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OFFICE OF SPECIES CONSERVATION 
 
BRAD LITTLE  P.O. Box 83720 
 Governor  Boise, Idaho 83720-0195 
    
 
 
 


April 23, 2020 
 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Office 
University of Montana 
University Hall #309, 
Missoula, MT 59812 
  
Re:  FWS-R6-ES-2019-N144, Status Review of Grizzly Bear in Lower-48 States 
 
Dear Ms. Cooley, 
  
The State of Idaho through the Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation (OSC) 
appreciates the opportunity to provide information for FWS-R6-ES-2019-N144, Status Review 
of Grizzly Bear in Lower-48 States. We further appreciate U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s (FWS) 
understanding of the prioritization of state resources for public health and safety during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and FWS’ willingness to accept Idaho agency comments in installment 
fashion during this time. 
 
As the FWS knows, there are several state agencies and stakeholders in Idaho that are affected 
by the management decisions regarding the status of grizzly bears. As a state, OSC, the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), and the Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) are integral to 
providing information to FWS regarding grizzly bears in Idaho. 
 
OSC is dedicated to planning, coordinating, and implementing actions within the State of Idaho 
that will preserve, protect, and restore species listed as candidate, threatened, endangered, or 
considered rare and declining while taking into consideration the state’s economic vitality and 
values.  
 
IDFG implements the policy set by the Fish and Game Commission to manage wildlife for the 
benefit of all Idahoans. IDFG’s mission is to preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage all fish 
and wildlife in Idaho for the public interest (Idaho Code 36-103(a)). 
 
IDL professionally and prudently manages Idaho's endowment assets to maximize long-term 
financial returns to public schools and other trust beneficiaries and to provide professional 
assistance to the citizens of Idaho to use, protect and sustain their natural resources. 
 
The status of the grizzly bear and how that relates to the lower 48 states and Canada significantly 
affects the State of Idaho. Below are comments the State of Idaho believes are important to 
consider while conducting this five-year status review. 
 
IDL provided information to FWS on March 16, 2020. This information was focused on the 
regulatory mechanisms and conservation measures that reduce human-caused grizzly bear 
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mortality and benefit grizzly bear habitat on state endowment lands, private forest, and 
rangeland. The attached comments include current and updated population information, 
including location information from IDFG remote camera projects (statewide and Panhandle) 
and 2019 information regarding grizzly bears in the Clearwater Region. The State of Idaho will 
follow up with additional installment(s) of information in a phased approach regarding 
population status, threat analysis, regulatory mechanisms, conservation measures, and other 
items relevant to the status review. 
 
It is important that FWS recognize the broader context of grizzly bear conservation and 
management when considering the details of overall grizzly bear status. Lately, certain grizzly 
bear populations that are associated with National Parks, larger than some entire states, such as 
those in Yellowstone Ecosystem and the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem, have made 
headlines due to those populations expanding outside of the recovery area boundaries. 
Recovering grizzly bear populations within these designated recovery zones is one task but 
rebuilding and expanding grizzly bear populations outside of these areas in working landscapes 
will take a different level of prolonged commitment to working with state and local stakeholders 
to achieve success. The same park-like approach should not be applied. As bears expand outside 
of these boundaries there is a significantly increased potential for conflicts among grizzly bears 
and people, but a balance needs to be maintained.  
 
Successful grizzly bear conservation in Idaho has resulted in bear population expansion into 
developed areas that FWS has acknowledged are unsuitable for grizzly bears because of 
recurring conflicts with people. In northern Idaho, the Kootenai Valley Resource Initiative 
(KVRI) has been working as part of the community to help with the dissemination of 
information to reduce potential conflicts. However, there are several instances that continue to 
affect the community due to the delayed status review. One pertinent example is the fact that 10 
bears in the area between Bonners Ferry and the Canadian border living in agricultural and 
residential areas outside of recovery zones are not included in any population estimate. It is 
imperative that in conducting this review and assessing recovery, that the grizzly bear population 
is taken in its entire context. The significant range expansion of grizzly bears since the 1975 
listing has involved building a community of knowledge and trust, especially when success 
inherently correlates with expansion into areas of increased conflicts among grizzly bears and 
people.  
 
For decades, Idaho, along with its sister states, has chosen to invest considerable resources to 
support grizzly bear population growth and related conflict management, with an interagency 
goal of attaining their removal from the federal endangered species list. FWS does not currently 
have adequate personnel resources in Idaho to address conflicts or directly provide other 
community support functions for grizzly bears. The States, and particularly our rural 
communities, have shouldered most of this burden. This has resulted in more precautions and 
less freedom in outdoor livelihoods, rural living, and recreation, along with considerable 
investments of time and resources in a wide array of measures, including real property 
acquisitions, sanitation, and animal husbandry.  


 
The State of Idaho takes pride in our contributions to one of the most successful conservation 
efforts of our time. Nevertheless, it is vital to such conservation efforts that the ESA works as it 
was intended, and that federal protections and associated restrictions are lifted for healthy 
populations. Delisting of healthy populations promotes and incentivizes community investment 
in conservation and allows federal resources to be allocated to the species most in need of 
protection.  
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As such, it is imperative that the FWS five-year review clearly identify and apply the legal 
standards for determining what ESA status is appropriate in the context of the brown bear 
species, grizzly bear subspecies and grizzly bear distinct population segments (DPS) under DPS 
policy. Where science-based information supports a determination that a 
species/subspecies/distinct population segment is not likely to become endangered within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range, ESA protection is not 
warranted.  
 
Idaho has appealed the federal district court decision that set aside the final rule designating and 
delisting the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem Distinct Population Segment, and Idaho has asked 
the appellate court to reinstate the delisting rule. Notably, this litigation is about the 2017 
delisting rule’s compliance with administrative procedure. Whatever the outcome of the 
appellate ruling, the fact remains that the Greater Yellowstone DPS continues to meet ESA 
criteria for delisting and delisting of the Greater Yellowstone DPS remains warranted. Data 
collected by the USGS Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team and additional information 
available since the 2017 delisting rule continue to support delisted status for this population. 
 
