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Introduction 

This report summarizes the current (2012) Grizzly bear population estimate for British 
Columbia. The previous population estimate was made in 2004 (Hamilton et al. 2004), and 
updated in 2008 (Hamilton 2008). The 2012 population estimate is primarily derived from a 
predictive population density model that uses all of the provincial Grizzly bear inventories 
(mark-recapture DNA estimates) and other inventories across North America to predict densities 
in areas without mark-recapture inventories on the basis of several environmental and human 
independent factors that are thought to influence bear numbers.  Where they existed, inventory 
results were directly applied.  Expert knowledge of local areas was used in addition to the 
information provided by the model to determine population estimates for each Grizzly bear 
Population Unit (GBPU) in the province.  

The population estimate is one portion of the information used in managing harvest opportunities 
for Grizzly bears in BC. The Grizzly Bear Hunting - Frequently Asked Questions document 
(available at www.env.gov.bc.ca/fw/wildlife/management-issues/#grizzly) explains in detail the 
harvest managment process.  

Grizzly Bear Population Units 

The current range of Grizzly bears in British Columbia has been divided into 56 GBPUs that 
delineate individual bear populations for conservation and management. In the south, GBPU 
boundaries follow natural (e.g. large rivers) and human-caused (e.g. settled valleys) fractures in 
Grizzly bear distribution. In the case of many southern GBPUs, the boundaries also reflect a 
degree of genetic isolation from other populations (Proctor et al. 2012). In northern and coastal 
British Columbia, GBPU boundaries follow natural and ecological boundaries or transition areas 
(primarily heights of land between watersheds) as there are few actual barriers to Grizzly bear 
movement. 
 
GBPU boundaries at the edges of Grizzly bear distribution in the province represent the 
“occupied/unoccupied” line. This line was drawn to reflect the known and predicted distribution 
of resident adult females. Transient males, particularly subadults, are occasionally sighted in 
unoccupied areas. However, these lines are the expected limits of areas regularly inhabited by 
Grizzly bears. GBPUs serve as the key units for setting population objectives. They are also used 
for setting land-use priorities during strategic land-use planning. Each GBPU has been assigned a 
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conservation status of either Threatened or Viable. The objective for the 9 Threatened GBPUs in 
B.C. is population recovery to prevent range contraction and ensure long-term population 
viability. The objectives for the remaining 47 viable GBPUs includes maintaining current 
population abundance and distribution, and providing sustainable harvest and viewing 
opportunities where appropriate. 

Population Estimation 

Population estimates for Grizzly bears in BC have changed over the years, as new and more 
sophisticated methods for estimating populations have become available.  In the 1970’s the 
estimate was 6,600 bears.  That changed to 13,000 (a minimum estimate) in 1990 and 17,000 in 
2004.  The last estimate from 2008 was 16,000.  The 2012 estimate is 15,000. Because the 
methods used to estimate the population have evolved and improved over time, the variation in 
estimates from year to year do not reflect a trend in Grizzly bear numbers in the province. The 
current estimate uses all available inventories and incorporates the most rigorous statistical 
modelling approach used to date. 
 
Direct inventories used DNA mark-recapture methods to determine bear density (the number of 
bears per 1000 km2) in a particular area.  This type of inventory, that was first developed in 
British Columbia (Woods et al. 1999) has been carried out here since 1996 and provides the most 
reliable population estimates with a measure of confidence for the various studies areas (see 
summary in Proctor et al. 2010). In several areas, direct application of inventory was used to 
derive the 2012 population estimate. 
 
In the majority of the province, a predictive population density model (using multiple regression 
analysis) was used to estimate the number of Grizzly bears.  This model used 89 estimates of 
Grizzly bear density from study areas across western North America to predict Grizzly bear 
densities in areas of the province using independent variables such as precipitation, vegetation 
type and human and livestock densities.  These variables were found to be significant as general 
landscape scale predictors of Grizzly bear density.  The regression model did not find hunting 
(harvest/1000km2) to be a significant factor predicting density. The above model was derived for 
areas where grizzly bears ate little or no salmon (interior). Another model was built to predict 
density for coastal areas where salmon was a large part of the diet. The coastal model had 18 
records of density and included 4 variables. A similar type of multiple regression model was 
used to obtain the 2008 Grizzly bear population estimate (Mowat et al. 2004).  However, the 
current models incorporate additional data from recent inventories and employ more 
sophisticated statistical analysis.  The new models were also applied at a finer scale (Wildlife 
Management Units) to better reflect density differences across GBPUs (GBPUs incorporate 
several Management Units).   
 
Model estimates were carefully considered by ministry regional biologists.  They took into 

Page 7 
ARR-2014-00037



3 
 

account the precision of the model estimate, local knowledge on bear distribution and 
movements, availability of major food sources such as salmon, as well as the age and sex of past 
hunter harvests and the frequency of problem bear occurrences. The model estimate was 
accepted or modified based on the above considerations.  For example, the model for the interior 
areas of the province was better at predicting densities than the model for the coastal areas.  For 
the coastal populations, information from inventories and local knowledge about the abundance 
of bears was used to estimate the population, rather than a strict reliance on the model.   
 
In some areas the model estimate was modified to be lower or higher through expert opinion.  In 
17 of 184 Management Units (MUs), the opinion of experts differed greatly from model 
estimates.  In six of these MUs, the model predicted no bears but, because bears do exist in these 
areas the model estimate was changed. Of the remaining 11 MUs, three were adjusted down and 
eight were adjusted up. In the majority of these cases (9), the MUs were on the coast or heavily 
influenced by the presence of spawning salmon.  The authors of the model cautioned that the 
“coastal” version of the model was less reliable than the “interior” version, largely because of the 
limited number of reliable mark-recapture density estimates available for the coast and the high 
influence of rainfall as a model input parameter.  In the final two MUs, regional biologists 
applied densities from adjacent Management Units and inventories that were done in nearby 
areas to adjust the estimate.  
 
The revised Grizzly bear population estimate for British Columbia in 2012 is 15,075 bears.  A 
quantitative measure of precision at the provincial level is not possible because the expert-based 
approach does not provide a statistical estimate of uncertainty. 
 
The 2012 estimate of approximately 15,000 bears should not be interpreted as a decline in 
Grizzly bear numbers since 2008 but rather a more accurate estimate of the total population size  
in the Province. Differences between the 2008 and 2012 estimates are due to the updated model, 
the application of the model at the Management Unit scale, and the availability of new 
information, such as recent inventory and monitoring work which informed the revised 
estimates. Population estimates by GBPU are summarized in Table 1. Grizzly bear densities by 
GBPU in increments of 10 bears/1000km2 are shown in Figure 1. 

Grizzly Bear Hunting 

There is no Grizzly bear hunting in extirpated areas or Threatened GBPUs (Figure 2).  Other 
areas closed to Grizzly bear hunting include Grizzly Bear Management Areas and National 
Parks.  Some GBPUs may be temporarily closed where known mortality has met or exceeded 
allowable limits, as established through the Ministry’s Grizzly bear harvest management 
procedure.  Two GBPUs, the Francois and Moberly, were closed in 2012 as a result of their new, 
lower, population estimates.  In other areas open to hunting the allowable harvest has been 
adjusted up or down reflecting the new population estimates.  While population estimates are 
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used to set allowable harvest limits, other information collected from harvested bears (e.g. sex 
and age) is also used to ensure a sustainable harvest.  For more information on the management 
of Grizzly bear hunting in British Columbia please refer to the Grizzly Bear Hunting – 
Frequently Asked Questions document on the Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch 
website (www.env.gov.bc.ca/fw/wildlife/management-issues/#grizzly).  
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Figures 
 
Figure 1. Grizzly bear density by Grizzly Bear Population Unit. 
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Figure 2. Areas open (green) and closed (red) to Grizzly bear hunting in British Columbia. Threatened 
units are identified by cross-hatching. White areas within BC are extirpated or never occupied.
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Tables 
 
Table 1. Grizzly Bear Population Estimates for British Columbia by GBPU, 2012. Dark grey indicates 
threatened units, light grey highlights additional units that are currently not hunted. 
 
