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SUMMARY 

 

In Greece, between 2019 and 2024, a total of 183 episodes of bear-related interventions were recorded 

across three National Parks in Greece, covering 101 individual cases. These cases were distributed as follows: 

27 cases in Northern Pindos National Park, 25 in Prespa National Park, and 47 in Rodopi Mountain-range 

National Park. Each case typically involved multiple episodes, reflecting both the complexity and the 

persistent nature of human-bear conflicts. 

The incidents were categorized into several types, with apiary damage (accounting for approximately 37% of 

cases) being the most common, followed by bear intrusions in or near settlements (30%), agricultural damage 

(17%), and livestock depredation (12%). Other categories included damage to orchards, incidents involving 

injured or dead bears, bears feeding on garbage, and various other situations. 

To manage these incidents effectively, a mixed Bear Emergency Team (BET) was mobilized in each case. This 

team, comprising local Forestry Service personnel, NECCA staff, and members of the NGO Callisto, operated 

under protocols established by the Common Ministerial Decision from 2014. Their coordinated efforts 

involved field inspections, damage assessments, and the implementation of protective measures, all aimed 

at mitigating bear-related damages and promoting coexistence between humans and wildlife in these 

National Parks. 

In Italy, between 2019 and 2024, 173 Bear Emergency Team (BET) interventions were conducted primarily 

addressing the issue of bears feeding in chicken coops (66%) and garbage (12%) followed by predations on 

livestock (8%), bears spotted inside villages (3%), orphaned cubs (3%), beehives damages (2%), bears with 

confident behaviour (2%), injured/dead bears (1%), problematic bear captures (1%) and bear-vehicle 

collisions (n.1). These interventions were guided by the BET protocol, drafted under the LIFE ARCPROM 

project in 2021. Most interventions occurred outside the Maiella National Park (MNP) boundary inside the 

territory of the municipalities of the Park while one also occurred in a territory usually out of MNP jurisdiction. 

Key actions included bear-proofing chicken coops, dissuasion activities, the translocation of the problematic 

bear M1.176 and a strong dialogue with local people to promote human-bear coexistence. The connection 

with other Actions like C7, C9 and C10 also played a key role in improving the quality and the outcome of BET 

interventions. Preventive measures significantly reduced damages and fostered coexistence between 

humans and the Apennine brown bear. Community engagement, such as promoting awareness and 

compensating damages, proved vital in maintaining local support. Overall results of Action C5 are extremely 

positive: none of the BET episodes had a negative outcome and the good results obtained during the project 

will be completed by the long-term good results that will be appreciated in the forthcoming future. Through 

Action C5 the LIFE ARCPROM project concretely contributed to the conservation of the Apennine brown bear 

in MNP and concretely help create an expertise and a team that will be a reference point also for the staff 

working in other portions of the bear range.  

 

ʃɳʄɹɽɶʌɶ 

ʅˍʹ˄ ɳ˂˂ʱʵʰΣ ˃ʶˍʰ˅ˏ нлмф ˁʰʽ нлнпΣ ˋˎ˄ˇ˂ʽˁʱ муо ˉʰˊʶ˃ʲʱˋʶʽˌ ˋ˔ʶˍʽˁʱ ˃ʶ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʶˌ ˁʰˍʰʴˊʱ˒ʹˁʰ˄ ˋʶ 

ˍˊʾʰ ɳʻ˄ʽˁʱ ʃʱˊˁʰ ˋˍʹ˄ ɳ˂˂ʱʵʰΣ ˁʰ˂ˏˉˍˇ˄ˍʰˌ млм ˉʶˊʽˉˍ˗ˋʶʽˌ όcasesύΦ ʁʽ  ˉʶˊʽˉˍ˗ˋʶʽˌ ʰˎˍʷˌ 

ʵʽʰ˄ʶ˃ʺʻʹˁʰ˄ ˖ˌ ʶ˅ʺˌΥ нт ˋˍˇ ɳʻ˄ʽˁˈ ʃʱˊˁˇ ɰˈˊʶʽʰˌ ʃʾ˄ʵˇˎΣ нр ˋˍˇ ɳʻ˄ʽˁˈ ʃʱˊˁˇ ʃˊʶˋˉ˗˄ ˁʰʽ пт ˋˍˇ 

ɳʻ˄ʽˁˈ ʃʱˊˁˇ ʁˊˇˋʶʽˊʱˌ ʄˇʵˈˉʹˌΦ ɼʱʻʶ ˉʶˊʾˉˍ˖ˋʹ όcase)Σ ˉˇˎ ˉʶˊʽ˂ʰ˃ʲʱ˄ʶʽ ˉˇ˂˂ʱ ʶˉʶʽˋˈʵʽʰΣ 

ʰ˄ˍʽˁʰˍˇˉˍˊʾʸʶʽ ˍʹ˄ ˉˇ˂ˎˉ˂ˇˁˈˍʹˍʰ ˁʰʽ ˍʹ ʵʽʰˊˁʺ ˒ˏˋʹ ˍ˖˄ ˋˎʴˁˊˇˏˋʶ˖˄ ʰ˄ʻˊ˗ˉˇˎ-ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌΦ 
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ʆʰ ˉʶˊʽˋˍʰˍʽˁʱ ˁʰˍʹʴˇˊʽˇˉˇʽʺʻʹˁʰ˄ ˋʶ ʵʽʱ˒ˇˊʶˌ ˁʰˍʹʴˇˊʾʶˌΣ ˃ʶ ˍʽˌ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌ ˋʶ ˃ʶ˂ʾˋˋʽʰ όотΣос҈ύ ˄ʰ ʶʾ˄ʰʽ 

ˇʽ ˉʽˇ ˋˎ˔˄ʷˌΣ ʰˁˇ˂ˇˎʻˇˏ˃ʶ˄ʶˌ ʰˉˈ ˍʽˌ ʶ˃˒ʰ˄ʾˋʶʽˌ ʰˊˁˇˏʵ˖˄ ˋʶ ʺ ˁˇ˄ˍʱ ˋʶ ˇʽˁʽˋ˃ˇˏˌ όолΣнн҈ύΣ ˍʽˌ 

ʰʴˊˇˍʽˁʷˌ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌ όмтΣло҈ύ ˁʰʽ ˍʹ˄ ʰˉ˗˂ʶʽʰ ˁˍʹ˄ˇˍˊˇ˒ʽˁ˗˄ ʸ˗˖˄ όмнΣлф҈ύΦ ɳˉʽˉ˂ʷˇ˄Σ ˁʰˍʰʴˊʱ˒ʹˁʰ˄ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌ 

ˋʶ ˇˉ˖ˊo˒ˈˊʰ ʵʶ˄ˍˊʰΣ ˉʶˊʽˋˍʰˍʽˁʱ ˃ʶ ˍˊʰˎ˃ʰˍʽˋ˃ʷ˄ʶˌ ʺ ˄ʶˁˊʷˌ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʶˌΣ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʶˌ ˉˇˎ ˍˊʷ˒ˇ˄ˍʰʽ ʰˉˈ 

ˋˁˇˎˉʾʵʽʰΣ ˁʰʻ˗ˌ ˁʰʽ ʱ˂˂ʶˌ ˁʰˍʰˋˍʱˋʶʽˌΦ 

ɱʽʰ ˍʹ˄ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʶˋ˃ʰˍʽˁʺ ʵʽʰ˔ʶʾˊʽˋʹ ʰˎˍ˗˄ ˍ˖˄ ˉʶˊʽˋˍʰˍʽˁ˗˄Σ ʶ˄ʶˊʴˇˉˇʽʺʻʹˁʶ ˃ʽʰ ˃ʽˁˍʺ ʁ˃ʱʵʰ ɯ˃ʶˋʹˌ 

ɳˉʷ˃ʲʰˋʹˌ όʁɮɳύΣ ˉˇˎ ʰˉʰˊˍʾʸʶˍʰʽ ˁˎˊʾ˖ˌ ʰˉˈ ˍˇ ˉˊˇˋ˖ˉʽˁˈ ˍ˖˄ ˍˇˉʽˁ˗˄ ɲʰˋʽˁ˗˄ ʇˉʹˊʶˋʽ˗˄Σ ˍˇˎ b9//! 

ˁʰʽ ˍʹˌ ɾɼʁ ɼʰ˂˂ʽˋˍ˗Φ ɶ ˇ˃ʱʵʰ ʰˎˍʺ ˂ʶʽˍˇˎˊʴˇˏˋʶ ˋˏ˃˒˖˄ʰ ˃ʶ ˍʰ ˉˊ˖ˍˈˁˇ˂˂ʰ ˉˇˎ ˁʰʻˇˊʾˋˍʹˁʰ˄ ˃ʶ ˍʹ˄ 

ɼˇʽ˄ʺ ʇˉˇˎˊʴʽˁʺ ɮˉˈ˒ʰˋʹ 04180-433-2014 όʊɳɼ ɰ-272-07.02.14)Σ ˉˇˎ ʽˋ˔ˏʶʽ ʰˉˈ ˍˇ нлмпΦ ʁʽ 

ˋˎ˄ˍˇ˄ʽˋ˃ʷ˄ʶˌ ˉˊˇˋˉʱʻʶʽʷˌ ˍˇˎˌΣ ˉˇˎ ˉʶˊʽ˂ʱ˃ʲʰ˄ʰ˄ ʶˉʽˍˈˉʽʶˌ ʶˉʽʻʶ˖ˊʺˋʶʽˌΣ ʶˁˍʽ˃ʺˋʶʽˌ ʸʹ˃ʽ˗˄ ˁʰʽ ˍʹ˄ 

ʶ˒ʰˊ˃ˇʴʺ ˉˊˇˋˍʰˍʶˎˍʽˁ˗˄ ˃ʷˍˊ˖˄Σ ˋˎ˄ʷʲʰ˂ʰ˄ ˋˍʹ ˃ʶʾ˖ˋʹ ˍ˖˄ ʸʹ˃ʽ˗˄ ˁʰʽ ˋˍʹ˄ ˉˊˇ˗ʻʹˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˋˎ˃ʲʾ˖ˋʹˌ 

˃ʶˍʰ˅ˏ ʰ˄ʻˊ˗ˉˇˎ ˁʰʽ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌ ˋˍʰ ˍˊʾʰ ɳʻ˄ʽˁʱ ʃʱˊˁʰΦ 

  

ʅˍʹ˄ ɹˍʰ˂ʾʰΣ ˃ʶˍʰ˅ˏ нлмф ˁʰʽ нлнпΣ ˉˊʰʴ˃ʰˍˇˉˇʽʺʻʹˁʰ˄ мто ʶˉʶ˃ʲʱˋʶʽˌ ˍʹˌ ʁ˃ʱʵʰˌ ɯ˃ʶˋʹˌ ɳˉʷ˃ʲʰˋʹˌ 