Current information supports the inclusion of the entirety of Idaho within a geographic area 
where grizzly bears are not listed under the ESA -- either through delisting of the grizzly bear 
subspecies or a revised listing. FWS’ prior identification of “isolated populations” in eastern 
Washington, Idaho, and Montana along the international boundary does not accurately portray 
the connectivity of these populations among themselves as well as above this border. Continued 
listed status is inconsistent with current population information. Current information shows the 
Northern Rockies have a grizzly bear population of sufficient size and genetic fitness connected 
to Canada populations, along with a five-factor analysis, that warrants delisting (encompassing 
the identified recovery zones in Idaho for the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak, the Northern 
Continental Divide recovery zone in Montana, and the area designated for the 10j nonessential 
experimental population in the Selway-Bitterroot). The State of Idaho’s forthcoming comments 
will provide additional detail in this regard.  
 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment and to do so in installment fashion. If you have 
any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact the State of Idaho using the 
following contacts: IDFG’s Wildlife Bureau Chief, Toby Boudreau, at 208-287-2745 or 
toby.boudreau@idfg.idaho.gov, and OSC’s terrestrial species manager, Joshua Uriarte, at 208-
332-1556 or joshua.uriarte.@osc.idaho.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 


 
Joshua Uriarte 
Terrestrial Species Program Manager and Policy Advisor 
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GRIZZLY BEAR LOCATION/MONITORING INFORMATION: 


2019 DETECTIONS DURING IDFG STATEWIDE REMOTE CAMERA SURVEY  
(SURVEY DESIGN FOR OTHER SPECIES) 


 


The above map (Figure 1) summarizes grizzly bear image data for 2019 from an IDFG statewide remote 


camera survey for other species (cameras deployed summer 2019). To reduce bias for active individuals, 
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IDFG used a maximum individual bear count using 10-minute intervals per camera. For example, if 


during one 10-minute interval at camera “Z,” a pair of grizzly bears walked through the viewshed and 


triggered the camera 3 times–resulting in two images of a single grizzly bear and one image with two 


grizzly bears–a count of “2” would be recorded for that 10-minute interval. The map depicts the grizzly 


bear maximum counts for each camera summed over the entire survey period, with circle size increasing 


for larger summed count numbers. Gray circles indicate camera locations with zero grizzly bear 


sightings. The labels are state (S) or focal (F) cell ID numbers corresponding to a camera location. 


The grizzly bear detected in the image at F_735 (central Idaho on the border with Montana) was radio-


collared and was identified as bear #927 through its corresponding telemetry data. This is the male bear 


that was translocated to the Cabinet-Yaak recovery zone as a young male in 2018, that agencies moved 


back to the Cabinet-Yaak zone again later in the year for conflict prevention, and that left the zone again 


in 2019 but returned on its own to the Cabinet-Yaak to den in the fall. 


OBSERVATIONS BY MONTH (JUNE-OCTOBER 2019) 


Figure 2. Maximum grizzly bear counts for all cameras summed within each month (Observations 


outside of June-October 2019 excluded) 
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OBSERVATIONS BY TIME OF DAY 


 


Figure 3. Maximum grizzly bear counts for all cameras summed within each hour. Timing of night, day, 


and twilight (nautical-civil) based on data from Challis, ID (approximate geographic center of state) on 


August 15, 2019 (median date of camera deployment).  
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OBSERVATIONS BY HABITAT (BASED ON PRESENCE/ABSENCE DATA) 


 


Figure 4. Grizzly bear observations by habitat type, based on qualitative data collected by camera 


deployers. Labels above the bars indicate number of cameras that observed grizzly bears out of total 


number of cameras within a given habitat type. Computations use presence/absence data to account for 


variation in environmental availability. The y-axis is the proportion of cameras in a given habitat 


category with grizzly bear images at any point during the survey period. All cameras with habitat data 


are included, not accounting for camera issues (e.g., high motion trigger sensitivity, short battery life, 


SD card malfunction, etc.). 
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OBSERVATIONS BY TRAIL TYPE (BASED ON PRESENCE/ABSENCE DATA) 


 


Figure 5. Grizzly bear observations by trail type, based on qualitative trail data collected by camera 


deployers. Labels above the bars indicate number of cameras that observed grizzly bears out of total 


number of cameras facing a given trail type. Computations use presence/absence data to account for 


variation in environmental availability. The y-axis is the proportion of cameras in a given trail category 


with grizzly bear images at any point during the survey period. All cameras with trail data are included, 


not accounting for camera issues (e.g., high motion trigger sensitivity, short battery life, SD card 


malfunction, etc.). 
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Figure 6. 2019 grizzly bear IDFG remote camera observations, Panhandle Region 
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Figure 7. 2019 grizzly bear IDFG remote camera observations, Upper Snake Region  
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GRIZZLY BEAR LOCATION/MONITORING INFORMATION: 
CLEARWATER REGION  


There were no verified observations of grizzly bear in the Clearwater Region between 2011 and 2018. 


In 2019, radiocollared bear #927 entered and left the Clearwater Region, returning to the Cabinet 


Mountains in Montana to den. USFWS has access to this radiocollar data. Bear #927 appeared at IDFG 


remote camera location F_735 in 2019 (see Figure 1). 


A private individual reported a grizzly bear from game camera image in 2019 in the Newsome Creek 


drainage (Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest), and IDFG verified the image as a grizzly bear and a 


camera at the reported location. IDFG collected bear scat from the vicinity of the camera that laboratory 


analyses determined was black bear. IDFG does not have information on the whereabouts of this grizzly 


bear in 2020. 


A private individual reported a grizzly bear from game camera image in 2019 in the South Fork 


Whitebird Creek drainage (Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest). IDFG collected hair samples from 


the vicinity of the camera. Genetic analyses (received April 2020 from Petkau Laboratory) matched 


male grizzly bear S21285M, which USFWS radiocollared as a yearling in 2017 (radiocollar dropped off 


in 2018) and which USFWS had also separately sampled by hair snares. USFWS has the prior telemetry 


information (FWS 2018 Cabinet-Yaak Annual Report).  


In April 2020, IDFG verified relatively fresh grizzly bear tracks in snow in the Fish Creek Meadows 


Recreation area, a few miles to the north of the South Fork Whitebird Creek drainage. IDFG collected 


some hair from near these tracks and sent them to the Petkau Laboratory to determine if they are from 


bear S21285M. Bear S21285M does not have any known history of conflict and would be four years old 


in 2020. 
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GRIZZLY BEAR LOCATION/MONITORING INFORMATION: 
DETECTIONS DURING 2015-2019 IDAHO PANHANDLE REMOTE CAMERA SURVEY (SURVEY DESIGN FOR OTHER SPECIES) 


 


The above map summarizes where IDFG did and did not detect grizzly bears during a 2015-2019 Canada lynx survey in which IDFG deployed remote 


cameras in Idaho’s Panhandle (Selkirk, Purcell, Cabinet, St Joe and Coeur d’Alene areas; see Legend for color coding of adults, cubs, and non-detects).  
 


IDFG deployed unbaited camera stations at randomly selected locations along roads or trails, deploying 24 cameras in 2015 and 10 cameras in 2017. The 


cameras ran continuously from deployment until retrieval in 2019 with annual servicing. ‘Trap Day’ is a 24-hour period with normal camera function. 


