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I. INTRODUCTION

This document defines the New Jerségh and Game Council’s (Council)
comprehensive black beddrsus americanus) policies and recomnmelations regarding
the continued management of resident blae#rs (bears) to ensure their continued
existence in suitable habitat in New Jerseyisithe case with any wildlife species under
its jurisdiction, Council will peodically re-evaluate its palies, recommendations and
regulations as information ondfspecies’ status and the needs of NJ’s citizens warrant.
Policy considerations regarding black bezsnot be based solely upon the biological
carrying capacity of the land support black bears. Blatlear policies and management
goals must consider the number of black b#@atcan co-exist compatibly with the local
human population in a given area.

Department of Environmental ProtectionPolicy for Environmental Protection

The Council’s goals for bear managemesitect the legislative mandate of the
Department of Environmental ProtectionEB) and the Council (N.S.A. 13:1B-28 et
seq.) and DEP mission and goals as identidiedhe Division of Fish and Wildlife’s
(DFW) web page andnnual reports.

Mission: To protect and manatiee state’s fish and wildifto maximize their long term
biological, recreationadnd economic values for all New Jerseyans.

Goals:
To maintain NJ’s rich variety of fish andldlife species at stable, healthy levels
and to protect and enhance thensnhabitats on which they depend.

To educate New Jerseyans on the valuesaeds of our fish and wildlife and to
foster a positive human/wildlife co-existence.

To maximize the recreational and commdraise of NJ's fish and wildlife for
both present and future generations.

New Jersey Court Orders and Decisions on Bear Management

On February 28, 2005, the NJ Supreme Court theltla black bear hunt must conform to
a comprehensive black bear management pdiéwveloped by the Council and approved
by the DEP Commissioner (U.S. Sportsmen’safice vs. NJ Dept. dEnv. Protect. 182
NJ. 461 (2005)). The opinion indicated tbamprehensive policieshould include: 1)
black bear management objeety 2) a detailed outline for meeting those objectives, 3)
the tools at the Council’s disposal, and 4)cdhteria used to determine which tools are
selected.
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Pursuant to the Supreme Court’'s mand@tyncil developed a draft Comprehensive
Black Bear Management Policy (CBBMP pattwas released for public comment on
September 6, 2005. Public comment on Cousiditaft CBBMP was solicited during the
30-day comment period from SeptembBehrough October 6, 2005. DFW received
comments from 2035 individuals, includj 854 letters, 1057 emails and 124 oral
comments at the public hearing held on 8eyiter 21, 2005. In reference to the proposed
hunting of bears contained in the 2005 CBBMP, 1130 opposed hunting bears and 905
supported bear hunting.

After reviewing the public comment, Couhfinalized the CBBMP, and the CBBMP as
approved by the DEP Commissioner on Nober 14, 2005 (Wolgast et. al. 2005). The
annual hunting regulations (Game Code) mtedithat the 2005 bear hunting season was
contingent on the approval of this CBBMPhis wording adopted by Council clearly
reflects the Supreme Court order that a Iesat “could not take place” prior to the
adoption of a CBBMP.

The NJ Animal Rights Alliance, et al. filedlawsuit in NJ Superior Court Appellate
Division against NJDEP, NJOW, NJ F&G Council et al. agesting the approval of the
2005 Comprehensive Black Bear Manageniaiicy (which would stop the 2005 bear
hunting season) and filed a motion for ematgelief and stay of the hunt pending the
outcome of the lawsuit. Safari Club Inteipatl, et al. and U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance
Foundation, et al were accepted as interv&mothe lawsuit. On December 2, 2005, the
NJ State Supreme Court denied the motayra stay of the 2005 bear hunt. The 2005
bear hunting season was conducted suagissind the lawsuit is still pending.

Council readopted the Game Code portiobépter 25 on May 8, 2005. As adopted
N.J.A.C 7:25-5.6 (a) states that a bear seasnnd be held concurnd with the six-day
firearm buck season provided that the Cassmoner approves a comprehensive policy
for the protection and propagation of blackbé& he entire Game Code was proposed for
readoption with amendments on February 20, 2007.

DFW operated under the guidelinesisgthe 2005 CBBMP until DEP Commissioner
Lisa P. Jackson rescinded formem@uissioner Campbell’s approval of the 2005
CBBMP on November 15, 2006. DFW then negd back to the DFW Black Bear
Rating and Response Criteria (BBRRC) (NJDBWM 2000) that was in place until the
Council developed the 2005CBBMP.

In disapproving the 2005 CBBMP, the DEP Coissioner stated that non-lethal methods
of bear management must be implemerted analyzed before allowing a hunt to
proceed. This CBBMP describes the fiertimplementation of these non-lethal
measures, most of which were also camddiin the 2005 CBBMP. . A regulated hunting
season will take place in December 2008 &se non-lethal methods do not result in a
significant reduction in Categofyncidences by September 8, 2008. If these non-lethal
methods are successful in reducing Categanniplaints by thirty percent (30%), no
hunt will take place. However, if Category tidences are not reduced by an additional
thirty percent (30 %) by September 7, 2008sgulated hunt will take place in December
5
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2009. This policy reflects the DEP Commas®er’s overall environmeipolicies as they
pertain to the management of black bears.

The Commissioner’s decision tlisapprove the 2005 CBBMPtise subject of a pending
lawsuit brought by the New Jersey Statddtation of Sportsmen’s Club, Safari Club
International Foundation and the U.S. Spoea’s Alliance, challenging Commissioner
Jackson’s November 15, 2006 decision and as&iag emergent relief to invalidate the
Commissioner’s disapproval. On NovemB@er 2006, the Appellate Division denied
appellants’ motion for emergerelief, and the New Jaxg Supreme Court denied a
motion for leave to appeal on NovemlI2&, 2006. This lawsuit is still pending.

Subsequently, NJDEP and DFW filed a motion to remand the matter to the agencies for
the development of a new CBBMP. Onidla6, 2007, the Appellate Division granted
the motion and directed that the remand be completed by August 10, 2007.

Role of the Fish and Game Council

Council has historically workedosely with DFW, utilizing thescientific expertise of its
biologists to regulate ¢éhtaking of wildlife in order t@nsure its abundance and minimize
wildlife related damage. Couitis ability to manage is pmarily through its rule-making
authority to regulate huntirgnd trapping (Game Code) afishing (Fish Code). The
ability to implement variou€ouncil policies is constraideby the fiscal and human
resources of governmental agencies, padityDEP and DFW, as well as those of
interested non-governmental organizations. &foge, with regard to the Supreme Court
opinion concerning the ability to determine thbsolute population size of New Jersey
black bears, the Council recognizes thatabidity to measure dlife populations is
subject to the scientif tools available, and thatdtpopulation status is most often
measured through the use of population irsleved estimates, apposed to absolute
counts. Except for highly visible small poptiteas such as bald eagles, it is impossible
to obtain absolute counts on wildlifeespes. The CBBMP relies on estimates of
abundance within the beaudly areas as well as the dgas in human-bear related
incidences when consideringdvsemanagement decisions.

Council was established by the legislaturé945; Council’s current makeup of 11
members was established in 1979. The mpkand authority of Council was upheld by
the NJ Supreme Court in 1976 (Humane Society of the U.S. vs. NJ State Fish and Game
Council, 70 N.J. 565 (1976), appeal dissad 429 U.S. 1032, 50 L. Ed. 2d 744.) and
more recently the Superior Court in 2002 (brCty. Deer Alliance vs. NJDEP, 349 NJ
Super. 440). The Governor, with advice and consent of the Senate, appoints each
member. Three members of the Councilfaremers, recommended by the Agricultural
Convention; six members are sportsmexpmmended by the State Federation of
Sportsmen’s Clubs; one member is alpumember knowledgeable in land use
management and soil conservation practiced,the final member is the Chairperson of
the Endangered and Nongame AdwsGommittee (N.J.S.A 13:1B-24).
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Council is mandated with the responsibilifyprotecting and conserving game birds,
mammals and fish and providing an adequsaigply for recreational and commercial
harvest. This mandate is carried oubtigh Council’'s adoption of the Fish and Game
Codes, which determine “ under what cir@tamces, when and in what localities, by
what means and in what amounts and nusffesh and game species] may be pursued,
taken, killed, or had in possession so am&ntain an adequate and proper supply
thereof...." (N.J.S.A. 13:1B-30, 13:1B-32).

“In addition to its powers and duties otheravisereinafter provided, the Fish and Game
Council shall, subject to thegpproval of the commissioner, formulate comprehensive
policies for the protection and propagatiorfish, birds and game animals ...” (N.J.S.A.
13:1B-28). It is this statory authority that providethe basis for the CBBMP.

Based upon scientific evidence presenteid ity DFW, Councilopens and closes
seasons, and sets season lengths, bag limitsander of take to ensure long-term stable
populations and to maximize and equitablstdbute recreationapportunity to user
groups. Additionally, with some specigsch as black bear, white-tailed deer
(Odocoileus virginianus), wild turkey Meleagris gallopavo) and beaverGastor

canadensis), hunting and trapping can be useddmtrol populations Historically,

Council has adjusted hunting aimdpping seasons to conttbkese species in order to
minimize agricultural, residential or emenmental damage. Further, the Council
recognizes that the most cost effectivehmdtof population control for these species is
provided through regulated humg and trapping seasons.

Council has directed that DFW manage blae&rb to assure their continued survival in

NJ, while addressing the property damage afetysaoncerns of residents and farmers.

In addition, Council recognizesdt) although instances of blabkars injuring or killing
humans are rare and no pergoiNJ has been killed by a black bear since 1852, human
safety concerns must be considered asgidrtack bear management decisions. With
careful management, the black bear can be a benefit for the citizens of NJ in the form of
hunting, photography and wildlifl@servation and appreciation.

Fish and Game Council Black Bear Management Objectives

Council has set the following objectives for mgaaent of the NJ black bear population:

e Preserve a robust black bear populatiopas of NJ's natural resource base.

e Reduce and stabilize the populatioradtvel commensurate with available
habitat and consistent with reducingkrto public safety and property.

e Educate the public on legatohibitions and common-ssee practices that reduce
the risk of black bears to humariseir homes, and their communities.

e Advance the scientific undeesding of black bears.
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e Fully implement non-lethal nuisance atr@ent procedures, including developing
additional alternate and non-letlddmage control methods.

e Ensure that sport hunting remains a safd effective management tool, when
deemed necessary and appropriate, d@ige recreation and control NJ’'s black
bear population.

