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“Alive, the grizzly is a symbol of freedom
and understanding – a sign that man can
learn to conserve what is left of the earth.
Extinct, it will be another fading testimony
to things man should have learned  more

about but was too preoccupied with himself
to notice. In its beleaguered condition,
it is above all a symbol of what man is

doing to the entire planet. If we can learn
from these experiences, and learn

rationally, both the grizzly and man may
have a chance.”

— Frank C. Craighead Jr.
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I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this proposal is to reestablish a
large subpopulation of grizzly bears in the San
Juan Ecosystem that would eventually serve as
the basis of a larger metapopulation of grizzly
bears throughout the Southern Rockies.
Population viability analysis has determined that
to ensure long-term viability (a 95 per cent or
better chance of surviving for several hundred
years), a population of grizzlies will need to con-
sist of approximately 2,000 bears or more
(Allendorf, et al. 1991; Shaffer 1992).

Secure habitat is defined as roadless area of
5,400 acres or more (Mattson 1991) or low road
density habitat of 0.25 miles of road per square
mile or less. Habitat to support such a population
may still exist in the Southern Rockies bioregion.
However, it is not contiguous. Rather, it exists as
a series of semi-isolated blocks of wildlands. We
believe that it may still be possible to maintain a
landscape in the Southern Rockies that will sus-
tain a viable population of 2,000 grizzly bears,
but this population will consist of a series of sub-
populations linked into a metapopulation by cor-
ridors, which together could comprise a geneti-
cally diverse, viable population. 

High-quality habitat exists in abundance in the
Southern Rockies. Reintroduction of the grizzly
bear would place few, if any, restrictions on pub-
lic access or traditional use of the land. The risk
of danger to humans would be minimal.

We need to act quickly to reestablish a self-sus-
taining, viable population of grizzly bears in the
Southern Rockies. Government efforts to de-list
the grizzly bear amid official reassurances that
its population is expanding in the Yellowstone
Ecosystem have ignored serious threats to the
grizzly’s continued existence that have emerged
in the past several years.

Geneticists and conservation biologists have
discovered that the Yellowstone grizzly popula-
tion has become less genetically diverse over the
last two centuries. Species with a greater variety
of genes are more adaptable to changes in their

environment and less likely to succumb to single
factors such as infectious disease or other sto-
chastic event.

There are other factors threatening the contin-
ued viability of the Yellowstone grizzly popula-
tion. No fewer than four major food sources in
Yellowstone are at serious risk. Whitebark pine
trees, an important food source, are being
destroyed by an exotic blister rust.

Populations of the army cutworm moth (Euxoa
auxiliaris), a preferred source of nutrition for
many Yellowstone grizzlies during the critical
period of hyperphagia (French et al. 1994), may
be eliminated by pesticides in the agricultural
areas east of Yellowstone or imperiled by global
climate change.

Destruction of significant numbers of
Yellowstone bison suspected of brucellosis infec-
tion may eliminate another major source of griz-
zly nutrition. The prognosis for Yellowstone
Lake’s cutthroat trout is potentially grim
(Reinhart et al. 2001). The lake trout, an exotic
species that has been introduced to Yellowstone
Lake, has proven to be a major piscivorous pred-
ator that threatens the native cutthroat trout pop-
ulation and adversely affects numerous wildlife
species that depend on the cutthroat (Kaeding et
al. 1996).

Other serious threats to the Yellowstone griz-
zly’s welfare include human development
encroaches on grizzly habitat, oil and gas explo-
ration, roads, poaching, mistaken identity by
black bear hunters, and hasty, ill-considered acts
of “self-defense.”

Establishment of a grizzly bear sub-population
in the San Juan Ecosystem of Southwestern
Colorado and Northern New Mexico will create a
“genetic reservoir” to prevent extirpation of the
grizzly bear in the lower 48 should other sub-
populations disappear. In the future, grizzlies
from the San Juan Ecosystem may constitute a
source population for reintroduction efforts else-
where in the Southwest or West. 

The Conservation Biology Proposal for Grizzly Bear Reintroduction
to the San Juan Ecosystem of Southwestern Colorado

and Northern New Mexico
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III. LEGAL STATUS OF GRIZZLY BEARS IN THE
SAN JUAN ECOSYSTEM 

(a) Legal Status. Under this proposal, grizzly
bears reintroduced to the San Juan
Ecosystem will be protected and granted
legal status as a threatened species under the
provisions of the federal Endangered Species
Act. They will be managed in a manner con-
sistent with grizzly bear management pro-
grams in other bear population recovery
areas (such as the Greater Yellowstone and
Northern Continental Divide ecosystem
areas).  

Section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act
provides for experimental populations of
wildlife protected under the Act. Such experi-
mental populations must be completely sepa-
rated from other populations and be geo-
graphically separate as well.

Although numerous sightings of grizzly bears
in Colorado have been reported since the
death of the last known grizzly in 1979, the
absence of incontrovertible physical evidence
leads us to conclude that there are currently
no grizzly bears living in the San Juan
Ecosystem. However, should such evidence
be presented to, and accepted by, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Colorado
Division of Wildlife, that relict population will
be fully protected by the Endangered Species
Act. Efforts to augment the population of
grizzly bears still living in the San Juan
Ecosystem should be recognized as an
important management tool and given priori-
ty to restore viability to a relict population,
however small. 

(b) Management. The grizzly bears within the
population recovery zone shall be managed
in a manner consistent with management of
other threatened grizzly bear populations.
Problem bears which come into contact with
human settlements, livestock, campgrounds
and human foods or garbage shall be trapped
and relocated to roadless areas. Control of
problem bears shall be in accordance with 50
CFR 17.40 and the Interagency Grizzly Bear
Management Guidelines. Decision-making
regarding possible control actions shall be
the responsibility of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service may enter
into cooperative agreements with the
Colorado Division of Wildlife and the New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish that
would allow these agencies to carry out con-
trol actions when necessary. 

(c) Response Time. In the event of conflicts
between bears and humans and/or livestock,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or
state fish and game management agencies
shall respond within 24 hours from the time
of notification of the conflict and shall take
appropriate measures such as initiation of
live-trapping efforts and relocation of prob-
lem bears.

