 Continued “known fate” monitoring through radio collared bears similar to programs in NCDE and Selkirks to provide trend estimates that are comparable		 Continued “known fate” monitoring through radio collared bears similar to programs in NCDE and Selkirks to provide trend estimates that are comparable

				Secure funding needed to implement monitoring						 Kootenai NF: contributed $10,000 in Fiscal Year 2017 to USFWS’s ongoing monitoring efforts in the CYE.		 Kootenai NF: The Forest plans to again contribute $10,000 in Fiscal Year 2018 to USFWS’s ongoing monitoring efforts in the CYE.

				Implement occupancy monitoring in all BMUs and appropriate areas outside recovery zone boundaries						 Lolo NF: Assisting with collection of bear hair at rub trees across the LNF portion of the CYE.  Visited about 15-20 rub trees 1-3x this season. FWS: Continued rub tree and hair snag corrals with trail cameras to monitor occupancy of BMUs, numbers and distribution of females with young.		 FWS: Continue rub tree and hair snag corrals with trail cameras to monitor occupancy of BMUs, numbers and distribution of females with young.

		Goal #2: Maintain or enhance connectivity within the recovery zone to achieve recovery criteria occupancy standards.

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Document and rank potential linkage zones between secure habitat areas by 2019.		Apply models (e.g. least-cost path)		FWS Recovery Coordinator, in cooperation with Ecosystem Subcommittees		Connectivity and linkage zones mapped for all ecosystems		Proctor et al. 2015 (JWM 79:544-558)  provides predicted linkage areas within and around the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Recovery zones		Support conservation actions to promote or maintain linkage in these predicted linkage areas on a priority area basis.		Proposed an easement on Stimson lands north of Libby, MT submitted through Forest Legacy program.  Project was ranked # 1 nationally and awaits funding through LWCF.  Vital Ground and Y2Y completed purchase of property at near confluence of Yaak and Kootenai Rivers.

														FWS and Montana DNRC: Completed an amendement to the DNRC Forest Management Habitat Conservation Plan, incorporating grizzly bear settlement agreement commitments and adding thousands of acres of land to the HCP.

				Analyze collared bear movement data						 Monitor 11 collared bears in the Selkirks and 14 in the Cabinet-Yaak. Movements between the Yaak and Cabinets by 2 bears were detected		 Monitor bears to see where there is use of the linkage areas.		Monitored 16 resident bears within Selkirks and CY for linkage zone movements

				Prioritize based on land ownership, development potential, existing or proposed infrastructure.								Direct a task team to evaluate predicted linkage areas from Proctor et al 2015 and prepare draft priorities for subcommittee review.		Identified a task group to meet in winter 2018 or spring 2019.  Annemarie Prince, Wayne Kasworm, Diane Probasco, Lydia Allen, Norm Mertz, Mike Borysewicz, Dave Wrobleski, Ray Entz, Kristen Kaiser, et al.  		Convene task group.

				Develop a map of prioritized linkage zones that can be used by all parties to focus efforts

		Implement measures to improve connectivity in > 50% of priority linkage zones by 2022		Amend land use plans as needed		Federal, tribal and state land management agencies		Land use plans amended

				Monitor use of linkage areas by bears		FWS		Use of linkage zones by bears		Radio-collared bears were monitored		 Monitor permeability of linkage areas.		Monitored 16 resident bears between Selkirks and CY for Linkage zone movements.

				Work with private landowners to facilitate conservation actions		IGBC member agencies in cooperation with NGOs		Conservation actions implemented		 KNF letter of support for Stimson Land and Lumber to pursue conservation easements. FWS provided a letter of support for the Stimson Land and Lumber conservation easement. Vital Ground implemented Phase 1 of land acquisition at Wild River Estates. 		 Implement successful Forest Legacy programs.		Proposed an easement on Stimson lands north of Libby, MT submitted through Forest Legacy program.  Project was ranked # 1 nationally and awaits funding through LWCF.  Vital Ground and Y2Y completed purchase of property at near confluence of Yaak and Kootenai Rivers.

				Work with state departments of transportation and rail roads to reduce barriers to movement and mortality		Ecosystem subcommittees		Barriers mitigated/removed; documented crossings; bear mortalities		 MFWP met with MDT to identify crossing areas on highways within the Cabinet-Yaak. KVRI evaluated Doppler radar system for reducing wildlife mortalities on highways.

		Goal #3: Apply results of research to habitat management

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators				2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Improve project planning to maintain or promote grizzly bear habitat		Use new habitat quality maps in project planning to maintain or promote grizzly bear habitat in S/CY		 USFS and FWS		 Number of projects planned using new habitat quality mapping in S/CY		New maps provided to USFS by FWS that include seasonal habitat quality ratings.		Utilize new habitat quality maps for timber sales, access management, or other projects to improve outcomes for grizzly bear habitat in S/CY		FWS: Began graduate student study to inventory and map high-use huckleberry shrubfields.  Provided maps to UM for evaluation of PNW Trail routes relative to grizzly bear habitat.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Utilized new habitat quality maps for access management to improve outcomes for grizzly bear habitat in S/CY.		FWS: Cooperate with UM on evaluation of PNW trail routes.

		Goal #4: Increase coordination with Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Have at least one joint meeting of the subcommittees every other year		Coordinate meeting schedules to facilitate meeting at the same time at locations convenient to both subcommittees		Ecosystem subcommittees		Number of joint Subcommittee meetings

				Jointly identify appropriate agenda items



		Additional Comments:

		Idaho Dept. of Lands (IDL):  Installed 2 new gates and completed maintenance on 2 additional gates ($8,000). Provides $30,000 on annual basis to IDFG for road closure enforcement in Selkirk and Cabinet Ecosystem.  Kootenai NF: The Forest continued monitoring road closure devices (gates/barriers) and repairing as necessary within our portion of the CYE. KNF Libby: Storage and decommissioning work occurred on the last approximately 1.75 miles of the gated Upper Shafer Creek road (NFSR 4732) which reduces the linear miles of total road in the West Kootenai BORZ and contributes to a reduction in TMRD within adjacent BMU 17. This also results in an increase of 36 acres of Core within BMU 17 On three occasions, assisted Kim Annis to search for a grizzly bear whose collar was transmitting a mortality/inactivity signal; eventually located the collar which had dropped off and was not a mortality.





SELKIRK

		SELKIRK

		Goal #1: Increase population size and distribution in the U.S. portion of the ecosystem

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Limit human-caused mortality, including management removals, to no more than 2 bears from 2018-2022. 		Increase public outreach and education to landowners and communities		Ecosystem subcommittee		Amount of bear mortality 		 Colville NF: Presented bear ID, ecology, and safety to;- 22 campground hosts- 35 local FS employees- 150 firefighters assigned to the  Noisy Creek Fire- 200 4th & 5th gradersWA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Presentation at the Spokane Outdoors Expo to about 50 participants. Title of program = “Recreating Safely in Bear, Cougar, and Wolf Country”.  Presentation at REI Spokane to about 30 participants. Title of program was: “Bears in the Backcountry”.Presentation to the Spokane Mountaineers to about 40 participants about bear identification and bear pepper spray usage.   Included a bear spray demonstration.Bear presentation to about 75 campers at Camp Gifford in Stevens County. Conducted joint patrol with WDFW Law Enforcement ; Made 14 contacts with huckleberry pickers and provided information about bear safety, food storage and bear pepper spray.  Posted bear awareness plastic signs  (“Hunters Know Your Bears”) on existing sign boards at trailheads and road junctions within the Selkirk Ecosystem.Idaho Department of Fish & Game: Conducted extensive field patrols during black bear hunting seasons contacting sportsmen and stressing the importance of proper bear identification. The Department also assisted the Forest Service with enforcing the food storage order throughout the recovery zone. The Project continues to give dozens of bear presentations annually to schools, hunter’s education classes and civic groups stressing bear identification, natural history and conflict avoidance strategies. he Project secured a $3,000 grant from IGBC to purchase several dozen “This is Grizzly Bear Country” signs which were shared with partners and used throughout the ecosystems.   Dozens of new signs were posted and many aging ones replaced. The Selkirk Grizzly Bear Project secured a promise from Fish and Game headquarters to continue funding the grizzly bear conservation officer position into the future.		 Colville NF: Continue presenting to campground hosts, local FS employees, and grade school kids.  Complete at least 1 campground talk. Kalispel Tribe will run internal membership educational articles on bear-wise education and predator education. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Continue providing presentations to stakeholder groups about bear identification, bear pepper spray, and properly securing attractants. Continue some level of field patrols during hunting seasons to post bear awareness signs and interview hunters as well as other outdoor recreationists. 		Colville NF: Presented bear ID, ecology, and safety to; 22 campground hosts, 35 FS employees (including pepper spray training), 28 volunteers, 130 4th and 5th graders & 10 parents.  FWS: Provided updates of grizzly bear recovery program to IGBC and KVRI.  Provided electric fencing materials to IDFG and KTOI.  No known human caused mortality in U.S.  ID Fish & Game: Conducted extensive field patrols during black bear hunting season contacting sportsmen and stressing the importance of proper bear identification.  The project contiues to give dozens of bear presentations annually to schools, hunter's education classes and civic groups stressing bear identification, natural history and conflict avoidance strategies.  In addition, we partnered with the USFS and the Idaho Conservation League to conduct 3 bear workshops for about 130 people teaching conflict avoidance strategies as well as the use of bear spray.   We also had multiple grizzly bear depredation issues in 2018, involving 3 different grizzly bears in the Bonners Ferry, Athol and Clark Fork areas. Kootenai Tribe (KTOI): assisted IDFG with bear hide displays and grizzly bear mount at the Boundary County fair. Provided "Demo" bear resistant dumpsters and brouchures/handouts for electric fencing techniques (Annis 2014), bear identificaton, living in bear country, bears spray use, and "Staying safe around bears" coloring/activity books.  WA Dept. of Fish & Wildlife: Partnered with Defenders of Wildlife and WSU PO County extension to provide presentations to Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, Backcountry Horsemen, Newport Rotary Club,  Kalispel Tribe, Pend Oreille County first responders, Pend Oreille County employees, and Selkirk Elementary School. Partnered with WSU Pend Oreille County extension to provide bear education at the Pend Oreille County Fair. Presentations and displays covered basic bear biology and tips for living and recreating smart in bear country. Conducted joint patrol with WDFW Law Enforcement; Contacted six hunters and two recreational gold miners in the field and gave out cans of bear spray to archery hunters that did not have any.   Idaho Panhandle NF: Partnered with Idaho Conservation League and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to provide multiple bear educational programs in Bonners Ferry, Sandpoint and Priest Lake in 2018. This effort reached over 125 people in the three communities. Provided funding for both WDFW and IDF&G to provide I&E events, law enforcement compliance, and gate monitoring.   		Colville NF: Similar effort to 2018.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf: Continue providing presentations to stakeholder groups about bear identification, bear pepper spray, and properly securing attractants. Continue partnering with Defenders of Wildlife and WSU Pend Oreille county extension office to conduct outreach. Continue some level of field patrols during hunting seasons to post bear awareness signs, interview hunters, and give available bear spray canisters to hunters as well as other outdoor recreationists that do not carry it.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Continue to grow all partnerships to improve I&E events, food storage and road closure compliance, and monitoring.  FWS: Continue to support with electric fencing supplies. 						 Colville NF: Also see visitor contact patrols below. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Opportunistically partner with U.S. Forest Service personnel on the Colville National Forest and Idaho Panhandle N.F. (within Washington).

														Kalispel Tribe; Continued work with WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife to secure a solid waste transfer site.

														Colville NF: Three forest protection officers (FPOs) conducted visitor contact patrols in the recovery area over 13 separate weekends (39 person / days).  Messages included; proper food storage, recreating safely in bear-occupied habitat, and proper bear ID for black bear hunters.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf: Implemented a mandatory bear ID test for black bear hunters in northeast Washington Management Units. Contacted hunters in the field and gave out cans of bear spray provided by Defenders of Wildlife to hunters that did not have any.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Provided Bear Spray Training and Bear ID to 14 FS Personnel on the IPNF.  Bear Ranger:  this person covered both portions of the CYE and the Selkirks.  Provided bear education, food storage compliance, and bear spray safety. 		Colville NF: Similar effort to 2018.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Plan additional presentations & outreach targeted toward hunters.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Continue with the I&E efforts on the Forest including hiring the "Bear Ranger". 

				Improve security of waste transfer sites in ID and WA						Kalispel Tribal Public Works, and Pend Oreille County Public Works to start working towards more secure waste transfer sites. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:   Met & corresponded with Defenders of Wildlife, WDFW, Kalispel Tribal Natural Resources Staff, Kalispel Tribal Public Works, and Pend Oreille County Public Works to start working towards more secure waste transfer sites.		 Kalispel Tribe will work with WDFW to increase use of bear safe garbage containers with Pend Oreille waste collectors. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:    Continue working with Public Works Depts. to secure waste transfer sites. - Provide training to waste transfer site employees about bear safety and the proper use of bear pepper spray.		Colville NF: Installed 25 animal resistant food lockers in developed campgrounds.  Updated the CNF's 1989 Food Storage Order (now under LE and OGC review).  Idaho Panhandle NF: Installed 2 additional Food Storage Poles in upper Priest River drainage.  KTOI provides a loaner program for electric fencing at the request of IDFG. In 2018, KTOI staff secured an apiary at the base of the Selkirk Mountains.   		Colville NF: Continue food locker installation on the Forest.  Estimated completion by end of 2020.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Demo bear-resistant garbage cans to local garbage haulers and the public to encourage their use as a best management practice for both sanitation and wildlife conservation.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Install 1 additional bear resistant container at Beehive Lake.  KTOI: Continue the electric fence loaner program for Boundary County, ID. KTOI received additional electric fence supplies from FWP, which will be made available upon IDFG request in Boundary County.

				Maintain or enhance hunter education efforts regarding bear ID and use of bear spray						 Colville NF: Performed more than 25 visitor contact patrols in the recovery area.  Focused on summer holiday and hunting season opener weekends.Idaho Panhandle NF: Provided Bear Spray Training and Bear ID to 36 Forest Service Personnel on the IPNF WA Dept Fish & Wlf:   Presentation to the Inland Northwest Wildlife Council about bear identification and the proper use of bear pepper spray.  Included a bear pepper spray demonstration.  Sought public input on initiating a bear ID test for black bear hunters in Washington State.		 Colville NF: Conduct at least 25 visitor contact patrols. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Plan additional presentations & outreach targeted toward hunters.		FWS: Monitored 7 resident bears in the Selkirks for reprodution and survival.  Continued to build database for calculation of population trend based on data extending back to 1983. 								 Colville NF: Patrols are conducted by uniformed Forest Protection Officers.  We have completed this activity since the early 1990s. Idaho Panhandle NF: These trained personnel work and recreate in both ecosystems.

				Eliminate food attractants on public and private property. Support loaner programs and cost share for electric fencing and bear resistant garbage can use.						Colville NF: Installed animal resistant food storage lockers in campgrounds adjacent to the recovery area; - 7 in East Sullivan CG - 5 in West Sullivan CG - 3 in Crescent Lake CG - 5 in Edgewater CG - 2 in Noisy Creek CG Replaced 1 double garbage can on State Hwy 31 that was struck by a truck.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Installed 24 Bear Resistant Food Lockers at Reeder Bay Campground on Priest Lake. Installed 2 Food Storage Poles at Hidden Lake and 1 at West Fork (High elevation areas with limited places for campers to hang food). WA Dept Fish & Wlf:   Partnered with Defenders of Wildlife to acquire 5 Kodiak cans for demonstration to local garbage haulers.  Staffed an informational booth at “Bee Maniacs Bee Day” about electrifying bee hives. Idaho Department of Fish & Game: The Project secured a $4,000 grant from the Idaho Fish and Wildlife Foundation to purchase 22 bear resistant trash cans for free distribution to landowners living in areas with a high potential for sanitation conflicts.  The can project will also provide the opportunity to discuss current sanitation practices with home owners and develop sound practices for living safely in bear country.		 Colville NF: Install at least 20 food lockers; - 4 in Sullivan Lake Airstrip - 6 in Panhandle CG - 5 in South Skookum CG - 5 in East Sullivan CG Kalispel Tribe researching changes to solid waste transfer station on Reservation Idaho Panhandle NF: Installation of additional Food Storage Poles.  Right now estimate 3 additional poles. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:   Continue working with local garbage haulers and the public to demonstrate bear-resistant garbage cans and to encourage their use as a best management practice for both sanitation and wildlife conservation.		Colville NF: Contributed $51,401 for grizzly capture / monitoring effort in 2018.  Idaho Panhandle NF: In 2018 the Forest contributed $5,000 towards grizzly bear DNA work. Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, and Lolo NFs: The three forests in R1 that manage lands in the SCYE received funding from a RIM proposal to USFS R1 for grizzly bear monitoring funding. It is projected to be funded at ~$25,000 in fiscal year 18.  KTOI provides approximately $2,000 for DNA monitoring and provides staff time to collect DNA samples along a rub route and corral trap site, annually. 		Colville NF: Secure $25,000 Regional (R6) cost-share funding for 2019 capture / monitoring effort.  Idaho Panhandle NF: The Forest plans to contribute $5,000 towards grizzly bear DNA work in fiscal year 2019.  KTOI plans to provide approximately $2,000 for DNA monitoring and provides staff time to collect DNA samples along a rub route and corral trap site.  All agencies: Investigate funding sources for hair-snare corrals in 5x5 km cells across the ecosystem for 2020.  Subcommitee meeting scheduled for this purpose in Sandpoint, ID in March, 2019. 						 Colville NF: Partners include; WADOT, Pend Oreille County PUD, Seattle City Light, Defenders of Wildlife, Scenic Canyons Recreation Services Idaho Panhandle NF: Still trying to figure out the FY18 placements.  The number of poles and what ecosystem they will be in still hasn’t been determined.

														FWS: Supervised monitoring of corrals and rub trees to monitor identification of females with young and distribution of females with young.  Colville NF: Installed and monitored 12 hair snare-corrals.  Monitored 12 rub posts.  Grizzly sow with 2 cubs detected at one corral, possible other adult grizzly.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Deployed 5 hair-snare corrals + self-activated cameras and 2 rub objects within the Selkirk Ecosystem in 2018.  No Grizzly bears were detected.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Assisted FWS by monitoring 7 bear corral sites and 25 rub stations in the Selkirks this year.  		FWS: Continue to supervise monitoring of corrals and rub trees.  Colville NF: Same effort as in 2018.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf:  Shift focus from hair-snare corrals to deploying and checking rub objects in the WA portion of the Selkirk Ecosystem.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Continue to deploy hair-snare corrals in the Selkirk Ecosystem.  

		Document population growth rate and changes in distribution between 2018 and 2022		Identify the most effective population trend monitoring procedure		FWS Recovery Coordinator in cooperation with Ecosystem subcommittee		Changes in population size and distribution

				Secure funding needed to implement monitoring						 Colville NF: $21,000 FWS recovery fund grant for grizzly capture effort Idaho Panhandle NF: Received $30,000 Idaho State USFWS Recovery Grant for both ecosystems. The IPNF also contributed $24,000 for monitoring in the Selkirks.		 Colville NF: Secure Regional (R6) cost-share funding for 2018 Idaho Panhandle NF: The Forest plans to contribute $5,000 towards grizzly bear DNA work in fiscal year 18. Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, and Lolo NFs: The three forests in R1 that manage lands in the SCYE submitted a RIM funding proposal to USFS R1 for grizzly bear monitoring funding. It is projected to be funded at ~$25,000 in fiscal year 18.

				Implement occupancy monitoring in all BMUs and appropriate areas outside recovery zone boundaries						 Colville NF: Installed and monitored 12 hair snag corrals with remote cameras.  Detected 2 grizzly bears at one corral. Monitored 10 established rub posts.  Idaho Panhandle NF: Assisted USFWS with bear corrals and rub stations in the Selkirk’s this year.  WA Dept Fish & Wlf:   WDFW deployed 3 hair-snare corrals + self-activated cameras within the Selkirk Ecosystem in 2017. Grizzly bears were detected at 2 corrals.  A number of DNA samples (from hair) were collected.		 Colville NF: Same effort as for 2018. WA Dept Fish & Wlf:   Continue to deploy hair-snare corrals in the WA portion of the Selkirk Ecosystem.

		Goal #2: Enhance transboundary cooperation and coordination of recovery

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Hold at least one meeting every 2 years in Canada		Coordinate  schedules to facilitate at least one meeting every other year in BC.		Ecosystem Subcommittee in cooperation with the FWS recovery coordinator		Meeting locations

		Share information annually on the status of bear recovery and management.		Schedule scientific information updates from appropriate investigators in each country				Number of science updates						At the November 2018 subcommittee meeting in Libby MT, Wayne Kasworm presented an update of the on-going grizzly bear demography study in the Selkirk-Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystems.  Dr. Michael Proctor presented an update on linkage zone habitat purchases / conservation easements within the Selkirk Mountains in BC.  He discussed evidence of inter-population movements and gene flow.  He also proposed the US join BC in a comprehensive DNA survey of bears using hair snare corrals established in 5km x 5km grid cells across the Selkirk Ecoystem.    



		Additional Comments:

		Idaho Dept. of Lands (IDL):  Improved 2 gated road closures with large boulder side fortification ($615).  Provides $30,000 on annual basis to IDFG for road closure enforcement in Selkirk and Cabinet Ecosystem. 





NORTH CASCADES

		NORTH CASCADES

		Goal #1: Establish and implement clear direction for recovery

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		2020 Accomplishments		2021 Planned Actions		Comments

		Complete the North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and issue a Record of Decision 		Analyze public comments		FWS and NPS, in consultation with cooperating agencies		Comment analysis completed on time		 Draft comment analysis completed		On hold pending direction from DOI		EIS process reinstated 3/23/2018 to 8/2/2018; completed comment summary, reviewed submitted literature, responded to substantive comments to EIS,.		TBD		U.S. Secretary of the Interior David L. Bernhardt announced on July 7, 2020 that the Department of the Interior will not move forward with a new Grizzly Bear Restoration Plan for the North Cascades Ecosystem. 		 

