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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this agenda item is to provide City Council with an update on the development of
the Black Bear and Mountain Lion component of Urban Wildlife Management Plan (UWMP)
and get direction on options for reducing trash and food waste as an attractant for black bears.
Staff is also asking for direction on a proposed approach to improve mountain lion awareness
and interagency communication. Staffs from Community Planning and Sustainability, Parks and
Recreation, and Open Space and Mountain Parks are currently developing the Black Bear and
Mountain Lion component of the UWMP.

Questions:

1. Does council have questions or comments on the staff recommendation to enhance outreach
and public awareness before pursuing regulatory requirements to use bear resistant containers?

2. Does council support the staff recommended option for managing trash and food waste?

3. Does council have questions or comments on staff proposed approach of addressing conflicts
with mountain lions through improving communication and public awareness?




Black bears and mountain lions, like many other wildlife species, do not recognize city
boundaries and are often seen in residential areas of the city. Though these animals tend to avoid
humans, the potential for interactions poses a threat to people and their pets. In addition, wildlife
that is determined by the Colorado Division of Wildlife to be a nuisance or a threat to public
safety is destroyed. There is no feasible way to eliminate black bears and mountain lions from
residential areas. In addition, the Boulder community values the humane treatment of our
diverse native wildlife. Therefore, the city’s role in reducing potential conflicts includes
partnering with the community to improve the way we live with wildlife. By reducing the
presence of black bears and mountain lions in the Boulder service area, and increasing our
community awareness on how to safely live with these animals, we will reduce the risk to
people, domestic animals, and wildlife.

The purpose of the black bear and mountain lion component of the UWMP is to develop
effective strategies to minimize human/wildlife conflicts and increase public awareness on how
to better coexist with these animals. The plan objectives include:

e Develop strategies to reduce bear attractants in the urban area.

e Increase public awareness of how to minimize conflicts with black bear and mountain

lion.
e Identify costs and prioritize actions for plan implementation.
o Identify and clarify the role of the city in black bear and mountain lion management.

The primary black bear attractant in urban areas is trash. Staff has developed four options for
reducing trash and food waste as an attractant for black bears. Options include:

Option 1: Build community awareness and adapt management approach based
on program success.
(Staff recommendation).

Option 2: Require bear resistant containers on properties where a bear or wild
animal has accessed trash.

Option 3: Require bear resistant containers in areas with unsecured trash along
western alleys.

Option 4: Require bear resistant containers on all properties along most of the
western urban interface.

This component of the UWMP is also looking at conflicts with mountain lions in the city.
Conflicts with mountain lions are challenging to address as attractants include other wild and
domestic animals and thus are more difficult to manage. Staff has identified issues with current
communication and is recommending improvements with education and public awareness.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff is recommending that the city take an adaptive management approach to reducing bear
attractants. An adaptive management approach is an iterative, open-ended management tool
involving taking an action, monitoring and assessing the problem, and altering the management



approach based on new information. An adaptive management approach to introducing bear-
resistant containers to the community, would involve the following steps:

1. Improve community awareness through education, outreach and voluntary incentives
for steps taken to reduce bear attractants;

2. Monitor bear activity for two years;

3. Evaluate the success of the program and gauge community support (year 3); and

4. If problem persists and there is significant community support, revisit the options for
increasing use of bear resistant containers (year 3).

Staff is recommending an adaptive management approach for the following reasons:

There is a cost to landowners to switch to bear resistant containers (minimum $12.00 per
month per household).

An adaptive management approach emphasizes voluntary action over regulation.
Boulder citizens generally place high value on protecting wildlife. Building a
collaborative relationship with the community to address a complex issue that requires
community engagement may lead to more effective solutions.

More awareness and understanding of the relationship between trash management and the
health or survival of bears in the area may create more incentive for landowners to take
voluntary action.

The success of instituting bear resistant containers would likely be greater if the
community is given an opportunity to fully understand the frequency and impacts of
bears feeding on trash and food waste.

Staff is also recommending the development of a Mountain Lion Awareness Plan to reduce
potential human-lion conflicts through improved communication and public awareness.