II. PRIMARY MEANS of POPULATION
REESTABLISHMENT 

Under this proposal, the primary long-term
means of grizzly bear population reestablishment
in the San Juan Ecosystem will be by human-
aided translocation of grizzly bears from other
regions. Grizzly bear restoration and augmenta-
tion efforts have  taken place in this nation as well
as in Austria, Scandinavia, and, most recently,
Italy (Mustoni and Genovesi 2001). Transplanting
of bears is recognized as a valuable tool in the
conservation of small bear populations worldwide
(Servheen et al. 1995, Miller 2001).

The Colorado Grizzly Project will assist in rais-
ing the funds necessary to find, trap, transport
and successfully reintroduce grizzlies to the
Southern Rockies.
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IV. POPULATION RECOVERY AREA

and POPULATION RECOVERY GOAL 

(a) Recovery Zone. Under this proposal, the popu-
lation recovery area includes all of the South
San Juan, Weminuche, La Garita and Lizard
Head wilderness areas of the San Juan and Rio
Grande national forests as well as inventoried 

roadless lands and other national forest lands
comprising approximately 9,140 square miles.
This is the area where recovery will be empha-
sized. Grizzly bear management decisions in
the Recovery Area will favor bear recovery so
that the area can serve as core habitat for sur-
vival, reproduction and dispersal of the recover-

ing population.
(See Map 1.) 

(b) The
Scientific
Committee
established in
Section X of
this proposal
will evaluate
habitat suitabili-
ty of Colorado
State Wildlife
Areas, the
Monte Vista
National
Wildlife Refuge,
the Southern
Ute Indian
Reservation and
contiguous BLM
lands for inclu-
sion in the
Experimental
Population
Area. 

Map #1
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The Experimental Population Area is the area within which the experimental population of grizzlies will be
managed. Grizzly bears moving outside the Recovery Area onto public land in the Experimental Population
Area will be accommodated through management plans and policies developed by the Scientific
Committee. Such bears will not be disturbed unless they demonstrate a real and imminent threat to
human safety or livestock, in which case they will be relocated or removed.

(c) Population Recovery Goal. This alternative establishes no a priori population recovery goal. Rather, it is
assumed that habitat within the population recovery zone is available for grizzly bears and they will be
allowed to distribute themselves throughout the zone at whatever density the habitat will support. The
Scientific Committee established in Section 10 shall determine an estimated carrying capacity for the
recovery area based upon the analysis outlined in Section 10(c)(1).

Map #2
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V. HABITAT SUITABILITY
AND LINKAGES

The San Juan Ecosystem offers
excellent habitat for grizzly bears.
It is a biologically rich and diverse
ecoregion (Shinneman et al.
2000) characterized by a wide
assortment of plant species used
as food by the grizzly (Craighead,
et al. 1995) (See Map 3.), an
abundance of prey species and
sufficient vegetative cover to pro-
vide for grizzly security and isola-
tion, minimizing the possibility of
human-bear conflict.

Grizzlies forage seasonally in vari-
ous ecotones as preferred plant
foods become available
(Craighead 1982). Analysis of
data from the South San Juan
Mountains (Povilitis 1989)
revealed numerous species of
plant foods preferred by grizzlies.
More recently, vegetation analysis
conducted in the Needle
Mountains within the Weminuche
Wilderness demonstrated the
abundance of plant foods neces-
sary to grizzly bear survival
(Michener-Foote and Hogan
1999).

Ungulates are an important griz-
zly food, providing the
Yellowstone grizzly population with the majority of
energy required for activity during the non-denning
season (Mattson 1997). The proposed recovery area
contains a large portion of Colorado’s best game-
management units with an average 2.65 elk/km2
(CDOW Biologist Scott Wait, pers. comm.). Overall,
Colorado boasts the largest elk herds in the nation
(Buchanan 2001).

Elk carrion – winterkill - in the San Juan Ecosystem
will supply grizzlies with an important source of
calories and protein as the bears emerge from
hibernation. Grizzlies have been observed preying
on elk calves, especially in the first three days after
birth in late May or early June. In autumn, grizzlies
may make use of elk that have been wounded dur-
ing hunting season or are vulnerable following the
rut. Gutpiles left by successful elk and deer hunters
will give grizzlies a valuable source of nutrition as

they prepare for hibernation.

Grizzly bears pursue other prey species in addition
to elk. Small mammals such as pocket gophers,
voles, mice, ground squirrels, marmots and beaver
are plentiful in the recovery area. Invertebrates,
especially insects, have been reported as compo-
nents of the grizzly diet in numerous research stud-
ies (Craighead 1995). Grizzlies also consume ants,
grasshoppers, ladybird beetles, even earthworms.
These species occur throughout the San Juans and
will undoubtedly be a part of the grizzly’s varied
diet.

In the Northern Rockies, noctuid moths are a pre-
ferred source of nutrition for many grizzly bears
and represent a high-quality food available during
hyperphagia (French, et al.1994). However, no
moth-aggregation areas have been identified in the
proposed recovery zone, and entomologists offer lit-

Map #3
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tle hope that noctuidae will be found in sufficient
numbers to contribute to the grizzly diet in the San
Juans (Opler, pers. comm.).

Fish constitute a large part of the diet of grizzly
bears in Alaska and along the coast of British
Columbia. In Yellowstone, numerous grizzlies feed
upon cutthroat trout spawning in the tributaries of
Yellowstone Lake. The proposed recovery zone does
not include any large bodies of water or sizeable
fish populations. Recent research into the diet of the
Colorado grizzly confirms our belief that fish did not
contribute to the diet of the bear (Jacoby et al.
1999).

The omnivorous foraging behavior of the grizzly
bear and its need for security and thermal cover are
well documented (Murray 1987).
The proposed recovery zone
includes several primary cover
types important to grizzly bear
populations. Alpine, spruce-fir,
mixed conifer, aspen and mon-
tane grassland cover types are
well represented throughout the
study area.

Alpine cover is characteristically
rugged and remote and provides
secluded den sites and isolation
for grizzlies. Spruce-fir cover is
characterized by snow chutes,
which are used frequently by
female grizzlies in the spring
(Mace et al. 1996). Mixed conifer
habitat is often used for elk calv-
ing. Elk calves are particularly vul-
nerable to grizzly predation in the
first three days of life and are a
good source of protein and high
net digestible energy for bears
(Mealey 1975).

