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Executive Summary

During July and August of 2007, a public opiniord &mowledge survey was conducted in
Lincoln and Sanders County, Montana. The surveydeagyned to measure public
understanding of grizzly bears and managementeCtibinet Mountains and Yaak Valley of
Montana (hereafter referred to as the CYE: Cabiiaetk Ecosystem). The survey provided a
‘snapshot’ of knowledge and attitudes of grizzlatsethat residents of Lincoln County and
Sanders County, Montana currently hold. The suresylts offer wildlife managers a way to
identify future information and education needstfer CYE and provided residents an
opportunity to express their feelings about grizabar issues outside of a public meeting setting.

Communities interviewed were: Libby, Troy, and Yaak.incoln County, and Heron, Noxon,
Thompson Falls, and Trout Creek in Sanders Countglephone survey was selected as the
survey method, because of the commonality of teleplownership and the predominant use of
landline telephones in the area. Calls were placedifferent days of the week and at different
times of the day, including evenings and weeketwdallow for equal participation by adults
over 18 years of age. The survey consisted of 88tgans and took approximatelyl5 minutes to
complete.

Content for the survey questionnaire was desigoessess resident’s attitudes and knowledge
of grizzly bears and population recovery in the CYRe survey focused primarily on
knowledge, opinions, and informational sources &lgaazly bears in the CYE, knowledge and
support of grizzly bear recovery, and opinions d@lmoanagement activities and recreation.
Respondents were asked to classify their opinisissrang, moderate, neither/nasr don’t
know.Responsive Management, a public opinion reseamth ¢onducted 502 interviews, with a
participation rate of 85%. Margin of error for tlsigrvey was plus or minus 4 percent.

Although 54% of respondents believed that grizagns can be dangerous to humans, more than
70% indicated that grizzly bears belong in the G should be preserved as a symbol of our
national heritage. Fear of grizzly bears appeavdzbtthe primary reason why some respondents
opposed having them in the CYE. Respondents weaeea®f the most common reasons why a
grizzly bear might attack a human, but the majasias unaware of how many people are
actually attacked or killed by grizzlies each ymathe lower 48 states, which is relatively
infrequent. We were unable to locate any documecdsds of a grizzly bear caused human
injury or death within the CYE in the past 35 years

Ninety percent of respondents felt that humanspranent most conflicts with grizzly bears and
the majority stated that they would even accephgha to current garbage disposal methods if it
would help prevent problems with grizzly bearsedicational efforts can demonstrate to
residents that using simple techniques for liviafgly in grizzly bear country can prevent
conflicts before they occur, fear of having grizblars in the CYE may be reduced.

While the survey revealed that 57% of respondamparted grizzly bear recovery in the CYE,
the level of support decreased to 44% when respasdere asked about achieving a grizzly
bear population goal of 100 bears. Increased emmediefforts about biology, habitat, and



spatial needs of grizzly bears may help addresBgedncerns about the CYE'’s ability to
accommodate an increase in the grizzly bear pdpulat

Wildlife biologists and managers recommend augni@mtas one of the strategies necessary to
effectively recover the CYE grizzly bear populatibtowever, the survey showed that the level
of support for grizzly bear population recoveryoef$ in the CYE increased from 57% to almost
75% if recovery could be done without using augraton.

One of the more controversial subjects broughtummgd public meetings in the last decade was
implementation of motorized access restriction®ational Forest lands. However, one third of
respondents stated that they were unaware of tinentuoad restrictions on National Forest
lands. In addition, 69% stated that grizzly beaowery efforts had not negatively affected their
employment or recreation opportunities. When asitemlit support for current road restrictions,
49% supported and 42% were opposed to them. Figty-percent were opposed to any
additional road restrictions in the future and 3d#&ge in support of them.

Overall, the majority of respondents indicated supfor the recovery of grizzly bears in the
CYE, yet concern remained over specific managemeins (road restrictions, augmentation
and final population goals) proposed to achievevery. Respondents were more aware of
augmentation efforts in the early 1990’s than tiveye of more recent efforts (2005 and 2006),
suggesting that better efforts are needed to Kezpublic informed of this aspect of the grizzly
bear recovery program and educational efforts nesefit residents understanding of this
management practice. Most often cited sourcesfofrimation from the participants were
newspapers, magazines, television and film. Thesecss probably offer the best media
opportunities to reach the local public.

Survey responses regarding grizzly bear food hadiisndance, and human injury rates indicate
a need for biologists and managers to provide thdi@with accurate information about general
grizzly bear biology.
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HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

History of Grizzly Bears in Montana

Before Europeans arrived, grizzly bears occupiedreety of habitats, from the Great Plains to
mountainous areas throughout western North Ameasdar south as central Mexico and north
to the Arctic Ocean. European explorers descrilmedunters with grizzlies throughout much of
the American West. It is not known exactly how manigzlies lived in the United States before
the 1700’s, but it is estimated that 50,000 beanabited parts of 17 states.

Prior to 1800, grizzly bears were likely commorMontana. With westward expansion of
settlers and new access to firearms by indigeneaplp, grizzly bear numbers were reduced
wherever bears and humans came together for agthlentime. Decline of the grizzly
population was a result of many factors, includimgegulated market and subsistence hunting,
precious metal exploration and mining, railroadstauction, homesteading, predator control,
and loss of habitat related to farming, ranchind bmaman settlement. At the time, most of the
killing of bears was a result of the feeling tHatyt posed a threat to people and livestock.

By the late 1800’s grizzly bears had disappeareah fihe prairie river bottoms, most broad, open
mountain valleys, and foothill country. Grizzly beavere never eliminated from Montana but
their numbers reached their lowest levels by tH20109 Out of concern for the future of the
species, changes began to emerge to help preveimating the species all together. In 1923
grizzlies were listed as a “game animal” and priilabs and seasons were put in place that
allowed the grizzly to continue to survive in ports of western Montana. However, while
restrictions were put into place to regulate humtiiitle was being done to protect and conserve

The continual decline of
grizzlies and concern over the
status of the population in the
lower 48 states resulted in the
species being listed as
“Threatened” in 1975 under thg
U.S. Endangered Species Act, et
In 1983, the Interagency : cenlidod
Grizzly Bear Committee . _ :
(IGBC) was created with the . ’ : B velowstone
cooperative goal of recovering - - '.
the grizzly bear population in
the lower 48 states. Six
ecosystems were identified for
recovery (Figure 1), including

bear habitat.
BRITISH
STACCLUMBIA -1
ALBERTA

Northern
Cascades

WASHIN
= GTON

D

the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem
(CYE) of northwest Montana. Figure 1: Map of grizzly bear recovery zones in théower 48



The CYE is the second smallest designated recaregy of those identified by the IGBC. The
CYE encompasses approximately 1,000 square milg®ilvaak River drainage and 1,600
square miles in the Cabinet Mountains. The ecosy&disected by the Kootenai River, with
the Cabinet Mountains to the south and the YaakRivea to the north. Approximately 90% of
the area is public land administered by the Koatdrdo, and Idaho Panhandle National
Forests. South of the Kootenai River, the CabinetiMains Wilderness encompasses 147
square miles of the ecosystem with elevations rapfyom 3,000 feet to 8,738 feet atop
Snowshoe Peak. Bear populations in the CYE aredin& populations in the Purcell Mountains
of British Columbia

Grizzly Bears in the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem

In western Montana, breeding of grizzlies occurtsveen May and July with an average of 2
cubs born in the den the following winter. Offsgyiremain with females for 2-3 years before
being weaned. Male grizzlies do not become sexuadliure until 4.5 years of age, and females
typically do not produce their first litter untit east 5.5 years of age. Assuming a female bear
successfully reproduces twice in the first 10 yediiser life, she would contribute two litters,
with only a 50% chance of survival of the cubsthe total population (MFWP 2006). This
limited reproductive capacity of grizzly bears pitots rapid increases in population growth.

Grizzly bears are successful omnivores and wik tatvantage of foods rich in protein and
carbohydrates to survive denning and post-denrémiggs. They are opportunistic feeders and
will eat almost any available food including, radisilbs, tubers, fungi, berries, nuts, insects,
ungulates, and carrion. In the CYE, huckleberriesaamajor source of late summer foods.
Grizzlies also feed on hunter-wounded/killed ansraid gut piles during the fall big game
season and winter killed animals in the spring. Eesv, meat typically comprises only 10-20%
of their diet in a given year in the CYE (Kasworndalhier 1993, Jacoby et al. 1999).

Grizzly bears generally lead solitary lives exospen caring for young or during mating season.
They do not defend home ranges or territories ltiagun the overlap of multiple bears’ home
ranges. However, bears typically use the same sgiatiferent times to avoid conflict. In areas
where food sources are abundant (such as veryhargldeberry patches), grizzlies will tolerate
each other’s presence, but social relationshipgamerally restricted to family groups of mother
and offspring or of weaned siblings. Defense oftefa grizzly bears is usually limited to
surprise encounters, defense of young, or defeinsdimited food source. These surprise
encounters make up the majority of grizzly beaatesd human injuries and deaths in the lower
48 states. Records indicate that since 1980 appaigly 2-3 people per year were injured (less
than 0.5 per year were killed) by grizzly bear§iacier and Yellowstone National Parks
(Gniadek and Kendall 1998; Gunther et al. 200Baamwith higher densities of both people and
bears than in the CYE. There have been no knoworded human injuries or deaths by grizzly
bears in over 35 years in the CYE (USFWS 2000).