ʴʽʰ ɮˊˁˇˏʵʶˌ όʁɮɳύΣ ˇʽ ˇˉˇʾʶˌ ʰ˄ˍʽ˃ʶˍ˗ˉʽˋʰ˄ ˁˎˊʾ˖ˌ ˍˇ ʸʺˍʹ˃ʰ ˍ˖˄ ʰˊˁˇˏʵ˖˄ ˉˇˎ ˍˊʷ˒ˇ˄ˍʰ˄ ʰˉˈ ˁˇˍʷˍˋʽʰ 

όсс҈ύ ˁʰʽ ʰˉˇˊˊʾ˃˃ʰˍʰ όмн҈ύΣ ʰˁˇ˂ˇˎʻˇˏ˃ʶ˄ʶˌ ʰˉˈ ʶˉʽʻʷˋʶʽˌ ˋʶ ʸ˗ʰ ʶˁˍˊˇ˒ʺˌ όу҈ύΣ ʶ˃˒ʱ˄ʽˋʹ ʰˊˁˇˏʵ˖˄ 

˃ʷˋʰ ˋʶ ˔˖ˊʽʱ όо҈ύΣ ˇˊ˒ʰ˄ʱ ʰˊˁˇˎʵʱˁʽʰ όо҈ύΣ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌ ˋʶ ˃ʶ˂ʽˋˋˇˁˇ˃ʶʾʰ όн҈ύΣ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʶˌ ˃ʶ ʶ˅ˇʽˁʶʽ˖˃ʷ˄ʹ 

ˋˎ˃ˉʶˊʽ˒ˇˊʱ όн҈ύΣ ˍˊʰˎ˃ʰˍʽˋ˃ʷ˄ʶˌκ˄ʶˁˊʷˌ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʶˌ όм҈ύΣ ˋˎ˂˂ʺ˕ʶʽˌ ˉˊˇʲ˂ʹ˃ʰˍʽˁ˗˄ ʰˊˁˇˏʵ˖˄ όм҈ύ ˁʰʽ 

ˋˎʴˁˊˇˏˋʶʽˌ ˃ʶ ˇ˔ʺ˃ʰˍʰ όnΦмύΦ ɮˎˍʷˌ ˇʽ ʶˉʶ˃ʲʱˋʶʽˌ ˁʰʻˇʵʹʴʺʻʹˁʰ˄ ʰˉˈ ˍˇ ˉˊ˖ˍˈˁˇ˂˂ˇ ˍʹˌ ʁɮɳ ̱ ˇ ˇˉˇʾˇ 

ˋˎ˄ˍʱ˔ʻʹˁʶ ˋˍˇ ˉ˂ʰʾˋʽˇ ˍˇˎ ʷˊʴˇˎ LIFE ARCPROM ̱ ˇ нлнмΦ 

ʁʽ ˉʶˊʽˋˋˈˍʶˊʶˌ ʶˉʶ˃ʲʱˋʶʽˌ ˉˊʰʴ˃ʰˍˇˉˇʽʺʻʹˁʰ˄ ʶˁˍˈˌ ˍ˖˄ ˇˊʾ˖˄ ˍˇˎ ɳʻ˄ʽˁˇˏ ʃʱˊˁˇˎ Maiella (MNP), 
ʶ˄ˍˈˌ ˍ˖˄ ˉʶˊʽˇ˔˗˄ ˍ˖˄ ʵʺ˃˖˄ ˍˇˎ ʃʱˊˁˇˎΣ ʶ˄˗ ˃ʾʰ ʶˉʷ˃ʲʰˋʹ ʷʴʽ˄ʶ ˋʶ ˉʶˊʽˇ˔ʺ ʶˁˍˈˌ ˍʹˌ ˋˎ˄ʺʻˇˎˌ 
ʵʽˁʰʽˇʵˇˋʾʰˌ ˍˇˎ MNPΦ ʁʽ ʲʰˋʽˁʷˌ ʵˊʱˋʶʽˌ ˉʶˊʽ˂ʱ˃ʲʰ˄ʰ˄ ˍʹ˄ ˉˊˇˋˍʰˋʾʰ ˍ˖˄ ˁˇˍʶˍˋʽ˗˄ ʰˉˈ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʶˌΣ 
ʵˊʰˋˍʹˊʽˈˍʹˍʶˌ ʰˉˇˍˊˇˉʺˌΣ ˍʹ ˃ʶˍʰ˒ˇˊʱ ˍʹˌ ˉˊˇʲ˂ʹ˃ʰˍʽˁʺˌ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌ MмΦмтс ˁʰʽ ʷ˄ˍˇ˄ˇ ʵʽʱ˂ˇʴˇ ˃ʶ ˍˇˎˌ 
ˍˇˉʽˁˇˏˌ ˁʰˍˇʾˁˇˎˌ ʴʽʰ ˍʹ˄ ˉˊˇ˗ʻʹˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˋˎ˄ˏˉʰˊ˅ʹˌ ʰ˄ʻˊ˗ˉˇˎ-ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌΦ ɶ ˋˏ˄ʵʶˋʹ ˃ʶ ʱ˂˂ʶˌ ɲˊʱˋʶʽˌ 
ˈˉ˖ˌ ˇʽ C7, Cф ˁʰʽ Cмл ʷˉʰʽ˅ʶ ʶˉʾˋʹˌ ˁʰʻˇˊʽˋˍʽˁˈ ˊˈ˂ˇ ˋˍʹ ʲʶ˂ˍʾ˖ˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˉˇʽˈˍʹˍʰˌ ˁʰʽ ˍ˖˄ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʶˋ˃ʱˍ˖˄ 
ˍ˖˄ ʶˉʶ˃ʲʱˋʶ˖˄ BET. 

ʆʰ ˉˊˇ˂ʹˉˍʽˁʱ ˃ʷˍˊʰ ˃ʶʾ˖ˋʰ˄ ˋʹ˃ʰ˄ˍʽˁʱ ˍʽˌ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌ ˁʰʽ ˉˊˇ˗ʻʹˋʰ˄ ˍʹ ˋˎ˄ˏˉʰˊ˅ʹ ˃ʶˍʰ˅ˏ ʰ˄ʻˊ˗ˉ˖˄ ˁʰʽ 
ˍʹˌ ˁʰ˒ʷ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌ ˍ˖˄ ɮˉʶ˄˄ʾ˄˖˄Φ ɶ ˋˎ˃˃ʶˍˇ˔ʺ ˍʹˌ ˁˇʽ˄ˈˍʹˍʰˌΣ ˃ʷˋ˖ ˍʹˌ ʶˎʰʽˋʻʹˍˇˉˇʾʹˋʹˌ ˁʰʽ ˍʹˌ 
ʰˉˇʸʹ˃ʾ˖ˋʹˌ ʴʽʰ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌΣ ʰˉˇʵʶʾ˔ʻʹˁʶ ʸ˖ˍʽˁʺˌ ˋʹ˃ʰˋʾʰˌ ʴʽʰ ˍʹ ʵʽʰˍʺˊʹˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˍˇˉʽˁʺˌ ˎˉˇˋˍʺˊʽ˅ʹˌΦ ʆʰ 
ˋˎ˄ˇ˂ʽˁʱ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʷˋ˃ʰˍʰ ˍʹˌ ɲˊʱˋʹˌ Cр ʶʾ˄ʰʽ ʶ˅ʰʽˊʶˍʽˁʱ ʻʶˍʽˁʱΥ ˁʰ˄ʷ˄ʰ ˉʶˊʽˋˍʰˍʽˁˈ BET ʵʶ˄ ʶʾ˔ʶ ʰˊ˄ʹˍʽˁʺ 
ʷˁʲʰˋʹ ˁʰʽ ˍʰ ˁʰ˂ʱ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʷˋ˃ʰˍʰ ˉˇˎ ʶˉʽˍʶˏ˔ʻʹˁʰ˄ ˁʰˍʱ ˍʹ ʵʽʱˊˁʶʽʰ ˍˇˎ ʷˊʴˇˎ ʻʰ ˋˎ˃ˉ˂ʹˊ˖ʻˇˏ˄ ʰˉˈ 
˃ʰˁˊˇˉˊˈʻʶˋ˃ʰ ˇ˒ʷ˂ʹ ˉˇˎ ʻʰ ʶˁˍʽ˃ʹʻˇˏ˄ ˋˍˇ ˃ʷ˂˂ˇ˄Φ ɾʷˋ˖ ˍʹˌ ɲˊʱˋʹˌ CрΣ ˍˇ ʷˊʴˇ LIFE ARCPROM 
ˋˎ˄ʷʲʰ˂ʶ ˇˎˋʽʰˋˍʽˁʱ ˋˍʹ ʵʽʰˍʺˊʹˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˁʰ˒ʷ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌ ˍ˖˄ ɮˉʶ˄˄ʾ˄˖˄ ˋˍˇ MNP ˁʰʽ ʲˇʺʻʹˋʶ ˋˍʹ˄ 
ʰ˄ʱˉˍˎ˅ʹ ʶ˅ʶʽʵʾˁʶˎˋʹˌ ˁʰʽ ˃ʽʰˌ ˇ˃ʱʵʰˌ ˉˇˎ ʻʰ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʷˋʶʽ ˋʹ˃ʶʾˇ ʰ˄ʰ˒ˇˊʱˌ ˁʰʽ ʴʽʰ ˍˇ ˉˊˇˋ˖ˉʽˁˈ ˉˇˎ 
ʶˊʴʱʸʶˍʰʽ ˋʶ ʱ˂˂ʶˌ ˉʶˊʽˇ˔ʷˌ ˈˉˇˎ ʰˉʰ˄ˍʱˍʰʽ ʹ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰΦ 

ʆʰ ˉˊˇ˂ʹˉˍʽˁʱ ˃ʷˍˊʰ ˃ʶʾ˖ˋʰ˄ ˋʹ˃ʰ˄ˍʽˁʱ ˍʽˌ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌ ˁʰʽ ˉˊˇ˗ʻʹˋʰ˄ ˍʹ ˋˎ˄ˏˉʰˊ˅ʹ ˃ʶˍʰ˅ˏ ʰ˄ʻˊ˗ˉ˖˄ ˁʰʽ 