Suggested Motion Language:

Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following
motion:

Motion to:

1) support the staff recommended option for addressing trash and food waste
attractants to black bear through building community awareness and utilizing an
adaptive management approach based on program success (Option One); and

2) support the staff recommended approach to improving mountain lion awareness and
communication.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS

Economic: The staff recommended options for both bear and mountain lion management
will have no initial economic impact on landowners or the community since both will
involve education and voluntary action. However, regulatory changes to require bear-
resistant containers would impact landowners in some areas along the western urban
interface.

Environmental: Increasing public awareness of the conflicts between black bears and
trash may help to protect the health of the animals. Further monitoring of the incidents
over the next few years will provide more information on the impact. The staff



recommended option for mountain lions will have no direct impact on the animals, but
may reduce the likelihood of incidents due to improvements in resident’s behaviour.

e Social: Increasing public awareness about black bear and mountain lion will promote
voluntary action to discourage the animals from coming into the city and to exercise
appropriate personal safety precautions. Education and outreach will lead to a better
community understanding and appreciation of the relationship between people and the
natural environment.

OTHER IMPACTS

e Fiscal: Some cost (approximately $10,000) would be involved in improving the city’s
web site and for public outreach and education. The staff recommended options for both
bear and mountain lion management will have minimal fiscal impact.

o Staff time: Staff time will be required to implement any of the options. The staff
recommended option would have the least amount of impact on staff time initially, with
increased staff time necessary if adaptive management led us to implement further
actions in the future.

BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK
(See Attachment A for draft of board meeting minutes.)

e Environmental Advisory Board (EAB): Staff requested feedback from the EAB on
options to reduce trash as an attractant to black bear. Two board members questioned
whether or not we currently had a problem, and how we would quantify when the
problem was solved. One board member emphasized the need to be a good neighbor to
native wildlife, and reduce impacts in the urban interface that effect bears and the public.
The EAB supported staff recommendation of adaptive management to address trash as an
attractant.

e Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT): OSBT was updated on the options to reduce
trash as an attractant to black bear. Board members commented that bear accessing trash
is a concern and emphasized exploring use of: trash tax to encourage use of bear resistant
containers; pilot areas; trash enclosures; and planning to address ways to secure trash
with new construction and major renovations.

PUBLIC FEEDBACK

Public input on policy options was gathered at five “Boulder Matters” events in fall 2010 and
through the city’s website. Based on public comment and input from the CDOW, staff
developed options to address the problem of trash and food waste as a bear attractant. See
Attachment B for the options presented to the public, and feedback received.

BACKGROUND

Urban Wildlife Management Plan

The need for the UWMP was recognized during the development of the city’s Wildlife
Protection Ordinance in 2005. During the ordinance adoption process, council highlighted the
need for broad, city-wide context for making site-specific wildlife management decisions. In
response to this need, council directed staff to develop an urban wildlife management plan,
beginning with a prairie dog management component.



The first phase of the UWMP involved the development of guiding principles, vision and goals
for urban wildlife management (see Attachment C), which were accepted by City Council in
January 2006. The guiding principles emphasize the use of humane, non-lethal control methods
when wildlife in the city is in conflict with use or development of a site.

Phase Il of the UWMP involves the development of species-specific components of the plan.
The first component, accepted by City Council in 2006, addressed the management of black-
tailed prairie dogs in the city. The second component is currently being developed and will
address management of black bear and mountain lion.

Black Bear and Mountain Lion Component

The City of Boulder has a rich history of land protection, purchasing land as early as 1898. This
established system of natural lands surrounding the city, in addition to greenways and ditches
maintained through the city, provides habitat and corridors for many wildlife species to move
into and around the city. Like many wildlife species, black bears and mountain lions do not
recognize city boundaries and are seen in residential areas. Though these animals tend to avoid
humans, the potential for interactions poses a threat to people and pets. In addition, wildlife that
is determined by the Colorado Division of Wildlife to be a nuisance or a threat to public safety is
destroyed. By reducing the presence of black bear and mountain lion in the Boulder service area,
and increasing our community awareness on how to safely live with bear and mountain lion, we
will reduce risk to people, domestic animals, and wildlife.

The purpose of the black bear and mountain lion component of the UWMP is to develop
effective strategies to minimize human/wildlife conflicts and increase public awareness on how
to better coexist with these animals.

The plan objectives include:
e Develop strategies to reduce bear attractants in the urban area.
e Increase public awareness of how to minimize conflicts with black bear and mountain
lion.
e Identify costs and prioritize actions for plan implementation.
o Identify and clarify the role of the city in black bear and mountain lion management.