Council recognizes that management of NeXpanding black bear population to meet
these goals requires a range of measuresdiace public safetyisk Council recognizes
that regulated sport hunting cannot be anwesice element of NJ's management strategy.
Stabilization of the currdly expanding population, and ultimate reduction of the
population to levels commensurate with itatale habitat and acceptable levels of public
safety risk, will take years. A well manabklack bear population will require enhanced
public education, proper waste managememfiprcement, bear control, aversive
conditioning, and other measures to redusk td people living ase to black bears.

This policy differs from the 2005 CBBMP (Wolgaett al. 2005) that contained a goal for
black bear population reductioft also differs from the 1997 BBMP, which, consistent
with the policy of New York and Pennsylvaniset a population goal of 1 bear for each
2% square miles of available habitat.ohder to achieve th1997 population goal, DFW
would have had to severely reduce NJ's entriblack bear population. As acknowledged
in the previous policies, this reduction appéarise far greater thamecessary to reduce
risk, and is not likely to be achieved withe restrictive huntig seasons conducted in
2003 and 2005. Moreover, the significant redutf nuisance bear incidents following
the limited hunt conducted in 2003, suggests et Jersey can stain a black bear
population at higher levels than previousliyhout unacceptable risk. Accordingly, this
policy proposes to reduce New Jerseyacklbear population 8002 levels, and to
stabilize the population at that leveljer the five-year span of this policy.

Thus, the focus of this policy is to detenm the effects of a management policy that
prioritizes and strives to fully implement nortHal control measures, and the analysis of
these measures, to determine whether aisurdeded to manage the black bear
population Council reiterates the oolusion of the 1997 BBMP that the New Jersey
bear population is large enough to suppadgulated recreational hunting season.

More importantly, Council recognizes thaetimcreasing bear populah has resulted in

a significant increase in the level of seridnesr related incidences and the Council is not
willing to subject the citizens dlew Jersey to this level of risk to public safety and
property damage for more than a year. The gbthis policy is toreduce high-risk bear
incidences that are a threatpublic safety and property m@ge. Therefore, if these non-
lethal control measurdsve not been successful imoeing Category | incidences by

30% as of September 8, 2008, a regulated hunt will be implemented in December 2008.
If these non-lethal methods are successfuhurd will occur. If an additional reduction

of 30% of Category | incidences does not occur by September 7, 2009, a hunt will be
implemented in December 2009.
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As more fully discussed below, Councilsheelected a range of management tools
adopted in this policy accorly to criteria of consistency thicurrent law, practicability
in light of current resource constraints, and demonstrated efficacy.

II. HISTORY

The black bear occurred statewide intNbugh the 1800's, however, by the mid-1900's
less than 100 existed and these were restritct the northern portion of the state (Lund
1980, McConnell et al. 1997). In 1953, Councilksified black bears as a game animal,
thereby protecting bears from indiscrimin&iéing. This protection stabilized the
population. DFW wildlife control agnts (later wildlife techians) responded to citizen
complaints to alleviate black bear damdgenited hunting was legal in 10 seasons from
1958-1970 and resulted in a harvest of 46 bleedrs. Based upon data gathered through
the regulated hunting seasons the bear ptpuolatatus was assessed and Council closed
the black bear hunting season in 1971 (Lund 1980).

Historically, management of black bears ladways been funded through the Hunters and
Anglers Fund. This fund is derived byetkale of hunting anfishing licenses.

Additional funding is obtained from Fedérsd to Wildlife Restoration (Pittman —
Robertson Funding for these grants is detifirem a federal excise tax placed on hunting
related equipment and ammunition thapassed on to State wildlife agencies for
research, education and management activities).

Since the 1980's the black bear populatianihareased, and its range has expanded due
to the protection afforded it by game anirsttus. Also contributg to this population
increase were black bear population @ages in Pennsylvania and New York and
improved habitat in NJ provided by the matiion of forested areas (McConnell et al.
1997). Using data collected from 1988118092, DFW estimated a 1992 population of
between 450-550 black beargle 681 square mile Kittatny (Western) and Bearfort
(Eastern) study areas (Figure Because of agriculturdamage attributed to black

bears, DFW and Council recognized that thvel®f human/bear conflict had become
untenable in northern NJ and the blaelabpopulation was large enough to sustain a
limited, regulated huntingeason (McConnell et al. 1997).

The 1997 Black Bear Management Plan (BBMecommended that DFW stabilize NJ’s
black bear population usinggulated hunting seasons in bear management zones
(BMZs), institute a statewide ban on fegglblack bears, install bear-proof (bear-
resistant) dumpsters at public campgroundkin black bear range, educate beekeepers
on the use of electric fences to deter black bear depredation, institute a black bear
depredation permit for landowners suffering dge#o property, agricultural crops or
livestock, continue to anatg NJ black bear data asmtechnology and data becomes
available, and protect critichhabitat and reduce illegal killg of bears (McConnell et al.
1997).
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Council notes that since 1997 great stridage been made in implementing the
recommendations listed above. Howevegrbesistant dumpsters, as originally
recommended in the 1997 BBMP, musttoame to be installed in all public
campgrounds as the black bear range rapaEquipping parks with bear-resistant
dumpsters is an ongoing effort that will becomere expensive as bear occupied range
expands. Although the BBMP recommendecartseason in 1997, Council did not take
action until 2000 when Council pported but then cancelledktiirst bear season in 30
years.

In FYO1 and FY02 DFW received appropriaisofrom the General Treasury amounting

to $1.7 million dollars, which allowed DFW to expand the black bear management team
to 2 full time biologists, 7 bear technicia2seducation specialistd 1 police training
officer. Since FY03 due to budgetary reasdhse number of personnel devoted to black
bear management was reduced to otidifue biologist, one full-time wildlife

technician, one part-time biologist, onetgame training officer and one part-time
education specialist. Théunters and Anglers Fund atite Federal Aid Grant funded
these positions fa=Y03 through FYO7.

In 2000, DFW biologists estimated a bgapulation of 1056 in the Kittatinny and

Bearfort study areasCouncil amended the 2000 Game Code to reinstate the black bear
hunting season. However, as part obart challenge to the hunt, Council granted a

request for a stay and suspended the huf@vior of a more ggressive black bear

operating policy (Carr 2001). DFW estiradta 2003 population of between 1600-3200
bears in an area north of Route 1-80 arest of Route 1-287 (BDEP 2003); in the

research study areas (Fig?), the population was estiradtat 1490. Council reinstated

a limited hunting season using a conservative format, resulting in a harvest of 328 bears
in December 2003 (Carr and Burguess 2004). The hunting season was closed by order of
the NJ Supreme Court in 2004.

Pursuant to the Supreme Court’'s mand@wuncil developed the 2005 CBBMP, which
was approved by the former DEP Commos&r and the hunting season was conducted,
resulting in a harvest @98 bears in December 2005. DEP Commissioner Lisa P.
Jackson withdrew the former Consgioner’s approval of the 2005 CBBMP in
November 2006, effectively canceling t8@06 hunt. In disapproving the prior
Commissioner’s approval, Commissionackison committed to provide funding to
adequately implement and analyze the@ff’eness of non-lethal tools (such as
education, garbage management, reseamdhraining) before allowing a hunt to
proceed.

While in the proposed 2007 Game Codmu@cil has maintained a black bear hunting
season structured like the 2005 hunting seastimnathe current Game Code, this season
is contingent upon the Commissioner approarn@BBMP that allows for a bear hunting
season.

In FYO08, Governor Corzine included a suppéartal appropriation ithe State budget of
$850,000 to assist in implementing non-lethal black bear management policies. The
10
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purpose of this appropriatios to increase DFW personnel bix additional staff (two
conservation officers, two assistant biokigiand two wildlife technicians), and to
emphasize and evaluate bear educatigpamed research and implement and monitor
control methods. Additional DEP staff has beeassigned to assist with bear education
efforts.

[ll.  INTEGRATED BLACK BEAR MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

DFW utilizes an integrated approach to managing black bears; this integrated black bear
management strategy includes monitoring thkack bear population, educating people
about black bear ecology and adjustingnan activities while in bear range and

minimizing human-bear conflicts from nuisze bear activity. DFV¢ bear management
program received the Association of Wildl#gencies’ Ernest Thomas Seton Award for
professional excellencén November 2000, DFW instituted a more aggressive integrated
black bear management strategy (an enhaedadational effort, increased research and
monitoring activities, and mogggressive control measures).

Since 1980, the DFW has been conducting reseam the black bear population, and has
utilized an integrated approach to mamagblack bears. This multi-prong approach is
necessary because the black bear populadiincreasing and expanding into all New
Jersey counties (Fig. 4). Coupled wikle growing human population in rural
northwestern New Jersey and the increassideatial and commercial development, it
has become an imperative to have a fubvol, comprehensive approach in place to
address the growing potentfat human/bear conflicts.

A. Education
Policy:

Council believes there is a continued needdocate NJ residents and visitors on how to
coexist with black bears. Rigdents, campers and outdoor essilasts within bear country
can minimize negative interactions wittabk bears by following simple adjustments to
their activities. There igeneral support from the public, DEP, DFW and Council for
increasing bear education efforts.

Discussion:

It is important to make the educational message available to as many citizens as possible.
While education alone will not solve all theoplems associated with bears, those who

adjust their activities to takiato account bear activity Wbe less likely to have

problems. While not entirely conclusiverecent decline in nuisance complaints

involving bear damage to beehives, garbage bird feeders suggests that DFW bear
education program is having a positive effect.

11
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Council recognizes that DFWas conducted an extensive educational campaign to
provide NJ residents and visitors withhhe@ues and methods for living in areas where
black bears exist. Especially emphasizettiésimportance of never feeding bears, either
intentionally or unineéntionally. Some of the efits include the following: (1)

developing and distributing edational materials for campers and homeowners to reduce
negative encounters with bea2) producing brochures, bookmarks, bumper stickers,
coloring books and book covers for distributtorschools, municipalities, libraries, parks
and environmental education centers; @@)ducting public preserttans on living with
black bears for various schools, service aig@ions, township meetings, parks, camps
and clubs; (4) producing and distributingli@and TV public service announcements
(PSA’s) and news releases statewide g bear information and bear-proofing
techniques; (5) addressing medhquiries and providing inteiews regarding bears; and
(6) providing bear information and bear-priogf techniques to Bpersons who contact
DFW regarding bears.