ˍʹˌ ˁʰ˒ʷ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌ ˍ˖˄ ɮˉʶ˄˄ʾ˄˖˄Φ ɶ ˋˎ˃˃ʶˍˇ˔ʺ ˍʹˌ ˁˇʽ˄ˈˍʹˍʰˌΣ ˃ʷˋ˖ ˍʹˌ ʶˎʰʽˋʻʹˍˇˉˇʾʹˋʹˌ ˁʰʽ ˍʹˌ 

ʰˉˇʸʹ˃ʾ˖ˋʹˌ ʴʽʰ ʸʹ˃ʽʷˌΣ ʰˉˇʵʶʾ˔ʻʹˁʶ ʸ˖ˍʽˁʺˌ ˋʹ˃ʰˋʾʰˌ ʴʽʰ ˍʹ ʵʽʰˍʺˊʹˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˍˇˉʽˁʺˌ ˎˉˇˋˍʺˊʽ˅ʹˌΦ ʆʰ 

ˋˎ˄ˇ˂ʽˁʱ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʷˋ˃ʰˍʰ ˍʹˌ ɲˊʱˋʹˌ Cр ʶʾ˄ʰʽ ʶ˅ʰʽˊʶˍʽˁʱ ʻʶˍʽˁʱΥ ˁʰ˄ʷ˄ʰ ˉʶˊʽˋˍʰˍʽˁˈ BET ʵʶ˄ ʶʾ˔ʶ ʰˊ˄ʹˍʽˁʺ 

ʷˁʲʰˋʹ ˁʰʽ ˍʰ ˁʰ˂ʱ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʷˋ˃ʰˍʰ ˉˇˎ ʶˉʽˍʶˏ˔ʻʹˁʰ˄ ˁʰˍʱ ˍʹ ʵʽʱˊˁʶʽʰ ˍˇˎ ʷˊʴˇˎ ʻʰ ˋˎ˃ˉ˂ʹˊ˖ʻˇˏ˄ ʰˉˈ 

˃ʰˁˊˇˉˊˈʻʶˋ˃ʰ ˇ˒ʷ˂ʹ ˉˇˎ ʻʰ ʶˁˍʽ˃ʹʻˇˏ˄ ˋˍˇ ˃ʷ˂˂ˇ˄Φ ɾʷˋ˖ ˍʹˌ ɲˊʱˋʹˌ CрΣ ˍˇ ʷˊʴˇ LIFE ARCPROM 

ˋˎ˄ʷʲʰ˂ʶ ˇˎˋʽʰˋˍʽˁʱ ˋˍʹ ʵʽʰˍʺˊʹˋʹ ˍʹˌ ˁʰ˒ʷ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰˌ ˍ˖˄ ɮˉʶ˄˄ʾ˄˖˄ ˋˍˇ MNP ˁʰʽ ʲˇʺʻʹˋʶ ˋˍʹ˄ 

ʰ˄ʱˉˍˎ˅ʹ ʶ˅ʶʽʵʾˁʶˎˋʹˌ ˁʰʽ ˃ʽʰˌ ˇ˃ʱʵʰˌ ˉˇˎ ʻʰ ʰˉˇˍʶ˂ʷˋʶʽ ˋʹ˃ʶʾˇ ʰ˄ʰ˒ˇˊʱˌ ˁʰʽ ʴʽʰ ˍˇ ˉˊˇˋ˖ˉʽˁˈ ˉˇˎ 

ʶˊʴʱʸʶˍʰʽ ˋʶ ʱ˂˂ʶˌ ˉʶˊʽˇ˔ʷˌ ˈˉˇˎ ʰˉʰ˄ˍʱˍʰʽ ʹ ʰˊˁˇˏʵʰΦ 
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SOMMARIO  

 

In Grecia, tra il 2019 e il 2024, sono stati registrati complessivamente 183 episodi di interventi legati agli orsi 

in tre Parchi Nazionali in Grecia, coprendo 1011 casi individuali. I casi sono stati distribuiti come segue: 27 

nel Parco Nazionale del Nord del Pindo, 25 nel Parco Nazionale di Prespa e 47 nel Parco Nazionale della 

/ŀǘŜƴŀ aƻƴǘǳƻǎŀ ŘŜƛ wƻŘƻǇƛΦ hƎƴƛ ŎŀǎƻΣ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƴŘŜƴǘŜ ƳƻƭǘŜǇƭƛŎƛ ŜǇƛǎƻŘƛΣ ǊƛŦƭŜǘǘŜ ƭŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǎǎƛǘŁ Ŝ ƭŀ ƴŀǘǳǊŀ 

persistente dei conflitti tra uomo e orso. 

Dƭƛ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘƛ ǎƻƴƻ ǎǘŀǘƛ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛ ƛƴ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜΣ Ŏƻƴ ƛ Řŀƴƴƛ ŀƎƭƛ ŀƭǾŜŀǊƛ όотΣос҈ύ ŎƻƳŜ ƭŀ ǘƛǇƻƭƻƎƛŀ ǇƛǴ 
comune, seguiti dalle intrusioni degli orsi all'interno o nelle vicinanze dei centri abitati (30,22%), dai danni 
agricoli (17,03%) e dalla predazione del bestiame (12,09%). Altre categorie includevano danni agli orti, 
incidenti con orsi feriti/morti, orsi che si nutrono di rifiuti e varie altre situazioni. 
tŜǊ ƎŜǎǘƛǊŜ ŜŦŦƛŎŀŎŜƳŜƴǘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘƛΣ ŝ ǎǘŀǘŀ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘŀǘŀ ǳƴŀ ǎǉǳŀŘǊŀ Ƴƛǎǘŀ Řƛ wƛǎǇƻǎǘŀ Řϥ9ƳŜǊƎŜƴȊŀ hǊǎƛ 

(BET), composta principalmente dal personale dei Servizi Forestali locali, dal personale del NECCA e dai 

membri dell'ONG Callisto. Questa squadra operava secondo i protocolli stabiliti dalla Decisione Ministeriale 

Comune in vigore dal 2014. I loro sforzi coordinati, che includevano ispezioni sul campo, valutazioni dei danni 

e l'implementazione di misure protettive, hanno contribuito a mitigare i danni causati dagli orsi e a 

promuovere la convivenza tra esseri umani e fauna selvatica nei Parchi Nazionali. 

In Italia, tra il 2019 e il 2024, la Squadra di Emergenza Orso (BET) ha svolto 173 interventi che hanno 

riguardato principalmente orsi che si alimentano nei pollai (66%) e di rifiuti (12%), seguiti da predazioni sul 

bestiame (8%), avvistamenti di orsi nei paesi (3%), presenza di un cucciolo orfano (3%), danni agli alveari 

(2%), orsi con comportamento confidente (2%), orsi feriti/morti (1%), catture di orsi problematici (1%) e 

collisioni tra orsi e veicoli (n.1). Gli interventi sono stati effettuati seguendo il protocollo BET, redatto 

ƴŜƭƭΩŀƳōƛǘƻ ŘŜƭ progetto LIFE ARCPROM nel 2021Φ [ŀ ƳŀƎƎƛƻǊ ǇŀǊǘŜ ŘŜƎƭƛ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛ ŝ ŀǾǾŜƴǳǘŀ ŀƭ Řƛ ŦǳƻǊƛ ŘŜƛ 

confini del Parco Nazionale della Maiella (PNMύΣ ƴŜƭ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛƻ ŘŜƛ ŎƻƳǳƴƛ ŘŜƭ tŀǊŎƻΣ ƳŜƴǘǊŜ ǳƴƻ ǎƛ ŝ ǎǾƻƭǘƻ 

ƛƴ ǳƴΩŀǊŜŀ normalmente fuori dalla giurisdizione del PNM. 

Le azioni chiave sono state la protezione dei pollai dai danni da orso, le ŀǘǘƛǾƛǘŁ Řƛ ŘƛǎǎǳŀǎƛƻƴŜΣ ƭŀ ǘǊŀǎƭƻŎŀȊƛƻƴŜ 

ŘŜƭƭΩƻǊǎƻ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎƻ aмΦмтс Ŝ ǳƴ ŘƛŀƭƻƎƻ ŎƻǎǘŀƴǘŜ Ŏƻƴ ƭŀ ǇƻǇƻƭŀȊƛƻƴŜ ƭƻŎŀƭŜ ǇŜǊ ǇǊƻƳǳƻǾŜǊŜ ƭŀ 

coesistenza uomo-orso. Il collegamento con altre Azioni come C7, C9 e C10, ha svolto un ruolo fondamentale 

ƴŜƭ ƳƛƎƭƛƻǊŀǊŜ ƭŀ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŁ Ŝ ƛ Ǌƛǎǳƭǘŀǘƛ ŘŜƎƭƛ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛ .9¢Φ [Ŝ ƳƛǎǳǊŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛǾŜ Ƙŀƴƴƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀǘƛǾŀƳŜƴǘŜ 

ridotto i danni e favorito la coesistenza Ŏƻƴ ƭΩƻǊǎƻ ōǊǳƴƻ ƳŀǊǎƛŎŀƴƻΦ Lƭ ŎƻƛƴǾƻƭƎƛƳŜƴǘƻ ŘŜƭƭŀ ŎƻƳǳƴƛǘŁΣ 

attraverso la promozione della consapevolezza e il risaǊŎƛƳŜƴǘƻ ŘŜƛ ŘŀƴƴƛΣ ǎƛ ŝ ŘƛƳƻǎǘǊŀǘƻ ŜǎǎŜƴȊƛŀƭŜ ǇŜǊ 

mantenere il supporto locale. 

L Ǌƛǎǳƭǘŀǘƛ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǎǎƛǾƛ ŘŜƭƭΩ!ȊƛƻƴŜ /р ǎƻƴƻ ŜǎǘǊŜƳŀƳŜƴǘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾƛΥ ƴŜǎǎǳƴ ŜǇƛǎƻŘƛƻ ƎŜǎǘƛǘƻ Řŀƭla squadra BET 

ha avuto esito negativo e i buoni risultati ottenuti durante il progetto saranno completati dai benefici a lungo 

ǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŎƘŜ ǎƛ ŀǇǇǊŜȊȊŜǊŀƴƴƻ ƴŜƭ ǇǊƻǎǎƛƳƻ ŦǳǘǳǊƻΦ DǊŀȊƛŜ ŀƭƭΩ!ȊƛƻƴŜ /рΣ ƛƭ ǇǊƻƎŜǘǘƻ [LC9 !w/twha Ƙŀ 

concretamente contribuito alla conservŀȊƛƻƴŜ ŘŜƭƭΩƻǊǎƻ ōǊǳƴƻ ƳŀǊǎƛŎŀƴƻ ƴŜƭ tba e ha creato un know-how 

e un team che saranno un punto di riferimento anche per il personale che opera in altre aree del territorio 

ŘŜƭƭΩƻǊǎƻΦ 
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Introduction 

 

Human - wildlife conflicts have become more and more frequent in Greece in recent years and are of great 

concern to both local communities and the competent bodies that are called upon to manage them. A 

human - wildlife conflict is defined as any situation in which there is some form of interaction between a 

human and a wild animal that leads to negative effects on the social, economic and cultural life of humans, 

but also on the state of conservation and protection of wild animal populations or the environment. 