‘Detection’ is a verified grizzly bear image at least 10 minutes apart from any other grizzly bear image. ‘Detections/Trap Day’ is (total camera group trap 


days)/(total grizzly bear detections). Data include only images verified as grizzly bear by the designated IDFG Regional Wildlife Biologist, after initial 


image review and identification by IDFG Wildlife Technicians. 
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June 1, 2020



Hilary Cooley

Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



Hilary,



Re:  	FWS-R6-ES-2019-N144, Status Review of Grizzly Bear in 48 Conterminous States, second Installment of IDFG comments



These comments for the above-referenced status review are the second installment of comments from the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG). The first installment was sent by the Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation on April 23, 2020. As discussed previously, the status review of grizzly bear is important to the State of Idaho; however, IDFG has prioritized human health and safety and resource protection during the ongoing pandemic and is providing comments to the status review as circumstances permit. Another installment of comments will be forthcoming shortly. 



The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) completed the last status review for this listed entity in 2011. IDFG’s comments relate not only to new information since the 2011 status review, but also to information presented in and preceding the 2011 review that warrant additional review or correction. 



IDFG and agencies in its sister states have managed and monitored grizzly bears from the Greater Yellowstone Area to the U.S. - Canada border for several decades now. Grizzly bears in Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming have increased in number and expanded in range. Grizzly bear density approaches or exceeds carrying capacities in the large core habitats of the FWS-designated Primary Conservation Areas and Demographic Monitoring Areas for Greater Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide (NCDE), and grizzly bears continue to disperse from these areas. Grizzly bears also disperse from and move among the NCDE and Selkirk, Cabinet, Yaak and Purcell Mountains along the U.S. – Canada border. State and federal agencies have conducted scientific studies that continue to reaffirm grizzly bears’ diet plasticity, and individual and population resourcefulness in obtaining sufficient food with fluctuations in available resources. E.g., IGBST 2013. While more grizzlies in more places have corresponded to some increases in the number of individual mortalities, grizzly bear survival and other demographics in the U.S. Northern Rockies remain strong.



IDFG is a longstanding member of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) and Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team (IGBST). IDFG has long supported various community conservation measures and public education efforts, participating in numerous public forums. FWS’ review should reflect this longstanding commitment by considering robust state regulatory mechanisms and grizzly bear conservation measures.



IDFG remains committed to grizzly bear conservation. Nevertheless, continuing Endangered Species Act (ESA) protections where they are not needed is counter to the ESA and to conservation of healthy grizzly bear populations. In addition, procedural burdens imposed for a healthy subspecies, particularly one with high human conflict potential, are vastly disproportionate to conservation benefits that could better serve other species needing more protections and conservation resources.



Available information supports delisting of the listed entity, which is not a taxonomic species, subspecies, or distinct population segment. Available information supports delisting of the listed entity. The grizzly bear subspecies is clearly not in danger of extinction, and is not likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout a significant portion of its range. Core populations in the U.S. Northern Rockies are restored and expanding such that they do not require ESA protections, including grizzly bears in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, and border populations (from the Selkirk Mountains eastward across the Northern Continental Divide). ESA protections are not needed in the listed entity in light of existing regulatory mechanisms and supplementing conservation measures. Additional reoccupation of grizzly bear historic range in Idaho and elsewhere may occur where appropriate habitat exists, but the ESA does not require re-occupation of all suitable habitat in historic range for delisting.



A key focus of IDFG’s comments will be scientific and legal information related to “significance” as it applies to FWS’ Distinct Population Segment (DPS) and Significant Portion of Range (SPR) Policies.

For example, although state wildlife agencies may consider management actions for a small group of grizzly bears as appropriate for state conservation objectives, the presence or absence of that group may not be “significant” for ESA purposes relative to identifying a DPS or assessing status relative to a species’ current range. IDFG has come to realize grizzly bear information from IGBC and its member agencies (including IDFG) has contributed to confusion in assessing “significance” in the ESA-context.



IDFG will also some comments to ensure continuity of the historic record, given an apparent loss of institutional knowledge regarding designation of management zones, regulated hunting, translocation, and other management practices. 



Taxa, Current and Historic Range.



IDFG notes that the ESA’s definition of the term “species” and its application for purposes of assessing ESA status inherently creates confusion for scientists and the general public. The definition is expansive and refers not only to the scientific use of the term “species” as it is used in taxonomic classification; the definition of “species” also includes “subspecies,” and, for vertebrates, “distinct population segments.” 16 U.S.C. §1532 (16).



The Act defines the term “endangered species” to mean any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range and the term “threatened species” to mean any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 16 U.S.C. §1532(6) and (20).

The listed entity under review is grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) in the 48 conterminous states of the United States, listed as a threatened species under the Act (40 FR 31734, July 28, 1975) (replacing a prior designation under the Endangered Species Preservation Act in 1967). 



This listed entity is indisputably not a taxonomic species or subspecies. As of the 1975 listing, grizzly bears had been extirpated from much of their historical range in the conterminous United States, yet large populations remained in the vast geographic area of western Canada and Alaska. This listing of grizzly bear in the “lower -48” predated the November 1978 amendments to the ESA, which revised the definition of “species” to include distinct population segments of vertebrate fish or wildlife. This listing likewise pre-dated FWS’ 1996 DPS Policy. The listed entity is not based on a formal DPS analysis and is not a designated DPS. 

	Species Taxon: brown bear



Bears in the lower-48 listed entity belong to the taxonomic species brown bear (Ursus arctos). In its February 2016 assessment, the International Union for Conservation of Nature categorized U. arctos as a species of least concern by the IUCN, given its stable population and widespread range across three continents. 



Globally the population remains large, and is not significantly declining and may be increasing in some areas. There are many small, isolated subpopulations that are in jeopardy of extirpation, but others, under more protection and management, are expanding. (IUCN 2017)



Loss of historic range has not affected the remaining brown bear populations such that brown bear are in danger of extinction, or likely to become so in the foreseeable future. The current geographic range, population size, and status of this species is large enough for resilience to environmental catastrophes or random variations in environmental conditions. 



[image: ][image: ]

Figure 1. Global distribution of Brown bear, Ursus arctos. From IUCN and IBA 2017. Version 2019-3.



Subspecies Taxon: grizzly bear



Brown bears in the lower-48 listed entity belong to the taxonomic subspecies grizzly bear (U. arctos horribilis). Grizzly bears’ current range is roughly 50% of its historic range prior to European settlement, with extirpation from Mexico, Quebec, Labrador, and much of the western conterminous United States. However, grizzly bear’s current range still occupies more than 1,770,000 (1.7 million) square miles of North America. See Figs. 2, 4, 6 and Jonkel 1987 (referencing 4,601,000 km2, with apparent net range increase since 1987).



