OREGON BLACK BEAR
MANAGEMENT PLAN

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF
FISH AND WILDLIFE
10 SEPTEMBER 2012

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The department acknowledges the following contributors to the 2012 Oregon Black Bear
Management Plan:
Herman Biederbeck, District Wildlife Biologist, North Coast Watershed District Office,
Tillamook
Julia M. Ter Beest, Oregon State University, veterinary student
Dr. Julia Burco, District Veterinarian, South Willamette Watershed District Office, Corvallis
Dr. Doug Cottam, District Wildlife Biologist, Newport Field Office, Newport
Elizabeth Curry, Office Specialist, South Willamette Watershed District Office, Corvallis
Dr. Colin Gillin, State Wildlife Veterinarian, South Willamette Watershed District Office,
Corvallis
Richard Green, Wildlife Laboratory Biologist, South Willamette Watershed District Office,
Corvallis
Dr. Tim L. Hiller, Carnivore-Furbearer Coordinator, Wildlife Division, Salem
Joel Hurtado, Assistant Staff Biologist, Wildlife Division, Salem
Dave Immell, Assistant Project Leader, Roseburg Regional Office, Roseburg
Dr. DeWaine Jackson, Research Projects Supervisor, Roseburg Regional Office, Roseburg
Jeff Kern, Wildlife GIS Analyst, Fish Division, Salem
Keith Kohl, Special Projects Coordinator, Wildlife Division, Salem
Steve Niemela, Assistant District Wildlife Biologist, Rogue Watershed District Office, Central
Point
David Nuzum, Assistant District Wildlife Biologist, North Coast Watershed District Office,
Tillamook
Julie Schneider, Habitat Connectivity Biologist, Wildlife Division, Salem
Tom Thornton, Game Program Manager, Wildlife Division, Salem
Dr. Don Whittaker, Ungulate Species Coordinator, Wildlife Division, Salem
Miranda Wood, Conservation Strategy GIS Analyst, Fish Division, Salem

2

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan

OREGON BLACK BEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN:
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
During the early part of the 20th Century, predators were subjected to high levels of take because
of real or perceived threats to human health or safety and conflicts with agriculture/livestock.
Many of our native predators have reestablished and are now very common in Oregon. The
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW or department) recognizes the high value of
our native wildlife, including predators, and manages for a balance between sustainable
populations and acceptable levels of conflicts, which is challenging at times. Public attitude
toward black bears (and other wildlife species) has changed during the past several decades, and
increasing black bear populations have increased the complexity of certain management issues.
State wildlife agencies have been, “…caught in the middle and try to maintain a balance with
their management strategies,” (Pelton 2000:390) as they shift from goals related to population
recovery to goals related to regulation of abundance. The mission of the department is to protect
and enhance Oregon’s fish and wildlife populations and their habitats for use and enjoyment by
present and future generations. This plan is the strategy of the department to meet its mission for
management of black bears in Oregon.
The 2012 Oregon Black Bear Management Plan updates the 1993–1998 Oregon Black Bear
Management Plan. During the planning and revision process, stakeholder groups were invited
and provided input for the plan. A public comment period also was utilized during the revision
process to inform the public of the intent of the plan, how black bears are managed in Oregon,
and for the department to consider public input on bear management.
The plan includes information on biology and ecology of bears, with a focus on Oregon;
historical and current management approaches; and biological data collection. The plan also
establishes a set of four objectives designed to balance ecological, social, and economic
considerations for informed decision making when managing populations of black bears. These
objectives are not considered mutually exclusive; therefore, some level of trade-off is to be
expected under certain situations. As with the previous bear management plans, the department
continues to develop efficient and effective bear management strategies to meet objectives within
its personnel and fiscal resource limitations.
Objective 1 is to maintain healthy and optimum bear populations while providing optimum
recreational opportunities, and considering objectives related to other wildlife species and the
level of human-bear conflicts. Management of individual species should include considerations
related to an ecosystem-based management approach. Management of other wildlife species,
such as deer and elk, may affect management of bears, including those related to population
abundance. Decisions related to management of harvested species include providing recreational
opportunities for hunters. Therefore, objectives should be balanced and trade-offs should be
acknowledged. The distribution of bears also affects management decisions, such as loss of
habitat that may result in an increase in human-bear interactions and conflicts.
Objective 2 is to work to reduce the number of human-bear conflicts that result in the removal
(lethal and nonlethal) of bears, particularly in situations where bears may become habituated to
humans. Many human-bear conflicts may be addressed through preventative measures,
especially to minimize habituation. This is often the most cost-effective and socially acceptable
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approach in comparison to lethal and non-lethal removal of problem bears. Once bears become
habituated to humans or human-supplied foods, the number of options available to effectively
resolve these issues becomes very limited and the effort associated with these limited options
increases significantly.
Objective 3 is to develop, refine, and evaluate population abundance estimation through
modeling techniques. Major advancements in statistical approaches have occurred during the
past 2 decades, including complex modeling procedures designed to more fully account for
environmental variation, reduce uncertainty in estimation, and increase predictive capabilities.
This results in an increased ability to make informed management decisions; however, such
complex approaches often require additional staff training or contracts with academic
institutions.
Objective 4 is to continue to improve basic understanding of black bear management and
ecology through applied research. There is a large amount of basic information on black bear
ecology. There are specific questions that could be addressed in Oregon that would be beneficial
for management of black bears.
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INTRODUCTION
During the early part of the 20th Century, predators were subjected to high levels of harvest and
control because of real or perceived threats to human health or safety or the ability of humans to
make a living. Several predatory species were very uncommon during this time. After a period of
protection (see Appendix I), many of our native predators have reestablished and are now very
common in Oregon. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW or department)
recognizes the high value of our native wildlife, including predators, and manages for a balance
between sustainable populations and acceptable levels of conflicts, which is challenging at times.
Public attitude toward black bears (and other wildlife species) has changed during the past
several decades, and increasing black bear populations have actually increased the complexity of
certain management issues. State wildlife agencies have been, “…caught in the middle and try to
maintain a balance with their management strategies,” (Pelton 2000:390) as they shift from goals
related to population recovery to goals related to regulation of abundance.
Although many Oregonians may never observe a black bear under natural conditions, they find
satisfaction in the knowledge that the persistence of black bear populations in Oregon is not
threatened. Black bears are very difficult to observe and survey due to their secretive and solitary
nature and their naturally low population densities under most conditions; for these reasons some
people may believe that bears are low in abundance. Consequently, they may recommend
increased efforts to protect bears. However, in North America, there are an estimated 750,000 to
918,000 black bears (estimated by Herrero et al. 2011 using data from Hristienko and McDonald
2007), and the population seems to be increasing in abundance and distribution during the past
several decades. Based on trends in number of sightings, number of damage complaints, and
harvest statistics, Oregon's black bear population is thought to be stable or increasing in most
areas. The current statewide black bear population is estimated to be between 25,000 and 35,000
animals, although estimating statewide abundance of bears is difficult (see Population
Monitoring).
A number of wildlife laws pertain to bear management in Oregon and provide the department
direction on which to base current management decisions (Appendix II). Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) 496.004 classifies the black bear as a game mammal and gives the department
responsibility for management of bears. The statute related to Wildlife Policy (ORS 496.012)
directs the department to manage wildlife "...to provide the optimum recreational and aesthetic
benefits for present and future generations of the citizens of this state...." Goals of this policy
state that wildlife will be maintained at optimum levels; utilization of wildlife will be orderly and
equitable; and wildlife populations will be regulated in a manner that is compatible with the
primary uses of the lands and waters of the state and provide optimum recreational benefits to the
public. A third statute, ORS 498.012, pertains to wildlife damaging land, livestock, or
agricultural or forest crops and allows a landowner or lawful occupant of the land to take any
bear that is causing damage without first obtaining a permit from the department. In 1994, a
ballot initiative (Measure 18) passed, resulting in ORS 498.164, which prohibits the use of bait to
attract or take black bears, or the use of one or more dogs to hunt or pursue black bears or
cougars. However, the department may directly use these methods, or allow an authorized agent
to do so, to implement specific management programs of the department (e.g., damage control,
research). Hunting seasons for bear and the removal of specific animals in conflict with human
interests are two ways the department meets its statutory obligations, including to provide
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recreational opportunities (e.g., hunting), address public safety, maintain bear populations at
levels compatible with the primary land use, and to provide optimum benefits for present and
future generations.
Oregon's first black bear management plan was developed in 1987 for the purpose of guiding
bear management through 1992 (ODFW 1987). The original plan identified several management
concerns and developed management strategies to address those concerns. In 1993, the Oregon
Fish and Wildlife Commission (Commission) approved the 1993–1998 Oregon Black Bear
Management Plan, which the department relied on for many years for guidance (ODFW 1993).
This current update of the Oregon Black Bear Management Plan has been long awaited by many,
including the department, and is intended to focus on what has changed since the previous plan
and on applying what has been learned about black bear management during the past two
decades. The department will update this plan as warranted based on sufficient amounts of new
information and changes in management approaches. As with the previous bear management
plans, the department continues to develop efficient and effective bear management strategies to
meet objectives within its personnel and fiscal resource limitations.

SUMMARY OF GOAL AND OBJECTIVES
GOAL: Manage black bear populations to attain the optimum balance among species
protection, recreational uses, habitat availability, primary land uses, and other wildlife
species.
OBJECTIVE 1. Maintain healthy and optimum bear populations while providing optimum
recreational benefits, and considering objectives related to other wildlife species and the level of
human-bear conflicts.
OBJECTIVE 2. Work to reduce the number of human-bear conflicts that result in the removal
(lethal and nonlethal) of bears.
OBJECTIVE 3. Develop, refine, and evaluate population abundance estimation through modeling
techniques.
OBJECTIVE 4. Continue to improve basic understanding of black bear management and ecology
through applied research.
For more information on strategies to meet objectives, see OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES
section at the end of the plan.
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BIOLOGY AND ECOLOGY OF BLACK BEARS
TAXONOMY, DISTRIBUTION, AND ABUNDANCE
Black bears (Ursus americanus) are the smallest of the three North American species of bears.
Currently, 16 subspecies are generally recognized, with U. a. altifrontalis in western Oregon and
U. a. cinnamonum in eastern Oregon (Hall 1981, Larivière 2001). Black bears are distributed
throughout much of the U.S. (except southwestern arid and Midwestern agricultural regions) and
Canada, and south through interior Mexico (Larivière 2001). Black bear populations are stable or
increasing across most of their range, with a North American estimate of over 600,000 about a
decade ago (Pelton 2000) to between 750,000 and 918,000 more recently (estimated by Herrero
et al. 2011 using data from Hristienko and McDonald 2007).
In Oregon, relative densities of bears are highest in the Coast and Cascade Ranges and the Blue
Mountain region in the northeast, and lowest in the arid southeastern region (Fig. 1). During
1930–1933, the bear population in Oregon was estimated to be 9,000 animals (Bailey 1936). A
1980 planning update by the department identified 21,700 mi2 (56,203 km2) of bear habitat in
Oregon with an estimated population of 18,000 black bears (ODFW 1987). During the early
1990s, the estimated statewide black bear population was nearer to 25,000 animals occupying
approximately 40,000 mi2 (103,600 km2) of habitat (ODFW 1993, Van Dyke 1993). This was
based on estimates of 0.9 bears/mi2 (0.35 bears/km2) in western Oregon and 0.3 bears/mi2 (0.12
bears/km2) in eastern Oregon. Akenson et al (2001) used dogs to estimate abundance of black
bears in the Blue Mountains of eastern Oregon and estimated annual bear densities of 0.7
bears/mi2 (0.3 bears/km2) in 1996 and 0.5 bears/mi2 (0.2 bears/km2) in 1997. Current estimates of
black bear habitat in Oregon include about 17,080 mi2 (44,236 km2) of fair habitat and 26,807
mi2 (69,429 km2) of good habitat, a cumulative amount of about 46% of the state (Table 1; see
Appendix III for a habitat map). Although methods used to estimate relative density (Fig. 1) and
habitat quality (Appendix III) were different, there is general agreement between these sets of
information. Similarly, there is not always a direct relationship between animal density and
habitat quality (Van Horne 1983). During 2003–2004, the department implemented a study on
two sites in southwestern Oregon using baited hair-snares to assess their use in collecting data
for population estimation purposes (see Immell and Anthony 2008). Based on DNA analysis of
hair samples, bear densities during the study averaged 0.5 bears/mi2 (0.2 bears/km2) and 0.6
bears/mi2 (0.2 bears/km2) on the two sites. Such densities were comparable to or somewhat more
conservative than those estimated in adjacent states where densities of at least one bear/mi2 (0.39
bears/km2) were documented (Poelker and Hartwell 1973 [WA], Piekielek and Burton 1975
[CA], Beecham 1980 [ID]).
Similar to most species of bears, male black bears are often substantially (10–70%) larger and
heavier than females (McLean and Pelton 1990). Pelage color of black bears varies greatly and
includes many shadings of black and brown. Early reports indicated that black phases
outnumbered brown phases four to one in western Oregon. Black bears in eastern Oregon were
reported as three brown to every two black color phases sighted. Observation records from
Wallowa County during 1984–1986 classified color phases of black bears as 46% brown, 26%
black, 24% blonde, and 4% cinnamon. This preponderance of brown-phase black bears could
explain some occasionally reported grizzly bear sightings in northeastern Oregon.
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Table 1. Estimated amount of current habitat for black bears in Oregon.
Amount of Fair Amount of Fair Amount of Good
Ecoregion
Habitat (mi2)
Habitat (km2)
Habitat (mi2)
Blue Mountains
3,583
9,278
6,463
Coast Range
835
2,163
7,282
Columbia Plateau
46
119
166
East Cascades
5,989
15,512
1,454
Klamath Mountains
1,625
4,209
3,537
Northern Basin and
Range
135
350
5
West Cascades
4,219
10,927
6,214
Willamette Valley
648
1,678
1,685
Total

17,080

44,236

26,806

Amount of Good
Habitat (km2)
16,740
18,859
430
3,765
9,161
14
16,095
4,365
69,429

