Background for the technical review “Bear predation management to increase the harvestable surplus of moose in Interior and Southcentral Alaska” by Boertje et al. for Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society 

The impetus for review of these topics was the Alaska Board of Game approving predation control practices in early 2004 for use by the public to reduce black and grizzly bear populations in specified areas.  At the combined Alaska Chapter / Northwest Section TWS meeting of May 2004 in Girdwood, the Chapter voted in favor of drafting a position to provide the Board and the public with an assessment on the potential effects of the techniques on predators and prey. President-elect Tom Paragi became involved with co-chairing a draft position on the three combined topics, which was never finalized because of strong disagreement among members.  He subsequently assembled three committees in spring 2005 to address the separate topics as technical reviews in the hope of finding some consensus on the scientific facets of these controversial topics.  

The recommendations to the committee were initially laid out by President Eric Taylor on page 8 of the February 2005 issue of The Alaskan Wildlifer:  

The Chapter will move forward to develop separate position statements or technical reviews on baiting of black bears; population reductions of black and/or brown bears to stimulate ungulate populations; and the sale of bear parts.  This process will require three committees to address all comments provided by Chapter members; review published and unpublished literature, including unpublished data sets; and develop draft documents for review by the Chapter membership.

Tom Paragi agreed to help assemble and guide the three committees and provided further guidance to the three committee chairs on this topic in May 2005, based on what he had surmised from comments by Chapter members on the draft position of September 2004:

Possible issues to be evaluated in three technical reviews of bear management programs 

Common to all three reviews:

· Address review outcomes that clearly define gaps in knowledge and propose research strategies to address gaps in knowledge

· Provide examples of explicit objectives that should be stated for management programs (e.g, provide spring hunting opportunity, increase harvestable surplus of ungulates, provide incentive for increased bear harvest, reduce bear population for XXX reason) 

· Define intended outcomes of management programs (fewer nuisance bears reported in defined area, fewer Defense of Life and Property kills in defined area, greater harvest allocation of ungulates that can be attributed to prior program(s) in predator reduction)

· What survey or sampling techniques exist for evaluating changes in bear populations to evaluate effect of management programs (e.g., density estimate with defined precision, index without precision, harvest success per unit effort, level of resolution in forested vs. open habitats) 

· Present a context for population status (increasing, stable, declining, unknown) on both species (black and brown/grizzly) in the different regions of Alaska (southern coastal, southcentral, interior, western, north slope) with respect to where controversial management methods (baiting, sale of parts, same day airborne, etc.) are being proposed or currently implemented by state or federal government

· Note: a few comments on the draft position in Sept 2004 expressed concern that proposed programs would cause decline in bear populations.  It is necessary to clarify in the reviews that bear management programs outside of traditional methods and means may indeed be intended to temporarily cause unsustainable harvest (bear population declines) for intended outcomes in defined areas during specified periods.

2) Specific to bear predation management

· Have bear removal programs (harvest or livecapture) been demonstrated to increase the subsequent harvestable surplus of ungulates when evaluation has been controlled for covariates of ungulate harvest, weather, wolf predation, wolf harvest, ungulate forage quantity, etc.?

· Is spatial replication of predator management experiments possible, or does the complexity and cost of field assessments result in case studies that have limited inference outside the study area?

· Address the temporal components of predator management—duration of program likely necessary to produce results in target management objective (e.g., harvestable surplus of ungulates) and frequency of recurring programs to maintain that management objective 

· Address criteria for determining when predator management beyond ordinary methods and means of public hunting is deemed necessary.   Reference the National Research Council (1997) report and other similar documents, making note of whether recommended criteria have been demonstrated as repeatable under field conditions (e.g., evaluation of ungulate carrying capacity or Kcc).  