In the case of the brown bear (Ursus arctos), interactions with humans are a phenomenon that occurs at 

all population densities, but is more frequent when large populations of the species live in the area. 

Familiarization of a bear can develop, unfortunately, both for the bear and for humans, in any animal that 

comes into frequent contact with humans, without this having any negative impact on its behavior. The 

chances of negative interactions between humans and bears increase even more when there are 

"prob lem" individuals in an area. The increased frequency of negative interactions of "problem" bears 

with humans is due to the development of particular habits that lead to the specific individual's 

familiarizaÔÉÏÎ ɉȰÈÁÂÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȱɊ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÒ ÉÔÓ ÔÏÌÅÒÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÉÔȟ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅ 

of the profit (e.g., an easy food source), which in this particular case outweighs the negative effects of 

the interaction. This behavior can even be passed down from generation to generation, perpetuating and 

amplifying the negative interaction. However, the use of the term "problem" individual should be done 

with caution and only for bears that have learned to tolerate an interaction with humans or even 

positively associate it with some benefit, as a result of which they seek contact with them. 

Bears are highly intelligent, very adaptable, omnivore generalists, that readily learn from past 

experiences. Bears generally require large home ranges to obtain their daily, seasonal and annual 

nutritional needs.  

However, in areas with abundant, high quality, calorically dense foods, bears can obtain all their daily 

needs in much smaller areas. Bears are highly evolved animals that have both genetic and culturally 

inherited or learned abilities to utilize resources within their home ranges and cope with environmental 

change (even human-caused changes) (Jonkel 1980 quoted by Gunther). Some bears are aggressive or 

bold, others shy and recluse.  

!ÇÇÒÅÓÓÉÖÅ ÂÅÁÒÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉÖÅ ÌÏÎÇ ÉÎ ÁÒÅÁÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÇÈ ÄÅÎÓÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÒÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓÆÕÌ 

in rugged, remote terrain, with low densities of people. Some bears will avoid areas of human disturbance 

completely, others will change diel activity patterns to avoid disturbance. Some bears will simply 

habituate to human disturbance.  

The most important factor that influences bears ability to cope with human disturbance is human-caused 

mortality. Since bears have low reproductive rates and generally have low population densities, they are 

very vulnerable to excessive human-caused mortality. If human-caused mortality is very low, bears can 

adapt to a high level of disturbance.  

If human-caused mortality is high, it is unlikely that bears will be able to adapt to human disturbances 

because they will die before they can habituate. It is important to predetermine the consequences of land 

use impacts on bear habitat and work to mitigate the negative impacts through modifications in location 

and timing of human activities whenever possible, especially those practices that lead to excessive 

human-caused mortality (Jonkel 1980 quoted by Gunther).  

Theoretical background 
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Habituation vs tolerance 

 

Lƴ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ άhabituationέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ōŜƛƴƎΥ άŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜŘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ό¢ƘƻǊǇŜ 

1956, Scott 1958, Marler & Hamilton 1966, Hinde 1970 in McCullough 1982 quoted by Mertzanis).  

 

άHabituationέ όŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ άŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴέύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ όaŜǊǘȊŀƴƛǎύ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

ŀƴƛƳŀƭΩǎ ŦƭƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ όWƻǇŜ мфурΣ IŜǊǊŜǊƻ ŜǘΦ ŀƭΦ нллрΣ {ƳƛǘƘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллр ǉǳƻǘŜŘ ōȅ DǳƴǘƘŜǊύΣ ǿƘŜƴ ŀ 

reward or punishment is discontinued (Mertzanis), that is when a bear is subject to repeated exposure to 

inconsequential stimulus (Jope 1985, Herrero et. al. 2005, Smith et al. 2005 quoted by Gunther) . It is not the 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άƘŀōƛǘέ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ όaŜǊǘȊŀƴƛǎ). 

Therefore, habituation of bears to humans refers to the loss of avoidance and escape responses (Smith et al. 

2005ύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ōŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻǎǘ ŦŜŀǊ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƘŀōƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ōŜŀǊǎέΦ 

 

Typically, άƘŀōƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ŦŜŀǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ.  

If the stimulus (i.e. food for bears) occurs repeatedly without subsequent punishment the fear response 

declines (McCullough 1982 quoted by Mertzanis). Therefore, in areas where bears and people come into 

frequent, benign contact and there are few human-caused bear mortalities, bears will habituate to people, 

many human activities, roads, vehicles, machinery and buildings (Gunther).  

 

Bears can habituate to any long lasting and regular source of disturbance (Nevin and Gilbert 2005 quoted by 

Katajisto), especially small disturbance (Katajisto). That is, bear may become tolerant to disturbances that 

are site related like traffic on roads, hiking on certain trails, or skiing on certain slopes (Huber). And it 

habituates most quickly to predictable stimuli that have no real effect on the bear (innocuous) (McLellan).  

Examples include people hiking along fixed trails where they often hike at the same times of days during the 

same season (McLellan), traffic on roads or skiing on certain slopes (Huber). This means that bear does not 

run away from such disturbances, but the presence of such source still means the loss and fragmentation of 

habitat (Huber).  

 

Habituation is adaptive and reduces energy costs by reducing irrelevant behaviour (McCullough 1982, Smith 

et al. 2005 quoted by Gunther). It also allows bears to access and utilize habitat in areas with high levels of 

human activity (Gunther and Biel 1999, Herrero et al. 2005 quoted by Gunther). Habituation is most likely to 

occur in areas with concentrated, high quality food resources where exposure to humans does not result in 

painful stimulus or death for the bear (Gunther).  

Some of the aforementioned behavioural patterns have been applied to bear behaviour relative to humans 

(Egbert & Strokes 1976, Jonkel 1970, McArthur 1980, Stokes 1970 and others in McCullough 1982 quoted by 

Mertzanis). They can be summarised as follows (Mertzanis):  

 

1. Bears that detect human food resources and successfully obtain them will be positively conditioned by 

food reward (Mertzanis). Bears visiting in garbage sites is an obvious example of bear habituation 

(Katajisto), but there are also other similar attractive activities, especially food sources, that bear can 

habituate to (Gibeau et al. 2002, Mattson et al. 1992, Wilson et al. 2006 quoted by Katajisto). In fact, 

bears are seen to lose their fear of humans at food sources (garbage sites, salmon streams) (Swenson).  

2. Because the stimuli involved in human-related foods are broad (i.e. human scent, human presence, 

human structures and equipments, etc.) once bears are rewarded by obtaining food they may become 

conditioned to seek it in response to any of these stimuli even if food per se is not detected (Mertzanis).  
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3. Even if the reward is discontinued (i.e. the bears do not find food every time) extinction of conditioned 

behaviour will be slow and infrequent rewards (bear do have access to human related food resources) 

may perpetuate the behaviour (Mertzanis).  

4. Frequent encounters between bears and humans without at least occasional reinforcement of fear in 

the bear by punishment will habituate bears to humans (Mertzanis).  

5. Habituation may also occur in the absence of food if natural patterns of bears bring them into frequent 

contact with humans (Mertzanis).  

6. Development of habituation fosters development of conditioning and vice versa. Commonly they are 

learned simultaneously (Mertzanis).  

 

The aforementioned patterns must be connected to the ability of bears to learn (Mertzanis). Bears can learn 

ŀƴŘΣ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ΨƘŀōƛǘǳŀǘŜŘΩΦ {ƻƳŜ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜŀǊƴ ǘƻ ŀŘƧǳǎǘ ǘƻ ƘǳƳŀƴǎΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ 

individuals: some individuals are much more successful around humans than others (Gibeau). Again, bears 

that are used to other bears around them may have different tendency to habituate (Smith et al. 2005 quoted 

by Katajisto).  

 

Bears can make complex evaluations of benefits and risks (McCullough 1982 quoted by Mertzanis). Therefore 

persistence, a variety of strategies and the ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άǇǳƴƛǎƘƳŜƴǘέ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƘŀōƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ 

to humans. Bears learn also from the experiences of other bears. Young bears most often learn from any 

association among bears (McCullough 1982 quoted by Mertzanis).  

 

Tolerance is defined as the intensity of disturbance that an individual tolerates without responding in a 

defined way (Nisbet 2000). The main difference is that tolerance refers to a current state, while a habituation 

refers to a learning process over time (Bejder et al. 2009). Therefore a habituated bear has gone through a 

process of habituation and became tolerant to people, while before it was not. Theoretically, a bear could 

already be born tolerant to people and in this case it would be erroneous to label it as habituated. To confirm 

habituation in wildlife, a sequential monitoring of given individual trough time is needed to document the 

change in tolerance (Bejder et al. 2009). For bears it is generally assumed that they initially avoid and fear 

people, probably due to past persecution by humans and consequent artificial selection against bold 

individuals (Mattson 1990; Herrero 2002). Therefore bear tolerance towards humans today is usually a 

consequence of habituation process. Various authors noted that habituation is sometimes also confused with 

terms like conditioning, attraction, or learning of a certain habit (McCullough 1982; Whittaker and Knight 

1998; Hopkins et al. 2010). 

 

Factors affecting occurrence of bear ς human interaction incidents: 

 

1. Season 

 Often two peaks in occurrence of bear incidents are recorded, one in spring soon after re- emergence from 

winter dens and the second during autumn in time of hyperphagia, when bears are building their fat reserves 

for hibernation (McArthur Jope 1983; Gunther et al. 2004). The autumn peak also coincides with the ripening 

of fruits and crops, which can attract bears closer to people (Sato et al. 2005). Potentially important effect in 

spring is mating season and corresponding avoidance of male bears by the subadults and females with cubs, 

which can bring them closer to humans (Mattson 1990; Budic 2010; 9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмп a, b).  
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Spring is also the time when cubs are least mobile and females tend to be more protective, thus increasing 

probability to be more defensively aggressive to people. Difference between spring and autumn peak in bear 

incidents probably also depends on availability of natural food sources, which is important factor affecting 

probability for incidents and it affects primarily the autumn peak. Typically, the conflict rate is lowest during 

winter, when large part of bear populations is hibernating. In Greece the highest peak is observed in summer 

a period when human settlements population increases and so do human related food resources. (see 

graphic 1). 