				Develop Final EIS and ROD				Final EIS and ROD executed		On hold pending direction from DOI		On hold pending direction from DOI		Process reinstated 3/23/18 to 8/2/2018, further work on EIS and 10(j) rule (see below) now pending additional stakeholder outreach		TBD		No action		 

				Brief Congressional delegation, WA legislators, and BC government officials.		FWS, NPS, WA members of Executive Committee		Briefings held		In-person or telephone briefings for Cantwell, Murray, DelBene, Reichert. Electronic sharing of information with Hill and district offices.		Ongoing		Ongoing		TBD		No action 		 

		Inform the public about the EIS process and the ROD when a decision is made		Communicate rationale for ROD to all stakeholders		NC Subcommittee		Articles published in media; public meetings held; public contacts made		Eight public meetings held, 2 webinars, 25 meetings in 2017 with wide variety of stakeholders (total of >60 over course of EIS process)		Articles in print and social media, additional public contacts made as requested, ongoing		No action 		TBD		No action, other than press releases to the effect the EIS is not moving forward.		 

				Brief Congressional delegation, WA legislators, and BC government officials.		FWS, NPS, WA members of Executive Committee and Subcommittee		Briefings held		Concerns identified, responses delivered to county commissioners 		 Ongoing 		Ongoing		TBD		No action		 

		Develop international agreements, if necessary, to implement the ROD 		Brief administrations in Washington D.C., WA, BC and Ottawa.		FWS, NPS, WA members of Executive Committee and Subcommittee		Briefings held		No action		TBD		No action		TBD		No action		 

				Draft agreement language				Agreements drafted		No action		TBD		No action		TBD		No action		 

				Obtain necessary approvals				Agreements signed		No action		TBD		No action		TBD		No action		 

		Secure additional resources, if necessary, to implement the ROD		Brief Congressional delegation and WA legislators		FWS, NPS, WA members of Executive Committee		Briefings held		In-person or telephone briefings for Cantwell, Murray, DelBene, Reichert. Electronic sharing of information with Hill and district offices.		TBD		No action		TBD		No action		 

				Explore options for support from NGOs, foundations, private funders, crowd-sourcing, etc.		NC Subcommittee 		NGO funding raised		No action		TBD		No action		TBD		No action		 

		Gather stakeholder input for potential designation as a 10(j) experimental population		Develop draft 10(j) rule and management strategies to address local concerns		FWS		Stakeholder meetings held		No action		Engage stakeholders throughout the ecosystem to receive input on potential management strategies.		The FWS reached out to over 100 stakeholders and completed 30+ meetings with 55+ stakeholders to discuss early concepts for a 10J rule.		TBD		No action		 

		Goal #2 Maintain or enhance habitat conditions for Grizzly Bears

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		2020 Accomplishments		2021 Planned Actions		Comments

		Reaffirm the No Net Loss of Core Area agreement.		Review policy, update as necessary, obtain signatures or commitments from relevant agencies.		Ecosystem Subcommittee		Updated policy signed		NCE Subcommittee discussion at Fall 2017 meeting		Obtain signatures or commitments by 12/31/2018		In progress; specific issues identified at the June meeting for clarification and standardization across the two forests.		In progress		No Net Loss of Core Area agreement not yet reaffirmed. Orientation for two new forest supervisors accomplished.		The OKW and MBS will review the new DOW NCE GB Coexistence and Core Habitat Analysis report, the USFWS’s Species Status Assessment for Grizzly Bears when it is finalized, and the USFWS’s “may-be-present” mapping effort for grizzly bears when it is finalized.  We will consider these documents to help us prioritize and continue efforts to update the technical elements and the data associated with the no net loss of core strategy. 

		Complete ecosystem-wide database of  bear-resistant food storage and waste receptacles by 2022		Survey campgrounds and trailheads for needed food storage/waste receptacles		Ecosystem Subcommittee/ Technical Team		Ecosystem-wide inventory database completed		NPS completed an inventory of bear-resistant facilities;  the MBS and OKW have inventoried campgrounds and dumpsters		Ongoing		The NPS and USFS are maintaining databases of bear-resistant facilities		Continue to maintain updated databases.		Ongoing;  OWNF has updated database,MBS will again next year.  NPS keeps a living spreadsheet to track progress.		Contiue to maintain updated databases		These databases should be living documents, as the number of units continue to change. 

		Standardize signage/language on signs by 2022		Commit to a standardized sign and/or standard language used on all signs				Standardized signs/language posted at trailheads and campgrounds		Signs are in place at most Forest Service and NPS campgrounds and trailheads 		Work toward one standardized sign or language across agencies; follow up with IGBC to see what is done in other ecosystems		No progress was made toward creating a standardized sign.  The IGBC Food Storage sign was posted at many trailheads.		Ongoing		Ongoing 		Ongoing		 

		Expand food storage orders to all National Forests by 2022		Identify remaining lands without food storage requirements		USFS		Food storage orders in effect on all National Forest lands						No action was taken.  Comments on the DEIS noted that food storage orders are in place on all national forests in grizzly bear recovery areas except the MBS, OWNF and Bitterroot.		Pending further discussion/ coordination between Forests and other partners/agencies. Focusing on putting waste disposal infrastructure in place.		MBS is working on a draft food storage order dealing with black bears and corvids, still needs more internal discussion.  Will pursue further over winter.		MBS continue to work on FSO. OKW plans to get all FS campground waste disposal infrastructure upgraded to bear-resistant prior to food storage order. 

				Adopt food storage orders

		Increase availability of bear-resistant food storage and waste receptacles annually		Purchase and install bear-resistant food storage and waste receptacles for campgrounds and trailheads		Ecosystem Subcommittee		Number of bear-resistant food storage/waste receptacles is increased		NPS increased waste collection frequency at large campgrounds and has purchased 73 new food storage lockers and 13 waste receptacles; the OKW has purchased 10, 2-yard dumpsters. WDFW worked continually to educate people as they dealt with black bear complaints throughout the ecosystem. 		Continue to increase availability of bear-resistant waste receptacles throughout the NCE: OKW plans to place the 10 dumpsters to replace non-bear-resistant dumpsters; 5 on the Entiat District and 5 on the Wenatchee River District. NPS will install the new dumpsters, garbage cans & food storage lockers. WDFW will continue its work to reduce the availability of anthropogenic food sources/ attractants throughout the ecosystem (landowners, ag groups, communities, etc.) as part of daily operations.		The WDFW is working with Defenders of Wildlife to potentially place bear-resistant residential garbage totes in the Seattle City Light enclaves, in an effort to make more remote communities more bear safe/friendly. The totes were tested in the Methow Valley, but found to be incompatible with garbage trucks there.

The Entiat Ranger District (OWNF) placed 3 of the 10 new, bear-resistant dumpsters in the Cottonwood Campground on the Entiat River.   The NPS purchased am additional 73 food storage lockers, 4 dumpsters and 9 recycling receptacles.  Forty-five of the food storage containers will be swapped out with the original bear boxes on Ross Lake, which have reached the end of their serviceable lives; this will make headway in replacing all of the old lockers on the lake, the most highly-used area of the park.  		Continue to install refuse and food storage facilities throughout ecosystem as funds become available.  NPS backlog of bear-resistant food storage lockers will continue to be placed in back- and front-country campgrounds. WDFW will continue work with communities to deploy as many bear-resistant residential garbage cans as possible in the Upper Methow.  WDFW and OWNF will work with partners (Defenders, Methow Valley Waste Wise) to facilitate increased placement of waste receptacles.  Dumpsters are the priority for OWNF.		NPS installed additional food storage lockers in frontcountry campgrounds, and installed 4 new, 4-yard dumpsters in the car campgrounds.  MBS obtained 4 more double-unit trash receptacles, courtesy Defenders.  OWNF-MVRD purchased 6 new dumpsters; waste collecting company switching to new truck in 2021. OWNF purchased 7 food storage lockers, 2 on Tonasket, 2 on Entiat/Chelan, and 3 for Methow Valley.  About 80% of northern-district OWNF campgrounds have animal-resistant waste receptacles, bear-resistant food storage is available in 2 campgrounds.   WDFW and OWNF working with Defenders as part of MBA (Methow Bear Aware coalition) on sanitation infrastructure. MBA secured and successfully tested two brands of residential cans during a pilot program. The local waste management company with support from MBA began converting its cans to the preferred bear resistant variety and is spearheading an effort to deploy the cans throughout much of the Upper Methow Valley by next spring.  		Continue to install refuse and food storage facilities throughout ecosystem as funds become available.  NPS backlog of bear-resistant food storage lockers will continue to be placed in back- and front-country campgrounds. WDFW will continue work with communities to deploy as many bear-resistant residential garbage cans as possible in the Upper Methow.  WDFW and OWNF will work with partners (MBA) to facilitate increased placement of waste receptacles.  Dumpsters are the priority for OWNF.		A virtual workshop on living and recreating  in bear country was hosted by Defenders of Wildlife on September 1, 2020.  NPS, USFS and WDFW provided information on agency efforts/ requirements.  

		Determine presence/distribution of salmon poisoning disease (SPD) in fish and black bears in the NCE. 		Work with Washington State University to develop an antibody test and sample blood drawn from black bears in the NCE, Washington outer coast and Rockies, and with Southern Geogia University to detect Stellanchasmus falcatus (the host of SF Agent, which affects bears) in NCE salmon.		NCE Technical Team		Presence of antibodies and host flukes.								Contract with WSU and SGU to analyze samples collected in 2018.		One hundred salmon samples collected from the Wenatchee and Methow Rivers, the two NCE rivers most likely to harbor SPD. Were analyzed at Southern Georgia University. Did not find SF agent, but had small sample sizes.  Found antibodies, but need more research to say what this means. See "comments" column for more information.   		Continue to work with WSU and SGU. 		This is a new issue that came to our attention in 2017. Salmon migrate through an SPD 'hot spot' in the lower Columbia River, thus the SPD cases originating from Columbia River salmon from the Colville Reservation (east of the North Cascades).  One hundred salmon samples collected from the Wenatchee and Methow Rivers, the two NCE rivers most likely to harbor SPD,  were analyzed at Southern Georgia University. All were negative for the trematode Stellanchasmus falcatus, which carries SF Agent, the pathogen that causes SPD in bears.  Small sample sizes may have influenced this, and it cannot be definitively determined that it does not exist in these rivers. In a  separate study, an antibody test was developed at Washington State University.  In general, antibody levels were unexpectedly high, particularly in black and grizzly bears sampled in Montana. There are a few possible explanations, which include: 1) The SF agent has a broader range than suspected. 2) The bears are exposed to a related organism and thus have antibodies that react to the antigen used in this study. 3) The bears have antibodies that are irrelevant to our question, but cross react with the antigen. It is difficult to differentiate between these possibilities without more information about the SF agent and related organisms.  It appears likely, however, that some portion of the black bear populations sampled, as well as 2 of the wild MT grizzly bears included, have developed some level of immunity.

		Goal #3 Document presence of Grizzly Bears

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		2020 Accomplishments		2021 Planned Actions		Comments

		Verify reports of grizzly bear sightings as soon a practical		Evaluate each report as they are made		NCE Technical Team		Reports received and verified		Numerous reports received, all were black bears with the possible exception of one sighting still under investigation.		Ongoing		Numerous reports received, all were black bears, with the possible exception of one grizzly bear west of the northern section of Manning Park in September.  This is an area in which grizzly bears have been confirmed in the past, and the observer was knowledgable about bears.  It may be the same bear "captured" by remote camera in 2010 & 2012 at a wolverine run-pole site. 		Continue to follow up on reports		Continued to follow up on reports, most of which were clear photos of black bears, and/or descriptions of "large, brown bears“;  NPS wildlife cameras did not pick up grizzly bears. Several dozen trail cameras were deployed for lynx in the NE corner of the NCE including 16 in the Pasayten Wilderness.  Several dozen additional remote cameras in the Methow Watershed for the ongoing UW/WDFW Predator-Pdeployed continued to be monitored by grad students.  No grizzly bears were detected.  
		Continue to follow up on reports; continue to deploy trail cameras.  

		Additional Comments:







BITTERROOT

		BITTERROOT

		Goal #1: Document presence/absence of grizzly bears in the ecosystem

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Systematically monitor areas most likely to be colonized first or where credible sightings occur		Deploy hair snares and/or camera traps in response to credible sightings; complete DNA analysis of samples		Ecosystem subcommittee		Hair snares and/or camera traps deployed; samples collected and analyzed		Collected hair Samples from public; Sapphires and Fish Creek; (Jamie Jonkel); Deployed 120 remote cameras in N. Fk. Lochsa on the Nez/Clear NF.  (Brian Holt); Hair samples to Jamie Jonkel from the public  opportunistically.  IDFG is also collecting hair samples. Sampling for Fisher in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, hair snares and remote cameras.  Multi-state effort with Fisher bait stations. 		 Similar activities and continuation of ongoing activities.		Cameras in Lochsa in relation to a fisher study.  (ID and MT joint project this year, last year was primarily ID).  More cameras are going up.  Is a winter study so catching a bear is less likely.  Late fall and late spring is most likely.  

		Similar activities and continuation of ongoing actions.

		Opportunistically monitor in other areas each year.		Deploy hair snares and/or camera traps opportunistically along backcountry patrol routes.				Hair snares and/or camera traps deployed; samples collected and analyzed		 Hair Samples from public; Sapphires and Fish Creek; (Jamie Jonkel);Deployed 120 remote cameras in N. Fk. Lochsa on the Nez/Clear NF.  (Brian Holt);Hair samples to Jamie Jonkel from the public  opportunistically.  IDFG is also collecting hair samples.;Sampling for Fisher in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, hair snares and remote cameras.  Multi-state effort with Fisher bait stations. 		 Interstate 90 crossing points; Jamie will also send to me his linkage presentation. Similar to 2017; Focus on linkage areas.  Colleen and Jamie i.e. Lower Clark Fork and Ninemile area in MT.  Jamie Jonkel will frame a long term objective.  Small scale.  		Occupied habitat in Garnet range, N of I-90.  Resident grizzlies in that area.  Keeps an eye of what goes south of I-90.  S. side Pintlers (Big Hole Valley), 3 verified sightings, probably same bear.  
Right now, only verified bear is Stevensville Bear.  Rock Creek watershed landowners are more organized,  and "bear aware."  
Game wardens placed cameras in Lee Metcalf area, no photos yet but will be run until snow flies.  
I-90 crossing points.  Focus on linkage areas.  Opportunistic monitoring.  
Five Valleys Land Trust has a few cameras out and road trip.  No rub posts or hair snags stations set up on potential crossings.  Lower end, upper Clark Fork.  
		Focus on I-90 crossing points; linkage areas in Lower Clark Fork and Ninemile Areas in Montana.  Also look at possible opportunistic monitoring in and around the Sapphire Mountains.  i. Science Support Partnership – USFWS opportunity and where the USGS has to be involved.  Remote cameras and modeling technique to estimate population in newly populating areas.  May not be funded, not ranked high, but no final decision yet.  
ii. Opportunistic monitoring – Fisher study, meso carnivore study (winter).  This winter is IPNF, Kootenai, and Flathead so not in the Bitterroot.  Monitoring question and species.  The Bitterroot is putting up cameras on projects to monitors wildlife use in those areas.  Areas not the most likely for a grizzly sighting but those are out there.   


		Goal #2: Promote natural recovery of the population through immigration

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Implement measures to improve connectivity in > 50% of linkage areas by 2020		Include means to promote grizzly bear dispersal from the Yellowstone, Selkirk, Cabinet-Yaak and NCDE into the Bitterroot in conservation strategies and hunt management		Ecosystem subcommittees, YGCC		Connectivity addressed in conservation strategies and state hunting regulations		 Lower clark fork region; education and outreach in the Nine Mile valley; tolerate any grizzlies that show up; reaching out to Superior and St. Regis; IDFG know your target when hunting, we have a huge block of contiguous habitat; look at Flathead and Lolo amendments to look at the future in forest plan revision.		 Forest Plan Revisions;  Nez-Clear NF and Salmon-Challis NF		Nez Perce-Clearwater NF is preparing draft EIS for revised land management plan.  No specific management direction until grizzly bear re-establishes in ecosystem through forest plan amendment.  Salmon-Challis NF is beginning to compose forest plan management components and wants to develop direction regarding connectivity and linkage zones.		Discuss linkage zones and connectivity in relation to developing management standards and guidelines.  						 Court settlement agreement, establish habitat-based recovery criteria before delisting. (Hillary)

				Acquire or facilitate conservation easements on private lands				Easements acquired		 Jamie:  working with pvt land owner in Ninemile/Clark fork confluence (MDFWP); area with prior conservation easements.		 Work in progress.  Nez/Clear travel plan closed motorized recreation into Great Burn proposed wilderness.		Easements – Ninemile/Clark Fork confluence easement was a success.   Highway department did some work as well.  

				Review and update land management plans, as appropriate				Land management plans updated		 Nez Perce/Clearwater and Salmon-Challis Forest Plan Revisions		 Nez Perce/Clearwater and Salmon-Challis Forest Plan Revisions		Similar to above.  
		Similar to above.  Define/Map BMUs* (for the Bitterroot Ecosystem).  A one day workshop would be progress for the committee.  USFWS would make arrangements for the workshop.  ii. Calculate Motorized Access on BMU access to inform Forest Plan revision (elementary as BMUs and road density, given majority is wilderness.  Lots of ground work – county commissioners, congressional staff, and special interest groups.  Social political piece won’t be simple, it will take some time.  Preparing for the future, bears coming back on their own, we work now to start so when it happens we are ready. iii. Identify GIS staff for analysis and maintain database.  
Needs further discussion before moving forward.  Forest Supervisors understand this isn’t adding further restrictions, but would be controversial.  
Are BMU’s required?  This ecosystem is unique due to large amount of land base is wilderness.  ?? Do we want BMUs in this ecosystem or do we want to do something else.  

		Increase landowner and community tolerance for grizzly bears in linkage zones and the recovery zone by 2022 		Measure initial levels of landowner and community tolerance through systematic surveys or other valid human dimensions research		Ecosystem subcommittee		Research completed		 General routine approach in lower Clark Fork, not a lot of pvt land; challenge with pvt landowners; “Work in progress”; Huson upstream to Missoula working with landowners; working in Bitterroot need to get sanitation company on board; trying to tie into mayors in local communities and county commissioners (Bitterroot Disposal)		 No systematic surveys, more opportunistic prospects.

				Develop and implement outreach strategies to engage landowners and communities in problem solving to address identified concerns				Audiences identified; messages created; communication plans developed and implemented		 Need bearproof containers!  Underlying issue is that they don’t want to go there (Bitterroot Disposal).  Great relationship with public officials in Missoula County. 		 Bear Rangers in Bitterroot and Lolo NFs, if funded.		Ninemile Wildlife Working Group, very proactive.  
Rock Creek group proactive too.  
Pulse of bear activity in the Lolo and HWY 12 area.  Those cans are in need of repair and replacement.  
Bitterroot Valley is a large area, need an increase in bear aware groups for each of the small subdivisions.  
Worked with Bitterroot Disposal, need is still there.  Need to map out priority areas for cans.  A lot of work to be done.  
Electric fence incentive program.  Defenders of Wildlife – 50% of cost of fence to attractant area;  Applicable in the Bitterroot;  Even though a Grizzly Bear program but will apply to areas where corridors between ecosystems exist.  
No report out from Lolo NF yet.

Human mortality – no mistaken identity kills.  MT has a vigorous program, ID is stepping it up.  Groundwork is laid for that goal.  

Conflicts right now with Bear Spray.  There is a lot of misunderstanding.  We are creating the confusion and creating the misunderstanding in amongst the professionals.  

Interns – B-D, south end of Lolo – based out of Butte.  Will do workshops at schools.  
		 Bear Rangers in Bitterroot and Lolo NFs, if funded.  IDFG education proposal also.

		Prevent human-caused mortality throughout the plan period		Increase outreach to black bear hunters regarding the potential presence of grizzly bears and the importance of bear identification		Ecosystem subcommittee		Audiences identified; messages created; communication plans developed and implemented		 Jamie Jonkel:  Focusing in on sanitation and tolerance in same communities.  Public services in the lower Mineral and Missoula counties.  Greg Losinski in Harriman state park, “Wild about Bears” presentation.  Wolf/Grizzly Discovery Center in West Yellowstone.		 Bear Rangers in Bitterroot and Lolo NFs, if funded.		East Fork and West Fork Bitterroot areas needs someone to help out, Bear Aware group, would be easy to fix.  No report out from Lolo NF yet.  Bear Activity on Bitterroot NF, if the bears got a food reward.  Some yes, some no.  Worked with MFWP on activity.  No food storage orders other than the Anaconda Pintler Wilderness for the Bitterroot and Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests.  

Be Bear Aware –good community feedback, real positive, overwhelming.  I-90, to HWY 12 to HWY 93 programs.  
		 Bear Rangers in Bitterroot and Lolo NFs, if funded.  IDFG education proposal also.

								No mistaken identity kills		No grizzlies killed in the ecosystem				Human mortality – no mistaken identity kills.  MT has a vigorous program, ID is stepping it up.  Groundwork is laid for that goal.  		Explore where to transplant bears that wander into developed areas within the Bitterroot Ecosystem. 

				Continue efforts to eliminate anthropogenic attractants				Number of attractant sites eliminated		 

				Promote use of bear spray for defense in the recovery zone				Prevalence of people carrying bear spray		 Education events in Lower Clark Fork and Bitterroot through Chuck Bartlebaugh; Bitterroot NF and Lolo NF have Bear Rangers.  Not much going on in Idaho.		 Similar to 2017		Reference the Bitterroot NF accomplishment report.  There is a lot of misunderstanding.  We are creating the confusion and creating the misunderstanding in amongst the professionals.  Idaho Fish & Game utilized grant dollars to purchase bear spray and disseminate bear aware/safety information.
		 Bear Rangers in Bitterroot and Lolo NFs, if funded.  IDFG education proposal also.

		Additional Comments:







EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

		EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

		Goal #1: Understand relationships between emerging patterns in recreation and grizzly bear conservation to support effective measures in preventing conflicts and mortalities.

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments



		Goal #2: Identify landscape conditions that allow interchange and dispersal in areas between ecosystems and, where desired and feasible, maintain and enhance those conditions. 