The solitary lifestyle and habitat requirementsftoaging, denning, and security result in large
home ranges for grizzly bears. In the CYE an adhale grizzly bear life range averages about
500 square miles, while female life ranges averedgmit 200 square miles (Kasworm et al.
2007).



Grizzly Bear Recovery Program

To obtain information on population status andthbitat needs of grizzlies in the CYE, the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), in cooperatiwith the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP), initiated@ng-term study in 1983 in the Cabinet
Mountains. The objectives of this study focusetlaly on general ecology and populations of
grizzly bears (Kasworm and Manley 1988). As parthafresearch and monitoring of grizzlies in
the area, population estimates of grizzlies werdenfar the CYE based on observations of
bears, bear sign, capture and radio-collar dathfram DNA hair sampling.

Observations and captures of grizzly bears by spgigonnel in the Cabinet-Yaak study area
were examined to evaluate minimum population $kasworm et al 2007). The total number of
animals identified in the Yaak study area durin§82006 was 44, while known mortality
during this time numbered 20, suggesting a popriadf at least 24. Similar observations,
captures, and photographic information from thei@attMountains for 2001-2006 identified 19
different bears less 3 mortalities leave a minimagtimate of 16 bears. Based on these data, it
would appear that the Cabinets population is nowpmmsed of a minimum of 16 individuals and
a conservative estimate for the minimum populatibthe CYE is at least 40 grizzly bears. The
Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan indicates that whendtse approximately 100 grizzlies in the
CYE the population will be considered recovered(agimately one bear per 26mMi(USFWS
1993).

As managers became concerned about the abilityeagnall Cabinet population to recover itself
they began researching the effectiveness of grizedr augmentation (the transplanting of bears
from one area to another), to determine if this Maltimately contribute to the health of the
population through reproduction (USFWS 1990). Asretinal test of the augmentation program,
4 young female grizzly bears with no history of lamtonflicts were captured in the Flathead
River Valley of British Columbia and released ie tinain Cabinet Mountains from 1990-1994.
The results were positive. None of the augmentedsbexhibited unwanted behaviors, three
satisfied the short-term goal of remaining in thkgét area for at least one year, and one bear
was known to have successfully reproduced (Kasweirat. 2007). Therefore, 4 more young
females, again with no history of human-conflietere captured in the Flathead River system in
Montana and released into the west Cabinet Mousitaime in 2005 and 2006 and 2 in 2008.
Augmentation efforts are ongoing and additionalngptemale bears with no history of human
conflicts are planned for transplant in the future.

Despite efforts to increase grizzly bear numberindithe past 3 decades, human-caused
mortalities appear to be the primary cause in imgipopulation growth (Kasworm et al. 2007).
These human-caused mortalities have included nastalentity during black bear hunting
season, self-defense, management removal of huowahhabituated bears, collisions with

trains, and poaching. Since 1999 there have beénd®n human caused grizzly bear

mortalities in the CYE (including a portion of Bsih Columbia). Given that the estimated
minimum population of the CYE is at least 40 gryzlakars, grizzly bear mortality is exceeding
the growth rate. While the grizzly bear populatappears to have increased in localized areas
since the onset of the grizzly bear recovery pnogia present because of the numbers of grizzly
bear mortalities, the overall population appearsean decline.



In order to assure that citizens were involvedgareey management of grizzly bears in the CYE
a local citizen group was formed in 1988, priotte start of grizzly bear augmentation efforts.
The group is composed of local people as reprepesddor the public to voice views and
concerns to the management agencies. Since thieli; pducation and involvement efforts have
been made to inform local people about recoverysgamad efforts, and grizzly bear biology and
behavior.

Lincoln and Sanders Counties

A majority of the CYE falls within Lincoln and Saex$ counties of northwest Montana, which
contain high proportions of federal and state lgfhscoln County 77%, Sanders County 65%).
This high percentage of public land affects setetrand land development patterns, human
population density, and natural resource industries

Lincoln County is approximately 3,600 square mifesize, with approximately 19,100
residents. The population increased by 1.4 % bet#800 and 2004 (2004 U.S. Census
Bureau). Libby is the only city in Lincoln Countlyat exceeds a population of 2,000 people
(~2,600). Sanders County is smaller at 2,760 squées and a population of about 10,900
people. The population increased by 7% between 288®004, according to the U.S. Census
Bureau. There are no towns that exceed a populafigrD00 people in Sanders County. The
county seat, Thompson Falls, has the largest ptpnlaf approximately 1,300 people.

As with many other counties in northwest Montanagchln and Sanders counties have
experienced social, economic and population chathggsensitize residents to natural resource
use. Population composition is changing in parabse of an in-migration of new residents and
an out-migration of established residents and gt children. Older residents account for an
increasingly larger portion of the total regionapplation (USFS 1995).

Extraction of natural resources on public landsrhade significant contributions to the local
economies. There is significant economic dependehtye region on the natural resources of
the Kootenai National Forest, however the industbased on extraction or harvesting of these
resources (mining, timber, agriculture) have dedirResidents also use National Forest lands
for hiking, horseback riding, skiing, camping, smowbiling, hunting, fishing, firewood
collection, berry picking, birding, wildlife viewm and other non-extractive uses of natural
resources.

Residents in both counties share concerns abosgemwaion of the rural character of
communities, personal freedoms, and local lifestykes a result, controversy often develops
over policies and actions that involve regulatiestriction, or enforcement of state or federal
mandates, such as the public land restrictionsiredjas a result of grizzly bear recovery efforts.

Public Opinion and Knowledge Survey of Grizzly Bear the CYE

Grizzly bears are often portrayed as dangerousapoesi In fact, they are reclusive and rarely
aggressive. Grizzly bears will act aggressiveeéfythre startled or feel threatened around cubs or
food sources. There has been limited research olotiee social aspects of grizzly bear recovery
in the CYE and the social context for recoveryaswell understood in these rural communities.
It is unknown if the local public knows how to crigt with grizzly bears and whether their




understanding of grizzly bear biology is accur8ecause human-caused mortality is a limiting
factor to population growth, a survey that measthiegpublic’s understanding of grizzly bears
and documents opinions on management can helgfidedtere there is support for recovery
efforts, areas of concern, and how future educatiefiorts can address concerns and
misconceptions about grizzly bears.

This survey was the first step toward initiatinGabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Outreach Project,
modeled after the successful Grizzly Bear Outrdidject in the North Cascades of Washington
state (Davis and Morgan 2005). The outreach prgjeat was to provide accurate information
on grizzly bears and the grizzly bear recovery psscso that local residents can have more
informed opinions in regard to grizzly bear recgvefforts. Outreach would be conducted as a
partnership effort between state and federal agencommunity organizations, and
conservation organizations with an interest ingyibear recovery in the CYE. An important
first step in the outreach effort was to conduptiblic opinion and knowledge survey of
Montana residents living in and around the Cabifextk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone (Figure
2). This survey was designed to accomplish thewhg goals:

Measure the public’s understanding of grizzly beathe CYE

Provide a ‘snapshot’ of the knowledge and attituafegrizzly bears that the residents of

Lincoln County and Sanders County, Montana curyemld

Provide managers a way to identify future informatand education needs for the CYE

Offer an opportunity for the local public to exmedheir feelings about grizzly bear issues

outside of a public meeting

This survey was funded by the IGBC Selkirk/CabiMagk Grizzly Bear Subcommittee,
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks Landowner/WildlResources Department, Yellowstone to
Yukon Conservation Initiative, and the Fish anddNié Service: Spokane, Washington Office.
This document contains the results of Fblic Opinion and Knowledge Survey of Grizzly
Bears in the Cabinet Yaak Ecosystmmducted in July/August of 2007.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Sample Selection

This survey was designed to gauge knowledge andars of Montana residents living in
proximity to the CYE. The following communities atieeir surrounding rural areas that meet
these criteria include: Libby, Troy, and Yaak imtoln County, Montana; Heron, Noxon,
Thompson Falls, and Trout Creek in Sanders Colhbyitana.

The communities of Bonners Ferry, Idaho, and EyrBlantana, are also in proximity to the
CYE. However, they are geographically positionetiveen the CYE and another grizzly bear
recovery area. Bonners Ferry, Idaho is positioretd/ben the CYE and the Selkirk Ecosystem
(SE) and Eureka, Montana is positioned betweelC¥ie and the Northern Continental Divide
Ecosystem (NCDE). Because the residents of thesetwwimunities might be unable to
distinguish differences between management a@syitiecovery efforts, and recovery goals of
the CYE, SE and NCDE, they were not included indinevey. The survey was intended to
provide information for managers and citizens wogkio conduct outreach and educational
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activities in Lincoln and Sanders County, Montahayefore, the survey was limited to the
Montana portion of the Recovery Zone.