Graphic (1): Seasonal frequency of BET interventions in Greece (n=103 cases, 2015-2023) 

 

 

2. Natural food availability: 

Several studies noted considerable increase in bear incidents or/and use of anthropogenic food in years with 

poor natural food availability (Mattson 1990; Mattson et al. 1992; Gillin et al. 1994; Creachbaum et al. 1998; 

Gunther et al. 2004; Greenleaf et al. 2009). This appears to be most typical in areas with variable inter-annual 

masting of locally abundant tree species, such as beech, oaks, and other species. Effects are usually most 

pronounced in bears searching for anthropogenic foods near humans (Creachbaum et al. 1998) and increased 

damage caused on crops (Sato et al. 2005).  

On the other hand, it seems that lower food availability is neither connected with livestock depredation rates 

(Gunther et al. 2004), nor with attacks on people (Herrero 2002), although Gillin et al. (1997) suggested 

otherwise for Russia. 

 Recent study on American black bears (Ursus americanus) showed that bears coming to urban areas and 

causing bears incidents in years of poor natural food availability can reverse this behaviour and switch back 

to natural foods in years with higher natural food availability (Baruch-Mordo et al. 2014).  
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3. Vegetation cover 

Cover is a key habitat factor for bears, especially in human-dominated landscapes and its availability 

promotes bear use of areas near human settlements (Ordiz et al. 2011). Several authors noted that higher 

cover availability (mainly dense vegetation) around livestock pastures, crop fields, roads, villages and other 

developed areas increases risk for bear incidents (Kaczensky 1999; Gibeau et al. 2002; Sato et al. 2005; Wilson 

et al. 2006; Bereczky et al. 2011).  

 

4. Sex, age and reproductive status of bears 

It has been noted throughout the world for brown bears that subadult bears and adult females accompanied 

by their offspring are most commonly causing bear incidents (Mattson 1990; Mattson et al. 1992; McLellan 

et al. 1999; Gibeau and Stevens 2005; Krofel et al. 2012b, {ǘŜȅŀŜǊǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭ нлмоŀΤ 9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмпŀΣōύΦ 

Several, mutually non- exclusive explanations have been suggested for the observed age-related bias in 

problem bears: 

1) Naivety: subadult bears are less experienced in avoiding humans, as well as in obtaining natural foods and 

this brings them more frequently in contact with people and anthropogenic food sources (9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 

2014a).  

2) Artificial selection: selective hunting of young problem bears removes bold bears from the population at 

their early age, leaving higher proportion of shy individuals among those surviving to adulthood (Krofel and 

Jerina 2012a).  

3) Social interactions: large males displace subadults and females with cubs from best habitat to the marginal 

habitats near people, especially during the mating season (Mattson 1990; Mattson et al. 1992; Gibeau and 

Stevens 2005; {ǘŜȅŀŜǊǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмоŀΣō Σ 9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмпŀΣōύΦ hƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǿƘȅ 

are females accompanied by their offspring occurring more often near settlements compared to adult males 

and lone adult females in order to avoid dominant bears (causing off spring infanticide), which also increases 

probability for becoming habituated to human presence or food conditioned (9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмпŀ).  

Subadult males seem to be more common near settlements than subadult females, especially within 

expanding bear populations, reflecting dispersal behaviour (9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмпŀ). On the other hand, most 

livestock depredations seem to be caused by males and larger bears often also kill larger animals (cattle) 

(Mattson 1990; Bereczky et al. 2011). 

 

Habituation to human presence and food conditioning ς is it transferable to next generations? 

Habituation to human presence and conditioning to anthropogenic food are the main mechanisms through 

which problem bears are believed to develop (Creachbaum et al. 1998; Swenson et al. 2000; Herrero et al. 

2005). Both processes seem to be accelerated with abundant and easy-to-access anthropogenic food (see 

next section). Habituation is also induced by frequent human presence, especially on trails rather than off-

road, probably due to consistency and predictability (Jope 1985; Nisbet 2000). Important conclusion of many 

case studies is that often relatively small proportion of bears cause large part of all human-bear conflicts 

(Zedrosser et al. 1999; Witmer and Whittaker 2001; Huber 2010; Bereczky et al. 2011; Jerina et al. 2011; 

Sindicic et al. 2011). 

At present it is not clear if or to what degree such behaviour (tolerance towards people and conditioning to 

anthropogenic food) can be transferred from female to its offspring, as has been suggested by some authors 
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(Gillin et al. 1994; McCarthy and Seavoy 1994). One study on American black bears showed that foraging on 

anthropogenic food is transmitted from mother to offspring through social learning (Hopkins 2013), while 

others did not find evidence for transmission of such foraging behaviour from females to offspring (Breck et 

al. 2008; Mazur and Seher 2008). No such studies are yet available for brown bears. However, cultural 

transmission of behaviour from mother to offspring does not explain why the females accompanied by 

offspring are more often near settlements than adult lone females (without offspring) and adult males 

(Steyaert et al. 2013a, 9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмпŀ).  

Habituated bears also avoid roads to a lesser degree compared to non-habituated bears and are 

consequently more frequently involved in vehicle collisions (Chruszcz et al. 2003; Gibeau and Stevens 2005). 

Several studies report that subadults and females accompanied by their offspring are more often using food 

aggregation sites during periods of increased human activity, probably reflecting avoidance of dominant 

conspecifics (Smith 2002; Nevin & Gilbert 2005; Rode et al. 2006; 9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ нлмпŀ). 

 

Availability of anthropogenic food 

Free access to anthropogenic food is the main cause of human-bear conflicts and occurrence of problem 

bears according to numerous studies throughout North America (Jope 1985; Creachbaum et al. 1998; Herrero 

2002; Herrero et al. 2005; Wilson et al. 2006; Wilson 2007), Asia (Sato et al. 2005) and Europe (Serban-Parau 

1999; Swenson et al. 2000; Huber 2010; Bereczky et al. 2011; Krofel and Jerina 2012aΤ ōǳǘ ǎŜŜ 9ƭŦǎǘǊǀƳ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ 

2014b, c for Scandinavia). Conflicts are also more likely to re-occur in areas with regular availability of such 

food sources (Knight et al. 1988; Jerina et al. 2011). For example, Wilson et al. (2006) documented that 75% 

of all human-bear conflicts in the study area in Montana occurred at conflict hotspots with anthropogenic 

foods and 82% of all humanςgrizzly bear conflicts were related to human foods that attracted bears. 

Especially problematic seem to be intentional feeding of bears directly by people, even more so if practiced 

in regions with high people density (Huber 2010; Sindicic et al. 2011; Krofel and Jerina 2012a).  
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¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŘŜŀƭǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ .9¢Ωǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ  

1.1 Greece 

From 2019 to 2024, a total of 183 episodes/interventions in 1011 cases were recorded across the three 

National Parks included in the project area in Greece. These were distributed as follows: 

a) Twenty-seven (27) cases in Northern Pindos National Park (PINDNP), 

b) Twenty-five (25) cases in Prespa National Park (PNP), and 

c) Forty-seven (47) cases in Rodopi Mountain-range National Park (RMNP)1. 

A case is a comprehensive operation involving several interventions, likely caused by the same bear(s). Each 

case typically consists of multiple episodes, reflecting the complexity and sustained efforts required to 

manage human-bear conflicts effectively.  

Episodes document individual incidents within each case, capturing specific damages or interactions 

attributed to bears. These episodes may require multiple interventions by response teams to assess the 

situation, implement mitigation measures, and monitor bear activity 

The frequency of incidents by type/category overall and for each project sub-area was partitioned as follows:  

a. Apiary damage (n:69; 37,36%) [PINDNP (n:0; 0%), PNP (n:0; 0%), and RMNP (n:68; 37,36%)],  

b. Bear inside/near settlement (n:55; 30,22%) [(PINDNP (n: 18; 9,89%), PNP (n: 0; 0%), and RMNP (n: 

37; 20,33%)],  

c. Agricultural damage (n: 31, 17,03%) [(PINDNP (n:0; 0%), PNP (n:30; 16,48%), and RMNP (n:1; 

0,55%)], 

d. Livestock depredation (n: 22, 12,09%), [(PINDNP (n:6; 3,30%), PNP (n:3; 1,65%), and RMNP (n: 13; 

7,14%)],  

e. Damage on orchard (n:13; 7,14%), [(PINDNP (n:7; 3,85%), PNP (n:0; 0%), and RMNP (n: 6; 3,30%)],  

f. Injured/dead bear (n: 8; 4,40%) [(PINDNP (n: 2; 1,10%), PNP (n: 4; 2,20%), and RMNP (n: 2; 1,10%)],  

g. Bear feeding on garbage (n: 5; %) [(PINDNP (n: 4; 2,20%), PNP (n: 0; 0%), and RMNP (n:  1; 0,55%)], 

h. Other (In Comments) (n: 3; 1,65%) [(PINDNP (n:  1; 0,55 %), PNP (n: 0; 0%), and RMNP (n:  2; 1,10%)], 

i. Confident bear/ Bear sighting (n: 2; %) [(PINDNP (n: 0; 0%), PNP (n: 0; 0%), and RMNP (n:  2; 1,10%)], 

j. Damage on chicken coops (n: 2; %) [(PINDNP (n: 2; 1,10%), PNP (n: 0; 0%), and RMNP (n:  0; 0%)], 

k. Bear Attempt at Livestock Depredation (n: 1; %) [(PINDNP (n: 0; 0%), PNP (n: 1; 0,55%), and RMNP 

(n:  0; 0%)], 

 
1 In RMNP, the case of the bear in Pangaioτdespite requiring multiple BET interventions over four yearsτis considered a single case 

due to its unique nature, BUT each year it was added as a single case therefore RMNP had 49 cases. 
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For the effective management of the aforementioned cases the mixed BET was mobilised in each case and in 

each project sub-area. The mixed BET was mainly composed of the local Forestry SŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΣ b9//!Ωǎ 

personnel as well as staff from NGO CALLISTO (CB). The staff from CALLISTO NGO (CB) was usually mobilized 

in all cases in the operational management protocol in each case was based on the existing official protocol 

under the Common Ministerial Decision in force from 2014. 

