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SHORT COMMUNICATION
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Abstract: Human-wildlife interactions and conflicts
are increasing in many parts of the world. The ability
of North American wildlife agencies to accurately
record information about human—wildlife conflict and
then share and compare those data is important for
agency conservation efforts, inter-agency communica-
tions, and public messaging. Agency bear managers
and researchers record human-bear conflict data and
depend upon that information for making management
decisions, determining whether those decisions were
effective, and for developing public education messag-
ing. To successfully manage human—bear conflict, it is
essential that inter-agency communication, recording
of data, and public messaging be consistent. Yet, defin-
ing human-bear conflicts in a consistent manner, even
within jurisdictions, can be difficult and the application
of common bear management terms is often inconsis-
tent, and therefore may be unreliable. Even when these
terms are clearly defined, there is often no uniformity
in application, nor is there a defined entity to collect,
store, and disseminate the information. Additionally,
some terms commonly used in agency messaging and
often repeated by the public are subjective and can
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have negative connotations for bears. The International
Association for Bear Research and Management’s
(IBA) Management Committee (MC), with members
representing 9 jurisdictions and all 3 bear species in
North America, reviewed literature that list terms and
definitions used in bear management and bear research
with the following goals: (1) identifying terms and def-
initions that were clear, concise, and used consistently
among jurisdictions; (2) defining or modifying those
terms and definitions that are commonly used, yet are
used inconsistently, incorrectly, or interchangeably;
and (3) identifying terms that should be removed from
written and verbal agency messaging that lead to mis-
characterization of bears. Here we present 12 terms and
definitions that will help facilitate clear and consistent
inter- and intra-agency communications and allow juris-
dictions to better compare information across databases.
We also identify 5 terms that should be removed from
professional wildlife management vernacular and publi-
cations. Finally, we propose that the IBA adopt these
terms and definitions for use within their publications
and request the use of these terms and definitions by
other governing and publication entities.

Key words: aversive conditioning, food-conditioned
bear, habituated bear, hazing, human-bear conflict,
human-bear interaction, nuisance bear, problem bear,
relocation, translocation, Ursus americanus, Ursus
arctos, Ursus maritimus
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The success of many large carnivore conservation
programs throughout the world (Enserink and Vogel
2006), changes in species distribution due to environ-
mental change (Rode et al. 2022), and the expansion of
the human footprint (Ma et al. 2024) have led to
increased human-wildlife interactions and in some
cases, increased human-wildlife conflict. Having the
ability to record these interactions and conflicts, and to
accurately compare these databases, especially over vast
jurisdictional boundaries, can prove problematic for
wildlife agencies and researchers (Spencer et al. 2007,
Seoraj-Pillai and Pillay 2017) especially if definitions of
these terms are inconsistently used. Further, defining
human—wildlife conflict is difficult because, unlike other
important parameters for wildlife management (e.g.,
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population size, demographic rates, resource selection),
human-wildlife conflict is a socio-ecological parameter
(Zajac et al. 2012, Lackey et al. 2018, Siemer et al.
2023). Human perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, and toler-
ance for wildlife, as well as the governance of the man-
agement agency, play important roles in accurately
recording and defining interactions and conflict, influ-
encing which type of situations are labeled conflicts and
which conflicts are reported (Lischka et al. 2019).
Human-bear interactions can occur when a bear and a
human are seemingly aware of each other and can result
in positive, neutral, or negative (i.e., conflict) outcomes.
Interactions resulting in negative outcomes are human—
bear conflicts (HBC) and are a global issue, involving all
8 species of bears (Can et al. 2014). Human—bear con-
flicts can cause economic loss to humans, human inju-
ries, fatalities to both humans and bears, and negative
attitudes toward bears (Ciarniello and Beecham 2019).
Effective and consistent communication among bear
managers and researchers is essential for quantifying
HBC and determining success or failure of responsive
management actions (Spencer et al. 2007, Hopkins et al.
2010, Gunther et al. 2018). Yet, developing and adopt-
ing standardized terms and definitions across multiple
jurisdictions is challenging because jurisdictions often
have different policies and protocols that govern HBC
response, which in turn can be based upon that jurisdic-
tion’s definition of certain management terms (Spencer
et al. 2007, Lackey et al. 2018, Scharhag 2018;
R. Beausoleil, Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife [WDFW], personal communication). Hopkins
et al. (2010) noted that terminology and definitions fre-
quently differ among jurisdictions because they evolved
as bear management techniques evolved. Additionally,
these techniques often varied, depending on jurisdic-
tional policy governing HBC response and whether the
jurisdiction was a local, state, federal, or provisional
government. Even when techniques or reporting of con-
flicts are consistent, they are not always recorded. For
example, Hristienko and McDonald (2007) reported that
in a 2001 survey of 62 North American jurisdictions,
only 10 had formal databases to document HBC. Other
examples include surveys of management agencies, spe-
cifically, 3 jurisdictional surveys of North American
wildlife agencies that all assessed different American
black bear (Ursus americanus) management techniques.
Spencer et al. (2007) posed questions specific to HBC
response, whereas both Beausoleil and Dobey (2015)
and the most recent survey, conducted in 2022 by the
International Bear Associations’ (IBA) Management
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Committee (MC) included population management and
HBC actions (IBA MC 2024). One common issue reported
during all 3 surveys was the difficulty in designing ques-
tions that would generate answers specific to HBC because
of the known inconsistencies in terminology and recording
used by different jurisdictions. For example, in the 2022
survey the MC had to offer multiple answers to the ques-
tion of “How does the jurisdiction document human—black
bear interactions?”. Over 50 percent of responses indicated
the agency did not separate positive, neutral, or negative
interactions (i.e., conflict) when recording calls from the
public IBA MC 2024). Some jurisdictions reported they
had no standard definition of ‘interactions’ regionally, nor
within the jurisdiction. In Beausoleil and Dobey (2015),
one jurisdiction, Alberta, included bear sightings in their
human-bear conflict data. Further, at the 5th International
Human—Bear Conflicts Workshop (IHBCW), Scharhag
(2018:78) expressed difficulty in defining what constitutes
a bear attack “due to the various definitions from state to
state.”