Black and grizzly bears were both native to Oregon; however, most grizzly bears (Ursus arctos)
disappeared from the state by about 1900. Bailey (1936) indicated Oregon at one time had three
subspecies of grizzly bears. The Klamath grizzly (U. a. klamathensis) was found throughout the
Cascade Mountains and western Oregon valleys from California to the Columbia River. As late
as 1933, the U.S. Forest Service estimated one or two Klamath grizzlies still lived in the
Cascades. Eastern Oregon was home to the Idaho grizzly (U. a. idahoensis) and a smaller
subspecies, the Small Yellowstone Park grizzly (U. a. mirus). Grizzlies were reportedly killed or
seen east of Prineville as late as 1885 and 1891. The last grizzly bear in Oregon was taken in
1937 near Billy Meadows Guard Station in Wallowa County.
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Fig. 1. Relative density of black bears in Oregon during early 21st Century.
HABITAT
Black bears may persist under a wide range of habitat conditions, although the semi-arid shrubsteppe ecoregion in southeastern Oregon is poor habitat for black bears. Habitat quality and
quantity changes through time, not all habitat is suitable for all species at all times, and habitat
management may differ greatly based on land ownership (e.g., private, state, federal). During the
early 1990s, the quantity of habitat in Oregon suitable for black bears was estimated to be 40,000
mi2 (103,600 km2) (ODFW 1993, Van Dyke 1993). In southwestern Oregon, presence of bears
was positively associated with open-canopy mature and pole-sapling stands, as well as riparian
areas, but bears seemed to avoid roads (Vander Heyden and Meslow 1999).
Home-range sizes of female black bears in the central Cascades of Oregon averaged about 39.0
km2 (15.1 mi2; Vander Heyden and Meslow 1999). This estimate was relatively high, suggesting
that habitat quality may be less than ideal, or that bear densities were low relative to habitat
quality. Average annual home-range sizes were 21.3 km2 (8.2 mi2) for adult females, 27.6 km2
(10.7 mi2) for sub-adult females, 133.5 km2 (51.5 mi2) for sub-adult males and 140.6 km2 (54.3
mi2) for adult males in the central Cascades during 1993–1998 (ODFW, unpublished data). In
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Washington, mean home-range size of male black bears was almost four times that of females
(Koehler and Pierce 2003).
Hibernation may be initiated under the conditions of low or decreasing food availability and
decreasing temperatures. Hibernation occurs during late fall to early spring in most areas, and
may or may not occur in southern latitudes and in some coastal areas that have mild winter
conditions (Hellgren and Vaughan 1989, Graber 1990, Hellgren et al. 1997). In southwest
Oregon, females entered dens 24 days earlier than males (7 Nov vs. 1 Dec) (ODFW, unpublished
data). Pregnant females stayed in dens longer (174 days) than other bears and females with cubs
were the last to emerge during spring (28 Apr). Bull et al. (2000) examined the use of den sites
by hibernating bears in the Blue Mountains of northeastern Oregon and found that bears used
hollow trees or logs (41%), ground excavations (37%), and caves or rock structures as den sites
(22%) during winter. In southwestern Oregon, 82% of dens were associated with trees, 15% with
rocky outcroppings and caves, and very few were excavated beneath logs or were ground nests
(ODFW, unpublished data).
REPRODUCTION
Most female black bears in Oregon breed for the first time at 3–4 years old (Lindzey and Meslow
1980). Mating generally occurs in June and July, implantation is delayed until late November to
early December, and gestation is generally 60–70 days (Wimsatt 1963, Eiler et al. 1989, Hellgren
et al. 1990). In southwest Oregon, the average date of parturition was 21 January (ODFW,
unpublished data). Litter size ranges from one to four; in comparison to black bears in the eastern
U.S., black bears in the western U.S. generally have a smaller litters and a later mean first age to
reproduction (see Kasworm and Thier 1994). Cubs stay with the females 16 to 18 months after
birth, typically leaving in late spring prior to the breeding season.
MORTALITY
Black bears are relatively long-lived, occasionally reaching 20 years of age or more in the wild
(Keay 1995). In Oregon, black bears have very occasionally exceeded 20 years of age, with two
bears estimated at 30 years old based on mortality data (ODFW, unpublished data). At
continental scales, there is evidence that differences in survival and reproductive rates exist, with
adult bears in western North America having higher survival and lower productivity than adult
bears in eastern North America, which tend to have lower survival but are more productive
(Beston 2011). As with most species, survival estimates vary by sex, age, in space and time, and
to some degree by estimation method. In Oregon, males 1–5 years old had lower survival than
females of the same age, but survival estimates were similar for male and female bears >6 years
old (Lindzey and Meslow 1980).
There are few natural predators of adult black bears, but young bears may be killed by predators
such as cougars, bobcats, and coyotes, or by other black bears (see Larivière 2001). The primary
causes of known mortality for adult black bears in Oregon are hunter-harvest and removal
because of damage and safety concerns. Other less common causes include vehicle and train
collisions, illegal take, and accidental mortality, such as unknown injury requiring euthanasia.
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FORAGING AND PREDATION
Although black bears are included in Order Carnivora, they are omnivores and eat a wide variety
of plants and animals. Diets of black bears change seasonally and are based on food availability
(Kolenosky and Strathearn 1987). Depending on availability, foods such as berries, acorns,
skunk cabbage, and other herbaceous plants are very important for bears to store fat prior to
hibernation. When available, bears will catch and consume deer fawns and elk calves, and feed
on carrion (Bull et al. 2001, Larivière 2001). Invertebrates may provide a consistent source of
protein for bears throughout the year (Bull et al. 2001). In areas near human dwellings, bears
may be attracted to garbage, bird feeders, gardens, orchards, and beehives as food sources.
Predation by bears on ungulates is primarily limited to deer fawns and elk calves. Of 21
radiomarked white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) fawns in Minnesota, mortalities were
evenly split between gray wolves (Canis lupus) and black bears (Kunkel and Mech 1994). Ozoga
and Verme (1982) concluded that a significant loss of fawns to black bears may be possible,
although their study was limited to an enclosure. Researchers have also found evidence that
black bears may negatively affect recruitment of calves in a reintroduced population of elk in the
eastern U.S. (Yarkovich et al. 2011), but research has also suggested that predation appears to
have a larger affect at lower ungulate densities (Zagar and Beechum 2006). In Idaho, elk calf
survival seemed to be influenced by birth weight, habitat structure, and black bear and cougar
harvest (presumably in relation to their respective densities); calf mortality through predation by
black bears was described as additive (i.e., in addition to, rather than replacing, other sources),
and the authors suggested that a spring bear season may be effective for improving calf survival
(White et al. 2010). The actual significance of predation of ungulates by black bears is likely
dependent on a complex relationship involving bear densities, ungulate densities, presence and
densities of other predators, weather conditions, and alternate food availability (e.g., Zagar and
Beechum 2006, Griffin et al. 2011).
PARASITES AND DISEASES
Although identifying mortalities of bears with clinical signs of disease is much less common than
other mortality sources (Binninger et al. 1980, Forrester 1992), black bears may be exposed to a
wide variety of pathogens. These include bacterial (brucellosis, plague, Salmon Poisoning
Disease), viral (infectious canine hepatitis, parvovirus), fungal pathogens, and parasitic diseases
(Trichinella, Giardia, tapeworms, and many ectoparasites such as ticks and fleas) (Samuel et al.
2001, Williams and Barker 2001). Many of these pathogens cause little or no disease symptoms
in bears and some may occur in black bears in Oregon.
Very few bacterial, viral, or fungal agents have been identified as causing clinical disease in freeranging bears. Infectious canine hepatitis could pose a threat to bears exposed to unvaccinated,
infected domestic dogs (C. l. familiaris) in the interface between human dwellings and bear
habitat. This is a debilitating disease of wild and domestic canid species and often results in
mortality. In free-ranging black bears, clinical signs include vomiting, paralysis, convulsions,
and mortality. Most die within 12 hours of first showing clinical signs (Pursell et al. 1983,
Collins et al. 1984).
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One bacterial disease occurring in bears is known as Salmon Poisoning Disease, or Elokomin
Fluke Fever, and is specific to the Pacific Northwest. This disease is caused by a bacterium
carried by a liver fluke (Nanophyetus salmincola), which has a complicated life cycle involving
snails and salmonid fish. Immature encysted flukes infect salmonids, which are in turn eaten by
bears. Clinical signs in bears may include lethargy, diarrhea, and anorexia (Rogers and Rogers
1976, Foreyt 2001). This disease may be fatal to bears, but if they survive an infection, they are
likely to have life-long immunity; the effect is similar for domestic dogs. There is no evidence
that this disease affects humans.
Of the pathogens most prevalent in Oregon bears, parasites, both internal and external, are the
most commonly observed. Parasites of bears include tapeworms, fleas, and ticks (Rogers and
Rogers 1976, Worley et al. 1976). There is no evidence that parasites are a significant cause of
mortality in bears; however, some parasites such as Baylisascaris, a roundworm similar to one
that infects raccoons, may present a public health risk for humans.
Trichinosis is a disease of many wild and domestic carnivores and omnivores, and may be found
in bears and swine due to their predatory and scavenging nature. Trichinosis is caused by the
nematode roundworm Trichinella spiralis. Adult nematodes inhabit the tissue of the host’s small
intestine. Larvae penetrate the intestine and travel through the bloodstream to other parts of the
body where they invade muscles and form cysts. Animals become infected when they eat meat
containing encysted larvae (Dick and Pozio 2001). Bears with trichinosis may not show any
outward signs of disease; however, migrating larvae have been known to cause painful muscle
tissues in humans. Trichinosis in bears or other game animals poses a zoonotic risk to consumers
of inadequately cooked infected meat (Worley et al. 1976). During 2006, approximately 200
tongues from Oregon black bears were evaluated for trichinella cysts. Only two samples (1%)
contained evidence of trichinella infection (Michael Kent, Oregon State University, personal
communication).
Baylisascariasis is a less commonly reported parasitic infection in black bears, but one with
zoonotic potential (Jenness 1997). Clinical signs of Baylisascaris sp. infection in wildlife include
a loss of balance, circling, abnormal posture, and blindness. A similar and more common
roundworm found in raccoons presents a public health risk, particularly to small children playing
in urban environments where raccoons may exist. Although the roundworm species associated
with black bears is less infective to humans and has not been found in Oregon, the risk of human
exposure can be diminished by avoiding contact with wild animal feces.
Mange is a disease caused by a mite. One type of mange is caused by a mite that occupies the
host’s hair follicles and may cause hair loss, sometimes over large areas on the back of the neck,
ears, face, and limbs (Forrester 1992, Foster et al. 1998). This type of mite is not infective to
humans or domestic animals. Another type of mange that has been observed on black bears is
Sarcoptic (Sarcoptes scabiei) mange (Schmitt et al. 1987). This species of mange causes scablike erosions of the skin and is spread by direct contact between infected and uninfected
individuals. Although this disease is very rare in bears and has not been observed in Oregon, it
can be transmitted to humans.
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MANAGEMENT OF BLACK BEARS IN OREGON
HISTORY
Oregon's management of black bears has changed significantly through time (Appendix I). From
Euro-American settlement until 1924, no management protections existed for black bears in
Oregon. From 1925 through 1940, portions of southern Oregon had regulated hunting seasons
but harvest restrictions did not exist elsewhere in the state. During 1941–1942, a one-month
statewide hunting season with a bag limit of one bear was implemented. Seasons with
unrestricted harvest resumed in 1943 and continued through 1961.
In 1961, the Oregon Legislature granted the Oregon State Game Commission (now the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife) authority to declare the black bear a game mammal except in
those areas where damage could be expected. Bear were not considered a game mammal in most
of the state, which remained open to year-round hunting; a limited season was imposed for the
Cascades and the Rogue River Canyon. All lands within one mile of the Rogue River between
Grave Creek and Lobster Creek were closed to bear hunting in 1965. Black bears were fully
placed under the management jurisdiction of the Oregon State Game Commission in 1970 when
declared a game mammal statewide. The use of dogs to hunt or pursue bears (or cougars) and the
use of bait to attract or hunt bears for recreational purposes became prohibited with the passage
of Measure 18 in 1994. Since then, season structure has remained relatively unchanged, but
hunters adapted to use primarily spot-and-stalk techniques and opportunistic harvest of bears
while pursuing deer and elk (see Hunting Methods).
High demand for bear parts, such as gall bladders and paws, in Asian cultures has contributed to
most Asian bear species being listed as threatened or endangered (see Twiss and Thomas 1999
for background information). The general prohibition of the sale of black bear parts in North
America was implemented to deter potential illegal trade of this species. In 1973, ORS 498.022
was enacted and prohibits the sale, exchange, or trade of wildlife, except as provided by the State
Fish and Wildlife Commission. Exceptions to this statute are provided in Division 200 of Oregon
Administrative Rules; no exception has been made for the sale, exchange, or trade of black bears
or parts of black bears.
HUNTING
Hunting Methods
The use of bait or dogs for hunting bears generally results in hunters being more selective for
certain sex-age classes of bears in comparison to other methods (Litvaitis and Kane 1994,
Malcolm and Van Deelen 2010). Measure 18 in 1994 resulted in ORS 498.164, which prohibits
the use of bait to attract or take black bears, or the use of one or more dogs to hunt or pursue
black bears or cougars, for recreational purposes in Oregon. Prior to 1994, the use of dogs and
bait accounted for 31% and 14% respectively of the bear harvest in Oregon (ODFW 1993).
Much (40%) of the harvest was (and currently is) through incidental take by hunters in pursuit of
other species, primarily during deer and elk seasons. The remainder of the pre-1994 harvest was
through spot-and-stalk techniques, accounting for 15% of the total harvest. Note that these values
represent the percent harvest by method and are not an indication of the efficacy of any particular
harvest method. Since 1994, hunters have continued to use opportunistic encounters to harvest
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bears, expanded the use of spot-and-stalk techniques, and expanded or developed alternative
methods.
Season Structure
For black bears, Oregon currently implements controlled hunts during spring (early or mid-April
to late May), and a general season during fall (August to November in eastern Oregon and
August to December in western Oregon). The spring controlled hunt generally involves an
application process whereby a limited number of tags are randomly assigned to applicants to
limit the number of hunters. Southwest Oregon is an exception to this process, with hunts based
on a limited number of tags offered on a first-come, first-served basis. Controlled hunts are based
on an allocation of tags by wildlife management unit or for an area comprised of multiple units.
The general fall season involves an unlimited number of tags available to hunters, but overall
hunter success is typically very low, particularly since 1994 when the use of dogs and bait
became prohibited (see Hunter-Harvest Statistics). The most recent version of the Oregon Big
Game Regulations contains the most current information on season structures and other
regulatory details discussed in the plan.
In Oregon, it is illegal for hunters to harvest cubs less than one year old or females with cubs less
than one year old. Concerns have existed about spring bear seasons, specifically in regards to the
potential harvest of females with cubs resulting in orphaned cubs. Not all female black bears
reproduce every year because of sexual immaturity, poor physical or poor reproductive
condition, or because they have yearlings (i.e., the previous year’s cubs) with them. Two studies
(Alt 1982, Kolenosky 1990) suggested that on average approximately one-third of female bears
were traveling with cubs. A study in Manitoba concluded that the number of cubs orphaned due
to harvest of female bears during spring hunting seasons was, “<2% of the estimated number of
cubs that may die annually in Manitoba from natural causes” (Hristienko et al. 2004:23); the
authors of this study noted that Manitoba allows the use of bait while hunting bears because this
results in hunters more easily identifying and avoiding harvest of females with cubs. In
southwest Oregon, females entered dens earlier than males, pregnant females stayed in dens
longer than other bears, and females with cubs were the last to emerge from dens (ODFW,
unpublished data). Hristienko et al. (2004) provided evidence that some orphaned cubs survive
and hibernate during their first winter.
Bear behavior is considered by the department when designing spring bear seasons. As noted
previously, spring bear hunters tend to be specifically hunting for bears and are aware it is illegal
to take cubs <1 year old or sows with cubs <1 year old. Much of the hunting in the spring is spotand-stalk in relatively open terrain where, if young cubs are present, they are likely to be visible
near the sow. As Pelton noted, "A strong bond has formed between mother and cubs by the time
of den emergence. The young are seldom far from her side" (Pelton 2000:393). Spring bear
seasons are timed to end on a relatively early date to minimize potential harvest of females with
cubs. The timing of the spring season is also conducive to taking male bears because generally,
females with cubs are the first to enter dens for hibernation and the last to emerge during spring,
whereas males tend to have the shortest hibernation period and earliest emergence (as cited in
Lariviere 2001; ODFW, unpublished data).
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HUMAN-BEAR CONFLICTS
The department groups most human-black bear conflicts into two categories: human safety and
damage (e.g., agricultural, nuisance). Black bears may easily adapt to living in close proximity to
humans. Most non-agricultural conflicts in Oregon occur in rural and urban residential areas, and
recreational areas such as campgrounds. Usually there is one common denominator among
human-bear conflicts: food. The food habits of bears in urban and suburban environments
include both natural and human-associated foods. Garbage dumps in or near cities were
historically an anthropogenic source of food for bears, and although open dumps are largely a
thing of the past, bears continue to live in those communities. Conflicts with nuisance bears
typically involve garbage cans, bird feeders, feed storage sheds, or food kept in automobiles. If
proper precautions are not taken, some of these attractants may concentrate bears and result in
localized increases in human-bear conflicts. Access to foods provided through human activities
may almost double the reproductive potential of black bears (Rogers 1987). In 2011, ORS
496.731 established a prohibition on knowingly placing food, garbage or other attractants for
black bears (and certain other wildlife species) with few exceptions. The most common conflicts
related to agricultural damage involve timber production, vineyards, orchards, bee hives, and less
frequently, depredation of livestock. Damage may be extensive on local scales in some
situations.
Oregon has several statutes that define legal procedures for resolution of human-bear conflicts
(Appendix II). The most encompassing of these statutes is Oregon Revised Statute (ORS)
498.012: Taking of wildlife causing damage, posing a public health risk or public nuisance. This
statute allows people to take a black bear, without first obtaining a permit from the department,
for damage to land, livestock, agricultural, or forest crops; ORS 498.012 also defines a nuisance
bear as a bear that causes loss or harm upon gardens, ornamental plants, trees, pets, vehicles,
boats, structures, or other personal property. Human safety is defined in ORS 498.166: Bears or
cougars posing threat to human safety. This statute allows the taking of bears causing humansafety issues without first obtaining a permit, defines reporting requirements, and provides a
definition of threat to human safety in terms of bear behavior. Damage caused by bears (or
cougars) shall not be compensated by wildlife funds under ORS 496.306.
The department typically receives hundreds of damage and nuisance complaints annually (Table
2). Poor growing conditions for vegetation, especially berry-producing plants, during certain
years (e.g., 2010) tend to result in more human-bear conflicts. The department has a policy for
handling conflicts with black bears (Appendix VII), which follows a step-wise progression that
usually starts with providing advice or educational materials. The department may consider
capture and relocation of certain bears under unique circumstances. Generally, the department
will euthanize bears that are in poor physical condition, have been habituated to human foods, or
that cannot be captured safely.
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Table 2. Trends in black bear complaints, damage, harvest, and other mortality in Oregon during 1992–
2011. Complaint and mortality data are current through 10 July 2012. Numbers may change as late data
are added.
Number of Mortalities by Source
Year