  

Map 1. Map where all the BET interventions can be seen in the 3 NP in Greece the years between 2020-2024 
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1.1.1 Cases dealt and resolved by wabtΩs BET 2020-2024  

 

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлм   

Episodes no: 01; 05-06; 12-15; 16-17; 18-21; 42-43; 52-53; 54-56; 57-58; 59-60; 82-83; 84; 85; 86; 88 

Date:  2020-20242 [16/04/2020; 21/07/2020 (24/07/2020); 20-21/05/2021 (27/05/2021); 23/05/2021 

(27/05/2021); 23/05/2021 (24/08/2021); 29/05/2021 (31/05/2021); 06-07/07/2021 

(30/09/2021); 24/08/2021 (30/09/2021); 30/08/2021, 02/09/2021 (30/09/2021); 13-

15/09/2021, (30/09/2021, 11/10/2021, 05/11/2021, 30/11/2021, 23/12/2021, 

04/03/2022); 26/06/2023; 25/07/2023; 17/08/2023; 03/09/2023; 27/09/2023] 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Kavala/Pangaio; Serres/Amfipoli 

Location: Antifilippi; Dryas; Hortokopi; Hrysokastro; Iliokomi; Galipso; Monastery of Eikosiphoinissa; 

Messolakia; Nikisiani; Proti; Paleochori; Rodolivos; Soboto; Symvolo  

Coordinations: see Annex I 

 
2 The date with italics represents the date that the BET intervention took place 

Map 2. ! ƳŀǇ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƘŀƴŘƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘ ōȅ wabtΩǎ .9¢ ŦǊƻƳ нлнл ǘƻ нлнп ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƪ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΦ 9ŀŎƘ 
BET is represented in different colors based on the specific situation. 
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Reason for intervention: Damage to apiaries and livestock, approach and entry into settlements, and 

property trespassing by a female bear that colonized Mt Pangaio for the first time after almost 65 years, 

according to locals. 

Description of the episodes: The first recorded sighting of a bear in Mt. Pangaio occurred on March 2, 2020, 

after nearly 65 years. RMNP was first notified about the bear's presence in the area in 16/04/2020 of the 

same year, when a citizen sent photographs of bear tracks found southwest of the village of Nikisiani on April 

8, 2020 (Fig. 2, see Map 2). The COVID-19 quarantine may have created ideal conditions for the bear to move 

and establish a new territory in Mt. Pangaio, an area free from bear competition. 

During the first two years (2020-2021), the bear was responsible for 25 documented cases of damage: 4 

incidents involving livestock depredation and 21 incidents of apiary damage (Fig. 3). Additionally, one incident 

was recorded in which the bear trespassed into a backyard in Antifilippi village, where it killed two Dama 

dama deer and one lamb and injured two sheep (Fig. 4). Lastly, the bear was repeatedly recorded during the 

next two years (2022-2024) approaching the settlements of Paleochori, Antifilippi, Dryas and Hortokopi, as 

evidenced by tracks, scats, damages, or direct sightings of the animal (Fig. 5, see Map 2). The last time 

tŀƴƎŀƛƻΩǎ   bear biosigns were recorded was on September 2024. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Action implemented: A mixed BET (comprising RMNP and Callisto staff) was activated unofficially in early 

April 2020 to manage the situation, as GR1150005 & GR1150011 of Mt. Pangaio fall under the jurisdiction of 

RMNP's Management Unit. This was a unique and unprecedented case, as none of the competent authorities 

had encountered a similar situation before. It also presented a valuable opportunity to transfer expertise in 

managing human-bear conflicts. 

Initially, RMNP notified the Forestry Services of Kavala and Serres, and the neighboring Management Unit of 

Lake Kerkini, as parts of Mt. Pangaio fall under their jurisdiction. Subsequently, from 2020 to 2023, the BET 

conducted joint field inspections at all locations where the bear had been sighted or had caused damage. 

These inspections were carried out in collaboration with staff from the competent authorities, Forestry 

Services, and representatives from HAIO/EL.G.A. and the municipalities. 

Figures 1-2.   First track of the bear in Mt Pangaio recorded on 8/4/2020 (left). Tracks of 
the bear near the settlement of Paleochori, recorded on 16/04/2020 (right). 
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Figure 3. BET inspection and evaluation of the beehives damage in Rodolivos on 24/04/2020 

 
 

The BET was activated nine (9) times in the field during this period, in addition to handling all necessary 

correspondence and attending meetings with the competent authorities. The BET intervened to verify the 

damages, assess the situation, and implement protection measures whenever possible. Three e-fences were 

delivered to beekeepers who had suffered bear damage. The HAIO/EL.G.A. organization Service was officially 

informed to include the Pangaio area in their compensation scheme for bear-related damages. 

 

Map 3. Map with the locations that the bear in Mt Pangeo had been moving throughout the years 2020-2023. first time that the bear 
was spotted in Mt Pangě was on 02/03/2020, SW of the village Nikisiani (red circle). The red arrow (Ė)  indicates the first tracks that 
were photographed on 08/04/2024 and were sent to RMNP. 
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An awareness-raising activity was implemented to promote human-bear coexistence, involving the 

systematic presence of guards and RMNP staff in the area. The Kavala Beekeepers Association and the 

Municipality of Pangaio were officially informed through documents. Meetings were held with the presidents 

of the villages located at the foot of Pangaio, as well as with locals. Information was provided on how to 

behave in the event of a bear encounter and on the use of deterrents for producers, livestock breeders, and 

beekeepers to effectively protect their property. Relevant informational materials, created within the 

framework of the LIFE ARCPROM project, were distributed.  

When the bear was moving on the northeast side of Pangaio, a continuous communication channel was 

established with the Mayor of Paleochori and the residents. Continuous patrols were carried out by the 

Forestry Service to monitor the animal's movement pattern, following the bear biosign protocol provided by 

RMNP. To serve the same purpose, a system of trail cameras was installed by RMNP to record the bear and 

its behavior (Fig. 6-9).  

Press releases were published by RMNP and the Forestry Service of Kavala regarding the presence of the bear 

in Pangaio along with instructions for protection and behavioral measures. Recommendations to citizens 

were published by the Decentralized Administration of Macedonia-Thrace, on 03/06/2021 serving the same 

purpose.  

In addition, from the outset, RMNP requested the implementation of the Common Ministerial Decision No. 

104180/433/5-2-2014 and its protocol, with the establishment of an official joint Bear Emergency Team with 

representatives from all competent authorities. The official ɰɳʆ was established on 28/9/2021 and the 

Coordination Committee met for the first time on 15/10/2021, at the request of RMNP. The result of the 

meeting was the publication of a Press Release of the Crisis Management Coordination Committee on 

27/10/2021 for the management of bear approach-interaction incidents in residential areas of the Regional 

Unit of Kavala. 

Results: After four years, the locals around Mt. Pangaio have accepted the presence of the area's first 

recorded bear. Genetic analysis of hair samples collected from a damaged beehive in Rodolivos on 

24/04/2020 confirmed that the bear is a female. Despite occasional claims of a second bearτeither an adult 

or a cubτno evidence has ever been found to support this assertion. 

Figures 4-5. On 23/05/2021 the bear entered a fenced backyard in Palaiochori and killed 2 Dama dama and 1 small lamb and injured 
н ǎƘŜŜǇΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀ ŦŀǊƳŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅΦ On the right picture a track the bear left inside, the 
yard. 
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Initially, the bear caused significant damage, as local producers were unaccustomed to the presence of bears 

and had never implemented preventive measures. From the gathered information, the BET concluded that 

all years, the bear followed a consistent movement pattern, regularly visiting specific locations and 

repeatedly causing damage to the same producers. However, once RMNP provided or advised these 

producers to use electric fences, no further damages were recorded. The only exception was a producer who 

had not installed his e-fence in May 2021 and subsequently suffered losses. Following a recommendation 

from the Forestry Service, he installed the e-fence, and no further incidents were reported. Over time, many 

producers adapted to the bear's presence by utilizing deterrents such as electric fences, fox-lights, and sound-

emitting devices. The last incident, involving the bear in Pangaio, was recorded in September 2024, when the 

animal visited a beekeeper who had previously suffered damage in Antifilippi. The beekeeper had an e-fence, 

and no damage was reported by him. 

Based on movement patterns and recorded sightings, it is assumed that the bear likely moves to neighboring 

mountainous areas rather than remaining exclusively on Mt. Pangaio. Further study and research are needed 

to confirm this hypothesis, and the use of a radio collar with a virtual fence function could provide valuable 

insights. 

Figures 6-9. Two of the trail cameras that were installed around the Mt Pangaio the period 2020-2023, in order to capture the bear 
and record its movement pattern (left). Footage from the trail cameras (right).  
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The conclusion from all BET 

interventions was that, although the 

bear was frequently seen by loggers and 

forest visitors, it exhibited typical wild 

behavior, maintaining its distance and 

generally avoiding human activities. As 

a result, and in accordance with the 

protocol for managing "problem" bears, 

no active intervention or deterrence 

measures were deemed necessary. 

Comments/Further actions: Rumors 

circulated for a short time that ζthe 

NGO "Arcturos" drugged and 

transported the bear to the mountain, 

after putting a collar on it. The NGO 

knew that the bear was pregnant and 

transported the female to Pangaio to 

give birth there. Also, some stated that RMNP impregnated the bear and is still feeding itηΦ  

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлн   

Episode no: 02 

Date: 30/04/2020 (11/05/2020) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Xanthi; Municipality of Myki 

Location: Dimario 

x: 0570049  

y: 4579286 

Reason for intervention: Damage /Livestock depredation 

Description of the episode: Bear damage to the cattle of a farmer (ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ code EL 7202837) on 30/4/2020 

(1 cow killed).  

Action implemented: The BET intervened to verify the damages, assess the situation, and evaluate the 

possibility of providing protection measures to the farmer. Bear feces were found near the kill, indicating 

that the damage was caused by a bear (Map 3ύΦ CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ wabt όƴƻΦ руфκол-04-

2020), an e-fence was delivered to him on 11/05/2020. After signing the agreement with RMNP, the farmer 

installed the electric fence in his sheepfold to prevent further damages. 

Results: After the installation of the e-fence no further bear damage was recorded that year.  

Figure 10. The photo shows the female bear roaming and scavenging, on 

14/11/2023, near the Monastery of Analipsi (= Divine Ascension). 
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Comments/Further actions:  The livestock farmer expressed also the need for good herding dogs and on the 

end of April that year, RMNP provided him, under the framework of the C8 action of LIFE ARCPROM, with 2 

Livestock Guardian Dog puppies (1 female and 1 male) of the Greek Shepherd, or as it is also referred as 

Greek Sheepdog, breed (Fig. 12). 

