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Background

Introduction: During their 2018 winter meeting, memberstbe Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee
(IGBCliscussed grizzly beaonflicts and marlity trends for the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE)
and Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) populations. During this review, it was noted that
the number ofhumanbearconflicts and mortalities has increased, primarily due to contingeztly
bearpopulationincreasesaind range expansion. However, it vasorecognized that grizzly bear
mortalities continue to generate interest among a wide range of stakeholders esetek further

attention by managersThe IGBC taskebree advisors tdorm a working group to identify if and how
subcommittees should address trends in grizzly bear conflicts and mortalities. This working group
advised that each subcommittee shouldaéyate current trends in grizzly bear mortality along with
actions curratly being taken to reduce mortalities, and then develop recommendations for reducing
grizzly bear mortality in the futureThe IGBGubsequentlydirected subcommittee chait® devebp a

list of priority issues related to grizzly bear mortality for tf492 summer IGBC meeting, a list of
recommendations addressing each of these issues for the winter 2019 IGBC meeting, and a final
implementation strategy to be presented to the IGBGbgnmer 2020.

During the spring 2019 meeting of the Yellowstone Ecesystubcommittee (YES) in Bozeman,
Montana subcommittee members developed a list of priotipicsto be addressed. This list was
determined by reviewing recommendations and subsedueccomplishmentérom a 2009 report
prepared by the Interagency GrigBear Study Team (IGBST) for reducing grizzly bear mortality in the
GYE. YES members then voted oritdrasthey felt were most important to address, given the current
concernsassaiated with grizzly bear mortaigsandthe accomplishments since thé@9 report. The

five priority issues identified by the YES wedrghackcountry recreation and huntiaglated conflicts2)
front county conflicts and community plannirgj;efficacyof information and education effortst)
livestock conflicts and livest& producer outreach; anfl) targeted community outreach in grizzly bear
expansion areas.



At the fall 2019 meeting of YES in Cody, Wyoming, a workshop was contluttelddethe pulic in
this effort. This involvedjroup discussions focusing on the sabn@pics addressed by the agency
representatives. Their comments were documemtopically and then compared against the original
agency list to highlight new ideg&ppendix A)

This report presents geview ofthe current GYIgrizzly beapopulationstatus, includingin assessment
of mortality trends. For each of the five priority issues identified by YES, it also discusses actions
currently being takeras well as providinpecommendations for future actions tmanagegrizzly bear
mortality andhuman-bearconflicts The authors of this report felt that it wasnportant to also include
recommendations for reducingumanbearconflictsrather than only including recommendations
specific to bear mortality.

Summary of currengrizzly bear populationrad mortality data Unless otherwise indicated,ada
presented within thisreport are from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team. These data are
preliminary and subject to revision, and are not for citation or distribution.

Within the GYE, the grizzlgdér Recovery Zone (or Primary Conservation Area) is approximately 23,800
km? within the core of the ecosystem whepspulation and habitat conditions are to be maintained to
ensure a recovered grizzly bear populatiosugained for the foreseeable futureLandownership
within the Recovery Zonis primarily National Park Servide¢Rs,39.4%) and United States Forest
Service SF$H8.5%), with only 2.1% private lands. The Demographic Monitoring Are&,(DM
approximately 49,900 ks the areahat enconpasseshe Recovery Zonandwhere demographic
recovery criteria pply (IGBST 2@). Demographic parameters inclirth observations ofemaleswith
cubs andyrizzly bear mortalitiedocumented inside the DMA are assessed annually to determine
whether demogaphic recovery criteria are megdutside of the DMAgbservations ofemaleswith

young and grizzly bear mortalities aspportunistically documentethut do not count towards
assessments of demographic recovery critetiands outside of the DMdre inceasingly comprised of
private ownership, and land uses suchagsiculturalproduction and residential developmetiiat are
less compatible withong-term grizzly bear occupan@re more common

The 2018 estimate for the GYE grizzly bear pomratias 14 bearsusing the Chao2 method which is a
conservative estimator thainderestimatesthe true population Estimates for population growth
projected from vital rates derived from radimarked bears in the GYE were a robust % increase per
yearduring the period 1982001 (Schwartz et al. 2006). During 2011, the population growth rate
derived from our radiemarked sample of bears had slowed t@ @6 per year (IGBST 2012). Similarly,
counts of unique females with cubs of the year (Knigtale19%) increased at a robust rate during the
1980s and 1990s¢hen slowed in the early 2000and has been relativelynchanged to slightly
increasingsince2012within the DMA(Haroldson et al. 2019Population trend is not estimated for the
area ouside the DMA, but multiple lines of evidence including an increase imbservednumber of
femaleswith cubs and continued range expansion indicate that the population in this area is growing
(Bjornlie and Haroldson 2019, Haroldseiral.2019

Griz2y bear range in the GYE has also increaseldstantially(Figure 1) Using the Bjornlie et al. (2014)
technique to estimate occupied range based orygar moving windows, Bjornlie and Haroldson (2019)
estimated grizzly bear range in the GYE has incresteedlilyat a rate of 4% annually, from 23,000 km
during 19761990, a distribution contained almost entirely with the Recovery Zone to over 68,000 km
during 20042018. This represents af@d increase in occupied range. The amount of private lands
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within estimated occupied range has increasashsiderably over the same perioflom 600 ki to
nearly 12,000 krh
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Figure 1. Estimated range extent and known and probable mortalities for independent aged hears
years)by decade since ESA listing of species in 1973nteragency Grizzly Bear Study Team,
unpublished data.

Analysis ofrends in documented grizzly bear mortalitieshe GYE have included oimglependentage
bears (i . e. ,Depertlentyyeuag(cibsarfd yeartinggre not hcluded because their
survivalis generally associated with that of their mothers and magradpave little chance to influence
their fates independent of their mothersGrizzly bear life history typically inlv@sgreatest mortality
(i.e., lowest agespecific survival) early in life, with relatively low mortality rates (high probability of
survival) oncehey reach adult age About a third to half of all dependent youngedefore they reach
the age of 2, pragmably of natural causes, and agenerallyundocumented. Mostlocumented
mortalities of dependent young are associated with the loss of their mothers.

Since 2002, the longerm average mortality rate (7.0%) estimdtéor independent female grizzly bears
within the DMA is below the thresholof 7.6%to maintain a stable populatiofTable 1, Figurg). The
estimate for total mortality includes an estimaté unknown and unreported mortality. In addition, the
population estimate derived from counts of unig females with cubs is known to be very conservative,
thus the actual mortality rate since 2002 is likely lower than 7.0%. Thesgality rateshaveallowed

for continued population growth and range expansifrthe GYEbear population increasingly inading
areas outside the DMAThe longerm average mortality rate for independent males is 9.6% of the
annual population estimatéTable 2, Figurg), which is also below thestablished mortality limit for
males



Table 1. Estimated percentmortaly f or i ndependent aged (=22) female
20022018.Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, unpublished data.

Estimated Documented Estimated total Estimate %
Year N mortality mortality mortality
2002 194 8 14 72
2003 202 5 13 6.4
2004 211 10 18 8.5
2005 220 2 5 2.3
2006 229 2 3 1.3
2007 238 11 20 8.4
2008 248 14 30 12.1
2009 242 9 18 7.4
2010 250 14 23 9.2
2011 245 12 26 10.6
2012 250 8 12 48
2013 258 10 18 7.0
2014 263 S 9 3.4
2015 249 12 25 10.0
2016 240 6 12 5.0
2017 250 12 21 8.4
2018 246 13 17 6.9
Average - 7.0
Table 2. Estimated percent mortality for independ

2018. Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, unpublished data.