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

														Changes in recovery criteria may be a factor in determining success

		Goal #3: Identify trends and concerns, and support effective preventative measures to reduce human-bear conflicts and human caused mortality. 

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Food storage order continuity/consistency

		Bear baiting concerns

		Preparing the leading edge of the ecosystems for bear expansion

		Goal #4: Provide increased strategic support and direction to Bitterroot, Selkirk, Cabinet-Yaak, and North Cascades Ecosystems for continued grizzly bear conservation and recovery efforts.

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments



		Goal #5: Support and coordinate integrative approaches to increase effectiveness and accuracy of population monitoring.

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments



		Goal #6: Improve effective communication across and between all levels of IGBC.

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments







I&E SUBCOMMITTEE

		Information & Education Subcommittee

		Goal #1: Ensure effective communication across all levels of the IGBC

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Clarify the roles and responsibilities of the I&E Subcommittee and ecosystem I&E Working Groups		Re-fill subcommittee chair		Executive Committee						Hogan will write letter to Ecosystem Subcommittee chairs to identify I&E Subcommittee members; task group (Hogan, Williams, Davis, Smith) will work with I&E Subcommittee to identify chair and clarify role and responsibility by Summer meeting		Kim Annis and Lori Roberts were identified as co-chairs of the subcommittee. The Subcommittee met and revised 5-year plan goals and objectives. Revised goals and objectives were presented to and approved by the Executive Committee in December.		No futher action needed.

		Update contact lists of I&E contacts at all levels in IGBC member agencies at least once each year		Solicit names and contact information from ecosystems		Subcommittee co-chairs		Complete, up-to-date list								Establish complete list

		Review IEO accomplishments and needs with each ecosystem subcommittee and biannual meetings		Participate actively in ecosystem subcommittee meetings		Subcommittee co-chairs		IEO needs identified								Prepare for your Ecosystems spring/fall subcommittee meetings by meeting with your IEO working group and discussing your Ecosystems IEO accomplishments and needs. Report this to your Subcommittee during your spring/fall meeting. Then report highlights to the IEO Chair (currently Kim Annis) so she can report these needs and accomplishments to the Executive Committee at the summer/winter meetings

		Coordinate annual IEO Funding Program to align the use of funds with overall IEO priorities		Review funding proposals to assess alignment with IEO priorities		Subcommittee co-chairs		I&E Funding decisions made								All individual subcommittee chairs with take part in the final selection process for funding proposed projects. Individual chairs will receive proposals from their Ecosystem, rank/prioritize and send those to the IEO Chair (currently Kim Annis), and then participate on the conference call to determine final funding awardees

		Contribute information to update the IGBC website at least once each quarter		Rotate responsibility among IEO Chairs to prepare materials each quarter		Subcommittee co-chairs		IGBC Website updated at least monthly

		Goal #2:  Ensure consistency of messages across all IGBC I&E agencies

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Review language and messaging currently used in IGBC printed materials, and create a comprehensive list of approved messaging for all agencies to utilize 		TBD		Subcommittee 		TBD								WMI will create a list of current IGBC printed materials, and also let the IEO Subcommittee know which materials need updating and reviewing.

		Identify inconsistencies in I&E messages by 2020		TBD				TBD

		Resolve inconsistencies by 2022		TBD				TBD

		Goal #3: Increase use of bear spray by people who live, work, and recreate in bear range

		Objectives		Strategies		Responsibility		Indicators		2017 Accomplishments		2018 Planned Actions		2018 Accomplishments		2019 Planned Actions		2019 Accomplishments		2020 Planned Actions		Comments

		Produce a “testimonial” videos of both short (e.g. 1 minute) and longer duration on effectiveness of bear spray by 2021		TBD		Subcommittee		TBD		TBD		TBD		TBD		TBD

		Additional Comments:








November 17, 2020

Prepared For:
Defenders of Wildlife

Zoe Hanley, PhD
Northwest Representative
P.O. Box 52

White Salmon, WA 98672

Prepared By:

Collective Ecological Consulting, LLC.

Melissa Belmar

Wildlife Biologist and GIS Analyst (_j ecological consulting

8920 W. 4" Avenue
Lakewood, CO 80226





Suggested Citation
Belmar, Melissa. 2020. North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Coexistence and Core Habitat
GIS Analyses. Collective Ecological Consulting, Denver, Colorado.

Photo Credit
Defenders of Wildlife (https://defenders.org/got-grizzlies).

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses



https://defenders.org/got-grizzlies



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction & Purpose 3
1.1  Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 3
1.2  Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis 3
2.0  Methodology 4
2.1  Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 4
2.1.1 Background Research and Communication 4
2.1.2 Variables Analyzed 4
2.1.3 GIS Processing 8
2.2  Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis 8
2.2.1 Background Research and Communication 8
2.2.2 Variables Analyzed 9
2.2.3 GIS Data Processing 11
3.0 Results and Discussion 13
3.1  Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 13
3.2  Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis 14
4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 14
4.1  Data Gaps 14
4.1.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 14
4.1.2 Core Habitat Analysis 15
5.0 References 16
APPENDICES
APPENAIX Al FIQUIES. ..o 18
Appendix B: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data SOUICES............cccccvveeeeeeeeeeeevivnnnnnn. 23
Appendix C: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Data Summary by BMU ...........cccccoiiiiiiiiiiinnn. 27
Appendix D: Core Habitat Analysis Data SOUICES ..........cooviiieieiiieeeeeeeeeee e 30
Appendix E: Core Habitat Analysis Data Summary by BMU ..., 32
LIST OF TABLES
Table 1. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat SCENAIIOS .......cooooieieeee e 12
Table 2. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Results (HECtares) .............uooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 14
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1. North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone Location...............ccceveeevennnnnn. 19
Figure 2. Areas in Need of Grizzly Bear Coexistence Measures inthe NCE. .............ccccoeeveviinnnnn. 19
Figure 3. Areas in Need of Grizzly Bear Coexistence Measures by Variable Type...........ccccccoe... 20
Figure 4. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat for Scenarios 1 through 4 in the NCE (public lands and core
habitat areas = 2,500 GCIES). ..eeuuuuuiii et e e et e e et a e e e e earra e aaeas 21
Figure 5. Grizzly Bear North Cascades Ecosystem Bear Management Units. ..............ccccvvvvvvvnnnnn. 22

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses ii





1.0 Introduction & Purpose

The grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) was listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as
threatened in 1975 and recovery efforts subsequently followed in its range in four states. Six recovery
zones were created in Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Wyoming (USFWS & NPS 2017). The North
Cascades Ecosystem (NCE) recovery zone located is in north western and north-central Washington.
The NCE also crosses the Canadian border, but this report will only address the U.S. portion of the
recovery zone. The NCE is primarily comprised of public lands, including North Cascades National Park
(NOCA), Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forest (OKWE NF), and Mt. Baker and Snoqualmie
National Forest (MBS NF).

The NCE grizzly bear recovery zone has been documented as “one of the most intact wildlands in the
contiguous U.S. (Servheen et al. 1991).” Historical records indicate that grizzly bears once occurred in
the NCE, but the current population is unknown. Only four detections of grizzly bears have occurred in
the NCE in the past 10 years, all of which were in Canada. There has been no confirmed evidence of
grizzly bears within the ecosystem in the U.S. since 1996. The 2012 estimate for the Canadian portion
was six grizzly bears. It is therefore unlikely that the U.S. portion of the NCE currently contains viable
grizzly bear populations or individuals (USFWS & NPS 2017).

This report outlines two projects: an assessment of potential areas in need of grizzly bear coexistence
measures and an analysis of grizzly bear core habitat within the NCE. These projects were initiated in
anticipation of restoring a viable grizzly bear population in the NCE — through natural recolonization or
augmentation — in the near future. Figure 1 displays the location of the NCE (Appendix A).

1.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis

Human-wildlife conflict is a consequence of humans and wildlife competing for space and resources
and often results in negative outcomes for both parties involved. Humans are persistently encroaching
on wildlife habitat, which increases the chances for human-wildlife encounters (NCDE Subcommittee
2019). Studies have found that the majority of human-grizzly bear conflicts were related to human foods,
or attractants (Wilson et al. 2006; NCDE Subcommittee 2019), such as livestock, beehives, bird feeders,
human food, garbage, hunter-harvested wildlife carcasses, and orchards among many others (NCDE
Subcommittee 2019). Modeling and research has also found reducing human access to bear habitat
(Wilson et al. 2006), securing attractants through electric fences (Eneas 2020), and grizzly bears
adapting to human behaviors by adjusting their peak activity times (Lamb et al. 2020) are some of the
ways to increase coexistence between grizzly and human communities.

The human-grizzly bear coexistence assessment identifies potential conflict areas, or hotspots, within
the NCE where human and grizzly bear interactions could occur. These hotspots highlight areas in need
of proactive coexistence measures and identify management priorities within the NCE. Coexistence
measures that can be taken in potential hotspots include electric fencing around cattle and backyard
farms, ensuring that bear-safe trash cans are present in campgrounds and neighborhoods, distributing
and providing bear awareness information, and changing various practices such as private forestry
operations feeding black bears or moving livestock boneyards away from potential conflict areas. These
proactive strategies can help to reduce conflicts, minimize the number of bears habituated to human
attractants, and substantially reduce lethal removals if grizzly bears are restored to the NCE.

1.2 Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis
The restoration of grizzly bears in the NCE will require the identification of areas that provide
adequate habitat, which is dependent upon habitat connectivity, resource productivity and quality,
food availability, and levels of human disturbance (NCDE Subcommittee 2019). Many other recovery
zones have identified “core habitat”, calculated based on land connectivity and disturbance levels
from the presence of roads and trails. Most other grizzly bear ecosystems in the U.S. that have
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identified core habitat areas (Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem [NCDE], Yellowstone
Ecosystem) highlight roads as the primary disturbance to secure blocks of grizzly bear habitat and
use them in their core habitat analyses. Research has specifically shown that motorized access
density can strongly influence grizzly bear populations through reduced habitat use and increased
mortality rates. Non-motorized high-use trails have also been considered in some ecosystems, but
researchers have found it difficult to define high-use trails and track trail usage (NCDE Subcommittee
2019).

The NCE Subcommittee of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) previously began efforts to
identify core habitat for the NCE, but efforts were not finalized. This analysis is meant to be a
continuation of previous studies but is being completed with new, updated data. However, this study is
not comprehensive and should not be considered a final core habitat layer. It is meant to be a baseline
for the federal agencies to create an updated core habitat analysis prior to grizzly bear recovery in the
NCE.

2.0 Methodology
2.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis

2.1.1 Background Research and Communication
Prior to conducting the GIS analysis, a literature review identifying variables to consider in the project
was performed. Several articles were reviewed as a preliminary measure, and then associated GIS
data were found through online and personal sources to use in the GIS analysis. Additionally, several
experts in the field from state, federal, and non-profit organizations were contacted and interviewed for
information on the subject matter.

2.1.2 Variables Analyzed
Numerous variables were used to analyze potential conflict areas in the NCE. Variables selected were
based on research available and conversations with experts in the field with personal knowledge about
human-grizzly bear conflicts that have occurred in other US ecosystems.

2.1.2.1 Campgrounds
Campgrounds present grizzly bears with the opportunity to gain access to human-related attractants
such as garbage and human foods (NCDE Subcommittee 2019). As a result, campgrounds were
identified as a potential high conflict area.

Campground data sets were retrieved from the US Forest Service (USFS) and the National Park Service
(NPS) staff and websites. MBS NF data were received from staff (Jesse Plumage) and data attributes
were already populated with the campground names and capacity. OKWE NF data were downloaded
from the USFS website. Many of the OKWE NF campgrounds in the GIS data did not have capacity
information available in the attributes. The USFS website was searched for information about
campground capacities and attributes were populated accordingly. It was assumed that a single
campsite accommodated eight people and a double campsite accommodated 16 people. Capacity
numbers for these two forests are estimates and may not be completely accurate. Data for NOCA
National Park was retrieved from NPS staff (Anne Braaten) and contained capacity data. All
campground data were point files, and they were buffered by 0.25 miles to create a circular polygon
that represented the potential area the campground covered. Campgrounds were additionally buffered
by 500 m to account for additional disturbance and conflict areas.
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2.1.2.2 Crops
Fruit is an important food source for grizzly bears, and some individuals have been documented to
opportunistically consume crops from orchards and other farms (Mace & Jonkel 1986). Black bears
have been documented to feed at orchards or backyard apple trees in areas of the NCE (Davis et al.
2005). Crop data polygons representing orchards, berry farms, and vineyards from the Washington
State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) were used to delineate potential bear agricultural attractant
areas.

2.1.2.3 Hobby Farms
Hobby farms have long been attractants of grizzly bears. Our study analyzed the presence of beehives,
goats, and chicken farms. Data from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Census of Agriculture
was used for these three variables, which are discussed individually below.

2.1.2.3.1 Beehives

Beehives are known to be an attractant to bears, as they supply a rich source of simple carbohydrates
(Wilson et al. 2005). Research has found that beehives have one of the higher conflict rates compared
to other attractants (Wilson et al. 2005, 2006) and have much higher rates when near creeks or streams,
and wetland or riparian areas (Wilson et al. 2005). Black bears have been documented to damage
beehives in some counties of the NCE (Davis et al. 2005). Protected beehives with electric fences, have
been proven to be less of an attractant than unprotected beehives (Wilson et al. 2005).

Data from the USDA Census of Agriculture documenting bee colony number by county was used for
the analysis (USDA 2017). Bee colony number was entered into attributes of a county polygon GIS file
from the State of Washington GIS portal.

2.1.2.3.2 Chickens
Grizzly bears often seek animal protein as a high source of energy and protein that is prized for
hibernation preparation. The surge in backyard farms that may include chickens and other small
livestock present an opportunity for grizzly bears to acquire food but also is likely to create human-
wildlife conflicts (Eneas 2020).

Data from the USDA Census of Agriculture documenting the number of chicken farms with one to 49
chickens by county was used for the analysis (USDA 2017). The number of chicken farms were entered
into attributes of a county polygon GIS file from the State of Washington GIS portal. Chicken farms with
less than 49 chickens were assumed to be small, hobby backyard farms that are less likely to have
protective measures, such as electric fences.

2.1.2.3.3 Goats
Similar to hobby chicken farms, many urban and rural residents are raising goats in backyards, which
present an opportunity to grizzly bears to acquire a food source.

Data from the USDA Census of Agriculture documenting the number of goats by county was used for
the analysis (USDA 2017). The number of goats were entered into attributes of a county polygon GIS
file from the State of Washington GIS portal.

2.1.2.4 Housing Density
Increased conflicts are expected in areas with more sources of anthropogenic foods and attractants,
such as trash cans and bird feeders (NCDE Subcommittee 2019). To represent these potential conflict
areas in populated places, housing unit number data were used from the 2010 US Census. The humber
of housing units in a census district was used in the analysis to represent the density of humans in an
area, which is likely to correlate with the number of attractants in an area.
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2.1.2.5 Hunting
Hunting-related grizzly bear mortalities have been recorded as a result of mistaken identity and defense
of life. Grizzly bears will often prioritize consumption of animal protein food sources and may attempt to
take ungulate carcasses obtain by hunters, resulting in conflict between the two. Efforts to obtain hunter
acquired ungulate carcasses may also increase in years when other food sources are low or inadequate
(IGBST 2009).

Hunting game management unit (GMU) hunter days data from 2019 were used to represent the amount
of time hunters were on the ground in the NCE. GMUs with higher hunter days were assumed to have
a higher chance of grizzly bear-human conflicts. Data were obtained from Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).

2.1.2.6 Livestock / Grazing
Livestock have long been an attractant to grizzly bears, resulting in major conflicts between humans
and grizzly bears. Grizzly bears have been associated with sheep lambing areas or calving pastures
(Wilson et al. 2005, 2006). Sheep pastures and lambing areas have been documented to result in more
conflicts, but conflicts with cattle and calving areas have also been recorded frequently (Wilson et al.
2005).

Livestock density per grazing allotment data were used to represent areas where grizzly bear-livestock
conflicts could occur. Data used were obtained from the Forest Service Geodata Clearinghouse. The
number of individuals on the allotments were divided by the area of the allotment.

2.1.2.6.1 Private Land Pastures

Private land pastures were highlighted in the analysis as many ranchers keep cattle and sheep on
private lands during lambing and calving periods. Grizzly bears conflicts have been documented to
increase in the spring during this time (Wilson et al. 2005), and therefore these areas were attributed
an additional score to be added onto other livestock grazing data. Additionally, conflicts are presumed
to be heightened in areas where private land pastures are adjacent to protected, public lands with
forests. These areas were also considered and given and even higher potential conflict score.

Private land pastures data were obtained from combining pasture data from the National Land Cover
Dataset (NLCD) and the WSDA to create a master pasture file. These data were overlaid with the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) private land ownership data to create a file that represented private
land pastures in the NCE.

Additionally, a file was created that represented forested public lands by intersecting public lands in the
BLM landownership file with the NLCD forested areas. Private land pastures that were adjacent to
forested public lands were selected for and given a higher score than simply private land pastures.

2.1.2.7 Other Recreational Activities

Other recreational activities were rated by their potential to attract bears. Other recreational activity
points included trailheads, picnic areas, scenic overlooks, boating areas, fishing areas, interpretative
areas, winter recreational activities, cabins, and rock climbing areas. Recreational activity areas were
generally assumed be areas where humans may have food or there could be unsecured trash that
would attract grizzly bears. Additionally, winter recreation areas were considered, as they have been
shown to occasionally cause den abandonment and conflicts, although many bears tend to tolerate
disturbances during hibernation (Linnell et al. 2000).

All recreational sites were points were buffered by 0.25 miles to account for the area where they exist
and then by another 500 m to account for potential attraction and conflict areas. Other recreational
activity data sets were retrieved from USFS. MBS NF data were received from staff (Jesse Plumage).
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OKWE NF data were downloaded from the USFS website. Other recreation data was not available for
NOCA NP.

2.1.2.8 Private Forest Operations

Private forest operations present in Washington carry out practices that would affect grizzly bears if they
were restored to the NCE. Annually, many timber companies that own private forests (not on public
lands) distribute large quantities of a pelletized molasses in order to attract black bears and prevent
them from stripping the bark on trees they plan to use for timber sales (R. Beausoleil and L. Welfelt,
personal communication; Nolte et al. 2002; Zielgtrum 2004). Grizzly bears are highly likely to be
attracted to this food source as well. It has been documented that numerous black bears will congregate
in an area with the attractant, and even travel outside of their home range just to feed. Potential conflict
in these areas between bears and with humans is highly probable if this practice continues. Data for
private forest operations were obtained from Zoe Hanley from a landuse layer, where “Designated forest
land under chapter 84.33 RCW” and “Timberland classified under chapter 84.34 RCW” were extracted
to represent potential private forest operations.

2.1.2.9 Rivers and Streams

Areas near rivers and streams are heavily used by grizzly bears for foraging activities. Wilson et al.
(2005) found that one of the highest conflict areas documented were those near streams and creeks.
Grizzly bear conflicts documented near rivers and streams usually occurred within a mean distance of
1.8 km. of the waterway (Wilson et al. 2005). River and stream data were obtained from the National
Hydrography Dataset (NHD). If river and stream data were buffered by 2 km, the entire NCE would be
covered by the buffered dataset. As a result, these data were removed from the analysis because the
data did not highlight focal areas where the highest conflicts could occur, but instead encompassed the
entire NCE.

2.1.2.10 Roads
Roads have been shown to disturb and cause conflicts with many animal species, including wide-
ranging mammals, such as grizzly bears. Impacts of roads include displacement, animal avoidance of
areas, car collisions, and the creation of detrimental edge effects to habitats. Grizzly bears have been
documented to be victims in car collisions (Gaines et al. 2003). Bears may also use man-made roads
and trails as travel routes (Davis et al. 2005). In this analysis, roads were buffered by 500 meters, which
is based on a research on displacement of grizzly bears from roads and trails (Gaines et al. 2003).

Road datasets were retrieved from the USFS and the NPS staff and websites. MBS NF data were
received from staff (Jesse Plumage). Okanogan and Wenatchee Forest data were downloaded from
the USFS website. NPS data were received from NPS staff (Anne Braaten). All road data files were
merged into one dataset and any overlapping roads were removed. Roads were buffered by 11 ft to
account for road width, and then by 500 m to account for potential conflict and disturbance areas. All
roads were scored the same.

2.1.2.11 Trails

Both motorized and non-motorized trail use have been shown to impact wide-ranging mammals,
including grizzly bears. The most commonly documented impact from trail use is displacement of
individuals, but trails also increase the chances of poaching, collisions with cars, and recurring negative
human-wildlife interactions near campgrounds that are accessed by trails (Gaines et al. 2003). Bears
may also use man-made roads and trails as travel routes (Davis et al. 2005). In this analysis, trails were
buffered by 500 meters, which is based on research regarding displacement of grizzly bears from roads
and trails (Gaines et al. 2003).

Trail datasets were retrieved from the USFS and the NPS staff and websites. MBS NF data were
received from staff (Jesse Plumage), which contained usage data. OKWE NF data were downloaded
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from the USFS website and did not contain usage data. NPS data were received from NPS staff (Anne
Braaten) and also did not contain usage data. All trail data files were merged into one dataset. Trails
were buffered by 0.6 m (2 ft) to account for the trail width, and then by 500 m to account for potential
conflict and disturbance areas. Trails were scored according to their usage (high, medium, low). Trails
without any usage data were assumed to “medium” use and were scored accordingly.

2.1.2.12 Wetland Areas

Riparian and wetland areas provide ample high quality grizzly bear habitat and have been documented
to be used for travel, foraging, and cover during spring and fall seasons (Wilson et al. 2005). Wilson et
al. (2005) found that nearly half of the cumulative number of conflicts occurred within 200 m of a wetland
or riparian area (Wilson et al. 2005). National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data were retrieved to represent
wetland areas with only freshwater emergent wetlands and forested scrub wetlands extracted for the
analysis. These wetland areas were then buffered by 200 m. Additionally, since the NWI data for the
state did not include riparian areas, a 200 m buffer of named NHD streams and rivers was used to
represent riparian areas.

