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Certified Mail # 7015 0640 0004 4231 8063

April 18,2016

Public Comments Processing

Attn: Docket # FWS-R6-ES-2016-0042
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

5275 Leesberg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22042-3830

Hello,

Native Ecosystems Council (NEC) and the Alliance for the Wild Rockies
(AWR) would like to submit the following comments on the USFWS’s
proposal to delist the threatened grizzly bear. Along with these comments
we have provided “Attachment A” which includes copies of the various
reports cited in these comments.

A.The proposed delisting is premature and
unsupported by science; the grizzly bear
population is not currently stable due to drastic
changes in their food resources in the Yellowstone
Ecosystem; long-term impacts on the population
are unknown at this time, but clearly are troubling;
to propose removing Endangered Species Act
(ESA) protection for this species at this time clearly
threatens their long-term viability and genetic
diversity in this ecosystem.

1. The status of the Yellowstone grizzly bear population is
controversial.

The current status of the Yellowstone grizzly bear is unclear. In 2012, at the
Interagency Grizzly Bear committee meeting, it was reported that a
comparison between 2 time periods (1983-2001 and 2002-2011), cub and
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yearling survival had declined in the last decade; mean litter size and the
proportion of females with cubs also declined; the younger age classes have
reduced survival this last decade; the annual population growth rate has
decreased by about 5% over the last decade; under a more conservative
mortality scenario, the population may be stable, with no growth; the
population has leveled out across the ecosystem.

More recently, in a peer-reviewed study, Doak and Cutler (2013) reported
that the government’s data on grizzly bear population levels and trends was
suspect; they reported inadequate attention to increasing observation effort
and also to the life history characteristics of bears is likely to have
substantially influenced past analyses of the populations’ trajectory; they
concluded that the Yellowstone grizzly bear population has probably
increased far less than generally believed, but also that past analyses have
been to inaccurate to allow any firm conclusions about the dynamics or
status of this population; other problems noted were ignoring senescence in
models, and changes in sightability of bears over time, as well as human
recognition of new feeding sites. Their results case doubt on the assertion
that this population underwent a sharp increase from 1980 to 1995 and has
recently stabilized in number, or even continued to increase. They also
noted that three trends were almost certain to have negatively impacted
grizzly bears, the loss of trout runs, ongoing collapse of whitebark pine, and
increasing rural development. Finally, they noted that very little is actually
known about past trends of this population; they believed that in a rapidly
changing landscape, it is quite likely that the population is now in fact
declining. They concluded that more care is needed in making inferences
about population trends, especially when these results are being used in a
direct policy context.

Doak’s study was reported in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle on 6/2/13. In
that article, USFWS biologist Chris Servheen said that the government’s
research was reviewed by outside scientists. This is a concern, however,
with some bear experts, such as Dr. David Mattson. He noted in a
December, 2015 blog that the data set on grizzly bears in the hands of the
Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team is a monopoly that is withheld from
other scientists.

In a recently published paper (Kamath et al. 2015), the grizzly bear study
team claimed that the Yellowstone grizzly bear population had increased by
4.5 times (from 100 to 450) since the 1980s. However, bear scientist Dr.
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Dave Mattson was quoted in the Chronicle about the same time that the
grizzly bear study team’s analysis was inconsistent with everything else we
know about this population. Mattson said that most people would agree that
the bear population has been largely stagnant since the early 2000s. In a
blog, Dr. Mattson in December, 2015, he noted that there is something,
fatally flawed about the research reported in Kamath et al. (2015); their
methods were among the most arcane out there and built on a veritable tower
of assumptions about genetic, demographic, and sampling processes; the
methods and derivative results are pretty far abstracted from any tangible
reality; the results defy logic; this analysis warrants skepticism on the basis
of first principles and the logical violations outlined above. He noted this
type of problem arises when a government agency holds a monopoloy on
scientific inquiry; the only way to produce reliable scientific results is to
have multiple independent reviews with scientist double-checking each
other’s work. Also, in an article in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle on 6/25/13,
Mattson is quoted as saying that Doak’s conclusions were in line with his
own conclusions that current estimation methods are “essentially worthless;
there is this belief that somehow, through some sort of statistical magic, you
can compensate for bias in your field methods; my conclusion is that’s just
not simply possible.”