The bear education effort conductedDFW peaked in FY2001 and FY2002 when
general appropriations supplented education efforts aldy being funded through the
Hunters and Anglers Fund. Until the receammitment of funding by Governor Corzine
for FY08, no general funds had been avaéablcontinue the extensive black bear
education initiative since FY02. Only onafftmember was assigd¢o bear education
on a part-time basis. Only surplus educationaterials purchasedith FY02 funds were
available for distribution to the public.

DFW provides NJ residents and visitors wigchniques and methods for living in areas
where black bears exist. The primaryssege is “Do Not Feed Bears,” either
intentionally or unitentionally. DEP developed and issunenlvs releases during the
peak spring and fall activitgeriods alerting the public to increased bear activity and
reminders on how to minimize conflicts. DFW’s Web Page
(www.njfishandwildlife.com provides additional black behrology, natural history and
bear-proofing information, tiuding a black bear slidghow and sources for bear-
resistant garbage containers.

Since 1998, the DFW has produced andithisted nearly 2.5 million pieces of
educational material. The matemabduced and distributed includes:

300,000 ‘You Are in Bear Countrigrochures (for park, campground and
outdoor recreationists)
566,000 ‘Living in Bear Country’ bchures (for residential households)
53,000 Signs for use in parks and campgrounds
200,000 Camper behavior in bear country cards
206,000 Garbage can flids residential households
500,000 Educational brochures for children
40,000 Educational coloring books for children
350,000 Educational bookmarks
110,000 Educational bookcovers
12
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45,000 ‘Do Not Feed the Bears’ bumper stickers

During the same period, staff have made ovér@@sentations or manned exhibits that
have provided black bear informationdeer 30,000 people, including school groups,
camp groups, service organizations, clulsy Bnd Girl Scouts, police and township
meetings. Radio public service announcem@®A’s) are aired fothe beamactivity
seasons in spring, summer and fall.

The overall bear education effort reagivan education award in 2000 from the
Association of Conservation Information.d k. hour television video “ Bear Country
NJ” produced by DFW and NJN received anry, and more recently, the “Welcome to
Bear Country” camping video won a “Mly¢ award for educational video.

The need to educate New Jr's citizenry will increasas bears expand their range
throughout the state. Beafeation efforts have beeonrmcentrated in northern and
central New Jersey counties. However, itasv necessary to begin education efforts in
the southern counties since there are confirbea sightings in aNew Jersey counties.

Council recognizes there aretalandicating that intenseducation of campers and

visitors to several nationghrks (Yellowstone, Yosemitnd Great Smokey Mountains)

has resulted in a reductionear nuisance complaints. Council agrees that educating
campers and visitors to parks is a valid and successful way to minimize negative human-
bear interactions in theampsite/park situation.

In 2007, Governor Corzine provided additibrevenue in the FY08 budget to enhance
the bear education effort. These funds hall@ved the DFW to e a full-time wildlife
education biologist devoted to bear edtion, launch a major bear education media
campaign and replenish education materialslistribution. Additionally, an education
specialist was transferred to DFW from anothgency within DEP, resulting in three
personnel assigned to bear education.

Recommendations:

1. Education efforts should be broadenethtdude the southern counties since bears
occur in all NJ counties

2. In addition to educational materialdRSA’s produced in English, educational
products should be developed in the Spanish language.

3. The General Treasury should continue bearcation funding at its enhanced, current
FY’ 08 level.

B. Control of Human-Derived Food

Policy:
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Council believes that, although public edugatis necessary to ensure that human-
related food sources and garbage do not entidnally become source of food for
bears, additional legislation and enforcement initiatives are necessary to minimize
human-derived food sources.

Discussion:

Council recognizes that in 2003 legislatwas passed which banned the intentional
feeding of black bears (NJSA 23:2A-14). elintentional feeding of bears was made
illegal because bears habitedtto human food sourcesahigh intentional feeding can
cause problems for entire communities. Eodéonent of this statute is not within
Council’s authority but restsith state and local law enfa@ment officials. Under the
direction of Commissionerackson, during the months of March and April 2007, DEP
environmental officers canvassed scorelashes and businesses in Sussex, Passaic,
Bergen, Morris and Warren counties to deteanf the public is doing all it should to
avoid attracting bears. Consation officers, environmentaspectors and park police
asked residents and business owners a hagtestions including how and where they
store garbage, pet-feeding piaes and their experiences whikar encounters. It is the
goal of this educational and enforcement gffo work towards a reduction in human-
bear conflicts. In addition to DEP’s outich efforts, DEP personnel are working with
legislators to amend the feeding ban statute to clarify that intentional or unintentional
feeding of bears is prohibdeand to tighten the enforcemt provision contained in the
law.

In 2005, DEP provided a $200,000 Community GtanWest Milford Township, Passaic
County to purchase and deplbgar-resistant garbage canséiected neighborhoods. In
July 2007, West Milford distributed 3,000 sanDFW personnel will monitor bear
activity in those neighborhoodtth the bear resistant garbage cans against those
neighborhoods without the bear resistant cand will evaluate the effectiveness of
bear-proof cans on reducing human/bateractions and nuisance calls.

The DEP has trash policy of “Carry In —r@aOut” that reduces the garbage at DEP-
managed parks and forests. DEP has ingtakar resistant garbage dumpsters in North
Jersey, and placement of bear resistant dtergphas begun in Central Jersey park and
forest locations.

Although great strides have been madedncating citizens regarding garbage
management, the expense of bear-resigianitage cans and commercial containers has
hampered their wide spread use. No roipailities have mandated bear-resistant garbage
cans, so use is strictly voluntary. BesaCouncil does not have the authority to
mandate the use of bear-resistant cans, Glowwognizes the need for local authorities

to mandate the use of bear- resistant cansaemitindination of local garbage haulers. In
order to deter bears, entcemmunities will have to adoptich measures. Regulations,
funding and coordination with local garbagmntractors is necessary in order to
implement a successful program.
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Although it has been suggested that improgyaage management would result in a
drop in the reproductive rate bfJ’'s bear population, data fromther states indicate that
bear populations within the entire mid-Attemregion benefit from a diverse source of
natural foods and agricultural food sourcesaddition to garbage. Mid-Atlantic region
bears do not suffer from mast failures cowlyhts that negatively affect the reproductive
potential as documented for other regidoedr populations. No data exists that
demonstrates that reductiongybvisioning from garbage sourcedl result in a decrease
in fecundity within this region. Counaicognizes, however, that eliminating bear
access to human provided food will resulaidecreased habituation and decrease
nuisance and public safety related complaints in the future.

Recommendations:

1. Require public and private campgrounds in habitat occupied by black bears to
install bear-resistant dumpsters and food bpaed seek legislation, if necessary,
to require public and private campgroundbéar habitat to inatl bear resistant
dumpsters and food boxes.

2. DEP should seek legislation that wouddjuire home ownermsssociations or
gated communities to make a bearigsit community dumpster facility
available to their residents.

3. DEP should continue to work with legisilae sponsors of the “no bear feeding”
legislation to amend the legislatitm clarify that both intentional and
unintentional feeding ofdars is prohibited and to tighten the enforcement
language in the statute.

4. If use of bear- resistant cans ow/n to effectively reduce human/bear
interactions DEP should seek/identitinding/grant opportunities and/or
incentive programs to assist public antvgte entities in the implementation of
the conversion to bear-resistant systems.

C. Research

a. Decision Making
Policy:

Council’s current and future management diecis regarding black bears will be based
upon the best available scientific data, unlthg up-to-date populan monitoring. Based
upon scientific evidence presented to it byMDFCouncil opens and closes seasons, and
sets season lengths, bag limits and manntakefto ensure long-term stable populations
and to maximize and equitably distributeneational opportunityo user groups.
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Discussion:

From FYO03 through FYO07, bear research anutrod activities weresarried out by one
bear biologist and one teclkran with assistance on an as needed basis by DFW WSU
biologists and technicians. Additionglseveral DFW volunteers, and university
partnerships, and wildlife graduate studenss a@ssist staff in research activities.

The FY08 supplemental appropriation added axhditional biologisand two additional
wildlife techniciango enhance research and control aieéis. As funds allow, seasonal
employees will be utilized to augment research and bear response. Additionally, DEP
will continue its reliance on volunteers, studeniniversity partnerships and the growing
number of bear responsaitred local police officers.

Council recognizes that DFWas conducted extensive rasgh on the black bear
throughout northern NJ and mapecifically in the Kittatiny and Bearfort regions.
Bear population monitoring includes araysis of populatiomrowth and range
expansion and the effects on the citizenbléf The black bear population has been
spreading south and east, imiyag people in areas of NJ thave not had bears in this
century.

Also, emigration of NJ black bears imteighboring Pennsylvania and New York has
impacted these states. The concurexptanding human population and black bear
population in this region of NJ, P@nd NY provides potential for conflict. The 1997
BBMP recommended managing Newsky black bears at the same density (1 bear / 2%
square miles) as our neighboring statesesiblack bears living along our respective
borders are essentially one regional papah. Recent research conducted by DFW
indicates that in some areas in northweskégw Jersey, black bear densities are as high
as 2 — 3 bears / square mile. This is 3 tones higher than the desired density.

Since 1981 DFW personnel haagged over 1900 black bears, including more than 630
young-of-the-year, and collectéldta from an additional 92%brs killed as a result of
vehicle strikes, control actions, hunting seasor other types of mortality. Recent tag

and release captures include: 23drben 2006, 274 in 2005, 247 in 2004, 264 in 2003,
241 in 2002 and 154 in 2001. DFW has verified fillowing vehicle killed bears: 85 in
2006, 58 in 2005, 47 in 2004 and 55 in 2003. DFW continues to radio-collar and monitor
bears using radio telemetry to acquire information on reproduction, survival, mortality,
home range size and habitat use. DFW ctiyrdras 31 female bears fitted with radio

collars to monitor reproducticend survival. The average littsize is 2.7 cubs per litter.