Estimated Documented Estimated total Estimate %
Year N mortality mortality mortality
2002 194 9 17 8.8
2003 202 7 11 5.4
2004 211 12 23 10.9
2005 220 7 10 4.6



2006 229 7 11 4.8

2007 238 6 12 5.1

2008 248 22 40 16.2

2009 242 10 18 7.4

2010 250 21 39 15.6

2011 245 13 19 7.8

2012 250 18 31 12.4

2013 258 7 10 3.9

2014 263 11 17 6.5

2015 249 21 32 12.8

2016 240 19 37 15.6

2017 250 20 33 13.2

2018 246 23 36 14.7
Average - 9.7
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Within the Recovery Zone, major causes of docuradmhortalities and specific mortality categories
were similar for the decades 192908 and 2002018(Tables3 and4). Primary sources of
documented, humarcaused bear mortalities within the Recovery Zone have remained relatively
unchanged and were asdated with anthropogenic site conflicts and sd#fense kills. Outside the
Recovery Zone but within the DMA, mortalities from livestock conflicts andisdfise kills are the
primary sources of documented mortalities. Outside the DMA, livestock sndaiflicts are the
primary sources of mortalities.

Table3. Total and average annual humeaused mortalities for independent aged grizzly béaes 2
years)by mortality category and area, 192908.Primary categories are highlighted in yellow.
Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, unpublished data.

In RZ Out RZin DMA Outside DMA
Mortality Category  Total % Mean/yr (range) Total % Mean/yr (range) Total % Mean/yr (range)
Site conflicts 23 25 2.3 (0-4) 11 26 1.1 (0-6) 6 46 0.6 (0-1)
Self-defense 41 44 4.1 (0-9) 9 21 0.9 (0-4) 1 8 0.1 (0-1)
llegal 9 10 0.9 (0-3) 4 9 0.4 (0-2) 0 0 0
Mistaken ID 7 8 0.7 (0-4) 5 12 0.5 (0-2) 3 23 0.3 (0-1)
Livestock 0 0 0 10 23 1(0-4) 3 23 0.3 (0-1)
Accidents 13 14 1.3 (0-4) 4 9 0.4 (0-3) 0 0 0
93 100 9.3 (4-18) 43 100 4.3 (1-10) 13 100 1.3(0-3)

Table4. Total and average annual humaaused mortalities for independent aged grizzly béaes 2
years)by mortality category and area, 20@®18.Primary categories are highlighted in yellow.
InteragencyGrizzly Bear Study Team, unpublished data.

In RZ Out RZin DMA Outside DMA

Mortality Category  Total % Mean/yr (range) Total % Mean/yr (range) Total % Meanlyr (range)
Site conflicts 28 29 2.8 (1-6) 17 14 1.7 (0-6) 31 39 3.1(1-7)
Self-defense 36 38 3.6 (2-7) 33 27 3.3(1-6) 8 10 0.8 (0-2)
llegal 12 13 1.2 (0-3) 6 5 0.6 (0-2) 1 1 0.1 (0-1)
Mistaken ID 8 8 0.8 (0-3) 4 3 0.4 (0-1) 3 4 0.3 (0-1)
Livestock 2 2 0.2 (0-1) 54 44 5.4 (-11) 31 39 3.1(1-8)
Accidents 10 10 1(0-2) 9 7 0.9 (0-5) 6 8 0.6 (0-4)

96 100 9.6 (6-15) 123 100 12.3(2-20) 80 100 8 (3-17)

There is aincreasingrend in grizzly bear mortalitputside the Recovery Zone and outside the DigiA
all three of the major mortality caus€Bigure 3, 4, and 5)vhich corresponds to the increase
occuped range ofyrizzly beasandthe increased potential foconflictsas bears disperse from suitable
habitats in the DMA.
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Figure3. Annual number of mortalities from site conflittg areafor independent aged grizzly bearsk H
years)in the GYE, 1978018.Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, unpublished data.
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Figure4. Annual number ofortalities fromlivestock conflictby area for independent aged grizzly
bearsé » H  @n$hle B¥ELO752018.Interagency Grizzly BeStudy Team, unpublished data.
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Figure 5. Annual number of mortalities framifdefense killby area for independent aged grizzly bears
OxH &SI NRO -R018 int&r&yenby, GoiZzly Bedr Stndy Team, unpublished data.

There is an increasingeind in the percentage of nitalities occurring on private lands outside the
Recovery Zone but side the DMAand outside the DMA (Figure 6). During 2@04.8, 74% of

mortalities outside the DMA occurred on private lands. Seventypercent of those ddghs were male
bears, and those bears outside the DMA tend to be younger (mean age 8) thardpeaysvith the

Recovery Zone (mean age 12). This is consistent with an expanding population, with dispersing males
primarily responsible for range expansidrhe increasing trend in mortalities outside the Recovery Zone
and outside the DMA is primarilyfanction of grizzly bear range expansion and increasing bear densities
in these areas, wherprivate land ownership igreaterandhabitat conditions argenemlly less

favorable for grizzly bears comparedth inside the Recovery Zone.
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years) by year and area in the GYE, 12058 Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, unpublished data.

Trends in the distribution and causes of grizzly eartalities refect the realities of a healthy grizzly

bear population that has increased in numbers and expanded its occupied range in an ecosystem with a
rapidly increasing human population and human footprint on the landscape. Hansen and Phillips (2018
reported that* human popul ati on has doubl ed, and housing ¢
and both are projected to double again by 2050. Human development is now estimated to cover 31% of

the GYE. Data compil ed by ntéreanddMomtaing detwok®¢lntycewrsdt one | n
Ellis 2011¥how that from 1990 to 2010, the human population in and near@vncreased nearly

50% (from approximately 220,000 to 323,000). About 27% of land in the counties that compr@¥Ehe

is privatelyowned. Much othe growth occurred in rural residential are@Sgure 7)
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Figure 7. Progression of rural residential development in the GYE fror208d@from Mcintyre and
Ellis 2011).

Recommendations to reduce future grizzly bear mortalitiesid human-bear conflicts

The followingdiscussion describes actions that hdeen implementedo reduce the potential for

grizzly bear mortalitand humanbearconflictsin the GYE for each of the five pricegidentified by the
YES.The examples provided are not-aitlusve, but reflect some of the prima@ctions that have been
and continue to be used to reduce grizzly bear mortality riskramdanbearconflict potential. These
actions have been largely responsible for the susttésecovery of the GYE grizzly bearyagon.
Additional recommendations for reducing mortalities amgmanbearconflicts are then presentedAs
grizzly bear numbers increase and their range continues to expand well beyond the DMA, it may not be
possible to reduce the number of bear moritéés and humancaused grizzly bear mortalities are
expected with a recovered populatiommportantly, raw numbers of mortalities angoor indicators of
patterns and trends. Additional context regarding populatire, areas of interessex and agef
individual bears, and other factors is essentiflhe IGBST monitors mortalities in terms of sex and age
specific mortality rates (i.e., as a function of population size or demographic cofitwt)mortality rates
established within the Conservation Segyfor bears inside the DMare being met, and observed
mortality rates have allowed for the recovery and continued expansion of the GYE grizzly bear
population. The goal of these recommendations is to ensure tir&zly bear mortalities continue to be
managed within the established limitssidethe DMA and thaefforts continue to minimizéuman
bearconflictsthroughout the GYE
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BackcountnRecreation®& HuntingRelated Mortalities