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦло  

Episodes no: 03; 04 

Date: 30/04/2020 (10/07/2020); 06/05/2020 (10/07/2020) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Xanthi; Municipality of Topeiros 

Map 4. Location where the bear damage took place in a livestock in Dimario, on 30/04/2020 

Figures 11-12. Bear scats found on 30/04/2020 in Dimario, near the site of the cow predation (left). One of the Livestock 
Guardian Dogs (LGDs) provided to the farmer as a preventive measure (right). 
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Location: Kato Livera 

Episode Date x y 

03 30/04/2020 0564043 4557345 

04 06/05/2020 0559395 4554221 

Reason for intervention: Apiary damage 

Description of the episodes: Bear damage to six (6) beehives belonging to a beekeeper όōŜŜƪŜŜǇŜǊΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ 

9[тнκнстύ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ƻƴ олκлпκнлнл ŀƴŘ лсκлрκнлнлΦ ¢ƘŜ ōŜŀǊ ǿŀǎ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ōŜŜƪŜŜǇŜǊΩǎ ŎŀƳŜǊŀ 

trap entering the apiary (Fig. 13-14). Through an interview with the beekeeper, it became evident that the 

bear's passage extends from Kromniko and Kechrokambos to Komnina, all locations near his apiaries. The 

beekeeper reported the damage to the Hellenic Agricultural Insurance Organization (HAIO/EL.G.A.) and 

awaited the BET in-situ inspection and the competent Veterinarian representative of the HAIO Service to 

determine whether he would be compensated. 

Figures 13-14. Camera trap showing the bear among the beehives on 30/04/2020. 

Map 5. Location where the bear damage occurred in Kato Livera on 30/04/2020 
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Action implemented: The BET intervened to verify the damages, assess the situation, and implement 

protection measures. RMNP informed the beekeeper about the available deterrents. Following the 

ōŜŜƪŜŜǇŜǊΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ wabt όƴƻΦ солκмм-05-2020), an e-fence was delivered to him (Fig. 15). After 

signing the agreement with RMNP, the beekeeper installed the electric fence in his apiary to prevent further 

damages. A camera trap was also installed to monitor any bear movement. 

Results: All damages were compensated. Since the installation of the e-fence, no further bear damage has 

been recorded by the beekeeper. Additionally, the camera trap did not capture any bear movement. 

 

Comments/Further actions: The use of the e-fence was nomadic and was moved to 2-3 different spots that 

the beekeeper utilizes throughout the year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлп  

Episodes no:  07- 09 

Date: 19-26/10/2020 (30/10/2020) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Drama; Municipality of Paranesti 

Location: Krini 

Ep. Date x y 

07 10/2020 0545150 4568605 

08 10/2020 0545895 4567875 

09 26/10/2020 0545188 4568614 

Reason for intervention: Apiary damage 

Description of the episodes: A bear damaged the beehives of a beekeeper in 3 spots in the location named 

άKriniέ ό.ŜŜƪŜŜǇŜǊΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ 9[ рнκнурύ during the time span between 19 and 26/10/2020 (Fig. 16).  

Figure 15. Delivery of an e-fence to the beekeeper 
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άKriniέ is a very common location for beekeepers in the fall, because at this time it is full of flowering heather 

bushes (Erica sp.). At the same time, bears enter their state of hyperphagia and άKriniέ ƛǎ ŀ άƘƻǘ-ǎǇƻǘέ ŦƻǊ 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ƘƛƎƘ ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ άŦŀǎǘ ŦƻƻŘέΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƘƻƴŜȅ 

but also nymphs, larvae, eggs and bees from the honeycombs of the hives. Considering the above, RMNP 

places great importance on protecting this area users from bear damage. RMNP found out about the 

aforementioned damage after interviewing another beekeeper that uses the area and immediately contact 

the same day the beekeeper that had the damage and visited the area. v 

The bear damaged 1 beehive in the first spot, 4 beehives in the second and 6 beehives in the third. The bear 

was spotted by a livestock farmer that has his pen nearby and was described as a very big sized animal.   

Action implemented: The 

BET intervened on 

30/10/2020 to verify the 

damage, assess the situation 

and deliver protection 

measures. The BET informed 

the beekeeper about the 

effectiveness of using an e-

fence and the project of 

RMNP, with the delivery of e-

fences free of charge to 

producers in order for them 

to be protected from bear 

damages. He informed the 

BET that he will consider the 

offer and communicate 

accordingly. 

Results: The beekeeper, in 

order to avoid further 

damage, moved his apiary 

the next day of the damage 

and before the BET intervention to another location, named Sterna. He pointed out to the BET the locations 

Figure 16. One of the beehives of the EL 52/285 
beekeeper that that was damaged by the bear  

Map 6. Location where the bear damages occurred in Krini on October 2020 
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where the damages occurred. UnfortunatelyΣ ƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ wabt ǳƴǘƛƭ ƴŜȄǘ ȅŜŀǊ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜ applied for the 

delivery of an e-fence, in order to use it in the same area in fall that year (no. 1215/06-09-2021).  

Despite that, the fact that the bear caused damage in the area alarmed other beekeepers who were informed 

about the distribution of the electric fences by RMNP and contact BET members. As a result, a fence was 

provided to one of them, who is now using it in the same area (no 1496/30-10-2020). 

Comments/Further actions: none 

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлр   

Episode no: 10 

Date: 14/11/2020 (14-15/11/2020, 25-26/11/2020, 28/11/2020, 04/12/2020, 06/12/2020, 09/12/2020, 

14/12/2020, 24/12/2020, 29/12/2020) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Xanthi; Municipality of Xanthi 

Location: Xanthi 

x: 0574545  

y: 4555608 

Reason for intervention: Settlement /City approach  

Description of the episode: A female bear with two cubs was reported to have been spotted by a resident at 

the suburban forest of Xanthi on the morning of 14/11/2020, while visiting one of the viewing points on the 

Kosynthos River. The resident immediately contacted the Forest Service, and the service in turn contacted 

the NGO Callisto and RMNP, activating the protocol described in the Common Ministerial Decision no. 

104180/433/05-02-2014. 

On 26/11/2020, RMNP was also informed of a recording by hikers of the roars of a wild animal, which 

sounded like a bear, while hiking on the trail which starts from Xanthipi to Samakov (red trail), in the suburban 

forest of Xanthi. The network of trails is often used by residents for sports, hiking, entertainment and walking 

with their pets. The spot where the bear was seen on 14/11/2020 is easily accessible from the mountainous 

eastern side, that is, from the point where the animal's roar was heard. 

Action implemented: The RMNP BET intervened immediately after the notification, despite the fact that the 

area is outside the jurisdiction of the RMNP Management Unit. It was decided that the BET would operate, 

as it had the necessary experience in managing bears with confident behavior and it would be another 

opportunity to transfer the know-how to the Forestry Service. 

The mixed BET, comprising personnel from Callisto, RMNP, and the Forestry Service, intervened to assess the 

situation between 14 November and 29 December 2020, eleven (11) times. An operation lasting 46 days was 

carried out. During this time, the entire area was scanned with patrols while monitoring and recording any 

possible biosignature of the animal's presence. At the beginning of the operation, the area was closed to the 

public with the assistance of the Police. The BET visited the locations where the bear was seen/heard and 

installed three (3) camera traps in six (6) different points with a rotating system (Fig. 17-18), in order to 

confirm the presence of the animal, clarify the reasons for which it approached the city (food, protection of 
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young from males or any other reason, etc.) and monitor its activity pattern (Map 3-5). Temporary signs were 

also installed to alert the public to the presence of the trail cameras, in accordance with GDPR (Fig. 19). 

At the same time, a major public information and awareness campaign was launched to inform the public of 

what to do in the event of a bear encounter, with interviews and press releases. Strong recommendations 

from the Forestry Service to avoid the area during BET's operation were made.  

Results: The presence of the bear in the area was not recorded again. The footage of the camera traps did 

not capture a bear, only domestic cats, dogs and small wild animals such foxes, martens and squirrels. After 

ensuring that no action was needed to be taken the BET operation was ended. 

Comments/Further actions: From the beginning, there was strong skepticism from many about whether the 

bear sighting was real. BET concluded that there was indeed a small possibility that the bear of the initial 

testimony was a mistaken impression of a wild boar seen and the roaring sounds belonged to a roe deer. 

Map 7. Routes and points during the investigation for the evaluation of the bear approach incident in the suburban forest of Xanthi, 
implemented on 14-15/11/2020 (top), 25-26/11/2020 (bottom left) and 28/11/2020 (bottom right) 
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However, it was decided to follow the protocol of the Joint Ministerial Decision No. 104180/433/07-02-2014, 

as is appropriate in such cases for dealing with similar situations, and to exclude any possibility of a certain 

bear near the city of Xanthi, as was done. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлс  

Episodes no: 11; 26; 27-30; 33; 35; 39 

Date: 20/05/2021; 14-15/06/2021 (25/06/2021); 24-25/06/2021; 05-06/07/2021 (05/07/2021, 09/07/2021); 

14/07/2021  

Regional Unit/Municipality: Xanthi; Municipality of Myki 

Location: Dimario; Kotyli 

Episodes Date x y Description 

11 20/05/2021 0571666 4576667 Apiary damage 

26 14/06/2021 0571666 4576667 Agricultural damage 

Figures 17-18. Trail camera that was installed in position 3 (see map 4) with the Forestry Service (left). 
Footage from  the camera of a fox passing (right) 

Figure 19. Temporary sign in the beginning of a trail in the suburban forest informing 
people about the trail cameras and the possibility that they will be recorded. 
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27 15/06/2021 0571242 4577929 Apiary damage 

28 15/06/2021 0574202 4577504 Apiary damage 

 16/06/2021 0569551 4580766 IR camera capture (huge male) 

29 24/06/2021 0571242 4577929 Confident bear/ Bear sighting 

30 25/06/2021 0571249 4577932 Apiary damage 

33 05/07/2021 0574202 4577504 Apiary damage 

35 06/07/2021 0574201 4577571 Confident bear/ Bear sighting 

39 14/07/2021 0570985 4577979 Apiary damage 

 15/07/2021 0568808 4582793 IR camera capture (small ind.) 