Number of
Complaintsa

Number of
Tags Soldb

HunterHarvestc

Damaged Human Safetye

Otherf

Total

1992

291

17,838

960

215

0

9

1,184

1993

436

18,355

1,346

135

0

4

1,485

1994

327

18,412

1,450

154

3

2

1,609

1995

537

14,685

686

200

5

4

895

1996

561

23,364

1,007

226

12

9

1,254

1997

599

25,893

812

241

8

8

1,069

1998

828

29,743

1,053

271

21

10

1,355

1999

904

34,723

1,037

268

24

19

1,348

2000

322

41,060

1,223

225

14

9

1,471

2001

461

44,661

888

210

35

24

1,157

2002

479

46,980

1,196

181

39

18

1,434

2003

326

48,130

1,167

190

24

18

1,399

2004

326

43,716

221

15

20

2005

298

44,785

1,087

274

19

19

1,399

2006

275

46,482

1,296

199

18

15

1,528

2007

323

51,720

1,225

207

10

18

1,460

2008

602

53,847

1,188

272

49

55

1,564

2009

365

50,387

1,236

222

22

54

1,534

2010

921

57,711

1,647

394

30

86

2,157

2011

457

57,472

1,350

361

23

52

1,786

a

Number of complaints received during the calendar year. Sightings not associated with damage or a
public safety concern are included as complaints prior to 2000.
b
Includes controlled spring, general fall, and additional tags (including Sports Pac licenses).
c
No harvest survey conducted during 2004. Hunter-harvest data based on mandatory check-in during
2008–present. Additional bear tags not surveyed 2005–2007.
d
Number of animals killed as a result of damage during a calendar year.
e
Animals killed as a result of real or perceived threat to humans or pets.
f
Includes roadkill, accidental, found dead, or illegal kill.
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Only non-threatening bears that have not caused damage may be considered as potential
candidates for relocation, provided public safety is not compromised and a suitable relocation
area exists. Most human-bear conflicts in Oregon are resolved using advice or non-lethal
solutions. In an effort to educate the public to prevent conflicts with bears, the department
provides information (e.g., brochures, presentations, web sites) on how homeowners, hikers, and
campers can live with bears (see Living with Black Bears at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/living_with/black_bears.asp). In addition, the department
issues news releases informing local communities of bear problems and solutions and may post
signs in areas when there is a bear causing human-safety concerns.
The vast majority of human-bear conflicts that result in bears being killed occur in western
Oregon. In 2010, of the 418 bears killed for causing damage or for human-safety issues, most
(>90%) occurred in western Oregon. Most of the bears killed were causing damage to forest
crops (see Timber Industry below). A relatively low number of bears are killed for reasons
related to human safety or nuisance. The department provides advice to citizens about non-lethal
control techniques, especially to reduce conflicts with these particular issues.
Human Safety
As with other large carnivores (or omnivores), there may be a real or perceived issue of human
safety in relation to black bears. Attacks by black bears on humans are rare, and are usually
related to bears that are conditioned to humans or sources of food provided through human
activities (Herrero and Fleck 1990). During 1900–2009, there were at least 63 human fatalities in
North America as the result of attacks by black bears, with the majority (86%) occurring between
1960 and 2009 (Herrero et al. 2011).
Only four cases of human-bear interactions have been documented in Oregon in which a human
received injuries; there are no documented human mortalities in Oregon as the result of black
bears. The first documented attack occurred during August 1988 in Wallowa County. According
to the report, a local resident of Wallowa Valley was attacked by a bear while working in the
Ferguson Ridge area southwest of Wallowa Lake. The person was apparently chased up a tree
and bitten by a black bear. Although details are lacking, it appears that the victim’s dog may
have agitated the bear. The second known documented injury occurred on 31 May 2008, in
Douglas County, and was the result of a hunter searching for a bear that had been wounded
during hunting. The bear attacked the hunter and was dispatched by the hunter with the aid of
another person. The hunter had injuries to his arm and received medical treatment. A third
documented incident occurred on 29 June 2008, at a residence in Sandy. The resident sustained
minor injuries when she checked on a noise on the porch and a bear swatted her leg. The bear
apparently had been attracted to garbage cans and bird seed. Area residents were informed of
preventative measures to implement to prevent attracting bears. After extensive culvert-trapping
and darting efforts, a female and two cubs were captured. It could not be confirmed that this
female was the correct bear, so it was relocated with the cubs to a different area. The fourth and
most recent documented bear attack in Oregon was similar to the second incident described
above. On 24 August 2009, near Coos Bay, a bear believed to be dead attacked the hunter. The
hunter was able to dispatch the bear, and was treated for a bite wound to his leg.
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Damage and Nuisance
Agricultural Producers
Black bears are omnivores and farm crops can be attractive sources of food. Fruit orchards,
especially apples, can attract bears. Bears will not only eat the fruit, but often damage or destroy
the trees by breaking branches and trunks as they climb and forage. Extensive damage may also
occur to vineyards for similar reasons. In addition to honey production, farms often have bee
hives to help in pollination of fruit trees and shrubs, such as blackberries. Bears can destroy
apiaries as they search for the bee larvae and honey; the economic loss can be substantial. Bears
occasionally kill livestock (e.g., goats, sheep, cattle) and domestic fowl (e.g., chickens, turkeys).
Although few black bears kill livestock, once they exhibit the behavior they often continue to do
so (Hygnstrom 1994).
Forest Management
Forest management is conducted by private landowners and government agencies, primarily
county, state, and federal land management agencies; forest management goals among groups
may differ substantially. Damage to trees by black bears was reported as early as the turn of the
20th Century, and examinations of harvested timber indicated this behavior occurred prior to that
time (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2003). However, it was not until the 1940s, when
intensive forest management became common, that foraging on trees by black bears was
identified as a problem for timber production (Pierson 1966). Black bears damage trees through
their spring foraging activities in coastal regions from northern California to Alaska, and portions
of the Rocky Mountains, New England, and Japan (see Noble and Meslow 1998). In Oregon,
damage to commercial timber by black bears is almost exclusively limited to the western portion
of the state (USDA 2003). Primarily during the months of May and June (although timing may
vary from year to year apparently in response to weather conditions that affect the timing of plant
growth), black bears peel the bark of trees to eat the sugar-rich sapwood (phloem) by scraping it
from the surface with their teeth (Poelker and Hartwell 1973, Schmidt and Gourley 1992). This
behavior is referred to as tree-peeling.
Black bears exhibit a preference for the healthiest and fastest-growing trees such as those in
recently thinned or fertilized stands (Mason and Adams 1989, Kanaskie et al. 1990, Schmidt and
Gourley 1992) because these silvicultural practices may increase sugar concentrations in the
lower bole of the tree (Kimball et al. 1998). In western Oregon, Douglas-fir (Pseudostuga
menziesii) and western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) are the most common species on which
black bears forage, with western red cedar (Thuja plicata) peeled to a lesser extent (Kanaskie et
al. 2001). Barnes and Engeman (1995) studied the effect of black bear damage on timber
resources in the Cascade Range west of Sisters in a stand that lacked Douglas-fir. Bears fed on
young, fast-growing lodgepole pine and ignored ponderosa pine, subalpine fir, and grand fir that
were also available.
Black bears generally peel trees near the base of the tree (the trunk or bole), and utilize trees that
are 15–30 years old. Damaged boles can significantly reduce quality of “butt logs,” which are
often the most valuable section of trees. Sometimes older trees may be damaged, but often higher
up the bole (Schmidt and Gourley 1992). The peeling and feeding behavior may result in trees
that are completely or partially girdled. Complete girdling results in killing the tree, and partial
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girdling can cause mortality to trees or reduce growth and vitality of trees that survive (Pierson
1966, Schmidt and Gourley 1992, Kanaskie et al. 2001). Tree-peeling has been hypothesized to
be a learned behavior whereby cubs learn from females (Schmidt and Gourley 1992). In Oregon,
data suggested most bears taken on timber damage sites are young males (ODFW 1993).
Energetics may also play a role during spring, as damage may be higher in areas where bears
have diets containing relatively high proportions of grasses and forbs as opposed to areas with
bears having diets dominated by berries (Noble and Meslow 1998).
Damage to young timber stands can be extensive. Damage through tree-peeling can negatively
affect the economic value and health of timber stands (Kanaskie et al. 1990). Tree damage may
accumulate over the 10–20-year period when trees are most vulnerable to bear peeling (Schmidt
and Gourley 1992, Kanaskie et al. 2001). Bears may peel up to 70 trees/day during the spring
months, but damage to stands may be highly variable (Schmidt and Gourley 1992). Damage
through tree-peeling in individual stands may vary from a few trees to more than 75% of the
trees (Hartwell and Johnson 1988, Mason and Adams 1989, Schmidt and Gourley 1992). On the
east side of the Cascades, a study indicated that 18% of affected trees suffered damage to over
75% of their circumference and were expected to die based on the fate of previously damaged
trees in the study area (Barnes and Engeman 1995).
In an effort to assess bear damage to timber resources, the Oregon Department of Forestry
initiated aerial surveys in western Oregon in 1988. A combined aerial survey and groundverification effort conducted in 1989 covered 2.4-million forested acres (almost one million ha)
and estimated 347,000 conifers were damaged annually by bears. Of the damaged trees, about
one-third were killed by complete girdling, and about two-thirds were damaged but alive
(Kanaskie et al. 1990). In 2000, a similar aerial survey and ground verification covered >6.4million forested acres (2.6 million ha) and an estimated 55,180 trees were damaged annually, of
which one-third had died (Kanaskie et al. 2001). In 2010, about 7.7-million forested acres (3.1
million ha) were aerially surveyed, but only data on current-year mortality (without ground
verification) were collected (Oregon Department of Forestry, unpublished report). Although the
proportional area of timber damaged may not seem significant, damage is often concentrated
locally and may significantly impact individual landowners. Nolte and Dykzeul (2002) suggested
a present-day annual financial loss of $11.5 million to the timber industry as the result of damage
from black bears.
Between 2003 and 2008, 140–229 black bears were killed annually in Oregon as a direct result
of damage to timber. Many bears killed for damage control were in Coos and Curry counties in
southwestern Oregon. As part of the 2005 legislative budget process, the Oregon Legislative
Assembly directed the department to implement a study evaluating the economic impact of bearrelated damage to timber in Coos and Curry counties. Objectives were to identify the potential
extent and amount of damage due to black bears peeling trees, and to estimate the potential
economic impacts including number of jobs and income lost in Coos and Curry counties
resulting from black bear damage to commercial forests. Aerial surveys (fixed-wing and
helicopter) were conducted in 2006 where 8,675 acres (3,511 ha) were identified as potentially
damaged by black bears in Coos and Curry counties. Nearly 2,000 acres (810 ha) of the
potentially damaged sites were randomly selected and the extent and intensity of bear damage to
the timber stands was measured. These data were used to model timber yield with and without
damage for industrial forest lands in the counties. Multipliers for timber-associated jobs
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(7.1/million board-feet) and associated income ($317,874/million board-feet) were applied to
estimate annual net economic value of stands with and without damage due to bears. Using the
difference between predicted timber yield without damage and with damage, the estimated
economic loss resulting from bear damage in Coos and Curry counties was 10.64 jobs and
$476,528. During the 2011 aerial survey, the amount of damage increased to over 15,000 acres
(6,070 ha), or about 12% more than during 2010; the mean amount of damage during 1993–2011
was about 23,300 acres (9,430 ha) (Oregon Department of Forestry, unpublished data).
Certain silvicultural or management practices may reduce damage to trees by foraging black
bears. Nolte et al. (1998) suggested that cultivating trees at higher stand densities and pruning
live crown cover of trees may reduce sugar-to-terpene ratios (terpene is an organic compound
that may be unattractive to bears), and that genetic selection of trees may increase terpene
concentrations. Studies have been conducted to assess whether supplemental feeding of black
bears may reduce damage to coniferous trees (e.g., Flowers 1985, Ziegltrum 2004). Providing
supplemental food sources to bears during the time of year when they are likely to cause damage
to timber has been used in both Oregon and Washington, with studies limited to the latter.
Ziegltrum (2004) suggested that a supplemental feeding program was a viable non-lethal tool to
address damage cause by bears. However, he found that removing feeders from areas while trees
were still vulnerable to peeling could increase damage by black bears. Ziegltrum (2006)
concluded that supplemental feeding was economically feasible under the conditions that he
examined. However, as with most supplemental feeding programs for wildlife, potential issues
exist, including efficacy over large areas and multiple years, concentrating wildlife into relatively
small areas, which may result in dependence on feeding stations, an increased probability of
disease transmission, an increased rate of illegal harvest, and habitat degradation in the
surrounding area. In 2011, ORS 496.731 established a prohibition on knowingly placing food,
garbage or other attractants for black bears (and certain other wildlife species), but made certain
exceptions such as for damage management.
Damage Management
The department provides advice and education to the general public to attempt to resolve
conflicts with bears first through simple precautions in as many instances as possible (see
Appendix VI). Damage by bears may be eliminated or mitigated by various means depending on
the type of damage that is occurring. Chemical and noise repellents, hazing, and electric fencing
may be effective methods to reduce damage depending on specific situations. Because bears are
sensitive to electricity, electric fences may eliminate bear damage to bee hives, orchards,
livestock, domestic fowl, or other property. However, electric fences may be difficult and costly
to install and maintain, or may be prohibited by local ordinances, particularly in residential areas.
Electric fences may present some risk of starting wildfires under certain conditions. Bears are
strong, agile climbers, and as a result, other types of fences may be ineffective at preventing
damage from bears.
Characteristics of residential areas often limit the ability to capture and remove bears that are a
safety threat, nuisance, or causing damage. The presence of pets, children, and private properties
make some methods used to capture or haze (deter) bears impracticable. As a result, most
conflicts in residential areas are resolved through advice from the department and action by
affected homeowners. In situations related to human safety or considerable damage within
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residential areas, culvert-traps may be used by the department in an attempt to capture the bear
causing problems. Culvert-traps (or box-type traps) are safe for use in areas where pets and
people may frequent. However, the capture efficiency of these traps is not 100%, so not all issues