Grizzly Bear Population Unit 2012 Estimate 
Alta 132 
Babine 313 
Blackwater-West Chilcotin 53 
Bulkley-Lakes 439 
Cassiar 612 
Central Monashee 147 
Central Purcell (formerly 
South and Central Purcell) 176 
Central Rockies 169 
Central Selkirk 188 
Columbia-Shuswap 346 
Cranberry 349 
Edziza-Lower Stikine 398 

Finlay-Ospika 971 

Flathead 175 

Francois 58 

Garibaldi-Pitt 2 
Hart 244 
Hyland 231 
Kettle-Granby 86 

Khutzeymateen 280 

Kingcome-Wakeman 199 
Kitlope-Fiordland 214 
Klinaklini-Homathko 251 
Knight-Bute 250 

Kwatna-Owikeno 229 

Moberly 71 
Muskwa 840 
Nation 170 
North Cascades 6 
North Coast 190 
North Purcell 234 
North Selkirk 265 
Nulki 44 

Omineca 402 

Parsnip 455 
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Grizzly Bear Population Unit 2012 Estimate 
Quesnel Lake North 187 
Robson 534 
Rockies Park Ranges 116 
Rocky 538 

South Chilcotin Ranges 203 
South Rockies 305 
South Selkirk 58 

Spatsizi 666 

Spillamacheen 98 
Squamish-Lillooet 59 
Stein-Nahatlatch 24 
Stewart 358 
Taiga 94 
Taku 575 
Tatshenshini 407 
Toba-Bute 116 
Tweedsmuir 368 

Upper Skeena-Nass 755 

Valhalla 88 
Wells Gray 317 
Yahk 20 
Total 15,075 
 

Threatened GBPUs  Dark grey 
Additional un-hunted GBPUs Light grey 
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In conservation and wildlife biology, establishing the
presence of rare or elusive species, including some that have

long been considered extinct, can become a near-mythic
quest. Because the occurrence of a rare species—or even one
that has recently been declared extinct—seems plausible, we
tend to believe anecdotal observations (i.e., observations that
lack conclusive physical evidence) despite widespread under -
standing of the intrinsic problems associated with such data.
Just as it is difficult to doubt the veracity of a detailed and
seemingly reliable statement from an eyewitness in a court of
law, it is also difficult to discount a visual observation of a rare,
elusive, or extinct species when it is reported by a trained and
experienced biologist. Compounding this problem, anec -
dotal data are often accompanied by inconclusive physical 
evidence, such as castings or pictures of tracks, fuzzy or 
distant photographs, or nondiagnostic acoustic recordings.
Unfortunately, such weak corroborative data are often treated
as confirmatory. Consequently, anecdotal occurrence data
continue to be used for making important conservation 
decisions, such as delineating the current geographic range
or deriving rudimentary estimates of abundance for species
of concern.

For these reasons, we argue that the use of anecdotal data
to establish the presence or geographic range of rare or elu-
sive species is inherently unreliable and can lead to errors with
substantial negative impacts on conservation decision making
and resulting conservation efforts. This is not to say that
anecdotal data cannot provide useful preliminary informa-
tion for conservation. The multitude of citizen scientists who
provide anecdotal observations serve as important sentinels
for detecting potential changes in the status of species of
concern. For example, anecdotal information can provide
early warnings of population declines when numerous ob-
servers report that once-common organisms now appear
scarce. Alternatively, repeated sightings of species of concern
in a given area can be used to identify high-priority areas for
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Using Anecdotal Occurrence
Data for Rare or Elusive
Species: The Illusion of Reality
and a Call for Evidentiary
Standards 

KEVIN S. MCKELVEY, KEITH B. AUBRY, AND MICHAEL K. SCHWARTZ

Anecdotal occurrence data (unverifiable observations of organisms or their sign) and inconclusive physical data are often used to assess the current
and historical ranges of rare or elusive species. However, the use of such data for species conservation can lead to large errors of omission and
commission, which can influence the allocation of limited funds and the efficacy of subsequent conservation efforts. We present three examples of
biological misunderstandings, all of them with significant conservation implications, that resulted from the acceptance of anecdotal observations as
empirical evidence. To avoid such errors, we recommend that a priori standards constrain the acceptance of occurrence data, with more stringent
standards applied to the data for rare species. Because data standards are likely to be taxon specific, professional societies should develop specific
evidentiary standards to use when assessing occurrence data for their taxa of interest.

Keywords: anecdotal, evidentiary standards, fisher, ivory-billed woodpecker, wolverine
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initiating systematic surveys or new research. However, we ar-
gue that conclusions regarding the presence of rare or elusive
species must be based on verifiable physical evidence. We
present three case histories to illustrate how the use of anec-
dotal data to assess the current distribution or population 
status of species of concern can adversely affect conservation
goals. Our examples include delays in obtaining needed habi-
tat protections (the fisher [Martes pennanti] in the Pacific
states), delays in initiating reintroductions or other conser-
vation actions (the wolverine [Gulo gulo] in California), and
the misallocation of scarce resources for conservation (the
ivory-billed woodpecker [Campephilus principalis] in the
southeastern states). We then show how evidentiary stan-
dards for species’ occurrence data could be delineated using
a gradient of reliability based on current knowledge of the
species’ status. 

Case history 1: The fisher in the Pacific states
Fishers once occurred in most coniferous forest habitats in the
Pacific states of Washington, Oregon, and California (Aubry
and Lewis 2003). Perceived range losses and potential threats
to their primary habitat resulted in the submission of two 
petitions during the 1990s to list the fisher in the Pacific
states under the Endangered Species Act (Beckwitt 1990,
Carlton 1994). Both petitions were denied, the first because
reliable information on the status of fisher populations was
lacking (USFWS 1991) and the second because anecdotal
occurrence data indicated that fishers were distributed con-
tinuously across much of their historical range (figure 1a, map
at left; USFWS 1996). 

To investigate the reliability of these anecdotal data, Aubry
and Lewis (2003) mapped the geographic distribution of
anecdotal observations of fishers in the Pacific states 
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Figure 1. Recent occurrence records for (a) fisher in the Pacific states (1954–1992; map reproduced from Aubry and Lewis
[2003]), (b) wolverine in California (ca. 1960–1974; map reproduced from Schempf and White [1977]), and (c) ivory-billed
woodpecker in the southeastern states (1944–2005; modified from www.fws.gov/ivorybill/IBW-range-map.pdf). The 
locations of standardized surveys conducted from 1989 to 2000 for fishers in the Pacific states are shown in (a), center map
(“Remote camera and trackplate surveys”); verifiable fisher detections obtained during those surveys and the presumed 
historical range (gray shading) of the fisher in the Pacific states are shown in (a), map at right (“Resulting verifiable fisher 
detections”). The arrow in this map points to an introduced population from sources in Minnesota and in British Columbia,
Canada. In (b), numbers in parentheses are the number of occurrences associated with each symbol. In (b) and (c), all 
occurrences are anecdotal. 
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obtained during the last several decades (figure 1a, map at left),
and compared their geographic extent with that of verifiable
occurrence records obtained during the most recent decade
using standardized detection protocols (figure 1a, center
map; Zielinski and Kucera 1995). Compared with anecdotal
records, the results of recent standardized survey efforts re-
vealed a dramatically different assessment of the current dis-
tribution of fishers in the Pacific states (figure 1a, map at right).
Although standardized surveys have been conducted through-
out most forested areas in that region (figure 1a, center map),
and many were intentionally located in areas where multiple
anec dotal observations of fishers had been made, fishers
were detected only in restricted portions of southwestern
Oregon and in several disjunct areas in California (figure 1a,
map at right). These findings revealed extensive range losses
in Washington and Oregon (figure 1a, map at right) and the
isolation of extant fisher populations in the Pacific states
from other populations in North America (Aubry and Lewis
2003). These results were supported by genetic studies demon-
strating that fishers occurring in the southern Cascade Range
in Oregon were introduced from British Columbia and Min-
nesota (Drew et al. 2003), and that populations in the Siskiyou
Mountains of northwestern California and southwestern
Oregon are indigenous and isolated from the introduced
population in the Oregon Cascades (figure 1a, map at right;
Aubry et al. 2004, Wisely et al. 2004). Based partly on these
findings, a third petition submitted in 2000 (Greenwald et al.
2000) resulted in Pacific Coast fishers being declared “war-
ranted but precluded” for listing under the Endangered
Species Act (USFWS 2004), meaning that the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) acknowledged the need for federal
protection, but listing was precluded by higher priorities.