· Define the process of adaptive management (evaluation criteria, decision framework, study design) in the context of evaluating the effectiveness of predator control programs

· Briefly summarize anecdotal information on how the relative abundance of grizzlies and black bears may have changed in the Interior in recent decades

· Reference appropriate recommendations for research/evaluation from the ADF&G bear management “workshop” a couple years ago
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     Dear Chapter Members,

Since our Secretary routed the recently-completed draft of the draft
technical review on bear predation management a couple days ago for your
vote and comments, some members have had questions about how this related
to the draft position of September 2004.  I have tried to keep the entire
process in perspective in the newsletters, but it has admittedly been a
long process.  After answering questions a few times individually, I’ve
decided to briefly recap to everyone how the process has worked.

Position statements are brief (usually 1-2 pages, rarely 3) and typically
make broad statements in favor or opposition to an issue based on
professional consensus.  Their purpose is general information for wildlife
professionals, but often they are presented to decision making bodies or
the public; thus, they tend to be written more in lay terms to facilitate
understanding.  Rarely do positions cite literature, except in instances
where a report is publicized and widely available (for example, the 1997
report by the National Research Council on “Wolves, Bears, and their Prey
in Alaska”).   Technical reviews go into much greater detail by assembling
facts from published and unpublished sources (researchers and gray
literature) and tend to make qualified conclusions akin to scientific
literature.  Reviews serve to identify gaps in understanding and propose
research topics to address those gaps.  Thus, they serve to guide
scientific inquiry and justify funding for such inquiry, which can be a
useful tool for communication of conservation needs with decision makers
and funding sources.

Based on member requests at the 2004 annual meeting in Girdwood for the
Chapter to take a position on several aspects of bear management (baiting,
sale of parts, predator control), I co-chaired a draft position produced by
7 committee volunteers.  The draft position produced divided feedback from
nearly 70 members who voted and commented (strongly opposed, opposed,
supported, strongly supported). With failure at anything close to consensus
in the draft position, I subsequently assembled three technical reviews on
bear management issues, which began work in the spring of 2005.  The sale
of parts review was recently approved by membership, the predation control
review is before you now, and the baiting review is being drafted for
initial Executive Board review before revision for member review.

I asked for volunteers on the three technical committees and got several
open offers.  However, because of the controversial nature and
strongly-held opinions on predator control, no one volunteered for the bear
predation control committee, despite my asking several people across
agencies who I know had at least some direct experience with bear research
or management.  I had to go through about 10 direct requests (read “arm
twisting”) before I found the committee of four who produced a draft.  When
the three review committees were formed, I took the comments on the draft
position that made specific technical suggestions and passed those on to
the committees, which divided up the three issues for review of data and
studies from which to draw conclusions (where possible) about the effects
of these techniques on bear populations and (for the one committee) the
effectiveness of predator control toward increasing harvestable surplus of
moose.

Issues related to predator control have been addressed by the Alaska
Chapter and TWS for decades.  Regardless of whom heads the new state
Administration or Board of Game after the elections in November, questions
about when and where and for how long it is appropriate to conduct predator
control are not going to disappear, although the criteria or focus may
change.  Thus, as wildlife professionals we need to keep moving forward,
however awkward or controversial the steps may be.  I do not foresee a
position of consensus by the Alaska Chapter on any of these three topics
that wouldn’t be watered down so weakly as to be a waste of time.  I do see
the potential for technical reviews to objectively frame some obvious needs
for research that agencies and academia can tackle, and the potential for
Chapter members to collectively push for those studies when communicating
with the public, funding sources, and decision making bodies.
************************************************************************
During the 6-week comment period prior ending 1 November, 31 Alaska Chapter members voted on and submitted comments on the draft review (16 in favor, 14 opposed, 1 abstained but provided comments), including 3 edited electronic copies of the draft.  Tom Paragi compiled comments by 18 individuals anonymously (separate file: “Member comments…”) and summarized them briefly (separate file: summary…).  As an ex-officio member of all three bear committees, he provided interim comments to the committees and chose to not submit comments on the drafts that underwent review by the Executive Board and the Chapter members.  

