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Report of the Platform’s Presidency 

 
 
1. Background and current mandate 
 
The Platform “Large carnivores, wild ungulates and society“ was set up by the X Alpine Conference in 
2009. Liechtenstein was assigned the first presidency. Switzerland was allocated the second 
presidency by the XI Alpine Conference and Italy the third presidency by the XII Alpine Conference. 
 
For the period 2013-2014 the Platform dealt with with the following mandate: 
 

 Development of practical goals and management options for the recovery and conservation of 
wolf, lynx and (according to availability of funds) bear populations in the Alps and presentation 
to the relevant bodies of the Alpine Convention; 
 

 Working towards an Alpine-wide genetic monitoring programme for large carnivores; 
 

 Development of a map with the distribution and abundance of the Alpine ibex population in 
cooperation with the Alpine Ibex Group. 

 
The work of the Platform should apparently be based on and guided by WISO Guidelines that were 
adopted by the XI Alpine Conference according to which inter alia large carnivores and wild ungulates 
are to be preserved in balance with their habitat, other wildlife and human interests. Conflicts with 
human interests are to be dealt with and negative impacts to be counterbalanced. 
 
2, Activities since the XII Alpine Conference 
 

2.1. Meetings 
 
The Platform held three meetings including an extended meeting/conference. 
 

 Cogne (22-23 April, 2013): the first meeting focused on the following items: handing over the 
presidency of the Platform from Switzerland to Italy; presentation of the working methods and 
objectives of the Platform mandate for 2013-2014; update and discussion on the conservation 
status of the lynx, wolf and bear populations, including monitoring techniques and genetic 
monitoring; availability of a specific working group for bears similar to other working groups 
dedicated to wolves and lynxes; work and coordination of the RowAlps Project; 
encouragement of the governmental organisations’ involvement in the Platform. The meeting 
also underlined the need to have a common overview as a basis for the elaboration of further 
technical outputs that require more time. 

 

 Cevo (28-29 October, 2013): the second meeting of the Platform dealt with the following 
points: presentation and discussion of the revised action/management plan for the bear 
population of Italy; establishment of a technical bear Alpine Group, cooperation with the Large 
Carnivore Initiative for Europe (LCIE) in the framework of an EU-funded project to elaborate a 
common definition of problem bears and related actions aiming at defining, preventing, and 
reacting to problem bear behaviour; schedule and preliminary results of the RowAlps project 
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and preparation of a WISO Conference in 2014. 
 

 Venzone (Conference 02- 04 July, 2014): the three-day third meeting of the Platform took 
place in the extended format of a conference with the participation of external experts in the 
Platform. The following topics were tackled: EU actions and activities, including the launch of 
new EU Platform on coexistence between people and large carnivores and possible 
cooperation with the WISO Platform and the preliminary results of the pilot action on problem 
bear management in the Alpine bear population (cooperation with LCIE); the role of the 
ECONET Platform of the Alpine Convention with a focus on large carnivores; coordinated 
management of bears, wolves and lynxes in the Alps, including new and ongoing initiatives 
and projects related to these populations; further steps of the Bear Alpine Group , update of 
the RowAlps project and further proceeding; update of the IBEX map of the Alps and 
preparation of the mandate of the Platform for 2015-2016. 

 
 

2.2. Evaluation of activities and prospects 
 
 

 Practical goals and management options for the recovery and conservation of 
large carnivore populations in the Alps: 

 
Based on the exchange of national and regional experiences and initiatives, various management 
options and related tools have been presented and discussed during the meetings of the Platform. 
Although some aspects remain common to all large carnivores, the Platform agreed that practical 
goals and management options have to be tailored to and differentiated according to the population 
concerned and its status of conservation (IUCN list). Further work on this matter will require a more 
profound and detailed approach. 
 
The Platform underlined that in general these tools and options have to be prepared in the framework 
of protection, compensation, conflict mitigation, management and land planning for the bear and wolf 
populations. For the lynx population the framework of protection, active conservation efforts (genetic 
remedy and connectivity) and conflict mitigation with hunters has to be taken into account. 
 
Regarding its work on practical goals and management options, the Platform stressed that some 
urgent actions need to be taken, and a distinction between urgent and less urgent actions has to be 
made for the bear and wolf populations. For the lynx population there is need to start urgent 
conservation actions to mitigate the effect of inbreeding. 
 
Management options and related tools for the wolf and lynx populations are being more specifically 
prepared in the framework of the RowAlps Project, whose preliminary results have been discussed 
and will be eventually endorsed by the Platform (see annex 1: Report on the implementation of the 
RowAlps project). In addition, experiences and lessons drawn from other projects and initiatives for 
the lynx population such as the UlyCA or the DinAlp Lynx projects will also be considered by the 
Platform for the preparation of these tools. 
 