Reason for intervention: Apiary damage; Agricultural damage 

Description of the episodes 11, 26:  On 20/5/2021 a bear damaged 4 beehives that were located in a private 

cherry orchard & on 14/06/2021 broke down in the same place some cherry trees. The bear broke the fence 

of the orchard both times. It had trespassed already 3 times the same year the private area. The owner had 

ǘǿƻ ŘƻƎǎ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦǊƛƎƘǘŜƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƛƳŀƭΦ  

 

Description of the episodes 27-28, 29-30, 33, 35, 39: On 15/06/2021, a bear damaged two apiaries belonging 

to a beekeeper (code EL 72/251), which were located 3 km apart. The first incident (Ep. 27) occurred at an 

apiary near Dimario ƴŀƳŜŘ άYŜǊŀǎƛŜǎέ (680 m from the last house and 300 m from the offices of a road 

construction company), where the bear damaged three (3) hives. The bear then moved to the Kotyli-Dimario 

intersection and damaged an additional four (4) hives of the beekeeper (Ep. 28). The EL 72/251 beekeeper 

contacted RMNP to report the damages and also ŀ /ŀƭƭƛǎǘƻΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .9¢. 

On 24/06/2021, the bear was also sighted on the ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άYŜǊŀǎƛŜǎΣέ near the site of the Ep. 27, 

displaying confident behavior despite being in a forested environment (Ep. 29). It was considered to be the 

same bear and was described as huge in size. The next day, on 25/06/2021 damages were found in the apiary 

that was located there (Ep. 30).  

 On 05/07/2021, the EL 72/251 beekeeper suffered another damage of one (1) hive in the apiary of the Ep. 

33 at the Kotyli-Dimario intersection location (Ep. 33). The next day, 06/07/2021, the bear was seen again in 

the same area showing confident behavior (Ep. 35). Following these incidents, EL 72/251 beekeeper 

relocated his apiary closer to the offices of the road construction company, believing that the traffic and 

Figures 20-21. BET conducting an inspection in the orchard and the broken bee-hives 
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lights from the construction site would deter the bear from causing further damage. However, on 

14/07/2021, the bear damaged two (2) additional beehives at the new location (Ep. 39). 

Action implemented: The mixed BET, RMNP and Callisto staff, conducted five (5) on-site visits. BET members 

visited all locations, beginning with the orchard where the bear had caused damage. They then met with the 

EL 72/251 beekeeper, who had placed his apiaries in three different locations. 

The BET provided both the farmer and the beekeeper with information on using noise- and light-producing 

deterrents, emphasizing the effectiveness of electric fences and encouraging them to apply for one so that 

RMNP could provide it. Additionally, they informed all involved parties about bear behavior and encouraged 

them to seek compensation from HAIO/EL.G.A. 

The farmer was advised to repair his fence and keep his dogs within the enclosed private area. He 

subsequently filed a request for an electric fence (no. 865/25-06-2021). The EL 72/251 beekeeper was already 

ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ wabtΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎ ŦŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ Ƙŀving received one in 2016 and returned it the following year. 

He also submitted a new request for an electric fence (no. 864/25-06-2021). He collected it on 09/07/2021 

(agreement no. 960/09-07-2021) but installed it only after the damage that occurred on 14/07/2021. 

IR cameras were installed in the area to determine whether the same individual was responsible and to 

monitor the bear's movement patterns. Two different bears were capturedτone on 16/06/2021, a large 

male, and another on 15/07/2021, a smaller individual. The presence of the large male supports the sighting 

ƻŦ ŀ ōƛƎ ōŜŀǊ ƻƴ нпκлсκнлнм ƛƴ άYŜǊŀǎƛŜǎέ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

damages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figures 22. Damaged bee-hives by a bear in an apiary between Kotyli-
Dimario , on 15/06/2021 (Ep.29) 
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After assessing the situation, the BET decided, in accordance with protocol, not to take more drastic 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜŀǊΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ the typical normal range. 

Results: Electric fences were delivered to the producers to help protect their property. No compensation was 

granted to either of themτthe farmer because the beehives were not declared and were intended for 

personal use, primarily for tree pollination, and the EL 72/251 beekeeper because, as he explicitly stated, he 

had calculated that it was not financially beneficial for him. No further damage was recorded. 

Comments/Further actions: All the aforementioned incidents were considered a single case because the 
distances between the locations where the damages were recorded, timing and the two descriptions of the 
sighting of the animal, suggest that they were likely caused by the same bear, the huge male. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figures 23-24. IR camera captures of bears in the Dimario-Kotyli area. In the left image, a large male bear was recorded, while in the right image, 
a smaller individual was captured. Both cameras were installed at a distance of 3-5 km from the location where the damages occurred. 

Map 8. Location where the bear damages occurred near Dimario and Kotyli, May and June 2021 
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/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлт   

Episode no: 22 

Date: 08/06/2021 (11/06/2021) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Xanthi; Municipality of Xanthi 

Location: Ano Karyofyto 

x: 0555182  

y: 4568139 

Reason for intervention: Bear approach to a settlement and damage of an apiary 

Description of the episode: A bear caused damage to an apiary, destroying 25 two-story apiaries on the 

afternoon of Tuesday, 08/06/2021, on the outskirts of the village of Karyofyto (Fig. 20-21). Although the 

damage was located on the northern edge of the village of Karyofyto, the bear did not enter the village, 

displaying typical wild behavior and shyness towards human presence. 

 The apiary was located in a privately-owned field, delimited by bushes, which was not protected in any way. 

The beekeeper occasionally used his uncle's e-fence, which had been granted to him by RMNP under private 

agreement no. 328/07-04-2017. When the central unit of the e-fence malfunctioned, RMNP was not notified 

to replace the unit, leaving the apiary unprotected. 

Other bee-keepers also had their apiaries near the destroyed one, but they were unharmed because they 

were already protected by e-fences provided by RMNP. 

Action implemented: The BET intervened to assess the situation and inform the producer about the use of 

bear deterrents. RMNP was notified by the Veterinary Representative of the HAIO/EL.G.A. organisation 

Service who visited the site on Wednesday, 09/06/2021 in order to assess the damage and compensate the 

producer.   

Results: The central unit was replaced by RMNP and the beekeeper installed the e-fence the next days. No 

other damage was reported.  

Comments/Further actions: None 

Map 9. Location where the bear damage 
occurred in Ano Karyofyto, on 
08/06/2021 
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/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлу   

Episode no: 23 

Date: 16/06/2021 

Regional Unit/Municipality : Drama; Municipality of Paranesti 

Location:  Stravorema (Elatia) 

x: 0529067  

y: 4592830 

Reason for intervention: Injured/dead bear 

Description of the episode:  The identification and collection of bear bones, specifically parts of the spine, 

took place in the Stravorema area (Fig. 22-23). These remains were placed in the freezer at the headquarters 

of RMNP for further analysis and morphometric measurements. The skull was never received by RMNP and 

remains in the possession of a private individual who also served as the informant. A report was submitted 

to the Forestry Service of Drama to formally communicate the situation. 

Action implemented: A sample was sent for analysis to determine whether the individual matches any of the 

genetic profiles already recorded by RMNP from the area; however, no results were obtained. 

Results: No further information on the incident 

Comments/Further actions: none. 

Figures 25-26. Bear damage of 25 two-store beehives in Ano Karyofyto 
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Figures 27-28. Remains, skull and bone from the vertebrae of a dead bear found by a hiker in Elatia, Drama 

Map 10. Location where the remains and the scull of the bear were found in Starvorema 
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/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦлф   

Episode no: 24-25 

Date: 23/06/2021 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Xanthi; Municipality of Xanthi 

Location: Kastaniti  

x: 0556156  

y: 4561458 

Reason for intervention: Apiary damage 

Description of the episode: In Kastaniti, the BET was informed by individuals about bear damage incidents 

in apiaries in the area.  

Action implemented: The BET visited the locations, recorded the information provided, and offered contact 

details for interested beekeepers, encouraging them to reach out to RMNP for the possibility of obtaining an 

electric fence free of charge, by simply filing an application. The BET discussed with the beekeepers the need 

to use appropriate protective equipment and the importance of maintaining the existing ones and also with 

the residents of the settlements about the use of deterrents and how to behave in the event of being near a 

bear 

Results: No beekeeper filed for an E/F. No further damages were reported 

Comments/Further actions: none 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Map 11. Location where the bear damage occurred in Kastaniti, on 23/06/2021 
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/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦмл  

Episode no: 31 

Date: 24/06/2021 (28/06/2021) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Drama; Municipality of Drama 

Location: Livadero 

x: 0516999  

y: 4567926 

Reason for intervention: Apiary damage 

Description of the episode:  Bear damage on the 24/06/2021, with two (2) ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŜŜƪŜŜǇŜǊΩǎ ōŜŜƘƛǾŜǎ 

damaged.  

Action implemented: BET in-situ inspection at the place where the bear caused the damage and information 

to the beekeeper on the use of an e-fence & deterrents. 

Results: ¢ƘŜ ōŜŜƪŜŜǇŜǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎƘƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŝ-fence. It is unknown if he filed for a 

compensation in HAIO/EL.G.A. 

Comments/Further actions: It is interesting that at the same location, which is a common area for 

beekeepers to place their apiaries, another apiary (0517105, 4567848) τequipped with an electric fence 

provided by RMNPτwas also visited the same day, likely by the same bear, in a nearby area. The bear 

attempted to enter from two different points despite the presence of the electric fence, leaving behind 

Figure 29. Damaged beehives in an apiary in Livadero (left).  

Figures 30-31. At the bottom, the two photos show another 
apiary in the same location with an installed e-fence. The 
bear attempted to enter from two different points despite 
the presence of an e-fence, leaving behind scratch marks 
and signs of digging on the ground, highlighting its 
persistent effort. Lǘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŜƴǘŜǊΦ 
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scratch marks and signs of digging on the ground, demonstrating its persistence. However, it was ultimately 

unable to gain access. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

/ŀǎŜ ƴƻΦмм  

Episode no: 32 

Date: 26/06/2021 (01/07/2021) 

Regional Unit/Municipality: Drama; Municipality of Drama 

Location: Tzami 

x: 0524322  

y: 4569992 

Reason for intervention: Apiary damages 

Description of the episode: Damages to a beekeeper by a bear on 26/6/2021 and some days after. The 

interesting part is that the beekeeper had already installed an e-fence. The bear, in the first incident, 

damaged three (3) of the two-story hives of the apiary aggressively.  The rage of the bear can also be seen in 

the scratch marks of its try to enter the e-fence from 2 different sides. It was assumed that the bear acted 

aggressively either because of the stings from the protective bees or, more probable, because the e-fence 

hit the animal with voltage but the hit drained the battery. The latter could be possibly because of low 

maintenance and because the battery is old.  

The beekeeper was using the electric fence with 3 rows of wire and a solar panel (PV). The bear entered the 

apiary the second time overturning four (4) of the two-story hives this time without breaking any. It is worth 

mentioning that this time the bear entered easily through the wires of the fence without damaging anything 

Map 12. Location where the bear damages occurred in Livadero on 24/06/2021 












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































