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Knowledge or Action Being Requested (narrative).  Describe what you want to 
know.  Be specific. 
 
We must have a solid scientific foundation to build a new spring bear hunting policy.  The issue 
of killing sows with cubs has dominated the controversy around spring black bear hunts.  Some 
Commissioners continue to be harshly criticized for pausing the hunt based on disputed 
undesirable cub mortality and for ignoring the science presented by Staff.   
 
DFW staff presented preliminary results of a study that examined pelts of female bears killed in 
the 2020 (?) spring hunt. These data were presented as the best available science.  They found 
only one lactating female among the ~40 pelts examined.  These results, however, are 
inconsistent with the expected rate of lactating females in the population.  The discrepancy was 
attributed to near-perfect hunter selection on non-lactating females.  A presentation of 
methodology and a discussion of alternative explanations relative to life-history expectations or 
the literature were not given.   
 
Identifying females in the field to avoid hunter kill is a related aspect of the issue that needs 
review.  A rule was proposed to make it illegal to kill females with cubs.  How effective would 
this rule be?  The literature and expert opinion suggest it will be ineffective.  
 
I am requesting: 
 
1. A full analysis of those lactation data including: 

a) A description of methods, including quality control in assessing lactation, and  
b) A discussion of the limitations of the study and comparison with the literature. For 

example, can lactation status be reliably detected in a pelt that has been rolled up and 
stored for several days before examination? In other words, a report that follows the 
standard processes for presenting publication-quality study results.   
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2.  A review and discussion of the ability of hunters to determine bear sex (i.e. females) in the 
field: 

a) The ability to sex bears in the field,  
b) The probability that cubs are observed with females, and a  
c) Discussion about how the proposed ban on killing females with cubs would be effective 

or enforceable.  
 
3.  Estimate the likely number of cubs orphaned and their mortality rates during an average 
spring hunting season, based on past hunt data and the review of kill and lactation rates in 
killed females. How does that compare with the literature? Is estimated cub mortality consistent 
with Washington RCW 77.15.170, which prohibits the taking and wasting of wildlife?  
 
Output Requested (e.g., telephone call, memo, material from files, new report, 
presentation, other):  
 
Report and a presentation at a Commission regular or wildlife committee meeting.  The report 
need not be an exhaustive literature review.  Consult Beck et al 19951 for starters, and the 
written public testimony of Dr. Lynn Rogers, long-time bear biologist, before the last 
Commission vote.  The report could be 5-10 pages, I’d guess.   
 
A guide to an acceptable content and process that conform to best available science standards 
can be found in WAC 365-195-905(5a).  That WAC is designed for Growth Management Plan 
issues, but is generic to best available science.  Outside peer review is not required, unless the 
authors feel it necessary, as that would delay the delivery of the report.   
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