A combined population estimate for North America is approximately 55,000 grizzly bears. E.g., COSEWIC 2012; ADFG 2019. Alaska estimates its population at greater than 30,000 grizzly bears. ADFG 2019. British Columbia has an estimated population of greater than 15,000 bears. E.g., Proctor 2020. 



The grizzly bear subspecies continues to have large, contiguous, and robust populations in Alaska and western Canada, extending into the northern Rocky Mountains of the United States, with the southern end of current range in the Greater Yellowstone area. E.g., ADFG 2019, COSEWIC 2012, FWS 2017 (GYE delisting rule). Grizzly bears in Canada have apparently expanded their range in the far north and eastward, including the Northwest Territories, Nunavut, northern Saskatchewan, and tundra regions of Manitoba. COSEWIC 2012. Grizzly bears are considered functionally extirpated form the North Cascades Ecosystem. USDOI 2017. 



Loss of historic range, related to human settlement, has not compromised remaining grizzly bear populations to the point of endangering or threatening the subspecies. Although areas on the periphery of range in British Columbia are at risk of extirpation, these do not constitute a significant portion of range for the subspecies such that it is in danger of extinction, or likely to become so in the foreseeable future.
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Figure 2. Approximate boundaries of the historic (i.e., 19th century) and distribution as of 2012 for the Grizzly Bear with contours of relative density. (COSEWIC 2012). Note range for Idaho, Montana, Wyoming and Idaho has continued to expand since 2012 and is larger than depicted; see Figure 3.



Lower 48 Listed Entity



This is one of several early ESA listings in which FWS delimited the geographic scope of listings on a sweeping scale as an approach of convenience based on the international boundaries for the “lower 48” states. It is clear that these broad “lower-48” listings were not indications of historic or current range and were not indications of the appropriate geographic scope for purposes of assessing ESA recovery or delisting criteria.



The 1975 listing included a sizable area with at most vagrant historic occurrences of grizzly bears (including the Eastern United States, hot deserts of the western United States and some coastal forests). COSEWIC 2012. At the time of the listing in 1975, FWS identified the current range of lower-48 grizzly bears as isolated regions in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. 40 Fed. Reg. 31,734 (1975).



The 1975 listing pre-dated both FWS’ 1996 DPS Policy and 2014 SPR Policy.  



For scientific transparency and public understanding, as well as for appropriate application of the DPS and SPR policies, FWS’ review of the listed entity should present a foundation of general information, including descriptions of historic and current range for the species and subspecies-level taxa. Such presentation—by map and quantified area (e.g., square miles)—provides important context for status evaluation, including the evaluation of discreteness and significance of a population relative to the given taxon (i.e., brown bear species or grizzly bear subspecies).



Transboundary (U.S. Canada) Population Information 



In particular, FWS should present transboundary information in a manner more useful in assessing application of the DPS and SPR policies. It has become clear that FWS’ and IGBC’s continued graphic representations for the listed entity truncated at the Canada border and references to “ecosystems” or to “isolated populations” are sources of significant misunderstanding as to the relationship of grizzly bears in these areas to one another and the subspecies taxon as a whole. Such misunderstanding is heightened when only one such recovery “ecosystem” (the Selkirk) is depicted stretched 50% into Canada, when adjacent areas, whose bears are just as connected across the international boundary, are not. 



FWS delineated the Selkirk Ecosystem in the 1993 Recovery Plan across the international boundary (i.e., outside the listed entity) because the portion of the Selkirk Mountains in the lower 48- area would otherwise clearly never be capable of supporting even 100 bears. Continuation of delineating a recovery area straddling a listed and unlisted geographic area does not make sense in the ESA context, and FWS should adjust its assessment of status of the listed entity and recovery accordingly. 















FWS also continues to depict a gap along the Kootenai River valley in representing the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak “Ecosystems,” even with recognition of range expansion and regular occurrence of grizzly bear presence in the valley both north and south of the border. (FWS 2018, 2019). Comparable habitat/low occupancy areas of a few miles’ distance are not so depicted within other occupied grizzly range (see Figure 6). Such delineations may be appropriate when delineating suitable habitat and demographic monitoring areas, but FWS should apply them consistently in assessing status, range, and potential DPSs for grizzly bear.  



A review of the longstanding representation of the recovery “ecosystems,” (Figure 3) transboundary studies (Fig. 4-5) and the current range in the conterminous U.S. illustrates obvious benefits for evaluating DPS policy application for the U.S.-Canada border more consistently and with appropriate consideration for the significance to the larger scale for the subspecies taxon. 



It is also important the FWS integrate the information that is presented separately in monitoring reports and occupancy information for the Selkirk, Cabinet-Yaak, and Northern Continental Divide “Ecosystems.” See Figs. 7-8. When the data and information in these reports are viewed as a whole, it is clear that bears in these areas are part of a contiguous transboundary population.   
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Figure 3. Adapted from FWS 2018 Map of recovery zones and distribution (FWS 2018). Arrow denotes portion of FWS-designated Recovery Area outside of listed entity, with red-line denoting Canada-U.S. border. [image: ] 

Figure 4. Map of grizzly bear distribution northwestward from Yellowstone northward across the Canada border continuing toward Alaska (Proctor et al. 2012).
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Figure 5. Adapted from Proctor 2018 map of subpopulations including estimated number of individuals in transborder area. U.S. Canada border denoted by east-wed red line.
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Figure 6. FWS GIS Information of Current Range of Grizzly Bear in the lower-48 states. (FWS ECOS 2020). 
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Fig. 7. FWS Monitoring Report Data for Selkirk Ecosystem (Bonners Ferry to east side)

Note: 20 km scale = 12 miles
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Fig. 8. FWS Monitoring Report Data for Cabinet-Yaak  Ecosystem (Bonners Ferry to west side)

Note: 20 km scale = 12 miles





Application of the 1996 Distinct Population Segment Policy



In accordance with FWS’ Policy Regarding the Recognition of Distinct Vertebrate Population Segments under the Endangered Species Act, FWS must consider the appropriate application of the policy during its 5-year reviews of the status of listed species (or, in this instance, a listed entity).  1996 DPS policy; 61 FR 4725.



The purpose of the DPS policy was to support FWS’ ability to address local issues (without the need to list, recover, and consult range-wide) and result in a more effective program. The DPS Policy recognized that the ESA “is not intended to establish a comprehensive biodiversity conservation program….” 61 Fed. Reg. 4725. 



Analysis under the DPS policy considers three elements: (1) discreteness of the population segment in relation to the remainder of the taxon to which it belongs; (2) the significance of the population segment to the taxon it belongs; and (3) the conservation status of the population segment in relation to the ESA’s standards for listing 61 Fed. Reg. 4725, FWS 1996). 