The most common litter size is 3 (43%), fokled by litters of 4 (23%) and 2 (22%).

The Kittatinny (Western) and Bearfort (Easdeoear populations (Figures 1 and 2) have

been studied since 1980 and represent a saigiterm and extremely valuable database
upon which to make management decisions.
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The additional personnel ncavailable will allow cotinued bear trapping in the
established study areas as well as a newlpkstted study area in the lower bear density
area between 1-80 and I-78. Data will be atlel on bears from trap lines, winter den
work, bear control activities and dead beaovered as a result eéhicle strikes or

other types of mortality.

The purpose of establishing a new study &¢a gain bear population parameters
(density, birth rates and suwvability) in an area occupielly bears but which exhibits
different habitat characterisi@nd human development pressures compared to the two
study areas already establistzadl studied for the past thirty years. Information
collected in the new study area is expedtednable biologists to more precisely
extrapolate the population leveehd growth rate in this area of the State, and enhance
bear management decisions.

Population monitoring will include determirg individual identityby DNA analysis of

hair collected from bear hair snares ane likapping as part of a mark/recapture study.
WSS personnel will continue tadio-collar and monitor lags using radio telemetry to
acquire information on reproduction, survivagrtality, home range size and habitat use
in the existing and new study areas. &tistically-valid sampling protocol for DNA
analysis will be established and cooperatingyersity graduate students will be assigned
to conduct the research. The population amalydl be conducted in conjunction with
university statisticians.

Currently the bear population gouthern NJ is small. Albugh there is sufficient habitat
for black bears to survive ingfPinelands, productivity and swal in this area will be
different than in northern NJ, as is the cwewnhite-tailed deer and wild turkey (Burke
and Pred| 1990, McBride 2003). Trapping besrhe current low density would not be
cost effective at this time, limiting rearch opportunities with this region.

Recommendations:

1. DFW should continue to conduct trappisugd tagging studies and analyze NJ's
database on the black bear populatiathivw the long term study areas in the
Kittatinny (Western) and Bearfort (Eastgregions, which can be used as an
index to the population withiprime black bear range.

2. DFW should continue using sophisticatedistaial analysis asew data and data
analysis tools become available to obtain the most accurate density and
population estimates.

3. DFW should continue to develop thensilation model of NJ's black bear
populations in the Kittatinny and Bearfort regs to evaluate the effect of various
recruitment and mortality factors and atffi@ctors contributingo bear population
dynamics as new data is added to the existing database.
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4. DFW should establish a new study area mltdwer bear density area between I-
80 and I-78, to gain bear population paramse(density, birth rates and survival)
in an area occupied by bears but whighilits different habitat characteristics
and human development pressures cosp#r the two study areas already
established and studied foetpast thirty years.

5. DFW should, as limited resources allaanduct research in southern NJ.

6. The General Treasury should, at a miniméumd research at its current FY08
level. .

b. Bear Habitat Analysis for NJ's Bear Management Zones
Policy:

Council believes that NJ contains suitablbitat to support a viabjeobust black bear
population and that habitat analysis is neagssaproperly manage this renewable and
valuable resource.

Discussion:

Council recognizes that DFW ddeped a ranking of bear haat throughouiNJ (Figure

5) based on bear use of varying landesags defined by 2002 Land Use / Land Cover
data for NJ (DEP GIS 2002, McLaughlinat 1987, Rogers antllen 1987, MacKenzie
2003, Niles et al. 2004). The Deer Managentémit (DMU), an area of approximately
14 square miles, was overlaid with tt@95/97 Land Use/Land Cover shape file, then
analyzed using an Arcview GIS computestgyn. This method standardized the habitat
evaluation. The percentage of land as adealized Land Use Category (TYPE95) for
forested, wetland, agriculture, urban land, éadand and water was determined in each
DMU. Excellent bear habitat consists>ef 51% forest land and=33% urban land and
<=26% agricultural land.

The term Bear Management Zone (BMZ) iediso more accurately describe areas for
bear management, which may or may not be open to hunting. BMZ now defines the
boundaries for all areas of the state anddasignated as zones where bears should be
managed at various densit@mnsistent with land use.

BMZs 1 and 3, which contain the black beae@rch study areas, have an average forest
cover of 68% and are designated as excefleat habitat. Mark-recapture studies have
shown that the bear density in BMZs 1 and 3 was 2.56 bears per square mile in 2003
(Carr and Burguess 2004).
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BMZs 2 and 4 have an average forest cofet3%, and are designated as good bear
habitat. The bear populationuadetermined in these BMZs but is likely to exist at a
lower density than BMZs 1 and 3.

BMZ 5 contains an average forest coveapproximately 32% with a mosaic of forest,
farmland, wetlands and urban land, which makésritbear habitat. The bear population
is undetermined in this BMZ but is likely &xist at a lower density than BMZs 2 and 4.

BMZ 6 has been designated as bear haimtaputhern NJ. Ahliough there is sufficient
habitat for black bears to survive in the Pinels, productivity and suival in this area
will be different than in northern NJ, astie case for white-tailed deer and wild turkey
(Burke and Predl 1990, McBride 2003). Currertklg bear population in southern New
Jersey is small and undetermined.

BMZ 7 is classified as unsuitable bear habifele lack of suitable bear habitat in BMZ
7 makes it unlikely that a viable populaticoutd be established. l#hough small areas of
forested habitat remain, they are isoladed cannot sustain a viable bear population.
Additionally, the preponderae of suburban and urban landBMZ 7would result in
almost certain bear-human conflicts.

Council notes that the 1997 BBMP discussedlg@stablishment of bear free zones where
land use and human population densities magetbas unsuitable for bears. Unsuitable
habitat was defined as a DMU with gredtean 60% Urban Land, less than 30% Forest
Land and less than 30% Wetland. It is cleaw, as it was in 1997, that bears can not
live in densely populated suburban and arbeeas without dailgonflicts involving
property damage and publicfesty. This holds true everonsidering the tremendous
effort on the part of DFW to educatesthublic on how to coexist with bears.

Recommendations:
1. DFW should update the habitat analyasssnew data becomes available.
2. The General Treasury should, at a mmum, maintain the FY08 appropriation

level for the continued bear research effdhat benefit all residents. The Hunters
and Anglers Fund should not be the ssderce of funding for this purpose.

c. Cooperative Research
Policy:
Council encourages cooperative research. BRAUId continue to partner with research
institutions and adjacent state agenciesckvhave the expertise, staff and economic

resources to enhance the knowledggehan the NJ black bear population.
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Discussion:

Council recognizes that DFW &i@articipated in a numbef cooperative studies with
such institutions as Rutgers UniversitypMclair State University, Tufts University

(MA), East Stroudsbur§tate University (PA) and the jadent states of Pennsylvania

and New York. These research studies aenohed to expand knowledge about NJ black
bears and to collect scientific informati on which to base management decisions.
These projects have included researchame range and habitat use, food habits,
reproduction, diseases (West Nile Virus and Toxoplasmosis), aversive conditioning, use
of contraceptive techniques for populationnagement, genetic relatedness using DNA
and developing habitat suitability modelurrent and ongoing research being conducted
in a cooperative effort with the New Jerd@iyision of Fish and Wildlife and East
Stroudsburg University (Applied DNA Sciees Center, Northeast Wildlife DNA
Laboratory (NEWDL) and Fish & Wildlg Microbiology Laboratory (FWML)) has
provided the opportunity to sample biologicadterial from black bears. The studies
being conducted by graduate studentsfandlty at ESU have the following goals

e To generate a black beaopulation estimate using onosatellite analysis;

e To build a black bear database using samples from NJ, PA and NY to determine
genetic identity and diversity. This databag# also be used for investigation of
forensic DNA;

e To determine population health of Nabk bears using samples collected from
oral, nasal and anal orifice®sulting in the compilation of bacterial assemblages,
red blood cell parasiteand the prevalence @fichinella.

e To build a serum database from blamdlected which provides information for
managing wildlife health, including realing where and to what extent wild
animals carry disease that may affeatman or domestic animal health;

Council also recognizes that DFW biologists méh biologists and administrators from
NY, PA, the Delaware Water Gap National Reation Area, and the U.S. Forest Service
to discuss research, population monitoring, aversonditioning and population control.

The FY08 appropriation for black bear research will allow DFW to evaluate several non-
lethal management strategies to determine their effectiveness. The results of this
research, most likely in cooperation wakveral universities, will benefit not only
management decisions in New Jersey but wslb gdrovide valuable information to assist
other states dealing wigimilar black bear issues.

Evaluation of Non Lethal Black Bear Control

As people continue to develop and usecklbear habitat and the bear population
continues to expand in New Jersey, interaxtibetween humans and bears may increase.
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DFW will coordinate with universities, su@s Rutgers, Montclair State and East
Stroudsburg University, to dedge the distribution of blackear human conflicts in NJ
as they relate to spatial and tempamaiiables including antbpogenic development,
habitat features, and the demographakeup of the human and nuisance bear
populations, to evaluate non-lethal managantechniques and to implement effective
human education tools.

In a three-pronged approach, the main objestof the research efforts will be:

e Determining how human development affects the ecology of black bears,
including daily and seasonal movengrage, sex, weight, food habits,
demographics, and home range;

e Evaluating the effectiveness of aveesconditioning treatments for reducing
conflict by altering bear thevior and movement; and

e Determining the effectiveness of aducational campaign on residents and
visitors to alter human bewiar including the use of beaesistant garbage cans.

The researchers will employ Global Positioningt®yn (GPS) software to plot the spatial
and temporal distribution of bear-human dimts in the state and GPS radio-collars on
black bears to collect bear locations. Researchers will also collect baseline natural and
anthropogenic food availability data. Concuthg, the researchexsill investigate the
possibility of differences between bsarsing human food sources and those only
foraging on naturally-available foods. DNA génenalysis will beused on collected

hair samples to identify individual beanvolved in bear-human conflicts.