The expert Bear Alpine Group created in the context of the WISO Platform will also deal with 
management options and the related tools for the bear population. These tools will be based on the 
preliminary results of the EU-funded pilot action on problem bear management in the Alpine bear 
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population in the context of the established cooperation between LCIE and the WISO Platform. WISO 
experts contributed to and participated in two meetings of the pilot action “defining, preventing, and 
reacting to problem bear behaviour in the Alpine region” in Ljubljana on 9 May 2014 and in Venzone 
on 4 July 2014 in connection with the WISO Conference (see annex 2: Preliminary results of the EU 
pilot action on problem bear management in the Alpine bear population endorsed by the WISO 
Platform). 
 
 

 Development of an Alpine-wide genetic monitoring programme for large 
carnivores:  

In general, there has been some progress regarding the harmonisation of genetic monitoring methods 
for large carnivores, especially considering the new laboratory techniques which do not require the 
calibration of data any more and thus facilitate the exchange of genetic data analyses. In addition, 
considerable efforts have been made in sharing the monitoring of genetic results for brown bears. In 
this regard, the implementation of a web-based shared database on genetic data on brown bears is 
being envisaged. 
 

 Development of an Alpine IBEX population map:  
As the Alpine countries use different management strategies and counting methods and periods, there 
are no common data sharing policies in Europe in this field. Therefore, this initiative, in cooperation 
with the Alpine Ibex European Specialist Group, aims at collecting all available data on ibex 
distribution and abundance. It also aims at creating a new map of the actual distribution of the species 
and the current population size and status of the colonies as well as of potential distribution of the 
species in the Alps. The map will be finalised at the end of 2014 and should be accessible on the 
Alpine Convention website (see annex 3: preliminary version of the IBEX map in the Alps). 
 

 Cooperation with the ECONET Platform of the Alpine Convention:  
In line with the recommendations of the Permanent Committee, which encourages cooperation 
between relevant Platforms of the Alpine Convention, both platforms have established some 
cooperation by participating in each other’s meetings and introducing their role and mandate in order 
to identify more specific forms of collaboration (a representative of the ECONET Platform participated 
in the WISO Conference in Venzone in July 2014 and the participation of a representative of the WISO 
Platform in the next meeting of the ECONET Platform at the end of September is planned). The 
preparation of a specific workshop on ecological connectivity and large carnivores is being envisaged 
for the end of year 2014. The Platforms aim at enhancing this cooperation in the future. 
 

 Cooperation with the EU:   
Some cooperation has been established in the context of the EU pilot action on problem bears 
management in the Alpine bear population and in the exchange of information that took place through 
other EU-funded projects such as LIFE Arctos projects. The Platform aims at enhancing this exchange 
of information and cooperation in order to optimise the synergies between the WISO Platform and the 
newly established EU Platform on coexistence between people and large carnivores. 
 
3. Mandate proposal for 2015-2016 
 
The following mandate proposal for the WISO Platform for 2015-2016 is based on the activities and 
achievements described above and the needs identified according to the large carnivore population: 
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 To finalise drafting of practical goals and management options for the recovery and conservation of 
wolf and lynx populations in the Alps; to continue the development of practical goals and detailed 
guidance on the application of management options for the recovery and conservation of bears in 
the Alpine region. To present all management options to the relevant bodies of the Alpine 
Convention in 2016. 
 

 To develop procedures, among the Contracting Parties concerned, that ensure a transparent flow of 
information that supports decision-making and coordinates responding actions for wolves and 
bears; common interpretation of behaviour of problem bears; and more effective and coordinated 
conservation actions for the lynxes involving the key stakeholders. 

 

 To continue the development of coordinated programmes of genetic monitoring of wolves and bears 
at the Alpine scale, and to ensure a detailed understanding of the genetic risks for the conservation 
of lynxes to guide conservation policies in the Alps. 

 

 These goals are to be pursued taking into account the results of the RowAlps project and other 
relevant projects, including EU-funded projects, and exploring synergies with the EU Platform on 
coexistence between people and large carnivores and other relevant initiatives. 

 

Annex 1: Report on the implementation of the RowAlps project 
Annex 2: Preliminary results of the EU pilot action on problem bear management in the Alpine bear 
population 
Annex 3: Preliminary version of the IBEX map in the Alps 
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Report on the implementation of the RowAlps 
project in the framework of the WISO Platform 
of the Alpine Convention  
 

The overall goal of the RowAlps project is to:  

“Develop practical goals and management options for the recovery and conservation of wolf, lynx 

and (subject to availability of funding) bear populations in the Alps and to present them to the 

relevant bodies of the Alpine Convention.”   

This is also a part of the mandate of the WISO platform for 2013-2014. 