Despite Hopkins et al. (2010) being a thorough review
of human—bear management programs and terminology
used in North America by some of the most recognized
experts in bear management, their definitions (n = 38)
published in Ursus are still not used consistently. We
offer several instances where the inconsistent use of ter-
minology, inconsistently or inaccurately defining terms,
or using terms interchangeably occurred in the reporting
of human—bear interactions and conflict in publications
on these topics, or simply ambiguity in defining bear
management terms. These comparisons in terms include
hazing and aversive conditioning; on-site release, reloca-
tion, and translocation; human-bear interaction and
human-bear conflict, and habituated bear and food-con-
ditioned bear.

Hazing of a bear is generally viewed as a single event
whereas aversive conditioning requires continual and con-
sistent administering of deterrents (Schirokauer and Boyd
1998, Hopkins et al. 2010). These terms are often used
interchangeably, with managers referring to a manage-
ment action as aversive conditioning although the tech-
nique reportedly used was neither consistent nor continual
(Leigh and Chamberlain 2008, Mazur 2010, Alldredge
et al. 2015). There are also examples of on-site releases
being described as aversive conditioning (Clark 1999,
Clark et al. 2003), with the suggestion being that aversion
occurs during capture and handling and the subsequent
release at the point of capture. Yet, by definition,
conditioning implies a repetitive, or learning process
(Hopkins et al. 2010, Gunther et al. 2018). On-site releases
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have been further described by several others including
Clark et al. (2003), Hopkins et al. (2010), and White et al.
(2022). Our modification of the Hopkins et al. (2010) defi-
nition of on-site release includes a reference to hazing to
clarify how this management technique has evolved.