Survey Contact Method

A telephone survey was selected as the survey mieblecause of the commonality of telephone
ownership and the predominant use of landline bedaps in this area. Appropriate participants
were identified using telephone prefixes, sinceyamle prefix is used for each of the seven
towns and surrounding areas. Interviews were caedudonday through Friday from 9:00 a.m.
to 9:00 p.m., Saturday from noon to 5:00 p.m., &ndday from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.,
Mountain Time. A five-callback design was used\oid bias toward people that are easy to
reach by telephone, and to provide an equal oppityttor all selected to participate. When a
respondent could not be reached on the first salisequent calls were placed on different days
of the week and at different times of the day. terview took approximately 15 minutes to
complete. The survey was limited to adults overate of 18

Questionnaire Content

Content for the telephone interview questionnatependix A) was designed to assess attitudes
and knowledge of grizzly bear recovery in the CZentent and format was based on a similar
survey developed for residents of the North Cass&desystem in Washington State (Davis and
Morgan 2005), and was modified to address issuesfapto the CYE and reviewed by local
wildlife biologists and managers from U.S. Fish &lillife Service, U.S. Forest Service, Idaho
Dept. of Fish and Game, and Montana Fish, Wildiifearks, local citizens, and conservation
organizations with an interest in the CYE. Respam#ilanagement, a public opinion research
firm specializing in natural resource and outdamreation issues, was contracted to assist in
survey design and implementation.

Survey questions were written with the understagdiat not all survey participants would
recognize the name given to the Cabinet-Yaak GriBelar Recovery Zone/Cabinet-Yaak
Ecosystem (CYE). Therefore, a description (i.e.Gabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley) was
used to indicate the same area throughout the wuree this report we will use the term CYE,
unless explicitly stated otherwise.

The questionnaire focused primarily on knowledgenions and informational sources about
grizzly bears in the CYE, knowledge and supporafzly bear recovery in the CYE, opinions
about management activities in the CYE, and rerneat the CYE. Response opinions were
classified usingtrongly, moderately, neither/nanddon’t know.Demographic information
was also collected.

Data Analysis
A statistical program (Statistical Package for $ueial Sciences) was used to manage survey

data and develop graphs of participant responsgsédstions. The sample size for the survey
(n=502) provided good statistical power for anatgziesults. Responses based on age, gender,
family dependency on forest related industries,ramess of road restrictions, belief in current
abundance of grizzly bears in the CYE, and beligfescent of meat in a grizzly bears diet were
cross-tabulated with questions on grizzly bear Wedge, general support and recovery efforts.
Cross-tabulating looks for the relationship betwten variables (i.e. respondent age and
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support for grizzly bear recovery), provides a bgscture of how those variable inter-relate, and
helps search for patterns of interaction.

Results are accurate within plus or minus 4%. Péacees were rounded to the nearest whole
number, resulting in the sum of responses appetoibg 100% +/- 1.
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Figure 2: Map of communities in and near the CYE
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RESULTS

Responsive Management conducted the survey duiiggadd August of 2007 with 502
completed interviews (Table 1). The participatiater(i.e. the number of individuals actually
contacted) was 84.5%. Forty-four individuals (7%hadse contacted) declined to participate in
the survey and 48 individuals (8% of those conticterminated the survey after the interview
began. Individuals with a well-formed opinion or thurvey topic may have been more likely to
complete the entire survey (Davis and Morgan 2005).

Table 1: Summary of Attempted Contacts made by Regmsive Management in 2007

Knowledge and opinions of grizzly bears

Respondents generally believed that grizzly beas&aymbol of our national heritage and
therefore should be preserved (Figure 3). Fifty-foercent of respondents also believed that
grizzly bears are very dangerous to humans (Figuréhe belief that grizzly bears are very
dangerous to humans was cross-tabulated with gnedihat asked the respondent’s age,
opinions on the amount of meat in a grizzly beaes dnd on the relative abundance of grizzly
bears in the CYE (Figures 5, 6 & 7). Except for yoengest and eldest age groups, there were
few considerable differences between age categfmi¢bose who agreed or disagreed that
grizzly bears were dangerous. Respondents whoviedlithat meat is a large component of a
grizzly bears diet and that grizzly bears are natmendant now than 100 years ago appear more
likely to agree that grizzly bears are very dangenm humans.

Respondents accurately indicated that the modyldeasons grizzly bears would attack a person
are to protect a bear cub (39%), a result of arm&rgncounter (38%), or because it was seeking
or protecting a food source (31%) (Figure 8). Trheganty of respondents (40%) were unable to
determine the number of people in the lower 4&st#tat are injured or killed by grizzly bears
every year. However, 17% accurately stated thahtimber was 2-3 people (Figure 9). Eighty-
seven percent of respondents correctly statedithag a grizzly bear in defense of human life
was legal (Figure 10).
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Figure 3: Grizzly bears are a symbol of national hetage

Figure 4: Grizzly bears are dangerous to humans
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Figure 5: Dangerous compared to age

Figure 6: Dangerous compared to meat in diet
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Figure 7: Dangerous compared to abundance

Figure 8: Reasons for injury to humans
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Figure 9: People injured or killed each year

Figure 10: Legal or illegal to kill under the ESA
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Grizzly bears in the CYE

Forty percent of respondents believed they havie aagizzly bear in the CYE (Figure 11) and
35% of those believe they have seen one withitatsteyear. Seventy percent of respondents
believed that grizzly bears have an inherent righitve in the CYE (Figure 12). When the
guestion was phrased in a negative context thensgpwas similar (Figure 13). The belief that
grizzly bears have an inherent right to live in @€E was cross-tabulated with questions that
asked the respondent’s age, awareness of roatttiess, family forest dependency, opinion on
the amount of meat in a grizzly bears diet andherélative abundance of grizzly bears in the
CYE (Figures 14, 15, 16, 17 & 18). At the levelagiree or disagree, there did not seem to be
considerable differences between age groups ohfdanest dependency. Respondents who
were aware of road restrictions appear less litegree that grizzly bears have a right to live in
the CYE. Respondents that believed meat was a tangg@onent of a grizzly bears diet also
appeared to be slightly less supportive of grizagrs right to live in the CYE. Respondents that
believed grizzly bears are more abundant now tid@nykars ago were less supportive of a
grizzly’s inherent right to live in the CYE thanobe that believed grizzly bears to be less
abundant than 100 years ago.

Studies suggest that meat in the diet of grizzréen the CYE is typically 10-20% annually.
Eleven percent of respondents accurately identthexlas the amount of meat in a grizzly bear’s
diet, while the majority (35%) of respondents ghiely did not know (Figure 19)

While 32% of respondents believe that there isi@efit habitat in the CYE to support more than
the current number of grizzly bears, thirty-eighatgent of respondents disagree (Figure 20).

When respondents were asked if grizzly bears were mbundant or less abundant today than
they were 100 years ago, the majority (39%) sadg thid not know. Twenty-six percent thought
that grizzly bears were more abundant, but 27%rately responded that grizzly bears are less
abundant (Figure 21). Opinions on the relative alamce of bears in the CYE was cross-
tabulated with questions that asked the respon@evaseness of road restrictions, family
dependency upon forestry, and opinions on the abmfuneat in a grizzly bears diet to examine
trends in the responses (Figures 22,23 & 24). Resgas that were very aware of road
restrictions were somewhat more likely to respdrad grizzly bears are more abundant now than
100 years ago than those respondents less aweradfestrictions. Twice the number of
respondents who stated that their families weredéent on forestry appeared to believe grizzly
bears are more abundant in the CYE now, comparthiies that are not forestry dependent.
Respondents that believed that meat makes up e paogortion of a grizzly bears diet appeared
to be somewhat more likely to believe that grizzars are more abundant now than they were
100 years ago.

Sixty-four percent of respondents supported hagnigly bears in the CYE, with 24% in
opposition (Figure 25). When those opposed to brizears in the CYE were asked to state a
reason why, 46% felt that grizzly bears are dangeemimals and 25% felt that it was too
difficult to manage or coexist with grizzly beaFsdure 26). Fifty-seven percent of respondents
stated that they derive satisfaction from just kmgwgrizzly bears are in the CYE (Figure 27).
Opinions on support of grizzly bears in the CYE eveross-tabulated with questions that asked
the respondents age, awareness of road restrictamgy dependency upon forestry, opinions
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on the amount of meat in a grizzly bears diet guidions on the relative abundance of grizzly
bears in the CYE now compared to 100 years aggamimme trends in the responses (Figures 28,
29, 30, 31 & 32). At the level of support or oppimsi (regardless of whether it was strong or
moderate), support for grizzly bears in the CYEegypd to decrease as age of the respondent
increased. There were few outstanding differencas fespondents who were aware of road
restrictions, family forest dependency, or from ¢ipenions on the percentage of meat in a
grizzly bears diet. There was dramatically greatgaport for grizzly bears in the CYE from
those respondents who believe that grizzly bear$eas abundant now than 100 years ago.
When asked about their feelings towards grizzly£€26% stated that they liked knowing that
grizzly bears were in the area (Figure 33). Of ¢hibst support having grizzly bears in the area,
35% said that grizzly bears are part of naturedeserve to live (Figure 34). Fifty-eight percent
of respondents disagreed with the statement thatlgibears from the Cabinet Mountains and
Yaak Valley kill many livestock (Figure 35).