related to problem bears can be solved using this technique. In some circumstances, problem
bears cannot be removed and residents must become educated on how to reduce or prevent
problems. Discharging a firearm or other weapon is usually prohibited by law within city limits
or by ordinance within residential areas.
To reduce losses through damage by black bears, damage management may include lethal
methods. Under ORS 498.012, a landowner or landowner agent (private or USDA-Wildlife
Services) is allowed to use lethal control to address damage, public nuisance, or public safety
issues related to black bears without obtaining a permit from the department. The USDAWildlife Services has agents that are funded through federal, state, and county sources, or funded
through individual landowners or timber industry cooperatives for activities on private timber
lands. The presence of a USDA-Wildlife Services agent in any given county is dependent on that
county providing partial financial support for a full- or part-time agent. These agents assist
producers with advice or lethal control to address issues related to damage by bears and other
wildlife species. In addition, ORS 498.164 allows for the use of bait or dogs by private
landowners or their authorized agents, on land they lawfully own, as an aid to attract or pursue
black bears (or cougars) causing damage for the purpose of killing them.
Lethal options are generally reactive and are designed to address problem animals at specific
sites of damage. Foot-snaring is a common live-capture method for individual bears at sites
where tree damage has occurred. Captured bears generally are euthanized. The use of trained
dogs to pursue and locate bears causing damage may legally be used by landowners or their
authorized agents on the property where damage has occurred. Complaints about black bears
causing damage are often addressed by landowners, landowner agents, or the USDA-Wildlife
Services agent in those counties participating in the Wildlife Services program, and at the
discretion of the landowner.
Regardless of the lethal method used, healthy bears taken for damage control on private timber
industry lands are processed and the meat salvaged for distribution to charitable or non-profit
entities; the costs associated with timber damage, damage management, and meat processing are
incurred by the private timber industry landowners. Guidance on disposition of black bears taken
by damage control efforts is provided in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 635-002-0007 and
635-002-0008. The department has also established spring black bear hunts in most areas of
western Oregon to provide hunters the opportunity to harvest bears that may otherwise be
removed through damage control efforts. Although spring bear hunters rarely target specific
damage bears, hunters may lower densities of black bears in areas experiencing damage, such as
tree-peeling.
Removing problem bears may occasionally result in the orphaning of young cubs. Cubs are
defined as bears <1 year old; many people misidentify yearlings as cubs. The department has
developed guidelines for handling orphaned black bear cubs (Appendix VII), whether through
damage control or other circumstances. The general public should not remove any live bears
from the wild; any person, including those involved with damage control, should first consult
with the department prior to taking any action if one or more cubs are believed to have been
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orphaned. For situations where cubs are believed to have been orphaned, for any reason, the
department will make a decision at the local field office by considering options described within
the Guidelines for Handling Orphaned Black Bear Cubs. Options include temporary holding (for
rehabilitation and eventual release), permanent holding in a professionally accredited zoo,
relocation into suitable areas, placement into a surrogate den (with a lactating female), or
euthanasia if no other option is feasible.
BIOLOGICAL DATA COLLECTION
The department collects several types of data about black bears for management purposes.
Harvest data are very important and are economically and logistically feasible to collect in
comparison to other sources of data collection. Other data important during the decision-making
process include data collected during the department’s tetracycline mark-recapture project, data
related to damage control, and data related to research conducted in Oregon. The department
considers all available data when making management decisions. The department does not have
a specific bear population goal (number of bears desired) or “Management Objective.” The
biological data being collected are used primarily to monitor population characteristics and
trends, and to develop population estimates.
Harvest Data
Harvest data for black bear management are collected through several sources, including
mandatory check-in of harvested bears and telephone or online surveys of hunters. These data
are used to estimate harvest statistics and assess spatial and temporal patterns of harvest to
ensure that desired harvest levels are occurring.
Mandatory Check-In
The department has acquired information on harvested bears through voluntary submission of
bear teeth by successful hunters during 1987–2007. Since 2008, check-in of all bears taken has
been mandatory. Under voluntary submission, annual tooth-return compliance ranged from 22 to
57%. These percentages were calculated by dividing the number of bear teeth received with the
estimated annual harvest as determined by a telephone harvest survey. Following mandatory
check-in, annual compliance rates have averaged about 98% when comparing hunter-harvest
estimates from surveys and number of bears checked in.
Any bear taken by a hunter or for damage control or human-safety purposes is subject to
mandatory check-in; in some instances, the department may allow alternatives through formal
agreements with timber industry cooperatives or USDA-WS, although data collection
requirements remain in place. During the check-in process, the unfrozen skull of any bear taken
must be presented to a department office or designated collection site within 10 days of harvest
to collect data (e.g., date, location, sex of bear) and to be checked and tagged. A premolar tooth
is extracted from every skull for age-estimation purposes and to determine if a given bear has
acquired a tetracycline biomarker. This biomarker is used for an ongoing mark-recapture
analysis to estimate population abundance (see Tetracycline Mark-Recapture Project).
Harvest Surveys
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In addition to collecting biological data directly from black bear mortalities, the department
surveys black bear hunters. Annual harvest surveys of hunters provide information important for
population and harvest management of not only black bears, but other game mammals and game
birds. Knowledge of short- and long-term harvest trends through telephone surveys is
incorporated into the full set of biological data available and allows the department to make
informed management decisions that ensure wildlife populations are maintained at optimum
levels. An optimum population level may change in space and time and is dependent on specific
conditions, including ecological (e.g., predator-prey relationships), social (e.g., public tolerance),
and economic (e.g., property damage) considerations. Results of bear harvest surveys are
summarized and posted online annually by the department (see
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/resources/hunting/big_game/controlled_hunts/reports/#big).
Currently the department is in the process of shifting from telephone surveys to a mandatory
reporting system in which hunters are required to report on their big game and turkey tags online
or through an automated telephone process.
Hunter-Harvest Statistics
When assessing annual patterns in harvest data, several factors that potentially affect the data
must be considered. For example, harvest rates of black bears may vary related to food
availability (Fieberg et al. 2010). Additionally, changes in harvest methods may affect estimates
such as hunter success and effort derived from harvest data. To illustrate, there is evidence that
the prohibition of the use of dogs or bait to hunt bears in Oregon in 1994 may have affected
several statistics related to harvest (Table 3). During 1986–1994 (use of dogs and bait allowed),
hunter success averaged 7.0% during the general fall season. During 1995–2010, hunter success
(without the option of using dogs or bait) substantially decreased to 3.1%. Further comparisons
between these two time periods show that the number of hunters, number of hunter-days, and
number of days/harvested bear all approximately doubled; however, number of days/hunter was
similar, and the average annual total harvest decreased about 17%.
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Table 3. Harvest statistics for black bears during fall general season in Oregon, 1986–2010.
Statistics are based on surveys of hunters. Hunter-harvest data for 2008–2010 are based on
mandatory check-in.
Female
Hunter
Number
Total
Harvest
Number of
Number of Number of Success
Yeara of Hunters Harvest
(%)
Hunter-Days Days/Hunter Days/Bear
(%)b
1986
20,748
1,376
239,346
12
174
6.6
1987
17,666
954
31.5
202,879
11
213
5.4
1988
15,920
803
38.5
169,335
11
211
5.0
1989
16,781
664
36.5
202,125
12
304
4.0
1990
17,080
888
37.4
217,459
13
245
5.2
1991
9,569
1,172
33.3
117,616
12
100
12.2
1992
11,882
805
36.5
160,004
13
199
6.8
1993
13,749
1,179
31.7
183,666
13
156
8.6
1994
13,672
1,250
34.4
198,363
15
159
9.1
1995
12,506
624
27.7
173,765
14
278
5.0
1996
20,672
880
35.7
282,670
14
321
4.3
1997
20,755
649
37.0
238,514
11
368
3.1
1998
26,235
836
21.1
382,127
15
457
3.2
1999
27,552
856
25.6
379,639
14
444
3.1
2000
34,418
977
26.2
489,337
14
501
2.8
2001
36,893
625
33.3
553,970
15
886
1.7
2002
31,649
950
26.4
384,585
12
405
3.0
2003
32,260
867
27.5
352,476
11
407
2.7
2004
2005
31,042
716
31.1
358,332
12
500
2.3
2006
29,077
989
23.5
305,330
11
309
3.4
2007
31,711
748
25.1
338,597
11
453
2.4
2008
30,779
830
32.6
352,440
11
425
2.7
2009
29,972
849
32.9
334,836
11
394
2.8
2010
32,777
1,183
32.9
365,009
11
309
3.6
a
Legal hunting methods changed substantially in 1994; see Hunting Methods section. No survey
conducted during 2004.
b
Total harvest/Number of hunters × 100.
For the spring harvest of bears, post-1994 data show increases in the number of controlled hunt
tags available to hunters and the number of hunters, but a relatively consistent level of harvest
(Table 4). The department provides annual harvest statistics on black bears (and other wildlife
species) online (see
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/resources/hunting/big_game/controlled_hunts/reports/).
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Table 4. Harvest statistics for black bears during spring controlled seasons in Oregon, 1986–
2010. Statistics are based on surveys of hunters. Hunter-harvest data for 2008–2010 are based on
mandatory check-in.
Female
Hunter
Number
Total
Harvest
Number of
Number of Number of Success
Yeara of Hunters Harvest
(%)
Hunter-Days Days/Hunter Days/Bear
(%)b
1986
144
30
20.8
1987
777
125
36.8
16.1
1988
532
123
37.2
23.1
1989
544
115
35.9
21.1
1990
862
165
44.7
19.1
1991
958
191
34.1
19.9
1992
999
155
29.6
15.5
1993
874
167
43.8
19.1
1994
943
200
44.7
21.2
1995
562
62
28.6
3,094
5.5
48.3
11.4
1996
844
127
29.3
4,383
5.2
34.5
15.0
1997
1,624
163
26.7
8,578
5.3
52.6
10.0
1998
1,956
217
44.2
9,778
5.0
45.1
11.1
1999
2,342
181
24.6
13,040
5.6
72.0
7.7
2000
2,858
246
23.9
14,696
5.1
59.7
8.6
2001
2,987
263
25.6
16,595
5.6
63.1
8.8
2002
3,016
246
17.6
15,244
5.1
62.0
8.2
2003
3,270
300
28.4
17,250
5.3
57.5
9.2
2004
2005
4,095
371
20.9
26,158
6.4
70.5
9.1
2006
4,146
307
23.2
23,760
5.7
77.4
7.4
2007
4,513
477
21.0
25,170
5.6
52.8
10.6
2008
4,215
358
26.8
24,233
5.7
67.7
8.5
2009
4,718
387
27.2
26,478
5.6
68.4
8.2
2010
4,794
464
30.4
26,130
5.5
56.3
9.7
a
Legal hunting methods changed substantially in 1994; see Hunting Methods section. No survey
conducted during 2004. Effort data not available during 1986–1994.
b
Total harvest/Number of hunters × 100.
Population Monitoring
Monitoring populations of black bears is very difficult, and more than one estimation method
should be used because each method may have some degree of bias (Garshelis 1993). The
department currently monitors populations using sex-age characteristics of harvested bears, a
tetracycline mark-recapture approach, information related to bear-damage management, and
demographic (e.g., survival, reproduction) data obtained from various projects in Oregon that
utilize radiomarked black bears. Examination and interpretation of data obtained from these
methods is used to assess the population status of black bears in Oregon. Current statistical
population modeling approaches, such as stochastic population reconstruction methods, are
becoming more refined and popular. These are very complex procedures, but such a rigorous
approach may be beneficial for population monitoring (Garshelis and Hristienko 2006).
Advancements have also been made in the use of noninvasive DNA sampling to estimate
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population abundance at local levels (e.g., Coster et al. 2011, Peacock et al. 2011), but cost or
logistics of application at statewide levels may be prohibitive (Peacock et al. 2011). The
department is considering the incorporation of other techniques to supplement or replace current
approaches as they become established and proven.
Sex-Age Characteristics of Harvest
In the past, the department monitored bear population health by using criteria similar to that used
in Idaho (Idaho Department of Fish and Game [IDFG] 1992), such as data related to median ages
of harvested bears (Table 5). These criteria included:
1. Harvest levels will be considered to be unsustainable at a given spatial scale if
the median age of all bears harvested is ≤3 years old, or that of males is ≤2
years old, or that of females is ≤4 years old.
2. The desired overall median age of harvested bears is ≥5 years old, for males is
≥4 years old, and for females is ≥6 years old.
Table 5. Median ages of black bears from hunting mortalities in Oregon, 1987–2010. Sample
sizes were affected by voluntary (1987–2007) versus mandatory (2008–present) check-in of
bears.
Males
Females
Total
Year
n
Median Age
n
Median Age
n
Median Age
1987
224
4.0
110
6.0
334
5.0
1988
234
4.0
147
5.0
381
4.0
1989
288
4.0
163
4.0
451
4.0
1990
286
4.0
180
5.0
466
4.0
1991
306
3.0
154
5.0
460
4.0
1992
271
4.0
146
4.5
417
4.0
1993
342
3.0
16
5.0
511
4.0
1994
276
3.0
154
5.0
430
4.0
1995
132
3.0
51
5.0
183
3.0
1996
174
4.0
89
4.0
263
4.0
1997
126
4.0
62
4.5
188
4.0
1998
221
4.0
81
5.0
302
4.0
1999
310
5.0
109
5.0
419
5.0
2000
307
5.0
108
5.0
415
5.0
2001
259
4.0
112
5.0
371
5.0
2002
274
5.0
94
5.0
368
5.0
2003
222
5.0
82
4.0
304
5.0
2004
247
4.0
90
6.0
337
4.0
2005
231
4.0
87
5.0
318
4.0
2006
258
4.0
80
4.0
338
4.0
2007
291
5.0
91
6.0
382
5.0
2008
809
4.0
359
5.0
1,168
4.0
2009
825
3.0
373
4.0
1,198
4.0
2010
1,085
4.0
512
5.0
1,597
4.0
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Based on these past criteria and using annual median ages, criteria were not met (but were at
threshold levels) for females during five non-consecutive years and for data pooled by sex during
one year during the past 25 years; criteria related to median ages for males were met every year
during this period (Table 5). Following the implementation of mandatory check-in of harvested
bears in 2008, data suggest that the median age for females was at the threshold level during 2009.
The mandatory check-in process has resulted in high compliance rates by hunters (98%) in
comparison to the previous voluntary tooth submission process (22–57%) (see Mandatory CheckIn section). Consequently, data collected since 2008 are assumed to more accurately reflect the
actual sex-age composition of harvested bears.
However, IDFG (1998) modified their protocols following a sensitivity analysis that suggested
that measuring annual population fluctuations was problematic using only median-age data.
Consequently, IDFG currently uses a combination of criteria, including percent females in the
harvest and percent males ≥5 years old in the harvest, in combination with other population
monitoring approaches (Table 6). Their approach suggests that moderate harvest will result in a
relatively stable bear population with all other factors held constant, whereas light harvest and
heavy harvest will result in increasing and decreasing populations, respectively. The Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) also use a very similar set of criteria for managing
black bears (WDFW 2008).
Table 6. Sex-age criteria used to assess harvest level of black bears in Oregon. Criteria are
assessed based on 3-year running averages.
Criteria
Light Harvest
Moderate Harvest
Heavy Harvest
Percent males ≥5 years old