Similarly, sometimes the terms relocation and translo-
cation are used interchangeably regardless of the dis-
tance a bear was moved (Beckmann and Lackey 2004,
Landriault et al. 2009, White et al. 2022), or the term
relocation was used incorrectly (Stenhouse et al. 2022).
Human-bear interaction and human—bear conflict are
also commonly used interchangeably and inconsistently.
For example, Hopkins et al. (2010:157) defines human—
bear conflict as “when a bear exhibited stress-related or
curious behavior, causing a person to take extreme eva-
sive action, made physical contact with a person or
exhibited clear predatory behavior, or was intentionally
harmed or killed (not including legal harvests) by a per-
son.” Yet in 2019, the Human—Bear Conflict Expert Team
of the International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) Bear Specialist Group (BSG) defined human—bear
conflict as ““... any situation where wild bears undesirably
use or damage human property, where wild bears harm
people, or where people perceive bears to be a direct threat
to their property or safety.” (Carniello and Beecham
2019:1). The first definition does not include one of the
most commonly viewed forms of HBC, which is the use
of, or damage to, human property by bears, and the second
definition includes a person’s perception of HBC (i.e., a
subjective definition that could include bear sightings,
which are not considered conflict; Hopkins et al. 2010,
Blair et al. 2020). Other examples where human—bear
interaction and human—bear conflict were used inter-
changeably or defined ambiguously can be found in
Baruch-Mordo et al. (2008), Kretser et al. (2009), Mer-
kle et al. (2011), and White et al. (2022).

Habituation and food-conditioning are terms that
describe behavioral learning processes (Gunther et al.
2018) and can be confusing and misinterpreted by the
public and managers. For example, these two exam-
ples from the media both imply, incorrectly, that a
bear can be habituated to food. From the Adirondack
Almanack, “It means if a bear gets food from humans
too many times, it will get habituated to the food”
(Lynch 2020:1). And from a California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) press release, “These traps
represent official state business to capture a specific and
“severely food-habituated bear” defined as a conflict bear
under CDFW’s 2022 Black Bear Policy in California.
Food-habituated means that the animal has lost its fear of
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people and is associating people with access to food.”
(CDFW 2022:1). It should be noted, however, there are
numerous examples where managers or researchers used
terms and definitions in a consistent and appropriately
defined manner including Wieczorek Hudenko (2012),
Gunther et al. (2018), Gillikin et al. (2021), Edwards
(2023), and Homstol et al. (2024).

The point here is not to single out specific instances
or publications (the citations listed are just a few of the
many examples available), but rather to make it clear
that inconsistent or incorrect use of several bear man-
agement terms is somewhat common. The MC is not
the first to recognize this issue and to suggest a way of
developing consensus on terms and definitions. Gun-
ther et al. (2004:108) stated “The current scientific lit-
erature contains ambiguous terms and definitions for
measurements of wildlife responses to humans ...” and
“The term habituation has been frequently misused by
wildlife biologists and the press ...”. Further, at the 4th
International Human—Bear Conflicts Workshop (IHBCW)
in Missoula, Montana, during a workshop on Best Man-
agement Practices for HBC response planning, participants
developed a list of components to be included in “ideal
human-bear conflict response guidelines” and this list
included “standard terminology and definitions that are
acceptable to all stakeholders” (Matt 2012:60). And during
a presentation at the Sth [IHBCW in Tennessee titled Man-
aging Bears Across Multi-Jurisdictional Boundaries, the
authors identified areas for improvement to include ... the
need for standardized systems, procedure, terminol-
ogy, and reporting across all agencies ...” (Honeyman
and Michel 2018:51).

Inconsistency in reporting and documenting HBC
can be exacerbated further when comparing data
between the 3 bear species in North America—Ameri-
can black bear, grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), and polar
bear (U. maritimus)—because the type of HBC may
vary considerably. Tolerance for, and perception of,
bears are notably important considerations when trying
to quantify interactions and conflict (Lackey et al.
2018). For example, consider a polar bear passing
through a coastal community that consistently experi-
ences a large influx of bears during the ice-free period
and then compare that same scenario to a bear in a
developed area where polar bears are rarely seen. One
or both scenarios may be reported as a conflict or just a
sighting, depending on the person’s perception of bears
(labeling bias), and then recorded as a conflict or a
sighting, depending on the person responding and how
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their management agency defines HBC (reporting bias;
Lackey et al. 2018).