This overall goal is further closely linked to the main goal of the guidelines of the WISO platform, 
which was acknowledged by the Alpine Conference in March 2011 in Brdo: to “Achieve and conserve 
the favorable conservation status of the Wolf in the entire Alps by preservation of large carnivores 
and wild ungulates in balance with their habitat, other wildlife and human interest. Conflicts with 
human interests are addressed and negative impacts are counterbalanced. This shall be achieved by 
promoting dialogue concerning the relations between wildlife, habitat, and society and 
transboundary and cross-sectoral cooperation”.  
 
To fulfil this overall goal the WISO platform members understood that additional capacity of experts 
is necessary to analyse adequately the background in the different countries and to develop 
appropriate solutions for the entire Alpine area. This additional work beyond the platform’s 
engagement is possible because of the especially designed RowAlps project financed by the MAVA 
foundation and Switzerland. Switzerland (BAFU) coordinates and leads this project. The RowAlps 
project started working in 2012 and is planned to be finalized by 2016. 
 
The RowAlps project has an exchange and reporting with the WISO platform mainly at their 
meetings.  
 
At the WISO meeting in Cogne, on April 22nd 2013 the WISO platform decided: 
“To invite a sub-group of the WISO Platform to work on Objective 3 of the RowAlps project in 
between the WISO Platform meetings and coordinated by the Swiss Head of Delegation.” The aim 
was to establishing a more formal link between the WISO platform and the RowAlps project in order 
to strengthen and facilitate the cooperation of the two complementary initiatives. 
 
The present report in hand is a contribution of the RowAlps project to the work of the WISO platform 

and the reporting of the WISO on the fulfilment of its mandate towards the bodies of the Alpine 

Convention.  
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The structure and sub-goals of the RowAlps 
project 
Three sub – goals were defined in this project and for each of it a working group was established. 

Goal of working group 1: 

To review and assess, based on available scientific publications and reports, statistical materials and 

up-to-date experience, the present situation of wolf, lynx and prey populations in the Alps, the 

expected development of the populations and discuss challenges in wildlife management as a 

consequence of the return of the carnivores. 

Goal of working group 2: 

To describe mechanisms to achieve tolerance for lynx and wolf for different interest groups and to 

identify factors defining the tolerance and the potential measures to influence these factors.  

Goal of working group 3: 

To assess the output from Objective 1 and 2 and develop, considering these biological-ecological and 

socio-economic findings, management scenarios for the recovery and conservation of favorable wolf 

and lynx reference populations in the Alps, discuss them with interest groups (in the frame of the 

WISO Platform), and report to the relevant bodies of the Alpine Convention.  

 

 

Preliminary results of the RowAlps project 
Preliminary results of working group 1: 
The work on the Objective 1 of the RowAlps project,  

“to model the potential distribution and expected abundance at biological/ecological fringes (minimal 

viable population MVP versus carrying capacity (Ke)) of future Alpine wolf and lynx populations”  

was originally focusing on scientific robust modeling of the distribution and the lower and upper 

abundances of the potential wolf and lynx populations in the Alps.  

After many discussions the objective 1 of the project has finally been adapted according the goal 

mentioned above, mainly for two reasons:  

(1) the aims and approaches seem to have been too ambitious within the given time and financial 

frame. The two workshops hold revealed that the means for a solemn modeling approach (intended 

to stand scientific review) were too limited; 

(2) the information and input needed by Working Group 3 (management scenarios) seems to go 

substantially beyond wolf and lynx distribution, carrying capacity and minimum viable population 
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assessment, but should include also information on prey populations and wildlife management 

practices, which vary considerably within the Alpine Arc.  

Considering these aspects, Report 1 will aim less for new scientific modeling, but rather review and 

compile existing information and describe – without robust modeling – the expected higher and 

lower density values and the assumed expansion of the population, mainly based on empiric data 

from the past 20–40 years. On the other hand, it will give much more emphasis on the “ecological 

covariables” of carnivore conservation and management, e.g. prey species and their management. It 

is obvious that solutions for integrating large carnivores into the Alps strongly depend on the existing 

wildlife management systems and practices. These systems differ considerably between the Alpine 

countries, but such information is nowhere available to WG 3 in a compiled and condensed form.  

Objective 1 is hence transformed into a comprehensive review of all biological and ecological 

parameters supporting, limiting or otherwise influencing the presence of wolf and lynx in the Alps 

and reviewing extant management approaches. This review bases on existing and available data and 

published scientific literature, but resign from developing further models. Wherever projection is 

needed, WG 1 would do this based on existing models, experience, and “best guess”. 

With the help of several intensive discussions and workshops of WG 1 the way forward of the group 

has been identified as well as the tentative outline of content for Report 1:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

The report of working group 1 will be drafted by end of October 2014. 