On November 6, 2015, the Bozeman Daily Chronicle had another article on
the grizzly bear population trend, noting that the population estimate had
been revised by a 6% reduction (714 down from 757); van Manen of the
grizzly bear study team claimed that the long-term trend was still flat to
slightly increasing.

Although the current population level is claimed to be 717 bears, this
estimate covers a range that could be as low as 642 bears; given the loss of
up to 90 bears in 2015 (59 deaths plus unrecorded deaths which could be

another 30 bears), the current population estimate could be as low as 552
bears (Thuermer 2015). 600 bears is the lowest number of bears the USFWS
would allow after delisting.
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B. The inevitable declines in the Yellowstone grizzly
bear population that will be triggered by replacing ESA
_ protections for this bear with the proposed
Conservation Strategy will exacerbate the current
tenuous status of this population due to unraveling of
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and the associated
permanent increase it is causing in grizzly bear-human
conflicts that result in grizzly bear mortality.

1. The proposed conservation strategy will allow a significant
increase in habitat losses for the grizzly bear from logging, losses
that will further exacerbate ongoing habitat losses caused from
decline in whitbark pine, cutthroat trout, and elk.

Habitat conditions that currently exist will decline with delisting, and thus
affect grizzly bear population trends in a negative manner. The Conservation
Strategy will allow an increase in timber harvest in occupied grizzly bear
habitat because road densities will not be controlled in most of grizzly bear
habitat. Unlimited road densities will promote timber harvest activities,
which in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, degrade grizzly bear habitat as
well as increase mortality risk. Logging will degrade grizzly bear habitat
because red squirrel habitat will be reduced (Holloway and Malcolm 2006).
Red squirrels are essential to make whitebark pine nuts available to grizzly
bears (Kendall 1981; Reinhart and Mattson 1989). Just protecting whitebark
pine stands alone is not effective for maintaining red squirrel populations,
because the most dense squirrel populations occur in low and mid-elevation
forests, below the whitebark pine zone (Reinhart and Mattson 1989).

Timber harvest in the Northern Continental Divide grizzly bear population,
and well as in British Columbia, has been shown to reduce grizzly bear
habitat due to avoidance of recently-logged forests (McLellan and Hovey
2001; Waller and Mace undated). Apps et al. (2004) also noted in British
Columbia that grizzly bear locations were strongly negatively associated
with very young, logged forests. Negative impacts of logging have also been
reported for grizzly bears in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem in the past,
mainly due to the removal of the more heavily used older forest habitats as
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cover and foraging sites. Blanchard (1983) reported that 90% of aerial radio
relocations of grizzly bears were in timber too dense to observe the bear;
also the majority of feeding sites were in forest stands at least 3 meters in
height. Radio locations and feeding sites indicate the majority of feeding
activities and day beds occur in mixed age ands species stands of moderate
to dense (26-75%) canopy cover. Although open habitats were also
important, these were generally natural openings, not timber harvest areas.
Blanchard (1983) thus noted that logging will negatively impact grizzly
bears by reducing shelter.

Blanchard’s (1983) conclusions on impacts of logging on grizzly bear
habitat was followed with similar conclusions from an Interagency Grizzly
Bear Study Team. Mattson (1983) evaluated grizzly bear feeding sites in the
Yellowstone Area, and reported that a reduction of overmature and mixed-
age stands over a broad area in favor of early successional, even-aged
immature stands would very likely be detrimental to grizzly bears; average
importance scores were much higher for late successional or climax cover
types than for early successional cover types. A similar analysis completed
by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team in 1991 provided similar
results. Mattson and Knight (1991) reported that on a broad scale, habitat
value will likely decrease under short-rotation management regimes. They
noted that the idea that food availability increases in early stages of forest
succession does not generally hold in the Yellowstone area; in most places
Yellowstone grizzly bears rely on ungulates and pine seeds for fattening; use
of these 2 foods is primarily associated with older forest stands; use of globe
huckleberry has also been associated with the semi-shaded and typically
patchy conditions of mid- to late-successional stands; conversely, grazed
fibrous foods that predictably increases in abundance in the earliest stages of
forest succession cannot be efficiently digested by bears and are not critical
to the nutrition of most Yellowstone grizzly bears; also foliage in open areas
predictably cures sooner than foliage in shaded areas and thus would be
effectively available for a shorter period; bears also used natural versus man-
made ecotones created from timber harvest. They noted that timber harvest
of any type in the whitebark pine and Douglas-fir areas would degrade
grizzly bear habitat.