For the Pacific fisher, the use of anecdotal occurrence data
led to a significant overestimation of the species’ current dis-
tribution and a failure to recognize the extent to which range
losses had occurred. The 2004 designation of  “warranted but
precluded” further demonstrated the need for conservation
actions to protect fisher populations on the Pacific Coast
and initiated a wide array of conservation and management 
activities, including the establishment of an international
team of biologists charged with developing a conservation 
assessment and strategy for fishers in the Pacific states and
British Columbia. Thus, it is likely that misconceptions 
created by the acceptance of anecdotal occurrence data as 
empirical evidence delayed the initiation of conservation 
actions for Pacific Coast fishers by at least a decade.

Case history 2: The wolverine in California
Grinnell and colleagues (1937) described the California
wolverine as being confined to the southern Sierra Nevada and
on the verge of extinction. However, from the 1950s to the
1970s, numerous anecdotal occurrence records were compiled
and reported in both primary (Ruth 1954, Jones 1955, 
Cunningham 1959) and gray literature sources (Bruce and 
Weick 1973, Schempf and White 1977, CDFG 1978, Kovach
1981). In particular, relying entirely on anecdotal data,

Schempf and White (1977) arrived at the remarkable con-
clusion that wolverines were present throughout most of the
mountainous regions of California. The authors claimed
that the data they compiled left “no doubt” that wolverines
were present in the North Coast and North Sierra regions, 
areas where wolverines were thought absent in Grinnell’s
time (figure 1b). Subsequently, a status report published by
the state of California stated, “Available information suggests
that wolverine numbers are increasing in California” (CDFG
1978, p. 66). The broad, contiguous geographic range de-
scribed in Schempf and White (1977), and expanded by 
Kovach (1981) to include the White Mountains, has been 
accepted and repeated by others (Banci 1994) and is still
California’s official position (CDFG 2008).

Beginning in the late 1980s, a series of survey efforts were
initiated to verify wolverine presence using remote cameras,
bait stations, and helicopter surveys in many areas of California
(Kucera and Barrett 1993, Zielinski et al. 2005). People con-
tinue to claim that they have seen wolverines in California, and
our molecular genetics facility (www.fs.fed.us/rm/wildlife/
genetics/index.php) is often called upon to analyze feces and
hair samples collected in California near putative wolverine
dens or observations. To date, however, none of these surveys
or DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) analyses has detected wolver-
ines in California; the last verifiable evidence of wolverine 
occurrence in California was obtained in 1922 (box 1; Aubry
et al. 2007). 

Aubry and colleagues (2007) conducted a detailed analy-
sis of historical patterns of wolverine distribution through-
out the contiguous United States. Considering historical
records and the current distribution and extent of suitable
habitat conditions for wolverines, they concluded that wolver-
ines most likely never occupied montane areas that lacked 
extensive alpine habitat conditions, such as the North Coast
region of California. Schwartz and colleagues’ (2007) genetic
analyses provided empirical support for these conclusions, in-
dicating that wolverines in the Sierra Nevada of California were
isolated from other populations in North America. Thus,
the assertion that the wolverine was rapidly expanding its range
in California during the 1970s was clearly inaccurate. Most
likely, wolverines were extirpated in California early in the 20th
century, as Grinnell and colleagues (1937) anticipated. 

Case history 3: The ivory-billed woodpecker 
in the southeastern states
The last verifiable evidence of the ivory-billed woodpecker was
obtained in 1944 in northeastern Louisiana (Fitzpatrick et al.
2005). Since then, however, many people have claimed to
have seen the bird. The USFWS has compiled records of
these sightings (figure 1c), and they display two traits that are
associated with many anecdotal occurrence records: (1) they
are located in areas where the sighting is plausible, according
to historical information on the organism’s distribution and
ecological relations; and (2) they show that the species is
well distributed within this area of plausibility. Recently,
there has been a spate of ivory-bill sightings in Arkansas.
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Fitzpatrick and colleagues (2005) claimed that at least one male
ivory-billed woodpecker persisted in the Big Woods region of
eastern Arkansas, reversing the common belief that the species
became extinct in continental North America in the mid-
1900s. Their announcement was based on inconclusive phys-
ical evidence and on seven anecdotal visual observations
made by individuals whom the authors believed to be expe-
rienced and knowledgeable.

Fitzpatrick and colleagues (2005) present two pieces of
equivocal physical data: first, acoustic recordings that they 
acknowledge “cannot be positively distinguished from ex-
ceptional calls by blue jays,” and second, the “blurred and 
pixilated” video footage taken by David Luneau in April
2004. Despite the authors’ assertions, the video evidence is 
not diagnostic of the ivory-bill and may represent the 
pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), which is similar in
appearance and occurs throughout the historical range of the
ivory-billed woodpecker (Sibley et al. 2006, Collinson 2007).
The appropriate response to the video was taken: a coordinated
and extensive search effort was initiated. However, after more
than a year of intensive searches by a large cadre of observers
(Fitzpatrick et al. 2005, Wilcove 2005), no conclusive evi-
dence was found. Consequently, the announcement that the
ivory-billed woodpecker persisted in North America relied on
anecdotal visual observations as confirmatory evidence. Fitz-
patrick and colleagues stated: 

T. Gallagher and B. Harrison were struck by the
apparent authenticity of this [Sparling’s] sighting and
arranged to be guided through the region by Sparling.
At 13:15 CST on 27 February 2004, within 0.5 km of
the original sighting, an ivory-billed woodpecker (sex
unknown) flew directly in front of their canoe with the
apparent intention of landing on a tree near the canoe,
thereby fully revealing its dorsal wing pattern.
(Fitzpatrick et al. 2005, p. 1460)

In the view of Fitzpatrick and colleagues (2005), there is no
uncertainty about whether an ivory-billed woodpecker was
seen. Doubts about the match between evidence and con-
clusions were raised (Jackson 2006) but largely ignored in the
general furor and ebullience associated with the “discovery”
that a charismatic and iconic species was not extinct after all.
In addition to purportedly confirming its escape from ex-
tinction, Fitzpatrick and colleagues (2005) made claims about
the ivory-bill’s population size and reproduction. Others
echoed these speculations (Wilcove 2005), and the reported
finding was seen as the validation of numerous conservation
efforts (Dickinson 2005). In part because of the prestige of the
journal Science, which published the account, the persistence
of a population of ivory-billed woodpeckers has been widely
accepted by the general public, and new conservation strate-
gies have been initiated (USFWS 2005). In Arkansas, more
than 7400 hectares of swampland have been given protected
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On 28 February  2008, a wolverine was photographed near Lake Tahoe in the north-central Sierra Nevada by a remotely triggered
camera. The camera was deployed during a study of the American marten (Martes americana) by Katie Moriarty of the US Department
of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service’s Pacific Southwest Research Station and Oregon State University. This record represents the first
confirmed occurrence of the wolverine in California since 1922 (Aubry et al. 2007). The photograph, and others taken of the same
individual at nearby camera stations, was diagnostic; there was no doubt that the organism was a wolverine. 