2.1.2.13 Whitebark Pine Forests
Whitebark pine nuts are an important food source for grizzly bear populations in the western U.S., but
it is unlikely to be a substantial component of grizzly bear diets in the NCE. As a result, this variable
was considered but was ultimately removed from the analysis.

Whitebark pine nuts are prized due to their high content of protein and fat, which is essential for creating
winter hibernation fat stores (Blanchard 1989). When nuts are available, grizzly bears may consume
them solely and exclude other food sources. Cone production varies annually, making their presence
even more important for grizzly bears when they are available for consumption (Blanchard 1989).
Grizzly bears have been found to travel more per day during poor cone production years in search of
cones (Blanchard & Knight 1991). Additionally, individuals were found to travel to different elevations in
search of cones when cone production varied. Individuals were found to occupy the highest mean
elevations during good nut production years, lower elevations during moderate nut production years,
and the lowest during poor nut production years (Blanchard & Knight 1991).

Research has also shown a trend in more female grizzly mortalities during Fall months with poor
whitebark pine cone production (IGBST 2009). It is predicted that more wildlife-human conflicts arise in
these years, as individuals move longer distances and to lower elevations during low cone production
years. Females may also search for other protein and fat rich foods during low cone production years,
such as ungulates. Conflicts with hunters and ungulate carcasses may result during these time periods
(IGBST 2009).

2.1.3 GIS Processing

Most of the datasets obtained were in vector format and were converted to raster files with a 30 m
resolution. Once all variable datasets were converted to rasters, attributes were reclassified using the
Reclassify tool to scores listed in Appendix B. Reclassification ranks of 1 (low conflict risk) — 10 (high
conflict risk) were assigned to each variable based off of peer-reviewed literature and personal
communications with field experts. The reclassified data sets were then all used to create a suitability
model in the Cell Statistics tool, which added up the sum of the scores from all datasets. The result was
a raster dataset with 30 m cells that represent a cumulative score of all the variables analyzed.

2.2 Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis
2.2.1 Background Research and Communication

Prior to conducting the GIS analysis, a literature review identifying variables to consider in the project
was performed. Several articles were reviewed as a preliminary measure, and then associated GIS

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses 8





data were found through online and personal sources to use in the GIS analysis. Additionally, several
experts in the field from federal agencies were contacted for information about the subject matter.
Conducting a core habitat analysis for the NCE was initiated by the USFS and NPS in the late 1990’s
and has been an evolving process ever since. A new core habitat analysis was planned to occur as a
result of the creation of the NCE Draft Grizzly Bear Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
(USFWS & NPS 2017), however, the project was recently terminated by the current federal
administration.

2.2.2 Variables Analyzed

2.2.2.1 Roads
Most core habitat studies calculate two scenarios based on road maintenance status:

e Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) - a moving window analysis calculation that applies to
the primary conservation area portion of the ecosystem and includes Federal, State, and Tribal
roads and motorized trails that do not meet the definition of an impassable route (NCDE
Subcommittee 2019).

e Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD) - a moving window analysis calculation that applies to
the primary conservation area portion of the ecosystem and includes Federal, State, and Tribal
roads and motorized trails that are open to wheeled motor vehicle use by the public for any part
of the non-denning season (NCDE Subcommittee 2019).

These two calculations require the understanding and classification of roads in the USFS road layers
to maintenance levels. USFS roads are classified according to the following maintenance levels:

1 — Basic custodial care (Closed)

2 — High clearance vehicles

3 — Suitable for passenger cars

4 — Moderate degree of user comfort
5 — High degree of user comfort

In addition, roads are referred to as impassable and decommissioned in the OMRD and TMRD
definitions. These terms are defined as:

e Decommissioned - The stabilization and restoration of an unneeded road to a more natural state.
Decommissioned roads do not count towards Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) as long
as they meet the definition of impassable (NCDE Subcommittee 2019).

e |Impassable - A road that has been treated in such a manner that the road is blocked and there
is little resource risk if road maintenance is not performed on a regular basis (self-maintaining).
These roads are not counted in the Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) as long as the road
(generally the first 50 to 300 feet) has been treated to make it inaccessible to wheeled motorized
vehicles during the non-denning season. Roads may become impassable as a result of a variety
of means, including but not limited to one or more of the following: natural vegetation growth,
road entrance obliteration, scarified ground, fallen trees, boulders, culvert or bridge removal,
etc. Impassable roads may remain on the inventoried road system if use of the road is
anticipated at some point in the future (NCDE Subcommittee 2019).

Road data for MBS NF was obtained from Jesse Plumage and was recently updated in the Forest Plan
(USFS 2016). This dataset includes the most recent data about road operation maintenance levels,
although 587 miles of road were not classified. It does not include information about “impassable” routes
that is needed for the TMRD calculations. It does however contain information about roads classified
as “1” that are decommissioned. Not all roads that are classified as “1” are considered decommissioned,
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S0 some roads that are “1” but are not considered decommissioned are used in the TMRD calculation.
This information was therefore used as the best information available to classify TMRD. All roads used
in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

OKWE NF road data were obtained from the USFS data clearinghouse and have not been updated in
recent years. Road data for the two forests were separated into two GIS layers for each forest.
Okanogan NF had a recent change to road data that may represent incorrect information. Roads
classified as “1” or closed, may actually be open to OHVs (J. Rohrer, personal communication). As a
result, roads classified as 1-5 in the Okanogan NF were considered in OMRD calculations, whereas in
other forests included in the analysis, only roads classified as 2-5 were used. Similar to MBS NF data,
both Okanogan and Wenatchee NF road datasets do not include information about “impassable” routes
that is needed for the TMRD calculations. It does however contain information about roads classified
as “1” that are decommissioned. Not all roads that are classified as “1” are considered decommissioned,
so some roads that are “1” but are not considered decommissioned are used in the TMRD calculation.
This information was therefore used as the best information available to classify TMRD. Not all roads
were classified in the dataset on the 1-5 scale (<1 mile), and therefore not included in the analysis. All
roads used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

NOCA NP road data were retrieved from Anne Braaten. Not many roads exist in the park and therefore
the dataset was simple and easy to use. All roads used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

Other roads were represented by TigerLines streets dataset obtained online from the Geospatial Data
Gateway. This dataset was found to the be the most comprehensive roads layer for the NCE. To ensure
overlap did not occur between this dataset and USFS road datasets, TigerLines were erased within the
NFs and the NOCA NP and only used for areas outside of these public lands. All roads used in the
analyses were buffered by 500 m.

2.2.2.2 Trails
Trails data for MBS NF was obtained from Jesse Plumage and was recently updated in the Forest Plan
(USFS 2016). This dataset includes the most recent data about trail usage, although not all trails are
classified. Trails not classified were not included in the analysis. Only trails classified as high-use were
used and were buffered by 500 m.

OKWE NF trails data were obtained from the USFS data clearinghouse and have not been updated in
recent years. Trails data did not contain any use information and therefore all trails were included in the
analysis (Scenarios 3 & 4). All trails used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

NOCA NP trails data were retrieved from Anne Braaten. Trails data did not contain use level and
therefore all trails were included in the analysis. All trails used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

2.2.2.3 Landownership
Landownership data were retrieved from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Publicly-owned lands
were extracted from the dataset for the analysis.

2.2.2.4 Grizzly Bear NCE Recovery Zone and BMU Outlines
Grizzly bear NCE and Bear Management Units (BMU) outlines were obtained from Anne Braaten
(Figure 5, Appendix A). Datasets were the most updated, although Anne Braaten did note that
changes should be made by the USFS and NPS to the outlines of the two datasets. Data were originally
generated in 1993 but updated in 2009 and still need to be changed based on public land boundaries.
The BMU and Recovery Zone outlines used in this study align with one another.
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2.2.3 GIS Data Processing
Road and trail datasets were sorted based on the Scenarios listed below in Table 1. Once filtered, all
roads and trails were buffered by 500 m and merged together. This file was then dissolved so that all
features were made into one polygon feature without any overlaps.

The roads and trails dissolved datasets by Scenario were then intersected with the entire recovery zone.
This resulted in a datafile with one trails and roads polygon, and the rest of the area designated as core
habitat. The core habitat areas were edited and “exploded” into individual polygons. With data in this
format, core habitat area acreages could be calculated. The analysis only considered polygons that
were greater than or equal to 2,500 acres (3.91 mi2 (10.12 km2) in size. Anything less than this acreage
was considered too small to provide adequate habitat for grizzly bears and would not contribute to
secure core habitat. Acreages for these polygons were calculated without consideration of the BMU
outlines because a polygon that crosses BMU boundaries but is greater than 2,500 acres still provides
habitat for the species despite it being in two different BMUs.

Once core habitat areas less than 2,500 acres were removed, the core habitat and roads/trails files
were intersected with the BMU boundaries. This resulted in a product that contained all core habitat
areas equal to or greater than 2,500 acres and all roads and/or trails within the NCE with BMU
delineations.

Data were input into the attribute table regarding the BMU name, acreage, and whether the polygon
was a road, trail, or core habitat. This dataset for each scenario was appended with “AllLand” as it
represents all core habitat and roads/trails within the Recovery Zone without any landownership
delineation. This file was then clipped with the BLM landownership public lands layer to create the
Scenario file appended with “PublicLand.” In the end, each of the four Scenarios have two files (all land
and public lands only), each with core habitat and road/trails areas by BMU.
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Table 1. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Scenarios

Scenario Number 1 (OMRD) 2 (TMRD) £ (%ZE[)) - 4 (TMRD + Trails)
Roads Roads classified as Roads Roads classified as
Okanogan NF o 1-5 o 1-5
classified as o classified as o
Roads (decommissioned (decommissioned
1-5 1-5
excluded) excluded)
Roads Roads classified as Roads Roads classified as
Wenatchee NF o 1-5 . 1-5
classified as o classified as o
Roads 5.5 (decommissioned 5.5 (decommissioned
excluded) excluded)
M. Roads Roads cllisSsmed as Roads Roads clli\sssmed as
Baker/Snoqualmie | classified as d . d classified as d S q
Roads 5.5 (decommissione 5.5 (decommissione
excluded) excluded)
NOCA NP Roads All roads All roads All roads All roads
All roads All roads
Other Roads outside of All roads outside of outside of All roads outside of
NP and NF NP and NF lands NP and NF NP and NF lands
lands lands
MBS - High
No trails ngCGZKTIZH MBS — High use trails
Trails . No trails included . NOCA - all trails
included trails OKWE — all trails
OKWE —all
trails

All roads and trails were buffered by 500 meters.
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3.0Results and Discussion

3.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis

The results of the grizzly bear conflict database are displayed on Figure 2 (Appendix A). Potential
conflict areas were concentrated primarily in Snohomish and King Counties within the NCE.
Additionally, high conflict areas were evident in parts of western and central Okanogan County, north
central Kittitas County, central Whatcom County, and central Chelan County. Snohomish and King
Counties are located near the major Seattle metro area, and large numbers of tourists and residents
travel to the federal lands to the west for recreational opportunities. These areas also have higher
populations of residents, more high-use trails, higher numbers of potential backyard farms with chickens
and goats, and higher numbers of hunter days documented in GMUs that overlap with the counties.
Areas that were given a high conflict rating in Okanogan County were likely due to the highest
concentration of grazing allotments within the NCE.

In addition to the overall NCE analysis, conflicts were broken down into four categories based on the
conflict type: residential, recreational, crops, and livestock. Landscape variables, such as wetlands,
riparian areas and white bark pine were not included in this analysis. It was determined that
incorporating landscape variables could override the impact of other conflict types that humans can
mitigate. Figure 3 displays the conflicts by type and all four categories area represented based on the
same scoring scale (Appendix A). From these maps, it is apparent that residential and recreational
coexistence need types have higher scores than crops and livestock. The table in Appendix C displays
the highest coexistence need types by BMU. To identify Primary and Secondary coexistence needs the
average pixel score by BMU and by category were calculated using Zonal Statistics. Using this
methodology, the Primary coexistence need was found to be residential in 41 out of 42 of the BMUs
and recreational in one of the 42 BMUs. The Secondary coexistence need was found to be recreational
in 41 out of 42 of the BMUs and residential in one of the 42 BMUs.

To determine the type of Primary and Secondary coexistence needs within the residential and
recreational categories, the average pixel score by variable (chickens, population density, trails,
campgrounds, etc.) was calculated by BMU (Appendix C). This highlighted the variables with the
highest score within a BMU. Chickens were found to have the highest score most frequently for primary
coexistence needs (30 of the 42 BMUs). Other recreational activities were found to have the highest
score most frequently for secondary coexistence needs (23 of the 42 BMUs). Recreation was
determined to be the primary coexistence need in the Swauk BMU (42) and hunter activity was
highlighted as the highest scoring variable type.
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3.2 Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis

Table 2 provides a summary of the core habitat analysis by Scenario and includes only public lands
and core habitat areas greater than or equal to 2,500 acres. Figure 4 displays the core habitat and
road/trails areas by Scenario (Appendix A). Appendix E provides more details and a breakdown of
the percentage of the overall BMU that is identified as core habitat and road/trails for each Scenario.
Core habitat acreage is greatest for Scenario 1, where trails and all roads classified as “1” were not
included. Calculations and maps display data on public lands Oonly, as these areas are able to be
conserved by the federal government. Roads and trails are primarily concentrated around the periphery
of the NCE and near populated areas, reducing the amount of core habitat available.

Table 2. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Results (Hectares)

Scenario Number 1 (OMRD) | 2(TMRD) | 3 (OMRD + Trails) | 4 (TMRD + Trails)
Core Habitat (Acres) 1,714,153.9 | 1,673,680.0 1,260,053.1 1,231,042.6
Roads and Trails (Acres) | 550,854.3 | 597,068.9 941,133.3 978,014.4

4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

The human-grizzly bear coexistence analysis found that conflict areas were concentrated primarily in
Snohomish and King Counties within the NCE. Additionally, high conflict areas were evident in parts of
Okanogan County, Kittitas County, Whatcom County, and Chelan County. Data gaps were identified as
part of the study and are discussed in more detail below. Residential conflict types were found to be the
primary and recreational conflict types were found to be the secondary coexistence need in all but one
BMU in the NCE. Filling data gaps in the future would solidify this study but as is, the study provides
valuable information that will better help the public prepare for restoration of the grizzly bear to the NCE.

The core habitat analysis conducted provides a good baseline for understanding available habitat in the
NCE for grizzly bears. However, improvements to data sources should be made in order to bolster the
study and provide a better understanding of available habitat for this complicated analysis. Data gaps
and future studies are discussed in more detail below.

4.1 Data Gaps

4.1.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis
o Livestock boneyards — Research has identified livestock boneyards as high conflict areas;
however, no data sets were available on their locations within pastures and grazing allotments.
The addition of this data would help to identify higher conflict areas when combined with the
existing data used in this analysis.

e Trail Use — Usage data for trails was only available for some trails in MBS NF. Trail use data for
NOCA NP, OKWE NF, and for all trails in MBS NF would greatly assist in identifying high use
areas that may result in more human-grizzly bear conflicts.  Strava
(https://www.strava.com/heatmap#7.00/-120.90000/38.36000/hot/all) currently has a “heat
map” that shows high use trails. This dataset is likely available but could not be obtained for this
study and should be further pursued.
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o Backyard Farms — Data for goats, chickens, and honeybees were used from the US Census of
Agriculture. However, the data represented numbers of farms by county. Data for specific
locations of small hobby/backyard farms would help strengthen the conflict locations for this
variable.

e Campground Capacity — Campground capacity numbers were not input into all campsite data
used and had to be manually entered based on information on the USFS website. However, it
is unlikely this information is completely accurate. This capacity number by campground should
be entered into GIS data by USFS personnel that have access to this information. Additionally,
campground capacity was the best proxy for the number of people that may be present in a
campground at one time. However, campsite use (high, medium, low) combined with capacity
may be a better measure of potential attractants at a site if this information is available from the
USFS.

4.1.2 Core Habitat Analysis

e Trail Use — Usage data for trails was only available for some trails in MBS NF, and were rated

as high, moderate, and low use. Trail use data for NOCA NP, OKWE NF, and for all trails in
MBS NF would greatly assist in identifying high-use trails that may disturb grizzly bears. A
definition of what constitutes a high-use trail must also be created, as there currently is no
standard for the NCE.
Strava (https://www.strava.com/heatmap#7.00/-120.90000/38.36000/hot/all) currently has a
“heat map” that shows high-use trails. This dataset is likely available but could not be obtained
for this study and should be further pursued. Alternatively, USFS could update all trail use data
to use in this portion of the study.

o Roads — Road data for the Okanogan NF is currently not accurate with some roads classified
as “1” still being used by OHV’s. Datasets for both Okanogan and Wenatchee NFs have not
been updated for several years and should be revisited in order to make the core habitat analysis
estimate more accurate.

e Habitat data — The resulting core habitat layer does not consider whether the areas identified
actually provide adequate habitat for grizzly bears. Habitat was previously delineated (Gaines
et al. 1994), but this dataset has not been updated since the study to include changes in habitat,
particularly burn areas. This dataset should be updated with recent wildfire data (LANDFIRE)
and overlaid with the core habitat areas to identify habitat areas that are likely to be used by
grizzly bears.
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Appendix A: Figures
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Figure 1. North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone Location.
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Figure 3. Areas in Need of Grizzly Bear Coexistence Measures by Variable Type.
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Figure 4. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat for Scenarios 1 through 4 in the NCE (public lands and core habitat
areas 2 2,500 acres).
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Figure 5. Grizzly Bear North Cascades Ecosystem Bear Management Units.

Chilliwack-Beaver

Bear Management
Units (BMUs)

North Cascades Ecosystem

Pasayten
Nodhbablk Aol Upper Chewuch Legend
Toats e iy
Baker Goodell-Beaver l' ____ J County Boundary
Whatcom Granite Creek eRChbApamant
County ——— Lower Chewuch .
———————————————————————— North Cascades
Thunder
Welker Upper Methow @ Eggzystem Recovery
¥Concrete ~ f
Winthrop
lllabot Upper Stehekin River
Skagit Finney Upper Twisp River Middio Mot
County
F‘ _________ Prairie Green Mountain Upper Chelan
5 Okanogan
‘? County
{ Boulder Suiattle »
b "f;L'/’;. ”’»v\
\\\‘ Y i \\\ (\r///”
¥ < ;,f‘ a
W L},& T
e 2l §
I ( 2 e,
’ Snohomish (}helan
4
¢ Count /
‘___________y____ Lower Entiat
1 King Lower Wenatchee k
y
X County
j‘!Seattle [®Cavenworth b y
1 /
ik Snoqualmie : 7 Douglas |
L Y Snoqualmie ; County _3
7 (—————=
< d alNenatchee J;— Grant
| e/ 17 /00unty Washington
> Chelan | ¢
ho County 4 ‘1
*N Kittitas ‘\_—a‘x,
0 10 20 County Y ldaho
A Miles b %
/N\ 7 "I

22

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses





Appendix B: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence

Analysis Data Sources
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Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data Information

Brock Hoenes

GMU

Variable Data Sets Source Description Model Scoring
Capacity Score
e Mt. Baker/ e Jesse
Snoqualmie rec Plumage . . 4-65 2
sites (USFS) Pcﬂnmtggfgﬂﬁgsm 66-160 P
Campgrounds * \C/)Vléa;]r;czgsg e/ rec ¢ yvgllazs?te Buffered by %2 mile
) plus an additional 161-284 6
sites e Anne 500 m
¢ North Cascades Braaten ' 285-552 8
NP it NP
rec sites (NPS) 552-1034 | 10
WSDA crops — Polygon parcel Crop Type | Score
Crons berry farms, WSDA outlines of farms Qrchards 9
P vineyards, and that grow specified | Vineyards S
orchards crops Berry Farms 5
Bee (;iolony Score
USDA Census of USDA — bee
; 1-129 2
. Agriculture — bee | colony number Bee colony
Beehives 130-818 4
colony number by WA State — numbers by county 819-834 6
county county outlines 835-906 3
907-1110 10
Chicken
farm # Score
USDA Census of USDA - 56 5
Agriculture — chicken farm Number of farms
Chickens Number of farms number with <49 chickens 57-151 4
with <49 chickens WA State — by county 152-166 6
by county county outlines 167-304 8
305-386 10
# of Goats | Score
USDA - goat 208 2
USDA Census of number Goat numbers by | 209-613 4
Goats Agriculture — goat
number by county WA Statg - county 614-1075 6
county outlines 1076-1492 8
1493-2031 10
Housing
Units Score
. US Census . . 1-14 2
Gorehd | ewemumzono | UgCene | Mowenguiener [ rsar |
y Census Data 48-85 6
86-127 8
128-327 10
Washington Hunter Days | Score
Huntin Hunter GMUs Dept. of Fish '::msbﬁr;g)lh;nfrr 658-2,274 2
g and Wildlife — y Pl 2 275-4770 | 4

4,771-8,705 6

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses

24






Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data Information

Variable Data Sets Source Description Model Scoring
8,706- 8
12,201
12202-
24,540 10
Livestock
; Score
Density
0.000001 - 2
The number of 0.004974
. ) ) 0.004975 - 4
. Forest Service livestock in the
. Livestock allotment - 0.016087
Livestock Geodata allotment divided
data . 0.016088 - 6
Clearinghouse by the allotment 0.035101
acreage 0.035102- | 8
0.071965
0.071966 - 10
0.125418
Land Type | Score
e NLCD & WSDA )
pasture data Geospatial Pastures located | Private Land | ¢
: e BLM data gateway | on private lands Pasture
Private Land . . -
= landownership WA GIS alone and adjacent | Private Land
astures i
data portal to forested public Pasture
e NLCD forested BLM website lands adjacent to 10
areas data forested
public land
Type Score
Trailhead 8
Picnicking 10
e Mt Baker/ Scenic 4
. . . Overlook
Snoqualmie rec Jesse Point location of Boati
. oating 4
Other sites Plumage campgrounds. Fishin 6
Recreational | ¢ Okanogan / (USFS) Buffered by %2 mile int tg
Activities Wenatchee rec USFS plus an additional nterpretive 6
. . Area
sites website 500 m. _
Winter 6
Sports
Cabins 10
Rock 4
Climbing
Polygon land
parcels for
Private Forest Zoe Hanley, “Designated forest
Operations Land use data Defenders of | land under chapter | All Parcels 10
P Wildlife 84.33 RCW” and

