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Bear reintroduction 
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Patterns and correlates of claims for brown bear damage on a continental scale 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

 Compensations for bear damage varied in 
type and number across Europe 

 The variation in the number of compensated 
damage was partly due to the compensation 
schemes 

 Damage claims were less numerous in areas 
with supplementary feeding and with a high 
proportion of agricultural land 

 The number of damage claims was NOT 
related to the bear abundance 

 Policies that ignore this complexity and 
focus on a single factor, such bear population 
size, may not be effective in reducing claims 

 To be effective, policies should be based on 
integrative schemes that prioritaze damage 
prevention  and make comepensation 
payments a condition of the use of preventive 
measures 
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BACKGROUND 
Conflicts arising from wildlife damage in human dominated 
landscapes threaten human-wildlife coexistence, making damage 
mitigation and compensation of special concern for wildlife 
conservation. Many large carnivores populations are 
transboundary, and while the same animals roam free at different 
sides of the borders, conflict management varies among 
countries. Improving our knowledge about the mechanisms 
underlying the occurrence of widlife damage and claims on a 
continental scale is essential to achieve effective conservation 
policies at the regional, national and international level. 

DATA 
We compiled information about compensation schemes from 26 
countries in Europe and analyzed 18,300 compensated claims for 
damages caused by brown bears across 18 European 
management units with different socio-ecological conditions.  
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ANALYSIS 

(b) 

We (a) averaged the number of damage claims compensated per year in 18 European 
management units in 2005-2012. We (b) delimited the management units (blue 
lines) based on the distribution of each bear population or subpopulation overlaying 
national, regional or county borders (distributions after Chapron et al., 2014). 
Countries with grey color had no data on bear distribution. 

We confronted multiple hypotheses to explain the variation on the number of 
compensated claims for bear damage each year in Europe in 2005-2012. We analyzed 
the total number of claims and the number of claims for livestock and apiary damage. 
We (a) averaged the standardized coefficients across GLMMs with the management unit 
as a random effect. We (b) compared the relative weights of each hypothesis using AICc. 
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