In a later report by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, Mattson
(1997) analyzed more data on grizzly bear habitat use of lodgepole pine
forests. He noted use was highly variable, but that there was no conclusion
evidence that grizzlies favored young (under 40 years in age) forest stands in
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general, or their infrequent use of berried; they did favor young open areas
that were wet and fertile sites for grazing; he noted that grizzlies used
frequently-disturbed sites mostly for travel; use of berries was very low in
this ecosystem, with only 15 instances of berry use from 16 years of data; he
noted that these results do not support the premise that widespread
conversion of lodgepole pine forests to early successional stages would
benefit grizzly bears; there is no rational for systematic harvest of older
stands to increase bear use of berries; and these results support the
proposition that grazing opportunities for bears can be increased by logging
on wet sites, although it is highly improbable that grazing opportunities limit
grizzly bear densities anywhere in this ecosystem; he noted that removal of
lodgepole pine stands that contain whitebark pine would be detrimental to
grizzlies. We are providing this summary to demonstrate that logging should
not be used as a claimed benefit to bears as an offset of the increased
disturbances and mortality risks that will occur.

2. The Conservation Strategy will allow significant increases in
grizzly bear mortality risk over exising levels because unrestricted
road access will promote increased logging in grizzly bear
recovery habitat, logging which will increase mortality risk.

Blanchard (1983) concluded that conventional logging negatively affects
bears in part due to increases in human activity, which will in turn increase
grizzly bear mortality risk. Mattson and Knight (1991) also noted that timber
harvest will create an increase in grizzly bear mortality risk in the Greater
Yellowstone Ecosystem. They noted that any increased exposure of bears to
humans predictably results in a longer-term increase in mortality risk to
bears, partly mediated through the process of habituation; under optimal
conditions, bears may be able to minimize mortality risk over the short-term
despite increased exposure to humans, by avoiding humans as much as
possible; however, habituation and associated mortality risks will
predictably increase with longer-term equilibration; implementation of short-
rotation timber management requires increased access by humans; thus more
widespread practice of intensive silviculture in occupied grizzly bear habitat
predictably increase mortality risk to the population; this holds whether
bears die because poachers are able to use road built to harvest timber, or
whether bears that die elsewhere under divers circumstances are at least
partially habituated or food-conditioned to humans by exposure around
cutting units. They concluded that on the broad scale, mortality risk will
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likely increase and habitat value will decrease as short-rotation timber
management increases in the Yellowstone area; timber harvest should be
assumed to have a significant negative affect on the Yellowstone grizzly
bear population until proven not to contribute to increased mortality risk or
habitat degradation.

Mattson and Knight (1991) noted that designating security areas for grizzly
bears during logging activities should include previously-disturbed areas;
designating areas that are already providing security does not offer
mitigation for increased disturbances due to logging.

3. The Conservation Strategy will allow highly significant reductions
in available habitat for grizzly bears by removal of almost all
existing restrictions of open and total roads in grizzly bear
habitat.

The current best science for grizzly bears in northwestern Montana
identified the displacement impacts of roads (Mace et al. 1996; Mace and
Manley 1993). These reports noted that when open road densities exceed
one mile per section, and when total road densities exceed 2 miles per
section, grizzly bear use decreases. Based on this science, the Interagency
Grizzly Bear Committee Taskforce Report (1998) identified road
management as key to conservation of grizzly bears. It has also long been
documented that roads in the Yellowstone ecosystem avoid roads (Mattson
et al 1987); this displacement is believed to probably result in poorer
conditions of adult females, and consequently higher mortality rates and
lower fecundity for the cohort. Displacement of grizzly bears from roads,
and thus habitat, is well documented in other areas as well (Apps et al. 2004;
Chruszcz et al. 2003; Wielgus et al. 2002). Ciarniello et al. (2007) reported
that grizzly bear densities in developed landscapes of British Columbia were
only about a quarter of what they were in adjacent unroaded areas, even
though habitat qualities were better in the former landscapes, indicating and
disturbances and associated mortality risks were responsible for the
differences in densities.