“Timberland
classified under
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Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data Information

Variable Data Sets Source Description Model Scoring
chapter 84.34
RCW
Ri National Rlver_and Stream Not included due to
ivers and H line files that are :
Streams ydrography USGS named. Buffered coverage of entire
Dataset b NCE.
y 2 km.
Jesse
e Mt. Baker / Plumage Road lines
Snoqualmie (USFS) buffered by 11 ft
roads USFS for road width,
e Okanogan / website then 500 m for
Roads Wenatchee Anne potential conflict All roads 5
roads Braaten area. Tiger streets
¢ North Cascades (NPS) only used for areas
NP roads Geospatial outside of USFS
e Tiger Streets Data and NPS lands.
Gateway
e Mt. Baker / Jesse Trail Use | Score
Snoqualmie Plumage Trail lines buffered High 10
trails (USFS) by 2 ft for road Medium 5
Trails y \C/)vkan(zgr?n / USE S‘t width, then 500 m
trae”r;a chee "AVrfnZ' € for potential Low 2
e North Cascades Braaten conflict area NA >
NP trails (NPS) No Data 0
Freshwater
¢ National emergent and
Wetlands forested scrub
V\Ig?tland & Inventory (NWI) USFWS wetland polygons Al We_tlands
iparian ; and riparian 10
Areas ¢ National e USGS buffered k_>y 200 m. areas
Hydrography Named rivers and
Dataset (NHD) streams buffered
by 200 m.
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Appendix C: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence

Data Summary by BMU
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Primary Coexistence

Secondary Coexistence

BMU Name BMU Need Need
Number
Category? Type? Category Type
. . Goats, . .
Ashnola 3 Residential . Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Baker 9 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Beckler 35 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Boulder 25 Residential Qoats, Recreation Hunters
Chickens
Chilliwack-Beaver 5 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Chiwawa 28 Residential Hous!ng Recreation Other Recreation
Density
Cle Elum 40 Residential Goats Recreation Other Recreation
Finney 19 Residential Chickens Recreation Hunters
Goodell-Beaver 7 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Granite Creek 8 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Green Mountain 23 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Icicle 38 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Illabot 16 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Index 34 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
. . . Goats, . .
Libby Creek 24 Residential . Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Lower Chelan 26 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Lower Chewuch 10 Residential G_oats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Lower Entiat 33 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Lower Wenatchee 36 Residential Bees Recreation Campgrounds
Middle Methow 17 Residential | Goats, Chickens | Recreation Other Recreation
Monte Cristo 30 Residential G(_)ats, Recreation Trails
Chickens
Nooksack 6 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Pasayten 4 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Peshastin 41 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Pilchuck 31 Residential G_oats, Recreation Trails
Chickens
Prairie 22 Residential Chickens Recreation Hunters
Salmon 15 Residential Qoats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
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Primary Coexistence

Secondary Coexistence

BMU Name BMU Need Need
Number
Category? Type? Category Type
Sisters 11 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Snoqualmie 39 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Suiattle 27 Residential Gpats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Swauk 42 Recreation Hunters Residential Goats
Thunder 14 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Toats 1 Residential G_oats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Toss (Tolt-Foss) 37 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Upper Chelan 21 Residential Bees Recreation Trails
Upper Chewuch 2 Residential Qoats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Upper Entiat 29 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Upper Methow 12 Residential Gpats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Upper Stehekin 18 Residential Bees Recreation Trails
River
. . . . Goats, . .
Upper Twisp River 20 Residential . Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Upper Wenatchee 32 Residential Hous!ng Recreation Other Recreation
Density
Welker 13 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
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Appendix D: Core Habitat Analysis Data Sources
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Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Data Sources

polygons

Variable Data Sets Source Description
. BLM landownership
Landownership BLM landownership BLM website queried for public

lands only

NCE Recovery Zone

Recovery zone
polygon outline and
BMU outlines created

Anne Braaten (NPS)

Recovery zone
polygon outline and

trails

and BMU in 1993 and updated in BMU outlines
2009
o Mt. Baker/ e Jesse Plumage :
Snoqualmie roads (USFS) Road lines buffere_d by
. 500 m for potential
e Okanogan/ e USFS website , :
conflict area. Tiger
Roads Wenatchee roads e Anne Braaten I df
North Cascades NP (NPS) streets only used for
° d il areas outside of USFS
roads * Geospatial Data and NPS lands.
e Tiger Streets Gateway
e Mt. Baker/ Trail lines buffered by
Snoqualmie trails * \(JsésFeSI;Iumage 500 m for potential
Trails e Okanogan / « USES website conflict area. High use
Wenatchee trails A Braat trails used from MBS
e North Cascades NP | ° l\?gg raaten and all trails used for
(NPS) OKWE and NOCA.
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Appendix E: Core Habitat Analysis Data Summary by BMU
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Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Data Summary by BMU (Percent)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
BMU BMU
Name Number o ~oads Core moads Core Roids Core Roilds
Habitat Habitat Habitat . Habitat :
Trails Trails
Ashnola 3 99.0% | 09% | 99.0% | 09% | 63.1% | 32.7% | 63.1% | 32.7%
Baker 9 82.8% | 14.9% | 81.8% | 16.4% | 72.4% | 24.1% | 71.9% | 25.5%
Beckler 35 64.7% | 25.0% | 63.5% | 26.2% | 54.0% | 34.5% | 52.7% | 35.7%
Boulder 25 61.1% | 25.8% | 55.6% | 31.8% | 54.3% | 32.6% | 48.8% | 38.4%
Chilliwack- 5
Beaver 98.9% | 0.3% | 98.9% | 03% | 84.6% | 13.3% | 84.6% | 13.3%
Chiwawa 28 71.7% | 23.7% | 69.3% | 27.3% | 47.4% | 45.7% | 45.6% | 48.7%
Cle Elum 40 645% | 22.1% | 58.1% | 29.0% | 25.1% | 53.4% | 22.4% | 57.5%
Finney 19 20.3% | 34.6% | 26.5% | 36.7% | 29.3% | 34.6% | 26.5% | 36.7%
Goodell- 7
Beaver 93.4% | 6.6% | 93.4% | 6.6% | 825% | 16.7% | 825% | 16.7%
Granite 8
Creek 95.0% | 45% | 90.3% | 9.1% | 69.1% | 30.0% | 66.0% | 32.0%
Green 23
Mountain 95.7% | 3.8% | 956% | 3.9% | 84.7% | 14.6% | 84.7% | 14.7%
Icicle 38 90.1% | 7.4% | 88.9% | 87% | 53.1% | 39.7% | 52.0% | 40.9%
lllabot 16 70.4% | 12.4% | 71.5% | 11.4% | 68.1% | 14.7% | 69.2% | 13.7%
Index 34 41.6% | 182% | 40.4% | 195% | 40.9% | 19.0% | 39.7% | 20.2%
Libby Creek 24 50.0% | 36.8% | 50.3% | 36.6% | 34.7% | 47.8% | 35.0% | 47.5%
Lower 26
Chelan 58.1% | 28.6% | 54.6% | 31.4% | 43.2% | 40.3% | 415% | 42.6%
Lower 10
Chewuch 40.6% | 49.9% | 41.1% | 48.9% | 30.2% | 58.6% | 30.4% | 57.7%
Lower 33
Entiat 28.2% | 56.0% | 22.2% | 64.2% | 165% | 65.2% | 10.7% | 72.2%
Lower 36
Wenatchee 40.3% | 28.6% | 37.4% | 352% | 20.8% | 425% | 19.1% | 48.8%
Middle 17
Methow 115% | 62.8% | 115% | 62.7% | 87% | 648% | 87% | 64.7%
Monte 30
Cristo 88.1% | 10.2% | 87.5% | 10.8% | 60.6% | 32.9% | 60.2% | 33.3%
Nooksack 6 71.7% | 23.4% | 69.2% | 25.9% | 61.6% | 33.5% | 59.1% | 35.9%
Pasayten 4 99.6% | 0.4% | 995% | 05% | 70.7% | 28.2% | 70.7% | 28.2%
Peshastin 41 50.0% | 26.9% | 44.9% | 32.1% | 25.8% | 44.4% | 22.0% | 48.8%
Pilchuck 31 60.3% | 31.9% | 58.7% | 34.0% | 55.7% | 36.4% | 54.2% | 38.3%
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Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Data Summary by BMU (Percent)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
BMU BMU
Name Number Core d Core d Core Roads Core Roads
Habitat s Habitat s Habitat +. Habitat *
Trails Trails
Prairie 22 32.9% | 46.2% | 29.0% | 50.9% | 29.6% | 47.9% | 25.8% | 52.5%
Salmon 15 34.6% | 60.8% | 34.6% | 60.8% [ 19.9% | 70.9% | 19.9% | 70.9%
Sisters 11 49.6% | 12.1% | 50.0% | 11.7% | 42.7% | 18.2% | 43.1% | 17.8%
Snoqualmie 39 91.2% 7.3% | 90.5% 8.1% 58.8% | 36.4% | 58.2% | 37.1%
Suiattle 27 97.7% | 2.3% | 96.4% | 3.6% | 78.8% | 20.6% | 78.8% | 20.7%
Swauk 42 43.4% | 42.6% | 385% | 47.8% | 4.9% 68.8% | 4.9% 71.2%
Thunder 14 93.1% | 6.9% | 93.1% | 6.9% | 845% | 155% | 84.5% | 15.5%
Toats 1 40.8% | 49.7% | 40.8% | 49.7% | 38.3% | 51.7% | 38.3% | 51.7%
Toss (Tolt- 37
Foss) 78.9% | 17.9% | 78.1% | 18.6% | 66.0% | 29.3% | 65.3% | 30.0%
Upper 21
Chelan 92.2% 34% | 92.2% | 3.4% | 65.7% | 28.3% | 65.7% | 28.3%
Upper >
Chewuch 90.6% 9.4% | 90.7% | 9.3% | 57.6% | 385% | 57.7% | 38.4%
Upper 29
Entiat 79.3% | 20.6% | 78.0% | 22.0% | 28.7% | 61.1% | 25.9% | 61.9%
Upper 12
Methow 65.3% | 21.3% | 65.2% | 21.4% | 49.3% | 36.2% | 49.2% | 36.3%
Upper
Stehekin 18
River 95.6% | 4.3% | 95.6% | 4.3% | 74.8% | 24.3% | 74.8% | 24.3%
Upper 20
Twisp River 66.2% | 25.6% | 66.2% | 25.6% | 38.1% | 50.0% | 38.1% | 50.0%
Upper 32
Wenatchee 77.4% | 182% | 75.1% | 20.4% | 56.8% | 36.5% | 54.7% | 38.6%
Welker 13 68.0% | 10.0% | 66.0% | 12.0% | 63.9% | 13.5% | 61.9% | 15.4%

Percent by Scenario calculation only includes public land and core habitat areas 22,500 acres.
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NORTH CASCADES ECOSYSTEM SUBCOMMITTEE
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee
Spring Meeting 2020
9 June 2020, 9:00am — 12:00pm

Subcommittee Technical Team

Kristin Bail (USFS, chair) John Rohrer (USFS, chair)
Karen Taylor-Goodrich (NPS) Anne Braaten (NPS)

Hilary Cooley (USFWS) Jesse Plumage (USFS)
Gregg Kurz (USFWS) Melanie Percy (BC PMECCS)
Brendan Brokes (WDFW) Wayne Kasworm (USFWS)
Nichole Branton DFS Cailyn Glasser — Okanagan Nation Alliance
Jody Wiel FS MBS Scott Fitkin (WDFW)

Other Participants Information and outreach
Monte Kuk (USFS) Lori Roberts

Audience

Chris Morgan — Ecologist, filmmaker
Robb Krehbiel — Defenders of Wildlife, NW Rep.
Graham Taylor — National Parks Conservation Association

Review of Notes from November 2019 meeting

No comments, accepted as recorded.

Update from North Cascades National Park - Karen Taylor-Goodrich

The Draft EIS process was shared up to date, including results from the additional 90-day comment
period that ended in October 2019 which included public, individual and group meetings, and tribal
consultation. Cooperators include the USFS and USFWS. The North Cascades National Park is
currently waiting for further direction from NPS and DOI on next steps.

Update from US Fish & Wildlife Service — IGBC Recovery Wayne Kasworm/

The Selkirk, Cabinet-Yaak Subcommittee met in May.

Adjustments are being made to the research effort due to the associated impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic. Trapping and radio collar samples will take place this year. There will be an
abbreviated effort in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak units in 2020.

Hilary Cooley — US Fish & Wildlife Service

Following the delisting in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, then overturned in 2018, there are
several pending lawsuits, and it’s been appealed to the 9" Circuit. Oral hearings took place in May
2020, and they are now waiting for an opinion, the timing of which is unknown. This will impact
the recovery decision for the GYE.

The agency is currently undergoing a Five-year review for grizzly bear. The last one was completed
in 2011. The status of all six ecosystems will be evaluated in the lower 48 states to review the state
of recovery efforts ensure the current listing is still valid. A draft will go out for peer review in July
2020 and any recommendation to change a listing would go out to the public for comment and
involvement.

Update from WA Department of Fish & Wildlife - Brendan Brokes

Personnel updates. Jim Brown is retiring; Andrew Murdock will take his place. Penny Becker
moved on, Hanna Anderson took her place.
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Update from Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest - Nicole Branton
e MBS has been focused on the COVID 19 situation and developing mitigation measures to conduct
work safely. All field going folks will be able to do field work.

e From Jessie MBS is moving ahead with a forest-wide food storage order. (in the front country)
using the Colville as a template. Will keep the group informed of progress.

Update from Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest - Kristin Bail

e Alliance for Wild Rockies Litigation update — Litigating decision on the Mission Restoration
project on Methow Valley Ranger District; includes points regarding grizzly bear analysis. Process
is still proceeding. Hearing for a stop motion is November 10th in Spokane — we are working
through the process, navigating the issues raised.

o Effective October 1%, Tonasket Ranger District will be administered by the Colville NF. Rodney
Smolden is the Forest Supervisor. Currently working on staffing shifts to ensure ongoing work
continues. District boundaries will remain the same, however the Okanogan-Wenatchee will be the
point of contact for the Pasayten wilderness.

e We are working through our approach to travel management toward a draft decision. We need to
re-engage public and consider the path forward, including whether to align Tonasket district with
the Okanogan-Wenatchee or the Colville.

e Forest Plan Revision — our regional office is doing a bio-regional assessment to consider the
Northwest Forest Plan; ongoing discussions on how best to fund and schedule forest plans.

Update from the Okanagan Nation Alliance (ONA) - Cailyn Glasser

e ONA declared a resolution joint grizzly bear recovery group. We’ve been working since 2014 to
reestablish interim measures to implement recovery actions. Habitat suitability mapping was done
in 2017. Ongoing efforts to carry out habitat assessments in Skagit Valley and the North Cascades,
and to design and complete a recovery plan in North Cascades by the end of 2021.

Update from British Columbia Parks - Melanie Percy

e Bear success is a priority. Efforts and funds have been invested in public education; bear-proof
cooler cages; attractive management; bear hazard assessment. Making plans to redevelop facilities
following a 2018 wildfire. Wild-safe coordinator would do outreach on ground when bears return
to the area. Will not be talking about restoration or reestablishing bears, just discussing habitat and
safety with visitors.

¢ Question about moving or augmenting population in Garibaldi or Stein-Nahatlatch - - the plan is to
start moving bears late 2020 season — yet to be confirmed. Will keep updated.

e Remote camera study of citizen scientists looking for wildlife signs — no bears yet, but hopeful.

Western Wildlife Outreach Update — Lorna Smith
e Did not join the call today. No report.

NCE Action Plan — 2020 Planned Actions and 2021 Proposed Actions
Goal #1: Establish and implement clear direction for recovery

e 1o action for 2020; 2021 to be determined.

Goal #2 Maintain or enhance habitat conditions for grizzly bears

Objective #1 - Reaffirm forest no-net loss policy. In progress. Status: having issues regarding how we
calculate core areas; BMU boundaries not matching on National Park-National Forest boundary,
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definition of restricted roads, minimum core area size, private and state land road layers, and how to treat
admin closures, and the increase in high-use nonmotorized trails. There is a need for more work.

¢ Defenders of Wildlife effort to promote recovery (Zoe Hanley, NW Representative):

= Contracted out two analyses. 1) Developing a human/bear hotspot conflict map
(projection) to work with communities and partners to reduce conflicts

= 2) Using best available data to identify core areas and security habitat, including public
lands road layers, private lands road layers, and non-motorized trails. Timeline to
complete both is September 30, 2020. USFWS would like to include more road layers.
Consultant will hold off until Aug 15 to complete the hotspot map. We will build on
previous information with updates. We will continue to advocate for grizzlies in the
North Cascades

¢ Monte Kuk/John Rohrer presented and discussed a 2-page document they had prepared that
summarized the issues of core area calculations on the Okanogan-Wenatchee and the large North
Cascades RZ (attached).

¢ The NC Subcommittee Tech Team (multi-agency) needs to discuss and make recommendations to
the Subcommittee on how to resolve these issues. Not having updated data will affect the quality
level; data input by the tech team to make a recommendation is critical.

¢ Some of the estimated times in the table may be ambitious and may take a bit more time to
resolve than stated in the chart.

¢ The OWNEF roads layer is possibly not fully accurate; the Forest needs to work on this prior to
giving to DW. It may not be possible for them to present their data by August 15. This may need
to be rolled into a 2020 commitment. It was noted that the Forest hopes to provide synergy
through the 2020 program of work.

¢ Scott Fitkin (WDFW) Lynx trail camera studies — offers that there’s quite a data set that could be
utilized beyond the lynx component that could be helpful in evaluating the high-use
nonmotorized trail issue.

¢ DW has offered to use best available data; they’re willing to examine high use nonmotorized
trails vs. minimum core size and make recommendations for those.

= A literature search was proposed; there is agreement a literature search has value and
would be a reasonable effort.

= Based on the discussion, sounds like it warrants a tech team meeting in near future;
include the DW data; need a proposal from the tech team with a clear understanding of
what’s needed to produce a clear data set, and time investment needed.

= A tech team meeting will be set up asap to make recommendations about what we can do
this year, and what needs to be postponed to 2021.

= Noted: Need to add a column the NCE Action Plan for “Fiscal 21 Plans”
Objective #2: Develop a bear sanitation database

e NPS has updated; there is an ongoing effort to purchase bear food storage and waste receptacles
each year; OWNF continues to maintain current database

Objective #5: to increase available of food storage and waste receptacles annually:

e We will continue to install refuse and food storage facilitiecs. Upper Methow Valley efforts to
continue for obtaining/purchasing containers for black bears. Also, looking at commercial
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dumpsters, and may be seeking some funding from the committee. Want to expand this and use as
a model for other areas.

NPS had setback on replacing food storage locker on Ross Lake - - not enough water to barge them
in. An incoming order would complete for Highway 20 and Stehekin Valley. Close to completing
all.

MBS: most of our developed rec areas have bear dumpsters (mailbox style). We are always looking
for more dumpsters.

OWNF —Entiat, Chelan, Tonasket, Methow Valley all good. Currently issues with styles vs.
capabilities of local waste service (rear loading vs. front loading dumpsters). Methow Valley
Ranger District will need all front-loading dumpsters next year to be in sync with waste company’s
new truck.

Objective #3 — standard sign language by 2022. IGBC has a standard sign OWNF is using to replace old
ones.

Objective #4 — expand food storage orders by 2022.

MBS moving toward a food storage order; NPS has them; OWNF does not have animal resistant
dumpsters in all their campgrounds yet; need to have those before we require the public to adhere to
requirements to be compliant.

Goal 3 - Document presence of Grizzly Bears

Objective #1 (the only objective): verify reports of GB reports as soon as practical.

“May be present” maps (FWS)— Hilary: Section 7 Consultation — mapping where GBs may be
present and when to consult. Trying to make it consistent, working on a protocol for our offices.
Gregg: based on confirmed sightings in ‘recent’ past (15 years) to indicate where GBs may be
present. “No net loss” habitat guideline may still have to be maintained even if no reported
sightings. Bitterroot Recovery Zone is trying to figure this out. Need to make distinction between
“may be present” or possibly present. Will still require consultation. Would focus on how we are
maintaining habitat.

Salmon poisoning - there are tests done on bear blood to look for agents - - may not be as big a deal
for grizzlies. Some black bears affected but may have developed immune responses to deal with
this. Studies did not indicate (based on samples sent in) that there were major issues.

Commitments:

We will take what we learned today and update the NCE Action Plan spreadsheet

Will finalize the spreadsheet in September prior to sending in to IGBC for annual winter meeting.

Public Comments

¢

Chris Morgan — Expressed appreciation for our work. Offers support. Chris is an ecologist and
filmmaker. Has made a few short films, podcasts about the GB on their plight and recovery.
Repledging commitment to the recovery process. Offering help and support, especially around
storytelling and information. Will send links to this group to share his work on conservation.

Rob Krehbiel - NW Rep with Defenders of Wildlife — expressed appreciation to the staff for
cooperation, and dialoguing with defenders. Stressed the importance of this project to provide an
informative picture of what GB habitat looks like. Requests:

Let Defenders assist with cost-share on containers as they can
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¢ Consider fencing dumpsters

¢ We hope to facilitate some of this dialogue during our bear defenders workshop — in person and
online being considered as format; more details to come out soon

¢ Working on trash situation in Methow Valley. Also working with the Sauk tribe on this project as
well.

¢ The organization has done bear spray training — both online, and in person. Focusing on Latino
public land users. Also sharing about bear awareness.

¢ Installed a wind electric fence, second project — let us know if interest in participating in field
trips.

¢ Bear awareness workshops done at the North Cascades Institute. Also considering Sedro Wooley
location. Rob will send a link to a zoom training on bear awareness that was recorded. Also,
some short clips on the IGBC website. Will also share bear awareness short video’s - they are
purely educational with no advocacy for DoW.

e Graham Taylor — thank you for efforts and making investment in time on GB recovery. The
National Parks Conservation Association — have been pivoting to talks online for educational
purposes — good feedback and support.

