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may result in inbreeding and a genetic bottleneck, which can lead to the extirpation of a population. 

The majority of the proposed mountain lion populations maintain effective population sizes under 50 
and total population sizes under 100.3 As stated within the petition, "an effective population size of 50 
is assumed sufficient to prevent inbreeding depression in the short term (over the duration of five 
generations) and an effective population size of 500 is sufficient to retain evolutionary potential in 
perpetuity."4 As such, the mountain lion populations residing in the Southern and Central coast region 
of California are at risk of extirpation due to their low population size and genetic isolation. 

2. Mountain lions in California's Southern and Central Coast region are at risk due to increasing 
threats. 

The public values mountain lions and views them as an indicator of healthy environments while posing 
little risk to people living near them.5 Americans highly value wildlife, including top carnivores such as 
mountain lions, and are concerned about their welfare and conservation.6 Yet, these animals remain 
incredibly rare and require protection from major threats, which are by and large human caused. 
Threats to California's Southern and Central Coast mountain lion populations include, but are not 
limited to the following: 

Habitat loss and fragmentation: Habitat loss and fragmentation is the largest threat to long-term 
survival of mountain lion populations in California. The U.S. human population is expected to grow to 
60 million by 2050, meaning more development, more deforestation and less wild and open spaces.7 

Even lands remaining undeveloped will become increasingly fragmented by infrastructure 
developments. Roads, in particular, are a major mortality factor for small populations of mountain lions 
in fragmented habitat.8 Not only do lions often die from vehicle collisions when trying to cross roads, 
they also become separated from prey sources and are not able to disperse, causing intraspecific 
aggression between individual lions competing for the same resources. 

Mountain lions have been pushed to the far reaches of remaining wild spaces as a result of human 
population growth and development. This is troubling, as mountain lions and their primary prey require 
large habitats in order to survive. Moreover, as human population and development increase, so too do 
mountain lion conflicts with humans.9 

Not only are wildlife habitats getting smaller, they are also increasingly disconnected from one another, 
reducing the ability for subadults to disperse.10 This poses a major threat to the long term survival of 
populations that require dispersal to gain access to natural resources, and increases the potential for 
inbreeding.11 The loss of safe passages between suitable habitat is threatening the long-term survival of 
populations across the U.S. as they become increasingly isolated.1 2 

Mountain lions in California's Santa Ana Mountains are a prime example of how habitat loss and 
fragmentation are threatening the future survival of a lion population. Lions in the mountain range have 
been forced to live on a small, fragmented landscape with limited prey sources as a result of human 
development. The result has been increased conflicts with humans, demographic isolation and genetic 
restriction.13 A recent study in the area concluded that mountain lions in the region had a very low 
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survival rate of less than 56 percent, primarily as a result of deaths from vehicle collisions and killing for 
mountain lion predation on livestock.14 

Inbreeding: Inbreeding is a threat to mountain lions who are limited by their ability to disperse. 
Subadult males, the primary dispersers of the species, are vital to the diffusion of genes between lion 
populations. The loss of genetic variation typically occurs within small populations that become isolated 
from other populations, causing a genetic bottleneck when closely related individuals breed with one 
another.15 Population isolation is frequently attributed to habitat fragmentation and a loss of wildlife 
corridors that connect populations. This was likely the case with Florida panthers, who showed signs of 
inbreeding through a high prevalence of cowlicks, kinked tails, sterility and heart murmurs. In order to 
save the critically endangered Florida panther, wildlife managers released eight female lions from Texas 
into the Florida population, increasing genetic diversity.16 

Poisoning: While poisoning of mountain lions is rare, it still occurs, mainly through unintentional 
poisoning on private lands. The use of anticoagulant rodenticide poison to control rodents, such as in 
homes and yards, is a common threat to mountain lions.17 Farmers and licensed pest-control 
companies regularly use rodenticide. Rodents who consume anticoagulant poisons can take up to 10 
days to die through internal bleeding, if they are not eaten by another animal first.18 Mountain lions and 
other predators become exposed when they consume animals who have been poisoned. 

Research in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreational Area and surrounding habitats 
fragmented by human development has detected substantial evidence of the exposure to anticoagulant 
rodenticide poisons in wild carnivores, including mountain lions, bobcats and coyotes.19 Test results 
from the study found 95 percent of bobcats, 83 percent of coyotes and 91 percent of mountain lions
including a three-month-old kitten-were exposed to anticoagulant rodenticides.20 Rodenticide and 
other anticoagulants can stress mountain lions so that they become susceptible to mange, resulting in 
dehydration, starvation and death.21 

3. Protecting mountain lions ensures their ability to create trophic cascades in their ecosystems, 
benefiting a wide range of flora and fauna. 

Mountain lions in the Southern California/Central Coast ESU must be conserved so that other wildlife 
and wild spaces may continue to receive critical ecosystem benefits. Mountain lions serve important 
ecological roles, including providing a variety of ecosystem services.22 Maehr et al. (2001) assert the 
importance of these cats on the landscape: 

One aspect of cougar ecology that is becoming less debatable is its role in biotic 
communities .... P. concolor has the potential to structure the distribution and 
demography of prey (Logan and Sweanor 2001, Maehr et al. 2001). Browse lines, 
highway collisions, Lyme disease (Wilson and Childs 1997), loss of biodiversity (Alverson 
et al. 1988, Waller and Alverson 1997), and other problems associated with 
overabundant white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) hint at the benefits of returning 
such a predator ... 23 
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As such, conserving these large cats on the landscape creates a socio-ecological benefit that far offsets 
any societal costs.24 Their protection and conservation has ripple effects throughout their natural 
communities. In Zion National Park, researchers found that by modulating deer populations, mountain 
lions prevented overgrazing near fragile riparian systems. The result was more cottonwoods, rushes, 
cattails, wildflowers, amphibians, lizards and butterflies, as well as deeper, but narrower stream 
channels.25 Multiple recent studies have found that mountain lions leave more carrion--even more than 
wolves--which is significantly beneficial to ecosystems and further enhances biodiversity.26 