The recovery of wolf Canis lupus and lynx Lynx lynx in the Alps: biological and ecological 

parameters and wildlife management challenges 

1. Introduction  

2. Methods (approach and map of the Alps and administrative subunits) 

3. Return of lynx and wolf to the Alps (why, re-introduction, recolonisation) 

4. Present situations and assessment of the Alpine wolf and lynx populations 

5. Ecological factors: people, habit and prey (development and distribution of humans, 

development and fragmentation of suitable habitats, predation, availability of wild 

ungulates, wildlife management, livestock) 

6. Assessment of the future development of the lynx and wolf populations in the Alps 

(potential distribution, abundance and expansion dynamics of the populations) 

7. Discussion and conclusions (MVP, carrying capacity and FCS, interpretation, assessment 
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Preliminary results of working group 2 
The objectives of working group 2 were to describe tolerance mechanisms for lynx and wolf for 

different stakeholder groups and to identify factors influencing the tolerance as well as the potential 

measures to influence these factors. To reach these objectives, 

 a meta-analysis of existing social science research on large carnivores (LC) was conducted by 
the Eidg. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft (WSL) (see Mondini and 
Hunziker 2013: „RowAlps Report Objective 2.1: Factors influencing attitudes towards large 
carnivores“) and 

 interviews or workshops with experts in the fields of hunting, farming and social science 
research on LC were conducted by the Technische Universität München (TUM), Chair of 
Forest and Environmental Policy. 

 A workshop with experts from hunting administrations and hunting associations in eastern 

Alps (Ossiach, 13.12.2013) 

 A workshop with social scientists of Alpine countries to review and validate achieved results 

and to identify gaps of knowledge to propose further studies (Munich, 24.3.2014) 

From a social science perspective three levels have to be differentiated to understand perception of 

and conflicts concerning LC (individual level, level of direct interaction, level of social and political 

conflicts). All these levels are interdependent. For each level, influencing factors were identified. 

 

The individual level  (describing attitudes towards LC for individual persons) is presented in the study 

of WSL (Mondini and Hunziker 2013). 

The level of direct interaction between LC and actors directly affected by LC. Farming and hunting 

practices are influenced by the return or presence of LC. The central questions are right now whether 

prevention measures like flock protection work, resp. where it doesn’t work and why not. 

The level of social and political conflicts, with LC as a trigger for (existing) conflicts. 

Each of the analyzed levels can be addressed by LC management actions. In the following the actions 

on the level of social and political conflicts are listed. 

Participation 

For implementing LC management, management plans have to be developed with a participatory 

approach not only on the national but also on regional level (see Identification of hotspots below). 

Concerning the participation process, it is helpful if the possibilities of sharing the power of decision  

among governmental decision makers and representatives of interest groups can be discussed. It has 

to be clear within which frame negotiations are possible: Actors will only constructively contribute to 

the process if they can gain something. If the demands  of a certain group aren’t considered and 

discussed, this actor will most likely boycott the process. A social monitoring (e.g. focus groups, 

media analysis, regular public surveys, stakeholder analysis) can evaluate management performance 

and the participatory process.  
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Identification of hotspots 

Areas especially important for the return of the LC (near-border or cross-border regions, regions 

adjacent to core areas of LC etc.) or where coexistence of LC and given land use practices is highly 

challenging (e.g. alpine farming regions with less favorable natural conditions, high percentage of 

sheep or goat farming and no tradition of shepherding) have to be detected and LC specific 

management options discussed in participatory procedures at regional level. These specific regions 

(hotspots) and their characteristics should be considered in federal / national management plans. 

Adapting the farming and hunting system 

Social and political conflicts about LC are shaped by legal regulations / funding schemes of the 

hunting, agriculture and environmental sector. To minimize those conflicts contradictions in legal 

regulations and financial subsidies in these sectors need to be considered and solved. In this 

mainstreaming of farming, hunting and nature conservation policies LC need to be addressed as an 

issue.  An example is the Swiss AlpFUTUR project which aims to develop solutions for expected 

changes in the alpine farming system.  The task is to detect and implement synergy effects of LC 

management and other policy goals (e.g. biodiversity, nature protection or animal welfare)  and to 

consider and reduce antagonisms of subsidies (e.g. subsidies for vulnerable livestock species) in the 

long term.  

Current conclusions of WG 2 are in general to: 

• Identify on which level(s) the conflict(s) occur(s);  

• Consider all conflict levels in management plans; 

• Develop and/or consider model projects for a functioning flock protection (best practice 

examples); 

• Be open for negotiations with actors, e.g. in participatory processes or model projects; 

• Be aware of participation level accepted by state administrations (process of decision-

making). 

 

Preliminary results of working group 3 
2013 and 2014 the RowAlps Project entered a phase of close cooperation among the three working 
groups.  

 In December 2012 a Workshop to prepare the work of the third working group, by defining 

the roles of the members of Working Group 3, took place in Vienna. During this meeting in 

Vienna it became clear that  WG 3 needs to fulfill the third objective of the RowAlps Project 

and the conjunctive role among the representatives of the Parties of the Alpine Convention, 

the additional expert groups, and finally the different interest groups.  