The Conservation Strategy only limits densities of permanent roads. The
distinction between a permanent versus a temporary road is unclear;
temporary logging roads could have a much higher traffic level than a
permanent road. The Conservation Strategy does not identify specifically
why a road being used for logging up to 5-10 years does not displace grizzly
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bears, or increase mortality risk. The Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team
at one time actually measured the mortality risk of bears in regards to road
quality. Mattson and Knight (1991) found that secondary roads had a much
high mortality effect on grizzlies than primary roads (see Table 1). As the
level of human access in an area increases, so does the mortality risk to
grizzly bears in the Yellowstone Ecosystem (Mattson et al. 1992).

4. The Conservation Strategy will allow unlimited displacement of
grizzly bears due to increases in logging activity that will be

triggered by removal of road density restrictions upon delisting.

The Conservation Strategy ignores the displacement impacts of logging on
grizzly bears. These displacement effects will reduce habitat available to
bears. Blanchard (1983) and Mattson and Knight (1991) noted that logging
will displace grizzly bears. Even human recreational activity, nonmotorized,
within Yellowstone National Park has been shown to displace grizzly bears.
Coleman et al. (2013) evaluated grizzly bear activity within various bear
management areas within Yellowstone National Park, and reported that
grizzly bears were twice as likely to be within the area when the
managements were restricted, or when people were inactive; their study
provides evidence humans presence can displace grizzly bears if people are
allowed unrestricted access to bear habitat; they noted that management
closures are important to protect grizzly bear habitat use. Mattson (1991)
used data on grizzly bear habitat use to conclude that 58% of the landscape
should provide grizzly bear security, with security areas being a minimum of
5,400 acres in size. This recommendation was based on the need of grizzly
bears to be free of human disturbances on a significant portion of their
habitat, to avoid both displacement and increased mortality risk. Mattson et
al. (1995) noted that providing secure undisturbed habitat is essential for
grizzly bear conservation.

5. The Conservation Strategy will allow highly significant increases
in grizzly bear mortality risk due to removal of almost all existing
restrictions on road densities.

Research in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem has documented that roads
increase grizzly bear mortality risk (Mattson et al. 1992; Schwartz et al.
2010). Road densities in the Primary Conservation Area (PCA) of the
Yellowstone Area are currently limited, but will not be limited upon
delisting. Open road densities in between secure areas for grizzly bears will
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not be limited, even though the current best science demonstrates that limits
on road densities in these area are essential to ensure protection of grizzly
bears (Schwartz et al. 2010). Simply providing some secure areas for grizzly
bears will not address the mortality risk created by high open road densities
when bears travel between security areas. Id. Other current research in
British Columbia (Boulanger and Stenhouse 2014) also noted the problem of
increased grizzly bear mortality risk due to roads; they noted that there has
to be a threshold road density identified and implemented to ensure
population stability for grizzly bears. Kite et al. (2015) also reported on the
association between grizzly bear mortality risk and roads.

6. The science is not currently available to measure how logging
projects, aside from increased road access, impacts grizzly bear
displacement and mortality risk, even though logging is the primary use
of occupied grizzly bear habitat ocutside the Park; limited data indicates
that logging also changes the quality of grizzly bear habitat, changes

that need to be identified as potentially detrimental {o the grizzly bear.

There is currently no science that defines how logging activities affect
grizzly bear mortality risk and displacement. With delisting, logging will
increase in occupied habitat, both within and outside the PCA. The effects of
these impacts on grizzly bears will not be measured, due to a lack of science.
It is apparently why the Conservation Strategy does not address the impacts
of logging on grizzly bears. The apparent assumption in this Strategy is that
a lack of evidence means that there is no impact. Thus the impacts of
logging on grizzly bear mortality risk and displacement has not been
considered in the Conservation Strategy, so it will also not be considered
when grizzly bears are delisted. In the Yellowstone Ecosystem, there are
expansive ongoing plans to log grizzly bear habitat, such as for the Greater
Red Lodge Project, the Lonesome Wood Project, and Bozeman Watershed
Project, the Rendezvous Trails Project, the Millie Fire Salvage Project, and
the upcoming North Hebgen logging project. These projects have been
planned when the grizzly bear was listed. There will most likely be even
more projects planned in occupied habitat following delisting. The impacts
of logging activities, and habitat impacts, need to be addressed in the
Conservation Strategy.