Backcountry relatedyrizzly beamortalities, including those asstated with huntingare a source of
mortality for grizzly bears in the GYHEany backcountry conflicts resulting in human injonfatality, or
bear mortalily are the result of surprise eounters between people and beasome of whiclare
unavoidable.However, gencies have been taking actionsrémluce bear mortalities anitcrease

human safety in the backcountfgr decades Central to this has been outreach effolig state

federal and tribal (Wind River Reservati@agenciego inform hunters ad other backcountry users on
how to minimizeconflicts with bears. A variety of methods are used including posting information on
agency websitegroviding public service announoents printing bear safety information in hunting
regulationsand licenséholders;mailingbear safety informatiorto special hunting permit holders
presenting bear safety information to hunter safety classesrking with prodicersof TV hunting

shows hostingpublic eventdor people recreating in grizzly bear countaynd participating in

interactive social media discussions, expert panels, and podcastéde range of signing efforts have
occurred toinform hunters andbackcountry users throughouhé GYE. As just one exampimntana
Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (MFWP) hasted over 275 permanent metal signs with information on bear
safety and hunting in grizzly bear country at trailheads and access points on National Forest lands in
southwest MontanaAll GYBRgencies also engage in concerted efforts to promotecdueying anduse

of bear spray, including through targetadormation and educationefforts or through events like those
that have been sponsored ltige Wyoming GamandFish Department (WGFBhd Idaho Fishnd

Game Department (IDF@) cooperation with NGOshere bear spray is given to the public at no
charge.

Agency presence and mal public contacts during hunting seasons is a priority fotlihee state
agencies as well as théSFSinits. The goal of these contacts is to provide hunters with important
information on ways to minimize conflicts with bears, promote tiagrying anduse of bear spray,

ensure food storage regulations are being met, gather information about bear activitgdahée used

to proactively preventonflicts and provide a timelyasponse to conflicts when they do occiihe
USF&nd state agenciesork clasely with outfitters to ensure that measures are in place to prevent
conflicts in camps, especially for proper storage of food, game carcasses, and livestock feed. State
agenciesave providecportable electric fencingand grain storage containets outfitters for many

years where extra measures are needed to prevent conflicts in certain cavigsy USF$Inits provide
backcountry infrastructure for properly storing food and e®es, although there are inconsistencies
across forests and ranger distrigtshow these are appliegérticularlywithin designated wilderness).
Carcass storage poles have also been installed on state lands across the GYE, as well as on the Wind
RiverReservation.To help improve compliance with food storaggulationsin the backcountry
severalUSFSinits also offer IGBC approved bear resistant containers for loan to the public.

Conflict datafrom the last decade indicate that while conflicts andntalities in the Parks are relatively

rare, backcountry areas should be the NRSBiority to reduce thepotential for humanconflicts or

injuries andgrizzly bear mortaliesin the GYEThere areghree National Park Service (NPS) units in the
Greater YHowstone Ecosystem (GYE) including Yellowstone National Park (YNP), Grand Teton National
Park (GTNP), and the John D. Rockefeller Jr. Memorial Parkway @iQBtg3ix percent (2,197,675

acres) othese lands have been protected through recommendedepbal, or eligible wilderness
designation. Wilderness designation significantly reduces asetsted causes of grizzly bear mortality.

In addition to wilderness designation, YNP has designatdtehé Management Areas encompassing
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464,638 acres (21% WNP) of the highest quality bear habitat within the park, where recreational

activity is closed or access restricted on a seasonal basis. Bear Management Area designation reduces

habituation, humarbear encounters, andumanbearconflicts by limiting re@ational access to

important high quality bear habitat during the seasons the habitat is most critical to grizzly bears. GTNP

and the JODR similarly restrict use of important bear habitat by seligat@sing Willow Flats (2,640

acres) to public entryYNP, GTNP, and the JODR implement desighated campsite and/or zone camping

systems in backcountry ared&ackcountry camping permit systems limit the total number of people
and parties that can camp the backcountry on each night, thereby reducing pinebability of

conflicts. Backcountry campers are required to obtain a permit for an assigned site or zone and receive

training that includes bear safety, food storage requirements, reacting to beaueters, and use of

bear spray. Each backcountry campgité&’ NP contains a food storage pole or bear resistant food locker

to facilitate bearproof food storage. GTNP provides food storage lockers in some designated
backcountry campsites and requirestadickcountry recreationalists in Zone Camping areas taose
IGBC approved food storage container. Hikethérthree NPS unitare strongly encouraged to carry
bear spray. Elk hunters in GTNP are required to carry bear sBeskcountry rangers regulg make
public contacts to provide visitors with inforiti@n and to ensure compliance with food storage

regulations. Collectively, these actions have been highly successful at reducing the number of human

caused grizzly bear mortalities in backcountrgaar on NPS lands.

Agency ecommendations for reducing fiure grizzly bear mortalitieselated to backcountry recreation
and hunting

1.

12

Ensure thatraining continuesfor outfitters and guides operating in grizzly bear country on ways

to reduce the potential fohumanbearconflicts, especially those associatedhahunting. For
example, he Wyoming Oultfittes and Guide Associabn, in cooperation with the WGFD and
the USFSis planning tadevel training for their members.

Toimprove outeachefforts forbackcountry usersstate agencies and tHeaSFSould ontinue
to sponsorpublic workshopso provide information orbest practices fominimiang human
bear conflictsfor different backcountry user groups

Recognizing that backcountry use pattemmsnany portions of the GYdte changing, continue
to adapt messaging to more effectively reach backcountry userprivate and public lands
(including National Parks amdhtional Forestsyegardingbest practices fohunting, hiking,
camping, and recreating safely in grizzly bear courtns could include moreffective use of
social media and working with hunter advocacy groups to promote conflitimization
measuregrior to them engaging in their activities

Continue to improve infrastructure for storing food and game carcasses in backcountry
campsites usedy outfitters and the publicand improve public information on the location of
these structuresand/ orthe existence obear resistant container loan programs

Seek additional fundintp continueor expandoutreach programs such &gar spraygiveaways.
Reevalwate the Bear Management Area program in YNP and evaluate the potential for
implementation of Bear Management Areas in GTNP and@i2Ro determine areas within
these park units with the greatest potential to redusemanbearconflicts potentid human
injuries,and subsequent humaoaused grizzly bear mortality.



Public workshop recommendations for reducfagure grizzly bear mortalities related to backcountry
recreation and hunting:

1. The mechanisms for delivering educatiomadterial should benodernized to make the best use
of technology ando appeal to the broadest audiencé more strategic approach is needed.

2. Identifyimportant, specific audiences and fidrgetedways of reaching therte.g. hunters &

point of purchasng licenses). Ths especially applies to higisk groups.

Hunting areas in the GYE occupied by grizzly bears should be identtfhedagulations

4. The contents of hunter educatianaterialshould be expanded angpbdated to include an
understanding ohew (and saferhunting and carcass handling techniques. This would reflect
the knowledge thathere aremore bears in more places and that grizzly beaesexploitng
harvested game and gut piles an increased rate and in new locatiofis part, thisnformation
wouldinclude moving carcasses out of cover and into the open and flagging these locations for
easysite identification for retrieval and safe assessment of grizzly bear presence.

5. Permit holderson NF land should be given thathority to u® aversive conditiningto deal
with problem bears.

6. Continue to promote education regarding the use of bear spray, including the need tdéarve

spray accessie at all timesFind new and compelling ways to reach and convince reluctant

audiences.

Findmore ways to makéear spray available to the publiacluding rentals

8. The type and placement of information signs related to safety in bear country continues to be a
problem. Signs are often too wordy and are hard to locate among many signs ormblodiatis.
Also, hey should be more thoughtfully designesigrs should beplaced as stanehlone for easy
recognition andviewing; e.gbeyond(down the trail) or set apart frorthe trailheadbulletin
boards.