Aspen cover includes dense
understory of snowberry and
grasses used extensively by griz-
zlies in Yellowstone and Montana
(Knight et al. 1984). Montane
meadow provides forest/non-for-
est ecotones where concealment
and safety are close at hand. 

As previously noted, the popula-
tion recovery area is almost six
million acres, or 9,140 square

miles (14,624 square kilometers). Approximately
130 miles by 130 miles, this area ranges in eleva-
tion from 5869 feet above sea level along the
Uncompahgre River to mountain peaks more than
14,000 feet above sea level. Such varied topography
offers wide-ranging carnivores such as the grizzly
bear a multitude of habitats and communities in
which to thrive. (See Map #2.)

Three-fourths of the proposed recovery area is
owned by the federal government. The U.S. Forest
Service owns 63 per cent of the land while the
Bureau of Land Management owns 13 per cent. The
State of Colorado possesses an additional 2 per cent
of this land. More than one million acres of the pro-
posed recovery area are formally protected as
wilderness. (See Map #4.)

Map #4
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Roadless areas are essential for grizzly bear securi-
ty. Use of such areas by grizzlies decreases the like-
lihood of human-bear conflict and bear mortality.
The majority of grizzly mortalities occur within two
kilometers of roads and four kilometers of devel-
oped areas (Bader 2000). Currently, 27 per cent of
the proposed recovery area has a road density of
0.25 km/km2, defining it as secure habitat (Bader
2000), and 24 per cent of the area has a road den-
sity under 0.50 km/km2 (Shinneman et al. 2000).
Together, these areas would constitute core areas
for grizzly use. (See Map #5.)

The remaining 49 per cent would constitute multi-
ple-use land buffers for the core reserves. These
core areas and buffers will be linked by protected
landscape corridors to other areas of suitable habi-
tat This strategy offers the best available solution to
successfully recovering large carnivore populations
in the Southern Rockies (Noss et al. 1996).

This proposal recognizes the importance
of corridor linkages, and the Scientific
Committee formed in Section 10 shall
identify opportunities for establishing
linkages between the San Juan
Ecosystem grizzly population and other
areas of suitable habitat in the Southern
Rockies. 

Corridors have been identified as one of
three essential elements in the design of
regional reserve systems for protection
of biological diversity (Noss 1991). The
9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals (1990)
described corridors as “…avenues along
which wide-ranging animals can travel,
plants can propagate, genetic inter-
change can occur, populations can move
in response to environmental changes
and natural disasters and threatened
species can be replenished from other
areas.”

While research on corridor effectiveness
has been limited in regards to grizzly
bears, leading researchers have recog-
nized its importance. Jonkel (1987) stat-
ed that travel corridors are important
units of grizzly bear habitat. He conclud-
ed that even where corridors feature
extensive human disturbance, they are
an important habitat requirement if they
connect units of habitat, prevent the iso-
lation of bears into “island populations”

or enable bears to travel to key food sources.
Craighead et al. (1995) suggests that corridor link-
ages for grizzly bears be established immediately
before expanding resource use precludes them alto-
gether.

Craighead and Vyse (1996) concluded that male
grizzlies, and particularly subadults, are most likely
to use corridors for dispersal and can maintain
genetic diversity. They found that recolonization of
empty habitat patches depends upon female dis-
persals, which are typically over shorter distances,
requiring design of corridors which contain habitat
capable of supporting several females through their
lifetime and the lifetimes of their offspring. 

The effects of road densities and habitat fragmen-
tation on grizzly bear populations and habitat use
are well established in the literature. Maintenance
and restoration of low road-density habitat in the
linkages established by the Scientific Committee

Map #5
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VI. – HABITAT RESTORATION
Under this proposal, the Scientific Committee estab-
lished by Section 10 shall be responsible for identify-
ing those areas where habitat restoration work will
improve security for grizzly bears reintroduced to
the San Juan Ecosystem. Local residents hired to
carry out restoration work will be directly involved
in grizzly bear recovery. These hundreds of new jobs
associated with habitat restoration work will be year-
round, high-paying positions for heavy equipment
operators, biologists, technicians and others from
communities near the grizzly bear population recov-
ery zone.

This employment feature of the proposal will
encourage support for grizzly bear reintroduction
from individuals currently fearful that the economic
consequences of bear recovery will have a negative
impact upon their communities. By directly invest-
ing those communities in grizzly bear restoration,
habitat essential to bear recovery can be restored
and attitudes hostile to grizzly bears ameliorated,
improving the chances for successful grizzly bear
reintroduction.

Moreover, these jobs are largely compensatory for
jobs that are foregone as a result of not building
roads and logging roadless areas within the popula-
tion recovery zone. The same heavy equipment
operators who would have been employed building
roads can be hired to obliterate roads. In terms of
net cost, more jobs can be created in wildland
restoration at far less cost to the treasury than
below-cost timber sales within roadless areas
(Garrity 1995).

Within the restoration areas, most roads would be
ripped, recontoured and revegetated. Revegetation
of denuded slopes would also be undertaken. A
memorandum of understanding shall be developed
between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the
U.S. Forest Service to implement the restoration
work, which will be administered by the U.S. Forest
Service.

Restoration work would be funded by congressional
appropriation through the annual Interior
Appropriations Bill. These costs are more than offset
by ending below-cost timber sales within the popula-
tion recovery zone, thereby saving taxpayer money.

under this proposal are essential to establishment
of a large subpopulation of grizzly bears in the
San Juan Ecosystem and consequently, a viable
Southern Rockies metapopulation. In order to
assess the effectiveness of habitat linkages, they
must be established now, and grizzly bear restora-
tion in the San Juan Ecosystem provides the
opportunity to study this concept out on the land.

Within the corridors established by the Scientific
Committee, open road densities will be limited to
an average of 0.25 miles per square mile. This
density is based upon security requirements for
female/cub grizzly bear groups described by
Mattson (1991) and recommended by Craighead
et al. (1995). Highways 17, 160, 149 and 550 are
exempted from this density standard. A standard
for cover requirements shall also apply to these
corridor linkages. This cover standard shall be
developed by the Scientific Committee established
in Section 10 of this proposal.
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VII. TRANSLOCATION OF GRIZZLY BEARS.
This proposal calls for human-aided translocation of
grizzly bears from other bear populations into the pop-
ulation recovery area. These translocations would only
take place pending the results of a one-year study by
the Scientific Committee established in Section 10
which will determine if source bears are available from
unthreatened, healthy bear populations in areas with
similar habitat conditions as those in the population
recovery area. This analysis shall also determine the
ideal number of bears to be translocated.