The discovery made the national news and generated a great deal of excitement in California and elsewhere. However, uncertainty
remained concerning the wolverine’s origin. It could have been a member of a previously undetected population of California
wolverines that had persisted since 1922, a natural immigrant from populations in the northern Cascade Range or Rocky Mountains, or
a released or escaped captive. Thus, the next step for evaluating the biological significance of this record was to identify the wolverine’s
source population. The historical population of California wolverines had unique mitochondrial haplotypes substantially different from
other haplotypes in North America (Schwartz et al. 2007); consequently, DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) analysis could determine
whether the animal was part of a remnant population of California wolverines. Furthermore, some haplotypes found in northern
populations (i.e., Alaska and northern Canada) are absent from extant populations in northern Washington, central Idaho, and
northwestern Wyoming. Thus, if the wolverine had any of these exclusively northern haplotypes, it would be reasonable to conclude that
it was translocated. If, however, its haplotype occurred in the Cascade or Rocky Mountains, then it could have either dispersed naturally
or been translocated.

Noninvasive sampling (hair and scats) was initiated by a group including the USDA Forest Service’s Pacific Southwest Research Station,
Oregon State University, Tahoe National Forest, and the California Department of Fish and Game, and samples were quickly obtained.
The wolverine was haplotype “A” (Wilson et al. 2000), a genetic group that occurs throughout the Rocky Mountains, Alaska, and Canada
(USFS 2008). A gender test (Hedmark et al. 2004) revealed that the animal was a male. Thus, although researchers were able to
determine that the animal was not a native California wolverine, its exact origins and means of arrival in California remain unknown.
These results did, however, have significant implications for wolverine conservation in the contiguous United States, and exemplify the
kind of empirical evidence needed to determine appropriate responses to extralimital occurrence records for rare and elusive species.
The photographic evidence was diagnostic, but additional DNA evidence was necessary to determine the biological significance of 
this record.

Box 1. Wolverine recently found in California: Remnant native, natural disperser, or transplant?
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status to provide habitat for the ivory-bill (White 2006).
Funds for habitat acquisition and land stewardship con-
sumed approximately $4,200,000 of federal funds and an
additional $2,000,000 in grants (USFWS 2006).

A year later, Hill and colleagues (2006) used similar evi-
dence to report the possible presence of ivory-billed wood-
peckers in Florida. Although Hill and colleagues are much
more circumspect than Fitzpatrick and colleagues (2005) in
their conclusions, they also propose that the ivory-billed
woodpecker is present in Florida, without providing any
conclusive evidence. Their data consist of sightings (14),
many putative vocalizations, and cavities that appeared larger
than those created by pileated woodpeckers (Hill et al. 2006).

It is now more than four years since the blurry video was
taken in Arkansas, and it remains the only physical data sup-
porting the claim that an ivory-billed woodpecker was found,
despite intensive surveys in swampy areas that included 
annual searches coordinated by the Cornell Laboratory of 
Ornithology, and ad hoc searches by countless amateurs. 
Diagnostic DNA markers have recently been developed from
museum specimens (Fleischer et al. 2006), so now even a
feather or guano could provide proof of the presence of
ivory-bills. However, none of these survey efforts has produced
any indisputable physical evidence of the persistence of ivory-
bills in North America. Although it is always possible to 
invent rationales to explain the lack of conclusive evidence
(e.g., Bivings 2006), available evidence indicates that the
ivory-billed woodpecker probably became extinct in the
southeastern United States by the middle of the 20th century.

Conclusions
Anecdotal data are considered notoriously unreliable by most
scientists, and many disciplines have endeavored to limit or
eliminate their influence. However, anecdotal information con-
tinues to influence our political and legal systems as well as
the public’s understanding of the natural world. In a court of
law, jurors generally consider eyewitness accounts to be 
particularly reliable—much more so than they actually are
(Heller 2006). Juries can often be convinced to give little
weight to forensic evidence (Thompson and Schumann
1987), but, as Supreme Court Justice William Brennan noted,
“[T]here is almost nothing more convincing than a live 
human being who takes the stand, points a finger at the 
defendant, and says ‘That’s the one!’” (Handberg 1995, p.
1014). 

Thus, it is important to carefully consider why, for exam-
ple, we are willing to convict an alleged perpetrator on the 
basis of a single eyewitness’s testimony, but are unwilling to
believe hundreds of often compelling sighting reports of the
Loch Ness monster or other creatures unknown to science. It
seems clear that our weighting of anecdotal data is not related
to its intrinsic reliability, but rather to our preconceptions
about the described phenomena. We overestimate the relia-
bility of eyewitness accounts in courts of law as much as
fivefold (Brigham and Bothwell 1983), but no amount of
anecdotal data will convince most people that the Loch Ness

monster or Bigfoot exists. The degree to which we accept or
reject anecdotal data is therefore largely a matter of belief, not
reason. Some have cast the dispute over the presence of the
ivory-billed woodpecker in terms of believers versus non -
believers (Jackson 2006, White 2006), but if the debate is
thus reduced, it will never be resolved. 

In all three of the case histories presented here, reliance on
anecdotal occurrence data led to significant errors regarding
the presence, population dynamics, and range of the species
in question. For the California wolverine and the ivory-billed
woodpecker, the use of anecdotal data led to the resurrection
of extinct organisms. In California, not only were wolverines
assumed to be present, but the case was made that they were
expanding their range and recolonizing their putative former
habitat, much of which probably did not support wolverines
historically (Aubry et al. 2007). In the case of the fisher, 
extreme overestimation of its current range led the USFWS
to conclude that populations of fishers were large and well con-
nected, when in fact they were small and highly fragmented.
In all three cases, the use of anecdotal occurrence data resulted
in vast overestimations of range and abundance (figure 1). As
the fisher case history illustrates, anecdotal occurrence records
are particularly insidious in a conservation context because
they are often numerous and well distributed in time and
space; consequently, they can preclude biologists from doc-
umenting range losses in time for appropriate conservation
actions to be taken. Had conservation decisions been based
solely on verifiable records, accurate understandings would
have been derived and more appropriate management deci-
sions would probably have been made. 

Large numbers of anecdotal occurrence records can accu-
mulate over time, and they frequently contain convincing 
details and occur in plausible locations or habitats. Observers
are typically well-meaning and conscientious individuals,
and sometimes are experienced, well-trained biologists (e.g.,
Fitzpatrick et al. 2005). Consequently, it is not surprising
that anecdotal data are difficult for many people to dismiss
as lacking in scientific value. However, even a very small
misidentification rate associated with hundreds of observa-
tions made over many decades (60 and 80 years, respectively,
in the cases of the ivory-billed woodpecker and California
wolverine) will produce a large number of very convincing but
misleading occurrence records.

We propose that the reliability of an occurrence data set 
depends not only on the intrinsic reliability of each record 
but also on the rarity of the species. As a species becomes 
rarer, the proportion of false positives will increase. For 
example, in the contiguous United States, bobcats (Lynx 
rufus) are common and Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) are
rare; occasionally bobcat observations are misidentified as 
lynx. Even if such misidentifications happen only 1 percent
of the time, for every 1000 bobcat sightings, 10 will be iden-
tified as lynx, and false lynx observations can easily out-
number actual ones. Even if lynx were extirpated from the area,
lynx would continue to be reported each year and, over many
years, hundreds of spurious lynx records would accumulate.
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Records obtained with this misidentification rate would be 
useful and reliable for bobcats, but extremely misleading for
lynx.

Species rarity not only decreases the average reliability of
occurrence data but simultaneously increases the social and
economic consequences associated with decisions based on
such data. Thus, an accepted evidentiary standard for docu-
menting the occurrence of the common American robin
(Turdus migratorius) would not be appropriate for the 
potentially extinct ivory-billed woodpecker. We therefore 
propose the use of a gradient of evidentiary standards for 
occurrence records that increases in rigor with species’ rarity
(figure 2). For example, a set of standards might permit the
use of anecdotal data when an organism is common and
easily recognized, but require indisputable physical evidence
before the announcement of the rediscovery of a species
thought to be extinct. The best approach to deriving specific
standards may be for professional societies associated with 
particular taxa (e.g., American Society of Mammalogists,
American Ornithological Union) to independently develop
evidentiary standards for the use of occurrence data by their
membership and in their publications. For example, guide-
lines for the appropriate use of anecdotal data could be in-
cluded in instructions for authors and reviewers. Once rules
were adopted, they could be used to standardize reliability 

ratings for existing databases, greatly enhancing their value.
Such standards should consider a species’ rarity, prior evidence
of its existence, and the goals of the study or survey (figure
2). We recognize the value of coordinated, long-term survey
efforts, such as the Breeding Bird Survey and the Christmas
Bird Count, and we do not intend that the establishment of
evidentiary standards interfere with the collection of useful
data for common species. However, for rare or elusive species,
such standards are essential for accurately determining their
distribution and status.