Figure 11: Grizzly bear sighting by respondents
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Figure 12: Inherent right to live in CYE

Figure 13: Grizzly bears do not belong in the CYE
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Figure 14: Inherent right compared to age

Figure 15: Inherent right compared to awareness ofoad restrictions
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Figure 16: Inherent right compared to forestry depexdence

Figure 17: Inherent right compared to meat in diet
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Figure 18: Inherent right compared to abundance ofyrizzly bears

Figure 19: Percent of meat in diet
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Figure 20: Habitat in CYE can support more grizzlybears

Figure 21: Grizzly bears are more or less abundant
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Figure 22: Abundance compared to awareness of roa@strictions

Figure 23: Abundance compared to forestry dependerc
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Figure 24: Abundance compared to meat in diet

Figure 25: Support for having grizzly bears in theCYE
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Figure 26: Why oppose having grizzly bears

Figure 27: Satisfaction from knowing grizzly bearsare in CYE
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Figure 28: Support compared to age

Figure 29: Support compared to awareness of road strictions
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Figure 30: Support compared to forestry dependence

Figure 31: Support by meat in diet
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Figure 32: Support compared to abundance

Figure 33: Feelings about grizzly bears in CYE
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Figure 34: Why support grizzlies in CYE

Figure 35: Bears from CYE kill livestock
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Grizzly bear recovery efforts

The majority of respondents have heard about tizelgbear recovery program in the CYE
(Figure 36) and stated that they support grizzhrlvecovery efforts in the CYE (Figure 37).
Support for recovery in the CYE was cross-tabulatgd questions that asked the respondent’s
age, awareness of road restrictions, family deparndapon forestry, opinions on the relative
abundance of grizzly bears, and opinions on theusutnaf meat in a grizzly bear’s diet to
examine any trends in responses (Figures 38, 39148 42). At the level of support or
opposition there were few noteworthy differenceage of respondent or awareness of road
restrictions. Families dependent upon forestry apgmksomewhat more likely to oppose
recovery efforts. Respondents that believed bears wore abundant in the CYE today
compared with 100 years ago were more likely tanb@pposition to recovery efforts and
respondents that believed there were less bearshawl00 years ago were more likely to
support recovery efforts. Respondents that beliewedt was a large component of a grizzly
bears diet appeared less likely to support recosedythat opposition became stronger as the
perceived proportion of meat in the diet increagport for grizzly bears was also cross-
tabulated with where respondents receive theirméion on grizzly bears (Figure 44).

Respondent support for recovery efforts outsidéefCYE was similar to support for grizzly
bear recovery inside the CYE. However, oppositmgrizzly bear recovery outside the CYE
declined while the neither support nor oppose amdtdknow responses increased (Figure 43).

Support for grizzly bear recovery in the CYE deetirwhen respondents were asked about the
recovery goal of 100 grizzly bears (Figure 45).gms on support for the recovery goal in the
CYE was cross-tabulated with questions that askeddspondents age, awareness of road
restrictions, family dependency upon forestry, ams on the relative abundance of grizzly
bears, and opinions on the amount of meat in algrizear’s diet (Figures 46, 47, 48, 49 & 50).
Respondents older than 55 years old, those veryeao¥aoad restrictions, those whose families
are dependent upon forestry, and those who befjezely bears are more abundant now than
100 years ago appeared to be more likely to opthasezcovery goal of 100 grizzly bears.
Respondents that believed meat was a large compoharbear’s diet were less supportive of
the recovery goal, which became stronger as theeped portion of meat in the diet increased.

A majority of respondents (62%) were aware that fezly bears were added to the Cabinet
Mountains during 1990-1994 (Figure 51). Howeverammess declined to (45%) when asked
about the two grizzly bears added in 2005 and ZBfure 52). Respondents’ awareness of the
bears added to the Cabinet Mountains in 1990-18642805-2006 was cross-tabulated with the
age of respondents. The 25-34 year old group apgearbe the least aware of bears being
added than other age groups (Figures 53 & 54).

Support for recovery increased if it could be daiidout adding additional bears (Figure 55).
This question was cross-tabulated with questioasabked the respondent’s age, awareness of
road restrictions, family dependency upon foresipinions on the relative abundance of grizzly
bears in the CYE and opinions on the amount of nmeatgrizzly bear’s diet (Figures 56, 57, 58,
59 & 60). The group that remained in opposition we group whose respondents believed
grizzly bears are more abundant now than 100 yago's
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Figure 36: Knowledge of the grizzly bear recovery pgram

Figure 37: Support for grizzly bear recovery

34



Figure 38: Recovery support compared to age

Figure 39: Recovery support compared to awarenesd$ mad restrictions
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Figure 40: Recovery support compared to forestry deendence

Figure 41: Recovery support compared to abundance
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Figure 42: Recovery support compared to meat in dte

Figure 43: Support for recovery outside of the CYE
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Figure 44: Support compared to information sources
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Figure 45: Support for recovery targets

Figure 46: Support for recovery target compared byage
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Figure 47: Support for recovery target compared tcawareness of road restriction

Figure 48: Support for recovery target compared tdorestry dependence
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Figure 49: Support for recovery target compared tcabundance

Figure 50: Support for recovery target compared tameat in diet
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Figure 51: Awareness of augmentation efforts in 1981994

Figure 52: Awareness of augmentation efforts in 2@
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Figure 53: Awareness of augmentation in 1990-94 cqrared to age

Figure 54: Awareness of augmentation in 2005 comped to age
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Figure 55: Support for recovery without augmentatian

Figure 56: Support for recovery without augmentation compared to age
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Figure 57: Support for recovery without augmentation compared to awareness of road restrictions

Figure 58: Support for recovery without augmentation compared to forestry dependence
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Figure 59: Support for recovery without augmentation compared to abundance

Figure 60: Support for recovery without augmentation compared to meat in diet
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Recreation activities

When asked about the type of activities they padie in within the CYE, the majority
responded that they primarily fish, hike, hunt aadhp. Twenty-six percent of respondents
stated that they had not participated in any outdetvities in the CYE in the last two years
(Figure 61). The majority of respondents spend rab#teir time recreating in the Cabinet
Mountains, however, 26% felt they spend an equaluarhof time in both the Cabinet
Mountains and the Yaak Valley (Figure 62). Whilereating in bear country the three most
common food storage methods were hanging foodrieea storing food in a camper or vehicle,
and using a bear-resistant container (Figure 63).

Figure 61: Recreational activities in the CYE
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Figure 62: Where do you recreate

Figure 63: Food and garbage storage
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Management activities

Sixty-nine percent of respondents stated that lyrtzgar recovery efforts have not negatively
affected their outdoor activities or employmeng(ie 64). Of the 30% who felt they had been
negatively affected, they cited access problemstaluead restrictions as the primary reason
(Figure 65). Sixty-eight percent of respondenttestéhey were aware of current road
restrictions in the CYE, while 32% of responder#dedd that they were not aware of current road
restrictions (Figure 66). Respondent’'s awarenessiiwént road restrictions was cross-tabulated
with questions that asked the respondents ageemikg (Figures 67 & 68). The youngest age
group appeared less aware of road restrictionsahanher age groups and women were
generally less aware of road restrictions than men.

Of respondents who were aware of the road resinisfi35% said the restrictions were a major
problem, 27% said they were a minor problem, arté 3@id that they did not consider the
restrictions to be a problem (Figure 69). Of thtbsd said road restrictions were a problem, 50%
said that restrictions made it more difficult tonhand fish (Figure 70). When asked about
support for current road restrictions 49% suppoaed 42% opposed them (Figure 71).
Respondents were also asked if they would consigigporting additional road restrictions if it
could benefit grizzly bear recovery, 58% of respamtd were opposed to this idea and 31%
supported this (Figure 72).

Nearly all respondents agreed that residents asitbrs could prevent most conflicts with
grizzly bears (Figure 73). Sixty-two percent ofgesdents would support changes in garbage
disposal methods to prevent conflicts with grizaéars (Figure 74). When changes in garbage
disposal methods were cross-tabulated with a befi¢he relative abundance of grizzly bears,
there was greater support among respondents whevéelthat grizzly bears are less abundant
now than 100 years ago (Figure 75).