The MC members, with roughly 200 years of com-
bined experience managing human-bear conflicts, are
in the unique position to compare terms and definitions
used throughout our respective jurisdictions and we are
of a consensus that even within our jurisdictions, defini-
tions are used inconsistently. For example, “Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks regions do not use the same
definition of conflict, which restricts the ability to com-
pare trends across regions” (K. Annis, personal com-
munication). When managers use different definitions
for terms such as human—bear conflict, habituated bear,
or relocation, the result can be ineffective communica-
tion and inconsistent data that are difficult to compare,
not only across jurisdictions but also to people such as
researchers who analyze HBC data. Having compara-
tive data allows us to efficiently and effectively evalu-
ate what is working and what is not. Additionally, these
data are necessary when applying for funding opportuni-
ties that can help agencies and nongovernmental organi-
zations cooperatively answer management-oriented
research questions. We acknowledge and appreciate all
previous work on bear behavior and human—bear con-
flict terminology, including those by Aumiller and Matt
(1994), Gunther et al. (2004, 2018), Herrero (1985),
Herrero et al. (2005), Jope (1983), Smith et al. (2005)
and many others. But like Hopkins et al. (2010), we also
recognize that terminology has evolved, and will con-
tinue to evolve, as management techniques and public
messaging evolves.

Hopkins et al. (2010) suggested 3 reasons for stan-
dardizing definitions and concepts among jurisdictions:
(1) enhancing intra-agency conservation efforts; (2)
enhancing inter-agency cooperation; and (3) providing
standard definitions to researchers who study and eval-
uate agency programs. We suggest an additional reason
is to facilitate effective messaging when communicat-
ing with the public about human—bear conflict mitiga-
tion measures and personal responsibility.

To exemplify this, we note there are terms com-
monly used by the public and wildlife agencies, and
even suggested for use by wildlife managers (Hopkins
et al. 2010) that complicate effective messaging by
removing personal responsibility from HBCs and rhe-
torically placing blame for HBC solely on the bear.
These include the 3 terms ‘“nuisance bear,” “garbage
bear,” and “problem bear.” Failure to identify responsi-
bility, and thus potential mitigative actions, perpetuates
the HBC issue (Penteriani 2023), especially when these
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terms are used by bear managers, or in agency publica-
tions or media communications. In addition, “nuisance
bear” and “problem bear” are subjective terms because
they are often used to label a wild animal based on pub-
lic perception of a human-bear interaction (see defini-
tion of “human-bear interaction” below). These terms
could describe an actual conflict, reflect a person’s lack
of knowledge of normal bear behavior, or be based on
an individual’s low tolerance threshold for a bear.
Seoraj-Pillai and Pillay (2017:17) offered a definition
for animals involved in conflict that demonstrates this
subjectiveness. They define a “problem animal” as “A
free-living, native wild mammal or bird whose natural
behaviour, temperament or habits brings it into conflict
with humans.” This definition does not place any
responsibility for conflict on humans but instead
‘blames’ the wild animal for its natural behavior. Simi-
larly, Hopkins et al. (2010:157) defined “problem bear”
as “a bear involved in repeated bear incidents,” with
“bear incident” defined as “an occurrence that involved
a human-bear conflict or episodes where bears caused
property damage, obtained anthropogenic food, killed
or attempted to kill livestock or pets ...”. And Matt
(2012:66) defined “problem bear” as “a bear that
requires a management action or expenditure of human
and/or financial resources. This term covers a broad
spectrum, from bears that require periodic monitoring
because they are near human infrastructure, to bears
that require intensive hazing or lethal removal.”. None
of these examples address the underlying causes for the
conflict.

Even the subtle difference between “human-bear
conflict” and “bear—human conflict” can create a shift
in responsibility based on the order in which it is said.
Placing the word “bear” first and using “bear—human
conflict” can have negative connotations for bears by
implying bears are the initial cause of HBC. This was
the main reason the name of the IHBCW’s was
changed after the 1997 workshop in Canmore, Alberta,
which was titled “Bear—People Conflicts Workshop”
(R. Beausoleil, [WDFW], personal communication).