9. Infrastructure(food/carcass poles and metal storage boxes) #hbe made available to the
public in the wilderness and there should be a standardized potidhe types usegheir
construction and placementAgencies and Forests should coordinate and take this exsde
responsibility seriously.

10. Regulaions invoving bear baiting should be revisiteddo everything possible to make sure
grizzly bears do not receive food rewards and are not shot at these locations.

11. Bear baiting should berphibited in the grizzly &ar Demographic Monitoring Area¢cupied
habitat

12. The use of electric fencdy permitteesshould be encouragedndthe materialsand
information for useshould bemore available

13. Permitted outfitters and guides should bequired to use electriences to secure camp
perimeters and attractants.

14. Educdional requirements for nonesdent huntersshould be revisited and enhanced; digd
to license purchase

15. There should be more effort invested in finding was darmectwith non-hunting recreatiamists
especially atypical ones; ethosewho start treir trip outsideof grizzlybear countryand have a
destination within occupied bear areas.

w
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Front Country Conflicts and Community Planning

Considerable progress has been mader the past 30 yea® reduce front country conflicts and

related grizzlypear mortalitieson public lands, especially inside tBMA Food storagend sanitation
regulations have been in plaoa public landsforman year s, starting in the
Nati onal Par k and tnitienaltbresds0 Thsareacoveredby thesewaydationgy

has gradually increased over time, and they have proven highly effective for reducing conflicts between
humans and bears. Food storage regulations are now in place on all National Park and National Forest
lands as wellas all MFWP lands (wildlife management areas, fishing access sites, boat launahes),

DMA The USFandNPShave been providing food stage dumpsters and bear resistant garbage
containers at campgrounds, lodges, and other front country sitesefood storage became required

highly successful partnership between tHi&Fand Greater Yellowstone Coalition skditin 2014 has
resulted inthe purchase and installation of such infrastructure at every develdp@BSampground in

the GYEThe Bureawf Land Management has also added food storage infrastructure at several front
country sites they manage within grizzly bear habitat in the GYiEough a partnership with the

Western Bear Foundation, the WGFD has installed bear boxes andpdksds hey administer.

MFWPhas also provided funding to improveofibstorage infrastructure on public landand has

partnered with local governments, businesses, and NGOs to place over 2,50@&istant garbage
containers in the Montana portionfahe GYEThis, combined witlagencyeducation and enforcement
efforts, has been highly successful at reducing grizzly bear mortalities associated with front country sites
on public lands.

Significant reductions ioonflicts and subsequelfrizzly beamortalitiesat front country sites on

private lands have also been achievmdagencies working closely with the publ@n most private

lands inside the GYE, there are no sanitation regulations requiring that attractants be stored so they are
unavailableo bears. Exceptions to this include county ordinances or zoning regulations requiring
proper attractant storage in areas such as Teton County, Wyoming and portions of Gallatin County,
Montana. Additionally, Montana state statute 86-216 makes it unlaful to feedwildlife (including

bears) on public and private landdowever, state agencies have been working to reduce sanitation and
attractant related conflicts on private lands for many years by providing bear resistant garbage storage
containers, andnstallingelectricfencing sitest landfills, transfer stations, apiaries, and orchards to
exclude bears. In addition, considerable efforts have been madetk closely with local communities

to implement voluntary conflict reduction measure&n example of thsisthe Bear Wise Community
program in Wyoming. Other outreach methodsmmonly used to inform private landowners on ways

to minimizehumanbearconflictshave inclugd posting information on agency websitesaffing public
events, and placingignsat drategic locations Additionally, state agencies routingbyovidecomment

to city or county governments for privalandssubdivisiornplansto incorporate considerations for
reducinghumanbearconflicts.

Agency ecommendations foreducing future grizly bear mortalitieselated to front country conflicts

1. Where needed,mprove garbage storage infrastructure at sites on privatd publidands
inside the DMAdy continuing to work with private landowneiscal communitiescity ard
county governmentsand sanitation companies

2. Purchase and install bear boxes at approximately 1,000 sites in developed campgrounds in
Yellowstone National Park.
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Public workshop recommendations for reducing future grizzly bear mortalities related todonmitry

Improve consistency and messaging of signing relatduitoanbearconflict prevention

measures orlJSFS andP8ands.

Work with local communities tensureenforcement ofexistingsanitation ordinanceand
regulations or to enact new local sanitation orders where they are needed
Continueeducatianal andelectric fencingnstallationefforts on private land#n occupied grizzly
bear habitat focusing orareas withinthe DMA)to reduce conflicts associated with orchards

Recognizing that managing roadside bears outsidetbnalparks in the GYE will contiauo
be a collaborative effort among state and federal agencies with varying authorities and

jurisdictions, identify strategies for managing these isaraadditional resources needed to

Wor k wi t h i nt dncreasetaeatabléNfiGdrig soeconomendations B6.

There should be dear policyaddressindear resistantontanersto allow county and
municipalsanitation departmergto more readily identify, purchasandutilize them.

The compatibility (or lack of) of bear resistant containers and equipment for removal (garbage

The wintentionalconsequence of carcass rewashould be considered and addressed; e.g. the
movement of bears (route také to these sitegbest location?jo find food. Carcass removal
is necessary, but how the practices are implementedreagativelyimpact frontcountry human

Dewelop and utilize pone alertsystensto send a message letting the public knaventhey

understandimg should be provided to thpublic b address the sense that this is a game of
mu s i csaby stdiesomanizations without regard to public concerns

ssues (lack of) rel

at eMoret o

IGBGshould take a more active role in developing safety in bear couméssaging,
standardizingnfrastructure,and theprocessor moving forwardwith programs for coexisting

Develop/create compellingogiatmedia charactdis)to engage younger generations

4.
5.
and smallexotic livestock(i.e., hobby ranches)
6.
accomplish this increased workload
7.
conflicts:
1.
2.
trucks) should be addressed.
3.
activities.
4.
areentering bear country
5, Address trust
6.
with bears infront country areas.
7.
8.

Efficacy ofnformation andEducationHforts

The entire system of providirigcentives for complying with attractant storage requirents

should be reasesed.

Agencies have long be@mgaged in efforts to inform the public and various stakeholder groups about
ways tominimizeconflids between grizzly bears and people. However, thereelmen comparatively
few efforts to evaluate the success of these efforts to determine which methods have been most
effectivein the GYEPersonnel on the Gallatin National Forest conducted survepaakcountry users

in the AbsarokaBeartooth Wildernesd ur i n g
provided information were most effective atforming visitors aboutood storage requirements and the
use of bear spray. Grand Teton Natl Park cooperated with university experts to evatutte
success of their signing and other bear safety messaging prodastgdting in a 2011 report
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summarizing the resull@®VYSAQO0L11). Personnelvith YNP haveonducted extensive public survey

efforts to determine how well visitors comply with bear sigfrecommendations, the results of which

have been reported annually intheBSTs annu al reports since 2015. H
been designed tepecifically evaluate the efficacy of information and education efforts. The WGFD has
conduced surveys of the publiat bear spray distribution events to determine which efforts have been

most helpful in informing people about bear spray.

Agency ecommendations for evaluating and improving the efficacy of future I&E efforts:

1. Work withagency owuniversitysocial sciencand human dimensionsxpertswith contextual
knowledgeof grizzly bears and humatw evaluate the most effective methods of outreaching
to importantuser groups includingeople who live, work, and recreate in areas occupied by
grizzly bearsSudies should be designed to evaluatdich I&E methods have been successful in
chandngp e o p | e’ stowhrdshheomimended practices for minmghumanbear
conflicts

Public workshop recommendations for evaluating and improving ffieaey of future I&E efforts:

1. IGBC should play a larger role in tisafety in bear country messdgeconsistency, assessing
efficacy, where to find the best material, developing new material, distribution/dissemination.