(a) Potential Source Areas for Translocation.

At the current time, all grizzly bears in the
lower 48 states are classified as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act. None of the
U.S. populations outside of Alaska have been
delisted pursuant to the Endangered Species
Act, and court rulings indicate the Selkirk and
Cabinet-Yaak grizzly populations may be uplist-
ed from threatened to endangered status.

However, once delisting is accomplished for the
grizzly bear populations of the Northern
Continental Divide and/or Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystems, bears may become available for
translocation.

Grizzlies will only be removed from source pop-
ulations if there is no significant impact to pop-
ulation health or recovery. The origin of bears
for placement will include areas more than 10
miles beyond existing recovery zone lines in
the NCDE and GYE and interior British
Columbia, where grizzlies are not dependent
upon salmon. Only grizzly bears with no
known history of conflicts with humans or live-
stock will be used for reintroduction.

Alaska is home to thousands of grizzly bears
that are not listed as a threatened or endan-
gered species under the Endangered Species
Act. However, these bears have evolved under
very different habitat and climatic conditions
than those located in the population recovery
zone. The bear foods found in many parts of
Alaska are very different from those in the pop-
ulation recovery zone. For these reasons
Alaskan bears are unsuitable for translocation
to the Greater San Juan Ecosystem. 

Northwest Canada and particularly the
Northwest Territories and the Yukon Territory

are home to large numbers of grizzly bears.
However, this is the land of the barren ground
grizzly, whose habitat is far different than the
San Juan region. These bears are also unsuit-
able for translocation to this region. 

Southeastern British Columbia has several griz-
zly bear populations that exist in habitat condi-
tions most similar to those in the San Juan
region. Grizzly bears in this area appear to be
the most suitable for translocation. Wildlife
management officials in British Columbia have
stated that grizzly bears from this region will be
made available for translocation if requested by
U.S. officials (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1995). British Columbia wildlife officials have
previously provided grizzly bears for transloca-
tion to the Cabinet Mountains in northwest
Montana. 

There is disagreement over the viability of
these populations. Although grizzly bears are
still hunted in this area, biologists and conser-
vationists in Canada have spoken against the
hunting season, particularly in the British
Columbia portion of the Selkirk Mountains.
Grizzly population estimates throughout south-
eastern British Columbia and southwestern
Alberta are controversial and have been chal-
lenged by independent grizzly bear researchers. 

(b) Feasibility Study.

The Scientific Committee formed under Section
10 of this alternative will conduct a two-part
feasibility analysis of translocating grizzly bears
from southeastern British Columbia or south-
west Alberta into the San Juan Ecosystem. This
analysis shall be completed no later than one
year from the date of signing the Record of
Decision and Final Environmental Impact
Statement and shall be included in the first
Annual Report of the Scientific Committee.

(1) In the first part of the study, the Scientific
Committee shall conduct an analysis of grizzly bear
population data supplied by federal and provincial
wildlife management agencies in Canada as well as
independent biologists and conservationists from
British Columbia and Alberta.

This population analysis shall determine if there are
any biologically unthreatened grizzly bear populations
that can serve as a source of grizzly bears for translo-
cation. Current and future habitat conditions shall be
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considered. The population analysis shall consider dis-
creet populations of grizzly bears as opposed to
province-wide population estimates. Under this alter-
native, bears may be translocated only from unthreat-
ened populations, as determined by the Scientific
Committee analysis. 

(2) The second part of the study shall review translo-
cation records from other grizzly bear population
areas in an effort to identify the best available tech-
niques, predict the potential success of translocating
grizzly bears into the San Juan region and identify
problems in order to reduce conflicts that may
impede potential success.

The Scientific Committee also shall review available
data from the population recovery zone to determine
potential release sites for translocated bears. This
analysis may also consider possible means of encour-
aging translocated bears to remain in the general area
of the release site in order to accli-
matize the bears to their new sur-
roundings. Included in this analysis
will be the ideal number of bears
to be translocated and whether to
translocate this number all in one
season or spread the translocations
over several years. 

(c) Target Date for Translocation

If the Scientific Committee analysis
identifies suitable source bears for
translocation, the first releases
would take place in the spring and
summer of 2011. 

(d) Initial Release Sites

Unless the Scientific Committee
analysis recommends otherwise,
the first translocations shall be con-
centrated in the wilderness and the
roadless areas of both the San Juan
and Rio Grande national forests.
Release sites in these areas serve
several purposes. Habitat in this
area was initially analyzed by
Povilitis (1989) and found to be
excellent for grizzly bears. More
recent research indicates the con-
tinued existence of high quality
grizzly bear habitat (Southern
Rockies Ecosystem Project, 2000).

Thus, data already exist to show that this area is capa-
ble of supporting a grizzly bear population. This
region was the location of the last confirmed death of
a grizzly bear in Colorado in 1979. Unconfirmed
reports of grizzly bear sightings continue to emanate
from this area.  Thus, concentrating releases in this
area provides more promising prospects for survival
of translocated grizzlies and eventual reproductive
activity. Wilderness and roadless areas are also well
within the population recovery area, buffering the
translocated bears from intensively developed and
inhabited areas.

Moreover, by concentrating releases in the wilderness
and roadless areas of the San Juan and Rio Grande
National Forests, efforts at population reestablishment
can move forward while the remainder of the popula-
tion recovery area is analyzed for its habitat capability
and carrying capacity for grizzly bears.

Map #6
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IX. HABITAT MANAGEMENT STANDARDS

(a) Development of Standards. 

Under this proposal, the Scientific Committee
shall develop habitat management standards
to apply to portions of the population recovery
zone located outside of designated wilderness
and roadless areas. These standards shall
include limits on open and total road densities
as well as cover standards. 

(b) Maintenance of Roadless Areas. 

The standard for roadless areas shall be that
no roading or logging is allowed within inven-
toried roadless areas inside the population
recovery zone. 