>35%

25–35%

<25%

Percent females

<30%

30–40%

>40%

Following these criteria, between 1989 and 2010, the harvest of black bears has not exceeded a
moderate level during any year (Table 7). Each criterion also suggested similar levels of moderate
harvest during 1989–1991 and 2010, whereas the remaining 18 years were evenly divided between
light and moderate harvest levels. Coupled with interpretation of data under the previously used
criteria, and the use of other population monitoring methods, evidence suggests that black bear
populations in Oregon have not been experiencing significant long-term declines. The department
will continue to monitor harvest levels of black bears using this approach in conjunction with
other methods during the decision-making process, as well as adapting and implementing other
methods as advancements in monitoring and data analyses become available.
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Table 7. Age characteristics assessed from all known mortalities of black bears ≥1 year old in
Oregon, 1987–2010. Mean 3-year values of percent males ≥5 years old and percent females are used
to categorize level of bear harvest based on criteria in Table 6. Sample sizes were affected by
voluntary (1987–2007) versus mandatory (2008–present) check-in of bears.
All Bears by Age Class (%)
Males ≥5 (%)
Females (%)
Mean
Mean
Year
n
1–2
3–4
5–10
≥11
Annual
(3-yr)
Annual (3-yr)
1987
382
27
24
36
13
30
31
1988
503
28
26
37
9
29
33
1989
597
30
27
31
12
28
33
29
32
1990
608
34
24
32
10
24
37
27
34
1991
637
28
32
30
10
24
32
25
34
1992
637
31
28
28
13
24
35
24
35
1993
652
30
28
32
10
25
31
24
33
1994
583
33
28
28
11
20
37
23
34
1995
380
36
28
26
10
20
32
22
33
1996
489
28
35
26
11
21
35
20
35
1997
430
30
31
32
7
25
32
22
33
1998
587
27
32
31
10
26
28
24
32
1999
722
26
26
37
11
34
27
28
29
2000
656
26
24
38
12
34
28
31
28
2001
624
27
27
37
9
31
31
33
29
2002
589
28
25
35
12
34
27
33
29
2003
531
26
28
35
11
33
26
33
28
2004
568
27
32
30
11
25
27
31
27
2005
599
28
28
32
12
29
29
29
27
2006
555
27
30
31
12
30
28
28
28
2007
604
26
27
34
13
34
24
31
27
2008 1,523
29
24
33
14
29
31
31
28
2009 1,472
31
27
30
12
26
31
30
29
2010 2,060
28
26
33
13
28
34
28
32

Tetracycline Mark-Recapture Project
Tetracycline is a biomarker that, when ingested by bears or certain other mammals, is readily
absorbed into teeth and bones and can be used for a mark-recapture population estimate. This
biomarker can be identified during the analysis of cementum annuli (annual growth rings not
unlike those in trees) in teeth collected from harvested bears (Matson and Kerr 1998). Bears can
be marked using food baits laced with tetracycline and suspended in trees. Later inspection
occurs to assess whether the bait has been ingested and whether evidence shows that the animal
was a bear (e.g., characteristics of claw marks on the tree). During 1999–2004, the department
tested the feasibility of using tetracycline-laced baits to mark black bears in southwestern Oregon
using a mark-recapture approach. The department has implemented this technique statewide in
bear habitat since 2005.
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There are several variations on how to estimate population size using mark-recapture data, but
the basic form requires three known or estimated values (number of bears ingesting biomarker,
number of bears in harvest with the biomarker, total number of bears harvested) to estimate total
population size under the situation of sampling without replacement (Chapman 1951, Garshelis
and Visser 1997). As with any statistical procedure, assumptions must be made during the
estimation process, and some level of uncertainty is associated with estimated values.
The department is currently evaluating statistical approaches for these data for potential
improvements to abundance estimation and to reduce uncertainty associated with those
estimates. There are several key considerations when examining these data, including:
•

•
•

•

•
•

A primary purpose of these estimates is for use as a population index to monitor trends,
not for use as an exact number of bears in Oregon. Examining population trends for bears
is most useful under a multiple-year scenario, and less useful on an annual basis, as
annual population fluctuations are caused by many factors and are more difficult to
accurately detect.
It is illegal in Oregon to harvest cubs <1 year old, or females with cubs <1 year old.
Therefore, these groups are not specifically represented during analysis and not included
in population abundance estimates.
Voluntary tooth submission occurred until 2007 and mandatory check-in of bears was
implemented in 2008. Therefore, methodological differences exist, which likely make
comparisons between pre- and post-2008 data difficult. To maintain consistency with
future data collection, the department may prioritize analysis of the data collected since
2008.
Population estimates may be biased through tetracycline marking from other sources
(e.g., antibiotics used for livestock; underestimated population), overestimating number
of bears marked (e.g., misidentification of species consuming baits; overestimated
population), and other sources (Immell et al. 2008).
Sex and age of marked bears generally cannot be determined without extensive additional
effort.
Past estimates may become more accurate as future data are collected (e.g., Belant et al.
2011).

Information Related to Damage
Data collected from complaints (e.g., annual reporting rate, location, type of damage) about bears
or other wildlife species may be used as supplemental information when making management
decisions, but sole reliance on using these data, especially short-term data, for making certain
management recommendations is not advised. For example, data related to human-bear conflicts
may not accurately reflect short-term changes in statewide abundance of bears, but may reflect
annual changes in food availability (e.g., Howe et al. 2010), landscape characteristics and landuse changes (e.g., Merkle et al. 2011), or regulatory changes (e.g., Howe et al. 2010). However,
as black bear and human abundance and distribution increase, an increase in the level of humanblack bear conflicts may be expected (Garshelis and Hristienko 2006). Harvest regulations (e.g.,
season length, number of tags) may be modified to address situations where certain management
units are experiencing damage over several years. Concentrating hunting effort in these units,
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when necessary, may reduce actual damage from bears as well as the number of damage
complaints.
On an annual basis, the number of complaints reported to the department increased 62% from
1994 to 1995, when a major regulatory change was implemented through Measure 18. Another
major increase (150%) in the number of complaints received occurred from 2009 to 2010, which
was likely at least partly explained by the spring weather of 2010 being cool and wet. This
delayed berry production, which resulted in limited food availability for foraging bears after
hibernation. Factors affecting the annual number of complaints are considered by the department
during the decision-making process (see HUMAN-BEAR CONFLICTS for more information).

OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES
OBJECTIVE 1. Maintain healthy and optimum bear populations while providing optimum
recreational benefits, and considering objectives related to other wildlife species and the level of
human-bear conflicts.
RATIONALE
Management of individual species should include considerations related to an ecosystembased management approach. Management of other wildlife species, such as deer and elk,
may affect management of bears, including those related to population abundance.
Decisions related to management of harvested species include providing recreational
opportunities for hunters. Therefore, objectives should be balanced and trade-offs should
be acknowledged. The distribution of bears also affects management decisions, such as
loss of habitat that may result in an increase in human-bear interactions and conflicts.
STRATEGY 1. Maintain healthy bear populations with statewide hunter-harvest in low to
moderate categories based on sex-age harvest criteria, including three year averages of
percent males greater than or equal to five years old and percent females in annual
harvest.
STRATEGY 2. Support the use of a holistic approach when managing population
abundance levels and objectives, recreational and aesthetic benefits, and the ecological
role of wildlife species.
STRATEGY 3. Continue to work with timber industry cooperatives to address issues
related to damage caused by bears, including lethal and non-lethal options, to reduce
timber damage.
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OBJECTIVE 2. Work to reduce the number of human-bear conflicts that result in the removal
(lethal and non-lethal) of bears, particularly in situations where bears may become habituated to
humans.
RATIONALE
Many human-bear conflicts may be addressed through preventative measures, especially
to minimize habituation to humans. This is often the most cost-effective and socially
acceptable approach in comparison to lethal and non-lethal removal of problem bears.
Once bears become habituated to humans or human-supplied foods, the number of
options available to effectively resolve these issues becomes very limited and the effort
associated with these limited options increases significantly.
STRATEGY 1. Encourage public land management agencies and private campgrounds to
provide bear-proof storage containers and dumpsters.
STRATEGY 2. Encourage public land management agencies and other organizations to
train employees and volunteers regarding the prevention of human-bear conflicts.
STRATEGY 3. Continue to provide land management agencies and the general public with
standardized literature about how to safely recreate and live in bear country.
STRATEGY 4. Develop a GIS coverage map that identifies areas of high human-bear
conflict to help focus prevention efforts.
STRATEGY 5. Provide recommendations (e.g., electric fencing, guard dogs, aversive
conditioning) to agricultural operators on ways to reduce or eliminate damage from
depredating bears.
OBJECTIVE 3. Develop, refine, and evaluate population abundance estimation through modeling
techniques.
RATIONALE
Major advancements in statistical approaches have occurred during the past two decades,
including complex modeling procedures designed to more fully account for
environmental variation, reduce uncertainty in estimation, and increase predictive
capabilities. This results in an increased ability to make informed management decisions;
however, such complex approaches often require additional staff training or contracts
with academic institutions.
STRATEGY 1. Continue implementation of the tetracycline mark-recapture program to
collect data for population estimation purposes, and investigate more complex and
contemporary statistical procedures in an effort to reduce uncertainty associated with
estimates.
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STRATEGY 2. Investigate development of a stochastic age-at-harvest population
reconstruction model as an additional population abundance estimation tool. Integrating
currently collected harvest data into a stochastic framework will allow for comparison to
other estimation techniques to monitor long-term population trends.
OBJECTIVE 4. Continue to increase understanding of black bear ecology and effects of
management approaches in Oregon through applied research.
RATIONALE
There is a large amount of basic information on black bear ecology. However, collection
of data under the specific ecological, social, and economic conditions of Oregon would
be ideal in comparison to data collected in other states or provinces. There are also
specific questions that need to be addressed in Oregon that would be beneficial for
management of black bears.
STRATEGY 1. Investigate data collected on reproductive tracts from harvested bears. Data
may reveal reproductive patterns in time and space or related to environmental
conditions. Results from modeling could be used for future management decisions and
integrated into population modeling approaches.
STRATEGY 2. Examine reproductive data collected from radiomarked bears in the
Cascade and Coast Ranges (no data are available from Blue Mountains) to assess
differences in reproductive potential by area and year. Results may help guide decisions
on harvest management of bears based on potential reproductive differences and annual
variations. Results should also aid any future stochastic population modeling efforts.
STRATEGY 3. Consider assessing potential effects of bait placement and spacing for
estimate of population abundance through the tetracycline mark-recapture project. If bait
stations are too close, double-marking of bears may occur and bias estimates. Also,
implementing a grid for bait station placement is limited by access to remote or privately
owned areas, which may also affect abundance estimates.
STRATEGY 4. Consider development of a project to assess cause-specific mortality of
bears at large spatial and temporal scales. Such an assessment would be difficult, but may
measure population responses to differing levels of harvest (i.e., compensatory versus
additive mortality).
STRATEGY 5. Consider assessment of trends in distribution of damage complaints in
space and time relative to trends in distribution of humans in space and time, especially in
western Oregon.

33

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
LITERATURE CITED
Akenson, J. J., M. G. Henjum, T. L. Wertz, and T. J. Craddock. 2001. Use of dogs and markrecapture techniques to estimate American black bear density northeastern Oregon. Ursus
12:203–210.
Alt, G. L. 1982. Reproductive biology of Pennsylvania’s black bear. Pennsylvania Game News
53:9–15.
Bailey, V. 1936. The mammals and life zones of Oregon. North American Fauna No. 5. U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.
Barnes, V. G., and R. M. Engeman. 1995. Black bear damage to lodgepole pine in central
Oregon. Northwestern Naturalist 76:127–129.
Beecham, J. J. 1980. Population characteristics, denning, and growth patterns of black bears in
Idaho. Dissertation, University of Montana, Missoula, Montana, USA.
Belant, J. L., D. R. Etter, S. L. Mayhew, L. G. Visser, and P. D. Friedrich. 2011. Improving large
scale mark-recapture estimates for American black bear populations. Ursus 22:9–23.
Beston, J. A. 2011. Variation in life history and demography of the American black bear. Journal
of Wildlife Management 75:1588–1596.
Binninger, C. E., J. J. Beecham, L. A. Thomas, and L. D. Winward. 1980. A serologic survey
for selected infectious diseases of black bears in Idaho. Journal of Wildlife Diseases
16:423–430.
Bull, E. L., Akenson, J. J., and M. G. Henjum. 2000. Characteristics of black bear dens in trees
and logs in northeastern Oregon. Northwestern Naturalist 81:148–153.
Bull, E. L.,T. R. Torgersen, and T. L. Wertz. 2001. The importance of vegetation, insects, and
neonate ungulates in black bear diet in northeastern Oregon. Northwest Science 75:244–
253.
Chapman, D. C. 1951. Some properties of the hypergeometric distribution with applications to
zoological sample censuses. University of California Publications in Statistics 1:131–159.
Collins, J. E., P. Leslie, D. Johnson, D. Nelson, W. Peden, R. Boswell, and H. Draayer. 1984.
Epizootic of adenovirus infection in American black bears. Journal of the American
Veterinary Medical Association 185:1430–1432.
Coster, S. S., A. I. Kovach, P. J. Pekins, A. B. Cooper, and A. Timmins. 2011. Genetic markrecapture population estimation in black bears and issues of scale. Journal of Wildlife
Management 75:1128–1136.

34

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
Dick, T. A. and E. Pozio. 2001. Trichinella spp. and other trichinellosis. Pages 380–396 in
Samuel, W. M., M. J. Pybus, and A. A. Kocan, editors. Parasitic diseases of wild
mammals, second edition. Iowa State Press, Ames, IA.
Eiler, J. H., W. G. Wathen, and M. R. Pelton. 1989. Reproduction on black bears in the southern
Appalachian Mountains. Journal of Wildlife Management 53:353–360.
Fieberg, J. R., K. W. Shertzer, P. B. Conn, K. V. Noyce, and D. L. Garshelis. 2010. Integrated
population modeling of black bears in Minnesota: implications for monitoring and
management. PLoS ONE 5(8): e12114. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0012114
Flowers, R. H. 1985. Supplemental feeding of black bear in tree-damaged areas of western
Washington. Washington Forest Protection Association, Olympia, Washington, USA.
Foreyt, W. J. 2001. Salmon poisoning disease. Pages 480–486 in Samuel, W. M., M. J. Pybus,
and A. A. Kocan, editors. Parasitic diseases of wild mammals, second edition. Iowa State
Press, Ames, IA.
Forrester, D. J. 1992. Parasites and diseases of wild mammals in Florida. University of Florida
Press, Gainesville, FL.
Foster, G. W., T. A. Cames, and D. J. Forrester. 1998. Geographical distribution of Demodex
ursi in black bears from Florida. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 34:161–164.
Garshelis, D. L. 1993. Monitoring black bear populations: pitfalls and recommendations.
Proceedings of the Western Black Bear Workshop 4:123–144.
Garshelis, D. L., and H. Hristienko. 2006. State and provincial estimates of American black
bear numbers versus assessments of population trend. Ursus 17:1–7.
Garshelis, D. L., and L. G. Visser. 1997. Enumerating megapopulations of wild bears with an
ingested biomarker. Journal of Wildlife Management 61:466–480.
Graber, D. M. 1990. Winter behavior of black bears in the Sierra Nevada, California.
International Conference on Bear Research and Management 8:269–272.
Griffin, K. A., M. Hebblewhite, H. S. Robinson, P. Zagar, S. M. Barber-Meyer, D. Christianson,
S. Creel, N. C. Harris, M. A. Hurley, D. H. Jackson, B. K. Johnson, W. L. Myers, J. D.
Raithel, M. Schlegel, B. L. Smith, C. White, and P. J. White. 2011. Neonatal mortality of
elk driven by climate, predator phenology and predator community composition. Journal
of Animal Ecology 80:1246–1257.
Hall, E. R. 1981. The mammals of North America, second edition. John Wiley and Sons, New
York, New York, USA.