2. Funding is an issuéow to get he best return for the effort involved; finding new sources for
education and enforcement.

3. Is what ve are doing working? How do we know?

Livestock conflicts and producer outreach

Tobetter managdivestock conflicts and related grizzly bear mortalityeacies havéor many years
beenengaged in efforts timprove ourunderstandng offactors that drie depredation rislkand
techniques that mayeducethat risk This workbegan years ago with efforts suaban early analysis of
livestock depredation bgrizzly bears conducted by the IGBST (Knight and Ju@®) 49&a research
project led by personnetém the WGFD Anderson et al. 2002)More recently, the Forest Service,
WGFD, and US@SBST cooperated witngraduate student frorMontana State Univeity to analyze
grizzly bear depredation risk associated witBF§razing allotments in the GYE (VEadt al. 2018).
These studies have helped managers better understand livegfiozkly bear depredation dynamics but
havelargelybeen unsuccessful in idéfying grazing management practices that will reliatelgiuce
depredations particularly in the context darge wildlandenvironmentstypical ofmost public lands
grazing allotments.

During the same timehere have been signdant changes in grazimdlotment managemendon USFS
landsin the GYE which have generally resulted in fewer domestic sheep and cattle grapblic
lands and fewer allotmentsOver the past 1415 years, several domestic sheep allotmdantsde the
DMAwith chronic grizzly dar conflict histories have been vacatetbsed or converted to cattle grazing
(Ash Mountain and Iron Mountain: Gallatin National Forest; Tosi CEkIRidge, Lime Creek, Rock
Creek: Bridgemeton National Forestl he Meyers Grek Allotment is the oglactive domestic sheep
allotment inside thegrizzly beaPrimary ConservationArea, but it has not been grazed since 2008
Numerous cattle allotments with chronggizzly beaconflicts have been vacated or closed as well
(Blackrak, Spread CreelBaconCreek, Fish Creekridger-Teton National Forest, upper pastures of
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Dunoir Allotment Shoshone National Forest). Other allotments within the PCA or DMA have been
vacatedor closed due to other resourancernsas well (Horse Butte, Wapiti, Cack&ridge Suth
Sixmile Gallatin Nitional Foresf). Most of these actions over the past §8ars were the result of 3
party transactions, in whichon-agency affiliatedjroups have provided financial compensation to
permittees who agredto waive their grazingermits back to thdJSFS

State agenciem Wyoming, Montana, and Idahwave alsavorked extensively with livestock producers

to minimizeconflicts and grizzly bear mortalitAgencies meet with producers annually to discuss viable
options for reducingonflicts, which also facilitates dialogue to allow for quick resolution of livkstoc
conflicts. All three states have programs to provide financial compensation for verified livestock
depredation by grizzly bears. Such programs hatpmize the econorne impact of livestock
depredationfor livestock producersFederal state, andtribal agency personnel strive to respond

quickly to livestock conflicts, whidjuilds trust anchelps increase tolerance for grizzly bears with
livestock producers as well psoviding better opportunities for confliaesolution Examples of ways in
which agency personnel have worked with producers to minimize depredation risk or mitigate conflicts
after they have occurred include providintpetric fences to livestock prodacs to helpprotect

livestockin sheep bedding areas or calving pastymsescuring attractants such as grain storage biaad
capturing and relocating or removing bears that kill livest&tkte agency personnahd independent
programstrain range rides to improve their capability for managing livestock and detecting
depredation isuesas soon as possiblé.ocal governmentand conservation grougsave also
implemented measures that may help reduce livestoglated grizzly bear conflicts such as the
progransin Park County, Wyomiramnd Madison County, Montanahich pay for localantractorsto

haul livestock carcasses to the landfill, thereby redubioige yards thaattract bearsnearlivestock
production operations.

Additionally, state agencies hawarked to provide livestock producers with information they need to

minimize liestockrelated conflicts. Ex ampl es i ncl ude MFWPdrgersaridi vi ng wi
Ra n c h er s "andbncogpordtinghi®information into public education forums apdesentations

for agricultural interests.

Livestock depredations and associhteear mortalities have proven very difficult to alleviate atne

will continue to occur given the increase in bear densities and expansion of grizzly bears beyond the
DMA hto more areas devoted to livestock productiohivestock depredation and subsequent
management actions are the reality of a recovered grizzly bear population, with continued expansion of
occupied range well beyond DMA boundaries.

Agency ecommendationgor reducing futurdivestockrelated conflictsand associatedrizzly bear
mortalitiesand improving outreach to livestock producenr® somewhat limitechnd primarily involve
continuing the existing efforts that have been most successfaludng:

1. Camtinueto engage with livestock producers thateenew to managing livestock in areas
occupied by grizzly beats assist them with understanding grizzly bear management
regulations, angoromote awareness afompensation programs, agency procedures for
regponding to and mitigating depredation events,camanagement options thdielp reduce
depredation risk
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2. Continue to verk with livestock producers to evaluatkepredation risk relative to livestock
management practices such lagestockbreedor husbandrypractices as well as other potential
methods br minimizinggrizzly bear depredation risk.
3. Continue todisseminag information to livestock producers and others on management
strategies that have been tested and their efficacy for minimizing livestoadtiats, such as
using electric fencing around smatiale calving pastures and carcass management programs
TheWst ern Landowner’s Guide to Reducing Conflic
summarizesnanyof these strategies one publicaibn for livestock producers

Public workshop recommendations for reducing future livestag&ted conflicts and assiated grizzly
bear mortalities and improving outreach to livestock producers:

1. Create an eveifs)that really appeato the participantswhere this information could be
presented or capitalize on existing events such as livels growets meeting.

2. Rpl i ¢ aRubydlldye t ¢ a taleigop€'i.e. producer initiated, locally driven (MT)

Partnering withthe Stockgrower Associatiorcould be a goodtarting point.

4. There are maniNGOswvho could bewilling partnes- make t a priority tonetwork with new
NGOsfind out who @an helpand whatthey canoffer

5. The use otlectric fencings a deterrenshould be more aggressively exploretiaelectric
fences should be much more readily availaletter information on the use dlectric fencing
is needed. A discussion about the reliability of electric fencing material/equipment is needed.

6. In each state, ¥plore/implement differential compesation rates for producers who invest in
conflict management programdroducers who invest in conflict management programs should
be recognized and compensated.

7. Expandtinding forWildlife Servicesto conductnon-lethal work

8. Help producersieal with @arcasseshat are hard to access. This could mean expanding the use
of explosives.

9. Producers should be compensated for the loss of guard dogs in all states.

10. There should be much more emphasis on prevention than reaction.

11. Other partners-Needto invohemorepe opl e who are actuallsg; on the
this effoit needsmore credible partners.

12. Agency managers aretef on the scene too late to address conflicts. A more rapid response is
needed by whatever means, including more funding for enstaff.We know that the existing
staff is stretcheethin.

13. Find and hghlightexamples of livestock @patorshave found ways to coexist wiiredators
Find ar eas wh €figuee out why it v8orks ancdbshowcatieesé efforts

14. Needacknowledyment regardinghow natural systemsvork. This awareness managing rage
allotments rather than simply managing tgtes on the calendaiNeed more flexibility and
more options outside of standard operations.