Seventy-four percent of respondents felt that wWeédhanagers should promptly trap and
relocate any grizzly bears seen in residentialsafEgure 76). Forty-nine percent of respondents
stated that grizzly bears that act aggressivelyatdasrhumans should be relocated elsewhere,
while 31% felt they should be destroyed (Figure 77)

Respondents appeared to generally believe thaidigté provide the public with accurate
information on grizzly bears in the CYE. Howeved%3 stated they did not feel accurate
information is provided by biologists (Figure 78he majority of respondents agreed that local
citizens should be involved in major decisions dlgsizzly bear recovery in the CYE (Figure
79) and agreed that residents would, in turn, Bengito work with wildlife agencies on grizzly
bear recovery efforts (Figure 80). Sixty-five parcef respondents also felt that wildlife
managers should allow hunting of grizzly bearshimm €YE once the population is recovered
(Figure 81).

If a program were available to compensate randioels/estock loses due to grizzly bears in the
Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley, 62% of respotslamould support recovery (Figure 82).
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Figure 64: Has recovery affected lifestyle

Figure 65: Reason recovery affects lifestyle
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Figure 66: Awareness of road restrictions

Figure 67: Awareness of road restrictions comparetb age
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Figure 68: Awareness of road restrictions comparetb age

Figure 69: Are road restrictions a problem
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Figure 70: Reasons why road restrictions are a prdbem

Figure 71: Support for current road restrictions
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Figure 72: Support for more road restrictions

Figure 73: Residents can prevent conflicts
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Figure 74: Changes to disposal methods

Figure 75: Changes to garbage disposal compared édbundance
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Figure 76: Relocation in residential areas

Figure 77: Removal of aggressive animals
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Figure 78: Information from biologists

Figure 79: Citizens involved in decision making
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Figure 80: Residents willing to work with managers

Figure 81: Hunting after recovery
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Figure 82: Compensation for ranchers

Information sources
Newspapers and magazines, followed by televisiomdind word-of-mouth, were the most
common sources of information on grizzly bears (Feg33).

59



Figure 83: Information sources
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Demographics

Ninety-five percent of respondents consider theweseto be full-time residents of their
respective county (Figure 84). Families that areadt partly dependent upon forest related
industries made up 65% of the respondents (Figbyeld were mostly related to the logging
industry (Figure 86). Respondents age, gender| tf\axlucation, town and county were also
collected (Figures 87, 88, 89, 90 & 91).

Figure 84: Full time resident
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Figure 85: Family dependency on forestry

Figure 86: Type of forest related employment
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Figure 87: Age of respondents

Figure 88: Gender of respondents
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Figure 89: Education level

Figure 90: County of residence
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Figure 91: Town of residence

Age biased sampling and the Survey Findings

Younger age groups demonstrated more support izalgibears and recovery efforts in the
CYE. However, despite efforts to prevent survepiaspondents under 44 years of age were
under sampled and respondents over 55 years af@geover sampled when compared to
proportions present in each county during the 2080Census (Figure 92).

We examined the effect of this over or under sangptly developing a weighting factor (census
percentage for each age group divided by the syreegentage for the same group). This factor
was applied to the raw survey counts for each agepgto develop adjusted counts and new
percentages were calculated for three key questiigares 93, 94, 95). Adjusted percentages
produced slightly higher levels of support and lespgosition (strong and moderate) for having
grizzly bears, recovery of grizzly bears, and #®owery goal of 100 grizzly bears in the CYE.
These differences between raw and adjusted vadugged from 1.1 to 4.2 percent and were
generally within the margin of error of this survg@us or minus 4 percent). Therefore we
conclude that the potential bias associated withdagfribution in the sample was minor and had
little effect on overall survey results or trends.
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DISCUSSION

Although, 54% of respondents believed that gritgars can be dangerous to humans, the
majority still appeared to feel that grizzly bebedong in the CYE and should be preserved as a
symbol of our national heritage. Fear of grizzlatseappeared to be the primary reason why
some respondents oppose having them in the CYHeWd#spondents were aware of the most
common reasons why a grizzly bear might attackradmny the majority stated that they did not
know how many people are actually attacked or dibg grizzlies each year in the lower 48
states. While residents of the CYE may be worrieobi& bear encounters they do not appear to
know the frequency of grizzly bear related injurdesl deaths. We were unable to locate a
documented grizzly bear related human injury otldeathe CYE in the last 35 years, albeit
both bears and people in this area exist in reddtiw densities. In Glacier National Park, a place
where a higher density of both people and beast,akiere were less than 3 grizzly bear related
human injuries per year and 5 deaths in the 14 pe@od between 1980-1994 (Gniadek &
Kendall 1998). We do not attempt to suggest that & grizzly bears is inappropriate, but that
the fear should be placed in an appropriate context

Grizzly bears that have obtained human food arftlge become conditioned to people may be
more likely to cause human conflicts and subsequunies (USFWS 2000). Fortunately, most
respondents felt that humans can prevent mostictenWith grizzly bears and most also stated
that they would even accept changes in currentaggrblisposal methods if it would help prevent
problems with grizzly bears. If educational effartsr demonstrate to residents that using simple
techniques for living safely in grizzly bear coyntan prevent conflicts before they occur, fear
of having grizzly bears in the CYE may be reduced.

Respondents generally did not know the amount @trtypically consumed by grizzly bears in
the CYE. Those who believed that meat comprisedgelportion of a grizzly bears diet were
more likely to oppose grizzly bear recovery effonishe CYE and their opposition increased as
the perceived proportion of meat in the diet insegh The amount of meat consumed by grizzly
bears in the CYE is considerably less than thariaklies living in Alaska and northern Canada.
However, a good portion of television and film needn grizzly bears comes from Alaska,
which may skew the local perception of grizzly beet in the CYE.

Respondents appeared uncertain about current ahcendégrizzly bears in the CYE as opposed
to 100 years ago. Grizzly bears have been feddrstigd species for over 30 years in part
because their numbers in the lower 48 states araresd to be far lower than population
numbers of the early 1900’s (MFWP 2006). Resultgysst a difference in support between
respondents that believe grizzly bears in the CE@ore abundant now than 100 years and
those that believe they are less abundant.

Recent outreach and education efforts by local bearagers and biologists have revealed that
many people in Lincoln and Sanders Counties appdag unaware that grizzly bears share their
habitat with other bears and do not actively defemelritory like other carnivore species will,
such as wolves. Those respondents who felt theretisnough habitat for more than the current
number of grizzly bears in the CYE may be unawha¢ grizzly bears will share habitat
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throughout a given year. This in turn may dissuaeéen from supporting grizzly bear recovery
efforts in the CYE, and the population goal of 1@@rs.

The level of support and recovery of grizzly bearareas other than the CYE was similar to
support of grizzly bears in the CYE. However, rexents were less opposed to grizzly bears in
areas outside of the CYE, suggesting that resideritss area may be more likely to feel
indifferent or uninterested about grizzly bear essin areas other than where they live.

One of the primary goals of the survey was to deitee the level of support for grizzly bear
recovery in the CYE area. The level of support aé&@ in the survey provides valuable
information but it was interesting to see thatlthesl of support decreased dramatically for the
intended grizzly bear population goal of 100 beatsich is two to three times greater than the
current estimated number of grizzly bears in theeGKasworm et al. 2007). The grizzly bear
recovery plan for the CYE states that one of tlterca for the recovery of grizzly bears in the
area is to achieve the population goal of 100 baadswill utilize augmentation as one of the
strategies to achieve the goal (USFWS 1993). Augatien efforts in the CYE consist of
capturing young female grizzly bears with no higtof human conflicts from areas with higher
bear densities and releasing them into the CaMoeintains to help bolster the population.
Despite efforts to inform the public of these effathrough local news releases, the survey
suggested that respondents were less aware ofisettansplanted bear than they were of bears
released during augmentation efforts in the ea®B801s. Although augmentation has been
determined to be a necessary strategy for recafémsts in the CYE (USFWS 1993), the level
of support from respondents increased if recovenfdbe done without augmentation.
Managers apparently need to address concerns mesiugve with augmentation and redirect
efforts on the distribution of augmentation infotmoa.

In public meetings held in Lincoln and Sanders Gmsduring the past decade, one of the
primary objections to grizzly bear recovery effastsre those related to motorized vehicle
restrictions on some forest roads. Therefore, & sw@prising to discover that one third of
respondents said that they were not even awanergdrd road restrictions due in part to grizzly
bear recovery efforts. This might be explainedriuanber of these survey respondents arrived in
the area after road restrictions were first impletad in the 1980’s. Unfortunately, information
on how long respondents have been living in tha a@s not collected as part of the survey. The
youngest age group was also less aware of roatctiests, as they may be too young to have
been affected by restrictions set in place durregit980s and early 1990s.

In the 1995 Social Assessment for the Kootenaidali Forest, Lincoln County residents were
both in support and opposed to road closures ohcdahnds. Those who supported road closures
were concerned for wildlife and did not feel asuflo their hunting or recreational opportunities
were limited by the lack of motorized access. Theke opposed road closures were opposed to
the manner in which the agency closed roads (withahblic participation) than the road closures
themselves. Many were also upset by limited mogariaccess to popular berry picking,

firewood gathering or hunting locations as a restittlosures (USFS 1995).