 At the WISO meeting in Cogne on April 22nd 2013, the platform invited a sub-group of the 

WISO Platform to work on Objective 3 of the RowAlps project in between the WISO Platform 

meetings which was coordinated by the Swiss Head of Delegation. The Delegations of the 

WISO Platform have recommended members to the WG 3 / sub-group of WISO, who are 



Input for the RowAlps Report towards the WISO Presidency  

July 2014 

 

 
 6 

experienced in the development and implementation of management plans for large 

carnivores in their respective country.  

 In April 2014 a meeting of WG 3 took place in Zäziwil with the goal to develop drafts of the 

management options on the base of the preliminary results of WG 1 and WG 2. Such 

preliminary management options have been drafted based on the discussions in Zäziwil and 

were included into the first outline of the reports on Lynx Management and Wolf 

Management.  

 In July 2014 a next workshop of WG 3 took place in Venzone. The indexes of the draft reports 

and the preliminary management options have been discussed and adapted accordingly. 

Furthermore, the draft of a glossary has been presented. 

 The draft indexes will be sent to WG 3 after the Venzone meeting again. Practical goals will 

be developed. The rough structure of the reports is: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report is a synthesis of the results of WG 1 and 2 as well as the results of workshops and 

discussions conducted in the frame of WG 3. 

 

 

 

Wolf and Lynx in the Alps: guidelines for an international coordinated management 

1. Introduction (assignment, goals, preambles, definitions) 

2. Framework for large carnivore management (superior law, common Alps-wide principles, 

reference situation) 

3. Current situation of the wolf/lynx population (present status, prey base, potential 

distribution, tolerance of interest groups) 

4. Discussion, interpretation and assessment of the situation (MVP, ECC FCS, hot-spot areas) 

5. Practical goals (FCS, distribution, damage-prevention, damage conservation, involvement 

of local people) 

6. Basic issues (Damage prevention and compensation, control of illegal action, monitoring, 

information and consultation) 

7. Urgent issues  

8. Management: options and actions 

Annex 1: Good practice examples 

Annex 2: Inspiring internet links on large carnivore initiatives and projects 

Annex 3: Literature 

Annex 4: Glossary 

Annex 5: Guidance for pilot projects in cross border regions 
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Outlook RowAlps 2014 
Draft glossary until end of 2014 
The glossary will be sent to the participants of WG 3 of RowAlps to: 

1. Comment on the present definitions 
2. Add missing terms 
3. Add the translation of terms in the Alpine languages 

Revise the glossary according to the feedback 

Revised indexes for wolf and lynx for comments 
The revised indexes will be sent to the members of WG 3 of RowAlps to: 

1. Comment on the present index 
2. Add missing issues 

 (all in track change) 

Draft chapters 1-3 for wolf and lynx in the Alps 
- draft chapters 1 – 3 (by end of the year) 

- send chapters 1-3 for comments (beginning of 2015) 

Report of the RowAlps project on behalf of WISO Platform 
The report of RowAlps will be sent to the WISO Platform presidency not later than beginning of 

September as input to its report to the Alpine Convention bodies for the scheduled Alpine 

Conference in November 2014. 

Workshop December 2014 on chapter 4 
Interpretation and assessment of the situation for wolf and lynx in the Alps 

Workshop spring 2015 on chapters 5, 6, 7 
Discussion on practical goals, basic issues and urgent issues 
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1 DEFINING, PREVENTING, AND REACTING TO PROBLEM BEAR 

BEHAVIOUR IN THE ALPINE REGION –  PROGRESS SUMMARY 

1.1 SUMMARY OF CURRENT KNOWLEDGE 

Throughout the history people have been coming into conflicts with bears. Good understanding 

of causes for human-bear conflicts is the first step for their effective resolution.  

Human-bear conflicts are very diverse and are mainly connected with bear’s opportunistic 

foraging and consumption of food. Several factors affect risk of human-bear conflict and 

probably most important is access to anthropogenic food (garbage, slaughter remains etc.). Key 

factor is also the number of problem bears. Although such bears represent only a small part of 

bear population, they usually cause majority of all human-bear conflicts, while most other bears 

come into conflict only rarely or never.  

Common characteristic of problem bears is that during their lives they have changed their 

behaviour through the processes of habituation to human presence or conditioning to 

anthropogenic food. Habituation is a process involving a reduction in response over time as 

bears learn that there are neither adverse nor beneficial consequences of the occurrence of the 

stimulus, in this case presence of a human. Operant conditioning is a learning process, in which a 

behaviour is strengthened or weakened via consequences, such as reward or punishment. Food-

conditioning is a type of operant conditioning, in which an animal learns to associate a given 

neutral stimulus (e.g. a presence of people) with reward in a form of high caloric food (e.g. 

various anthropogenic food sources, such as garbage). Operant conditioning can also be applied 

for management of human-bear conflict situations. Most common is aversive conditioning, 

which denotes procedure when a negative stimulus is used to prevent unwanted behaviour. 