As with displacement and mortality risks to bears from logging, there is only
limited information available as to how logging affects grizzly bear habitat,
aside from its severe impact on red squirrels, which are needed to provide
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whitebark pine nuts to grizzly bears (Kendal 1981, Reinhart and Mattson
1989). Since logging will likely increase with delisting, the government
needs to address how habitat changes will affect the population trend of

grizzly bears due to increased logging.

7. The Conservation Strategy does not require implementation of
the current best science for grizzly bear security.

The proposed level of security in the Conservation Strategy is arbitrary, as it
suggests that 1998 levels of security are adequate for grizzly bears, without
any actual analysis or data. The recommended level of security for the
grizzly bear in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem is 58% of the landscape
in occupied habitat (Mattson 1991). Individual security areas should be at
least 3.5 miles wide, and total 5,400 acres in size. This level of security
would provide enough secure habitat to allow grizzly bears to use their
habitat, without undue exposure to humans. This limited exposure has been
demonstrated to be essential to limit the mortality risk of bears (Schwartz et
al. 2010; Mattson and Knight 1991; Mattson et al. 1996; McLellan and
Shackleton 1988; Boulanger and Stenhouse 2014).

8. The changing habitat conditions in the Yellowstone Ecosystem are
alone causing increased, likely irreversible increases in grizzly
bear mortality.

In 2015, there was a record mortality level for grizzly bears (59 deaths), with
another potential for 30 unrecorded deaths. These high deaths are likely due
to the deteriorating habitat conditions in Yellowstone due to losses of
whitebark pine, trout, and elk declines (Wilcox blog 3/18/16). Elk have been
compensating for these losses by eating more meat, including livestock and
elk hunter kills. Id. Thus trouble with livestock operators and hunters have
increased. Id. The conflicts with hunters was recently addressed in a blog by
Louisa Wilcox on 1/2/16, where she noted that bears are readily killed by
hunters. In regards to livestock conflicts, the Montana Standard noted on
8/19/15 that more bears venturing out of the Park are eating more livestock,
amid a long-term trend in declining livestock-bear conflicts. In addition,
Yellowstone bears are moving further out of the Park to take advantage of
moth concentrations in high alpine areas (Dave Mattson blog 4/14/16). He
provided a map that shows where bears are moving to utilize moths, and
these areas are far outside the PCA for the Yellowstone population. He also
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noted that bear-livestock conflicts have increased in this area due to
increased use by bears.

In addition, cubs and yearling grizzly bears are increasing dying because
their mothers are being forced to a meat diet with the loss of other key foods
as whitebark pine and trout (Dr. Dave Mattson blog 12/17/15); meat-eating
is an incredibly hazardous undertaking for any bear, especially those with
vulnerable young. This increased mortality rate of these young bears is not
going to change, at least any time soon.

These changes in bear use of habitat in the Yellowstone Ecosystem are
unlikely to change any time soon, meaning that the increased bear mortality
triggered by these changes in habitat use are not going away. These high
mortality rates are likely to continue.

9. The government’s claim that grizzly bears have reached the
carrying capacity of their habitat in_the Yellowstone Ecosystem,
and thus can tolerate delisting and hunting, are illogical and not
supported by science.

As was noted in Dr. Dave Mattson blog of 12/17/15, the notion by the
government that there is no more room for any more grizzly bears in the
Yellowstone Ecosystem is illogical. Grizzlies are living in roughly twice the
area they were in during the 1970s; multiple analyses by government and
independent scientists alike show that there is ample habitat with natural
foods sufficient to support grizzly bears in places where grizzlies have not
yet established themselves.

10.The government’s claim that hunting grizzly bears will reduce
conflicts with people conflicts with science.