15. How do we deal with livestock lost to larksgcarcasse® Allow permittees more flexibility to
move among pastureto avoid larkspur. Producers aosingusefultools in rangeland
man age me nt to'tdalovihlthisarma other problems.

16. Producers should bdlawed more flexibility within graing permits to address conflicts

w
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Targeted Community Outreach @rizzly Bear Expansion Areas

As grizzly bear range expansion in the GYE progresses, agencies have expanded fifurtsze
humantbearconflicts andyrizzlybear mortality. Food storage&egulations on National Forest lands in

the GYE have expanded subht these are now in place throughout the entire Beaverh&skrlodge,

Custer Gallatin, Caribeliarghee, and Shoshone National Foresig] on all BridgerTetonNational
Forestlandsand MFWP landsvithin the DMA Additionally, food storage regulationseain place on

almost allUSF$ands in the area between the GYE and Northern Continental Divide EcosySIEDE)

Through the partnershigpbetween the Greater Yellowstone Coalition do8FS and between the

Western Bear Foundation and WGHrastructure for storing food and garbage has also been installed

in developed campgrounds in areas recently occupied by grizzly bears as their range has expanded in the
GYHsee IGBC website, http:gbconline.org/foodstorageregulations2/).

The Montana Bear EdationWorkingGroup is anotherelatively recengeffort to reducehumanbear

conflicts and grizzly bear mortality in the GYE, NCDE, and the mosaic of public and private lands between
thesetwo grizzly bear populations. It is a partnership betwd&FWR the USFSand U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Servicaalong with considerable support from NGOs includingWikdlife Conservation Society, People

and Carnivores, the Cinnabar Foundation, the Rockyritén Elk Foundation, the Vital Ground
Foundation, and Mont ana’ s p&taersbighas fundedcagasition foéudeu nd at i
on education and inform#on efforts tailored towards local landowners, hunters, livestock producers,

local publicsand others tominimizehumanbearconflicts and grizzly bear mortalitfhe Montana Bear

Education Working group has presented bear awareness, safety and catfliction information in 54
communities, contacting nearly 42,000 people in #ieabetweenthe GYE and NCDE.

Additionally,state and federahgencies arapplyingtheir regular conflict management programs,

including many of the actions discussed elsexgha this document, over a larger area as grizzly $ear
expand their range and increaserinmbers However, agency capacity is limited andgilt be

challengingo respord over a larger area afonflict potential MFWP has created two additional bear
management technician positions located in Deer Lodge and Red Lodge to help manage aadflicts
educational efforts in areas of recent grizzly bear range expangdi@¥D has increased seasonal and
full-time personnel within their Large Carnivore Sectimg also created a fulime outreach and

education position (Bear Wise Wyoming Coordinatégencies respond to all conflicts regardless of
where they occur, but expectations for securing attractants or providing habitat security for grizzly bears
differs depending on whether the location is inside fRecovery zoneoutside theRecovery Zonbut

inside the DMA, or outsidethe DMA.n Mont ana’s connecti vVNGDE zone bet
MFWP responds to conflicts and works to increase awareness and education efforts to allow natural
movement of conflicfree bears between the two ecosystems.

Agency ecommendations for reducingrizzlyhumanbearconflict potentialthrough targeted
community outreach in grizzly bear expansion areas:

1. Improve signingnd messagingelated tohuman safety andrizzly bear confliateduction
practices orpubliclands ingrizzly bear expansion areas.

2. Work with permittees (outfitters, livestock grazimgsorts, etc)on USF$andsin areas where
grizzly bear occupancy is new or anticipatedncrease their awareness and safety. Where
appropriate,incorporatehuman-bearconflict prevention measures into their permits and/or
operations.
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Public workshop remmmendations for reducinfuture grizzly humarbear conflict potential through
targeted community outreach in grizzly bear expansion areas:

1. Be very proactivelzout providing sibsidesfor purchasing and installingear-proof
infrastructure

2. Have arcass removal programs in pldoefore this becomes an issue; i.e. before bears are
active in the area.

3. Have very intentional and high qualityx{eert) educatioral eforts anddiscussions witlthe
public ingrizzly beaexpansion areasThis should inctle bear biology and behavior, how to
prevent/reduce conflicts and encounters.

4. Strive for onsistency amonggencies and locations regarding messaging, regulationsttieg,
and infrastructure.

5. CommissionGBQo identify andprioritize the most important areas totarget foroutreach

6. More accountability of bmeownesinvolved inbearhumanconflictsis needed.

7. Develop one trees/text chairs to communicate informadin directed at reducing bedruman
conflicts

8. Seek prtnerd organizations thatan effecivelyreach largetocalaudiences andpecificnon-
localaudiences.

9. Time outreach efforts to target specific seasons with higher risk of-hearan conflicts; e.qg.
when chiclenoperations begin annually.
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Appendix A Summary of public recommendations from YES workshop,

Cody WY, October 31, 2019

This Appendix is a full gietion of the public input received at thectober 31, 2019%vorkshop

I. Backcountry Recreation and Huntirglated Conflicts

A
A

D D

Modernize educational delivery
More targeted deliveryo sportsman groups thatredictablyhave conflictsvith bears(i.e. at
purchase of hunting license)
Promote increased bear spray accessibility and education on use (i.e. rentals)
Identify huntingunits in occupied GB habitat hunting regulations.
Give ermit holdersmore authority to use aversive conditionimgethods.
Expandand modernizeeducationmaterialon hunting practicesrecognize that there are more
bears in more places and bears are attracted to recently harvested game and remaining gut
piles. Explain hunting practices that can reduce conflict pidén

o Drag arcasessinto the open

o0 Flag sits where carcasses and gut piles are left.

Session #1 Aversive Conditioning for learned behavior

A Usedogs (the right species) to discourage bears

A Use lean bag gun loads, air horn, strobe ligtusondition bears

A Use bear sy for discouraging bears not just in conflict situations withgressive
behavior/charging

A Enticing a bear to bite a can of spiya form of aversive conditioning.

A Standardizepolides oninstalling attractant storagen wildernessincrease availdlity of these
devices

A Increase wailabilityand useof electric fences

A Regulag bear baitingprograms appropriately to avoid encouraging bear/human corsfiod
mistaken identity grizzly bear mortalities.

Session #2

A Reqire O&G to use electric feimy.

A d9gn placement-beyond trailheac place signs involving bear aware information so that they
are more available and noticeable to the public; agency trailliefimation boards angigns
are not usetfriendly. Educationarequirements for norres huntes (tied to license purchase)

A Educatenon-hunting recreationists and thosgho start their trip outside bear country

A Prohibitbearbaitingin the DMA occupied GB habitat

[I. Front Country Conflicts and CommuniBlanning
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A

Education and Enforcement

0 Ordinance and fines

0 Peer shaming

0 Understanding complexities

o0 Changing the message

0 Help public understand repercussions
Feel good community pride



A Photos
0 Shaming and education
A Tackle stores selling wildlife feed. Removalmirce?
A Clear policy for bear resistananisters to allow sanitation department to utilize. Deal with
equipment compliance issuédumpster and garbage truck incompatibility)
A Unintentional consequence of carcass remevhear movement to find food
A Phame alert when entering bear country, paretc— message
A Trust/understanding process for publizggd shirt fear),* mu s i c a | b e eebuildingne s sagi n
trust between the public and bear management agencies.
A IGBGhouldhelp with messaginfjdevelopng bear-wise programs attractant storage
infrastructurestandardizationidentifying and applying thprocesgsfor moving forward
A Socialmedia character creation to engage younger generations influence other generations
0 Smokey messaging@ounterproductive change
0 Benadette bearbé®do gmanrt part, be
0 Bear meter (activity gauge)
A Reassess thincentivesand deterrents for good public behaviortiear country
A Early removal of problem bears

lll. Efficacy of information and education efforts

Issue 1: What recommendations do you have &duce future grizzly bear mortalities and to address
grizzly bear/human conflicts?