Effectiveness of aversive conditioning depends on several factors, such as context in which 

learning process took place, immediacy of a consequence of given behavioural response, 

consistently and magnitude of these consequence and rewarding of alternative behaviour.  

There are several factors that have been reported to affect the probability of occurrence of 

human-bears conflicts and other bear incidents: season, natural food availability, cover for 

bears, sex and age of a bear, habituation to human presence and food conditioning, availability of 

anthropogenic food sources, livestock husbandry, hunting and several factors that affect the 

probability of attack on humans (wounded bear, presence of cubs, presence of carcass used by a 

bear, proximity to a den, and the presence of dog). 

People developed various measures to prevent human-bear conflicts. Review of reported 

measures and their effectiveness is presented. Aversive conditioning of bears, as well as other 

wildlife, was in general met with mixed results. Measures were usually effective for a short-term, 

while long-term behavioural changes were often limited. However, certain patterns that 

emerged through the review indicate that in specific situations some of the aversive stimuli can 
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be effective when applied properly. Good understanding of the benefits and drawbacks, as well 

as factors affecting effectiveness of this approach is needed in order to successfully apply 

aversive conditioning techniques. Higher success was observed when very specific behaviour 

was targeted in comparison to the attempts that required the animal to generalize aversive 

conditioning to less specific unwanted behaviours. Effectiveness was lower when undesired 

behaviour was already strongly established or when benefits gained through this behaviour 

were higher. Well-established monitoring that quickly detects such behaviours is therefore 

crucial for successful application of aversive conditioning. Pain stimuli (e.g. rubber bullets) 

proved to be the most successful, although also taste aversion can be effective for specific foods. 

Prevention of access to anthropogenic food sources must be assured in order to achieve full 

effectiveness of aversive conditioning. It must be understood that application of aversive 

conditioning can be very costly and demand considerable effort. Based on current knowledge, 

aversive conditioning of bears is most warranted in the following cases: 

 when potential conflict behaviour is detected early in the development of a problem bear 

 when short-term solution is needed 

 when adequate resources are available for continuous treatments for each problem bear 

 when possibilities for lethal removal are limited 

Lethal removal can be effective short-term solution for individuals strongly habituated to human 

presence or conditioned to anthropogenic food. However, these measures must be coupled with 

effective measures to prevent development of new problem bears. Limiting access to 

anthropogenic food is regarded as the most effective way to prevent conflicts with bears, with 

success rates up to >90% conflict reduction. Experiences suggest that this approach gives best 

results when local inhabitants are actively involved. Other potentially effective measures for 

preventing human-bear conflicts include use of bear spray to deter bear attacks on humans and 

adjustments in land-use practices (e.g. transition from sheep to cattle farming, maintaining open 

landscape around human settlements). Compensations can, when well-designed, address 

inequities of distribution of damages caused by bears across society and improve tolerance 

towards bears, but do not affect occurrence of bear incidents.  
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Table 2: Overview of main types of human-bear conflicts and most effective measures to mitigate them 

according to the experiences reported so far. Underlined are measures used to prevent conflicts before they 

occur. Normal writing is used for reactive measures that have been used to prevent reoccurrence of conflicts.  

CONFLICT TYPE MAIN MEASURES FOR CONFLICT PREVENTION 

Livestock depredations - protection of livestock using electric fences and/or 
livestock guarding dogs 

- night enclosures for livestock 

- removal of the problem bear 

- transition to species less vulnerable to bear attacks 

Damage on beehives, crops, 
orchards and other human 
property 

- protection of property using electric fences 

- removal of the problem bear 

- aversive conditioning 

- removing dense vegetation (cover for bears) 

Damage in forestry - supplemental feeding 

Bear occurrence near human 
settlements 

- preventing bear access to anthropogenic food 

- removal of the problem bear 

- education of local inhabitants 

- aversive conditioning 

- removing dense vegetation (cover for bears) 

Attacks on humans - removal of bear exhibiting aggressive behaviour towards 
people 

- public education 

- decreasing bear habituation to humans and food 
conditioning (e.g. through preventing access to 
anthropogenic food and aversive conditioning) 

- use of bear spray 

- temporary limiting public access to most critical bear 
habitats and bear dens  

Vehicle collisions - appropriate planning when constructing transportation 
network 

- construction of safe under- or over-passes for bears in 
combination with electric fences 

- removing or preventing access to attractants (e.g. 
garbage bins) near roads and railways  

-measures used to prevent bear habituation to humans 
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1.2 OVERVIEW OF EXISTING FRAMEWORKS 

Bear experts and managers from 13 different European countries provided information on how 

their national management plans define habituated and food conditioned bears and what are 

the management approaches used in dealing with habituated and food conditioned bears. 