Respondents who felt that road restrictions weweoalem for them cited limited access for
recreational activities as their primary reason,few indicated that the restrictions have
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negatively affected their employment. Despite ttespondents whose families are dependent on
forestry related industries appeared to be moedylito oppose road restrictions as a result of
grizzly bear recovery efforts.

CONCLUSION AND MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

Respondents to this survey provided their opinmms number of key questions regarding
grizzly bear recovery and management in the CYEi&\thmajority of respondents indicated
support for recovery of grizzly bears in the CYlere was much concern over specific
management actions proposed to achieve recovend Ristrictions, population augmentation,
and population goals are particularly controverasgects. Greater respondent knowledge of
augmentation efforts during the early 1990’s tHanrnhore recent effort during the last 3 years
point to a need for better efforts in keeping theal public informed. Additional information on
a variety of grizzly bear related issues might iiétlee community and their understanding of
management practices.

Several responses regarding grizzly bear biologgh &s food habits, abundance, and human
injury rates indicate a need to continue to addn@issonceptions about basic grizzly bear
biology. The grizzly bear conflict specialist pasit recently created by Montana Fish, Wildlife
& Parks provides an opportunity to increase thermiation and education ability of the
agencies. The most often cited sources of infownatiom the public were newspapers,
magazines, television and film. These sources fighmfer the best mass media opportunities
to reach the local public. This survey may alsoseas a baseline to compare the effectiveness
of future information efforts.

Future surveys conducted on similar topics, wodddsit from local community involvement
when designing the survey questionnaire, thus e@matiie surveyors to address local concerns
more accurately, while establishing credibility wthose segments of the population that do not
support such efforts. In addition, future survelysidd be designed to gather data about the
respondent’s length of residency in the targeted.a8uch information would help managers
better understand their target population andytpe of responses received by individuals who
have lived in the area for different lengths ofeirThis information would help outreach and
education efforts to focus the message towardsogpipte audiences.
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Appendix A. Survey Questionnaire

Introduction:

Hello, my name is , and I'm calling to ask e@uestions about grizzly bears in northwest
Montana. | am not selling anything or asking fondtions. Do you have a few minutes to
answer some questions? (IF ASKED: I'm calling ohabieof the Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear
Outreach Project.)

First, I am going to read a list of activities dnaelould like to know if you have participated in
each one in the Cabinet Mountains or in the Yaalkeyan the past 2 years.

1. Have you patrticipated in any of these activitiethe past 2 years?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

| | 1. Camping

|__| 2. Hiking

|| 3. Hunting

|__| 4. Fishing

|| 5. Horseback riding

|__| 6. Other

|| 7. Did not participate in any loé$e activities

|__| 8. Don't know

2. Do you participate in these activities mostlyhe Cabinet Mountains, mostly in the Yaak
Valley, or both about equally?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|_| 1. Cabinet Mountains

|__| 2. Yaak Valley

|__| 3. Both about equally

|

|

O~NO T~ WN PP

| 4. Very little time in either
| 5. Don't know

3. How do you TYPICALLY store food and garbage wlyen are in bear country? (IF ASKED:
While participating in outdoor and/or recreatioaativities in bear country.) (IF MORE THAN
ONE METHOD: Which one method do you use the most?)
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

| | 1. Hangin a tree

|__| 2. Bury food and/or garbage

|_| 3. Store in bear-resistant coetain

|__| 4. Store in tent

|| 5. Store in a camper or otherailehi

|__| 6. Other

|| 7. Don't Know

~NoO ok, WN -

Next, | have some questions about grizzly beateerCabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley in
general.
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4. Would you say grizzly bears are more abunddaytthe same, or less abundant in the
Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley today than theyenl 00 years ago?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. More abundant

|__| 2. About the same

|| 3. Less abundant

|__| 4. Don't know

5. For grizzly bears in the Cabinet Mountains ar@k'Valley, what percent of their diet do you
think is meat?
(ENTER ? FOR DON'T KNOW)

|_I__|__[%

6. Have you ever seen a grizzly bear in the Caldfeetntains or Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Yes

| | 2. No

|__| 3. Maybe (not sure if it was agiy bear)

|| 4. Don't know

7. Have you seen a grizzly bear in the Cabinet Maioe or Yaak Valley WITHIN THE PAST
12 MONTHS?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Yes

| | 2. No

|__| 3. Maybe (not sure if it was agiy bear)

|| 4. Don't Know

8. Generally, which of the following statementstlsscribes your feelings about grizzly bears
in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley? (READT)S
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)
|__| 1.1like knowing that grizzly seare in the area.
|| 2.1like knowing that grizzly seare in the area, but worry about problems they
cause.
|| 3. llike knowing that grizzly beare in the area, but worry about human safety.
|__| 4.1don'tlike having grizzly bg@n the area.
|_| 5.1 have no particular feelinguatbgrizzly bears.
|__| 6.Don't know

9. In general, do you support or oppose havingetyrizears in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak
Valley? (READ SCALE AS NECESSARY; PROMPT FOR DEGREE
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose
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|__| 4. Moderately oppose
|__| 5. Strongly oppose
|__| 6.Don't know

10. Why do you support having grizzly bears in@abinet Mountains and Yaak Valley?

11. Why do you oppose having grizzly bears in thbiGet Mountains and Yaak Valley?

Next, I'm going to read several statements abantlgrbears and I'd like you to tell me if you
agree or disagree with each statement.

12. Grizzly bears are a symbol of the American timrand should be preserved as part of our
national heritage. Do you agree or disagree withdtatement? (IF ASKED: Grizzly bears in
general, not just in the Cabinet Mountains and Y\4alkey.)
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly agree

|__| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|__| 4. Moderately disagree

| | 5. Strongly disagree

|__| 6.Don't know

13. Grizzly bears are very dangerous to humansiddaagree or disagree with this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly agree

|| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|_| 4. Moderately disagree

|_| 5. Strongly disagree

| | 6. Don't know

14. The habitat in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaakey can support more grizzly bears than
are currently there now. Do you agree or disagnéle this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly agree

|| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|_| 4. Moderately disagree

|_| 5. Strongly disagree

| | 6. Don't know

15. Grizzly bears do not belong in the Cabinet Mauns and Yaak Valley. Do you agree or

disagree with this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)
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|__| 1. Strongly agree
|| 2. Moderately agree
|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree
|_| 4. Moderately disagree
|_| 5. Strongly disagree
| | 6. Don't know
16. Grizzly bears were here before humans and &iaweherent right to live in the Cabinet
Mountains and Yaak Valley. Do you agree or disagritle this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)
|__| 1. Strongly agree
|| 2. Moderately agree
|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree
|_| 4. Moderately disagree
|_| 5. Strongly disagree
| | 6. Don't know

17. Grizzly bears from the Cabinet Mountains andRrdalley kill many livestock. Do you
agree or disagree with this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly agree

|| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|_| 4. Moderately disagree

|_| 5. Strongly disagree

| | 6. Don't know

18. | derive satisfaction from just knowing thaizgty bears are present in the Cabinet
Mountains and Yaak Valley. Do you agree or disagritle this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly agree

|| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|_| 4. Moderately disagree

|_| 5. Strongly disagree

| | 6. Don't know

19. Residents and visitors to the Cabinet Mountaims Yaak Valley can prevent most conflicts
with grizzly bears by taking a few precautions. ydo agree or disagree with this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly agree

|| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|_| 4. Moderately disagree

|_| 5. Strongly disagree

| | 6. Don't know
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Except in the Yellowstone area, grizzly bears mltwer 48 states of the United States are listed
as a threatened species under the U.S. EndanggeetS Act. They lived throughout western
Montana and other western states until the eald@49when bear populations were reduced
dramatically by people. An inter-agency effort bagn underway for 30 years to recover and
maintain a viable population of grizzly bears inthavest Montana. (IF ASKED: The lower 48
states of the United States do NOT include Alask@amada.)

20. Prior to this survey, would you say you heagiteat deal, a moderate amount, a little, or
nothing about this grizzly bear recovery program?

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

| 1. A great deal

| 2. A moderate amount

| 3. Alittle

| 4. Nothing

| 5. Don't know

The Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley are parhid tecovery program.