35

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
Hall, L. S., P. R. Krausman, and M. L. Morrison. 1997. The habitat concept and a plea for
standard terminology. Wildlife Society Bulletin 25:173–182.
Hartwell, H. D., and L. E. Johnson. 1988. Silvicultural effects of basal girdling. Washington
State Department of Natural Resources Technical Report.
Hellgren, E. C., D. S. Maehr, and D. L. Doan-Crider. 1997. Serum chemistry of southern
populations of black bears (Ursus americanus). American Midland Naturalist 137:95–
105.
Hellgren, E. C., and M. R. Vaughan. 1989. Denning ecology of black bears in a southeastern
wetland. Journal of Wildlife Management 53:347–353.
Hellgren, E. C., M. R. Vaughan, F. C. Gwazdauskas, B. Williams, P. F. Scanlon, and R. L.
Kirkpatrick. 1990. Endocrine and electrophoretic profiles during pregnancy and
nonpregnancy in captive female black bears. Canadian Journal of Zoology 69:892–898.
Herrero, S., and S. Fleck. 1990. Injury to people inflicted by black, grizzly or polar bears:
recent trends and new insights. International Conference on Bear Research and
Management 8:25–32.
Herrero, S., A. Higgins, J. E. Cardoza, L. I. Hajduk, and T. S. Smith. 2011. Fatal attacks by
American black bear on people: 1900–2009. Journal of Wildlife Management 75:596–
603.
Howe, E. J., M. E. Obbard, R. Black, and L. L. Wall. 2010. Do public complaints reflect trends
in human-bear conflict? Ursus 21:131–142.
Hristienko, H., and J. E. McDonald, Jr. 2007. Going into the 21st century: a perspective on
trends and controversies in the management of the American black bear. Ursus 18:72–88.
Hristienko, H., D. Pastuck, K. J. Rebizant, B. Knudsen, and M. L. Connor. 2004. Using
reproductive data to model American black bear cub orphaning in Manitoba due to spring
harvest of females. Ursus 15:23–34.
Hygnstrom, S.E. 1994. Black bears. Pages C-5–C15 in Hygnstrom, S. E., R. M. Timm, and G. E.
Larson, editors. Prevention and Control of Wildlife Damage. University of Nebraska
Cooperative Extension, U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Great Plains Agricultural Council, Washington, DC, USA.
Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1992. Black bear species management plan, 1992–2000.
Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Boise, Idaho, USA.
Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1998. Black bear management plan, 1999–2010. Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, Boise, Idaho, USA.
Immell, D., and R. G. Anthony. 2008. Estimation of black bear abundance using a discrete
36

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
DNA sampling device. Journal of Wildlife Management 72:324–330.
Immell, D., D. H. Jackson, and R. L. Green. 2008. The effectiveness of tetracycline as a marker
to estimate black bear numbers in Oregon. Wildlife Technical Report 001-2008. Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Salem, Oregon, USA.
Jenness, B. 1997. Internal parasitism in free-ranging black bears in the Pisgah National
Forest. McNair Scholars Journal 1:Article 5.
Kanaskie, A., D. Overhulser, G. Irwin, and J. Chetock. 1990. Black bear damage to forest trees
in northwest Oregon, 1988–1989. Oregon Department of Forestry Pest Management
Report 90-1. Oregon Department of Forestry, Salem, Oregon, USA.
Kanaskie, A., D. Overhulser, M. McWilliams, and R. Christian. 2001. Black bear damage to
forest trees in northwest Oregon: aerial and ground surveys, 2000. Oregon Department of
Forestry, Salem, Oregon, USA.
Kasworm, W. F., and T. J. Thier. 1994. Adult black bear reproduction, survival, and mortality
sources in Northwest Montana. International Conference on Bear Research and
Management 9:223–230.
Keay, J. A. 1995. Accuracy of cementum age assignments for black bears. California Fish and
Game 81:113–121.
Kimball, B. A., E. C. Turnblom, D. L. Nolte, D. L. Griffin, and R. M. Engeman. 1998. Effects of
thinning and nitrogen fertilization on sugars and terpenes in Douglas-fir vascular tissues:
implications for black bear foraging. Forest Science 599–602.
Koehler, G. M., and D. J. Pierce. 2003. Black bear home range sizes in Washington: climatic,
vegetative, and social influences. Journal of Mammalogy 84:81–91.
Kolenosky, G. B. 1990. Reproductive biology of black bears in east-central Ontario.
International Conference on Bear Research and Management 8:385–392.
Kolenosky, G . B., and S. M. Strathearn. 1987. Black bear. Pages 443–454 in M. Nowak, J. A.
Baker, M. E. Obbard, and B. Malloch, editors. Wild furbearer management and
conservation in North America. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Toronto, Canada.
Kunkel, K. E., and L. D. Mech. 1994. Wolf and bear predation on white-tailed deer fawns in
northeastern Minnesota. Canadian Journal of Zoology 72:1557–1565.
Larivière, S. 2001. Ursus americanus. American Society of Mammalogists, Mammalian
Species No. 647.
Lindzey, F. G., and E. C. Meslow. 1980. Harvest and population characteristics of black bears
in Oregon (1971–74). International Conference on Bear Research and Management
4:213–219.
37

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
Litvaitis, J. A., and D. M. Kane. 1994. Relationship of hunting technique and hunter selectively
to composition of black bear harvest. Wildlife Society Bulletin 22:604–606.
Malcolm, K. D., and T. R. Van Deelen. 2010. Effects of habitat and hunting framework on
American black bear harvest structure in Wisconsin. Ursus 21:14–22.
Mason, A. C., and D. L. Adams. 1989. Black bear damage to thinned timber stands in northwest
Montana. Western Journal of Applied Forestry 4:10–13.
Matson, G. M., and K. D. Kerr. 1998. A method for dating tetracycline biomarkers in black
bear cementum. Ursus 10:455–458.
McLean, P. K., and M. R. Pelton. 1990. Some demographic comparisons of wild and
panhandler bears in the Smoky Mountains. International Conference on Bear Research
and Management 8:105–112.
Merkle, J. A., P. R. Krausman, N. J. Decesare, and J. J. Jonkel. 2011. Predicting spatial
distribution of human-black bear interactions in urban areas. Journal of Wildlife
Management 75:1121–1127.
Noble, W. O., and E. C. Meslow. 1998. Spring foraging and forest damage by black bears in the
central Coast Ranges of Oregon. Ursus 10:293–298.
Nolte, D. L., B. A. Kimball, and G. J. Ziegltrum. 1998. The impact of timber management on the
phytochemicals associated with black bear damage. Proceedings of the Vertebrate Pest
Conference 18:111–117.
Nolte, D. L., and M. Dykzeul. 2002. Wildlife impacts on forest resources. Pages 163–268 in L.
Clark, J. Hone, J. A Shivik, R. A. Watkins, K. C. VerCauteren, and J. K. Yoder, editors.
Human conflicts with wildlife: economic considerations. Proceedings of the Third
National Wildlife Research Center Special Symposium. National Wildlife Research
Center, Fort Collins, Colorado, USA.
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1987. Oregon black bear management plan, 1987.
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, Oregon, USA.
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1993. Oregon’s black bear management plan, 1993–
1998. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, Oregon, USA.
Ozoga, J. J., and L. J. Verme. 1982. Predation by black bears on newborn white-tailed deer.
Journal of Mammalogy 63:695–696.
Peacock, E., K. Titus, D. L. Garshelis, M. M. Peacock, and M. Kuc. 2011. Mark-recapture
using tetracycline and genetics reveal record-high bear density. Journal of Wildlife
Management 75:1513–1520.

38

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
Pelton, M. R. 2000. Black bear. Pages 389–408 in S. Demarais and P. R. Krausman, editors.
Ecology and management of large mammals in North America. Prentice Hall, Upper
Saddle River, New Jersey, USA.
Piekielek, W., and T. S. Burton. 1975. A black bear population study in northern California.
California Fish and Game 61:4–25.
Pierson, D. 1966. Washington’s black bear problem. Proceedings of the Annual Conference of
the Western Association of State Game and Fish Commissioners 46: 96–100.
Poelker, R . J., and H. D. Hartwell. 1973. Black bear of Washington. Washington State Game
Department Biological Bulletin No. 14, Federal Aid Project W-71-R.
Pursell, A. R., B. P. Stuart, and E. Stryer. 1983. Isolation of an adenovirus from black bear cubs.
Journal of Wildlife Diseases 19:269–271.
Rogers, L. L. 1987. Effects of food supply and kinship on social behavior, movements, and
population growth of black bears in northeastern Minnesota. Wildlife Monographs 97:1–
72.
Rogers, L. L., and S. M. Rogers. 1976. Parasites of bears: a review. International Conference
on Bear Research and Management 3:411–429.
Samuel, W. M., M. J. Pybus, and A. A. Kocan, editors. 2001. Parasitic diseases of wild
mammals, second edition. Iowa State Press, Ames, Iowa, USA.
Schmidt, W. C., and M. Gourley. 1992. Black bear. Pages 309–331 in H. C. Black, editor.
Silvicultural approaches to animal damage management in Pacific Northwest Forests.
U.S. Forest Service, General Technical Report PNW-GTR-287.
Schmitt, S. M., T. M. Cooley, P. D. Friedrich, and T. W. S. Van Veen. 1987. Clinical mange of
the black bear (Ursus americanus) caused by Sarcoptes scabiei. Journal of Wildlife
Diseases 23:162–165.
Twiss, M. P., and V. G. Thomas. 1999. Illegal harvests of black bears, sale of black bear parts,
and the Canadian legislative response. Wildlife Society Bulletin 27:692–697.
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2003. Environmental Assessment: Managing black bear
damage to timber in western Oregon. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services.
Vander Heyden, M., and E. C. Meslow. 1999. Habitat selection by female black bears in the
Central Cascades of Oregon. Northwest Science 73:283–294.
Van Dyke, W. 1993. Status reports: Oregon. Proceedings of the Western Black Bear Workshop
4:63–69.
39

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
Van Horne, B. 1983. Density as a misleading indicator of habitat quality. Journal of Wildlife
Management 47:893–901.
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. Game management plan, July 2009–June
2015. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, Washington, USA.
White, C. G., P. Zagar, and M. W. Gratson. 2010. Influence of predator harvest, biological
factors, and landscape on elk calf survival in Idaho. Journal of Wildlife Management
74:355–369.
Wildlife Society, The. 2007. Final position statement: the North American model of wildlife
conservation. http://joomla.wildlife.org/documents/positionstatements/41-NAModel
%20Position%20Statementfinal.pdf. Accessed 11 March 2011.
Williams, B. K., J. D. Nichols, and M. J. Conroy. 2002. Analysis and management of animal
populations. Academic Press, San Diego, California, USA.
Wimsatt, W. A. 1963. Delayed implantation in the Ursidae, with particular reference to the black
bear (Ursus americanus Pallas). Pages 49–76 in A. C. Enders, editor. Delayed
implantation. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois, USA.
Worley, D. E., J. C. Fox, J. B. Winters, R. H. Jacobson, and K. R. Greer. 1976. Helminth and
arthropod parasites of grizzly and black bears in Montana and adjacent areas.
International Conference on Bear Research and Management 3: 455–464.
Yarkovich, J., J. D. Clark, and J. L. Murrow. 2011. Effects of black bear relocation on elk calf
recruitment at Great Smoky Mountains National Park. Journal of Wildlife Management
75:1145–1154.
Zagar, P., and J. Beechum. 2006. The role of American black bears and brown bears as
predators on ungulates in North America. Ursus 17:95–108.
Ziegltrum, G. J. 2004. Efficacy of black bear supplemental feeding to reduce conifer damage in
western Washington. Journal of Wildlife Management 68:470–474.
Ziegltrum, G. J. 2006. Cost-effectiveness of the black bear supplemental feeding program in
western Washington. Wildlife Society Bulletin 34:375–379.

40

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan
APPENDIX I: HISTORY OF BLACK BEAR MANAGEMENT IN OREGON
Table 8. History of black bear management in Oregon.
Date

Description

To 1924

No harvest restrictions; black bears classified as a predators

1925

Oregon Game Commission granted authority to declare black bears as game
mammals and to establish hunting seasons

1925–1940

A 30-day season with no bag limit was allowed in three southwestern Oregon
counties; unrestricted hunting in remainder of state

1941–1942

A 30- to 36-day season with a one-bear bag limit was allowed statewide

1943

Legislation removed black bears from game mammal status and removed all
hunting restrictions

1943–1961

Unrestricted harvest

1961

Oregon Game Commission once again granted authority to declare the black bear
a game mammal except where damage could be expected

1962–1969

Portion of state under hunting season restrictions progressively increased

1970

Black bears classified as game mammals statewide; bag limit of one bear during
statewide season

1971

Statewide spring hunting season authorized for this year only

1974

Bear tag ($2) required of all black bear hunters

1975

Cubs <1 year old and females with cubs protected during hunting seasons; fall
hunting season length has been consistent at 3–4 months annually since this time

1978

Bear tag sale deadline initiated

1979

Bear pursuit season again authorized, and continued through 1987; cost of a bear
tag was increased to $4

1981

Bear tag fee increased to $5
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1985

Controlled spring hunts authorized for small areas in eastern and western Oregon;
controlled spring hunt tag could be in addition to the general fall season bear tag

1987

First Black Bear Management Plan developed and adopted by the Fish and
Wildlife Commission; first year of voluntary submission of teeth from harvested
bears for aging purposes

1988

Bear tag fee increased to $10 (plus 50¢ agent fee)

1990

Tag sale deadline changed from the night before the general buck deer season to
the night before the general bear season, consistent with other big game tag sale
deadlines

1993

A black bear ecology study was initiated in western Oregon

1993

First revision of the Black Bear Management Plan was adopted by the Fish and
Wildlife Commission

1999

Tetracycline mark-recapture project initiated in southwest Oregon

1994

Ballot initiative Measure 18 passed and prohibited use of dogs for hunting black
bear (and cougar) and use of bait for hunting black bears

2005

Tetracycline mark-recapture project initiated statewide to gather information about
bear populations

2008

Implementation of mandatory check-in of harvested black bears

2011

Statute implemented that requires removal of attractants for bears, cougars,
coyotes, and wolves following written notification, with certain exceptions