Aversive Conditioning Evaluation. DFW, through the Northeast Wildlife

Administrators Association (NEWAA), will pticipate in a multi-state cooperative study
to evaluate aversive conditioning techniques for black bears, and provide standardized
recommendations for dealing with nuisance bears. This study will provide an assessment
of the aversive conditioning techniquesaksating biological feability, effectiveness

for nuisance abatement and economic pradycal his study, funded in part by the

FYO08 appropriation provided by the Legislatuaethe request of Governor Jon Corzine
and DEP Commissioner Lisa Jackson, will inéwaVersive condition techniques, such as
projectiles (most common: rubber buckshotnfizlls), pyrotechrus, dogs, and capture
and on-site release; focus on methods g@mliGation; and standdize evaluation of
success of this non-lethal management tool.

Garbage Can Evaluation Another non-lethal black besgsearch topic that will be
addressed is the efficacy of bear-resistartv@ge cans. The current West Milford bear
can program, discussed under lll. B, (CohtiotHuman-Derived Food) above which uses
treatment and control communities, requaesevaluation element to statistically
determine whether using these cans woettlice human-bear conflicts. DFW staff will
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monitor incident reporting in the garpating and surrounding neighborhoods to
determine the efficacy of using bear-resistant garbage cans.

Immunocontraception. The DEP Division of Science, Research and Technology
provided technical support to DFW anthfled a project to conduct an independent
literature review and assessmehthe feasibility of usindertility control to manage

New Jersey black bear pogptibns. This study determined that managing black bear
populations using fertility control is unliketp succeed as a statewide bear management
tool and would be more technically diffic@bd more costly than in other wildlife

species, such as enclosed or small, sesolated and easily approachable deer
populations, where this technique has beenessfully applied. Council will continue to
approve permits for researchers working od@ed and semi-isolated deer populations
in order to further researan wildlife fertility control.

Recommendations:

1. DFW should continue its coopive research with univsity institutions on the
topics discussed above.

2. DFW should continue to participate in theabsummits with the bear biologists from
the neighboring states of Ne¥work and Pennsylvania at regular intervals to continue
to coordinate black bear management sfjiateand to ensutle success of black
bear management efforts forghri-state regional population.

3. DFW biologists should comtue to meet regularly withear biologists from the
region, eastern seaboard and North Americstag abreast of up-to-date research and
management tools and techniques.

4. DFW should scientifically evahte non-lethal control meassrregarding their effect
on bear behavior and bear related problems.

D. Bear Control

Policy:

Council supports the curreDFW Black Bear Ratingrad Response Criteria (BBRRC)
(NJDFW BWM 2000), which ishe operating policy for respse to bears that are a
threat to human safety, aguitural crops, and/or property are a nuisance. Despite
educational efforts, situations will arise thétl require private citizens, farmers, local
police officers or DEP personneltiike action against problem bears.

Council supports DFW policy, which allows faens, via special permit, to destroy black
bears depredating crops dinebstock (N.J.A.C. 7:25-5.32).

Discussion:
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Council recognizes that thecirease of human developmémiNJ’s rural northwestern
counties, the concurrent increase of tearlpopulation within tsse counties and the
expansion of bear range south and bastresulted in an increase in human-bear
conflicts. Incidents involvingpear damage to propertgpdlivestock remain high in
frequency and severity (Figure 6, TableDIFW's Wildlife Control Unit (WCU) receives
complaint calls and provides mnse and control using the BBRRC.

Council recognizes that DFW has had a poti€responding to problem black bears

since the 1980's and a more aggressive black bear operating policy was instituted on
November 16, 2000. Council and DEP approved this policy. The BBRRC defines three
categories of black bear befar and dictates how DERd other governmental agency
personnel should respond.

Category | black bears are those exhibiting bedrabiat is an immedie threat to human
safety or which cause agricultural damagéarmland as defined pursuant to the
Farmland Assessment Act (N.J.S.A. 54:4-23.1 et)s& significant damage (>=$ 500) to
property. Examples of Category | behawaoe human attacks, home entries, attempted
home entries, agricultural crop damage andniglior injuring livestock or pets. Category
| black bears are euthanized as soon psssible in order to protect the public or
eliminate further damage to agricultural crops or property.

Category Il black bears are sance bears which are not eetdt to life and property.
Examples of Category Il behaviare habitual visitors tdumpsters or birdfeeders and
cause property damage less than $30étegory Il black bears are aversively
conditioned using rubber buckshpyrotechnic charges and bear dogs so they receive a
negative experience associated with theance location and people. If trapped,
nuisance bears are released on site aasaely conditioned, or if conditions are
unsuitable, taken to the nearest state l@here they are relead and aversively
conditioned.

The number of traps set and bears captatéchtegory | and Il locations since 2003:

2003 2004 2005 2006
Number of Traps 95 57 53 97
Set
Number of Bears 40 26 42 46
Captured

The number of bears captured includes both target and non-target animals

Category lll bears are animals that are bitimg normal behavioand are not creating a
threat to the safety of the gdidor a nuisance. In gener#ihese are animals observed and
reported to DFW’s WCU by the public ordal authorities. Such animals may be
considered by the caller to be a dangea nuisance because the caller has not had the
experience of interacting withears. Category lll black bes include dispersing animals
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that wander into densely poptgd areas, black bears pagghrough rural and suburban
neighborhoods and black bears observed byensinthikers, campers and others using
facilities in black bear habitat. Categdtybears may occasionallytilize birdfeeders

and trash containers as supplemental food soundbs course of #ir activities. Until a
Category lll black bear returrte a particular site and regis utilization of these food
sources, it is not considered to be a nuisasr problem animal (Category Il). The WCU
offers assistance in the form of technicd¥iae on bear-proofing surroundings to callers
reporting Category Ill encounters. No attemnspihade to capture a Category Il bear
unless it is confined in a fenced area eett in an urban area during daylight and any
further movement will result in a threatgsafety of the public or the animal due to
potential vehicle collision.

The 2005 CBBMP recommended that bearsrinadt be removed from urban areas
within BMZ7 should be euthanized upoapture. Since the enactment of the 2005
CBBMP in November 2005, 5 bears (5M:0F) have been euthanized in BMZ7. This
approach, however, proved unpopular and is being abandoned in this CBBMP.

The Council notes that the disapproghthe 2005 CBBMP by Commissioner Jackson
resulted in the DFW reverting to the DMBlack Bear Rating and Response Criteria
(BBRRC) (NJDFW BWM 2000). The BBRRC dates that Categy Ill bears from
urban or suburbia settings that must beaeted will be released to the nearest State
owned property with suitable bear habitAithough relocation halseen criticized by
municipal officials in the towns where thear are releasedp@ncil recognizes that it
represents the most acceptable pupdblicy at this current time.

The BBRRC requires that all Category I#drs, which are extracted from an urban
setting, be released at the nearest state lahdswitable habitat. Recent captures of such
bears in urban areas in central NJ haggired releasing bears in state owned land in
adjacent counties. Although forested statvned land existed within the county of
capture, the isolated habitat was judgetilarge enough to support a viable bear
population. Additionally, sincthese state lands were surrounded by suburban and urban
areas, it was likely that released bears woeddnter suburban/urban areas again. These
bears were, therefore, released on more distate land in adjacenbunties, resulting in
negative feedback from local government offisiand citizens, whatber believed their
safety was being compromised or believed tweyld have to contend with future bear-
human conflicts resulting from the releag&dditionally, releasing bears in adjacent
BMZs where suitable habitat doest exist is couter-productive.

Council recognizes that, some problem bewitl be eliminated through regulated
hunting seasons. Past histtigs shown that some probldrears are eliminated during
such seasons, thereby reducing bear refatglolems without cost to the taxpayer.
Additionally, Council recognizethat without a regulated spt hunting season designed
to reduce then maintain a viable bear popatein NJ at densities compatible with the
human population, human-bear conflioiay continue to increase.
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Overall, Council considers serious bear complaints reported to DFW and law
enforcement agencies to be high (Figbirdable 1). Council recognizes that many
factors contribute to bearlated incidences includingdividual bear and human
behavior. Small year to year fluctuations attributed to environmental factors. For
example, natural food scarcity such as nfeaires, may cause bears to seek alternate
food supplies resulting in moreegative bear-human incidencdsis clear, however, that
over time, serious incidences have increakadhatically with the increase in the bear
population. Figure 10 depictise increase in seriougér incidences since 1995.
Property damage was not classified as @atel or 1l until 2001so property damage
was removed from this figure for the sake of comparison over time. Of particular
concern to the Council are sifjoant increases in Categolyncidences as the bear
population expanded. Although thember of overall complaints has decreased since
1999 (Table 1), Category | comjtés remain unacceptably high.

The drop in bear complaints reporteddBW from 1999 to 2006 is attributed to the
following: (1) residents calling local policgho have been trained by DFW for bear
response; (2) euthanizing Category | beagsehy eliminating further negative behaviors
by those animals; (3) DFW's educationgnam successfully reaching residents who
bear-proof their yards inclual proper garbage managem€dj;an increased tolerance
of bears by the public due to DFW's policydafstroying Categoryliears; and (5) the
short term population reduction achieusdthe 2003 and 2005 black bear hunting
seasons which included the hesv of nuisance bears by hunters.

Council recognizes that DF@bntinues to explore new means of handling nuisance
bears. The use of specially trained dogs tesassthe harassment of bears as part of the
aversive conditioning process is a method often recommended by citizens and
organizations opposed to the lethal colndfgoroblem bears. DFW purchased Black
Mouth Yellow Cur dogs that are used foessive conditioning of nuisance black bears.

Council recognizes that integral the implementation of éhbear response policy is the
cooperation of all law enforcement personneirirall levels of governmental agencies
within black bear range. Since Janua@®p1, DFW has trained over 700 municipal,
county and state law enforcement officers frb23 municipalities ané9 state, county
and federal parks to assist DFW in blackbeontrol. Council recognizes that there will
continue to be a need to respond to bearaints. As bears expand their range in NJ,
such response will increasingly become tasponsibility of local law enforcement
agencies. The Council notes that some local exfament agencies which have received
bear response training from BFhave not filed annual regsron bear incidents as
agreed upon when training was received. Tdugk of information has the potential to
negatively impact bear management decisimoade by the DFW and Council. Thus, as
part of the cooperation between DFW anchldaw enforcement agencies, DFW will
emphasize the importancefding these reports.