Further, the Association for Fish and Wildlife Agen-
cies (AFWA) represents all jurisdictions in North
America, and as stated on their website they are “the
collective voice of state, provincial and territorial fish
and wildlife agencies.” BearWise® is a national educa-
tion and outreach program of AFWA and is supported
by over 40 member states. In the BearWise Brand
Guide (2024:6), an internal document for member
agencies, it states “BearWise does not use and cannot
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approve or endorse materials that use language that
blames the bear for behavior that results from inten-
tional or unintentional human-caused conflict.” The
Guide also lists terms to avoid, including ‘“nuisance
bear,” “problem bear,” “bear problems,” and ‘“bear—
human conflicts.” As bear managers, all members of
the MC understand that there will always be individual
bears involved in chronic human—bear conflict that are
perceived as, and labeled as, problem bears and nui-
sance bears; the words are simply too ingrained in the
common terminology used by wildlife professionals
and the public and have been for decades. Similarly,
we do not believe that most bear managers do not
understand the varying definitions and interpretations
of common bear management terms. What we are striv-
ing for is a change in the narrative that bears are the
root cause of HBC and removing ‘the bear” will make
the public’s ‘problem’ disappear. Getting people to
think about bears differently by expanding education
programs, and to accept some personal responsibility
for HBC, can affect their tolerance for bears and their
perceived benefits versus risks of coexisting with bears
(Zajac et al. 2012, Pooley et al. 2016, Warrier et al.
2021, Penteriani 2023, Siemer et al. 2023, Gunther
et al. 2024).

We suggest that bear managers, management agen-
cies, and researchers should strive to change this narra-
tive by framing the messaging differently. This may be
partially accomplished by educating the public about
the ecological and intrinsic value of bears (Siemer et al.
2023). However, the words used by wildlife profession-
als are important because they can often either create
tolerance or further polarize the issue (Lischka et al.
2019). As stated by R. Shideler (2018:59), at the 5th
IHBCW, “Words matter when you are sharing informa-
tion with the public.” Certainly, the words wildlife pro-
fessionals use can influence the public’s attitude and
perception, with negative terms used to describe bears
that are involved in human-caused conflict being perva-
sive in educational publications such as National Geo-
graphic (Tree 2024) for just one recent example. An
alternative to ‘“nuisance bear,” “garbage bear,” or
“problem bear” is to use a more descriptive term such
as “human-bear conflict” (see definitions below) or
simply state that a bear was involved in conflict.

Finally, bear managers and researchers outside North
America have expressed confusion regarding the terms
“roadkill” and “road killed bear.” Not because they do
not understand that a bear died as a result of a collision
with a vehicle, but because they have no translation for
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“roadkill.” It is important to avoid confusing or mislead-
ing terminology whenever possible. We therefore recom-
mend replacing the terms “roadkill” or “road killed” with a
single term describing what happened—a “vehicle—bear
mortality.” In addition, referring to an animal as “roadkill”
can be viewed as disparaging or devaluing the animal.

The IBA MC reviewed terms and definitions found
in an abbreviated review of literature related to bear
management and bear research to (1) identify terms
and definitions that were used consistently and cor-
rectly among jurisdictions; (2) select those terms and
definitions that are commonly used, yet are used incon-
sistently, incorrectly, or interchangeably; and (3) iden-
tify terms that should be removed from written and
verbal agency messaging that lead to mischaracteriza-
tion of bears, with the goal of facilitating more effec-
tive communication both within and outside of wildlife
agencies and to allow jurisdictions to more efficiently
compare databases.

This effort was similar to the Definition of Terms sec-
tion in Lackey et al. (2018:15) in that we started with
the Hopkins et al. (2010) manuscript because it was a
thorough review of previous publications, and we then
reviewed and modified some of the terms listed. To be
clear, we are not redefining terms already established by
the formative works of our predecessors, such as Aumil-
ler and Matt (1994), Gunther et al. (2004), Herrero
(1985), Herrero et al. (2005), Jope (1983), and Smith
et al. (2005), but rather we provide minor modifications
to these existing terms and their definitions to better
reflect modern iterations and the evolution of bear man-
agement techniques. We also identify terms that should
no longer be used by bear managers or researchers, or in
agency messaging. It is our collective belief that stan-
dardizing management definitions and removing certain
terms from bear management and bear education vernac-
ular will better represent the professional standards of
bear managers and researchers and make it more effi-
cient for North American jurisdictions to communicate
and share bear management data. Standardizing and
adopting our suggested terms, while removing the
negative terms, will decrease biases and subjectivity
by individuals, organizations, and agencies in categoriz-
ing bear behavior, and increase consistency in human—
bear interaction and human-bear conflict databases
between jurisdictions.