Some have argued that making decisions on the basis of the
possibility that a species of concern is present is a prudent 
approach to conservation (i.e., the precautionary principle).
Indeed, the Endangered Species Act and many other conser-
vation agreements and accords specifically apply this prin ciple
to conservation (Applegate 2000). We agree with the appli-
cation of the precautionary principle in conservation, but its
application is a matter of policy, not science. Consequently,
we believe the best way to ensure that policy decisions are based
on reliable data and sound understanding is for scientists to
establish evidentiary standards for the use of occurrence
data. Just as evidentiary standards for the rejection of exper-
imental hypotheses should be arrived at a priori, the existence
and distribution of rare organisms should be debated within
the context of established evidentiary standards.
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Chilcotin�Coast�Grizzly�Bear�Project�2011�

EXECUTIVE�SUMMARY�

Very�little�scientific�data�has�been�collected�on�grizzly�bears�(Ursus�arctos)�in�the�Chilcotin/Coast�region�–�
the�area�where�the�Chilcotin�plateau�meets�the�Coast�Mountain�Range�of�British�Columbia.�The�dry�
Chilcotin�Plateau�is�connected�to�the�rainy�west�coast�of�British�Columbia�by�habitat�rich,�low�
elevation�valleys�that�transect�the�Coast�Range.�These�valleys���the�western�and�eastern�
branches�of�the�Homathko,�the�Southgate�and�the�Klinaklini,�for�example���provide�interior�
grizzly�bears�with�valuable�spring�habitat�and�potential�access�to�the�coast.�The�Chilcotin�region�
is�also�home�to�the�third�largest�salmon�run�in�BC,�which�occurs�along�the�upper�Chilko�River�
each�fall.�With�few�roads,�rich�habitat�and�large�expanses�of�inaccessible�wilderness,�the�
Chilcotin/Coast�region�is�home�to�one�of�the�wildest�populations�of�grizzly�bears�in�Southern�
Canada�and�the�United�States.�

The�Chilcotin�Coast�Grizzly�Bear�Project�(CCGBP)�was�initiated�by�Osa�Ecological�Consulting�in�
partnership�with�the�Nature�Conservancy�of�Canada.�The�second�year�of�this�project�was�
generously�supported�by�the�Wilburforce�Foundation.�The�main�objective�of�the�CCGBP�is�to�
collect�baseline�scientific�information�on�grizzly�bears�in�the�Chilcotin/�Coast�region�to�
ultimately�inform�grizzly�bear�management�and�conservation�policy.��Project�goals�include�
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5

estimating�the�number�of�grizzly�bears�using�important�spring�habitats�within�these�low�
elevation�valleys�and�fall�habitats�along�salmon�spawning�streams�in�the�region�and�to�
document�movement�between�these�habitats.��

The�primary�methodology�used�in�this�study�is�DNA�analysis�of�grizzly�bear�hair.�Genetic�
technology�allows�for�identification�of�species,�sex,�and�individuals�without�handling�bears.�The�
number�of�individuals�identified�from�these�surveys�gives�a�baseline�index�of�population�size�for�
each�sampling�area.�Identified�individuals�will�be�used�in�mark�recapture�models�to�estimate�
population�density�and�trend.�The�DNA�data�will�also�be�used�to�estimate�movement�rates�
between�spring�and�fall�sampling�areas.���

Funding�levels�for�2011�were�reduced�from�the�previous�year.�The�2011�sampling�effort�was�
therefore�focused�along�the�upper�Chilko�River�during�the�fall�salmon�run.��

Out�of�the�548�hair�samples�collected�along�approximately�20�km�of�the�upper�Chilko�River�and�
sent�to�the�lab�for�DNA�analysis�in�2011,�a�total�of�80�individual�grizzly�bears�were�identified�(46�
females,�34�males).�Thirty�eight�of�these�were�recaptures�(detected�in�previous�years�of�study).��

Each�year�individual�grizzly�bears�from�this�project�are�compared�with�individual�bears�detected�
in�neighboring�DNA�studies.�To�date�12�individual�bears�have�also�been�detected�in�the�South�
Chilcotin�between�2006�and�2007�and�16�bears�have�been�detected�in�the�headwaters�of�the�
Southgate�in�July/August�2010�(data�courtesy�of�Clayton�Apps,�Aspen�Wildlife�Research�Inc.).�
This�data�indicates�that�grizzly�bears�occasionally�travel�between�the�coast�(upper�Southgate�
and�Bute�Inlet)�and�the�upper�Chilko�for�salmon.�If�this�is�true,�the�area�of�influence�the�Chilko�
salmon�have�on�surrounding�grizzly�bear�populations�is�more�significant�than�previously�
thought.��

The�long�distance�movements�to�access�Chilko�salmon�and�the�large�number�of�grizzly�bears�
detected�along�the�river�during�the�fall�months�continue�to�be�strong�indications�of�how�
important�the�upper�Chilko�is�for�grizzly�bears�in�the�Chilcotin/�Coast�region.�

� �
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INTRODUCTION�

Grizzly�bears�have�had�a�relationship�with�salmon�for�thousands�of�years.�One�of�the�places�in�
North�America�where�this�relationship�is�still�intact�is�along�the�west�coast�and�in�the�
West/Central�Chilcotin�region�of�British�Columbia�where�the�Chilcotin�Plateau�meets�the�
eastern�slopes�of�the�Coast�Range.�The�West/Central�Chilcotin�has�one�of�the�lowest�road�
densities�in�southern�Canada,�and�is�home�to�the�salmon�run�of�the�Chilko�River�(the�3rd�largest�
sockeye�salmon�run�in�BC),�and�a�large�and�apparently�healthy�grizzly�bear�population�that�
congregates�on�the�shores�of�the�river�each�fall.�The�coastal�zone�to�the�west�has�multiple�inlets�
lined�with�salmon�spawning�streams�and�provides�valuable�food�for�large�coastal�grizzly�bears.�
The�dry�Chilcotin�Plateau�is�connected�to�this�wet�coast�of�British�Columbia�by�habitat�rich,�low�
elevation�valleys�that�transect�the�Coast�Range.�These�valleys�(the�Homathko,�the�Southgate�
and�the�Klinaklini,�for�example)�provide�interior�grizzly�bears�with�potential�access�to�salmon�
along�the�coast�and�connect�them�with�coastal�grizzly�bear�populations�of�the�Great�Bear�
Rainforest.�With�few�roads,�rich�habitat�and�large�expanses�of�inaccessible�wilderness,�the�
Chilcotin/Coast�region�of�British�Columbia�is�home�to�one�of�the�wildest�populations�of�grizzly�
bears�in�Southern�Canada�and�the�United�States.��

Extensive�wild�areas�like�the�Chilcotin/Coast�are�essential�for�the�long�term�survival�of�long�
lived,�wide�ranging�animals�like�the�grizzly�bear.�The�West/Central�Chilcotin�is�part�of�a�350�mile�
broad�arc�of�habitat�that�stretches�from�the�volcanic�Itcha�Ilgachuz�Mountains�in�the�northwest�
to�the�Fraser�Canyon�in�the�southeast,�encompassing�over�6.6�million�acres�of�land.�The�
permanent�population�of�people�in�the�area�is�small�(approximately�1,700�east�of�Bella�Coola�
and�west�of�Williams�Lake)�and�the�number�of�visitors�per�year�is�very�low,�all�of�which�are�
confined�primarily�to�the�Highway�20�corridor.�The�coastal�region�connecting�to�this�extensive�
wilderness�also�remains�relatively�uncompromised.�The�Great�Bear�Rainforest,�for�example,�
includes�4.4�million�acres�of�undisturbed�coastal�rainforest.��

In�contrast,�many�other�wilderness�areas�that�have�been�identified�as�refugia�for�grizzly�bears�
are�unlikely�to�maintain�healthy�grizzly�bear�populations�in�the�long�term.�
Banff/Jasper/Kootenay/Yoho�National�Parks,�for�example,�has�a�combined�area�of�over�6�million�
acres.�Banff�National�Park�alone�receives�4�million�visitors�per�year.�The�park�is�also�a�major�
transportation�corridor�(road�and�rail)�with�another�4�million�people�moving�through�annually.�
Parks�Canada�recently�stated�that�the�grizzly�bear�mortality�rate�in�the�park�continues�to�be�well�
above�sustainable�levels.��

As�wild�as�the�Chilcotin/Coast�region�is,�it�is�not�without�threats�for�bears.�Declines�in�salmon�
populations�both�on�the�coast�and�in�the�Fraser�Chilko�may�have�significant�impacts�on�bear�
populations�in�the�region.�Like�everywhere�else,�humans�are�also�steadily�infiltrating�the�area.�
Settlement,�logging,�mining,�backcountry�cattle�range�use,�and�recreation�are�all�gradually�
altering�the�landscape�and�compromising�this�unique�wilderness.�Global�warming�is�a�threat�to�
the�area�with�its�warming�waters�and�changes�in�run�off�for�salmon�populations�in�the�Chilko�
River.�Changing�habitats�such�as�wide�scale�pine�beetle�devastation�and�corresponding�changes��
in�water�runoff�and�extensive�salvage�logging�operations���with�accompanying�road�building�and�
habitat�alteration�–�are�also�a�concern.��Long�term�protection�and�management�of�grizzly�bears�
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throughout�the�West/Central�Chilcotin�is�unlikely�to�be�successful�without�scientific�information�
about�the�animals�and�their�needs�in�a�local�context.��

The�Chicotin�Coast�Grizzly�Bear�Project�(CCGBP)�builds�on�a�three�year�project�conducted�by�the�
Nature�Conservancy�of�Canada�between�2006�and�2008�and�continues�to�collect�base�line�data�
on�grizzly�bear�numbers�and�movements�in�the�Chilcotin/Coast�region�using�DNA�analysis�of�
grizzly�bear�hair.�Research�has�included�spring�and�summer�grizzly�bear�surveys�in�important�
low�elevation�habitat�in�the�Tatlayoko�and�West�Branch�Valleys�(both�part�of�the�upper�
Homathko�watershed),�and�fall�surveys�during�the�salmon�run�along�the�shores�of�the�upper�
Chilko�River.�

The�2011�budget�for�this�project�was�approximately�$23,000.�Sampling�was�therefore�focused�
along�the�upper�Chilko�River�during�the�salmon�run�between�September�1st�and�October�31st,�
2011.�Individual�grizzly�bears�were�also�cross�checked�with�a�grizzly�bear�DNA�spring/summer�
population�assessment�in�the�Southgate�region�to�the�south�of�the�CCGBP�study�area.��

�

GOALS�AND�OBJECTIVES�

Project�goals�and�specific�objectives�are�summarized�as�follows:�

Overall�Project�Goals�

� To�provide�scientific�information�to�help�managers�make�resource�and�conservation�
decisions�in�relation�to�grizzly�bears.��

� To�enhance�eco�regional�planning�efforts�in�the�region�by�providing�baseline�information�
on�grizzly�bears�in�specific�habitats�and�seasons.��

� To�enhance�efforts�in�protecting�and�preserving�the�ecological�integrity�of�the�upper�
Homathko�Valleys�(Tatlayoko�and�West�Branch)�and�the�upper�Chilko�River�area.��

� To�increase�local�knowledge�and�interest�in�the�status�and�issues�surrounding�grizzly�
bears�in�the�region.�

2011�Project�Objectives�

� To�estimate�and�monitor�the�number�of�grizzly�bears�utilizing�the�upper�Chilko�River�
during�the�fall�salmon�run.��

� To�document�movement�of�grizzly�bears�detected�by�the�CCGBP�and�a�spring/summer�
grizzly�bear�population�census�overlapping�with�the�south�Chilko�and�Bute�Inlet�area.��

�

�
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STUDY�AREA�

The�2011�sampling�area�includes�the�upper�Chilko�River�along�20�km�of�the�river�from�where�it�
exits�Chilko�Lake�to�just�downriver�of�“Henry’s�Crossing”.�Road�access�is�via�gravel�road�from�
Tatla�Lake�on�Highway�20.�

The�upper�Chilko�River�study�area�borders�Tsylos�Provincial�Park.�The�study�area�borders�the�
the�Klinaklini�Homathko�Grizzly�Bear�Population�Unit�(GBPU)�where�grizzly�populations�are�
currently�assigned�a�conservation�status�of�“viable”,�and�borders�the�South�Chilcotin�Ranges�
GBPU�which�is�assigned�a�conservation�status�of�“threatened”�(Hamilton�et�al.�2004).�

The�upper�Chilko�River�is�in�the�Central�Chilcotin�Ranges�Ecosection�(CCR),�which�is�a�dry�
mountainous�area�in�the�rain�shadow�of�the�Coast�Mountains.�Highest�summits�are�generally�
about�3,000�m.�The�ecosection�contains�three�large�lakes�including�Chilko,�Tatlayoko,�and�the�
two�connected�Taseko�Lakes.�The�Homathko�River�flows�out�of�Tatlayoko�Lake,�converges�with�
Mosley�Creek�as�it�flows�out�of�the�West�Branch�Valley,�and�transects�the�coast�range�to�Bute�
Inlet�creating�a�unique�low�elevation�corridor�between�the�dry�interior�and�the�wet�BC�coast.�
The�head�of�the�Southgate�River�Valley�begins�near�the�southwest�side�of�Chilko�Lake�and�flows�
down�to�Bute�Inlet,�providing�another�viable�coastal/�interior�connection.�

The�Chilko�River�eventually�flows�into�the�Fraser�River�and�has�one�of�British�Columbia’s�largest�
sockeye�salmon�(Oncorhynchus�nerka)�runs.�Chinook�salmon�(O.�tshawytscha),�coho�salmon�(O.�
kisutch),�and�steelhead�trout�(O.�mykiss)�are�also�found�in�the�Chilko�River.�The�run�occurs�
annually�sometime�between�late�August�and�October.�The�spawning�beds�are�located�within�a�
few�kilometers�of�Chilko�Lake�and�the�run�draws�large�concentrations�of�both�bears�and�
humans�to�the�region�each�year.�During�the�salmon�spawning�season,�the�river,�and�riparian�
and�upland�forest�habitats�associated�with�the�Chilko�River,�contains�the�highest�population�
density�of�grizzly�bears�in�the�Chilcotin�Forest�district.��

Significant�human�use�occurs�along�the�Chilko�River�during�spawning�season.�Several�tourism�
facilities�border�the�river.�Cattle�and�horses�graze�in�the�area�and�numerous�trails�follow�along�
the�river�on�both�sides.�Guided�and�non�guided�recreational�fishing�occurs�from�shore�and�in�
motorized�and�non�motorized�boats.�Department�of�Fisheries�and�Oceans�conducts�salmon�
enumeration�in�and�along�the�banks�of�the�river,�particularly�where�Lingfield�Creek�joins�the�
Chilko.�Nemiah�First�Nations�(the�Xeni�Gwet’in)�as�well�as�other�First�Nation�individuals�fish�
along�the�shores�and�hold�gatherings�within�the�area.�

�

�

�

�
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METHODS�

Fall�sampling�

The�primary�methodology�for�the�Chilcotin�Coast�Grizzly�Bear�Project�is�DNA�analysis�of�grizzly�
bear�hair.�DNA�hair�snagging�is�a�non�invasive,�cost�effective�method�for�collecting�scientific�
information�on�spatial�and�temporal�trends�of�grizzly�bear�populations.�The�second�year�of�this�
project�consisted�of�a�fall�grizzly�bear�survey�along�the�shores�of�the�upper�Chilko�River�during�
the�salmon�run.�Sampling�was�conducted�between�September�1�and�October�31st�2011.��

Grizzly�bear�hair�was�collected�at�13�different�snag�sites�during�5�sessions�(each�session�lasted�
10�12�days)�along�the�river.�Site�locations�were�consistent�with�locations�from�previous�years�
and�were�chosen�based�on�local�knowledge�of�bear�use/travel�in�the�area�and�put�in�areas�
where�human�disturbance�was�minimal.�Hair�was�collected�from�barbed�wire�stretched�across�
bear�trails�beside�the�river�and�across�shorelines�by�stretching�wire�to�a�metal�post�pounded�
into�the�river�just�off�shore.�Sampling�sites�did�not�include�a�scent�lure.�Snagging�sites�were�not�
moved�between�sessions.�Sites�were�accessed�by�a�17�foot�canoe�from�the�Tsylos�Park�
campground�on�the�north�end�of�Chilko�Lake�to�Henry’s�Crossing.�Sites�were�removed�at�the�
end�of�the�sampling�season.��

Lab�analysis�

All�hair�samples�were�sent�to�Wildlife�Genetics�International�(WGI)�of�Nelson,�BC,�for�DNA�
analysis�under�the�supervision�of�Dr.�David�Paetkau.��

Salmon�volume�and�timing�

Bear�numbers�along�salmon�spawning�streams�may�be�relative�to�salmon�availability�for�bears�
(Boulanger�et�al.�2004).�Data�on�Sockeye�salmon�run�volume�and�timing�for�the�upper�Chilko�
River�and�Chilko�Lake,�and�carcass�recovery�surveys�are�collected�by�the�Department�of�
Fisheries�and�Oceans�(DFO)�each�year.��

Population�estimates�

Grizzly�bear�population�size�and�trend�estimates�for�this�project�will�be�derived�using�mark�
recapture�analysis.�Model�selection�and�execution�will�be�performed�by�John�Boulanger�with�
Integrated�Ecological�Research�in�Nelson,�BC�at�the�end�of�the�study.��

Remote�camera�

For�interest�we�collected�photos�and�videos�at�various�hair�snag�sites�with�a�remote�camera�
during�the�sampling�period�(Figure�1).��
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(a)�

(b)�

Figure�1�(a�and�b�above).��Grizzly�bears�negotiate�a�barbed�wire�site�along�the�upper�Chilko�
River.�

Page 63 
ARR-2014-00037



11

RESULTS�

Sampling�success�

A�total�of�548�hair�samples�were�collected�from�the�upper�Chilko�and�sent�to�the�DNA�lab�for�
the�2011�season.�Sample�numbers�were�high�compared�with�previous�years�despite�consistent�
sampling�methods�(Table�1).��

Approximately�30%�of�the�samples�collected�were�grizzly�bear�samples�that�were�assigned�to�an�
individual.�The�rest�of�the�samples�were�either�excluded�due�to�sub�selection�rules,�lack�of�
suitable�material�for�extraction,�were�black�bear�or�some�other�non�grizzly�bear�species,�or�
somehow�failed�during�the�extraction�process.�This�is�consistent�with�samples�collected�in�
previous�years.

Table�1.�Number�of�hair�samples�collected�in�each�sampling�area�between�2006�and�2011.��

Year�� Tatlayoko�
West�

Branch
Chilko�

Scar�
Creek�

2006� 509 � 344 �

2007� 859 � 494 �

2008� 659 � 413 �

2010� 298 188 247 145

2011� � � 548 �

�

�

Individual�grizzly�bears�

Out�of�the�548�hair�samples�sent�for�DNA�analysis,�a�total�of�80�individual�grizzly�bears�(34�
males,�46�females)�were�detected�along�the�upper�Chilko.�Thirty�eight�bears�were�recaptures�
from�previous�years�(Table�2).��

Data�from�this�season�builds�on�a�three�year�study�conducted�by�NCC�from�2006�to�2008.�
Between�2006�and�2011�(no�data�for�2009)�a�total�of�168�different�individual�grizzly�bears�(with�
an�average�of�55�grizzly�bears�per�year)�have�been�detected�on�the�upper�Chilko�River�during�
the�salmon�season.��

The�total�number�of�different�individuals�detected�over�the�five�years�including�all�sampling�
areas�within�the�CCGBP�is�223�grizzly�bears.�

�
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Table�2.�Grizzly�bears�detected�in�Tatlayoko,�West�Branch,�the�upper�Chilko�and�Scar�Creek,�
2006�–�2011.�Recaptures�include�all�bears�captured�previously�in�any�sampling�area.�

Tatlayoko� West�Branch Chilko Scar

Year� Individuals� Recaps� Individuals Recaps Individuals Recaps� Individuals

2006� 17� 0� � � 41 9�

2007� 33� 14� � � 66 29�

2008� 25� 16� � � 50 30�

2010� 26� 19� 16 3 39 23� 16

2011� �� �� � � 80 38�

Total*� 68� � 16 168 16

*Total�numbers�do�not�add�up�to�the�grand�total�due�to�individual�bear�detections�in�more�than�
one�area.��

�

South�Chilcotin/�Southgate�

Each�year�we�compare�individual�bears�from�this�project�with�individual�bears�detected�by�
neighboring�studies.�To�date�12�individual�bears�have�also�been�detected�in�the�South�Chilcotin�
between�2006�and�2007�(Figure�2).�The�South�Chilcotin�project�shifted�to�include�the�Southgate�
drainage�and�the�Southwest�side�of�Chilko�Lake�in�2010.�Sixteen�bears�detected�along�the�upper�
Chilko�were�also�captured�in�the�Southgate�study�area�between�June�26th�and�August�10th�2010�
(Figure�2�and�Figure�3).�The�majority�of�these�were�located�near�the�headwaters�of�the�
Southgate�River�which�interestingly�is�approximately�55�km�up�the�valley�from�Bute�Inlet�and�
approximately�55�km�from�the�upper�Chilko.�Data�from�both�of�these�studies�was�provided�by�
Clayton�Apps,�Aspen�Wildlife�Research�Inc.�

Salmon�escapement��

The�2011�sockeye�escapement�estimate�for�the�Chilko�River�and�Lake�was�recorded�at�919,254�
fish�(www.dfo�mpo.gc.ca)�(Table�3).�

Photographic�evidence�

The�remote�camera�recorded�several�photos�of�grizzly�bears,�black�bears�and�birds�at�each�hair�
snag�site�(Figure�1�and�Figure�2).�One�video�clip�shows�a�grizzly�bear�stepping�carefully�“on”�the�
wire�rather�than�over�it.�Another�video�clip�shows�two�bears�leaping�over�the�wire.�Clearly�not�
all�bears�in�the�area�are�necessarily�detected�with�the�barbed�wire�sampling�methods.�
Fortunately�mark�recapture�population�modelling�takes�this�fact�into�account.�The�video�file�
sizes�are�too�large�to�include�and�send�with�this�report.��
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�    

Table�3.�Summary�of�Sockeye�escapement�for�the�upper�Chilko�River�and�Lake,�2006�–�2011.