2012

Second revision of the Black Bear Management Plan was adopted by the Fish and
Wildlife Commission
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APPENDIX II: CURRENT OREGON REVISED STATUTES ASSOCIATED WITH BLACK BEARS
Information from Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) web site (see http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/).
496.012 Wildlife policy. It is the policy of the State of Oregon that wildlife shall be managed to
prevent serious depletion of any indigenous species and to provide the optimum recreational and
aesthetic benefits for present and future generations of the citizens of this state. In furtherance of
this policy, the State Fish and Wildlife Commission shall represent the public interest of the State
of Oregon and implement the following coequal goals of wildlife management:
(1) To maintain all species of wildlife at optimum levels.
(2) To develop and manage the lands and waters of this state in a manner that will enhance
the production and public enjoyment of wildlife.
(3) To permit an orderly and equitable utilization of available wildlife.
(4) To develop and maintain public access to the lands and waters of the state and the
wildlife resources thereon.
(5) To regulate wildlife populations and the public enjoyment of wildlife in a manner that is
compatible with primary uses of the lands and waters of the state.
(6) To provide optimum recreational benefits.
(7) To make decisions that affect wildlife resources of the state for the benefit of the wildlife
resources and to make decisions that allow for the best social, economic and recreational
utilization of wildlife resources by all user groups. [1973 c.723 §6; 1993 c.659 §2; 2001 c.762
§6]
496.306 Compensation for damage done by bear and cougar not to be paid from State
Wildlife Fund. If the State Department of Fish and Wildlife is required to pay compensation for
damage activities of bear and cougar to people, real property, livestock, or agricultural or forest
products, the compensation, and any attorney fees, shall not be paid from the State Wildlife
Fund, but shall be paid from such other moneys as shall be available therefore. [1995 c.136 §2]
496.731 Written notification requiring removal of attractant for potentially habituated
wildlife; exceptions. (1) As used in this section:
(a) “Officer” means any person authorized to enforce the wildlife laws pursuant to ORS
496.605, 496.610 or 496.615.
(b) “Potentially habituated wildlife” means bear, cougar, coyote and wolf.
(2) A person who places, deposits, distributes stores or scatters food, garbage or any other
attractant so as to knowingly constitute a lure, attraction or enticement for potentially habituated
wildlife may be issued a written notification by an officer requiring the person to remove the
food, garbage or other attractant within two days of notification.
(3) A person who receives a written notification under subsection (2) of this section shall
remove the food, garbage or other attractant as directed.
(4) This section does not apply to:
(a) Activities related to an agricultural, forestry or ranching operation.
(b) Feeding potentially habituated wildlife with the State Fish and Wildlife Director’s
authorization. The director may authorize the feeding:
(A) In order to prevent damage to private property;
(B) In order to mitigate the population loss anticipated by a predicted winter mortality; or
(C) As a part of a research or management program.
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(c) Waste disposal facilities operating in accordance with applicable federal, state and local
laws.
(d) Zoos, wildlife refuges and persons that have a permit to keep wildlife in captivity for
rehabilitation or other purposes pursuant to ORS 497.228, 497.298 or 497.308.
(5) Nothing in this section affects any provision of ORS 498.164. [2011 c.284 §3]
498.012 Taking wildlife causing damage, posing public health risk or that is public
nuisance. (1) Nothing in the wildlife laws is intended to prevent any person from taking any
wildlife that is causing damage, is a public nuisance or poses a public health risk on land that the
person owns or lawfully occupies. However, no person shall take, pursuant to this subsection, at
a time or under circumstances when such taking is prohibited by the State Fish and Wildlife
Commission, any game mammal or game bird, fur-bearing mammal or nongame wildlife
species, unless the person first obtains a permit for such taking from the commission.
(2)(a) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section requires a permit for the taking of cougar,
bobcat, red fox or bear pursuant to that subsection. However, any person who takes a cougar,
bobcat, red fox or bear must have in possession written authority therefor[e] from the landowner
or lawful occupant of the land that complies with subsection (4) of this section.
(b) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section requires the commission to issue a permit for the
taking of any wildlife species for which a U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service permit is required
pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §§703 to 711), as amended.
(3) Any person who takes, pursuant to subsection (1) of this section, any cougar, bobcat, red
fox, bear, game mammal, game bird, fur-bearing mammal or wildlife species whose survival the
commission determines is endangered shall immediately report the taking to a person authorized
to enforce the wildlife laws, and shall dispose of the wildlife in such manner as the commission
directs. In determining procedures for disposal of bear and cougar, the commission shall direct
the State Department of Fish and Wildlife to first offer the animal to the landowner incurring the
damage.
(4) The written authority from the landowner or lawful occupant of the land required by
subsection (2) of this section for the taking of cougar, bobcat, red fox or bear must set forth all of
the following:
(a) The date of issuance of the authorization;
(b) The name, address, telephone number and signature of the person granting the
authorization;
(c) The name, address and telephone number of the person to whom the authorization is
granted;
(d) The wildlife damage control activities to be conducted, whether for bear, cougar, red fox
or bobcat; and
(e) The expiration date of the authorization, which shall be not later than one year from the
date of issuance of the authorization.
(5) Any regional office of the State Department of Fish and Wildlife ordering the disposal of
an animal under subsection (3) of this section shall file a report with the State Fish and Wildlife
Director within 30 days after the disposal. The report shall include but need not be limited to the
loss incurred, the financial impact and the disposition of the animal. The director shall compile
all reports received under this subsection on a bimonthly basis. The reports compiled by the
director shall be available to the public upon request.
(6) As used in this section:
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(a) “Damage” means loss of or harm inflicted on land, livestock or agricultural or forest
crops.
(b) “Nongame wildlife” has the meaning given that term in ORS 496.375.
(c) “Public nuisance” means loss of or harm inflicted on gardens, ornamental plants,
ornamental trees, pets, vehicles, boats, structures or other personal property. [1973 c.723 §75;
1977 c.136 §2; 1979 c.399 §3; 1985 c.332 §1; 1985 c.489 §1a; 1999 c.531 §1; 2003 c.248 §1]
498.164 Use of dogs or bait to hunt black bears or cougars; prohibitions; exemptions;
penalties; rules. (1) Except as provided in subsections (2) to (4) of this section, a person may
not use bait to attract or take black bears or use one or more dogs to hunt or pursue black bears or
cougars.
(2) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section prohibits the use of bait or one or more dogs by
employees or agents of county, state or federal agencies while acting in their official capacities.
(3)(a) As allowed by subsection (2) of this section, the State Department of Fish and Wildlife
is authorized to appoint persons to act as agents for the department for the purpose of using one
or more dogs to hunt or pursue black bears or cougars. Such hunt or pursuit must be in
compliance with any black bear management plan and any cougar management plan adopted by
rule by the State Fish and Wildlife Commission. An agent acts on the department’s behalf and,
subject to the department’s direction and control, implements specific management programs of
the department. An agent may not engage in any other hunting or pursuit while acting on the
department’s behalf.
(b) The department shall:
(A) Make the appointment in written form; and
(B) Ensure that the written appointment is available to the public for review at the main
office of the department in Salem.
(c) Upon appointment of an agent by the department, the department shall fix the
compensation of the agent and prescribe the duties of the agent. The authority of the agent to act
shall be limited to the terms set forth in the written appointment under paragraph (b) of this
subsection.
(d) The commission shall adopt by rule a process and criteria for selecting and training
persons to act as agents pursuant to subsection (3)(a) of this section. The process and criteria
shall include, but are not limited to, the qualifications and training for agents and are to cover
any guidelines, policies or codes of conduct of the department regarding firearms, first aid, allterrain vehicles and snowmobiles and the use of alcohol or drugs. The department may also
require fingerprints as specified in ORS 496.121 for the purpose of requesting state or
nationwide criminal records checks.
(4) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section prohibits the use of bait or dogs by persons for
the taking of black bears or cougars in accordance with the provisions of ORS 498.012 relating
to taking wildlife that is causing damage.
(5) Any person who violates subsection (1) of this section commits a Class A misdemeanor
and, upon conviction, shall in addition to appropriate criminal penalties have his or her privilege
to apply for any hunting license suspended for a period of five years for a first offense and
permanently suspended for any subsequent offense.
(6) For the purposes of this section, “bait” means any material placed for the purpose of
attracting or attempting to attract bears. [1995 c.4 §1; 2003 c.248 §2; 2007 c.675 §1]
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Note: The amendments to 498.164 by section 2, chapter 675, Oregon Laws 2007, become
operative January 2, 2014. See section 3, chapter 675, Oregon Laws 2007. The text that is
operative on and after January 2, 2014, is set forth for the user’s convenience.
498.164. (1) Except as provided in subsections (2) and (3) of this section, a person may not
use bait to attract or take black bears or use one or more dogs to hunt or pursue black bears or
cougars.
(2) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section prohibits the use of bait or one or more dogs by
employees or agents of county, state or federal agencies while acting in their official capacities.
(3) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section prohibits the use of bait or dogs by persons for
the taking of black bears or cougars in accordance with the provisions of ORS 498.012 relating
to taking wildlife that is causing damage.
(4) Any person who violates subsection (1) of this section commits a Class A misdemeanor
and, upon conviction, shall in addition to appropriate criminal penalties have his or her privilege
to apply for any hunting license suspended for a period of five years for a first offense and
permanently suspended for any subsequent offense.
(5) For the purposes of this section, “bait” means any material placed for the purpose of
attracting or attempting to attract bears.
Note: 498.164 was adopted by the people by initiative petition but was not added to or made
a part of ORS chapter 498 or any series therein. See Preface to Oregon Revised Statutes for
further explanation.
498.166 Bears or cougars posing threat to human safety. (1) Notwithstanding the licensing
and tag requirements of ORS 497.102 and 497.112, a person may take a cougar or bear that
poses a threat to human safety.
(2) Any person who takes a cougar or bear pursuant to subsection (1) of this section shall
immediately report the taking to a person authorized to enforce the wildlife laws and shall
dispose of the animal in such manner as the State Fish and Wildlife Commission directs.
(3) Any regional office of the State Department of Fish and Wildlife ordering the disposal of
an animal under subsection (2) of this section shall file a report with the State Fish and Wildlife
Director within 30 days after the disposal. The report shall include but need not be limited to the
disposition of the animal, the events leading to the taking of the animal and any injury caused by
the animal to humans or domesticated animals. The director shall compile all reports received
under this subsection on a bimonthly basis. The reports compiled by the director shall be
available to the public upon request.
(4) As used in this section:
(a) “Structure” includes a building being used as a residence, a building located on land
actively used for agricultural, timber management, ranching or construction purposes or a
building used as part of a business.
(b) “Threat to human safety” means the exhibition by a cougar or bear of one or more of the
following behaviors:
(A) Aggressive actions directed toward a person or persons, including but not limited to
charging, false charging, growling, teeth popping and snarling.
(B) Breaking into, or attempting to break into, a residence.
(C) Attacking a pet or domestic animal as defined in ORS 167.310.
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(D) Loss of wariness of humans, displayed through repeated sightings of the animal during
the day near a permanent structure, permanent corral or mobile dwelling used by humans at an
agricultural, timber management, ranching or construction site. [2001 c.431 §2]
Note: 498.166 was added to and made a part of the wildlife laws by legislative action but
was not added to ORS chapter 498 or any smaller series therein. See Preface to Oregon Revised
Statutes for further explanation.
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APPENDIX III: CURRENT ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF HABITAT
FOR BLACK BEARS IN OREGON
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APPENDIX IV: DEFINITION OF TERMS
Definitions are from Oregon Administrative Rules Division 045, unless otherwise noted.
(http://www.dfw.state.or.us/OARs/index.asp)

Bait: for hunting game mammals means any substance placed to attract an animal by its sense of
smell or taste, including but not limited to food items or minerals (such as salt). Applying
a scent or attractant to one’s body or clothing while worn, is not baiting
Controlled hunt: a season where the number or distribution of hunters is limited through a public
drawing or other means
Game mammal: pronghorn antelope, black bear, cougar, deer, elk, moose, Rocky Mountain goat,
bighorn sheep, and western gray squirrel
General season: any season open to the holder of a valid hunting license and appropriate game
mammal tag without restriction as to the number of participants
Eastern Oregon: all counties east of the summit of the Cascade Range including all of Klamath
and Hood River counties
Habitat: “the resources and conditions present in an area that produce occupancy, including
survival and reproduction, by a given organism” (Hall et al. 1997:175)
Hunt: to take or attempt to take any wildlife by means involving the use of a weapon or with the
assistance of any mammal or bird
Population Abundance: number of individuals in a given population
Predatory animals: coyotes, rabbits, rodents, and feral swine which are or may be destructive to
agricultural crops, products and activities
Pursue: the act of trailing, tracking, or chasing wildlife in an attempt to locate, capture, catch,
tree, or kill any game mammal or furbearer
Western Oregon: all counties west of the summit of the Cascade Range except Klamath and
Hood River counties
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APPENDIX V: REVIEW PROCESS OF BEAR PLAN
The review process for the Oregon Black Bear Management Plan began with an invitation
submitted via email on 21 December 2011 to stakeholder groups that expressed an interest in
providing input. Three groups were invited to attend independent in-person meetings with
department staff and two groups (Oregon Forest Industries Council [with representatives from
USDA-Wildlife Services] and Oregon Hunters Association) accepted the invitation. Meetings
were scheduled and the two stakeholder groups were provided a draft copy of the plan for review
prior to the meetings. Stakeholder groups discussed concerns and provided comments about the
plan and bear management during the meetings. Following the meetings, stakeholder groups
were free to provide additional information for the department to consider incorporating into the
plan.
Following revision of the draft plan based on stakeholder input, the draft plan was again
reviewed internally by department staff in preparation for the public review period. The public
review draft was released on 27 March 2012 following a press release from the department to
notify the public of the comment period. Public comments were considered until the department
asked for adoption of the Plan by the Commission during the June 7, 2012 Commission meeting.
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Commission Meeting - Director’s Report
January 6, 2012
Oregon Black Bear Management Plan Update
Background
Oregon's first black bear management plan was developed in 1987 for the purpose of guiding
bear management through 1992. In 1993, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission approved
the 1993–1998 Oregon Black Bear Management Plan, which the department relied on for many
years for guidance. The current update of the Oregon Black Bear Management Plan is intended
to focus on what has changed since the previous plan and on applying what has been learned
about black bear management during the past decade. The department continues to manage black
bear for healthy populations in suitable habitat in Oregon.
Major Changes Since the 1993–1998 Plan:
•

In 1994, a ballot initiative (Measure 18) passed, resulting in ORS 498.164, which
prohibits the use of bait to attract or take black bears, or the use of one or more dogs to
hunt or pursue black bears or cougars.

•

During 1987–2007, information on harvested bears was acquired through voluntary
submission of bear teeth (to estimate ages) by successful hunters. Since 2008, the
department has implemented a mandatory check-in process of all black bears taken for
any purpose.

•

During 1999–2004, the department tested the feasibility of using tetracycline-laced baits
to mark black bears in southwestern Oregon using a mark-recapture approach. Starting in
2005, the department applied this system statewide with the goal of developing
population estimates.

Timeline for Completion of Oregon Black Bear Management Plan, 2012.
Month(s)
Action
Nov–Dec
Completed first draft of Plan and provided draft for internal comments
Jan 6
Informational briefing to Commission
Late Jan-Early Feb
Meet with stakeholders
Feb
Incorporate stakeholder comments
Mar
Draft Plan to Commission and available for public comments
Late Mar–Early Apr
Revise Plan based on comments
Apr 20
Informational briefing and draft Plan to Commission
Late Apr
Further revisions to Plan based on Commission comments
June 7 or 8
Submit Plan for Commission approval
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
Wildlife Policy and Procedure
Effective Date
November 16, 2000
Supersedes NEW

Number
WLDF 4
Page 1 of 5

Approved

SUBJECT:
DEFINITIONS:

GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING BLACK BEARS
Habituated to humans: bears that continually seek foods in and
around human dwellings and/or show no fear of humans.
Humanely destroy: any method that kills a bear with a minimum
amount of suffering. Shooting and approved drugs are accepted
as the most humane.
Capture: restraining a bear in a manner that prevents movement or
escape without physically harming the animal
Relocate: move a bear from the location where it was trapped to
suitable habitat elsewhere.
AZA facility: a zoo or animal park certified by the Association of Zoos and
Aquariums.
Rehabilitation facility: a facility certified/licensed to raise juvenile bears in
such a way that wild behaviors are maintained so the bear can be released
back into the wild. (Idaho Black Bear Rehabilitation, 208/853/3105).
Damage: any bear-related situation that results in damage to lands,
livestock, or agricultural or forest crops as defined by ORS 498.012.