We identified 11 terms and definitions found in pre-
vious publications and added 1 term to facilitate clear
and consistent communications about HBC. There are
4 categories that apply to these terms and definitions to
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identify their origins. Two terms and their definitions
are directly from Hopkins et al. (2010) and are cited as
such. Eight definitions are modified from Hopkins et al.
(2010) or Lackey et al. (2018) and are therefore noted
as “modified from.” One term name was modified but
the definition did not change (Matt 2012), and one term
was not found in previous publications and is therefore
noted as “new.”

Additionally, the MC recommends the following 5 terms
should no longer be used by wildlife professionals: “nui-
sance bear,” “garbage bear,” “problem bear,” “roadkill
bear,” and “roadkilled bear.” Terms that incorrectly and/or
unintentionally place the responsibility of HBCs on the
individual bear without acknowledging the role people
have in the conflict and terms that may create confusion or
be interpreted as disparaging to the bear should not be
used. We therefore suggest these terms be removed from
all future IBA publications, including submitted manu-
scripts to Ursus and International Bear News by removing
them during the editorial process.

Definitions

We present the following 12 terms for adoption, with
modifications and additions identified in italics and deleted
words identified by strikethrough text. Our rationale for
modifications follows each definition when necessary:

e Aversive conditioning (from Hopkins et al. 2010):
A learning process in which deterrents are continu-
ally and consistently administered to a bear to
reduce the frequency of an undesirable behavior.

Rationale: No change

* Conflict bear (modified from Lackey et al. 2018:16):
A bear involved in repeated human—bear incidents
conflicts.

Rationale: The MC received feedback indicating the
need for a word that replaces the negative terms,
including problem bear. The other alternative is to use
a more descriptive term such as human—bear conflict or
simply state that a bear was involved in conflict.

¢ Food-conditioned bear (modified from Lackey et al.
2018:16): A bear that has learned to associate peo-
ple (er—the smell of people); human activities,
human-use areas, or food storage receptacles with
anthropogenic food as a result of repeatedly access-
ing anthropogenic foods without substantial nega-
tive consequence.
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Rationale: “Conditioning,” like “habituation,” implies a
learning process, so we chose to use the Lackey et al.
(2018) version of this definition. For consistency with the
Hopkins et al. (2010) definition of “habituated bear,”
we changed “negative consequences” to substantial
consequence.

e Habituated bear (from Hopkins et al. 2010:157): A
bear that shows little to no overt reaction to people
as a result of being repeatedly exposed to anthropo-
genic stimuli without substantial consequence.

Rationale: No change

e Hazing (modified from Hopkins et al. 2010:157): A
technique where human activity and/or deterrents
are administered to a bear to immediately modify
the bear’s undesirable behavior and to create a neg-
ative association with humans or human-use areas.

Rationale: Human activity, such as making noise,
was added to further clarify the definition of a deter-
rent. Often and incorrectly, hazing is referred to as

“aversive conditioning,” which is “a learning process in

which deterrents are continually and consistently adminis-

tered ...” from Hopkins et al. (2010:157). Hazing is differ-
ent in that it is neither continual nor consistent.

e Human-bear conflict (modified from Lackey et al.
2018:16): Any situation where there is a real-or per-
ceived threat to human life or property by bears or
where bears use or damage human property; or epi-
sodes where bears obtained anthropogenic food,
killed or attempted to kill livestock or pets; or when
a bear exhibited stress-related or curious behavior
causing a person to take extreme evasive action,
made physical contact with a person or exhibited
clear predatory behavior, or was intentionally or
unintentionally harmed or killed (not including legal
harvests) by a person.

Rationale: This is one of the most inconsistently used
terms. Lackey et al. (2018) combined 2 definitions from
Hopkins et al. (2010)—bear incident and human—bear
conflict. We agree that this definition is more inclusive
of HBC, but we deleted “real or perceived” because they
are subjective terms and could include a bear sighting,
which by definition is not conflict. Our modified defini-
tion of HBC is pertinent to all species of bears.

* Human-bear interaction (modified from Hopkins
et al. 2010:157): An occurrence when a person and
a—bear, a bear, or both are mutually seemingly
aware of each—ether one another in place and/or
time. These interactions can have positive, neutral,

Ursus 36:article e4 (2025)


https://bioone.org/terms-of-use
https://bioone.org/journals/Ursus

SHORT COMMUNICATION 7

or negative effects. Interactions resulting in nega-
tive outcomes are human—bear conflicts.