Any other business we need to cover in future?
e No other business brought forward from the sub-committee

e NCE Tech team has been tasked to identify work for FY 21

~Meeting Adjourned~
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Meeting 11/24/20

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on
links, opening attachments, or responding.

Greetings! Below is the call-in number to join the Fall 2020 North Cascades Subcommittee
meeting of IGBC on Tuesday, November 24th, 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

Please Dial: 1-888-844-9904 / Access Code: 1858157

Attached please find the agenda for tomorrow’s meeting, as well as documents for
review. Thank you.

From: Shilley, Catherine - FS

Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 10:10 AM

To: Bail, Kristin - FS <Kristin.Bail@usda.gov>; hilary_cooley@fws.gov; Karen_Taylor-
Goodrich@nps.gov; gregg_kurz@fws.gov; Branton, Nicole -FS <nicole.branton@usda.gov>; Weil,
Jody - FS <Jody.Weil@usda.gov>; brendan.brokes@dfw.wa.gov; andrew.murdoch@dfw.wa.gov;
Rohrer, John -FS <john.rohrer@usda.gov>; Anne_Braaten@nps.gov; wayne_kasworm@fws.gov;
Plumage, Jesse -FS <jesse.plumage@usda.gov>; scott.fitkin@dfw.wa.gov; Kuk, Monte - FS
<monte.kuk@usda.gov>; scott.fisher@dnr.wa.gov; ann_Froschauer@fws.gov;
denise_m_shultz@nps.gov; Hada, Susan -FS <susan.hada@usda.gov>

Cc: kate.smith@mso.umt.edu; gbopexecdir@gmail.com; andrealyons3@gmail.com;
bgaines@genext.net; chrismorgan@insightwildlife.com; gtaylor@npca.org;
jimdaviscpc@comcast.net; jscott@conservationnw.org; pjlathrop@yahoo.com; rsmith@npca.org;
rkrehbiel@defenders.org; stevetaber2003@gmail.com; wendy.gardner@zoo.net

Subject: North Cascades Subcommittee of IGBC Fall 2020 Meeting

Importance: High

Please mark your calendar for Tuesday, November 24™ 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. A
meeting invitation and agenda will be send out soon. If you would like to propose any
agenda items for this meeting, please contact John Rohrer, Technical Team Chair, at
john.rohrer@usda.gov

Also, please find attached the notes from the June oth spring meeting. Please review
these prior to the November 24 meeting and have any comments or edits ready to
present at the beginning of the meeting.

Kate Shilley
Executive Assistant to the Forest Supervisors

Forest Service

R6 Okanogan-Wenatchee NF
p: 509-664-9302

f: 509-664-9280
catherine.shilley@usda.gov

215 Melody Lane
Wenatchee, WA 98801
www.fs.fed.us

B ] ¢

Caring for the land and serving people
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mailto:catherine.shilley@usda.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.fs.fed.us&data=04%7C01%7Chilary_cooley%40fws.gov%7Cea29cfb8655b4ddf20e308d88fda8221%7C0693b5ba4b184d7b9341f32f400a5494%7C0%7C0%7C637417515987125937%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2BYmNTBLFVI6KCu3w0PS3wTHtVsxZM4kG429%2B%2BIgT9hU%3D&reserved=0
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fpages%2FUS-Forest-Service%2F1431984283714112&data=04%7C01%7Chilary_cooley%40fws.gov%7Cea29cfb8655b4ddf20e308d88fda8221%7C0693b5ba4b184d7b9341f32f400a5494%7C0%7C0%7C637417515987145850%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=ANjddEVfYa2YlR9o1BpnmiuL5z4Z8xfVOMUVrCPBLcQ%3D&reserved=0

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and
delete the email immediately.



NORTH CASCADES ECOSYSTEM SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERAGENCY GRIZZLY BEAR COMMITTEE

Fall Meeting 2020
24 November 2020
9:00am — 12:00pm

Conference line: 1-888-844-9904
Access Code: 1858157

9:00 Welcome/Rules of Engagement
Introductions
Review of June 2020 meeting notes

9:15 Agency Updates — 10 minutes each
North Cascades National Park

US Fish & Wildlife Service
IGBC Recovery Office

WA Department of Fish & Wildlife
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest

British Columbia Ministry of FLNRO

Kristin Bail

Karen Taylor-Goodrich

Hilary Cooley
Wayne Kasworm

Brendan Brokes
Nicole Branton
Kristin Bail

Garth Mowat

10:00 NCE Action Plan — 2020 Planned Actions and 2021 Proposed Actions
Goal #1: Establish and implement clear direction for recovery

Goal #2 Maintain or enhance habitat conditions for Grizzly Bears

Goal #3 Document presence of Grizzly Bears

11:15 Western Wildlife Outreach Update

11:30 Defenders of Wildlife Presentation of their
Coexistence and Core Habitat GIS Analyses

11:45 Public Comments

Lorna Smith

Zoe Hanley



November 17, 2020

Prepared For:
Defenders of Wildlife

Zoe Hanley, PhD
Northwest Representative
P.O. Box 52

White Salmon, WA 98672

Prepared By:

Collective Ecological Consulting, LLC.

Melissa Belmar

Wildlife Biologist and GIS Analyst (_j ecological consulting

8920 W. 4" Avenue
Lakewood, CO 80226



Suggested Citation
Belmar, Melissa. 2020. North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Coexistence and Core Habitat
GIS Analyses. Collective Ecological Consulting, Denver, Colorado.

Photo Credit
Defenders of Wildlife (https://defenders.org/got-grizzlies).

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses


https://defenders.org/got-grizzlies

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction & Purpose 3
1.1  Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 3
1.2  Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis 3
2.0  Methodology 4
2.1  Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 4
2.1.1 Background Research and Communication 4
2.1.2 Variables Analyzed 4
2.1.3 GIS Processing 8
2.2  Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis 8
2.2.1 Background Research and Communication 8
2.2.2 Variables Analyzed 9
2.2.3 GIS Data Processing 11
3.0 Results and Discussion 13
3.1  Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 13
3.2  Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis 14
4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 14
4.1  Data Gaps 14
4.1.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis 14
4.1.2 Core Habitat Analysis 15
5.0 References 16
APPENDICES
APPENAIX Al FIQUIES. ..o 18
Appendix B: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data SOUIrCEeS............cccccveeeeeeeeeeeeevivvnnnnn. 23
Appendix C: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Data Summary by BMU ...........cccccooiiiiiiiiiinnn. 27
Appendix D: Core Habitat Analysis Data SOUICES ..........cooviiieieiieeeeeeeeeee e 30
Appendix E: Core Habitat Analysis Data Summary by BMU ..., 32
LIST OF TABLES
Table 1. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat SCENAIIOS .......ccoooieeiiee e 12
Table 2. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Results (HECtares) .............uoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 14
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1. North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone Location...............ccceveeeveennnnn. 19
Figure 2. Areas in Need of Grizzly Bear Coexistence Measures in the NCE. .............ccccoeeveveennnnn. 19
Figure 3. Areas in Need of Grizzly Bear Coexistence Measures by Variable Type...........ccccccoe... 20
Figure 4. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat for Scenarios 1 through 4 in the NCE (public lands and core
habitat areas = 2,500 ACIES). ..eeuuuuuii ettt e e et e e ae e e e e e eaera e aaaas 21
Figure 5. Grizzly Bear North Cascades Ecosystem Bear Management Units. ..............cccevvvvvvvnnnnn. 22

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses ii



1.0 Introduction & Purpose

The grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) was listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as
threatened in 1975 and recovery efforts subsequently followed in its range in four states. Six recovery
zones were created in Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Wyoming (USFWS & NPS 2017). The North
Cascades Ecosystem (NCE) recovery zone located is in north western and north-central Washington.
The NCE also crosses the Canadian border, but this report will only address the U.S. portion of the
recovery zone. The NCE is primarily comprised of public lands, including North Cascades National Park
(NOCA), Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forest (OKWE NF), and Mt. Baker and Snoqualmie
National Forest (MBS NF).

The NCE grizzly bear recovery zone has been documented as “one of the most intact wildlands in the
contiguous U.S. (Servheen et al. 1991).” Historical records indicate that grizzly bears once occurred in
the NCE, but the current population is unknown. Only four detections of grizzly bears have occurred in
the NCE in the past 10 years, all of which were in Canada. There has been no confirmed evidence of
grizzly bears within the ecosystem in the U.S. since 1996. The 2012 estimate for the Canadian portion
was six grizzly bears. It is therefore unlikely that the U.S. portion of the NCE currently contains viable
grizzly bear populations or individuals (USFWS & NPS 2017).

This report outlines two projects: an assessment of potential areas in need of grizzly bear coexistence
measures and an analysis of grizzly bear core habitat within the NCE. These projects were initiated in
anticipation of restoring a viable grizzly bear population in the NCE — through natural recolonization or
augmentation — in the near future. Figure 1 displays the location of the NCE (Appendix A).

1.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis

Human-wildlife conflict is a consequence of humans and wildlife competing for space and resources
and often results in negative outcomes for both parties involved. Humans are persistently encroaching
on wildlife habitat, which increases the chances for human-wildlife encounters (NCDE Subcommittee
2019). Studies have found that the majority of human-grizzly bear conflicts were related to human foods,
or attractants (Wilson et al. 2006; NCDE Subcommittee 2019), such as livestock, beehives, bird feeders,
human food, garbage, hunter-harvested wildlife carcasses, and orchards among many others (NCDE
Subcommittee 2019). Modeling and research has also found reducing human access to bear habitat
(Wilson et al. 2006), securing attractants through electric fences (Eneas 2020), and grizzly bears
adapting to human behaviors by adjusting their peak activity times (Lamb et al. 2020) are some of the
ways to increase coexistence between grizzly and human communities.

The human-grizzly bear coexistence assessment identifies potential conflict areas, or hotspots, within
the NCE where human and grizzly bear interactions could occur. These hotspots highlight areas in need
of proactive coexistence measures and identify management priorities within the NCE. Coexistence
measures that can be taken in potential hotspots include electric fencing around cattle and backyard
farms, ensuring that bear-safe trash cans are present in campgrounds and neighborhoods, distributing
and providing bear awareness information, and changing various practices such as private forestry
operations feeding black bears or moving livestock boneyards away from potential conflict areas. These
proactive strategies can help to reduce conflicts, minimize the number of bears habituated to human
attractants, and substantially reduce lethal removals if grizzly bears are restored to the NCE.

1.2 Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis
The restoration of grizzly bears in the NCE will require the identification of areas that provide
adequate habitat, which is dependent upon habitat connectivity, resource productivity and quality,
food availability, and levels of human disturbance (NCDE Subcommittee 2019). Many other recovery
zones have identified “core habitat”, calculated based on land connectivity and disturbance levels
from the presence of roads and trails. Most other grizzly bear ecosystems in the U.S. that have
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identified core habitat areas (Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem [NCDE], Yellowstone
Ecosystem) highlight roads as the primary disturbance to secure blocks of grizzly bear habitat and
use them in their core habitat analyses. Research has specifically shown that motorized access
density can strongly influence grizzly bear populations through reduced habitat use and increased
mortality rates. Non-motorized high-use trails have also been considered in some ecosystems, but
researchers have found it difficult to define high-use trails and track trail usage (NCDE Subcommittee
2019).

The NCE Subcommittee of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) previously began efforts to
identify core habitat for the NCE, but efforts were not finalized. This analysis is meant to be a
continuation of previous studies but is being completed with new, updated data. However, this study is
not comprehensive and should not be considered a final core habitat layer. It is meant to be a baseline
for the federal agencies to create an updated core habitat analysis prior to grizzly bear recovery in the
NCE.

2.0 Methodology
2.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis

2.1.1 Background Research and Communication
Prior to conducting the GIS analysis, a literature review identifying variables to consider in the project
was performed. Several articles were reviewed as a preliminary measure, and then associated GIS
data were found through online and personal sources to use in the GIS analysis. Additionally, several
experts in the field from state, federal, and non-profit organizations were contacted and interviewed for
information on the subject matter.

2.1.2 Variables Analyzed
Numerous variables were used to analyze potential conflict areas in the NCE. Variables selected were
based on research available and conversations with experts in the field with personal knowledge about
human-grizzly bear conflicts that have occurred in other US ecosystems.

2.1.2.1 Campgrounds
Campgrounds present grizzly bears with the opportunity to gain access to human-related attractants
such as garbage and human foods (NCDE Subcommittee 2019). As a result, campgrounds were
identified as a potential high conflict area.

Campground data sets were retrieved from the US Forest Service (USFS) and the National Park Service
(NPS) staff and websites. MBS NF data were received from staff (Jesse Plumage) and data attributes
were already populated with the campground names and capacity. OKWE NF data were downloaded
from the USFS website. Many of the OKWE NF campgrounds in the GIS data did not have capacity
information available in the attributes. The USFS website was searched for information about
campground capacities and attributes were populated accordingly. It was assumed that a single
campsite accommodated eight people and a double campsite accommodated 16 people. Capacity
numbers for these two forests are estimates and may not be completely accurate. Data for NOCA
National Park was retrieved from NPS staff (Anne Braaten) and contained capacity data. All
campground data were point files, and they were buffered by 0.25 miles to create a circular polygon
that represented the potential area the campground covered. Campgrounds were additionally buffered
by 500 m to account for additional disturbance and conflict areas.
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2.1.2.2 Crops
Fruit is an important food source for grizzly bears, and some individuals have been documented to
opportunistically consume crops from orchards and other farms (Mace & Jonkel 1986). Black bears
have been documented to feed at orchards or backyard apple trees in areas of the NCE (Davis et al.
2005). Crop data polygons representing orchards, berry farms, and vineyards from the Washington
State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) were used to delineate potential bear agricultural attractant
areas.

2.1.2.3 Hobby Farms
Hobby farms have long been attractants of grizzly bears. Our study analyzed the presence of beehives,
goats, and chicken farms. Data from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Census of Agriculture
was used for these three variables, which are discussed individually below.

2.1.2.3.1 Beehives

Beehives are known to be an attractant to bears, as they supply a rich source of simple carbohydrates
(Wilson et al. 2005). Research has found that beehives have one of the higher conflict rates compared
to other attractants (Wilson et al. 2005, 2006) and have much higher rates when near creeks or streams,
and wetland or riparian areas (Wilson et al. 2005). Black bears have been documented to damage
beehives in some counties of the NCE (Davis et al. 2005). Protected beehives with electric fences, have
been proven to be less of an attractant than unprotected beehives (Wilson et al. 2005).

Data from the USDA Census of Agriculture documenting bee colony number by county was used for
the analysis (USDA 2017). Bee colony number was entered into attributes of a county polygon GIS file
from the State of Washington GIS portal.

2.1.2.3.2 Chickens
Grizzly bears often seek animal protein as a high source of energy and protein that is prized for
hibernation preparation. The surge in backyard farms that may include chickens and other small
livestock present an opportunity for grizzly bears to acquire food but also is likely to create human-
wildlife conflicts (Eneas 2020).

Data from the USDA Census of Agriculture documenting the number of chicken farms with one to 49
chickens by county was used for the analysis (USDA 2017). The number of chicken farms were entered
into attributes of a county polygon GIS file from the State of Washington GIS portal. Chicken farms with
less than 49 chickens were assumed to be small, hobby backyard farms that are less likely to have
protective measures, such as electric fences.

2.1.2.3.3 Goats
Similar to hobby chicken farms, many urban and rural residents are raising goats in backyards, which
present an opportunity to grizzly bears to acquire a food source.

Data from the USDA Census of Agriculture documenting the number of goats by county was used for
the analysis (USDA 2017). The number of goats were entered into attributes of a county polygon GIS
file from the State of Washington GIS portal.

2.1.2.4 Housing Density
Increased conflicts are expected in areas with more sources of anthropogenic foods and attractants,
such as trash cans and bird feeders (NCDE Subcommittee 2019). To represent these potential conflict
areas in populated places, housing unit number data were used from the 2010 US Census. The humber
of housing units in a census district was used in the analysis to represent the density of humans in an
area, which is likely to correlate with the number of attractants in an area.

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses 5



2.1.2.5 Hunting
Hunting-related grizzly bear mortalities have been recorded as a result of mistaken identity and defense
of life. Grizzly bears will often prioritize consumption of animal protein food sources and may attempt to
take ungulate carcasses obtain by hunters, resulting in conflict between the two. Efforts to obtain hunter
acquired ungulate carcasses may also increase in years when other food sources are low or inadequate
(IGBST 2009).

Hunting game management unit (GMU) hunter days data from 2019 were used to represent the amount
of time hunters were on the ground in the NCE. GMUs with higher hunter days were assumed to have
a higher chance of grizzly bear-human conflicts. Data were obtained from Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).

2.1.2.6 Livestock / Grazing
Livestock have long been an attractant to grizzly bears, resulting in major conflicts between humans
and grizzly bears. Grizzly bears have been associated with sheep lambing areas or calving pastures
(Wilson et al. 2005, 2006). Sheep pastures and lambing areas have been documented to result in more
conflicts, but conflicts with cattle and calving areas have also been recorded frequently (Wilson et al.
2005).

Livestock density per grazing allotment data were used to represent areas where grizzly bear-livestock
conflicts could occur. Data used were obtained from the Forest Service Geodata Clearinghouse. The
number of individuals on the allotments were divided by the area of the allotment.

2.1.2.6.1 Private Land Pastures

Private land pastures were highlighted in the analysis as many ranchers keep cattle and sheep on
private lands during lambing and calving periods. Grizzly bears conflicts have been documented to
increase in the spring during this time (Wilson et al. 2005), and therefore these areas were attributed
an additional score to be added onto other livestock grazing data. Additionally, conflicts are presumed
to be heightened in areas where private land pastures are adjacent to protected, public lands with
forests. These areas were also considered and given and even higher potential conflict score.

Private land pastures data were obtained from combining pasture data from the National Land Cover
Dataset (NLCD) and the WSDA to create a master pasture file. These data were overlaid with the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) private land ownership data to create a file that represented private
land pastures in the NCE.

Additionally, a file was created that represented forested public lands by intersecting public lands in the
BLM landownership file with the NLCD forested areas. Private land pastures that were adjacent to
forested public lands were selected for and given a higher score than simply private land pastures.

2.1.2.7 Other Recreational Activities

Other recreational activities were rated by their potential to attract bears. Other recreational activity
points included trailheads, picnic areas, scenic overlooks, boating areas, fishing areas, interpretative
areas, winter recreational activities, cabins, and rock climbing areas. Recreational activity areas were
generally assumed be areas where humans may have food or there could be unsecured trash that
would attract grizzly bears. Additionally, winter recreation areas were considered, as they have been
shown to occasionally cause den abandonment and conflicts, although many bears tend to tolerate
disturbances during hibernation (Linnell et al. 2000).

All recreational sites were points were buffered by 0.25 miles to account for the area where they exist
and then by another 500 m to account for potential attraction and conflict areas. Other recreational
activity data sets were retrieved from USFS. MBS NF data were received from staff (Jesse Plumage).

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses 6



OKWE NF data were downloaded from the USFS website. Other recreation data was not available for
NOCA NP.

2.1.2.8 Private Forest Operations

Private forest operations present in Washington carry out practices that would affect grizzly bears if they
were restored to the NCE. Annually, many timber companies that own private forests (not on public
lands) distribute large quantities of a pelletized molasses in order to attract black bears and prevent
them from stripping the bark on trees they plan to use for timber sales (R. Beausoleil and L. Welfelt,
personal communication; Nolte et al. 2002; Zielgtrum 2004). Grizzly bears are highly likely to be
attracted to this food source as well. It has been documented that numerous black bears will congregate
in an area with the attractant, and even travel outside of their home range just to feed. Potential conflict
in these areas between bears and with humans is highly probable if this practice continues. Data for
private forest operations were obtained from Zoe Hanley from a landuse layer, where “Designated forest
land under chapter 84.33 RCW” and “Timberland classified under chapter 84.34 RCW” were extracted
to represent potential private forest operations.

2.1.2.9 Rivers and Streams

Areas near rivers and streams are heavily used by grizzly bears for foraging activities. Wilson et al.
(2005) found that one of the highest conflict areas documented were those near streams and creeks.
Grizzly bear conflicts documented near rivers and streams usually occurred within a mean distance of
1.8 km. of the waterway (Wilson et al. 2005). River and stream data were obtained from the National
Hydrography Dataset (NHD). If river and stream data were buffered by 2 km, the entire NCE would be
covered by the buffered dataset. As a result, these data were removed from the analysis because the
data did not highlight focal areas where the highest conflicts could occur, but instead encompassed the
entire NCE.

2.1.2.10 Roads
Roads have been shown to disturb and cause conflicts with many animal species, including wide-
ranging mammals, such as grizzly bears. Impacts of roads include displacement, animal avoidance of
areas, car collisions, and the creation of detrimental edge effects to habitats. Grizzly bears have been
documented to be victims in car collisions (Gaines et al. 2003). Bears may also use man-made roads
and trails as travel routes (Davis et al. 2005). In this analysis, roads were buffered by 500 meters, which
is based on a research on displacement of grizzly bears from roads and trails (Gaines et al. 2003).

Road datasets were retrieved from the USFS and the NPS staff and websites. MBS NF data were
received from staff (Jesse Plumage). Okanogan and Wenatchee Forest data were downloaded from
the USFS website. NPS data were received from NPS staff (Anne Braaten). All road data files were
merged into one dataset and any overlapping roads were removed. Roads were buffered by 11 ft to
account for road width, and then by 500 m to account for potential conflict and disturbance areas. All
roads were scored the same.

2.1.2.11 Trails

Both motorized and non-motorized trail use have been shown to impact wide-ranging mammals,
including grizzly bears. The most commonly documented impact from trail use is displacement of
individuals, but trails also increase the chances of poaching, collisions with cars, and recurring negative
human-wildlife interactions near campgrounds that are accessed by trails (Gaines et al. 2003). Bears
may also use man-made roads and trails as travel routes (Davis et al. 2005). In this analysis, trails were
buffered by 500 meters, which is based on research regarding displacement of grizzly bears from roads
and trails (Gaines et al. 2003).