Roads are the greatest factor in grizzly bear
mortality. Mattson and Knight (1991) found
that even secondary roads present a mortality
risk for Yellowstone grizzlies five times as high
as roadless backcountry areas. Moreover, roads
reduce the amount of available habitat for griz-
zlies by displacing them away from roaded
areas. Mattson et al. (1987) found that even
within a national park protected area,
Yellowstone grizzlies stayed at least 300
meters from paved roads and recreational
roads during the spring and summer, and up
to three kilometers away during fall. 

Kasworm and Manley (1990) found that griz-
zlies avoided roads more than expected in the
Cabinet Mountains area. Numerous other stud-
ies have documented the impacts of roads
upon grizzly bear habitat use and mortality,
including McCLellan and Shackleton (1988);
Horejsi (1986 and 1989) and Archibald.
(1987). Jonkel (1979) suggests that roads and
trails present the greatest conflict in grizzly
country. Conversely, roadless areas provide the
most secure habitat for grizzly bears. Female
grizzly bears with cubs select for roadless
areas in their use of habitat (Mace and Manley
1993). 

(c) Mining. 

The 1872 Mining Act in most cases gives min-
ing activity priority over other land uses. If
mining operations are to occur within the pop-
ulation recovery area, the U.S. Forest Service is
required by law to minimize impacts on the
natural environment and threatened and
endangered species. 

(d) Grazing. 

Although there are grazing leases in the popu-
lation recovery area, no significant effect on
grazing allotments is anticipated in the first
phases of the recovery process.  As the grizzly
bear population eventually expands to fully
occupy the recovery zone, management

VIII. ADDITIONAL HABITAT RESEARCH

Under this proposal, additional research will be initi-
ated and completed by the Scientific Committee
established in Section 10. Research will focus on
habitat types, quality and distribution throughout the
proposed population recovery zone. The remainder
of the population recovery zone will be satellite-
mapped in detail as described by Craighead et al.
(1982), Craighead and Craighead (1991) and
Craighead (1995).

This research shall develop a grizzly bear habitat
suitability analysis as well as an estimated carrying
capacity of grizzly bears within the proposed popula-
tion recovery area. This research will build upon
habitat analysis conducted by independent bear
researchers  (e.g., Povilitis, 1989) and be completed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the San Juan
Ecosystem. The research will include an analysis of
spring, summer and fall habitat components as well
as bear use patterns, human access, expected
human use and mortality risk factors.
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standards designed to reduce conflicts between bears and livestock
grazing outlined in the Interagency Grizzly Bear Management
Guidelines shall be the basis for reducing grizzly bear/livestock
conflicts. These standards shall be reviewed by the Scientific
Committee and, as appropriate, modified to fit the circumstances
in this grizzly bear recovery area. 

(e) Recreation. 

There will be a minimal impact on current recreation use patterns
in the population recovery area. The vast majority of recreational
use is backcountry type recreation, which will continue unaffected.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, working with the Colorado
Division of Wildlife and the U.S. Forest Service, shall provide infor-
mation to recreational outfitters and guides in the area on proper
food and garbage handling procedures within grizzly country. 

(f) Grizzly Bear
Management Situations.
Pending completion of
the analysis of the
Scientific Committee
outlined in Section 10,
all habitat within the
population recovery
zone shall be considered
critical habitat essential
to the welfare of the griz-
zly with the exception of
privately owned lands,
car access campgrounds,
human habitations,
human communities
(townsites), livestock
pens and major human
structures such as fish
hatcheries. Bears that
enter these areas shall
be subject to live-trap-
ping and relocation
efforts within 24 hours
and subject to control
actions in accordance
with the Interagency
Grizzly Bear
Management Guidelines.

Map #7
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X. SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 

Under this proposal, a San Juan Ecosystem Grizzly Bear
Scientific Committee is established to carry out addition-
al research, implement translocations of grizzly bears
and monitor the results of the project. This interdiscipli-
nary team shall have participants employed by state and
federal governments and members from the non-govern-
mental, independent scientific community. 

SAN JUAN ECOSYSTEM GRIZZLY BEAR SCIENTIFIC COM-
MITTEE 

(a) Definitions.

(1) The term “Scientific Committee” means the 
San Juan Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Scientific 
Committee established under subsection (b). 

(2) The term “population recovery zone” means those
portions of the states of Colorado and New Mexico
depicted on the maps accompanying this alterna-
tive. 

(b) Scientific Committee.

(1) Establishment. 

Not later than 60 days after signing a final deci-
sion notice on the Record of Decision and Final
Environmental Impact Statement, the Secretary of
the Interior, in cooperation with the National
Academy of Sciences, shall establish a San Juan
Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Scientific Committee.

The Scientific Committee shall consist of 10 mem-
bers appointed by the Secretary of the Interior
after consideration of comments received pursuant
to paragraph (4) and full and good faith consulta-
tion with the National Academy of Sciences and
the Society for Conservation Biology and profes-
sionals in the fields of wildlife, population ecology,
plant ecology, range, forestry, and conservation
biology.

(2) Member Qualifications. 

The Scientific Committee shall consist of ten indi-
viduals, each of whom is an acknowledged expert
in one or more of the following disciplines.

a) the design and implementation of grizzly bear
recovery plans (private sector appointment)

b) economic analysis of forest ecosystems (private
sector appointment)

c) landscape ecology

d) grizzly bear habitat requirements and habitat
use patterns

e) plant ecology and the remote sensing/GIS based
analysis of vegetation on a regional scale

f) population viability analysis

g) fire ecology

h) conservation genetics

i) restoration of forest ecosystems.

(3) Other Requirements.

No more than five members of the Scientific
Committee may be employees of any federal or
state agency or from any industry involved in
resource extraction. No less than five members
shall consist of persons from the non-governmen-
tal, independent scientific community and acade-
mia. 

(4) Publication and Comment Period.

The Secretary of the Interior shall publish for pub-
lic comment the proposed appointees to the
Scientific Committee in the Federal Register. 

(5) Authority.

The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, shall have sole
authority and responsibility for implementing
recovery efforts pursuant to the Endangered
Species Act. The Secretary, acting through the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, shall act in good faith
upon the recommendations of the Scientific
Committee and in accordance with its legal
responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act
requiring the Service to use the best available sci-
entific information in formulating, implementing
and monitoring recovery efforts. 

(6) Compensation.

The members of the Scientific Committee shall be
compensated for travel expenses, meals and lodg-
ing associated with meetings of the committee.
Committee members may also be provided a daily
per diem for work done pursuant to their duties as
committee members.