When a Category | bear must be deygtd, DFW and local law enforcement follow

euthanasia procedures recommended by therigan Veterinary Medical Association

(Beaver et. al. 2001). DFW and local lavie@nement personnel follow procedures for
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animal welfare and care with respect to lameness, pain and suffering as addressed in
USDA WS WI (2002) ad CA FED (2000)

Council recognizes that D and local law enforcement officers cannot respond
immediately to situations invaing depredating black bearsdithat farmers can alleviate
damage caused by black bears if alloweddhygortunity. Council has adopted rules that
allow the DFW to issue bear depredation permits to allow them to control the offending
bears.

Allowing farmers to act quickly to protetiteir crops, livestock and/or property
constitutes responsible action by DFW to nggnthe growing black bear resource while
minimizing negative impacts to humans, thgets, agricultural crops, livestock and
property. The policy errs ondlside of human safety

Recommendations:

1. DFW should continue to tmaiState and local policdfacers, State Park Police
officers so that they can ggend to problem black bears.

2. Category | bears should continuedsstroyed immediately by DFW personnel,
law enforcement officers, State Park Belofficers and park rangers trained by
DFW.

3. Council recommends that DFW relocatéegmry Il bears to the closest State
property with suitable habitat when captured in BMZ 7.

4. DFW should continue to develop aversiconditioning techniques for Category |l
bears. Council recommends that DFW toaune to refer Category Il complaints to
local law enforcement agencies, ialincan more quickly respond.

5. DFW should open a dialogue with represgines of those mmicipalities which
have failed to file the aged upon annual reports on theear response activities.
A letter stressing the importance of repagtishould be sent to all participating
agencies.

6. DFW should continue issuing depréida permits to farmers because the
circumstances and permit criteria regulgtthe taking of black bears and other
wildlife under the special depretan permit has been addressed.

7. The General Treasury should, at a mmam, maintain FY 08 funding for DFW
bear training and response because theteties benefit all NJ residents.

E. Habitat Protection
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Policy:

Council supports the DEP’s open space acquisfirogram that has been instrumental in
protecting valuable bear habitat.

Discussion:

Council recognizes that DFW hasdertaken an effort to éatify and protect critical
black bear habitat. Council also recogniitest DEP, through its Green Acres Program
and Wildlife Management Area system, laasjuired a significant amount of habitat
which is important to black bears. Counmecognizes that the recent Highlands
Protection Act will ensure that bears rempart of NJ's landscape. Council believes
their support for the monumental effort by DEP to preserve wildlife habitat through
an aggressive Green Acres Program and Higlsléegislation is aebjuately covered in
the Policy.

Recommendations:

1. DEP should continue to protdalack bear habitat asbhecomes available through the
State’s open space acquisition programs.

2. DFW should create a wildlife managemerarpthat addresses the management and
control of bears and other wildlife foll aew lands purchased by or deeded to the
DEP.

3. DFW should continue to use GIS technologydientify and rank black bear habitat
and travel corridors.

F. Bear Population Management
Policy:

Council supports the jpalation goal of mainiaing bears at a density that minimizes
human/bear conflicts, thatgrides for a sustainable poptibn within suitable bear
habitat, and that minimizes emigration eflos to unsuitable habitat in suburban and
urban areas. Before resortitiga hunt to meet this poliobjective, non-lethal methods
of bear management must first be implemeérsted evaluated to determine their efficacy.
To be considered effective, these nondéthethods must result in a 30% reduction in
Category | incidences by Septembe808 and a further 30% reduction in these
incidences by September 7, 2009. If a humtiisated, the management goal is to
stabilize the black bear populationtia¢ 2002 level over the next five years.
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Discussion:

While Council is adopting a plan thatigmitizes non-lethamanagement methods,
population reduction plans may be deemed nepgssappropriate consistent with DEP
Commissioner’s overall environment policiestlasy pertain to the management of black
bears.

Council previously endorsed a NJ bear density béar / 2% square miles as discussed in
the 1997 BBMPThe problems associated whttew Jersey’s high density bear

population on adjacent counties in New Yarid Pennsylvania were reflected in the
letters of support receivdy) their environmental commissioners for the Council’s
proposal for black bear huntingas®ns in 2003, 2004 and 2005 (Appendix A).
Pennsylvania increased its bear hunting@eas counties adjacent to New Jersey in
2002 due to an increase in the bear popularmhproblems in this region. New York is
currently considering increasing the season lemmgthe Catskill region. It is clear that to
properly manage this tri-state poputetj density goals must be similar.

This low density was recommended because taintpdata indicated a very low number
of negative human-bear confiic Council notes, however ath except for the short-term
reductions resulting from the 2003 and 20@&arbhunting seasonsgtleurrent level of
bear related complaints received by DFkd @ooperating law enforcement agencies, in
total, remains high, particularly the €gory | complaintgFigure 6, Table 1)The

results of these negative interactions not @elult in an unacceptabievel of threat to
public safety, an economic loss to individaaizens, but also have created a severe
budgetary burden on responding agencies, pdatiy DFW. Maintaining the level of
bear response by DFW will require ¢mued funding from the legislature.

The tools available for population reductiare few. Council must set criteria for
evaluating which tools should lised. As noted in thecent Supreme Court decision,
Council should consider the size of the pagioh, the harmful humabear interactions
and the fiscal and human resources availaBleuncil believes it is necessary to also
consider the proven efficacy of the te@ind the experience of other states.

As previously stated, recergsearch by DFW indicates that bear densities in New Jersey
are as high as 2 to 3 bears / square milé,to 7 times the asity that the Council
previously thought desirable. Serious rtegainteractions, which have increased
dramatically in the last five years, includ#tacks on humans, livieek and pet kills and
home entries and attempted home entriesu€i§, table I). Of these, only isolated
livestock Kills were an issue in 1997. Theremt bear population Vel in the research

study area is estimated to be 1606 (Figure 7).

The Council did not authorize hunt or other black bepopulation reduction measure in
any of the more than six years from 199@fard that NJ’s black bear population was
reported as exceeding the management godhé&black bear populan articulated in

28



COUNCIL DRAFT 7/24/07

the 1997 BBMP. Council initially approved arttiun 2000, but then, as part of a court
challenge to the hunt, Council granted a retjfer a stay and suspended the hunt in
favor of a more aggressive black beperating policy (Carr 2001), which included
enhanced education, publicteeach and sound garbage management practices. The
level of reported nuisance incidents anct@ased emigration dack bears (due to
pressures of overpopulation) to areas lackuigicient black bear habitat did not reach a
level of significam public safety cocern until 2002.

Wildlife managers, confronted with confliog public perceptionsf bears as both a

nuisance and a valued game animal, are fatdda dilemma: how to maintain healthy
populations of black bears while minimizingnflicts between beamand humans (USDA

WS WI 2002). Council reviewed opinion®m homeowners on both sides of the hunting
issue. Some persons opposed to bear hulning adjacent to publitand in the heart of

bear country claimed to have rarely or never seen a bear. Other families in the same area
claimed that they could not let their childnglay outdoors because of the frequent visits

by bears, even though they practiced sound garbage management.

Council notes that it is generally recognizbdt responsible management, not passive
preservation, is necessary when managing agricultural and natural resources, or
protecting property and humdaealth and safety (LIsA WS WI 2002). Integrated
Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) seekspievent, reduce @top wildlife damage
by integrating a combination of methodsgjgentially or concurrently (USDA WS WI
2002).

Council recognized the concerokcitizens regarding thgopulation effect of hunting
bears. Therefore, Council adopted a eownative approach to population reduction by
regulated hunting in order to ensure theljpuihat the long-ternviability of the bear
population would be maintained. The 2008 2005 bear hunts clearly demonstrated
that the outcome of the beaunt could be predicted baseduapreviously collected data
on the New Jersey bear population and theltestisimilar hunts iradjacent states and
the harvest of bears could bentrolled via season length,gokmits and permit quotas.

Moreover, the Council’'s consenige, incremental approadh reintroducing a bear hunt
in 2003, and the limited hunt put forth in theremt New Jersey Game Code, make clear
that the population goal settine 1997 BBMP level simply caot be achieved within the
five-year time frame considered for tipislicy, even if the scope and duration of
regulated black bear hunting in the garnele are progressively expanded over the
course of those years.

1. Relocation:

Council believes that, although relocation cambed to establish or reestablish bear
populations, no state has successfully usedaétmn as a means of population control.
Council recognizes that southern NJ contajnality long-term habitat for black bears.
Over 1.1 million acres is contained in the Pamels National Reserve, of which one third
is publicly owned. Council also recognizéat in the early 1980's DFW conducted an
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Environmental Assessment of a plan to cale black bears to the Pinelands (Lund et al.
1981). At that time, local opposition to théoation of bears to southern NJ put a halt
to this option. However, asresult of the population msures created by an expanding
northern NJ bear population, bears nmseupy all NJ counties (Figure 4).

Council also believes that the bear populatiat is reestablished in southern NJ will
grow. Once all available bear habitat is occupied, there will be no additional space for
relocation in NJ. Council has determinedttho other state or provincial agency in

North America would accept excess bears from NJ.

Additionally, Council b&eves that relocation of nuisee and/or problem bears to
unoccupied range comes with a level of rifkedication of the necessary staff and
funding to subsequently handle the resultansance complaints from citizens in
southern NJ will place an additional burden on already strained budgets

2. Alternative Methods of Population Control:

DEP have investigated alternate meangagfulation control to determine if these
techniques are viable for control of wild pogtibns of bears. Council’'s position on bear
fertility control was presented in the 200BBMP (Wolgast et. al. 2005). Council will
consider for approval those methods tinaet the special permit requirements for
wildlife reproduction defined in N.J.A.C. 7:25-5.37.

Alternative non-lethal gpulation control methods are stillthe experimental phase and
have yet to be tried on freeaming populations of bear€urrent contraceptive
techniques have been uneconomical or inlid&agor practical inplementation even in
small localized populations of game speci€he species for which contraceptives have
been primarily tested (long-lived speciesisas deer and horses) are least suited for
population reduction through use of fertilitgntrol (Fagerstone et. al. 200R) the

spring of 2006, federal authority to reguléeetility control agents on free-ranging
wildlife was transferred from the FDA to EPNeither FDA nor EPAas approved any
chemical fertility control on an experimahbasis for any wild population of bears.
Although physical sterilizatiodoes not require FDA or BPapproval, the costs of
trapping bears for such purposes would lhimitive. Since New Jersey bears have a
very high annual survival rate and are kmow live over twenty years, population
reduction, if any, through sterilizatian fertility control would be slow.