FWS should avoid the cursory, muddled analysis of the DPS policy made in its 2011 review regarding the continued appropriateness of the lower-48 as the geographic area for the listed entity. The lower-48 listed entity pre-dated the 1996 DPS policy and is itself not a designated DPS. The lower-48 listing is not a taxon (a species or subspecies), and it was not a designated DPS. FWS should evaluate relationships of grizzly bears in the listed entity for purposes of applying the DPS policy based on the grizzly bear subspecies taxon and the taxon’s historic range.  61 Fed. Reg. 4725.



FWS may consider a population segment of a vertebrate species as discrete if it satisfies either one of the following conditions: (1) it is markedly separated from other populations of the same taxon as a consequence of physical, physiological, ecological, or behavioral factors; or (2) it is delimited by international governmental boundaries within which differences in control of exploitation, management of habitat, conservation status, or regulatory mechanisms exist that are significant in light of section 4(a)(1)(D) of the Act. 61 F3d. Reg. 4725.



If a population is found to be discrete, it is evaluated for significance under the DPS policy on the basis of its importance to the taxon to which it belongs. This consideration may include, but is not limited to, the following: (1) persistence of the discrete population segment in an ecological setting unusual or unique to the taxon; (2) evidence that loss of the discrete population segment would result in a significant gap in the range of the taxon; (3) evidence that the population represents the only surviving natural occurrence of the taxon that may be more abundant elsewhere as an introduced population outside of its historical range; or (4) evidence that the population differs markedly from other populations of the species in its genetic characteristics. 61 Fed. Reg. 4725.



If a population segment is both discrete and significant (i.e., it qualifies as a potential DPS), its evaluation for a listed (endangered or threatened) or non-listed status is based on the ESA’s definitions of those terms and a review of the factors listed in section 4(a) of the Act. According to FWS’ DPS policy, it may be appropriate to assign different classifications to different DPSs of the same taxon. 

Discreteness: Marked Separation 



Based on best available science, the only grizzly bears within the conterminous United States that merit consideration for discreteness as “markedly separated from other populations of the same taxon as a consequence of physical, physiological, ecological, or behavioral factors” are grizzly bears in the FWS-designated Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE). 



Grizzly bears in the GYE comprise the southernmost extent of the subspecies’ current range, and have been separate from the transboundary population that extends continuously from the States of Montana, Idaho, and Washington northward through western Canada to Alaska. 



In 2007 and again in 2017, FWS designated grizzly bears in the GYE as a DPS in conjunction with delisting. 82 Fed. Reg. 30,517-8 (FWS 2017). As noted in the 2017 delisting rule, the DPS policy only requires that populations be “markedly” separated and does not require “complete separation.” The rationale provided in the 2017 delisting rule as to discreteness of the GYE grizzly remains applicable. 



Monitoring and genetic information indicates that grizzly bear in the transboundary mountains of the Selkirks, Purcells, Cabinets, Yaak (Yahk), and the mountains of the “Northern” Continental Divide are not markedly separate from other populations. (FWS Annual Monitoring Reports). These grizzly bears are part of a metapopulation straddling the international U.S. – Canada border. (Proctor 2018, referring to “subpopulations”). E.g., Figs. 4-5.



Discreteness: International Boundary 



Under the DPS policy, a DPS may be delimited using international boundaries within which differences in control of exploitation, management of habitat, conservation status, or regulatory mechanisms exist that are significant in light of section 4(a)(1)(D) of the Act. (1996 DPS policy)(Emphasis added). 



As to control of exploitation, British Columbia and Alberta have no recreational hunting seasons for grizzly bear, as of 2017 and 2006 respectively. Canada’s First Nations may still hunt grizzly bears under aboriginal rights, but some First Nations along the British Columbia & Alberta border with the U.S. prohibit grizzly bear hunting. Even where regulated hunting might be allowed by states or provinces in the future, there is not an indication that such would present transboundary differences significant for purposes of the ESA in light of regulatory mechanisms applicable to provincial, state, or aboriginal/tribal hunting of grizzly bear. E.g., FWS 2017 (discussing state-regulated hunting in GYE DPS delisting rule); Alberta 2019; British Columbia 2019. Alaska has regulated hunting of its robust grizzly bear populations. ADFG 2019.



As to management of habitat, as well as regulatory mechanisms, road density/motorized access has potential to affect grizzly bear habitat security and human-caused mortality (with varying levels of impact based on general public use roads, restricted use roads and habitat quality). (Proctor 2020). Road density/motorized access is managed more actively in occupied grizzly bear habitat in the continental U.S. (Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, and northeastern Washington) than in adjacent Canada. The U.S. Forest Service and National Park Service manage most occupied core grizzly bear habitat south of the Canada border and these agencies apply road density standards and regulate access. States have also incorporated motorized access controls on their smaller ownership of endowment lands occupied by grizzly bears. British Columbia appears to have minimal access controls for managing access and road density outside of several protected areas on provincial crown lands. 



As to conservation status, grizzly bear populations in the U.S. Northern Rockies and Greater Yellowstone (Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, and northeastern Washington) number over 1,500. Primary conservation areas for the NCDE and GYE approach or exceed carrying capacity, and grizzly bear range has expanded well beyond these areas. The U.S. Geological Survey presents an animation on its website of Greater Yellowstone grizzly bear range expansion from 1990-2018: https://www.usgs.gov/media/images/animated-image-showing-grizzly-bear-range-expansion-gye-1990-2018. Elsewhere in the United States, Alaska continues to have well-distributed, robust grizzly bear populations.



Western Canada continues to contain suitable habitat and robust populations. Grizzly bears have declined to low numbers along the southwest British Columbia border (Coast/Cascades), and grizzly bears appear extirpated from the contiguous U.S. portion of the Cascades (designated as the North Cascades Ecosystem).



The U.S. Canada border may be appropriate for designating a DPS for the Northern Rockies portion of the United States, if the additional regulatory mechanisms in the United States for control of roads/motorized access or conservation status are significant differences from those in Canada in light of section 4(a)(1)(D) of the Act. However, a separate DPS designation would be unnecessary if FWS were to determine that grizzly bears in the lower-48 no longer warrant listing.



	Significance: Persistence in an Ecological Setting Unique/Unusual to the Taxon: 



The grizzly bear subspecies currently occupies over 1.7 million square miles. It is a habitat generalist, occurring from sea level to high elevation alpine environments. E.g., COSEWIC 2012. The subspecies occupies habitats as diverse as temperate coastal rain forests, alpine tundra, mountain slopes, upland boreal forest, taiga, valley bottoms, and dry grasslands. It has demonstrated diet plasticity involving a large variety of carrion, plants, seeds, berries, tubers, insects, fish, and mammals (ranging from ungulates to rodents, and including other bears). E.g., IGBST 2013, COSEWIC 2012.