(7) Replacement.

In the event that a member of the Scientific
Committee should become unable to serve, the
Secretary of the Interior, using the process pre-
scribed in b (1), and keeping in mind the require-
ments set forth in b(3), shall appoint a new mem-
ber to the Scientific Committee. 

(c) Study.

The Scientific Committee shall design, coordinate and
conduct studies in the San Juan Ecosystem. All lands
associated with this alternative, including the population
recovery zone, shall be studied utilizing an integrated,
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multi-disciplinary approach. The Committee will
implement the following projects— 

1) A refined and extended satellite mapping of habi-
tat types, quality and distribution shall be initiat-
ed throughout the population recovery zone using
existing and, when necessary, newly collected
data. These data on habitat quality will be com-
bined with existing demographic data and princi-
ples derived from other populations to estimate a
carrying capacity for grizzly bears within the pop-
ulation recovery zone. This work will include
analysis of spring, summer, and fall habitat com-
ponents, as well as bear use patterns, human
access, expected human use, and mortality risk
factors. This same analysis shall also produce rec-
ommendations for any needed boundary adjust-
ments to the population recovery zone; 

2) Population analyses of potential source areas for
grizzly bear translocations to determine the
impact of removing bears under any option con-
sidered under c (5) below; 

3) A review of techniques and results of all previous
translocations within and between other recovery
areas; 

4) An analysis of the San Juan Ecosystem for poten-
tial release sites for translocated bears; 

5) A determination of the ideal number of grizzly
bears to be translocated and whether these
translocations are to take place in one season or
spread out over several years; 

6) A review of the scientific literature on the impacts
of road densities and loss of cover. Based on this
review the committee shall develop management
standards for open and total road densities and
cover requirements that shall apply to all areas
within the population recovery zone outside of
wilderness and roadless areas; 

7) An evaluation of opportunities for linking the pop-
ulation recovery zone to other grizzly bear popu-
lation recovery zones by establishment of land
corridors capable of supporting grizzly bear
movements and natural genetic exchange; 

8) A review of the extent of habitat fragmentation
caused by development actions, particularly log-
ging and road building, and the effect such frag-
mentation has had on the numbers, distribution,
densities, movement, and viability of the grizzly
bear; 

9) Monitoring any human translocated grizzly bears
into the population recovery zone from other bear
populations including their movements, feeding

patterns, and reproductive success; 

10) Monitoring the population recovery zone for evi-
dence of grizzly bear reproduction and recruit-
ment levels of offspring; 

11) Monitoring the design, implementation, and
progress of restoration work in areas deemed
suitable for immediate habitat restoration. 

12) Identification of additional priority areas for habi-
tat restoration by means of road closures and/or
reestablishment of cover. 

(d) Implementation of Habitat Management Standards.

No later than six months following formation of the
Scientific Committee, the Scientific Committee shall
propose standards for open and total road densities and
cover requirements that shall apply outside of wilder-
ness and roadless areas within the population recovery
zone. 

(e) Annual Reports.

The Scientific Committee shall prepare interim reports
due annually which document the status of the popula-
tion restoration project, including successes and fail-
ures, and make recommendations for the establishment
of additional habitat restoration areas. These reports
shall also incorporate the results of additional habitat
mapping within the population recovery zone. The first
annual report shall include the results of the population
analysis of potential source areas for translocated bears
as well as the analysis of potential release sites and
ideal number of bears to be translocated. 

(f) Time for Study and Final Report.

A final report documenting the results, conclusions and
recommendations of the Scientific Committee shall be
submitted to the Secretary of the Interior, with peer
review by the National Academy of Sciences and the
Society for Conservation Biology, no later than five
years after the signing of the Decision Notice and Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

Following submission of the final report, the Scientific
Committee shall be dissolved and long-term monitoring
of the project shall be carried out by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, with cooperation from former commit-
tee members and professionals in the disciplines
described in b (2).
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XII. SANITATION

(a) Frontcountry Sanitation Measures.

Within national forest and state campgrounds with-
in the population recovery area, efforts will be made
to install bear-proof garbage containers as soon as
possible. Visitors shall be provided information
regarding proper food handling and storage meth-
ods in grizzly bear country as well as disposal of
garbage. These methods shall be consistent with
those outlined by the Interagency Grizzly Bear
Committee (1987:154-156).

Information on proper handling and storage of food
and garbage shall also be provided to owners of
summer homes and cabins within the population
recovery area. Management of garbage dumps with-
in the population recovery zone shall follow recom-
mendations for garbage handling and disposal out-
lined by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee
(1987:156). 

(b) Backcountry Sanitation Measures.

Standard practices for food storage in grizzly bear
country shall be required of backcountry users (for
details, see Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee
1987:154-156). Food, including feed for stock and
pets, shall be hung from trees at nighttime or when-
ever a camp is unoccupied. Bear-proof food lockers
shall be made available for use in well-used back-
country campsites utilized by commercial outfitters.
Gut piles shall be kept at least 1/4 mile away from
trails and 1/2 mile from camping areas. All game
meat must be hung and kept at least 100 yards
from sleeping areas. Use of established camps may
be adjusted to prevent odor buildup (IGBC 1987).

XI. MEASUREMENTS OF PROGRESS

(a) Short-Term Progress.

In assessing the short- term progress of recovery
efforts within the population recovery area, the
following factors shall be considered as measures
of progress during the first four years of the proj-
ect:

(1) No or limited mortality to translocated bears.

(2) Translocated bears stay within the popula-
tion recovery zone.

(3) There is evidence of breeding activity within
the population recovery zone.

(4) There is a positive habitat protection trend
that increases habitat security for grizzly bears.

(5) There is a low level of conflicts between
humans and bears.

(b) Long-Term Progress.

The following factors shall be considered meas-
ures of progress:

(1) There is sustained population growth.

(2) Grizzly bears are distributed throughout the
population recovery area.

(3) There is a positive trend in habitat conditions
and protection of habitat.

(4) Public support and acceptance of recovery
efforts have increased.

(c) Other Measurements.

Other criteria for judging the progress of recovery
efforts shall be developed by the Scientific
Committee and shall defer to scientific judgment
based upon monitoring results.
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XIII. BIG GAME MANAGEMENT

(a) Grizzly Bear Predation on Big Game.