21. In general, do you support or oppose grizzbrlbecovery efforts in the Cabinet Mountains
and Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose

|__| 4. Moderately oppose

|| 5. Strongly oppose

|__| 6.Don't know
22. Do you support or oppose grizzly bear recoedigrts in areas outside of the Cabinet
Mountains and Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose

|__| 4. Moderately oppose

|| 5. Strongly oppose

|__| 6.Don't know
Now | have some questions about more specific sseelated to grizzly bear recovery. (IF
RESPONDENT INSISTS HE/SHE SUPPORTS/OPPOSES GRIZBEAR RECOVERY
OVERALL, LET HIM/HER KNOW WE WOULD STILL LIKE TO RECORD HIS/HER
OPINIONS ON AND AWARENESS OF THE FOLLOWING ISSUEERATED TO
GRIZZLY BEAR RECOVERY)
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23. Currently, there are approximately 30 to 4@zjyi bears in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak
Valley. Biologists have determined that a populatd about 100 bears in the Cabinet
Mountains and Yaak Valley will be considered a sstully recovered population for this area.
Do you support or oppose having a total populatibabout 100 grizzly bears in the Cabinet
Mountains and Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose

|__| 4. Moderately oppose

|| 5. Strongly oppose

|__| 6.Don't know
24. Prior to this survey, how aware were you tbat grizzly bears were added to the Cabinet
Mountains between 1990 and 1994 as part of thevezg@rogram?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Very aware

|__| 2. Somewhat aware

|| 3. Not at all aware

|__| 4. Don't Know

25. How aware were you that two more bears have bdded to the Cabinet Mountains since
20057
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Very aware

|_| 2. Somewhat aware

|_| 3. Not at all aware

|__| 4. Don't Know

26. Would you support or oppose grizzly bear recpuethe Cabinet Mountains and Yaak
Valley if it could be done without adding additidhears to the Cabinet Mountains?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose

|__| 4. Moderately oppose

|| 5. Strongly oppose

|__| 6.Don't know
27. Currently, there are some road restrictionsidysart to grizzly bear recovery in the Cabinet
Mountains and Yaak Valley. Prior to this surveywtmware were you of current road
restrictions due to grizzly bear recovery in théi@at Mountains and Yaak Valley? (IF
ASKED: Road restrictions occur for a variety ofgeas including grizzly bear recovery but also
for reasons such as big game habitat, fish haleitasjon, protection, economics, etc.)
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)
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|__| 1. Very aware
|| 2. Somewhat aware
|__| 3. Not at all aware
|| 4. Don't know
28. For you personally, would you say these roattiotions are a major problem, a minor
problem, or not a problem at all?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)
|_| 1. Major problem
|| 2. Minor problem
|__| 3. Not a problem at all
| | 4. Don't know

29. Why are the current road restrictions a prodienyou?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
|_| 1. Cannot access land / morecditfito hunt
|__| 2. Cannot access land / morecditfito pick berries
|__| 3. Cannot access land / morecditfito collect mushrooms
|__| 4. Cannot access land / morecdiffito find firewood
|| 5. Cannot access land / morecditfito hike
|__| 6. Other
| _| 7. Don't know

30. Biologists have determined that some roadictisins are necessary for grizzly bear
recovery. Knowing this, do you support or opposedtrrent road restrictions for the purpose of
grizzly bear recovery?

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

| 1. Strongly support

| 2. Moderately support

| 3. Neither support nor oppose

| 4. Moderately oppose

| 5. Strongly oppose

| 6. Don't know

~NoO ok, WN B

31. Would you support or oppose more road restnstin the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak
Valley if it were found that the restrictions woudnefit grizzly bear recovery?

(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

| 1. Strongly support

| 2. Moderately support

| 3. Neither support nor oppose

| 4. Moderately oppose

| 5. Strongly oppose

| 6. Don't know
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32. If changes to current garbage disposal methveds required to prevent problems with
grizzly bears, would you support or oppose grizaar recovery in the Cabinet Mountains and
Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose

|__| 4. Moderately oppose

|_| 5. Strongly oppose

| | 6. Don't know

33. If a program were available to compensate ransctor livestock losses due to grizzly bears,
would you support or oppose grizzly bear recovarthe Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly support

|__| 2. Moderately support

|__| 3. Neither support nor oppose

|__| 4. Moderately oppose

|_| 5. Strongly oppose

| | 6. Don't know

34. Is there anything related to grizzly bear resg\efforts in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak
Valley that has reduced the quality of your outdactivities, prevented you from participating
in outdoor activities as much as you would likenegatively affected your employment?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

| | 1. Yes

|| 2. No

|| 3. Don't Know

Biologists and wildlife managers are responsiblectiordinating and implementing grizzly bear
recovery in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Vallgm going to read several statements about
biologists and wildlife managers. Please tell mgoill agree or disagree with each statement.

35. Biologists provide accurate information to ghublic for understanding and managing the
grizzly bear population in the Cabinet Mountaind &faak Valley. Do you agree or disagree
with this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly agree

|_| 2. Moderately agree

|| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|__| 4. Moderately disagree

| | 5. Strongly disagree

|__| 6.Don't know

OO WNBE
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36. Wildlife managers should involve local citizan all major decisions about grizzly bear
recovery in the Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Vall2g.you agree or disagree with this
statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Strongly agree

|| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|_| 4. Moderately disagree

|_| 5. Strongly disagree

| | 6. Don't know
37. Residents of the Cabinet Mountains and YaakeYatill be willing to work with wildlife
management agencies to determine the best wagdwaegrizzly bears. Do you agree or
disagree with this statement?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly agree

|__| 2. Moderately agree

|| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|__| 4. Moderately disagree

| | 5. Strongly disagree

|__| 6.Don't know
38. Once the grizzly bear population has recoverdélde Cabinet Mountains and Yaak Valley,
do you agree or disagree that agency wildlife marsghould allow grizzly bears to be hunted?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly agree

|__| 2. Moderately agree

|| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|__| 4. Moderately disagree

| | 5. Strongly disagree

|__| 6.Don't know
39. Wildlife managers should promptly trap and cale any grizzly bears seen in residential
areas. Do you agree or disagree with this stateément
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Strongly agree

|__| 2. Moderately agree

|__| 3. Neither agree nor disagree

|__| 4. Moderately disagree

| | 5. Strongly disagree

|__| 6.Don't know

Next, | have a few questions about human interactith grizzly bears.

79



40. Generally, wildlife managers promptly remove gnizzly bears that act aggressively
towards humans. In your opinion, should grizzlyrsehat act aggressively toward humans be
relocated or destroyed?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|_| 1. Relocated

| | 2. Destroyed

|__| 3. A combination / most appropriatethod for situation

|__| 4. No opinion / Don't know

41. In your opinion, what are the most likely reasa grizzly bear may injure or kill a human.
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
|| 1. Defending itself after beingtshy a hunter
|__| 2. Seeking or protecting a foodrse
|__| 3. A surprise encounter with arlieahe backcountry
|_| 4. Protecting a bear cub duringreounter
| | 5.Other
|__| 6.Don't know
42. Grizzly bears are protected under the Endaddepecies Act. Do you think it is legal or
illegal to kill a grizzly bear in defense of humiée?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)
| | 1. Legal
|| 2. lllegal
|| 3. Don't Know

43. How many people would you say are injured tbediby grizzly bears in the lower 48 states
every year? Please do not include numbers fromkalas Canada.

|_|_|_|__|people

44. Where have you heard or seen information apazetly bears? (IF ASKED: Not limited to
Cabinet Mts.)
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
|__| 1. Haven't seen or heard any iméion
|| 2. Newspapers and magazines
|__| 3. Television and films
|_| 4. Internet
|__| 5. Public meetings
|_| 6. Family/ friends
|_| 7. Word-of-mouth, excluding famalgd friends / informal
|__| 8. Venues (e.g., acquaintances, basinos, grocery store)
|__| 9. Personal experience
|| 10. Brochures
|__| 11. School
|__| 12. Conservation orgs.
|__| 13. Recreational orgs. (e.g., Bagktry Horsemen or ATV club)
|__| 14. Trade orgs. (e.g., Farm Bumadontana Logging Assoc.)

OCoO~NOUID,WNE
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|__| 15. Professional orgs. (e.g., Realssociation)
|__| 16. Federal and state agencies

|__| 17. Other

|__| 18. Don't know

Great, we are almost finished. | just have a fewalfbackground questions to help us analyze the
results.

45. Do you consider yourself a full-time residentseasonal resident of Lincoln or Sanders
County?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|__| 1. Full-time resident

|| 2. Seasonal resident

|__| 3. Don't know

46. Has your or your family's income been whollypartly dependent on the forest or a forestry
related industry in the Cabinet Mountains or Yaall&y at any time in the past 5 years?
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

| | 1. Yes

|| 2. No

|| 3. Don't Know

47. What activity or job did you or someone elsgonr family do that was dependent on the
forest or was forestry related in the Cabinet Maung or Yaak Valley?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

|__| 1. Logging

|| 2. Forestry management

|__| 3. Wildlife management

|_| 4. Berry picking

|__| 5. Mushroom collecting

|| 6. Firewood cutting

|__| 7. Other

| | 8. Don't know

48. What is the highest level of education you hawapleted?
|__| 1. Not a high school graduate
|_| 2. High school graduate or eqeintl
|__| 3. Some college or trade schanbegree
|| 4. Associate's degree or tradedategree
|__| 5. Bachelor's degree
| | 6. Master's degree
|__| 7. Professional or doctorate degeey., M.D. or Ph.D.)
| | 8. Don't know
|| 9. Refused

O~NO OIS WN P
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49. Finally, may | ask your age?
|_|_|__|years old

That's the end of the survey. Thanks for your tamé cooperation. If you have any additional
comments, | can record them here.