Year� Total escapement�

2006� 469,504�

2007� 306,707�

2008� 250,583�

2010� 2,500,000*�

2011� 919,254*�

*Department�of�Fisheries�and�Oceans�near�final�escapement�estimates�(www.dfo�mpo.gc.ca)��

�

�

Figure�2.�A�remote�camera�captures�a�grizzly�sow�and�cub�approach�a�strand�of�barbed�wire.
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DISCUSSION�

There�continues�to�be�significant�variation�in�the�annual�number�of�grizzly�bears�detected�along�
the�upper�Chilko�River�during�the�salmon�run.�What�causes�bears�to�come�and�feed�at�the�
Chilko�in�some�years�and�not�in�others?��

Previous�identified�variables�include�the�number�of�salmon�spawning�in�the�Chilko�River�in�a�
given�year,�and�water�levels�as�an�indication�of�how�accessible�those�salmon�are�to�bears.��

Data�from�the�2011�season�may�indicate�that�grizzly�bears�occasionally�travel�between�the�
coast�(upper�Southgate�and�Bute�Inlet)�and�the�upper�Chilko�for�salmon.�If�this�is�true,�the�area�
of�influence�the�Chilko�salmon�have�on�surrounding�grizzly�bear�populations�is�more�significant�
than�previously�thought.�Perhaps�coastal�salmon�availability�is�also�an�important�variable�in�
determining�the�annual�number�of�grizzly�bears�utilizing�the�Chilko�River�during�the�fall�months.��

Salmon�run�estimates�(escapement)�in�the�Southgate�and�Homathko�Rivers�are�uncertain�due�
to�glacial�waters�impeding�reliable�escapement�estimates,�however�the�DFO�has�reported�that�
the�Chum�Salmon�escapement�in�Bute�Inlet�is�highly�variable�from�year�to�year�with�a�reported�
downward�trend�to�2008�(Van�Will�et�al.�2009).��

Future�salmon�escapement�in�Bute�Inlet�may�play�a�role�in�annual�grizzly�bear�use�along�the�
Chilko.�However,�more�data�is�required�to�answer�this�question.�With�funding�in�place�for�at�
least�one�more�season�of�grizzly�hair�sampling�along�the�upper�Chilko,�the�2011�season�yet�to�
be�analyzed�for�the�Southgate�study,�and�greater�effort�by�the�DFO�to�reliably�estimate�annual�
salmon�escapement�along�the�coast�(www.dfo�mpo.gc.ca),�pending�data�may�shed�more�light�
on�this�possibility.�

Regardless,�the�long�distance�movements�to�access�Chilko�salmon�and�the�large�number�of�
grizzly�bears�detected�along�the�river�during�the�fall�months�continue�to�be�strong�indications�of�
how�essential�the�upper�Chilko�is�for�grizzly�bears�in�the�Chilcotin/�Coast�region.�

�
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1010 Foul Bay Road, Victoria, B.C. 
Canada, V8S 4J1  
Tel/Fax: 250-592-1088

October 29, 2013

Mike Ramsay
Regional Manager
Recreational Fisheries and Wildlife Management
Resource Management
Ministry of Environment

Re; Your file: 200-20/Wildlife Advisory Committee/FN

Dear Mr. Ramsay;

We have been copied your Engagement Request to the Tsilhqot'in National Government concerning 
recommendations regarding the reopening of the spring Grizzly Bear LEH season in Management Units 5-05, 5-
06 and 5-04.

Friends of the Nemaiah Valley (FONV) works closely with the Xeni Gwet'in First Nations Government and the 
Yunesit'in First Nations Government, as well as the Tsilhqot'in First Nations Government. We have formal 
Protocols with the XGFNG wherein we agree to work together to protect the environment of the Nemiah Valley 
and surrounding areas. Our work involves wildlife research, landscape planning, and support for First Nations 
culture.

The opinions we express here are those of FONV, and not necessarily those of the any Tsilhqot'in government.

Through our research and knowledge of the land we have identified the 'Chilcotin Arc' as an area of great 
ecological value, especially for apex predators like the grizzly bear. We view this territory as of supreme 
importance for this species as attempts are made to develop a recovery plan for the species in Southwest British 
Columbia. We oppose any hunting of grizzly bears in this area. While we do not view hunting as the major threat 
to grizzlies, that being excessive industrial development and roading, as well as potential mine developments like 
New Prosperity, in some cases the loss of a one or two breeding animals can have serious impacts. We  believe 
any economic argument for opening a hunt is exceedingly tenuous. 

I am sure you are aware that there is already considerable human caused mortality throughout this area, relatively 
little of it ever reported. While some of this may be due to legitimate concerns over livestock losses, our local 
knowledge tells us that most of it is not.

Management Unit 5-04 is indeed a “difficult issue”!  We see absolutely no room in this area whatsoever for a 
legitimate grizzly bear LEH. We know it well and conduct various research projects in the area. We are highly 
dubious of the ministry population counts in this area. Various presentations before the panel assessing the

___________________________________________________________________________
A Society incorporated under the B.C. Society Act               www.fonv.ca
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impacts of New Prosperity Mine heard ample expert evidence that this is an area where grizzly populations could 
very easily be pushed over the edge into extinction if the land is further impacted by any development. We 
include hunting in that assessment. Frankly, we cannot imagine what would ever lead your ministry to conclude 
that it might be possible to open an LEH here without seriously threatening the survival of the remaining 
population.

We would be interested to know how you have arrived at your present population estimates and to what extent 
they are based on actual on the ground evidential surveys rather than modelling and extrapolations based on 
carrying capacity.

Yours Truly

David Williams
Executive Director
Friends of the Nemaiah Valley

cc Chief Roger William and Council, XGFNG
Chief Russell Myers Ross and Council, Yunesit'in FNG
Chief Joe Alphonse, TNG
Crystal Verhaeghe, TNG

    Karen McClean, Chilko Resorts and Community Association
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Pages 74 through 88 redacted for the following reasons:
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Kordyban, Jaya ABR:EX

From: Ramsay, Mike K FLNR:EX
Sent: Wednesday, February 5, 2014 1:40 PM
To: 'Luke Doxtator'
Cc: Lyons, Devon ABR:EX
Subject: Document from Portal Labeled TNG

Luke:�
�
Here�is�the�entry�(the�one�that�mentioned�reduced�harvest).��Please�see�paragraph�2�which�outlines�2�bears�should�
be�considered��available�for�harvest�not�4.�
�

TNG poratal 
submission.pdf

.�
�
�
�
�
Mike Ramsay 
Fish and Wildlife Section Head 
Resource Management Division 
Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
Cariboo Region 
Phone:  250.398.4546 
Fax: 250.398.4214 
�
�

Page 89 
ARR-2014-00037



Page 90 
ARR-2014-00037



Page 91 
ARR-2014-00037



Pages 92 through 93 redacted for the following reasons:
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Pages 103 through 137 redacted for the following reasons:
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1

Kordyban, Jaya ABR:EX

From: Ramsay, Mike K FLNR:EX
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2013 10:33 PM
To: Lyons, Devon ABR:EX
Subject: Fwd: Elk.  Grizzly 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Ramsay, Mike K FLNR:EX" <Mike.Ramsay@gov.bc.ca>
Date: November 18, 2013 at 11:32:05 PM MST 
To: "Cadsand, Becky FLNR:EX" <Becky.Cadsand@gov.bc.ca>, "Dielman, Pat W 
FLNR:EX" <Pat.Dielman@gov.bc.ca>
Subject: Elk.  Grizzly 

Pat and Becky.   In my absence please discuss how much of we will be using to 
collar elk and how many collars and how much.  And what we need for contract.        Also 
can I get one of you to give a copy of the grizzly bear harvest procedures to Devon Lyons 
before her wildlife committee meeting Wednesday  

Sent from my iPhone 
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Pages 139 through 140 redacted for the following reasons:
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Kordyban, Jaya ABR:EX

From: Lyons, Devon ABR:EX
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2013 3:38 PM
To: Lyons, Devon ABR:EX
Subject: Grizzly Bear Article Nov 6 2013

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british�columbia/grizzly�bears�overhunted�in�b�c�say�researchers�1.2417306��
�
Devon Lyons��
Resource Coordination Officer �
Negotiations and Regional Operations Division - Cariboo 
Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation 
P 250.398.4425��Fax 250.398.4417 ��Devon.Lyons@gov.bc.ca��
�
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Kordyban, Jaya ABR:EX

From: Gash, Michael ABR:EX
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 10:13 AM
To: Lyons, Devon ABR:EX; O'Sullivan, Susan FLNR:EX
Subject: http://a100.gov.bc.ca/pub/ahte/hunting/re-open-grizzly-bear-leh-

hunts-mus-5-05-and-5-06

�
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