The appropriate DPS inquiry is whether any ecological setting under review is unusual or unique for grizzly bear such that persistence of a discrete population is significant to the grizzly bear taxon. Given the grizzly bear’s range of habitats and plasticity of its omnivorous diet, there do not appear to be any particular variations among diet or habitat use in the listed entity making any particular population more ecologically or biologically important. Compare FWS analysis of bald eagles in the Sonora desert, Fed. Reg. 25,806-8 (“the combination of a highly adaptable species persisting in a varied habitat base leads us to conclude that the particular variations displayed in the Sonoran Desert Area population do not make that population more ecologically or biologically important”). Grizzly bear do not appear to present the circumstance of a species limited primarily to one setting such that persistence in another, different setting might by itself be significant to the species as a whole, and loss of the species in that unique setting could make it more vulnerable to catastrophic events. See, e.g., 77 Fed.Reg. 25806. 



	Significance: Marked difference from other Species in Genetic Characteristics



Grizzly bears in the listed entity do not represent marked difference of genetics between populations in the listed entity and others in the subspecies taxon.  



Miller and Waits (2003) concluded that gene flow between the GYA and the closest remaining population was limited prior to the arrival of European settlers but could only speculate as to the reasons behind this historical separation. Although there may be variation in heterozygosity scores among local grizzly bear populations in the listed entity, these have not translated into marked biological, physiological, morphological, or behavioral differences.



	Significance: Loss Would Result in Significant Gap in Taxon Range



The appropriate DPS inquiry is whether the loss of the population would result in a significant gap in the representation, resiliency, and redundancy of the subspecies taxon. Notably, this is not an analysis of significance to grizzly bear in the United States as a whole or in the lower-48; it is analysis of significance to the subspecies taxon. For example, grizzly bear within the listed entity represent no difference in the longitudinal range of the subspecies taxon. The subspecies’ current range remains substantial in size and varied in habitat north of Canada’s border with the lower 48 states.



For purposes of representation or redundancy, it is reasonable to consider a population size of evolutionary significance to the grizzly bear taxon, in which case its suitable habitat area should be capable of supporting a minimum population from the perspective of genetics. Compare FWS minimum population recovery criterion established for the Greater Yellowstone population at 500 bears for short-term genetic fitness (applying information from Miller and Waits 2003). FWS 2017. 



FWS’ 2011 status review and other more recent discussions regarding peripheral populations appear to misunderstand or misstate their potential value or lack thereof. Notably, the Lesica reference (1995) cited in the 2011 status review questioned the protection of peripheral populations of widespread species linked to political boundaries, “Is it wise to spend limited conservation resources on protecting populations of a species that happens to be rare within a politically defined geographical area but that is globally secure?” Lesica 1995.



Lesica described how peripheral populations do not inherently have significant conservation value:



Populations that have become isolated due to relatively recent range contractions or peripheral populations close enough to central populations that gene flow precludes genetic differentiation are not likely to be distinct. Thus, it is important to evaluate the conservation value of peripheral populations before expending resources on their protection. (Lesica 1995).

For peripheral populations that are genetically distinct, their potential evolutionary benefit comes from connectivity and gene flow remaining low, and not from being highly connected such that the larger population genetics swamp local adaption.  (Lesica 1995). Populations that show genetic signatures of long-term isolation and demographic stability likely are composed of individuals well-adapted to local conditions. Evolutionary considerations point to the importance of populations with low connectivity and long-term persistence in isolation. (McDonald 2017).



The Kodiak brown bear subspecies presents such a peripheral isolate, as may grizzly bears in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 



The current range of the taxon is approximately 50% of historic range, with a considerable loss of southern range. Various IGBC and other agency documents (including the 2011 status review) refer to loss of 98% of historic range, often without proper context that this figure applies only to the range in the lower 48, and not to the subspecies taxon’s range. 



The subspecies taxon’s current range and size remains robust, well over 1,700,000 square miles with a population of more than 50,000 individuals. Given this size and range, along with the taxon’s nature as a habitat generalist with demonstrated diet plasticity, areas hosting small numbers of bears indistinguishable from core populations are not significant in terms of potential taxonomic gaps, whether for resiliency, redundancy, or representation.



The current range in the listed entity represents a latitudinal extension of historic range southward through the Northern Rockies to the adjoining GYE (roughly 500 miles), and may be appropriate for consideration as a single DPS or two adjacent DPSs. 



From an ESA standpoint, the small numbers of bears occupying the small geographic extensions of the Selkirk, Cabinet, Yaak, or Purcell mountains in the United States do not individually or collectively constitute populations of significance separate from those in the contiguous Northern Continental Divide population. 



The Selway-Bitterroot, North Cascades Recovery Areas, and other currently unoccupied areas of historic range also do not represent geographic areas whose loss would constitute a significant gap in the taxon. While consideration of restoring populations in national parks, designated wilderness, or other landscapes may be appropriate based on other federal, state, or tribal policy reasons, they are not significant from a DPS policy standpoint.   



Potential DPSs

[bookmark: _GoBack]

As stated above, the grizzly bear subspecies is clearly not in danger of extinction, and is not likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout a significant portion of its range. With restoration and expansion of core populations in the U.S. Northern Rockies (Greater Yellowstone and border populations from the Selkirk Mountains to the east across the Northern Continental Divide), delisting of grizzly bear in the 48 conterminous states is warranted. 



However, should FWS determine designation of DPSs is appropriate for revision of the listed entity, the DPS policy has potential application for designating and delisting grizzly bears in the U.S. Northern Rockies, including the Greater Yellowstone population and border populations, whether individually or collectively. 



Although FWS previously identified the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak populations as warranted but precluded for uplisting as individual DPSs, best available science and proper application of the DPS policy indicates such status is inappropriate. Grizzly bear in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak portion of the listed entity are not individually or collectively discrete from other grizzly bear populations or significant from an ESA-standpoint. Grizzly bears occupy these Selkirk, Cabinet, and Yaak (Yahk) Mountains, as well as the Purcell Mountains and valley areas lying in between. When viewed at an appropriate subspecies or DPS level under the ESA, these geographic areas, as well as the Selway-Bitterrot 10j nonessential experimental population area, are part of larger robust populations that do not warrant ESA protections.



Recommendations and Reference List

An integrated list of recommendations and references will accompany Idaho’s final installment of comments.



Sincerely,



[image: ]



Toby Boudreau

Bureau Chief, Wildlife
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OFFICE OF SPECIES CONSERVATION 
 
BRAD LITTLE  P.O. Box 83720 
 Governor  Boise, Idaho 83720-0195 
    
 
 
 

April 23, 2020 
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Office 
University of Montana 
University Hall #309, 
Missoula, MT 59812 
  
Re:  FWS-R6-ES-2019-N144, Status Review of Grizzly Bear in Lower-48 States 
 
Dear Ms. Cooley, 
  
The State of Idaho through the Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation (OSC) 
appreciates the opportunity to provide information for FWS-R6-ES-2019-N144, Status Review 
of Grizzly Bear in Lower-48 States. We further appreciate U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s (FWS) 
understanding of the prioritization of state resources for public health and safety during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and FWS’ willingness to accept Idaho agency comments in installment 
fashion during this time. 
 