In an article in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle on 6/25/13, the article noted
that rising numbers of bear-human conflicts —such as a mauling last week
south of Cody, that sent a man to the hospital with severe facial lacerations —
have lent new urgency to calls to allow limited hunting to resume. Dr. Dave
Mattson provided a blog on 1/19/16 regarding the claim that hunting will
scare grizzlies, where he cited an editorial in the Chronicle as hunting to
increase bear fears of humans as justification for delisting. He noted there is
little to no empirical evidence to support this contention. He noted that
grizzlies are “hard wired” to respond aggressively to threats, perceived or
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real. This response would increase, not decrease, when bears fear people. On
the other hand, with benign encounters with humans, bear can learn to be
more tolerant, known as habituation. He also noted that hunting bears would
like increase the exposure of younger bears to humans, bears that are
notoriously prone to push human boundaries. Social hunting would also
disrupt the social order for the bear population, which often results in more
cub-killing by males, and with that, unexpected and sometimes problematic
population declines. Also, he noted there is little direct evidence that bears
become warier with hunting, and certainly no evidence that people become
safer. Surprise encounters and food encounters are the driving factors for
risk. He noted that unless you kill most bears, you are not going to
substantially reduce the chance of surprise encounters, or eliminate the hard-
wired tendency of bears to defend themselves or their cubs when surprised.
He also notes that essentially, we have been hunting grizzly bears in
Yellowstone for decades, due to removals for various conflicts, real or
imagined. There is no evidence that these bear removals have increased
human safety. Finally, he noted that there would be no hunting in
Yellowstone National Park, where many of the bears reside.

11.The delisting of grizzly bears will greatly reduce their long-term
viability by essentially eliminating the connectivity between the
Greater Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide
Ecosystems.

The Conservation Strategy will not protect any grizzly bears from any
adverse effects outside the PCA. This means that the likelihood of grizzly
bears eventually connecting with the NCDE bears is basically eliminated,
even though this is believed to be key to long term viability of the
Yellowstone grizzly bear (Dr. Dave Mattson, talk on 3/31/16 in Bozeman,
MT). Given the high mortality risks that will be allowed on bears outside the
PCA, their long term viability even in these areas is likely doomed. There

will be no bears surviving that over time, could expand in the direction of
the NCDE.

C.The process for delisting has no logical process; the
process is severely fragmented making it impossible for
the public to be involved, let alone provide input; the
public has not been provided a draft environmental
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impact statement which provides a detailed analysis of
delisting impacts, including how bears will be managed
with hunting, a significant change from management
under the ESA.

The delisting process includes a Conservation Strategy that is not yet
finalized for the public. This Conservation Strategy to date has no analysis
of how delisting will affect grizzly bear mortality rates both inside and
outside the PCA. Without this analysis, it is a violation of the NEPA, the
NFMA and the ESA. The few standards in the Conservation Strategy are not
supported with any science or analysis, nor do they demonstrate how grizzly
bears will respond to the purported conservation measures, including
restrictions only on “permanent roads.” The public has yet to be provided
any management plans by the 3 states that intend to hunt grizzly bears. The
Conservation Strategy does not address how grizzly bears will survive
outside the PCA. It is not clear why 600 bears has been selected as the
threshold population level needed for viability. It is not clear why the loss of
major food resources in the Park are not causing population declines for
bears. The controversy over grizzly bear population trends is not addressed.
The failure of the government to obtain outside peer review by other
scientists is not addressed. Overall, this Conservation Strategy does not
demonstrate that grizzly bears will remain viable after delisting.

A draft environmental impact statement needs to be completed to define
specifically how grizzly bears will be managed upon delisting, as is required
by the NEPA and the NFMA, since delisting is a major change from current
management on public lands. This is necessary so that the public has an
opportunity to review all the current best science, and how bear management
will proceed, upon delisting, including hunting and management of bears
both within and outside the PCA.