Grizzly bear recovery efforts will have no noticeable effect on big game population numbers. Predation studies
from the Yellowstone grizzly bear population (Mattson 1997) indicate there are between 1.4 and 5.8 ungulate kills
made annually by each grizzly bear. This study found that the frequency of predation increased with ungulate
population density. Adult males used ungulates the most, subadult females the least.

It is estimated that there will be a median ratio of 3.5 kills/bear/year in the San Juan Ecosystem. During the first
phase of the recovery effort, bear predation on big game will be negligible. For example, if there are 20 total griz-
zly bears after five years, these bears will kill approximately 70 ungulates annually. Colorado’s elk population is
approaching 300,000 statewide. In the initial stages of the recovery effort, grizzly bear predation will likely
account for less than three one hundredths of one per cent of the total elk population.

Weather and legal and illegal hunting by humans will continue to be the dominant factors in big game mortality.
For example, in 2000 hunters killed 28,674 antlerless elk and 28,611 bulls. Deer hunters killed 37,908 deer. These
figures do not account for poaching, which can be significant, nor animals shot and wounded but not recovered
by hunters. It is also believed that grizzlies will prey on younger and smaller animals and not the trophy size
antlered bulls sought by many hunters. 

Table 13-1. Estimated Predation upon Elk by Grizzly Bears as a Per Cent Total                                                    
of the Pre-Hunting Season Elk Population at Different Grizzly Population Levels

Total Grizzlies Annual Kills Per Cent of Pop.
20 70 0.00023

100 350 0.00116

300 1050 0.00350

500 1750 0.00580

(b) Standards for Big Game Management.
Currently, both Colorado and New Mexico allow black bear hunting in the fall. In New Mexico, the use of dogs by
black bear hunters is permitted. This type of hunting would have a potential negative effect on grizzly bears due
to chase and harassment during the critical pre-denning period. In the initial stages of the recovery effort, hunting
with dogs shall be prohibited within the zone described for the initial release sites for translocated bears (see
Figure 9). This policy is consistent with the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993).

As documentation is made of dispersal of grizzly bears to other parts of the population recovery zone, the
Scientific Committee shall review whether to expand the area where black bear hunting with dogs is prohibited.
If, as part of the monitoring process, the Scientific Committee identifies additional areas of conflict, it shall make
appropriate recommendations for changes in big game management and regulations.

(c) Hunter Education.

Working with the state fish and game management agencies, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall encourage
education programs instructing hunters  to distinguish between grizzly bears and black bears in order to reduce
mistaken identity killings. Efforts shall also be made to inform hunters in proper handling of game meat and gut
piles as described above in Section 12 to avoid conflicts with grizzly bears.
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XIV. COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Q)  Will grizzlies pose a threat to human safety in the San Juan Ecosystem?
A) While there is always some risk while traveling in wilderness areas, bear attacks on humans are very rare.
More than two million people each year travel in grizzly country, including Yellowstone and Glacier National
Parks and the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area without incident.  Most people who die on wilderness trips are
killed by other causes such as falls, drowning, lightning strikes, hypothermia, and falling trees. With simple
precautions, travelers can minimize risks even further.  

Q) Are people allowed to defend themselves in the unlikely event of a bear attack?
A) Yes. The Endangered Species Act specifically allows for the killing of a threatened or endangered species
in the defense of one’s own life or the lives of others. 

Q) Will grizzly bear restoration reduce public access to forest lands?
A)  Minimal reductions in access may be required on a seasonal basis, yet no major trailheads will be
affected. Much of the recovery area is already roadless, yet extensive access is guaranteed through access
roads leading to wilderness trailheads.  

Q) Will grizzly restoration mean new restrictions on hunting and trapping?
A) Grizzly bears will have no noticeable impact on big game populations. Hunting black bears will continue,
although we will work to make a bear identification test mandatory for hunters in Colorado. Such tests,
administered by the Colorado Division of Wildlife, will help hunters properly identify bear species and
decrease the number of mistaken-identity killings of grizzly bears. 

Q) What if a bear leaves the recovery zone and enters a town, campsite or private ranchlands?
A) Under this proposal, efforts to trap and relocate the bear must begin within 24 hours. If it continues to
frequent areas of human habitation or livestock, it can be removed from the ecosystem. 

Q) How will this proposal affect other threatened and endangered species recovery programs in
Colorado and New Mexico?
A) Protection of grizzly bear habitat will benefit other species such as lynx, wolverine and gray wolves.
By protecting habitat, the costs of multiple endangered species recovery programs can be reduced.

Q) Aren’t most local residents opposed to grizzly bear reintroduction?
A) A public opinion survey commissioned in June 1995 by the Idaho Fish and Game Department showed
that 66 per cent of residents in Idaho and Montana who live near the Salmon-Selway reintroduction area
support grizzly reintroduction. A poll conducted for the Wyoming Game and Fish Department between July
and August of 2001 found that state residents overwhelmingly favor accommodating expansion of the grizzly
bear’s range into all suitable habitat. 74 per cent of Wyoming residents polled believe the grizzly is a benefit
to Wyoming and an important component of the ecosystems they occupy. Although no scientific polls have
been conducted in Colorado to determine the opinions of residents regarding grizzly reintroduction, we are
confident that similar attitudes exist here. The Colorado Grizzly Project encourages the Colorado Division of
Wildlife to commission a scientific poll of citizen attitudes toward large carnivore reintroduction to suitable
habitat in the Centennial State. Nationally, 77 per cent support grizzly reintroduction.

Q-What is Conservation Biology?
A-Conservation Biology is a relatively new scientific discipline dedicated to the conservation of biological
diversity. It is an applied science that studies the dynamics of extinction and includes professionals in the
fields of conservation genetics, landscape ecology, endangered species management, population viability
analysis and reserve system design. Dr. Michael Soulé, a world-renowned scientist, founded the Society
for Conservation Biology, which now has 5,000 members in the scientific community. The Society also
publishes the professional scientific journal, Conservation Biology. 
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CONCLUSION
The last Colorado grizzly was killed in 1979 (Petersen 1995), after more than a century of private efforts and government
programs to exterminate the Great Bear (Brown 1985). Today, only an estimated 800 to 1000 grizzly bears remain in in a
few scattered populations in Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, and possibly Washington.