The geographic scope of the plan includes private and public land in the city’s urban service area
(Areas | and Il) as defined in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.

The role of the City of Boulder in managing black bears and mountain lions is largely indirect,
and involves influencing human behavior and land uses (i.e. food waste management practices)
that encourage these animals to come into urban areas. The State of Colorado, Division of
Wildlife is responsible for managing wildlife in the state, which includes field management of
bears and lions. The distinction between the state and the city roles in wildlife management is
essential to understanding the tools the city can employ in minimizing human-wildlife conflict.
The city cannot regulate or effect the use of lethal control, relocation, or direct any form of non-
pest wildlife management.



In January 2010, a public meeting was held to solicit feedback on the issues and public concerns
associated with black bear and mountain lions in the city. From the public input provided at that
meeting, staff identified four main issues to address in the UWMP. These issues include:
e Inconsistent communication with the public and the CDOW
There is currently no established or consistent protocol for informing the public about
lion activity in the urban area. The city also needs to be more proactive in exchanging
information about bear and lion activity with the CDOW on a consistent basis;
e Lack of on-going public education
More city-wide public education is needed on wildlife behavior, habitat and
strategies to reduce attractants to prevent potential human/wildlife conflicts;
« Insufficient management of food waste and other attractants
There are aspects of the urban landscape that are inviting to bears including food waste,
fruit trees, bird feeders, and apiaries. However, the city has not previously developed
strategies to prevent bear from accessing urban attractants, particularly trash and food
waste.
e Feeding Wildlife
Food put out to feed birds, fox, deer or other wildlife can attract bear, or attract prey for
mountain lion in the city. Many people are unaware that feeding wildlife, intentionally or
unintentionally, is bad for the animals, against the law, and can invite human/wildlife
conflicts.

ANALYSIS
A. Black Bear

The process for analyzing black bear conflicts in the city included the following steps:

1. Collecting information on the history of bear activity in the city over the years;

2. Monitoring current black bear activity in the city and identifying attractants;

3. Evaluating Boulder’s current practices for minimizing bear access to trash and food
waste, comparing them to standards the Bear Smart Society has established, and
identifying gaps;

4. Comparing the city’s waste management program to other communities; and

5. Developing and evaluating options for implementation in Boulder.

History of Black Bear Conflict in the City

The city has experienced a history of black bear visiting the urban service area and foraging
on trash, fruit trees, bird feeders, and other attractants. In the Boulder area, bear are active
from mid-March to mid-November. Although they tend to be fearful of humans and there
have been no reports of black bear attacks within the city, bears can become habituated and
aggressive to humans. The expected seasonal presence of bears in the city has raised the
question of whether the city is taking appropriate measures to reduce potential conflicts with
bear.

Efforts to reduce conflicts with bears are intended to not only protect the community but the
wildlife as well. Over the past several years, the CDOW has destroyed several black bear,
and relocated or negatively conditioned (e.g. hazed) many others due to nuisance behavior or



the animal being a potential threat to public safety (see Table 1 below). Bear scat in the
Boulder area has been found to contain plastic, cellophane, aluminum foil, cigarette buts and
other human-generated materials that are ingested when bear feed in trash. Reducing
attractants in the city can help reduce the number of bear that must be destroyed as a result of
nuisance activity and the potential for harm to the health of the animal.

Table 1. Black Bears that have been destroyed (killed) or relocated in the City of
Boulder. Information provided by the CDOW and Urban Wildlife Coordinator for 2003 -
2010. Age class includes: cub is < 1 year old; a sub-adult is between 1-3 years old;

and an adult is 3+ years old.