1. The basis for the delineation of the PCA needs to be defined to
the public in an environmental impact statement.

There is no actual rationale provided, based on science, as to why bear
management will be based on the PCA, an area that was established over 40
years ago. The government needs to provide the science and hence basis for
delineating 2 separate management zones for grizzly bears upon delisting,
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including how different levels of management will affect the long-term
viability of the bear, including in regards to genetic diversity. There are at
least 2 critical issues that need to be addressed in the delineation of the PCA.
How will this planned failure to protect bears outside the PCA promote
connection between the Yellowstone and the Northern Continental Divide
bears, and long-term viability. And what data specifically identifies that
these are 2 distinct grizzly bear populations, and thus there is no overlap
between bears within and outside the PCA, in order to justify different
management proposals for what is actually more likely one grizzly bear
population. If this is the case, then the failure to protect these bears when
they move outside the PCA (for example, to obtain moths) means that the
clatmed management of bears within the PCA is misleading and doomed to
failure.

2. The ability of the government to provide accurate
measurements of the grizzly bear population in occupied

habitat of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem needs to be
demonstrated in an environmental impact statement.

There is currently significant controversy about the methods the government
is using to measure the Yellowstone grizzly bear population (e.g., Doak and
Cutler 2013; Mattson comments in newspaper articles and blogs). This
controversy is based in part by the government’s refusal to provide basic
population data and parameters for measurement to the general public, in
violation of the NEPA and the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). The
public needs to be provided with full access to the data on which delisting
assumptions are being based. And the government also needs to provide a
full public disclosure of the controversy in regards to population
measurements on the threatened grizzly bear, so that the public has a full
understanding of why this controversy exists. This controversy is at the heart
of the delisting proposal, and public disclosure of all aspects of why the
government has decided to proceed with delisting, based on their science,
needs to be provided in an environmental impact statement.

This information is key to delisting, as the government claims that they will
maintain the grizzly bear population within the PCA within an established
threshold of 600 bears. If they are not able to actually provide valid
measures of the grizzly bear population, by using inflated measures, this
means that the 600-bear threshold is meaningless.
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3. The impacts of increased logging and reduced requirements
for road density controls need to be assessed in an

environmental impact statement prior to delisting, so that the
public can understand why delisiting will ensure continued
viability of the Yellowstone grizzly bear.

We have noted many different aspects that will increase the mortality risk of
grizzly bears, as well as habitat reductions due to displacement, that will
negatively impact grizzly bears after delisting. IN order to demonstrate that
the agencies have taken the requisite “hard look” required by the NEPA for
significant government actions, the USFWS, Forest Service, and state
agencies need to provide a complete a detailed analysis of the expected
increase in grizzly bear mortality that will be triggered by delisting, and how
this increase in mortality and reduction in available habitat will affect the
population trend. This analysis also needs to include the cumulative impacts
of habitat losses to the grizzly bear due to declines in whitebark pine, trout,
and elk in the Yellowstone ecosystem, and how these changes have also
added to what may be permanent increases in grizzly bear mortality as bears
use more meat resources (increased mortality of cubs and yearlings) and
increased human conflicts with livestock. The long-term effects of these
changes in food resources appear to be highly significant for the grizzly bear
population trend, and these impacts need to be added to the proposed
impacts of delisting, including hunting.

4. The environmental impact statement for delisting the grizzly
bear needs to fully disclose that funding for management of
bears will be adequate to ensure the Conservation Strategy will
be fully implemented in the long term.

It is not clear with delisting how funding to manage grizzly bears will be
ensured. If funding is not ensured, then the Conservation Strategy is nothing
more than a desired condition, not a standard. The mechanisms by which
funding will be ensured over the long term needs to be fully disclosed to the
public, which is part of the “hard look” requirement for the NEPA. If
funding is not fully ensured over time, then the government needs to inform
the public that there are no assurances that the Conservation Strategy will
actually be implemented, including any protection measures for bears,
including minimum population thresholds.
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Sara Johnson of Native Ecosystems Council (NEC) would like to request a
“hard copy” of the revised “draft” Conservation Strategy and draft
environmental impact statement when these are released for public review
and comment. Mike Garrity of the Alliance for the Wild Rockies (AWR)
would be satisfied to receive an electronic copies of these documents.

Willow Creek, MT 59760
S s

Mike %irector
Alliance for the Wild Rockies
PO Box 505

Helena, MT 59624
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