OBSERVE AND RECORD RESPONDENT'S GENDER.
(CHECK ONLY ONE ANSWER)

|| 1. Male

|__| 2. Female

|| 3. Don't know
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Appendix B. Comments provided by survey respondents

If they leave the native bears alone the populatidinbe fine, they should not be planted. | an
for road closures for all the wildlife, not jusithears.

Usually stupidity is the cause of most bear attacks

Trails for backwoods (that are open) are not wigdeugh or safe enough. A lot of business is
gone, and there is not much work in the area.

They think there are no bears now, but if theytditenging more, their population would be
over-abundant.

Leave the grizzly population at 35.

Common sense needs to be applied while in the walogiszzly bears are present or not.

Thanks for taking the time to do a survey of tjget We need this to protect our wildlife.

| strongly support any sort of nature recovery paogas long as it is balanced with human
needs.

| like doing this and | like grizzlies.

| appreciate that someone is help making peopleeawfahis. An education program needs to
instituted. | love grizzly bears and enjoy seeimgn.

| think road restrictions are not fair to recreatsts and are not for bear recovery only.

| wish the Fish and Wildlife Department would letgple know what they're doing and what
their mission is about grizzly bear management.

| believe that the proposed rock creek mine shoukdppen.

Wildlife in general benefits from the logging indys more food grows in logged areas, and
they can get out in the sun. | think that grizzdals should be delisted. The rest of the U.S.
should have no say in how Montana handles its ifeld|

| am concerned because my husband was in loggen; 80 now.

be

Logging trucks can go into blocked off areas; hkhhunters should be able to in hunting season.

I'd like to see no further closure of access dugrizzly recovery, and | think that humans and
grizzlies can interact well.

Do not add more grizzlies.

| love the wilderness and the pristine-ness ofGhbinets and Yaak Valley, but more people are
moving in, and there will be conflicts. People @reducated about bears, and the bears will pay

for it.

| just think it's important for people to keep imneh that this is the bear's country, and we need to

respect them, and that is why | support relocai®opposed to killing them.

Corridor on map: bears are coming through corriddanada for 1,000 years; biggest problem

is development and people [population] growingaamdly in the corridor area, and bears are
still traveling this way. Use your common sens&eliock kill rate < 10%.

| think they should not put grizzly bears whereythee not there naturally.

The grizzlies’ natural habitat is further northdahis has been documented in native American

folklore. We have space for bears.

| think they don't need to close so many roads.nékd to learn to live with the bears; they ar
not always a problem.

11%

| think bears need to be protected. They haveh tggbe in any mountain range in Montana.
Also, watch out because ranchers will report sildgd animals as being mauled by bears.
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| grew up here. The bears that were here are ang, thut | object to bringing them in. | can’t
even imagine what it would be like to have 100 bdweare! | don't fully trust the information
coming from the bear project people, just lip segvi

Everyone is an expert, including people who domdvk anything. We need to trust the people
charge of these things.

Yellowstone and Glacier Park have plenty of betdusy don't need more around here. Leave
them up in BC.

No more gates!

| think there's a place for them, but people belonghe earth too.

Do a closer study; there are more bears than yok.th

| think the state should stay out of it and ledwe drizzly bears alone.

| don't worry about the bears.

No, | don't like the road closures, nor do manyeotheople.

The populations should maintain themselves justrally, if the habitat can support it. Don't
keep re-introducing animals if the habitat won4tain it.

| don't like the management of the bears.

We need to use a little sense and consider botis bed humans when thinking about grizzly
bear recovery.

Eliminate more bears. Eliminate more wolves as Widle moose population is hurt by wolves.

Farmers should be compensated for the livestoaizlgrbears Kill.

| think it's a good study you're doing. | guessythee doing things to keep us safe, because we

haven't seen any.

As long as we can hunt them when the populatios get that would be okay. | don't want to
leave my home just because there's a bear around.

| do not want the grizzly bears on the Yaak. Gyizetars do not like to be seen, so the road
closings are not needed. Also, | think 100 beathénarea are too much.

If they are bringing the grizzly and wolves backywot bring the dinosaurs back and let them

chew on a few people?

n

| wish people would understand what a wildernesa &. People just don't know what's allowed

—

and what's not, etc. We're in a depressed areae Hne a lot of outside forces affecting us thg
we can't control.

Protect people from these bears.

Locals kill some of them.

The bears that are brought in shouldn't be parksb®¥dild bears only should be brought in so
they aren't used to being fed.

Push for awareness more.

| don't like grizzly bears. Recovery program is -Gied.

Move the grizzly to the city where development daal with them.

They are spending too much of taxpayers’ money; thsed hunting fees. It is hard on retired
hunters. Fish & Game are the biggest thieves @asr, management.

What is this study and grizzly recovery costing tdogayers? Is this taking away from other
things that we need to do out here?

Introducing a species and worsening an economyasgv
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| support the grizzly bear recovery, and | love ghizzly bears. They have their place, and
humans shouldn't impose.

| love bears.

Get rid of them.

| support bear hunting if there is a limited dragviior tags and no dogs are allowed.

The whole thing is silly—trying to create somethiogkeep people out of the woods, too man
people for a healthy bear population.

Yy

| think nature can take care of itself, and if thare laws preventing killing bears, we wouldn’
have to worry.

[

Do not add more bears.

Recovery efforts are fine, but no more bears inmains and valley.

I'd like to see open season on grizzly bears!dgtise with the government putting bears back;

the long-time locals will tell you they don't belphere; it's unsafe. Shoot them on sight.

Ny

| don't mind the bears, but | want to feel safe.

| really do think human safety comes before thenats.

Bears should not be relocated to where people\ang |

There are too many gates.

| don't like road closures that are 12 miles Idrndpn't mind 2 or 3 miles, but | don't want the
closures to affect snowmobiling.

People should not allow problem bears from otheasto be relocated into the Cabinet
Mountains and/or the Yaak Valley.

| was born and raised here, and we never heardzziybears.

| don't like the road closures. They should notehesleased the bear near Spar Lake.

| hope this helps get them out of the area.

| think they don’t need to transplant any more;hage enough.

Keep them in mountains.

| am pleased that | am a part of this survey. Ssumeeys are so pointless, but | am glad this |
being done. We should all be better informed altloeigrizzlies in our area.

[72)

| strongly support grizzly bear recovery; 100 beaesnot enough.

| don't believe that this place can handle 100deard | do not think any bears should be
planted. | think that if they just put in one tagear, it would save the bears because then thg
would be scared of humans.

Y

All these studies won't make a lot of differencegduse people in Congress and left-wing pe
will do what they please.

bple

Bears should live in this area.

| don't think they were going to go extinct; justuthle the amount and watch them for 5 years
instead of adding more than double.

There are too many bears; the grizzly bear recowergram not working.

| am concerned about having enough space for iheligs.

| do not like wildlife agencies tying together thiaak and the Cabinet.

Get rid of the grizzlies!

You have to manage grizzlies because there ardgonsbwhen grizzlies and humans interact.

There are at least 80 grizzlies.

| don't mind the grizzlies, but we don't need 1806w&d down our throats.
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Treat bears like bears and give them respect anadvibon't bother you.

Grizzlies aren’t as endangered as people thinklsayare.

| think we should definitely make room for the witd, and they were here first, and we beneti

from the efforts to conserve wildlife. The erosgoes down, the water quality is up, and we
have a better balanced ecosystem with the bear.

We have dominion over bears, not vice-versa.

People are more important than bears.

| just get real concerned about some of these ergdiiings, and I'm mostly for them, except

bears and wolves because of conflicts between peol wildlife. They just go overboard. You

can't keep them just in certain areas.

for

We have enough grizzly bears and we don't need argyrand keep the restrictions the way tl
are. We don't need to really do anything as faesasictions, and if they do reach that level of
recovery to allow hunting, maybe one or two.

ey

Grizzly bears are part of our heritage. They shtaldh this area, and they're just another pie
of the wilderness, and everything that comes witthould be there, like the bears. | support t
grizzly bears.

ce
he

| wish they would quit bringing problem bears if€el are still a problem.

Information should be more available.

God put us here and put man on top of the totem, poid if man is replaced, then there's
something wrong.

| don't like the idea of trying to restore and fhe grizzly back in here.

| think they could spend the money in better waysrtprove human life than worrying about t
grizzly bears; there more important things thazziy bears.

We should not relocate bears forcefully.

| think you have to be very careful about overcrowgdhe Cabinets because it is steep and
rugged, and the bear tend to migrate down into [abgd areas.

People outside our area who dictate what shoulgdrawith grizzlies should have them move
to their own backyard.

d

Get with local people and use them as a resourdeetter management; | support the recove

y

program as long as non-native bears are not tramtgul here.
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