Date Location Action Age
7/1/2003 921 5th Street Relocated | Sub-adult
7/19/2003 Chautauqua Park Killed Adult
9/29/2004 | 19" and Iris Relocated | Adult
9/29/2004 16™ and Norwood Relocated | Cub
8/10/2005 125 Bellevue Killed Adult
8/10/2005 125 Bellevue Relocated | Cub
8/10/2005 125 Bellevue Relocated | Cub
10/27/2006 | 3000 Glenwood Relocated | Adult
6/11/2007 NCAR Relocated | Adult
8/10/2007 Flatirons Golf Course | Killed Sub-adult
9/14/2007 South Boulder Killed Adult
6/24/08 3615 Moorhead Ave Relocated | Adult
7/22/08 560 S 46" Killed Adult
6/19/2009 Norwood Relocated | Adult
8/31/2009 2915 Darley Relocated | Adult
5/14/2010 965 Linden Relocated | Sub-adult
5/15/2010 600 Linden Relocated | Sub-adult
5/15/2010 600 Linden Killed Adult
9/1/2010 400 Forest Killed* Adult
9/17/2010 2975 3" street Relocated | Cub

*Sow destroyed due to jaw injury

In October 2008, City Council adopted Ordinance 7585 instituting a residential compost
collection program. Prior to the adoption of the ordinance, City Council expressed concern
about the effect of residential curbside composting on local wildlife, particularly black bears
(see http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/files/Clerk/Agendas/2008/10-21-08/3n.pdf for council
memo and procedural history of this matter). During these discussions, some council
members requested that staff further analyze the impacts of curbside composting on wildlife,
specifically bears, in the context of the UWMP due to the complexity of the wildlife
management issue.




Bear Activity Monitoring

In spring 2009, city staff began consistent monitoring of bear activity in the city. By
collaborating with Open Space and Mountain Parks Department (OSMP) and CDOW staff, a
database of all reported bear activity in the city was developed. See Attachment D for a
description of data collected, and the investigation of bear activity patterns conducted.

Monitoring Results: Identifying Attractants

Staff received a total of 208 reports of bear activity in 2009 and 2010. The reports with
specific addresses (189 reports) were mapped, and showed most of the activity occurred in
the western, urban interface areas of the city (see Attachment E). The majority of reports
(60%) did not identify an associated attractants. However, the majority of reports that do
have an associated attractant include trash (see Tables 2 and 3 below).

Table 2. Bear attractants identified for the 82 reports of bear sightings received in 20009.

Attractant Number
Trash 19

Fruit trees 4
Compost 2
Chickens 1

Pet food 1

Car 1

House (siding) 1

Bird feeder 0

Total 29

Table 3. Bear attractants identified for the 126 reports of bear sightings received in 2010.

Attractant Number of
reports

Trash 39

Fruit trees 4

Compost 3

Chickens (and 1

Turkey)

Pet food 0

Car 1

House (cooking 1

inside)

Bird feeder 2

Apiaries 3

Livestock (goat) 1

Total 55

Current Code Requirements
The current Boulder Revised Code, 1981 offers some proactive measures aimed at managing
wildlife attractants:

e Section 6-3-3 prohibits the accumulation of trash, recyclables, and compostables.
e Section 6-3-5(a)(1) requires that trash, recyclables, and compostables be stored in
containers so that it is not overflowing and is not scattered by animals.



e Section 6-3-5(a)(9) prohibits placing trash, recyclables, and compostables out for
collection before 5 a.m. on collection day and requires that containers be removed by 9
p.m. the same day. This section includes an exception for public alleys.

e Section 6-3-5(a)(13) requires that containers in RM and RH zones be screened from
street view except on collection day. Additional requirements for commercial properties
are applied through city land use review processes under B.R.C., 1981 Title 9.

e Section 6-3-9 requires rental properties in the University Hill and Goss-Grove areas to
maintain daily trash service Monday through Saturday during spring and fall periods
published by the city.

Violations of these ordinances may result in issuance of a municipal court summons.
Section 6-3-8 also provides for administrative remedies including removal of trash at the
property owner’s expense plus a $100 administrative fee. This abatement provision is
typically used for significant trash accumulation in conjunction with a warrant to enter
private property.

In addition to city ordinances, the CDOW can issue a summons to any person for knowingly
luring black bears (C.R.S. 33-6-131) or “failing to take appropriate action in securing or
removing outdoor trash as to avoid contact or conflict with black bear” (Wildlife
Commission Regulation 021(D). Both of these regulations require an initial warning by the
officer.

Both the CDOW and the OSMP have education and outreach programs that provide
information to residents about co-existing with bears and reducing bear attractants on private
property. Both organizations also have volunteers that are called upon to do door-to-door
outreach when bear have shown a pattern of spending time in residential areas.