AUTHORITY:

ORS 496.012, ORS 498.012, OAR 635-002-0007, OAR 635-002-0008

REFERENCE:

Oregon's Black Bear Management Plan
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SUBJECT:

GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING BLACK BEARS

POLICY:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife recognizes black bear damage
complaints and public safety concerns are increasing in Oregon. The
department's response to black bear sightings and damage is based on bear
behavior, property damage caused, and human safety concerns. No two bear
damage complaints are the same, thus there is no simple solution to handling
complaints. The decision on how and if a bear will be removed or destroyed
in a property damage or public safety situation rests with the professional
judgment of the biologist or their representative. Information used to make
this decision includes but is not limited to:
1. Reported first hand observations by the complainant and/or local residents.
2. The biologist's or agent’s observation.
3. The biologist's determinations based on his/her professional judgment and
the criteria outlined under "Response Classification" of the potential for the
problems to continue or become more severe.
This policy is intended to help guide biologists and their representatives in
exercising their professional discretion when dealing with bear complaints.
This policy only applies to situations where ODFW or their agents are
involved in destroying or relocating a bear.

CLASSIFICATION
AND RESPONSE
PROCEDURES: 1. Observation/sighting-A black bear sighting with no evidence of property
damage or behavior that threatens public health and safety.
Response:
a. A sighting or the presence of a bear does not constitute a threat to property
or public safety. Typically, no attempt will be made by department staff to
remove, relocate or destroy the animal. Department staff will provide the
public with information, advice and strategies to reduce potential conflicts
between bears and humans.
b. Repeated sightings at various locations within metropolitan or urban areas
without evidence of property damage or threatening behavior may indicate a
bear has become "trapped" in the area. In that situation, the biologist should
consider capturing and relocating the bear provided public safety is not
compromised and suitable relocation areas are available.
2. Property Damage Situation-A black bear observed in a property damage
situation.
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SUBJECT:

GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING BLACK BEARS
Response:
a. The landowner or resident will be advised about methods to control the
attraction and remove residual odors. Specific language within OAR 498.012
provides certain landowner rights and responsibilities for killing bears that are
damaging land, livestock, or agricultural or forest crops.
b. If the bear continues to be a nuisance, the biologist may consider capturing
and relocating the bear or humanely destroying the animal. A decision to
relocate or destroy a bear in this situation will depend on the biologist's
assessment of the physical condition and behavior of the bear, the location in
relation to human health and safety concerns, ability to safely capture the
animal and the availability of suitable relocation sites.
c. If the biologist determines that the animal is habituated to humans or
human foods, the bear will be humanely destroyed.
3. Human Health and Safety Situations -A bear exhibiting the following behavior
patterns may be considered a human safety hazard. Behavior meeting one or more
of these criteria indicates the bear may pose a threat to human safety.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Exhibits little or no fear of people;
Displays aggressive behavior when in contact with people such as false
charges, growling or teeth popping;
Repetitive daylight activity around people;
Hazing in nuisance situations is ineffective;
Attempting to break into residences or buildings, thus indicating no fear of
people,
Repeated feeding in garbage, pet/bird feeders or stock feeders; and
Animal in poor condition due to injury or malnutrition.

Response:
The damage statute, ORS 498.012 does not apply to human safety situations
where no property damage is involved. Therefore, to insure that our actions are
defensible, that our employees are defended and that the public is not misled, we
will adhere to the following actions in response to bears that pose a human safety
threat.
a. Action that can be taken by an ODFW Employee - Under various statutes
we -have the authority to maintain wildlife populations at optimum levels and
to regulate population levels in a manner compatible with the primary uses of
the land. An ODFW employee can use this authority, plus the Commission
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SUBJECT:

GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING BLACK BEARS
approved guidance in Oregon's Black Bear Management Plan, to make a
decision to kill an animal in a human safety situation. As an ODFW employee,
we have the discretion to make a professional decision as to when a bear is or is
not a threat to human safety. In situations where dogs are necessary to deal with
a bear in a human safety situation; we have the authority to hire a person or
persons to act as our “agent" to pursue and kill a specific animal in a specific
situation. This authority should be used only where there is a clear-cut human
safety situation. However, this "agent” must be hired by ODFW as a
temporary employee. In situations relating to human safety we cannot use
volunteers and we cannot obtain these services through contractual
agreements, except for our agreement with United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA), Wildlife Services.
b. Action that can be taken by employees or agents of county, state, or
federal agencies -County, state and federal employees have the authority to kill
bears posing a threat to human safety if they are acting as our agent or while
acting in their official 'capacity. Wildlife Services and law enforcement agencies
for example, fall into this category. We do not have to be present when such
action is taken.
c. Action that can be taken by private citizens -The decision to destroy a bear
that is threatening a private citizen is the decision of the citizen. An ODFW
employee has no legal authority to tell or authorize a private citizen to kill a
bear in a human safety situation. When we receive telephone calls, the
following guidelines must be followed:
•
•
•
•

•

Obtain the facts on behavior, time of sighting, description of the animal, and
reason for the concern over human safety.
Make a decision to respond, call in USDA APHIS Wildlife Services, if
available, or provide information and guidance over the phone.
Inform the caller about our guidelines concerning animals that may constitute
a human safety risk.
Inform the caller that the decision to kill the animal in question is the
individual's decision and that he/she will-be responsible for actions relative to
killing the bear.
If a citizen kills a bear, it must be reported immediately and the animal must
be transported to a designated location. A citizen cannot retain a bear killed as
a result of human safety complaints.

In damage situations (or situations with mixed elements of property damage and
human safety) refer to ORS 498.012 statutes.
4. Offspring of Lactating Female Bears -If a lactating female bear is destroyed,
the following guidelines will apply to her young.
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Response:
a. Juveniles less than nine months of age: The disposition of juvenile bears less
than 9 months of age will be determined by the biologist. Juveniles that have not
imprinted on humans or become associated with human food sources may be live
captured and offered to certified facilities capable of maintaining natural wild
behaviors in bears, or offered to an AZA certified facility for display and/or
educational purposes. AZA facilities will be responsible for all costs associated
with maintaining these bears. Cubs that cannot be placed into a facility will be
humanely destroyed. Rehabilitated cubs will be released back into the wild and,
in or near the original site of capture whenever possible. If radiomarked females
are available, cubs may be placed in dens.
b. Juveniles 9-12 months of age: The disposition of juveniles 9-12 months old
will be determined by the biologist. Ideally, no attempt will be made to remove or
relocate these animals. If 9-12 month old juveniles are in situations where they
should be removed, they may be captured and made available to an AZA certified
facility or humanely destroyed if placement is not possible. AZA facilities will be
responsible for all costs associated with maintaining these bears. In conditions
where capture is not feasible, the animal will be humanely destroyed.
5.

Juvenile Bears without Lactating Female (Orphan Cubs)

Response: Juvenile bears taken without females present will be handled as in
number four above.
USE OF
TRANQUILIZERS: The use of tranquilizers in the capture process should be evaluated carefully. If
staff cannot ensure rapid capture of a bear or if public safety is an issue,
tranquilizing should not be used. Additionally, staff must follow all existing
guidelines and regulations concerning the use of drugs. If there is a human health
and safety issue, or the bear cannot be easily captures and relocated, it should be
humanely destroyed.
CARCASS
DISPOSAL:

Any black bear carcasses resulting from the resolution of a nuisance, damage or
Human safety complaint will be disposed of according to OAR 635-002-0007 and
OAR 635-002-0008.

RESPONSIBILITIES:
Managers/supervisors: Ensure that all employees are aware of and adhere to
these guidelines and that all new employees are informed of these guidelines
upon hire.
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APPENDIX VII: GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING BLACK BEAR CUBS

Guidelines for Handling Orphaned Black Bear Cubs

ODFW Wildlife Health and Population Laboratory
Wildlife Division

April 11, 2011
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Introduction
Black bears are an important wildlife species in Oregon, serving as one of the pinnacle species in
the food web. In Oregon, the population of 25,000 to 30,000 black bears is managed as a game
species that inhabits forested habitats throughout the state (Fig. 1). Department management
goals for Oregon black bears include:
1. Recognize the black bear as an important part of Oregon’s wildlife fauna, valued by
many Oregonians;
2. Maintain healthy black bear populations within the state and into the future;
3. Conduct a management program that maintains optimum populations of black bear, and
recognizes the desires of the public and the statutory obligations of the department.

Fig. 1. Oregon black bear range based on relative presence (density).
Human-associated black bear mortality is caused by legal and illegal harvest, vehicle collisions
and euthanasia due to damage to private property or public safety concerns. The removal of adult
female bears by these sources and the compulsory parental dependence of cubs of the year for
food and protection may create orphaning situations. Orphaning of bear cubs can also occur from
effects of commercial land use activities, weather events, or abandonment as a result of food
shortages (Beecham 2006). Cubs also become orphaned when well-meaning humans remove them
from the wild believing they have been abandoned. Although orphaned cubs do not pose a threat to
the resource, the occurrence of orphaning is disturbing and controversial with our public. Managers
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can best address this issue if options for disposition are well defined. The intent of this document is
to help clarify those options.

Options for Management of Orphaned Bear Cubs
When bear cubs are captured and brought into possession of the state, managers are left with 6
options:

1. Humane euthanasia: Animals threatening public safety, causing damage, in poor
condition or are human habituated will be humanely euthanized using approved methods
under the 2010 Revised AVMA Guidelines or the 2006 AAZV Guidelines for Euthanasia
of Non-domestic animals. Animals may be euthanized in the field by experienced field
personnel or transported to the Wildlife Health and Population Lab in Corvallis where
ODFW veterinarians will administer the procedure. Animals not displaying the above
histories and in good physical condition may be placed using one of the 6 following
options.
2. Return to the site immediately: Cubs collected by the public with no knowledge or
evidence of mortality of the sow should be returned to the site of collection immediately if
the cub (s) was collected within 24 hours. Evidence in the literature shows that sows and
displaced cubs have reunited within 24 hours of separation (Rogers 1992). Once returned, the
cub and site should be periodically monitored by the area biologist to determine if the cub is
actually orphaned or has been found by the sow. If the sow does not return and the cub is
determined to be orphaned, one of the following four options will be employed. While
monitoring the site, biologists may want to begin preliminary contacts with the Wildlife
Health Lab staff to determine facility availability for options 4 and 5.

3. Leave in the wild: Most bear cubs are born during the month of January. Orphaned cubs of
the year that are older maybe left in the wild. Information from researchers and managers in
Michigan ((Erickson 1959), Minnesota (Rogers 1992), Newfoundland (Payne 1975) has
shown that cubs that become orphaned in mid to late summer/fall (at 5months of age or older
and after July 1) have shown high survival on their own in suitable habitat. In general, larger,
older cubs and sibling cubs released together stand a better chance of survival. Cub size can
vary statewide depending on differences in elevation, habitat, and food availability
among other factors. These factors may also affect when bears den, enter a state of
hypophagia and begin delayed implantation, which subsequently affect when cubs are
born and their size during the first year of growth. All orphaned cubs determined by the
biologist to be of sufficient size and health should be re-located into suitable habitat, near
their site of collection with available denning and summer habitat.
4. Placement in zoos: Placement options for orphaned cubs of the year are limited. Veterinary
staff will contact the Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) Bear Taxon Advisory
Group representative to locate an AZA-accredited facility that has requested adoption of a
bear cub. Zoo facilities receiving Oregon wildlife will fund all transport, caging/crating, and
handling costs in transit. An agreement letter from the Wildlife Division and Certificate of
Veterinary Inspection are required for all animal transfers. Many importing states also require
import permit documentation and USDA facility transfer form (Form 7020) to accompany
the shipment. All inspections and paperwork will be completed by ODFW veterinary staff
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and in some cases, coordinated through the Oregon Zoo for holding and transfer assistance.
Prior to shipment via air cargo out of Portland International Airport, cubs will be held at the
Wildlife Health Lab, the Portland Zoo, Wildlife Safari, or at the Sauvie Island District office.
A temporary holding facility will be determined by staff at the Wildlife Health Lab and will
be based on considerations of available space and personnel.

5. Placement in temporary captivity: Another placement option involves placing cubs of the
year in a temporary captive setting (approved rehabilitation facility) until they are older and
can then be released with a higher probability of survival. Rehabilitation facilities will be
approved by the receiving state’s wildlife agency. Notification and request by ODFW to the
receiving state’s wildlife agency should always occur before contacting rehabilitation
facilities. ODFW Wildlife Health Lab staff will conduct these preliminary contacts. As a
guide, rehabilitation facilities should avoid habituating bear cubs and at a minimum, follow
the methods outlined in Beecham 2006, Orphaned Bear Cubs: Rehabilitation and Release
Guidelines. All cases involving collected animals for potential placement in a rehabilitation
facility should include initial contact and consultation with the department’s veterinarian. A
letter of authorization from the Wildlife Division Permit Coordinator and Certificate of
Veterinary Inspection are required for all animal transfers. Importing states also require
import permit documentation and USDA facility transfer form (Form 7020) to accompany
the shipment. All inspections and paperwork will be completed by ODFW veterinary staff.
Transport of animals to out-of-state rehabilitation facilities may involve over-night
accommodations and will be conducted by district or health lab staff, or volunteers
Prior to release, cubs should be given a health evaluation by the department veterinarian and
fitted with identifying ear tags. Animals anesthetized for these procedures will require
observance of drug withdrawal periods of up to a month or be fitted with a warning ear tag to
call ODFW before consuming. Bear cubs that have been allowed to enter torpor/hibernation
in captivity can be released in a pre-dug dens from January through April. Those that have
remained awake and fed throughout captivity will be considerably larger (100-200 lbs.) and
should not be released until climatic and food conditions are optimal (May – June).
Option #5 has several limitations including no approved facilities in Oregon and a limited
number of approved facilities bordering Oregon (one in Washington and 2 in Idaho) with
limited space (housing for 2-5 animals per facility). Washington, Idaho and Nevada also
utilize these facilities for their orphaned cubs. Another consideration is the expense of
holding, feeding and transporting cubs to and from rehabilitation facilities to be ultimately
released into the current state population.

6. Placement of cubs in surrogate dens. Under rare circumstances, orphaned cubs found
during the winter months have been placed in a winter den with a radio-collared lactating
sow. Other researchers and managers have shown this method (Clark et al. 1980, Alt and
Beecham 1984), other outcome for the cub may include rejection, injury, or death caused
by the foster sow. This is particularly true if the foster introduction occurs after April
when sows have emerged from their dens (Alt 1984).
These guidelines are meant to provide field biologists a framework of options for resolving cases
involving orphaned black bear cubs. Individual cases and scenarios will vary. The options
available as per this document are intended to be a guideline with final decisions concerning
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disposition left to the discretion of the attending Watershed Manager or District Wildlife
Biologist.
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