Terms “habituated” and/or “human food conditioned” bears are very rarely used in the official 

management documents. Most often a term that would roughly translate to “problem bear” is 

used to describe a habituated or food conditioned bear, but in some countries this includes 

practically any conflict-causing bear behaviour (i.e. not related to repetitive behaviour).  A range 

of problematic bear behaviours is usually described, and proposed management measures are 

linked to those behaviours. 

How and when a bear is considered to be a problem bear varies considerably between the 

countries. The “diagnostic tools” range from simple definitions (e.g. a bear that is repeatedly 

approaching anthropogenic food sources) and individual ad hoc expert assessments to 

complex classification systems used for risk assessment. Overall, countries with smaller (more 

endangered) populations tend to have more complex and better defined risk assessment 

protocols which include management recommendations. 

Although the overview of the theoretical background would suggest that preventive proactive 

measures should be a priority, management plans mostly deal with reactive management.  

Documents provide variable level of detail, but generally foresee following management 

measures: close monitoring, aversive conditioning, removal or fencing of the attractant, removal 

of individual animals (lethal or translocations to nature/captivity), compensations for the 

damages, information campaigns, emergency teams. Proactive management aimed at 

preventing occurrence of problem bears is often related to implementation of individual projects 

and is not systematically organized. Such measures include: prevention of damages to 

agriculture, prevention of access to organic waste, enhancing the trophic value of bear habitat 

(i.e. feeding of bears at feeding stations, planting of wild fruit trees), information campaigns to 

influence problematic human behaviour (intentional or unintentional feeding or disturbing of 

bears), dialogue with stakeholders, emergency teams, green bridges and specific road signs, 

abandoning the practice of rehabilitation of orphaned bears. 

Considering the diversity of management approaches it is evident that public perception plays 

a considerable role both in identifying a “problem bear” and in selection of the appropriate 

reactive management measures. 
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1.3 RISK ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

European brown bear experts and managers were brought together in two workshops to discuss 

and develop a general approach to risk assessment regarding brown bear behaviours which can 

pose threat to human safety. Below is the most recent output, organized in a risk assessment 

protocol.  

 

Degree 
of 

problem 
and 

urgency 
of 

action 

Individual bear behaviour 
Recommended 

management actions 
Recommended public 

communication actions 

 the bear unaware of your 
presence is continuing its 
natural behaviour. 

no action towards the bear Provide information on bear 
biology. Provide information on of 
human-bear encounters to the 
inhabitants and visitors of the bear 
areas. upon an accidental close 

encounter bear is retreating 
immediately 

no action towards the bear 
(surveillance) 

upon an accidental close 
encounter bear is rising on 
his hind legs 

no action towards the bear 
(surveillance) 

bear is causing damages in 
uninhabited areas  

damage prevention and 
basic monitoring to assess 
the effectiveness of 
damage prevention  

Provide targeted information on 
why damages happen and how to 
prevent them (including where to 
get help). 

bear is repeatedly causing 
damages in uninhabited 
areas in spite of prevention 
measures 

intensive monitoring, re-
evaluate and adjust 
damage prevention 
measures, (deterrence). 

 

Provide targeted information on 
why damages occur and how to 
improve damage prevention. 

the bear is aware of your 
presence but is not running 
away and ignoring your 
presence in the natural bear 
habitat 

intensive monitoring 
(deterrence) 

Provide targeted information on 
human-bear encounters to the 
inhabitants and visitors  

 bear is repeatedly coming 
close to continuously 
inhabited houses 

intensive monitoring, 
remove attractants and 
dense vegetation – cover 
for the bears, if 
appropriate (damage 
prevention), deterrence 

Provide targeted information to 
increase understanding of 
habituation and food conditioning 
processes and its consequences; 
information on avoidance of 
human-bear conflicts 
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female with cubs starts a 
false attack 

monitoring Provide targeted information on 
avoidance of human-bear conflicts 
to the inhabitants and visitors and 
explain causes and possible 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. 

bear starts a false attack 
when surprised or provoked  

investigation, monitoring 

bear is defending its food by 
threatening and false 
attacking 

investigation, monitoring 

bear is searching for food or 
is causing damages close to 
inhabited houses  

monitoring, damage 
prevention (remove 
attractants), chasing the 
bear away, removal of the 
dense vegetation (cover 
for the bear) 

Provide targeted information on 
avoidance of human-bear conflicts 
(including damage prevention) to 
the inhabitants and visitors and 
explain causes and possible 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. Provide channels for 
two-way communication with the 
public (bear management hotline, 
online Q&A section,…). 

bear enters uninhabited 
buildings such as barns, 
stables and sheds close to 
inhabited houses several 
times 

removal of attractants, 
intensive monitoring, 
deterrence, removal of 
dense vegetation (cover 
for the bear) 

- In populations classified 
as endangered (IUCN) or 
better or depending on 
the social context removal 
may be considered as the 
first option. 