Rationale: We modified this definition to address the
fact that in an interaction it is not always apparent
whether a bear was actually aware of the person (i.e., a
habituated bear). This modification is consistent with
the Hopkins et al. (2010:157) definition of a bear sighting,
which states “an observation when a bear was seemingly
unaware of the person ...” In place and/or time was added
because in a negative interaction (i.e., conflict, such as a
nocturnal bear accessing neighborhood garbage), the per-
son may not be aware of this until the next morning. Addi-
tional text is for clarification on the difference between
interactions and conflicts.

*  Human-provided attractant (modified from “attrac-
tant” in Matt 2012:64): Any item provided by a per-
son, whether intentionally or unintentionally, that
draws a bear into an area, including natural foods
(e.g., berry farm, fish hatchery, hunter-killed ungu-
late carcass), anthropogenic foods (e.g., garbage,
bird feeders, livestock), or items humans would
consider inedible (e.g., motor oil, antifreeze, fertil-
izer, coatings on power cables).

Rationale: Adding human-provided to the term better
represents the definition.

* On-site release (modified from Lackey et al.
2018:17): A management method, sometimes used
as a form of hazing, that consists of capturing and
releasing a bear at or near the site of capture.

Rationale: This was modified to include hazing in
response to the evolution of this management tech-
nique. Some managers have implied that the negative
stimuli occurring during a capture and on-site release is
aversive conditioning. This is incorrect, as described
above, unless it is done repetitively and consistently.

¢ Relocation (modified from Hopkins et al. 2010:158):
The capture and subsequent transport of a bear from
the site of capture to a location likely within its home
range, often with the intent to temporarily mitigate bear
ineidents human—bear conflicts at the capture site.

Rationale: This modification adheres to our defini-
tion of HBC, which does not include the term incident.

At the capture site was added to better reflect one of the

obvious goals of relocations and translocations (i.e., the

intent is not to mitigate human—bear conflicts some-
where other than where the bear was captured).

* Translocation (modified from Hopkins et al. 2010:
158): The capture and subsequent transport of a bear
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from the site of capture to a location outside its
presumed home range, often with the intent to pet-
manently mitigate bear-incidents human—bear conflicts
at the capture site or augment a population.
Rationale: Modification is for consistency with our
definition of “Relocation.”

* Vehicle-bear mortality (new): A bear mortality result-
ing from a vehicle strike, whether the bear dies directly
from the collision or is euthanized as a result of vehi-
cle-related injuries.

Rationale: This new term replaces several terms that
are not easily translatable in other languages. Further,
the word “vehicle” can refer to all types of transporta-
tion, including cars, trucks, and trains.

Hopkins et al. (2010) was published in Ursus and
Lackey et al. (2018) was published for AFWA, but neither
of these documents, despite defining management terms
specifically for use by wildlife professionals, resulted in
consistent use by managers. Similarly, none of the seminal
publications mentioned earlier resulted in consistent use of
their terminology or definitions. We believe the reason for
the lack of unilateral use was because the terms and defini-
tions were not formally adopted by any individual publish-
ing entity. Our recommendation is that the IBA adopt and
then implement these terms in all their publications, includ-
ing Ursus, the Ursus submission guidelines, the Interna-
tional Bear News, and in all articles or manuscripts
submitted for publication by removing them during the edi-
torial process. We also recommend the IBA request that
AFWA, The Wildlife Society, the Northeast Black Bear
Technical Committee, the Southeastern Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies Large Carnivore Working Group,
and any other entities deemed appropriate endorse this
list and encourage the use of these terms by their represen-
tative agencies in all publications, media communications,
and educational material. We also suggest that the MC,
through their Jurisdictional Surveys, is the proper entity to
collect, store, and share information on HBC in North
America. It is our preference that, by doing so, these defini-
tions will be adopted and used consistently among every-
one in the bear community, allowing jurisdictions to be
better able to communicate effective and consistent mes-
saging regarding HBCs, and for analyses of best manage-
ment practices that ultimately reduce human—bear conflict.
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