DEP’s Division of Science and Research cassioned a literatureeview of fertility
control on bears and other wildifwhich concluded that feiity control is very unlikely
to be a feasible means of managing the blsas population in NJ (Bkker et al. 2006).
The expense of fertility control will neveompete favorably with the revenue that can
be produced by licensed hunting. While fastitontrol may not affect survival of
individual bears, it can easibe lethal to populations (Hobles al. 2000). Animals with
good immune systems will be most likely to mount a strong immune response when
given an immunocontraceptive agamd so would be least liketo reproduce. Animals
with a poor immune system, either due to gesetigury or disease, would be affected
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less, therefore be most likely to reduce. The long-term implications of
immunocontraceptives in wilife populations would béhat immunocontraception could
artificially select for those individuatbat are immunodeficient and produce populations
of animals with weak immune systems anghhsusceptibility to disease and population
fluctuations (Muller et. al. 1997).

Council has encouraged DFW and independesgarchers to explore alternative
population control techniques, which may haveifel value. Council has adopted criteria
that will allow DFW, with Counit approval, to issue permifsr legitimate research on
fertility control when captive studies indicate that there is potential for controlling wild
populations (N.J.A.C. 7:25-7.37). Council lzgproved several fality studies for
white-tailed deer, however, Couhiecognizes that félity control resarch for bears is
not nearly as advanced. Council furthezognizes that in November 2002, the DEP
entered into a Memorandum of Understandiiip the Humane Society of the United
States (HSUS) to investigate the feasibilityfertility control asa means of controlling

the black bear population. DEP is ateonitoring a study investigating using
sterilization as a means afmtrolling the black bear population. To date, no results have
been made available from these two studies.

Although immunocontraception using GnRH hagi researched for over 20 years, the
vaccine has had mixed success (Miller et2@04). Miller et. al(2003) reported that
GnRH vaccine has significant potential for ilimg fertility of both males and females of
many domestic and wildlife sgies, but they also reported that vaccine trapped in fat
may not be released to the immune systerd,therefore may be unadlable to induce an
immune response in seals and black be@msRH immunocontraception may represent a
broad tool for population controf wildlife; however, in almet every report, a series of
treatments was required for adequate immuanitgt a portion of animals failed to respond
to treatment and remained fertile (Levyat 2004). These ambiguous results would
indicate that more testing needs to be detaol, including testingegarding the possible
harm to the bear population by allowing animals with compromised immune systems to
continue breeding (because these animdkdféo respond to treatment and remained
fertile).

Council notes that alternative methods of colrtave been tried on small populations of
free-ranging ungulates, primarily white-taildder, which are far easier to capture. To
date, no published studies have indicatedsbhah programs have been successful. The
primary problem is the inability to captuaed treat enough individubears to effect a
population reduction. This problem is not only sule of the labor cst involved, but also
the result of the individual bavior of target animals, ste of which are too wary to
capture.

Council reiterates its support for continuedting of fertility control by credible
scientists on enclosgmbpulations despite DEP’s findingathfertility control is unlikely
to be a feasible means of managing the blsezke population in NJ (Bkker et al. 2006),
and the other scientists’ conclusions thatilfgr control will not limit the growth of wild
black bear populations.
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While Council recognizes these limitationgudcil remains committed to advancing the
science of non-lethal populati control measures for the black bear population, including
immunocontraception. As part of that jogl Council has set a goal of completing

DFW’s current immunocontraceptive reseangth captive populationso that a decision
can be made on securing regulatory appr{ifzakeeded) for field-testing within three
years.

3. Regulated Hunting:

While Council is adopting a plan thatigmitizes non-lethamanagement methods,
population reduction plans may be deemed necessary consistent with DEP
Commissioner’s overall environment policieslasy pertain to the management of black
bears.

Hunting is a safe, legal, responsible uséhefwildlife resource and a legitimate and
effective means to control over-abundant gamecies in a cost-effective manner. As
with other species such amterfowl and deer, bear humgji relies on the principle of
adaptive management as described by Wai€86). This approach relies on managing
wildlife populationsthrough experience and monitorimgpich allows the management
agency to make necessary changes to maitita natural resource (bear population) in
the desired condition. Because monitoringngoing, any changes that are needed can
be made by annually reviewing hunting regulations.

Black bear populations can withstand reged hunting on an annual basis (CA FED
2000, Williamson 2002, Ternent 2005) and histty, managed hunting has been an
effective system for protecting bear popigias because it has enlisted a clientele
interested in the continuedundance of the resource, antlansfers thilling of a
species which can become a public nuisancereattirom the general public to a smaller
group of people (hunters) (Gasedis 2002). In other wos] sport hunting engenders a
conservation minded constituency group, huntetho ensure the continued abundance
of the species of interest, and who suppod are willing to payor research, habitat
protection and conservation measures necessanget that end. Additionally, hunters
provide an important service to the palwhile decreasing the general tax burden.

Although the activity of sport huimg black bears results indldeath of individual bears,
specific safeguards, including an in-season closure mechanism and bag limit will assure
that bear harvests are below the populationssesned-yield capabilite No significant
negative effects, individually arumulatively, on bears asspecies are expected to result
from hunting (CA FED 2000).

No other method of black bear population cohhas been identifieand implemented in

states with resident bear popudas. Hunting is considered one element of an integrated
approach to manage bear populationg parpose of the 2003 and 2005 hunting seasons
was to provide recreation, gather data on hyvaeticipation and success rates, and begin
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to reduce the black bear popudat density in order to rede the associated human/bear
conflicts, including propertdamage caused by bears.

In 1953, the Council classified black bearsaagmme animal, thereby protecting bears
from indiscriminate killing. This protean stabilized the population. Based upon DFW
recommendations, limited hunting was autbed in 10 seasons from 1958-1970 and
resulted in a harvest of 46 bears. Tloi@Xil's decision in 1970 to stop the black bear
hunt was critical to the recovery of thiack bear population to its current level.

Research on the bear population by thé\Diesulted in the development of a bear
management plan. The 1997 Black Beani&tgement Plan stated that “continual
fragmentation of habitat and the projectgdwth of the human population has made it
untenable to continue maintaining a bldaar population at itgresent level and

density” (McConnell et al. 1997, p. 76) and ttie black bear population could sustain a
limited, regulated hunting seas (McConnell et al. 1997, p. 78). Hunting is the primary
means of managing and regulating blaelar populations in 29 states.

Although the 1997 BBMP recommended thaais be hunted, the Council did not
consider this option until 2000, when the GaGwale was amended to reinstate the black
bear hunting season. However, this seasas later suspended by the Council at the
request of former Governor Whitman, who recommended that the DEP adopt a more
aggressive black bear operatingipplas an alternative to the hunt.

In 2003 and 2005, Council adopted a Game Gbadeincluded a limited, regulated bear
hunting season concurrent with the Six-Farearm Buck Season. These conservative
bear hunting seasons allowed for data tadikected without ngatively impacting the

black bear population. By placing the seasoBecember, the concern regarding the
possibility of over-harvest of the poputat was addressed because most pregnant
females would be denned and not availabtehervest. Conflicts with other outdoor
recreational activities was mmized by holding the bear hunting season during the most
popular hunting season when 80,000 huntezsalieady afield hunting deer. The

majority of applicants for the limited numbef bear permits were hunters who already
had permission to hunt deer withithe bear hunting area.

Bear hunting was limited to area north of Route I-78 ankst of Route 1-287, an area
of 1558 square miles. A quota of 10,000 permits was established and applicants were
required to attend a mandatory bear huntingaigon seminar. Hunters were allowed to
use a shotgun not smaller than 20 gaugdarger than 10 gauge with slugs only or a
muzzleloading rifle of .45 caliber or greaterhe season bag limit was one bear per
hunter and all harvested bears had to bentédk@ mandatory beaheck station where
biological and geographical information svabtained. The Council authorized the
Commissioner of DEP, with consultation witte Director of the DFW and the Chairman
of the Council, to call off the bear seasoithv24 hours notice if biologists determined
the harvest was excessive based on taggadrétirns in théarvest. Based upon
success rates in adjacent statéh similar seasons, andemumber of permits issued,
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the DFW estimated a harvest of between &7@ 408 bears. Suehharvest would not
surpass yearly recruitmeimto the population.

The Council believes that the 2003 blaglabhunting season was a success because it
met the objectives established for the hunt: &)tdnget harvest was alhed; 2) the hunt
was conducted safely with no hunter accidamis without incident of trespassing or
other complaints; and 3) biological datalmars, hunter success and hunter participation
was collected. The results (Appendix CljJdwed the predictions of DFW biologists
based upon the conservative format. Hupgeticipation (5,450 huets) was less than
10% of the 80,000 licensed firearm huntef$ie total hunter hamst was 328 bears.
Hunter success rate was 6%6thin the 5 to 7.5% prediatke Biologists also predicted

that the bear population, which is extremgtgductive with a high survival rate, could
withstand a harvest rate up to 25%. Based Ugsans tagged within the hunt area (north
or Route 1-78 and west of Route 1-287)2003 which were harvested during the season,
a harvest rate of 22% was achieved. Hagson statewide population estimates by the
Independent Bear Panel in 2003 (1600 to 32€drs) (NJDEP 2003),¢tarvest rate was
between 10.2% and 20.5%. As predicted,dbx and age structure of the harvest
matched that of bears capturedidgmresearch ancontrol activities.

A survey of bear permit appants indicated 47% had piieusly hunted bears and 86%
stated that they intended to hunt bears wltleey traditionally deer hunt. Participation

by non-resident hunters (4.3%) was consisiétit other hunting seasons such as deer
and turkey. Additional statistics raging the season are found in Appendix C.

No specific landowner complaints involvihgar hunters and no hunter accidents were
reported. The hunt successfuligtablished that hunters cdwdafely harvest black bears
in a controlled manner. Biological daia the bears and demographic data on hunter
success and patrticipation collected durirgggkason is valuable for designing future
management actions. Prior to the seagdaysuits regarding the hunt were filed,
including a case heard in tRederal District Court, Thar Circuit involving bear hunting
on federal land within New Jersey. All lawts were decided in favor of the bear
hunting season.