In 2008, the city worked with Western Disposal to allow residents to voluntarily order bear
resistant trash containers. Residents were notified of this change with a letter in their
Western Disposal bill in early 2009. The cost for Western Disposal to provide a bear
resistant container is $10 per month in addition to the cost of the regular 64 gallon container.
Since that time, a total of 45 containers have been ordered in Boulder County (not all in the

city).

Rating of Boulder’s Approach to Waste Management

British Columbia’s “Bear Smart” community program has developed a rating system for
various waste management practices that could be used to address trash as an attractant for
bear. Under this rating system (see Table 4 below), Boulder would be considered below the
“Good” rating because garbage does not need to be stored indoors or in bear-resistant
containers prior to trash day.

L If a resident is currently using a container smaller than 64 gallon, they would also have to pay for the increased
service of a larger cart as bear resistant containers are only currently offered in the 64 gallon size.



Table 4. Bear Smart Community rating system for waste management collection systems
(from Bear Smart Society: www.bearsmart.com).

GOOD BETTER BEST
Curbside Pickup: Garbage stored | Main bear-proof compactor sites 100% bear-proof receptacles
indoors until day of pick up, or in for general use placed placed throughout community -
bear-resistant containers outdoors | strategically at points in one for every 30 homes + bear-
- place curbside only on morning community by which residents proof receptacles for commercial
of pick-up. regularly travel. use (incl. garbage, recycling &
grease).

Although Boulder requires residents and businesses to secure trash from animals, the law has
been difficult to enforce because violations are only investigated when reported, and trash is
often visited by bears and scattered in the evening or early morning hours. If an incident is
reported, the trash has often been cleaned up prior to the arrival of an officer, leaving no
evidence of bear activity and thus preventing staff from issuing a warning or summons.

Public awareness of the bear conflicts and an understanding of the impact of waste
management practices on bear activity play a large role in addressing the problem. Most
residents on the western edge of the city are probably aware that bear are present in the area
and may get into trash. It is unclear, however, if most residents understand the impacts to
wildlife and the community of bears becoming habituated to eating trash.

Comparison to Other City Approaches

Staff compared Boulder’s current waste management practices to those in other communities
in North America and Canada that also identify bear activity as a potential problem in their
cities. Of the communities researched, Vail, Aspen, Durango and VVancouver provided the
most useful information because of recent updates to their regulations and/or their similarity
to Boulder. Table 5 is an overview of each of these communities and how they compare to
Boulder.

Aspen is particularly notable as the city has implemented a new trash ordinance requiring
bear resistant containers as of June 1, 2010. Prior to 2010, residents who were issued a
summons for a black bear in trash were given the option to purchase a bear resistant
container in lieu of paying a fine. In 2009, Aspen experienced record high bear reports in
town, which led to the more restrictive trash ordinance implemented in 2010. In 2010, the
Aspen Police Department responded to 351 bear calls-for-service, down considerably from
713 calls the previous year. Annual black bear activity in town is variable and largely
impacted by the availability of natural food sources in the surrounding area. The 2010
decrease in Aspen’s urban bear calls can not be attributed solely to improved refuse
collection requirements. However, conversations with Aspen’s Community Relations
Specialist reflect the city has high compliance rates; a community widely supportive of the
new trash collection ordinance; and the need for a few more years of implementation before
the long-term effects can be determined.

Aspen Police Department Annual Summary of Total Black Bear Calls for Service
2007 2008 2009 2010
638 82 713 351




Table 5: Comparison to Other Community Approaches

Boulder, CO N. Shore Durango, CO Aspen, CO Vail, CO
Vancouver, BC
Population 103,000 120,000 16,000 6,000 5,000
No. of 82 (2009) 591 (2005) 627 (2009) 713 (2009) 222 (2009)
Sightings
Law updated 2008 1997 2010 2010 2007
Trash curbside | Trash, recyclables Garbage must be If a trash is Trash placed outside | Trash (if it contains

restrictions

and compostables
must be stored in a
manner so that their
contents cannot be
scattered by animals
and must be set out
on trash day
between 5:00 am
and 9:00 pm (except
alleys).

safely stored so that
it is not accessible to
wildlife.

Garbage can only be
put curbside on
trash day, after 5:30
AM.

confirmed to be
scattered by wildlife,
then a bear resistant
waste container is
required and
restrictions are
places on the time
when containers
may be left out
(container is not
locked when put out
for trash pick up).

must be wildlife-
resistant or wildlife-
proof and may only
be on curb between
6AM and 7PM on
trash pickup day.