As the FWS knows, there are several state agencies and stakeholders in Idaho that are affected 
by the management decisions regarding the status of grizzly bears. As a state, OSC, the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), and the Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) are integral to 
providing information to FWS regarding grizzly bears in Idaho. 
 
OSC is dedicated to planning, coordinating, and implementing actions within the State of Idaho 
that will preserve, protect, and restore species listed as candidate, threatened, endangered, or 
considered rare and declining while taking into consideration the state’s economic vitality and 
values.  
 
IDFG implements the policy set by the Fish and Game Commission to manage wildlife for the 
benefit of all Idahoans. IDFG’s mission is to preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage all fish 
and wildlife in Idaho for the public interest (Idaho Code 36-103(a)). 
 
IDL professionally and prudently manages Idaho's endowment assets to maximize long-term 
financial returns to public schools and other trust beneficiaries and to provide professional 
assistance to the citizens of Idaho to use, protect and sustain their natural resources. 
 
The status of the grizzly bear and how that relates to the lower 48 states and Canada significantly 
affects the State of Idaho. Below are comments the State of Idaho believes are important to 
consider while conducting this five-year status review. 
 
IDL provided information to FWS on March 16, 2020. This information was focused on the 
regulatory mechanisms and conservation measures that reduce human-caused grizzly bear 
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mortality and benefit grizzly bear habitat on state endowment lands, private forest, and 
rangeland. The attached comments include current and updated population information, 
including location information from IDFG remote camera projects (statewide and Panhandle) 
and 2019 information regarding grizzly bears in the Clearwater Region. The State of Idaho will 
follow up with additional installment(s) of information in a phased approach regarding 
population status, threat analysis, regulatory mechanisms, conservation measures, and other 
items relevant to the status review. 
 
It is important that FWS recognize the broader context of grizzly bear conservation and 
management when considering the details of overall grizzly bear status. Lately, certain grizzly 
bear populations that are associated with National Parks, larger than some entire states, such as 
those in Yellowstone Ecosystem and the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem, have made 
headlines due to those populations expanding outside of the recovery area boundaries. 
Recovering grizzly bear populations within these designated recovery zones is one task but 
rebuilding and expanding grizzly bear populations outside of these areas in working landscapes 
will take a different level of prolonged commitment to working with state and local stakeholders 
to achieve success. The same park-like approach should not be applied. As bears expand outside 
of these boundaries there is a significantly increased potential for conflicts among grizzly bears 
and people, but a balance needs to be maintained.  
 
Successful grizzly bear conservation in Idaho has resulted in bear population expansion into 
developed areas that FWS has acknowledged are unsuitable for grizzly bears because of 
recurring conflicts with people. In northern Idaho, the Kootenai Valley Resource Initiative 
(KVRI) has been working as part of the community to help with the dissemination of 
information to reduce potential conflicts. However, there are several instances that continue to 
affect the community due to the delayed status review. One pertinent example is the fact that 10 
bears in the area between Bonners Ferry and the Canadian border living in agricultural and 
residential areas outside of recovery zones are not included in any population estimate. It is 
imperative that in conducting this review and assessing recovery, that the grizzly bear population 
is taken in its entire context. The significant range expansion of grizzly bears since the 1975 
listing has involved building a community of knowledge and trust, especially when success 
inherently correlates with expansion into areas of increased conflicts among grizzly bears and 
people.  
 
For decades, Idaho, along with its sister states, has chosen to invest considerable resources to 
support grizzly bear population growth and related conflict management, with an interagency 
goal of attaining their removal from the federal endangered species list. FWS does not currently 
have adequate personnel resources in Idaho to address conflicts or directly provide other 
community support functions for grizzly bears. The States, and particularly our rural 
communities, have shouldered most of this burden. This has resulted in more precautions and 
less freedom in outdoor livelihoods, rural living, and recreation, along with considerable 
investments of time and resources in a wide array of measures, including real property 
acquisitions, sanitation, and animal husbandry.  

 
The State of Idaho takes pride in our contributions to one of the most successful conservation 
efforts of our time. Nevertheless, it is vital to such conservation efforts that the ESA works as it 
was intended, and that federal protections and associated restrictions are lifted for healthy 
populations. Delisting of healthy populations promotes and incentivizes community investment 
in conservation and allows federal resources to be allocated to the species most in need of 
protection.  
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As such, it is imperative that the FWS five-year review clearly identify and apply the legal 
standards for determining what ESA status is appropriate in the context of the brown bear 
species, grizzly bear subspecies and grizzly bear distinct population segments (DPS) under DPS 
policy. Where science-based information supports a determination that a 
species/subspecies/distinct population segment is not likely to become endangered within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range, ESA protection is not 
warranted.  
 
Idaho has appealed the federal district court decision that set aside the final rule designating and 
delisting the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem Distinct Population Segment, and Idaho has asked 
the appellate court to reinstate the delisting rule. Notably, this litigation is about the 2017 
delisting rule’s compliance with administrative procedure. Whatever the outcome of the 
appellate ruling, the fact remains that the Greater Yellowstone DPS continues to meet ESA 
criteria for delisting and delisting of the Greater Yellowstone DPS remains warranted. Data 
collected by the USGS Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team and additional information 
available since the 2017 delisting rule continue to support delisted status for this population. 
 
Current information supports the inclusion of the entirety of Idaho within a geographic area 
where grizzly bears are not listed under the ESA -- either through delisting of the grizzly bear 
subspecies or a revised listing. FWS’ prior identification of “isolated populations” in eastern 
Washington, Idaho, and Montana along the international boundary does not accurately portray 
the connectivity of these populations among themselves as well as above this border. Continued 
listed status is inconsistent with current population information. Current information shows the 
Northern Rockies have a grizzly bear population of sufficient size and genetic fitness connected 
to Canada populations, along with a five-factor analysis, that warrants delisting (encompassing 
the identified recovery zones in Idaho for the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak, the Northern 
Continental Divide recovery zone in Montana, and the area designated for the 10j nonessential 
experimental population in the Selway-Bitterroot). The State of Idaho’s forthcoming comments 
will provide additional detail in this regard.  
 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment and to do so in installment fashion. If you have 
any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact the State of Idaho using the 
following contacts: IDFG’s Wildlife Bureau Chief, Toby Boudreau, at 208-287-2745 or 
toby.boudreau@idfg.idaho.gov, and OSC’s terrestrial species manager, Joshua Uriarte, at 208-
332-1556 or joshua.uriarte.@osc.idaho.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Joshua Uriarte 
Terrestrial Species Program Manager and Policy Advisor 
 