Council provided an evaluation for the 2003 black bear hunting season in the 2005
CBBMP (Wolgast et al. 2005%ppendix A contains inforation on the bear hunting
seasons. No specific landoar complaints involvingdmar hunters and no hunter
accidents were reported. These huntingaeasstablished that hunters could safely
harvest black bears in a controlled manniological data on the bears and
demographic data on hunter success and paation collected dung the season is used
to design future management actions.

The hunting season data from 2003 and 2005 stg¢feat hunting can alleviate damage
and nuisance incidents caused by problem beganrgnty percent ofhe tagged bears in
the 2003 and 2005 harvests were bears taggadisgnce sites or in urban situations.
Damage and nuisance calls to DFW decredse40% and Categpi reports to DFW
decreased by 37% in 2004, after the 2003@eaBamage and nuisance calls to DFW
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increased by 37% and Category | reportBEW increased by 35% in 2005; damage and
nuisance calls to DFW decreased by 13%@atkgory | reports to DFW decreased by
7% in 2006, after the 2005 season.

Both West Milford and Vernon Wenship officials have reported that their level of bear
complaints dropped significantly in 2004, a yeter the hunt, but #n increased in 2005
and subsequently dropped again in 200&irag year after dunting season. Other
townships where hunting occurred showed similar trends

Harvest Cat | & Il Complaints
2003/ 2005 Township 2003/ 2004/ 2005/ 2006

38/ 33 Vernon 174/ 58/ 128/ 102

24/ 31 West Milford 159 /51/ 99/ 88

25/ 14 Montague 23/ 7IIBL

The 2005 season yielded different harvestsrditg sex and age clasompared to the
2003 season. This was not unexpected by Ofdbgists, as the season format is set
late in the year, thereby protecting the pregrfamales, which will already be in dens.
The alternate year harvest (season opeR0BB3 and 2005, closed in 2004), combined
with the alternate year breeding strategy (quinsluced every other g, resulted in the
female cohort producing cubs in odd-numbeyedrs available for harvest both seasons,
while the female cohort producing cubs in even-numbered years protected.

Although the data suggest that there isaetation between the hunt and a reduction in
damage and nuisance incidents caused by gmobkars, similar data has not been
collected to determine if a fully impleanted, non-lethal bear management strategy
would have similar impacts.

In addition to suggestions that hunting nadlgviate damage and nuisance incidents,
hunting has been used as a tool to regddhe aversive conditioning methods employed
by DFW and trained law enforcement officeifter conducting a reviewf the scientific
literature, Conover (2001) determinééit hunting reduces wildlife damage by
reinforcing an animal’s fear of humansdacausing animals to avoid areas where they
might come into contact with humans. Conoakso stated thdtunting should increase
the effectiveness of non-lethal techniquesduse the animals learn to associate humans
with negative consequences. Althougmsmuisance bears are eliminated during
hunting seasons, others are pursued bubhantested, thereby imparting a negative
experience on the bear. This negativeratgon for the bear contrasts the positive food
reward in other human/bear irdetions. While hunting is ongay to effectuate aversive
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conditioning, this Policy includes the othmethods of aversive conditioning, such as
rubber buckshot, paintballs, pyrotechnics, degsl capture and on-site release. .

DFW biologists have deveped population projectionsifthe research study areas
(Kittatinny and Bearfort) based @he data collected from rearch activities (litter size,
productivity, survival and mortality) andet2003 and 2005 bear hunting seasons (harvest
rate, harvest by sex and age class). Theseallaw DFW to genate a bear population

size estimate in the study areas and togatgpopulation estimates for the study areas

into future years, Using a deterministimodel (Kontio 1998) (Figure 8). DFW will

continue to calculate population projectiobslster the robustness with additional data
collection and verify past estimatby comparison to updated models.

All states with bear hunting seasons allasehery, shotgun and muzzleloaders to be
used. Past bear seasons in NJ allowed dathery and shotgun bear hunting. Council
notes that many of these states chargedditianal permit fee for &ar hunting that is
used to support bear research and management.

Council believes that the adaptive managementqss will guide the future structure of
bear management. This is a dynamic procestsmiust evaluate the results of the bear
hunting season, if there is one, on the Ipegrulation and bear related conflicts. The
desirable bear population ldweill be influenced over time by many dynamic factors
such as the amount of available bearta&bhuman population gwth and resulting
development; and changes in human toleedor bears brought about by education and
the willingness to change lifestylasadapt to living in bear county.

As is the case with other polygamous spesigsh as deer, management of the bear
population is affected by managementref female segment of the population.
Population benchmarks will provide a quanitatassessment of the effect of hunting on
the bear population and guide future tiig season structure. For example, a
deterministic model using productivity, survivaadd mortality of the New Jersey research
study population yields populati@abilization at a hunting hzest rate of 0.2 females
per square mile and 8% reduction at Or@dées per square mile. The Council will
continue to rely on the expertise of DRM@logists, who througldata collection and
analysis provide recommendations regardivgstructure and timing of future seasons
which will ensure black bear populations arantaned in appropriathabitat at desired
densities compatible with existing land use.

In reviewing the tools available for populatioontrol and the costs saciated with each,
the Council concludes that rektion will never be a viable tool for bear population

control. Additionally, non-lethal tools such sterilization and cheiwal fertility control
are unproven at this time. Howeversearch in this area should continue.

Recommendations:
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1. Council is adopting a plandhprioritizes non-lethal nmagement methods. If non-
lethal methods do not result in a signific@B0%) reduction in Category | incidences
by September 8, 2008, a regulated hunting season will be held in December 2008. If
these non-lethal mehtods are successftgducing Category | complaints by thirty
percent (30%), no hunt will take place. wiever, if Category | incidences are not
reduced by an additional 30% by Septenhe2009, a regulated hunt will take place
in December 2009.

2. DFW should not use relocation asmmaans of population control.

3. DFW should continue to investigate altematpopulation control techniques, such as
fertility control.

4. In the event that non-lethal strategige unsuccessful reducing Category |
incidences and population reduction is deemed necessary, DFW should, in
preparation, develop a long-testructure for bear hunting seasons to reduce and then
stabilize the bear populationatevel compatible with thavailability and quality of
habitat, and consistent with public sgfednd residential anagricultural concerns.
Future season structures should bgelleon data collected from the 2003 and 2005
bear hunting seasons, and population monigo Permit quotas and season length
should be adjusted as necessary toleggununting pressure in BMZs. Season
formats should use all hunting implemelagally available including archery and
muzzleloaders.

5. In the event that non-lethal strategege unsuccessful in reducing Category |
incidences and population reduction is deemed necessary, DFW should use harvest
parameters (female harvest per square)radea benchmark to gauge the progress of
the population reduction and stabilizationgddrigger adjustments to future season
structures. Yearly female harvest ratg be analyzed using the deterministic
model. The results of the model simulation will be used to determine if the season
structure needs to be adjusted. If thedel indicates that low female harvest rates
will result in a failure to meet the poadion goal within tle stated time frame,
lengthening the season and/or increggermit quotas will be warranted.

Conversely, if the model projedisat the goal is met irdaance of the time frame, a
reduction in permit quotas and&gason length will be instituted.

6. DFW should include BMZ 7 in future Gan@ode proposals to legally harvest bears
by properly licensed hunters with bearmpés during the established deer hunting
seasons.

7. In the event that non-lethal strategége unsuccessful ieducing Category |
incidences and population reduction is deemed necessary, DFW should charge a bear
hunting permit fee. Hunters will pay for tpavilege to participate in a regulated
hunting season with the fees usedaover the costs of admstering the hunt. A bear
permit fee comparable to the deer per®g) has the potentitd generate $280,000.
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V. CONCLUSION

This 2007 Policy is intended farther integrate responsibi®n-lethal strategies into
black bear management, which will allow fbe determination of whether and to what
extent a bear hunt should occur. Howe@muncil recognizes th#lhe bear population is
at a level that can support a regulatedeational hunt. FurtherdZincil recognizes that
bears are causing considerable damageitsonal property, artiat the amount of
damage and threats to public safetyéhancreased commensurate with the bear
population. Home entries and attempted honteesnincreased significantly in the late
1990s and remain unacceptably high despiteagive efforts to eliminate problem bears
and despite intensive education efforts. Elfigme, a prolonged period of evaluation of the
effectiveness of non-lethal methods, manwhbfch have been employed for many years,
is not an appropriate publpolicy given the resultant threats to public safety and the
burden of property damage currently endusgdNew Jersey citizens. Council is not
willing to subject the citizens dlew Jersey to this level of risk to public safety and
property damage for more than a year. Enpéntation of this policy must reduce high
risk bear incidences that are a threapublic safety and property damage.

In order to reduce this risk, Council recoemds that DFW should continue to focus on
an integrated strategy for black bear manageriat includes continng the educational
campaign, pursuing legislative initia¢is, conducting research and population
monitoring, continuing appropiti& control measures, inv@gmting alternate population
control methodsind implementing population redian through a regulated hunting
season if non-lethal methods do not reduce@ay | complaints according to the goals
set forth in this policy.

Adequate funding for black bear management is estimated to be $ 1.25 million.
(Appendix B). This includes the FYO8pplemental appropriation of $850,000 from the
General Treasury. This amount, combinethwiunters and Anglers and federal funds,
must continue in order to maintain an qaate black bear management program. Itis
unrealistic to believe that NJ's sportsmed avomen share the sole responsibility for
paying for this cost. Since responsible bmanagement benefits all citizens of NJ, it is
appropriate that it continue to be fudd@rough an appropriation from the General
Treasury. If the population islaved to continue to increase, the cost of managing bears
will increase proportionately over time.

Council supports the pomtion goal of maintaing bears at a dengithat provides for a
sustainable population withinisable bear habitat, minimés human-bear conflicts and
reduces emigration of bears to unsuitablathdin suburban and urban areas. Council
will continue to evaluate the level of serious Category | incidents as an indicator of
success in managing through riethal methods the NJhr population. Council is
confident that with careful management for thpecies, black bears wile able to thrive
in suitable habitat in NJ where they can safely coexist with NJ residents.
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