 

bear attacks (physical 
contact) a human after 
being provoked (e.g. by 
dogs, disturbance of the 
den) 

intensive monitoring 

- In populations classified 
as endangered (IUCN) or 
better or depending on 
the social context removal 
may be considered as the 
first option. 

 

Provide targeted information on 
avoidance of human-bear conflicts 
to the inhabitants and visitors and 
explain causes and possible 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. 

bear is repeatedly intruding 
compact residential areas 

- removal of attractants, 

  

- In populations classified 
as endangered (IUCN) or 
better or depending on 
the social context removal 
may be considered as the 
first option. 

- intensive monitoring and 
deterrence is preferred in 
critically endangered 
(IUCN) populations,, 

Provide targeted information and 
instructions on avoidance of 
human-bear conflicts to the 
inhabitants and visitors and 
explain causes and possible 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. Provide channels for 
two-way communication with the 
public (bear management hotline, 
online Q&A section,…). 

 Injured bear attacks a 
human 

removal of the bear Rationalize management decision 
by explaining the causes and 
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bear cannot be deterred 
successfully by an expert 
team from compact 
residential areas or from 
repeatedly entering 
uninhabited buildings next 
to an inhabited house 

removal of the bear consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. Provide channels for 
two-way communication with the 
public (bear management hotline, 
online Q&A section,…). 

bear is following humans in 
close distance 

intensive monitoring, 
deterrence, removal of the 
bear if deterrence is not 
successful 

Provide targeted information and 
instructions on avoidance of 
human-bear conflicts and 
rationalize management decision 
by explaining the causes and 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. Provide channels for 
two-way communication with the 
public (bear management hotline, 
online Q&A section,…). 

bear enters inhabited 
buildings 

 

Removal of the bear 

bear is defending its food by 
attacking 

intensive monitoring, 
(deterrence), possibly 
removal of the bear 

Provide targeted information and 
instructions on avoidance of 
human-bear conflicts and 
rationalize management decision 
by explaining the causes and 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. 

 bear attacks a human 
without being provoked 

 removal of the bear Rationalize management decision 
by explaining the causes and 
consequences of the bear 
behaviour both for the bear and 
for people. 

 

 

1.3.1 CONSIDERATIONS FOR SPECIFIC BEAR CATEGORIES 

1.3.1.1 INJURED/HANDICAPPED BEARS 

An injured bear will more likely demonstrate a problematic behaviour. In a case when an injured 

or otherwise handicapped bear occurs, an ad hoc assessment should be carried out by a bear 

manager (intervention group) and a veterinarian.  Taking into account the conservation status of 

the population and likelihood of the recovery following decisions can be made: 

1. Bear will recover by itself, no other actions but intensive monitoring recommended. 

2. Provide the bear necessary treatment if feasible, return it to nature and closely monitor 

its recovery. 

3. If complete recovery is unlikely or treatment is not feasible and the population is 

considered vital, remove the bear from the population. 
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1.3.1.2 ORPHANED CUBS 

Orphaned bear cubs are not self-sufficient for survival without their mothers until they are at 

least six months old. Bear cubs which have been raised by humans have a high chance of 

developing problematic behaviour due to their habituation to humans. Because of that the 

practice of rehabilitation of human-raised bears is generally not recommended. 

1.3.1.3 FEMALES WITH CUBS AND SUBADULT BEARS 

Females with cubs and subadult bears are more likely to become exposed to situations which 

lead to habituation and food conditioning. For these two categories it is especially important to 

implement habituation and food conditioning prevention measures (i.e. instructing the public 

not to offer food to the female with cubs) and aversive conditioning as soon as possible. 

 

1.4 CONCLUSIONS 

Human-bear conflicts are complex and diverse. Consequently there is no single one-for-all 

solution to effectively prevent all of these problems. Because often few problem bears cause 

large part of all bear incidents, special attention needs to be given to preventing development of 

repetitive conflict behaviour. According to available knowledge, preventing access to 

anthropogenic food in combination with public education is in many cases the most effective 

approach. Experiences from several regions suggest that this approach gives best results when 

local inhabitants are actively involved. Successful preventive management is also considerably 

more acceptable to public than reactive responses once the conflicts have already occurred. 

Once problem behaviour is developed in a bear, changing it can be considerable challenge. Well-

established monitoring that quickly detects such behaviours is crucial for successful application 

of aversive conditioning techniques that revise the process of habituation to human presence 

and/or conditioning to anthropogenic food. Once this process has proceeded to higher stages, 

considerably more effort will be needed to prevent further conflict behaviour and in some cases 

bear removal may be the only option. 
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