 
 

mailto:toby.boudreau@idfg.idaho.gov
mailto:joshua.uriarte.@osc.idaho.gov
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GRIZZLY BEAR LOCATION/MONITORING INFORMATION: 

2019 DETECTIONS DURING IDFG STATEWIDE REMOTE CAMERA SURVEY  
(SURVEY DESIGN FOR OTHER SPECIES) 

 

The above map (Figure 1) summarizes grizzly bear image data for 2019 from an IDFG statewide remote 

camera survey for other species (cameras deployed summer 2019). To reduce bias for active individuals, 
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IDFG used a maximum individual bear count using 10-minute intervals per camera. For example, if 

during one 10-minute interval at camera “Z,” a pair of grizzly bears walked through the viewshed and 

triggered the camera 3 times–resulting in two images of a single grizzly bear and one image with two 

grizzly bears–a count of “2” would be recorded for that 10-minute interval. The map depicts the grizzly 

bear maximum counts for each camera summed over the entire survey period, with circle size increasing 

for larger summed count numbers. Gray circles indicate camera locations with zero grizzly bear 

sightings. The labels are state (S) or focal (F) cell ID numbers corresponding to a camera location. 

The grizzly bear detected in the image at F_735 (central Idaho on the border with Montana) was radio-

collared and was identified as bear #927 through its corresponding telemetry data. This is the male bear 

that was translocated to the Cabinet-Yaak recovery zone as a young male in 2018, that agencies moved 

back to the Cabinet-Yaak zone again later in the year for conflict prevention, and that left the zone again 

in 2019 but returned on its own to the Cabinet-Yaak to den in the fall. 

OBSERVATIONS BY MONTH (JUNE-OCTOBER 2019) 

Figure 2. Maximum grizzly bear counts for all cameras summed within each month (Observations 

outside of June-October 2019 excluded) 
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OBSERVATIONS BY TIME OF DAY 

 

Figure 3. Maximum grizzly bear counts for all cameras summed within each hour. Timing of night, day, 

and twilight (nautical-civil) based on data from Challis, ID (approximate geographic center of state) on 

August 15, 2019 (median date of camera deployment).  
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OBSERVATIONS BY HABITAT (BASED ON PRESENCE/ABSENCE DATA) 

 

Figure 4. Grizzly bear observations by habitat type, based on qualitative data collected by camera 

deployers. Labels above the bars indicate number of cameras that observed grizzly bears out of total 

number of cameras within a given habitat type. Computations use presence/absence data to account for 

variation in environmental availability. The y-axis is the proportion of cameras in a given habitat 

category with grizzly bear images at any point during the survey period. All cameras with habitat data 

are included, not accounting for camera issues (e.g., high motion trigger sensitivity, short battery life, 

SD card malfunction, etc.). 
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OBSERVATIONS BY TRAIL TYPE (BASED ON PRESENCE/ABSENCE DATA) 

 

Figure 5. Grizzly bear observations by trail type, based on qualitative trail data collected by camera 

deployers. Labels above the bars indicate number of cameras that observed grizzly bears out of total 

number of cameras facing a given trail type. Computations use presence/absence data to account for 

variation in environmental availability. The y-axis is the proportion of cameras in a given trail category 

with grizzly bear images at any point during the survey period. All cameras with trail data are included, 

not accounting for camera issues (e.g., high motion trigger sensitivity, short battery life, SD card 

malfunction, etc.). 
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Figure 6. 2019 grizzly bear IDFG remote camera observations, Panhandle Region 
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Figure 7. 2019 grizzly bear IDFG remote camera observations, Upper Snake Region  
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GRIZZLY BEAR LOCATION/MONITORING INFORMATION: 
CLEARWATER REGION  

There were no verified observations of grizzly bear in the Clearwater Region between 2011 and 2018. 

In 2019, radiocollared bear #927 entered and left the Clearwater Region, returning to the Cabinet 

Mountains in Montana to den. USFWS has access to this radiocollar data. Bear #927 appeared at IDFG 

remote camera location F_735 in 2019 (see Figure 1). 

A private individual reported a grizzly bear from game camera image in 2019 in the Newsome Creek 

drainage (Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest), and IDFG verified the image as a grizzly bear and a 

camera at the reported location. IDFG collected bear scat from the vicinity of the camera that laboratory 

analyses determined was black bear. IDFG does not have information on the whereabouts of this grizzly 

bear in 2020. 

A private individual reported a grizzly bear from game camera image in 2019 in the South Fork 

Whitebird Creek drainage (Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest). IDFG collected hair samples from 

the vicinity of the camera. Genetic analyses (received April 2020 from Petkau Laboratory) matched 

male grizzly bear S21285M, which USFWS radiocollared as a yearling in 2017 (radiocollar dropped off 

in 2018) and which USFWS had also separately sampled by hair snares. USFWS has the prior telemetry 

information (FWS 2018 Cabinet-Yaak Annual Report).  

In April 2020, IDFG verified relatively fresh grizzly bear tracks in snow in the Fish Creek Meadows 

Recreation area, a few miles to the north of the South Fork Whitebird Creek drainage. IDFG collected 

some hair from near these tracks and sent them to the Petkau Laboratory to determine if they are from 

bear S21285M. Bear S21285M does not have any known history of conflict and would be four years old 

in 2020. 
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GRIZZLY BEAR LOCATION/MONITORING INFORMATION: 
DETECTIONS DURING 2015-2019 IDAHO PANHANDLE REMOTE CAMERA SURVEY (SURVEY DESIGN FOR OTHER SPECIES) 

 

The above map summarizes where IDFG did and did not detect grizzly bears during a 2015-2019 Canada lynx survey in which IDFG deployed remote 

cameras in Idaho’s Panhandle (Selkirk, Purcell, Cabinet, St Joe and Coeur d’Alene areas; see Legend for color coding of adults, cubs, and non-detects).  
 

IDFG deployed unbaited camera stations at randomly selected locations along roads or trails, deploying 24 cameras in 2015 and 10 cameras in 2017. The 

cameras ran continuously from deployment until retrieval in 2019 with annual servicing. ‘Trap Day’ is a 24-hour period with normal camera function. 

‘Detection’ is a verified grizzly bear image at least 10 minutes apart from any other grizzly bear image. ‘Detections/Trap Day’ is (total camera group trap 

days)/(total grizzly bear detections). Data include only images verified as grizzly bear by the designated IDFG Regional Wildlife Biologist, after initial 

image review and identification by IDFG Wildlife Technicians. 
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