We have come to recognize the grizzly bear as a part of America’s rich wildlife heritage. Expansion of the range of this
species will increase the number of bears within the lower 48 states and increase habitat size and extent, and further con-
servation of the species (USFWS 2000).

The grizzly bear was listed as a threatened species in the lower 48 states under the Endangered Species Act in 1975. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was mandated by federal law to conserve listed species and the ecosystems upon which
they depend (USFWS 2000).

However, we have more than a legal obligation to recover the grizzly. Conservation biology now recognizes the impor-
tance of keystone species such as the grizzly bear. Top carnivores such as cougars, jaguars, wolves, wolverines, and grizzly
bears are instrumental in maintaining the integrity and biological health of the ecosystems they inhabit. Their elimination
often triggers cascades of direct and indirect changes on more than a single trophic level, leading eventually to losses of
habitats and extirpation of other species in the food web (Terborgh et al. 1999).

The absence of carnivore control on herbivores can precipitate a rapid loss of plant diversity. Another frequent conse-
quence of the absence of large carnivores is a remarkable increase in abundance of mesopredators that causes severe
declines in songbird and small prey populations.

The absence of top predators can lead to intense competition among former prey species for space or food, eventuating
in one species of competitor eliminating many other species. Large predators initiate chains of far-reaching and manifold
ecological interactions. In the absence of such top predators, many ecosystems will become degraded and simplified
(Terborgh et al. 1999).

There are other important reasons to restore the grizzly bear to suitable habitat in the Southern Rockies. Contrary to popu-
lar belief, Colorado’s resource-extraction industries account for less than 2 per cent of Colorado’s jobs. Amenity-based
sources of income such as tourism, recreation, and retirement contribute more to the strength of Colorado’s economy
than do oil and gas exploration, mining, and logging. Protecting wilderness and its inhabitants benefits the economy.

In a future Special Report, we will provide abundant data supporting the conclusion that our economic vitality is depend-
ent on a high quality, natural environment which attracts and holds businesses providing permanent, high-paying jobs.
We will show that counties with more protected wilderness land have a higher total income, higher employment, and
higher per-capita income growth than counties without wilderness. The issue of  “jobs versus the environment” is a false
one.

A healthy environment is worth protecting because properly functioning native ecosystems provide water supplies, flood
control, purification of water and air, pollination of crops, dispersal of nutrients, soil formation, sources of medicine, and
spiritual and cultural values. The earth’s “free” ecological services are worth between 16 and 54 trillion dollars a year
(Costanza et al. 1997).

A 1999 survey commissioned by the Colorado Division of Wildlife and conducted by Ciruli Associates found that most
Coloradans believe wildlife is important to their quality of life. A majority of those polled felt that the Division’s funding
priorities should include protecting wildlife habitat and protecting the state’s endangered and threatened species.
Interestingly, Republicans and Democrats, hunters and non-hunters alike agreed that wildlife in Colorado should be pro-
tected. There was also strong support for acquiring and preserving wildlife habitat throughout the state.

These poll results mirror the sentiment of others in the Rockies and throughout America. Despite the rhetoric of a few
politicians, residents of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming also strongly support protection for native species, including the
grizzly bear. As an example, 74 per cent of Wyoming residents polled in a telephone survey by the Wyoming Game and
Fish Department expressed the belief that grizzlies are a benefit to Wyoming as an important component of the ecosys-
tems they occupy.

This proposal is based on sound analysis and reflects scientific realism. There would be no economic dislocation: indeed,
there is clear evidence that protecting our public land and native species would strengthen our economic security. 

We recognize our moral responsibility to the other species with which we share this earth. We accept our spiritual obliga-
tion to protect other creatures. We welcome the opportunity to care for the earth for the benefit of our children and all
who follow.
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Appendix – Grizzly Bears and Human Safety
Although risks of encounters with bears resulting in human injury do exist, they are greatly exaggerated (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 1997). Despite gruesome tales of humans being mauled by grizzlies and sensationalized
accounts of death by bear attack, the likelihood of being killed by a bear is very remote.

Data compiled by the National Park Service clearly demonstrate that visitors to Glacier National Park between the
years 1913 to 1995 were more likely to die from drowning, heart attack, vehicle accident, hiking mishaps, climb-
ing accidents or natural causes than bear attacks.

From 1839 to 1994, drowning, falls, airplane crashes, burns from hot springs, suicides, hypothermia, horse-drawn
wagon accidents, Indian battles, accidental shootings, carbon monoxide poisoning and horses are responsible for
more fatalities in Yellowstone than bear attacks. Visitors to America’s first national park are just as likely to be
killed in an avalanche, struck by lightning or die as a result of a falling tree as from a grizzly bear attack.

Other research shows that bears pose only a very minor threat to human safety (Dolson 2000). Bee stings claim
more victims annually than bear attacks by both black and grizzly bears. Individuals are 67 times more likely to
be killed by domestic dogs. For every death caused by black bears, there are approximately 17 deaths from spi-
ders, 150 deaths from tornadoes, 374 deaths from lightning, and tens of thousands of deaths by homicide.
Automobile deaths surpass 40,000 each year. 

The average number of grizzly bear-inflicted injuries is 1 in 2,260,276 visitors to Canadian and North American
national parks (Yellowstone Grizzly Foundation 1999). The grizzly bear-inflicted injury rate for Yellowstone
National Park was 1 in 1,543,287 visitors for the period from 1980-1994.

There are practical steps that can be taken to lessen the already-remote possibility of human-bear conflict. Section
XII discusses sanitation measures that will reduce the potential for dangerous interactions with bears. The
Wyoming Game and Fish Department has recommended a number of effective tactics that, if applied, will
decrease significantly the number of unwelcome encounters backcountry users may have with grizzlies. These
measures include food storage and food preparation procedures, campsite location and cleanliness, proper han-
dling and storage of game animals, safe hiking practices in grizzly country, and use of EPA-approved, oil-based
pepper spray.

The loss of a bear’s fear response to humans is termed habituation. The attraction of bears to human-related food
sources and the resultant learning that human-use areas are productive places to find food is called food condi-
tioning. Both habituation and food conditioning can result in a greater likelihood of a confrontation between bears
and humans. While aversive conditioning and non-lethal predator control offer some hope for preventing such
confrontations, this proposal recognizes relocation, or, if warranted, removal as necessary management tools.
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