Trail datasets were retrieved from the USFS and the NPS staff and websites. MBS NF data were
received from staff (Jesse Plumage), which contained usage data. OKWE NF data were downloaded
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from the USFS website and did not contain usage data. NPS data were received from NPS staff (Anne
Braaten) and also did not contain usage data. All trail data files were merged into one dataset. Trails
were buffered by 0.6 m (2 ft) to account for the trail width, and then by 500 m to account for potential
conflict and disturbance areas. Trails were scored according to their usage (high, medium, low). Trails
without any usage data were assumed to “medium” use and were scored accordingly.

2.1.2.12 Wetland Areas

Riparian and wetland areas provide ample high quality grizzly bear habitat and have been documented
to be used for travel, foraging, and cover during spring and fall seasons (Wilson et al. 2005). Wilson et
al. (2005) found that nearly half of the cumulative number of conflicts occurred within 200 m of a wetland
or riparian area (Wilson et al. 2005). National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data were retrieved to represent
wetland areas with only freshwater emergent wetlands and forested scrub wetlands extracted for the
analysis. These wetland areas were then buffered by 200 m. Additionally, since the NWI data for the
state did not include riparian areas, a 200 m buffer of named NHD streams and rivers was used to
represent riparian areas.

2.1.2.13 Whitebark Pine Forests
Whitebark pine nuts are an important food source for grizzly bear populations in the western U.S., but
it is unlikely to be a substantial component of grizzly bear diets in the NCE. As a result, this variable
was considered but was ultimately removed from the analysis.

Whitebark pine nuts are prized due to their high content of protein and fat, which is essential for creating
winter hibernation fat stores (Blanchard 1989). When nuts are available, grizzly bears may consume
them solely and exclude other food sources. Cone production varies annually, making their presence
even more important for grizzly bears when they are available for consumption (Blanchard 1989).
Grizzly bears have been found to travel more per day during poor cone production years in search of
cones (Blanchard & Knight 1991). Additionally, individuals were found to travel to different elevations in
search of cones when cone production varied. Individuals were found to occupy the highest mean
elevations during good nut production years, lower elevations during moderate nut production years,
and the lowest during poor nut production years (Blanchard & Knight 1991).

Research has also shown a trend in more female grizzly mortalities during Fall months with poor
whitebark pine cone production (IGBST 2009). It is predicted that more wildlife-human conflicts arise in
these years, as individuals move longer distances and to lower elevations during low cone production
years. Females may also search for other protein and fat rich foods during low cone production years,
such as ungulates. Conflicts with hunters and ungulate carcasses may result during these time periods
(IGBST 2009).

2.1.3 GIS Processing

Most of the datasets obtained were in vector format and were converted to raster files with a 30 m
resolution. Once all variable datasets were converted to rasters, attributes were reclassified using the
Reclassify tool to scores listed in Appendix B. Reclassification ranks of 1 (low conflict risk) — 10 (high
conflict risk) were assigned to each variable based off of peer-reviewed literature and personal
communications with field experts. The reclassified data sets were then all used to create a suitability
model in the Cell Statistics tool, which added up the sum of the scores from all datasets. The result was
a raster dataset with 30 m cells that represent a cumulative score of all the variables analyzed.

2.2 Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis
2.2.1 Background Research and Communication

Prior to conducting the GIS analysis, a literature review identifying variables to consider in the project
was performed. Several articles were reviewed as a preliminary measure, and then associated GIS
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data were found through online and personal sources to use in the GIS analysis. Additionally, several
experts in the field from federal agencies were contacted for information about the subject matter.
Conducting a core habitat analysis for the NCE was initiated by the USFS and NPS in the late 1990’s
and has been an evolving process ever since. A new core habitat analysis was planned to occur as a
result of the creation of the NCE Draft Grizzly Bear Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
(USFWS & NPS 2017), however, the project was recently terminated by the current federal
administration.

2.2.2 Variables Analyzed

2.2.2.1 Roads
Most core habitat studies calculate two scenarios based on road maintenance status:

e Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) - a moving window analysis calculation that applies to
the primary conservation area portion of the ecosystem and includes Federal, State, and Tribal
roads and motorized trails that do not meet the definition of an impassable route (NCDE
Subcommittee 2019).

e Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD) - a moving window analysis calculation that applies to
the primary conservation area portion of the ecosystem and includes Federal, State, and Tribal
roads and motorized trails that are open to wheeled motor vehicle use by the public for any part
of the non-denning season (NCDE Subcommittee 2019).

These two calculations require the understanding and classification of roads in the USFS road layers
to maintenance levels. USFS roads are classified according to the following maintenance levels:

1 — Basic custodial care (Closed)

2 — High clearance vehicles

3 — Suitable for passenger cars

4 — Moderate degree of user comfort
5 — High degree of user comfort

In addition, roads are referred to as impassable and decommissioned in the OMRD and TMRD
definitions. These terms are defined as:

e Decommissioned - The stabilization and restoration of an unneeded road to a more natural state.
Decommissioned roads do not count towards Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) as long
as they meet the definition of impassable (NCDE Subcommittee 2019).

e |Impassable - A road that has been treated in such a manner that the road is blocked and there
is little resource risk if road maintenance is not performed on a regular basis (self-maintaining).
These roads are not counted in the Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) as long as the road
(generally the first 50 to 300 feet) has been treated to make it inaccessible to wheeled motorized
vehicles during the non-denning season. Roads may become impassable as a result of a variety
of means, including but not limited to one or more of the following: natural vegetation growth,
road entrance obliteration, scarified ground, fallen trees, boulders, culvert or bridge removal,
etc. Impassable roads may remain on the inventoried road system if use of the road is
anticipated at some point in the future (NCDE Subcommittee 2019).

Road data for MBS NF was obtained from Jesse Plumage and was recently updated in the Forest Plan
(USFS 2016). This dataset includes the most recent data about road operation maintenance levels,
although 587 miles of road were not classified. It does not include information about “impassable” routes
that is needed for the TMRD calculations. It does however contain information about roads classified
as “1” that are decommissioned. Not all roads that are classified as “1” are considered decommissioned,
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S0 some roads that are “1” but are not considered decommissioned are used in the TMRD calculation.
This information was therefore used as the best information available to classify TMRD. All roads used
in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

OKWE NF road data were obtained from the USFS data clearinghouse and have not been updated in
recent years. Road data for the two forests were separated into two GIS layers for each forest.
Okanogan NF had a recent change to road data that may represent incorrect information. Roads
classified as “1” or closed, may actually be open to OHVs (J. Rohrer, personal communication). As a
result, roads classified as 1-5 in the Okanogan NF were considered in OMRD calculations, whereas in
other forests included in the analysis, only roads classified as 2-5 were used. Similar to MBS NF data,
both Okanogan and Wenatchee NF road datasets do not include information about “impassable” routes
that is needed for the TMRD calculations. It does however contain information about roads classified
as “1” that are decommissioned. Not all roads that are classified as “1” are considered decommissioned,
so some roads that are “1” but are not considered decommissioned are used in the TMRD calculation.
This information was therefore used as the best information available to classify TMRD. Not all roads
were classified in the dataset on the 1-5 scale (<1 mile), and therefore not included in the analysis. All
roads used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

NOCA NP road data were retrieved from Anne Braaten. Not many roads exist in the park and therefore
the dataset was simple and easy to use. All roads used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

Other roads were represented by TigerLines streets dataset obtained online from the Geospatial Data
Gateway. This dataset was found to the be the most comprehensive roads layer for the NCE. To ensure
overlap did not occur between this dataset and USFS road datasets, TigerLines were erased within the
NFs and the NOCA NP and only used for areas outside of these public lands. All roads used in the
analyses were buffered by 500 m.

2.2.2.2 Trails
Trails data for MBS NF was obtained from Jesse Plumage and was recently updated in the Forest Plan
(USFS 2016). This dataset includes the most recent data about trail usage, although not all trails are
classified. Trails not classified were not included in the analysis. Only trails classified as high-use were
used and were buffered by 500 m.

OKWE NF trails data were obtained from the USFS data clearinghouse and have not been updated in
recent years. Trails data did not contain any use information and therefore all trails were included in the
analysis (Scenarios 3 & 4). All trails used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

NOCA NP trails data were retrieved from Anne Braaten. Trails data did not contain use level and
therefore all trails were included in the analysis. All trails used in the analyses were buffered by 500 m.

2.2.2.3 Landownership
Landownership data were retrieved from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Publicly-owned lands
were extracted from the dataset for the analysis.

2.2.2.4 Grizzly Bear NCE Recovery Zone and BMU Outlines
Grizzly bear NCE and Bear Management Units (BMU) outlines were obtained from Anne Braaten
(Figure 5, Appendix A). Datasets were the most updated, although Anne Braaten did note that
changes should be made by the USFS and NPS to the outlines of the two datasets. Data were originally
generated in 1993 but updated in 2009 and still need to be changed based on public land boundaries.
The BMU and Recovery Zone outlines used in this study align with one another.
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2.2.3 GIS Data Processing
Road and trail datasets were sorted based on the Scenarios listed below in Table 1. Once filtered, all
roads and trails were buffered by 500 m and merged together. This file was then dissolved so that all
features were made into one polygon feature without any overlaps.

The roads and trails dissolved datasets by Scenario were then intersected with the entire recovery zone.
This resulted in a datafile with one trails and roads polygon, and the rest of the area designated as core
habitat. The core habitat areas were edited and “exploded” into individual polygons. With data in this
format, core habitat area acreages could be calculated. The analysis only considered polygons that
were greater than or equal to 2,500 acres (3.91 mi2 (10.12 km2) in size. Anything less than this acreage
was considered too small to provide adequate habitat for grizzly bears and would not contribute to
secure core habitat. Acreages for these polygons were calculated without consideration of the BMU
outlines because a polygon that crosses BMU boundaries but is greater than 2,500 acres still provides
habitat for the species despite it being in two different BMUs.

Once core habitat areas less than 2,500 acres were removed, the core habitat and roads/trails files
were intersected with the BMU boundaries. This resulted in a product that contained all core habitat
areas equal to or greater than 2,500 acres and all roads and/or trails within the NCE with BMU
delineations.

Data were input into the attribute table regarding the BMU name, acreage, and whether the polygon
was a road, trail, or core habitat. This dataset for each scenario was appended with “AllLand” as it
represents all core habitat and roads/trails within the Recovery Zone without any landownership
delineation. This file was then clipped with the BLM landownership public lands layer to create the
Scenario file appended with “PublicLand.” In the end, each of the four Scenarios have two files (all land
and public lands only), each with core habitat and road/trails areas by BMU.
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Table 1. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Scenarios

Scenario Number 1 (OMRD) 2 (TMRD) £ (%ZE[)) - 4 (TMRD + Trails)
Roads Roads classified as Roads Roads classified as
Okanogan NF o 1-5 o 1-5
classified as o classified as o
Roads (decommissioned (decommissioned
1-5 1-5
excluded) excluded)
Roads Roads classified as Roads Roads classified as
Wenatchee NF o 1-5 . 1-5
classified as o classified as o
Roads 5.5 (decommissioned 5.5 (decommissioned
excluded) excluded)
M. Roads Roads cllisSsmed as Roads Roads clli\sssmed as
Baker/Snoqualmie | classified as d . d classified as d S q
Roads 5.5 (decommissione 5.5 (decommissione
excluded) excluded)
NOCA NP Roads All roads All roads All roads All roads
All roads All roads
Other Roads outside of All roads outside of outside of All roads outside of
NP and NF NP and NF lands NP and NF NP and NF lands
lands lands
MBS - High
No trails ngCGZKTIZH MBS — High use trails
Trails . No trails included . NOCA - all trails
included trails OKWE — all trails
OKWE —all
trails

All roads and trails were buffered by 500 meters.
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3.0Results and Discussion

3.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis

The results of the grizzly bear conflict database are displayed on Figure 2 (Appendix A). Potential
conflict areas were concentrated primarily in Snohomish and King Counties within the NCE.
Additionally, high conflict areas were evident in parts of western and central Okanogan County, north
central Kittitas County, central Whatcom County, and central Chelan County. Snohomish and King
Counties are located near the major Seattle metro area, and large numbers of tourists and residents
travel to the federal lands to the west for recreational opportunities. These areas also have higher
populations of residents, more high-use trails, higher numbers of potential backyard farms with chickens
and goats, and higher numbers of hunter days documented in GMUs that overlap with the counties.
Areas that were given a high conflict rating in Okanogan County were likely due to the highest
concentration of grazing allotments within the NCE.

In addition to the overall NCE analysis, conflicts were broken down into four categories based on the
conflict type: residential, recreational, crops, and livestock. Landscape variables, such as wetlands,
riparian areas and white bark pine were not included in this analysis. It was determined that
incorporating landscape variables could override the impact of other conflict types that humans can
mitigate. Figure 3 displays the conflicts by type and all four categories area represented based on the
same scoring scale (Appendix A). From these maps, it is apparent that residential and recreational
coexistence need types have higher scores than crops and livestock. The table in Appendix C displays
the highest coexistence need types by BMU. To identify Primary and Secondary coexistence needs the
average pixel score by BMU and by category were calculated using Zonal Statistics. Using this
methodology, the Primary coexistence need was found to be residential in 41 out of 42 of the BMUs
and recreational in one of the 42 BMUs. The Secondary coexistence need was found to be recreational
in 41 out of 42 of the BMUs and residential in one of the 42 BMUs.

To determine the type of Primary and Secondary coexistence needs within the residential and
recreational categories, the average pixel score by variable (chickens, population density, trails,
campgrounds, etc.) was calculated by BMU (Appendix C). This highlighted the variables with the
highest score within a BMU. Chickens were found to have the highest score most frequently for primary
coexistence needs (30 of the 42 BMUs). Other recreational activities were found to have the highest
score most frequently for secondary coexistence needs (23 of the 42 BMUs). Recreation was
determined to be the primary coexistence need in the Swauk BMU (42) and hunter activity was
highlighted as the highest scoring variable type.
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3.2 Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Analysis

Table 2 provides a summary of the core habitat analysis by Scenario and includes only public lands
and core habitat areas greater than or equal to 2,500 acres. Figure 4 displays the core habitat and
road/trails areas by Scenario (Appendix A). Appendix E provides more details and a breakdown of
the percentage of the overall BMU that is identified as core habitat and road/trails for each Scenario.
Core habitat acreage is greatest for Scenario 1, where trails and all roads classified as “1” were not
included. Calculations and maps display data on public lands Oonly, as these areas are able to be
conserved by the federal government. Roads and trails are primarily concentrated around the periphery
of the NCE and near populated areas, reducing the amount of core habitat available.

Table 2. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Results (Hectares)

Scenario Number 1 (OMRD) | 2(TMRD) | 3 (OMRD + Trails) | 4 (TMRD + Trails)
Core Habitat (Acres) 1,714,153.9 | 1,673,680.0 1,260,053.1 1,231,042.6
Roads and Trails (Acres) | 550,854.3 | 597,068.9 941,133.3 978,014.4

4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

The human-grizzly bear coexistence analysis found that conflict areas were concentrated primarily in
Snohomish and King Counties within the NCE. Additionally, high conflict areas were evident in parts of
Okanogan County, Kittitas County, Whatcom County, and Chelan County. Data gaps were identified as
part of the study and are discussed in more detail below. Residential conflict types were found to be the
primary and recreational conflict types were found to be the secondary coexistence need in all but one
BMU in the NCE. Filling data gaps in the future would solidify this study but as is, the study provides
valuable information that will better help the public prepare for restoration of the grizzly bear to the NCE.

The core habitat analysis conducted provides a good baseline for understanding available habitat in the
NCE for grizzly bears. However, improvements to data sources should be made in order to bolster the
study and provide a better understanding of available habitat for this complicated analysis. Data gaps
and future studies are discussed in more detail below.

4.1 Data Gaps

4.1.1 Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis
o Livestock boneyards — Research has identified livestock boneyards as high conflict areas;
however, no data sets were available on their locations within pastures and grazing allotments.
The addition of this data would help to identify higher conflict areas when combined with the
existing data used in this analysis.

e Trail Use — Usage data for trails was only available for some trails in MBS NF. Trail use data for
NOCA NP, OKWE NF, and for all trails in MBS NF would greatly assist in identifying high use
areas that may result in more human-grizzly bear conflicts.  Strava
(https://www.strava.com/heatmap#7.00/-120.90000/38.36000/hot/all) currently has a “heat
map” that shows high use trails. This dataset is likely available but could not be obtained for this
study and should be further pursued.
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o Backyard Farms — Data for goats, chickens, and honeybees were used from the US Census of
Agriculture. However, the data represented numbers of farms by county. Data for specific
locations of small hobby/backyard farms would help strengthen the conflict locations for this
variable.

e Campground Capacity — Campground capacity numbers were not input into all campsite data
used and had to be manually entered based on information on the USFS website. However, it
is unlikely this information is completely accurate. This capacity number by campground should
be entered into GIS data by USFS personnel that have access to this information. Additionally,
campground capacity was the best proxy for the number of people that may be present in a
campground at one time. However, campsite use (high, medium, low) combined with capacity
may be a better measure of potential attractants at a site if this information is available from the
USFS.

4.1.2 Core Habitat Analysis

e Trail Use — Usage data for trails was only available for some trails in MBS NF, and were rated

as high, moderate, and low use. Trail use data for NOCA NP, OKWE NF, and for all trails in
MBS NF would greatly assist in identifying high-use trails that may disturb grizzly bears. A
definition of what constitutes a high-use trail must also be created, as there currently is no
standard for the NCE.
Strava (https://www.strava.com/heatmap#7.00/-120.90000/38.36000/hot/all) currently has a
“heat map” that shows high-use trails. This dataset is likely available but could not be obtained
for this study and should be further pursued. Alternatively, USFS could update all trail use data
to use in this portion of the study.

o Roads — Road data for the Okanogan NF is currently not accurate with some roads classified
as “1” still being used by OHV’s. Datasets for both Okanogan and Wenatchee NFs have not
been updated for several years and should be revisited in order to make the core habitat analysis
estimate more accurate.

e Habitat data — The resulting core habitat layer does not consider whether the areas identified
actually provide adequate habitat for grizzly bears. Habitat was previously delineated (Gaines
et al. 1994), but this dataset has not been updated since the study to include changes in habitat,
particularly burn areas. This dataset should be updated with recent wildfire data (LANDFIRE)
and overlaid with the core habitat areas to identify habitat areas that are likely to be used by
grizzly bears.
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Figure 1. North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone Location.
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Figure 3. Areas in Need of Grizzly Bear Coexistence Measures by Variable Type.
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Figure 4. Grizzly Bear Core Habitat for Scenarios 1 through 4 in the NCE (public lands and core habitat
areas 2 2,500 acres).
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Figure 5. Grizzly Bear North Cascades Ecosystem Bear Management Units.
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Appendix B: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence

Analysis Data Sources
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Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data Information

Brock Hoenes

GMU

Variable Data Sets Source Description Model Scoring
Capacity Score
e Mt. Baker/ e Jesse
Snoqualmie rec Plumage . . 4-65 2
sites (USFS) Pcﬂnmtggfgﬂﬁgsm 66-160 P
Campgrounds * \C/)Vléa;]r;czgsg e/ rec ¢ yvgllazs?te Buffered by %2 mile
) plus an additional 161-284 6
sites e Anne 500 m
¢ North Cascades Braaten ' 285-552 8
NP it NP
rec sites (NPS) 552-1034 | 10
WSDA crops — Polygon parcel Crop Type | Score
Crons berry farms, WSDA outlines of farms Qrchards 9
P vineyards, and that grow specified | Vineyards S
orchards crops Berry Farms 5
Bee (;iolony Score
USDA Census of USDA — bee
; 1-129 2
. Agriculture — bee | colony number Bee colony
Beehives 130-818 4
colony number by WA State — numbers by county 819-834 6
county county outlines 835-906 3
907-1110 10
Chicken
farm # Score
USDA Census of USDA - 56 5
Agriculture — chicken farm Number of farms
Chickens Number of farms number with <49 chickens 57-151 4
with <49 chickens WA State — by county 152-166 6
by county county outlines 167-304 8
305-386 10
# of Goats | Score
USDA - goat 208 2
USDA Census of number Goat numbers by | 209-613 4
Goats Agriculture — goat
number by county WA Statg - county 614-1075 6
county outlines 1076-1492 8
1493-2031 10
Housing
Units Score
. US Census . . 1-14 2
Gorehd | ewemumzono | UgCene | Mowenguiener [ rsar |
y Census Data 48-85 6
86-127 8
128-327 10
Washington Hunter Days | Score
Huntin Hunter GMUs Dept. of Fish '::msbﬁr;g)lh;nfrr 658-2,274 2
g and Wildlife — y Pl 2 275-4770 | 4

4,771-8,705 6
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Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data Information

Variable Data Sets Source Description Model Scoring
8,706- 8
12,201
12202-
24,540 10
Livestock
; Score
Density
0.000001 - 2
The number of 0.004974
. ) ) 0.004975 - 4
. Forest Service livestock in the
. Livestock allotment - 0.016087
Livestock Geodata allotment divided
data . 0.016088 - 6
Clearinghouse by the allotment 0.035101
acreage 0.035102- | 8
0.071965
0.071966 - 10
0.125418
Land Type | Score
e NLCD & WSDA )
pasture data Geospatial Pastures located | Private Land | ¢
: e BLM data gateway | on private lands Pasture
Private Land . . -
= landownership WA GIS alone and adjacent | Private Land
astures i
data portal to forested public Pasture
e NLCD forested BLM website lands adjacent to 10
areas data forested
public land
Type Score
Trailhead 8
Picnicking 10
e Mt Baker/ Scenic 4
. . . Overlook
Snoqualmie rec Jesse Point location of Boati
. oating 4
Other sites Plumage campgrounds. Fishin 6
Recreational | ¢ Okanogan / (USFS) Buffered by %2 mile int tg
Activities Wenatchee rec USFS plus an additional nterpretive 6
. . Area
sites website 500 m. _
Winter 6
Sports
Cabins 10
Rock 4
Climbing
Polygon land
parcels for
Private Forest Zoe Hanley, “Designated forest
Operations Land use data Defenders of | land under chapter | All Parcels 10
P Wildlife 84.33 RCW” and

“Timberland
classified under
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Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence Analysis Data Information

Variable Data Sets Source Description Model Scoring
chapter 84.34
RCW
Ri National Rlver_and Stream Not included due to
ivers and H line files that are :
Streams ydrography USGS named. Buffered coverage of entire
Dataset b NCE.
y 2 km.
Jesse
e Mt. Baker / Plumage Road lines
Snoqualmie (USFS) buffered by 11 ft
roads USFS for road width,
e Okanogan / website then 500 m for
Roads Wenatchee Anne potential conflict All roads 5
roads Braaten area. Tiger streets
¢ North Cascades (NPS) only used for areas
NP roads Geospatial outside of USFS
e Tiger Streets Data and NPS lands.
Gateway
e Mt. Baker / Jesse Trail Use | Score
Snoqualmie Plumage Trail lines buffered High 10
trails (USFS) by 2 ft for road Medium 5
Trails y \C/)vkan(zgr?n / USE S‘t width, then 500 m
trae”r;a chee "AVrfnZ' € for potential Low 2
e North Cascades Braaten conflict area NA >
NP trails (NPS) No Data 0
Freshwater
¢ National emergent and
Wetlands forested scrub
V\Ig?tland & Inventory (NWI) USFWS wetland polygons Al We_tlands
iparian ; and riparian 10
Areas ¢ National e USGS buffered k_>y 200 m. areas
Hydrography Named rivers and
Dataset (NHD) streams buffered
by 200 m.