Refuse container
client identification
required

any attractants)
must be in wildlife-
resistant or wildlife-
proof trash can.

May only be on curb
between 6AM and
7PM on trash pickup
day.




Options for Addressing Bear and Trash Conflicts

The most effective solution to the problem of bears accessing trash and food waste is to
increase the use of bear resistant trash and curbside compost containers, particularly in
neighborhoods throughout the western edge of town where bears are more active. The city
could take several approaches to increase the use of bear resistant containers, ranging from
education and voluntary action to regulation.

Public input on policy options was gathered at five “Boulder Matters” events in fall 2010 and
through the city’s website. Thirteen total comments were received (see Attachment B).
Based on public comment and input from the CDOW, staff developed the following options
to address the problem of trash and food waste as a bear attractant.

Option 1: Build community awareness and adapt management approach based
on program success.
(staff recommendation).

Option 2: Require bear resistant containers on properties where a bear or wild
animal has previously accessed trash.

Option 3: Require bear resistant containers in areas with unsecured trash along
western alleys.

Option 4: Require bear resistant containers on all properties along most of the

western urban interface.

The following is a summary chart comparing the four options. A detailed comparison of the
options, and CDOW feedback and preference for option two is included in Attachment F.



Table 6: Summary of Options for Reducing Trash as an Attractant in Boulder

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Education and adaptive “Not a problem until it's a | Bear resistant containers in Bear resistant containers
management problem” western alleys along western urban
interface
Impacts
Number of Residents N/A Dependant on violations 1,006 2,788
Impacted
Cost to None $144 annually (if issued a $144 annually $144 - $240 annually
Landowner summons)
City Costs
1.Education cost 1. $10,000 1. $10,000 1. $10,000 1. $10,000
2.Staffing needs 2. Current staffing, one 2. Current staffing, one 2. One seasonal code 2. One seasonal code
) seasonal monitoring seasonal code enforcement officer enforcement officer
technician recommended enforcement officer
recommended
Code Change Needed No Yes Yes Yes
Evaluation
Effectiveness Low (initially) Low Moderate High
(enforceable, reduces bear ] n ] o
attractant, increases public - No enforcement required - Difficult to enforce with - Would reduce trash - Would significantly reduce
awareness and action) - Unknown effect on the minimal change to attractants in entire trash attractants along
problem problem. (little “bang for neighborhood western edge
- Would increase public the buck”) - Would initially require - Would initially require
awareness added enforcement staff added enforcement staff
Feasibility of High Moderate Low (currently) to Moderate Low (currently)
implementation . . . _
(level of landowner support - Low feasibility until more - Low feasibility until more
cost) ' landowner support landowner support




Addressing Other Bear Attractants

Within the City of Boulder, a variety of attractants may be responsible for brining bears into
the city, or providing food which encourages bears to continue to feed in the city. In addition
to trash and/or composting, fruiting trees and shrubs, apiaries, chickens and other small
livestock, barbeque grills, pet food and bird/squirrel feed may all serve as bear attractants. In
addition to these unintentional attractants, illegal feeding of wildlife including deer, raccoons,
etc. may provide food attractive to bears in the urban area.

Each of these attractants presents a different opportunity for limiting food available to bears
in the urban area. Staff has evaluated a variety of strategies to reduce the influence of these
attractants. Information on these options is included in Attachment G. At this time, staff is
recommending that efforts focus largely on education with respect to non-trash/compost
attractants with more significant efforts focused on trash and compost. Trash and compost
are responsible for the largest number of reports where attractants were identified. In
addition, trash is available more broadly than the other attractants, in larger volumes and
presents a clearer threat to bears within the city. Bears that consume trash may ingest
unhealthy materials such as foils and plastic that presents a health threat to bears.

In addition to trash representing the most significant attractant and threat to bears,
modifications to trash disposal can be made without conflicting with other city priorities such
as local food production.