Biologists consider mountain lions an "umbrella" species-by protecting these cats and their large 
habitat, a wide array of additional plants and animals in this habitat will also be protected.27 Mountain 
lions, as with most large carnivores, are also considered a keystone species because they help drive the 
ecosystems in which they live.28 As a large predator, mountain lions regulate many of the other species 
in their communities, including herbivores, who then regulate the plant community.29 Importantly, 
mountain lions limit competition by killing smaller carnivores, such as coyotes, which increases 
biological diversity. 

Mountain lions reduce deadly deer-vehicle collisions30 and help maintain the health and viability of 
ungulate populations by preying on sick individuals, reducing the spread of disease.31 This ecosystem 
benefit is increasingly important as ungulate diseases, such as chronic wasting disease and brucellosis, 
continue to spread throughout the country.32 

4. There is no conflict between CESA listing and Proposition 117. 

Contrary to arguments submitted by the California Cattlemen's Association (CCA) and California Farm 
Bureau Federation (CFBF), there is no conflict between the petitioned CESA listing and Proposition 
117. CCA and CFBF assert that CESA listing would functionally override Proposition 117's allowance for 
take of mountain lions in certain limited circumstances, including take pursuant to permits issued by 
Department personnel in cases of confirmed livestock or property damage. Cal. Fish and Game Code§§ 
4800(b)(1) (take prohibition); 4801-07 (exceptions to take prohibition). They contend that CESA listing 
would impose additional preconditions to the issuance of mountain lion take permits beyond what is 
required by Proposition 117. 

CCA and CFBF's arguments miss the mark because Proposition117's take permit provisions could be 
accommodated without conflict by a parallel CESA provision, such that any mountain lion take permit 
currently issuable under Proposition 117 would likely remain so even after CESA listing. CESA expressly 
authorizes the Department to issue take permits allowing non-governmental "individuals" to take listed 
species "for ... management purposes." Cal. Fish and Game Code§ 2081 (a). The depredation-related 
Proposition 117 take allowances that CCA and CFBF point to as the source of irresolvable conflict 
would, in fact, likely qualify as the issuance of permits "for ... management purposes" and thus would 
also fall into an exception under CESA's take prohibition. This is true even as to Proposition 117's verbal 
authorization and in-the-moment immediate take provisions, since in both cases the Department is still 
required to issue a permit promptly thereafter. Cal Fish and Game Code§§ 4803, 4807. As such, there 
is no conflict between the depredation permit allowances contained within Proposition 117 and the 
management take permits allowable under Section 2801 (a) of CESA. Finally, we note that CCA and 
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CFBF's focus on the more burdensome CESA ((incidental take" permit process under Section 2081 (b) is 
a red herring- the take permit provision that would actually operate to harmonize CESA with 
Proposition 117 is the "management purposes" take permit under Section 2081 (a). 

Furthermore, Proposition 117 must be liberally interpreted to further its purposes, which are 
consistent with CESA listing. As noted by petitioners in their initial CESA petition, it was the express 
intent of California voters that Proposition 117 abe liberally construed to further its purposes," Prop. 
117 § 9, which are strengthening protections for this ((specially protected mammal." Cal. Fish and 
Game Code § 4800(a). The petitioned CESA listing is entirely consistent with this goal; indeed, the best 
available science shows that it is necessary to the achievement of this goal. To the extent that there is 
any tension or ambiguity as between the interactions between CESA listing and Proposition 117, they 
must be resolved in favor of the underlying conservation purpose of both laws. Prop. 117 § 9. 
Interpreting Proposition 117 to preclude the grant of additional state law protections under CESA 
would defy both common sense and the will of the voters. 

5. The Commission is obligated to list this ESU if science shows that listing is warranted. 

The Commission is legally obligated to list this ESU pursuant to CESA, even if potential tension with 
other state law exists. CESA listing is not discretionary. Rather, the Commission is required to add a 
species to the list if the best available science shows that listing is warranted. Cal. Fish and Game Code 
§ 2070 CThe commission shall add or remove species from either list if it finds, upon the receipt of 
sufficient scientific information pursuant to this article, and based solely upon the best available 
scientific information, that the action is warranted.") (emphasis added). To deny the listing petition on 
the basis of an ill-founded fear of conflict with other provisions of state law would violate the 
Commission's clear statutory duty to add the petitioned ESU to California's list of Threatened and 
Endangered Species. Neither Proposition 117 nor any other state law operates to override this clear 
statutory directive. 

6. Conclusion. 

California's mountain lions are an iconic symbol of the state and are highly valued among its residents 
and visitors alike. These large carnivores hold immense intrinsic value as well as play a vital role in 
supporting other wildlife as well as ecosystem functions. We must ensure that mountain lion 
populations are given the best opportunity possible to maintain their range throughout the state, 
including in the Southern and Central Coast regions. Therefore, we request this Commission list 
mountain lions in this ESU as Threatened under CESA, protecting them from unnecessary harm and 
ensuring their continued existence in their current range. 

Sincerely, 

Sabrina Ashjian 
California State Director 
The Humane Society of the United States 
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