A Consistent messaging is needed across the ecosystem.

A Increase awareness & education efforts:

0 Outreachto huntersduringthei cense applicati omnpp’rocess by |
information about areas where bear safety measures need to be implemented (e.g., food
storage, etc.). This could also be part of license packets that are mailed.

0 Messaging needs to be expanded to be awddldo both resource professionals and the
community. Model the Bear Wise Program after the Fire Wise model and create a
community certification program.

9 Tourists may often only come into contact with community members. Identify ways
to reach the genergbublic to help them have the tools to sharestibonsistent
message.

A Consider working with press releases where bears are mentioned to have safety messages
included.
A Identify easily accessible and digestible media information: geotagging, QR code ess, vid

(e.g., attractants versus rewards, beatlagior).

A Showcase real success stories . ¢ . |, hi kers who didn’t think the
along, and the way it prepared them for a bear encounter.
Increase enforcement effortsoften I&E carbe too lenient. Warnings may not always besbe
Youth advocacy groups
Implement a targeted approach outside the DMA in key areas such as where genetic
connectivity is needed to sustain populations and cultivate recovery.

> >

Issue 2: What actions are yaar your organization already taking?
A Current' y using a “shotgun” approach to | &E effort
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A Annually educating folks inside the DMA.
A Info sharing/teaching at various events and venues.

Issue 3: Are there areas of interest for additional actions?
A Consistent messaging.
A Increase awareness efforts.
A Support Recommendations in Report: Need to include a social science component in order
understand and utilize proven methodologies for I&E.

Issue 4: What other partners are needed to take effective action?
A In order to create a consistent message thidwing are recommended:

0 Social Scientists that can complete a dgép analysis, identify what other entities
might already have for consestt bear messaging (e.g., British Columbia), & how to
monitor for success

o Need an expert ithemessageketing to “sell”

0 House the consistent messaging in one location such as with the IGBC I&E chair.

o0 All agencies have to come to agreement on the sage.

Recommendations
A Consistent messaging across the ecosystem
0 Reach out to other agencies, in organizationgther areas that have focused efforts
A Outreach to hunters during app process or with license materield e ct r eunpi”c “ pop
notifications
o0 Annual education efforts outside the DMA
A Work with media releases to make sure bear safety messages are ineles@chple: news
A Social science understanding (audience and specific messages)
0 How successful are these?
0 Agency, state, multiple universitieol@boration research
o0 Comparative and gap methodology analysis
A Professional, consistent messaging in the field famdhe public
o 3x5info cards
A Education-educate base community and visitors
0 Expand beawise prograne.g.” f i r e wi—soeihunityo d e |

Additional Actions/Rec.
A Education: bear behavierupdate video (series)
o Digestible chunks
Geotagging and QR code
Understanding attractant as reward
Youth advocacy groups I&E
Showcasing success storiegroper bear country preparation
o Enforcement of camp mreagement, food storage and/or cease and desist vs. a warning
A Money- a limiting factor. Increase funding for:
0 Educaion
o Enforcement
o0 Infrastructure

O O OO
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Current Actions

A
A

Events teaching a wide range of users (various venues)
Annual education inside the DMA

What Else? Who Else?

A
A
A

A

Coordination among agencies (for messaging)
Clearinghouse for messages: I&E chair (IGBC)

Social sentists involved in message formulation and assessment of I&E efforts, monitoring for

success
Marketing expertise and Nat. Res. Intezfation

IV. Livestock conflicts and livestock producer outreach

Recommendations you have:

A

A
A

D D

Create an e wendt” tphaavidéi sc i“pbaenito
0 Livestock growers meetingcould we have a session there?
Ruby valley stratgy:all in one: producer initiated, locally driven (MT)
How do we deal with livestock lost to larkspucarcasses
0 Move pastures
0 Losingtoolsinrangelandmaa g e me n t t ool box"
MT does not have multiplier, MT paying for some guard dog loss (prevention)
0 i.e.changing from reaction to prevention
Other partherssheed people who are actually on
Managers/ranchers/producers need authority address problem situationsr anc he s
sustain current/growing levels of losses
o0 Mostdifficult —in accessible backcountrgften not there in time to address
0 Taking out problem bears early is most effective
Need for broader access to/life of Faill Equigmentfunding—to help with electric fencing
Explore/implement differential compesation rates for producers who invest in conflict
management programs not existent in all states
Set up broader clearinghouse of conflict tools/science/fundatg,
o Eg. Western Lands Alliance brochure
Funding increase for wildlife service ni@thal work
Allow producers more flexibility within grazing permits to address conflicts
How to deal with carcasses we cannot access?
0 Not possible to get them all
0 Make use bexplosives possible

How to share knowledge:
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Western Landowners Alliance is a good example
0 Have developed a publication
Who converes?
Partnering with Stockgrower Association could be a good place to start
NGOs are a willing partner, figure out networknew NGOs can help, what they offer
Relationships key between FS and permit holder for ggaailotments (trust)
How do we achieve this flexibility
How do we share knowledge, BMPs, observations, and so on?

t he
can

g

r
t
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Various intl. examples of livestock ops and @teds

o Where it’s working
Capability and capacity of the network of nprofits and other enties that may be able to help
Administrative flexibilities/options within the SOP
Flexibility acknowledging the natural systems not the dates on the calendar
Docurrenting and explaining observations, decisions of field load when adjustments are made
Relationships are essential and critical for success.

o Communication and trust

v >

V. Targeted community outreach in grizzly expansion area

A Subsidy for Beaproof infrastucture
0 Residency areas
0 Money-realize reality and accountability
Carcassemoval programs in place ahead of time
Expert education and discussions with public in expansion areas
0 Biology/behaviorreduce conflict potential
0 Public bear training academy/semairs
Use success stories to educate
0o Tom Miner Basin
0 North Fork Bear WiseoBmunity Program
0 WLA-Ownership
A Accountability
A Partners
o0 Western Landowner Alliance
Ouitfitter/Guides
Landowners/Ranchers
Builders
Resorts, Dude Ranches
Realtors
HOA, Landowners Assations
Youth Advocacy Programsounties
Go to “their turf?”
Consistency among systems
County commissioners, local governments
IGBCshouldidentify high priority areas to outreach
Homeowner accountability for conflict
Incentivize and/or punish
o0 Peer presure
Phone tree, text chain
Incentivize permanent infrastructa
Partners and organizations that reach larger audiences andouah
Timing and “fencing initiatives”
0 Chick week

>\ >\

>

oI D > D D
O OO OO Oo0OOo
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Appendix B: Prioritizing Agen@nd Public Recommendations for Reducing
Bea-Human Conflicts & Grizzly Bear Mortalities in the GYE

Thisappendi x displays the author’'s efforts to coll at
main body of this report into priority actions that could be a focus for future YES effinesauthors

noted that of the five topics addressed by thipogt, some may be better addressed at the IGBC level.
Thesetopics were identifiedandtheneach of t hi s r e ghe remdinsigopisstohor s r ank
determine which may be more importamf YES to focus on.

Recommended Lead Topic
YES Backcountry and Hunting Related Conflicts
YES Front Country Conflicts and Community Planning
YES Livestock Conflicts and Producer Outreach
IGBC Community Outreach in Range Expansion Areas
IGBC Efficacyof Information and Education

Of thefive topics that formed the subject of this report, two of these were identified as being more

effectively addressed at the IGBC lev®he was the efficacy of Information & Education (I&E) efforts.