. Mountain Lion

Problem

Boulder is situated directly adjacent to high quality mountain lion habitat. The Open Space
and Mountain Parks properties to the west of town as well as private and public lands further
to the west support populations of typical mountain lion prey such as deer and elk. The
western residential areas also provide suitable habitat for mountain lions in the form of cover,
water features, and prey such as deer, raccoons, fox, and domestic cats and dogs. All of these
elements of habitat within the city increase the potential for interactions between lions and
humans in urban areas. Residents have been impacted by lions preying on pets (Attachment
H) and mountain lion sightings are regularly reported in urban areas (see Attachment I for
map of 2009 & 2010 reported sightings).

Although violent encounters with mountain lions have increased in the western states of their
range in recent years, attacks on humans are extremely rare. Though mountain lions tend to
be secretive and avoid humans, they are capable of preying on humans. As a result, residents
are concerned about their safety, and the safety of their children.

Possible approaches to reducing mountain lion attractants in the city are controversial and not
largely supported by the community. For example, the city could approach the CDOW about
the possibility of culling the urban deer population, however, this option conflicts with the
community value of protecting native wildlife. Similarly, restrictions could be placed on
unattended pets that are prey to mountain lions (e.g. requiring dogs to be in covered dog runs



when unattended on private property). However, this type of regulation has been received by
the community as overly restrictive.

As managing lion attractants or prey is extremely challenging, staff is proposing focusing
efforts on education and increasing public awareness through a Mountain Lion Awareness
Plan. Information regarding the risk of mountain lion interactions, how to avoid attracting
them to the urban area and how to behave in the instance of an interaction is critical to
addressing the concerns of the Boulder citizens for their safety.

Agency Roles
The State of Colorado, Division of Wildlife (CDOW) maintains the responsibility of

managing wildlife within the state which includes direct management of mountain lions. The
role of the City of Boulder in managing mountain lions is less direct, and involves pro-
actively affecting human behaviors and land uses that encourage these animals in urban
areas.

City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Park (OSMP) rangers have the authority to
respond to lion activity in the city of Boulder. Rangers routinely respond to lion activity
within the city and in this capacity are acting as an agent of the CDOW.

City of Boulder police officers will also respond to calls posing a threat to public safety
involving mountain lions to assist the Colorado Division of Wildlife officers and ensure
public well-being.

Current Protocol for Responding to Urban Lion Sightings

Lion sightings or activity that is reported within the city are responded to by an officer (with
the exception of “cold” reports). The officer can be from the CDOW, Boulder Police
Department, or OSMP. The action taken to manage the lion may include hazing, relocating,
or destroying lions as well as removing lion caches, and is dependent on a variety of factors
evaluated by the CDOW including the lion behavior and location. For the spectrum of lion
activity Boulder experiences or could experience, see Attachment J.

Current Protocol for Communicating Mountain Lion Activity to the Public
Most of the communication and information about urban lion activity is provided to residents
by the CDOW.

What the CDOW currently does:

e Provides information on reducing attractants and using deterrent methods provided to
reporting parties of lion activity.

e May post signs in area of confirmed activity.

e May contact adjacent land owners to notify of confirmed activity.

e Informally provides information on ongoing lion activity, when possible, to residents
via emailing lists and notifications to schools.

What the city currently does:
e Maintains a database on lion activity in the city. Central information point is



available when public question arise on activity history.
e City rangers may assist the CDOW in notifying adjacent residents of lion activity.
e Provides educational programs related to lions through city staff and volunteers

Gaps
There is not a formal, consistent communication mechanism to inform the public about lion

activity. The city also needs to be proactive in exchanging information with the CDOW.

Proposed Approach to Mountain Lion Awareness Plan
There are few options to reduce attractants, therefore, the plan objective is to improve
interagency communication and increase public awareness, understanding and acceptance of
personal responsibility:

e Establish protocols for interagency and interdepartmental exchange of lion sighting

and management information

e Educate and inform residents about mountain lion activity and behavior and ways to
reduce attractive habitat on their property
Describe agency roles in lion activity in city limits
Establish single contact for city data management and outreach programs
Establish public access to data on reported activity
Establish additional outreach for schools and areas where children congregate
Describe communication protocols for when a lion sighting is reported and confirmed

Knowing how to avoid and deal with encounters is beneficial to the well-being of the
community. Using a variety of resources, the city will create a comprehensive guide to
mountain lion awareness. By being informed, individuals can make smart decisions that will
help keep them and their families safe both at home and while enjoying use of city lands. We
look at this project not as a “warning,” but rather a learning opportunity through which
everyone can feel more secure.