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses

26




Appendix C: Human-Grizzly Bear Coexistence

Data Summary by BMU
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Primary Coexistence

Secondary Coexistence

BMU Name BMU Need Need
Number
Category? Type? Category Type
. . Goats, . .
Ashnola 3 Residential . Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Baker 9 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Beckler 35 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Boulder 25 Residential Qoats, Recreation Hunters
Chickens
Chilliwack-Beaver 5 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Chiwawa 28 Residential Hous!ng Recreation Other Recreation
Density
Cle Elum 40 Residential Goats Recreation Other Recreation
Finney 19 Residential Chickens Recreation Hunters
Goodell-Beaver 7 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Granite Creek 8 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Green Mountain 23 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Icicle 38 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Illabot 16 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Index 34 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
. . . Goats, . .
Libby Creek 24 Residential . Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Lower Chelan 26 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Lower Chewuch 10 Residential G_oats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Lower Entiat 33 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Lower Wenatchee 36 Residential Bees Recreation Campgrounds
Middle Methow 17 Residential | Goats, Chickens | Recreation Other Recreation
Monte Cristo 30 Residential G(_)ats, Recreation Trails
Chickens
Nooksack 6 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Pasayten 4 Residential Chickens Recreation Other Recreation
Peshastin 41 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Pilchuck 31 Residential G_oats, Recreation Trails
Chickens
Prairie 22 Residential Chickens Recreation Hunters
Salmon 15 Residential Qoats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
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Primary Coexistence

Secondary Coexistence

BMU Name BMU Need Need
Number
Category? Type? Category Type
Sisters 11 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Snoqualmie 39 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Suiattle 27 Residential Gpats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Swauk 42 Recreation Hunters Residential Goats
Thunder 14 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Toats 1 Residential G_oats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Toss (Tolt-Foss) 37 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails
Upper Chelan 21 Residential Bees Recreation Trails
Upper Chewuch 2 Residential Qoats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Upper Entiat 29 Residential Bees Recreation Other Recreation
Upper Methow 12 Residential Gpats, Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Upper Stehekin 18 Residential Bees Recreation Trails
River
. . . . Goats, . .
Upper Twisp River 20 Residential . Recreation Other Recreation
Chickens
Upper Wenatchee 32 Residential Hous!ng Recreation Other Recreation
Density
Welker 13 Residential Chickens Recreation Trails

North Cascades Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Conflict and Core Habitat GIS Analyses

29




Appendix D: Core Habitat Analysis Data Sources
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Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Data Sources

polygons

Variable Data Sets Source Description
. BLM landownership
Landownership BLM landownership BLM website queried for public

lands only

NCE Recovery Zone

Recovery zone
polygon outline and
BMU outlines created

Anne Braaten (NPS)

Recovery zone
polygon outline and

trails

and BMU in 1993 and updated in BMU outlines
2009
o Mt. Baker/ e Jesse Plumage :
Snoqualmie roads (USFS) Road lines buffere_d by
. 500 m for potential
e Okanogan/ e USFS website , :
conflict area. Tiger
Roads Wenatchee roads e Anne Braaten I df
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Appendix E: Core Habitat Analysis Data Summary by BMU
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Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Data Summary by BMU (Percent)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
BMU BMU
Name Number o ~oads Core moads Core Roids Core Roilds
Habitat Habitat Habitat . Habitat :
Trails Trails
Ashnola 3 99.0% | 09% | 99.0% | 09% | 63.1% | 32.7% | 63.1% | 32.7%
Baker 9 82.8% | 14.9% | 81.8% | 16.4% | 72.4% | 24.1% | 71.9% | 25.5%
Beckler 35 64.7% | 25.0% | 63.5% | 26.2% | 54.0% | 34.5% | 52.7% | 35.7%
Boulder 25 61.1% | 25.8% | 55.6% | 31.8% | 54.3% | 32.6% | 48.8% | 38.4%
Chilliwack- 5
Beaver 98.9% | 0.3% | 98.9% | 03% | 84.6% | 13.3% | 84.6% | 13.3%
Chiwawa 28 71.7% | 23.7% | 69.3% | 27.3% | 47.4% | 45.7% | 45.6% | 48.7%
Cle Elum 40 645% | 22.1% | 58.1% | 29.0% | 25.1% | 53.4% | 22.4% | 57.5%
Finney 19 20.3% | 34.6% | 26.5% | 36.7% | 29.3% | 34.6% | 26.5% | 36.7%
Goodell- 7
Beaver 93.4% | 6.6% | 93.4% | 6.6% | 825% | 16.7% | 825% | 16.7%
Granite 8
Creek 95.0% | 45% | 90.3% | 9.1% | 69.1% | 30.0% | 66.0% | 32.0%
Green 23
Mountain 95.7% | 3.8% | 956% | 3.9% | 84.7% | 14.6% | 84.7% | 14.7%
Icicle 38 90.1% | 7.4% | 88.9% | 87% | 53.1% | 39.7% | 52.0% | 40.9%
lllabot 16 70.4% | 12.4% | 71.5% | 11.4% | 68.1% | 14.7% | 69.2% | 13.7%
Index 34 41.6% | 182% | 40.4% | 195% | 40.9% | 19.0% | 39.7% | 20.2%
Libby Creek 24 50.0% | 36.8% | 50.3% | 36.6% | 34.7% | 47.8% | 35.0% | 47.5%
Lower 26
Chelan 58.1% | 28.6% | 54.6% | 31.4% | 43.2% | 40.3% | 415% | 42.6%
Lower 10
Chewuch 40.6% | 49.9% | 41.1% | 48.9% | 30.2% | 58.6% | 30.4% | 57.7%
Lower 33
Entiat 28.2% | 56.0% | 22.2% | 64.2% | 165% | 65.2% | 10.7% | 72.2%
Lower 36
Wenatchee 40.3% | 28.6% | 37.4% | 352% | 20.8% | 425% | 19.1% | 48.8%
Middle 17
Methow 115% | 62.8% | 115% | 62.7% | 87% | 648% | 87% | 64.7%
Monte 30
Cristo 88.1% | 10.2% | 87.5% | 10.8% | 60.6% | 32.9% | 60.2% | 33.3%
Nooksack 6 71.7% | 23.4% | 69.2% | 25.9% | 61.6% | 33.5% | 59.1% | 35.9%
Pasayten 4 99.6% | 0.4% | 995% | 05% | 70.7% | 28.2% | 70.7% | 28.2%
Peshastin 41 50.0% | 26.9% | 44.9% | 32.1% | 25.8% | 44.4% | 22.0% | 48.8%
Pilchuck 31 60.3% | 31.9% | 58.7% | 34.0% | 55.7% | 36.4% | 54.2% | 38.3%
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Grizzly Bear Core Habitat Data Summary by BMU (Percent)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
BMU BMU
Name Number Core d Core d Core Roads Core Roads
Habitat s Habitat s Habitat +. Habitat *
Trails Trails
Prairie 22 32.9% | 46.2% | 29.0% | 50.9% | 29.6% | 47.9% | 25.8% | 52.5%
Salmon 15 34.6% | 60.8% | 34.6% | 60.8% [ 19.9% | 70.9% | 19.9% | 70.9%
Sisters 11 49.6% | 12.1% | 50.0% | 11.7% | 42.7% | 18.2% | 43.1% | 17.8%
Snoqualmie 39 91.2% 7.3% | 90.5% 8.1% 58.8% | 36.4% | 58.2% | 37.1%
Suiattle 27 97.7% | 2.3% | 96.4% | 3.6% | 78.8% | 20.6% | 78.8% | 20.7%
Swauk 42 43.4% | 42.6% | 385% | 47.8% | 4.9% 68.8% | 4.9% 71.2%
Thunder 14 93.1% | 6.9% | 93.1% | 6.9% | 845% | 155% | 84.5% | 15.5%
Toats 1 40.8% | 49.7% | 40.8% | 49.7% | 38.3% | 51.7% | 38.3% | 51.7%
Toss (Tolt- 37
Foss) 78.9% | 17.9% | 78.1% | 18.6% | 66.0% | 29.3% | 65.3% | 30.0%
Upper 21
Chelan 92.2% 34% | 92.2% | 3.4% | 65.7% | 28.3% | 65.7% | 28.3%
Upper >
Chewuch 90.6% 9.4% | 90.7% | 9.3% | 57.6% | 385% | 57.7% | 38.4%
Upper 29
Entiat 79.3% | 20.6% | 78.0% | 22.0% | 28.7% | 61.1% | 25.9% | 61.9%
Upper 12
Methow 65.3% | 21.3% | 65.2% | 21.4% | 49.3% | 36.2% | 49.2% | 36.3%
Upper
Stehekin 18
River 95.6% | 4.3% | 95.6% | 4.3% | 74.8% | 24.3% | 74.8% | 24.3%
Upper 20
Twisp River 66.2% | 25.6% | 66.2% | 25.6% | 38.1% | 50.0% | 38.1% | 50.0%
Upper 32
Wenatchee 77.4% | 182% | 75.1% | 20.4% | 56.8% | 36.5% | 54.7% | 38.6%
Welker 13 68.0% | 10.0% | 66.0% | 12.0% | 63.9% | 13.5% | 61.9% | 15.4%

Percent by Scenario calculation only includes public land and core habitat areas 22,500 acres.
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NORTH CASCADES ECOSYSTEM SUBCOMMITTEE
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee
Spring Meeting 2020
9 June 2020, 9:00am — 12:00pm

Subcommittee Technical Team

Kristin Bail (USFS, chair) John Rohrer (USFS, chair)
Karen Taylor-Goodrich (NPS) Anne Braaten (NPS)

Hilary Cooley (USFWS) Jesse Plumage (USFS)
Gregg Kurz (USFWS) Melanie Percy (BC PMECCS)
Brendan Brokes (WDFW) Wayne Kasworm (USFWS)
Nichole Branton DFS Cailyn Glasser — Okanagan Nation Alliance
Jody Wiel FS MBS Scott Fitkin (WDFW)

Other Participants Information and outreach
Monte Kuk (USFS) Lori Roberts

Audience

Chris Morgan — Ecologist, filmmaker
Robb Krehbiel — Defenders of Wildlife, NW Rep.
Graham Taylor — National Parks Conservation Association

Review of Notes from November 2019 meeting

No comments, accepted as recorded.

Update from North Cascades National Park - Karen Taylor-Goodrich

The Draft EIS process was shared up to date, including results from the additional 90-day comment
period that ended in October 2019 which included public, individual and group meetings, and tribal
consultation. Cooperators include the USFS and USFWS. The North Cascades National Park is
currently waiting for further direction from NPS and DOI on next steps.

Update from US Fish & Wildlife Service — IGBC Recovery Wayne Kasworm/

The Selkirk, Cabinet-Yaak Subcommittee met in May.

Adjustments are being made to the research effort due to the associated impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic. Trapping and radio collar samples will take place this year. There will be an
abbreviated effort in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak units in 2020.

Hilary Cooley — US Fish & Wildlife Service

Following the delisting in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, then overturned in 2018, there are
several pending lawsuits, and it’s been appealed to the 9" Circuit. Oral hearings took place in May
2020, and they are now waiting for an opinion, the timing of which is unknown. This will impact
the recovery decision for the GYE.

The agency is currently undergoing a Five-year review for grizzly bear. The last one was completed
in 2011. The status of all six ecosystems will be evaluated in the lower 48 states to review the state
of recovery efforts ensure the current listing is still valid. A draft will go out for peer review in July
2020 and any recommendation to change a listing would go out to the public for comment and
involvement.

Update from WA Department of Fish & Wildlife - Brendan Brokes

Personnel updates. Jim Brown is retiring; Andrew Murdock will take his place. Penny Becker
moved on, Hanna Anderson took her place.

Page 1 of 5



Update from Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest - Nicole Branton
e MBS has been focused on the COVID 19 situation and developing mitigation measures to conduct
work safely. All field going folks will be able to do field work.

e From Jessie MBS is moving ahead with a forest-wide food storage order. (in the front country)
using the Colville as a template. Will keep the group informed of progress.

Update from Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest - Kristin Bail

e Alliance for Wild Rockies Litigation update — Litigating decision on the Mission Restoration
project on Methow Valley Ranger District; includes points regarding grizzly bear analysis. Process
is still proceeding. Hearing for a stop motion is November 10th in Spokane — we are working
through the process, navigating the issues raised.

o Effective October 1%, Tonasket Ranger District will be administered by the Colville NF. Rodney
Smolden is the Forest Supervisor. Currently working on staffing shifts to ensure ongoing work
continues. District boundaries will remain the same, however the Okanogan-Wenatchee will be the
point of contact for the Pasayten wilderness.

e We are working through our approach to travel management toward a draft decision. We need to
re-engage public and consider the path forward, including whether to align Tonasket district with
the Okanogan-Wenatchee or the Colville.

e Forest Plan Revision — our regional office is doing a bio-regional assessment to consider the
Northwest Forest Plan; ongoing discussions on how best to fund and schedule forest plans.

Update from the Okanagan Nation Alliance (ONA) - Cailyn Glasser

e ONA declared a resolution joint grizzly bear recovery group. We’ve been working since 2014 to
reestablish interim measures to implement recovery actions. Habitat suitability mapping was done
in 2017. Ongoing efforts to carry out habitat assessments in Skagit Valley and the North Cascades,
and to design and complete a recovery plan in North Cascades by the end of 2021.

Update from British Columbia Parks - Melanie Percy

e Bear success is a priority. Efforts and funds have been invested in public education; bear-proof
cooler cages; attractive management; bear hazard assessment. Making plans to redevelop facilities
following a 2018 wildfire. Wild-safe coordinator would do outreach on ground when bears return
to the area. Will not be talking about restoration or reestablishing bears, just discussing habitat and
safety with visitors.

¢ Question about moving or augmenting population in Garibaldi or Stein-Nahatlatch - - the plan is to
start moving bears late 2020 season — yet to be confirmed. Will keep updated.

e Remote camera study of citizen scientists looking for wildlife signs — no bears yet, but hopeful.

Western Wildlife Outreach Update — Lorna Smith
e Did not join the call today. No report.

NCE Action Plan — 2020 Planned Actions and 2021 Proposed Actions
Goal #1: Establish and implement clear direction for recovery

e 1o action for 2020; 2021 to be determined.

Goal #2 Maintain or enhance habitat conditions for grizzly bears

Objective #1 - Reaffirm forest no-net loss policy. In progress. Status: having issues regarding how we
calculate core areas; BMU boundaries not matching on National Park-National Forest boundary,
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definition of restricted roads, minimum core area size, private and state land road layers, and how to treat
admin closures, and the increase in high-use nonmotorized trails. There is a need for more work.

¢ Defenders of Wildlife effort to promote recovery (Zoe Hanley, NW Representative):

= Contracted out two analyses. 1) Developing a human/bear hotspot conflict map
(projection) to work with communities and partners to reduce conflicts

= 2) Using best available data to identify core areas and security habitat, including public
lands road layers, private lands road layers, and non-motorized trails. Timeline to
complete both is September 30, 2020. USFWS would like to include more road layers.
Consultant will hold off until Aug 15 to complete the hotspot map. We will build on
previous information with updates. We will continue to advocate for grizzlies in the
North Cascades

¢ Monte Kuk/John Rohrer presented and discussed a 2-page document they had prepared that
summarized the issues of core area calculations on the Okanogan-Wenatchee and the large North
Cascades RZ (attached).

¢ The NC Subcommittee Tech Team (multi-agency) needs to discuss and make recommendations to
the Subcommittee on how to resolve these issues. Not having updated data will affect the quality
level; data input by the tech team to make a recommendation is critical.

¢ Some of the estimated times in the table may be ambitious and may take a bit more time to
resolve than stated in the chart.

¢ The OWNEF roads layer is possibly not fully accurate; the Forest needs to work on this prior to
giving to DW. It may not be possible for them to present their data by August 15. This may need
to be rolled into a 2020 commitment. It was noted that the Forest hopes to provide synergy
through the 2020 program of work.

¢ Scott Fitkin (WDFW) Lynx trail camera studies — offers that there’s quite a data set that could be
utilized beyond the lynx component that could be helpful in evaluating the high-use
nonmotorized trail issue.

¢ DW has offered to use best available data; they’re willing to examine high use nonmotorized
trails vs. minimum core size and make recommendations for those.

= A literature search was proposed; there is agreement a literature search has value and
would be a reasonable effort.

= Based on the discussion, sounds like it warrants a tech team meeting in near future;
include the DW data; need a proposal from the tech team with a clear understanding of
what’s needed to produce a clear data set, and time investment needed.

= A tech team meeting will be set up asap to make recommendations about what we can do
this year, and what needs to be postponed to 2021.

= Noted: Need to add a column the NCE Action Plan for “Fiscal 21 Plans”
Objective #2: Develop a bear sanitation database

e NPS has updated; there is an ongoing effort to purchase bear food storage and waste receptacles
each year; OWNF continues to maintain current database

Objective #5: to increase available of food storage and waste receptacles annually:

e We will continue to install refuse and food storage facilitiecs. Upper Methow Valley efforts to
continue for obtaining/purchasing containers for black bears. Also, looking at commercial
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dumpsters, and may be seeking some funding from the committee. Want to expand this and use as
a model for other areas.

NPS had setback on replacing food storage locker on Ross Lake - - not enough water to barge them
in. An incoming order would complete for Highway 20 and Stehekin Valley. Close to completing
all.

MBS: most of our developed rec areas have bear dumpsters (mailbox style). We are always looking
for more dumpsters.

OWNF —Entiat, Chelan, Tonasket, Methow Valley all good. Currently issues with styles vs.
capabilities of local waste service (rear loading vs. front loading dumpsters). Methow Valley
Ranger District will need all front-loading dumpsters next year to be in sync with waste company’s
new truck.

Objective #3 — standard sign language by 2022. IGBC has a standard sign OWNF is using to replace old
ones.

Objective #4 — expand food storage orders by 2022.

MBS moving toward a food storage order; NPS has them; OWNF does not have animal resistant
dumpsters in all their campgrounds yet; need to have those before we require the public to adhere to
requirements to be compliant.

Goal 3 - Document presence of Grizzly Bears

Objective #1 (the only objective): verify reports of GB reports as soon as practical.

“May be present” maps (FWS)— Hilary: Section 7 Consultation — mapping where GBs may be
present and when to consult. Trying to make it consistent, working on a protocol for our offices.
Gregg: based on confirmed sightings in ‘recent’ past (15 years) to indicate where GBs may be
present. “No net loss” habitat guideline may still have to be maintained even if no reported
sightings. Bitterroot Recovery Zone is trying to figure this out. Need to make distinction between
“may be present” or possibly present. Will still require consultation. Would focus on how we are
maintaining habitat.

Salmon poisoning - there are tests done on bear blood to look for agents - - may not be as big a deal
for grizzlies. Some black bears affected but may have developed immune responses to deal with
this. Studies did not indicate (based on samples sent in) that there were major issues.

Commitments:

We will take what we learned today and update the NCE Action Plan spreadsheet

Will finalize the spreadsheet in September prior to sending in to IGBC for annual winter meeting.

Public Comments

¢

Chris Morgan — Expressed appreciation for our work. Offers support. Chris is an ecologist and
filmmaker. Has made a few short films, podcasts about the GB on their plight and recovery.
Repledging commitment to the recovery process. Offering help and support, especially around
storytelling and information. Will send links to this group to share his work on conservation.

Rob Krehbiel - NW Rep with Defenders of Wildlife — expressed appreciation to the staff for
cooperation, and dialoguing with defenders. Stressed the importance of this project to provide an
informative picture of what GB habitat looks like. Requests:

Let Defenders assist with cost-share on containers as they can
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¢ Consider fencing dumpsters

¢ We hope to facilitate some of this dialogue during our bear defenders workshop — in person and
online being considered as format; more details to come out soon

¢ Working on trash situation in Methow Valley. Also working with the Sauk tribe on this project as
well.

¢ The organization has done bear spray training — both online, and in person. Focusing on Latino
public land users. Also sharing about bear awareness.

¢ Installed a wind electric fence, second project — let us know if interest in participating in field
trips.

¢ Bear awareness workshops done at the North Cascades Institute. Also considering Sedro Wooley
location. Rob will send a link to a zoom training on bear awareness that was recorded. Also,
some short clips on the IGBC website. Will also share bear awareness short video’s - they are
purely educational with no advocacy for DoW.

e Graham Taylor — thank you for efforts and making investment in time on GB recovery. The
National Parks Conservation Association — have been pivoting to talks online for educational
purposes — good feedback and support.

Any other business we need to cover in future?
e No other business brought forward from the sub-committee

e NCE Tech team has been tasked to identify work for FY 21

~Meeting Adjourned~
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