The central thera of all recommendations associated withgtopic was the need to evaluate 1&E

efforts to determine which are most effective. While YES agencies could contribute to this effort, this
information would be very useful to all IGBC subcommittees. We recordrtieat IGBC play a central
coordinationrole in moving forward witlihis recommendationWhile this topic may not be most
appropriately addressed at the YES | evel, some of
important topic to address

The other topic identified as being better addressed at the IGBC level was community outreach in grizzly
bear range expansion areas. Grizzly bears have almost entirely octupieMA and range expansion

is currently occurring in areas outside gwboundaries, including the area between the GYE and NCDE.
These areas are outside the geographic scope of the YES. Because thar aetdnis largelyin areas

outside the bounds of the GYE and in the interstitial areas between recovery zonesjaeve lted IGBC

could best coordinate these actions.

The remaining issues of backcountry recreation & hunting related mortalities, front country conflicts and
community planning, and livestock conflicts & producer outreach were recognized as best addtessed

the YES level. Wheve rankedthese issues in order of priority, thereawe no clear distinction

amongst them.This could partly be because the authors represent a spectrum of agencies across the
ecosystemand some issues may be more orlessimgprtdtep endi ng on an i ndi vidual
geographic location. However, we believe it is a representation that these issues are equally important.

Recommendations specific to each topic were than ranked in priority orfiee. list of agency and

public reommerdations was extensive and often overlapped. In order to distill these to a manageable

level that could be meaningfully prioritized, similar recommendations were combiBethe of this
report’s authors expressed atnoaryofehe mcomnendatiors t he r an
really represent an expansion of existing orgming efforts rather than entirely neactions which is

undoubtedly true Therefore, these recommendations were not forwarded for prioritizatibime
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aut hor ' s r thewrécanchendationshin oodér of priorityPriority rankings for each topic are
displayed in the following tables.

Backcountry and Hunting Related Conflicts

Highest Increase the availability of food and game carcass storage infrastructbeelktountry
campsites

Moderate Training for outfitters and guidesew and safer hunting practices

Moderate Funding for outreach programs, such as bear spray giveaways

Moderate Standardize agency policy and message for providing backcountry attrateages (and
associated attractant storage orders).

Lowest Standardize and simplify information signs

There was broad suppoamongst the public and agencifs increasing the availability of backcountry
food and game carcass storaigdrastructureincludingfood sbrage boxes and pole§ hiscould be
complicated by a lack of a consistent approach to food storage infrastructure within designated
wilderness areas. Some National Forest units have been installing such structures somyélarothers
have considerethis to be inconsistent with wilderness management. Td@mmendation to
standardize policies for food storage infrastructure (and food storage orders across jurisdictional
boundaries) would directly address this issue arad ranked as a moderate prityti

Funding for outreach program, including bear spray giveaways, was ranked as a moderategboiogity
with training for outfitters & guidesThis is in recognition that current agency budgets for this work are
finite and, in most cases, fully contted. More funding from noragency sources will be required if
recommendations for reducing bear mortalities and hurimar conflicts are to be impimented.

Outfitters and guides operate in the backcountry throughout the @¥éthe fatality of a huntig guide

in 2018 on the BridgefFeton National Forest emphasized the importance of this recommendation. An
effort is already underway among the WyamgiOutfitters & Guides Association, Wyoming Game & Fish
Department, BridgeiTeton National Forest, and Shase National Forest to create a bear safety
training film for outfitters and guides.

Standardizing and simplifying information signs wexmmerded by both the public anégencies

Bear management in the GYE is complicated by the wide range of Eamagement and state wildlife
management agencies involved, all of which have their owrsgitaced across the landscape. While
standardizing signacross the GY&buld be useful, past efforts to do this have not always realized the
desired outcome. A nmre achievable goal may be for individual agenoiesnitsto focus on signing

that communicates the most importattear safetymessagein simplified formats and to coordinate
signingwith other agencies with overlapping jurisdictions.

Front Country Gnflicts and Community Planning

Highest Develop specific programs forunicipalities and countie€Same issues retooled for a ne
audience)

Moderate Develop partnership funding with NGOs

Moderate Consistency in messaging for hurdagar warning/conflicsigning on Federal lands

Lowest Roadside bear management strategies for areas outside the Parks
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The highest priority recommendation for this topic was developing specific programs for municipalities
and counties. This is a broad statement that représencombination of more specific
recommendations, and largely includes the expansion of effoashhvealreadybeen successfully
implemented inportionsof the GYEThis includes working with local governments to implement
ordinances for proper garbagstorage, improving enforcement efforts for areas with ordinances already
in place but where comjance is lowimproving beasresistant attractanstorage structuresn private

and publidands addressing issues of compatibility with waste hauling epaipt and bearesistant
garbage containergndexpanding electric fencing at private lands witlcloerds and small livestock

Devel oping part ner sadsranied bsunmoderate griony.i Thdrecdih@éndasion w
wasalso made for the backcotry & hunting related mortalities & conflicts topic, which is an indication
that agency fundingor humanbearconflict prevention programs is finite and future increases in
funding may not be realistic. More funding from ragency sources will be reqat if these
recommendations for reducing bear mortalities and hurimar conflicts are to be implemented.

Improving consistency in sign messaging on Federal lands was also ranked as a moderateTghisrity.
was similar tearecommendatiorto standardke signs for the backcountry & hunting related mortalities

& conflicts topic.Standardizing signs would hefpprove consistency in messaging, buhare

achievable goal may be for individual agencies or units to focus on signing that communicates the most
important bear safety messages in simplified formats, and to coordinate signing with other agencies
with ovedapping jurisdictions.

Developingstrategies for roadside bear management in areas outside the parks was ranked as the
lowest priorityfor this topic This is likely because the issue is currently limited in geographic scope to
portions of the Shoshanand BridgeiTeton National Forests WyomingWhen they occur these issues
can create a large amount of public attention and agencies need to be responsive, but relatively few
grizzly bear mortalities or humamear conflicts are currently associated wibadside bears outside the
parks.

Livestock Conflicts and Producer Outreach

Highest Emphasize prevention vs. reaction
Moderate Enlist producers to be messengers and allies
Moderate Be practical; use the partnerships with producers as a filter

This topic had the fewest recommendaticios new actions that could be taken to reduce grizzly bear
mortalities and conflicts. This is perhaps a recognition that it can be very difficult to prevent
depredation conflicts from occurring in areas where gyibear habitat overlaps with livestockaging
areas, especially under freange conditions typical of most public lands grazing allotments.

Emphasizing prevention versus reacting to conflicts after they happen was the highest priority
recommendation.However, no new methods for accomplisithis were identified. Thus, this
recommendatiorinvolved the expansion of methods already being utilized, including the use of electric
fencing where appropriate and implementing large animal carcass dispaggbprs.

The last two recommendations weranked as moderate prioritiedoth involved ways of promoting
information sharing The concept of enlisting producers to be messengers recognizes the inherent
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credibility of those wh knowledge andxperiencananaging livestock in grizzly bear countfese
individuals should bdirectly involved in discussions between niwestock producers and agency staff.
This way the message will carry more weight and offer necegsagynatism. This will contribute the
element of a conversation among peers, aivill add endorsement and approachabilitloreover,
experienced livestock producers should be involvetthéninitial craftingof agencylivestock
management practices, including measures to mitigate grizzly deganedation on livestockThis will
introduce an importantnitial reality checko the programs that define agency policies.
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