Ultimately we want the public to enjoy the outdoors as much as possible. Stressing
awareness and personal responsibility is critical. A successful campaign would include
reaching the target audience, informing them how mountain lion awareness fits into their
own lives and communicating to them the city’s involvement in wildlife safety and
information. If desired, responses can be measured through questionnaires, surveys and open
house meetings to assess our plan’s effectiveness.

Key messages
Boulder is in mountain lion habitat and therefore we must practice behaviors that encourage

co-existence.

1. Individuals must exercise personal responsibility by learning about mountain lion habits,
safety precautions and emergency contact information for the Colorado Division of
Wildlife, the Boulder Police Department, the Boulder County Sheriff’s Office and the
city of Boulder’s Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) Department.

2. For citizens concerned about issues with lions, there are strategies for preventing
mountain lion confrontations in rural and urban settings. These include avoiding outside



activities during peak activity times (dusk and dawn), keeping close watch over children
and pets when outdoors, and keeping your house non-penetrable to large animals.

3. For citizens interested in reducing the chance that they could encounter a lion on their
property, changing landscaping to remove attractive resting and hunting areas, removing
any attractants that may be drawing potential lion prey (deer) to their property and
removing water features are strategies that may reduce the chance of a lion using their
property.

4. If an individual does come into contact with a mountain lion, there are ways to decrease
the potential for a negative interaction. One should not approach the animal, but stop and
back away slowly, make oneself appear as physically large as possible, and talk to the
mountain lion in a firm voice. If a lion does attack, fight back and try to protect your face
and neck.

The city will use an integrated approach of public relations, media relations, and low cost
marketing techniques to educate and inform the public about co-existing with mountain lions.
Current practices include:
e Providing education programs for adults and children that include information about
lion and how to coexist (OSMP).

- Targeted programs for third graders who study wildlife in their curriculum and
who are likely to be inspired and able to bring this information back to their
parents and families.

- Children’s programs with a lion component: average of 68 programs reaching
2340 children annually

- Adult programs: 6 annually reaching 296 people annually

e Media story placements include information on how to live with bear and lion and
reduce potential conflicts (UWC):
- Channel 8_The Moment Episode 2: Environmental Moment, Living
with Urban Wildlife (2009)
(http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&
id=10967&Itemid=3656)
- Channel 8 Inside Boulder interview with UWC and DOW titled Wildlife and
People (April 9, 2010 episode)
- City of Boulder Community Newsletter article titled Be mountain lion and bear
aware in Boulder (Fall 2009)
e Printed pamphlets provided at Ranger cottage, open space office and in some
programs (OSMP)
e Public relations activities including one-on-one meetings and group communications

(CDOW, OSMP, UWC)

e Outreach at Farmer’s Market booth and Rangers Cottage that provides information
about lion estimated at 15,000 contacts annually (OSMP)
e Educational signage at trailheads (OSMP)

G. NEXT STEPS

Staff expects to take the plan to council for acceptance in the third quarter of 2011 after getting
input on the draft plan from city staff, boards, wildlife advocacy groups and the public.
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Attachment J
Definitions of Mountain Lion Activity

1. Sightings
A visual observation of a lion or a report of lion tracks or other signs. Records of
all sightings are maintained in the lion activity database which is updated monthly
on the COB website.
» Unconfirmed
Responding officer did not see the animal or was not able to confirm the
presence of a lion sighting by other means.

» Confirmed
Responding officer saw the animal or was able to confirm the presence of
a lion by some other means.

- No depredation or cache found

Lion was in the area no evidence of prey depredation found

== Depredation or cache found (removed)
Evidence of lion prey including domestic pets, in area and if recent
(within 2-3 days) cache removed

== Trap set or return expected

In recent years with the CDOW Front Range Lion Study taking
place, traps are set in the city for uncolored lions more frequently
than in previous years. If a trap is set, there is bait and an
expectation that the lion may return.

2. Encounter
An unexpected direct meeting between a human and a lion without incident. This
may also include aspects of the above described sightings.

3. Incident

An interaction between a human and lion where the lion exhibited behavior
creating an unsafe situation for the human. For example an aggressive lion that
was forced to back away by actions taken by a person.

4. Attack
A human is bodily injured or killed by a lion.





