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I am writing to express strong opposition to any proposals that would authorize the hunting of bears and 
wolves in areas bordering Lake Clark National Park, Katmai National Park, the McNeil River State Game 
Sanctuary and Refuge, Brooks Falls, the Togiak National Wildlife Refuge, and the Yukon Delta National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

These regions are internationally renowned for their spectacular concentrations of brown bears .Each 
year, they attract tens of thousands of wildlife enthusiasts, photographers, filmmakers, and ecotourists—
generating significant economic revenue for nearby rural communities and businesses. Visitors come 
from around the world to witness the iconic bear activity at places like Brooks Falls, Lake Clarke 
National Park, and Katmai National Park to explore the rich biodiversity of these wild landscapes. 
Wildlife-based tourism in these areas provides long-term, renewable economic benefits that far outweigh 
the short-term gains of a bear or wolf hunt. 

Beyond the economics, these animals are integral to Alaska’s cultural heritage and ecological identity. 
For Indigenous communities and many residents, bears and wolves hold spiritual and cultural 
significance, representing ancestral connections to the land, traditional knowledge systems, and deep 
respect for nature. They are also vital to ecosystem health, playing crucial roles in nutrient cycling and 
population regulation. 

Permitting predator hunts along the borders of these protected areas—especially where bears and wolves 
are habituated to human presence—jeopardizes the very wildlife experiences that draw people to these 
locations. The McNeil River, Togiak National Wildlife Refuge, and the Yukon Delta National Wildlife 
Refuge bears, for instance, are globally celebrated for their unique, non-aggressive behavior developed 
over decades of protected status. Allowing nearby hunting not only undermines this rare dynamic, but 
also threatens the credibility of Alaska’s wildlife management practices. 

I urge the Board to take a forward-looking approach and protect the economic and cultural value of these 
apex predators by rejecting any expansion of hunting near these key conservation areas. These 
landscapes—and the magnificent creatures they support—deserve policies rooted in stewardship, science, 
and sustainability. 

Thank you for considering this request. I respectfully ask you to preserve what makes Alaska 
extraordinary for future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Ronda Bachenheimer 



Board of Game Special Meeting Comments for July 14, 2025 

I ask you to OPPOSE Special Meeting Proposal 1 based in part upon the decision and 
order from the Alaska Superior Court, March, 2025. The order clearly states that the 
Board of Game (BOG) lacked sufficient population and distribution information to 
implement intensive management for bears in this area of the state. Further, that the 
BOG failed to comply with the sustained yield provision of Art VIII, Sec. 4, of the Alaska 
Constitution. 

“The State's admission that the BOG lacked sufficient bear population and 
distribution information illustrates the BOG failed to consider all the factors that 
are important and relevant to assure sustainability of the bear population. The 
State's position misapprehends clear directives contained in case law. Other than 
the anecdotal evidence in the record when the BOG heard testimony suggesting 
that ‘brown bears are widely distributed in Unit 17 in abundance,’ there is no 
credible scientific evidence in the record or discussion by the BOG to support the 
conclusion that bears could be killed sustainably”. 

“the Alaska BOG failed to comply with the sustained yield provision of Art VIII, 
Sec. 4, of the Alaska Constitution by failing to consider all the important, relevant 
and material factors relating to the sustainability of a replenishable public wildlife 
resource prior to adoption of a regulatory proposal impacting a replenishable 
public resource”. 

Additionally, as stated below in my BOG Proposal #18 for the January, 2025 Central and 
Southwest Meeting to shorten the brown bear hunting season in GMU 9C which borders 
GMU 17 Intensive Management Area: 

“Bear viewing guides in this area have reported a decline in the number of bears, 
most notably trophy class mature males, observed by their client. While there 
may be multiple factors causing the viewable number of bears to decline, we 
don't know for sure the full range of the causes. However, a logical person would 
conclude that the GMU 17 IM programs could be having an adverse effect on 
bears in GMU 9C. Additionally, there is no recent population data and harvest 
analysis provided by the National Park Service or ADFG in Units 9C, UCUs 702 and 
703.” 

One of the stated goals of ADFG’s Bear Conservation, Harvest, And Management Policy 
(Exp July, 2028) is “To recognize the importance of bears for customary and traditional 
uses, viewing, photography, research, and non-consumptive uses in Alaska”. 

Name: Bachrach, David 
Community of Residence: Homer PC70
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Failure to properly manage slow reproducing brown bear populations on the Alaska 

Peninsula puts at risk one of the world's premiere brown bear viewing areas. These 

bears become habituated to human observation and the result is bear viewing unlike 

anywhere else in the world. This is exemplified by the volume of people that utilize bear 

viewing guides each summer and pay significant money to observe these bears. The 

close proximity of these bears to Alaska's major population centers has created a unique 

bear viewing opportunity that provides jobs and a good source of income to remote 

lodges on the Alaska Peninsula and bear viewing guides living on the Kenai Peninsula, 

King Salmon, and Kodiak. 
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Save the bears!!!! They should not be slaughtered from a helicopter. 

Name: Bales, Sandra 

Community of Residence: Bears should not be killed. They are God's creatures that dese1ve to live 

Comment: 

Please don't kill God's creatures. They have the 1ight to live 

Name: Ballard, Hayley 

Community of Residence: USA

Comment: 

I oppose this regulation. Given that brown and black bears play crncial roles in supporting Alaska's 
ecosystems, including seed dispersal, emichment of forest soil, and the balancing of prey populations, 

allowing bears to be killed indiscriminately could potentially have ve1y negative consequences on the 
ecosystem. I would like the Board to consider if there aren't better ways to balance the bear and cruibou 
populations. 

Name: Ballru·d, Jordan 

Community of Residence: Oklahoma 

Comment: 

Inhumane, unethical and indefensible use of taxpayer money! 
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populations cannot be culled without careful justification and science-based oversight.
• Courts have invalidated the Mulchatna bear control program due to lack of

public input, review, and transparency.

4. Economic and Cultural Concerns
• Ecotourism and wildlife viewing—bears included—are significant contributors

to Alaska’s economy. The international backlash and boycotts following aerial gunning 
have already caused economic harm.

• Many Alaskans, including subsistence communities, cherish bears not only
materially but also culturally. The aerial killing of bears is deeply painful and damaging 
to Alaska’s cultural identity.

Recommended Alternatives

I respectfully urge the Board to:
1. Withdraw or significantly revise the proposed bear-control regulation—

particularly the sections allowing in-state aerial gunning.
2. Require rigorous, independent scientific review of population-level effects and

ecosystem implications.
3. Explore non-lethal alternatives—such as habitat improvement, monitoring,

targeted deterrence, and predator exclusion in calving grounds.
4. Engage in a truly public process, including Alaska Native and subsistence

communities, before making any regulatory change involving predator control.

Conclusion

Alaska can—and must—do better. Alaska needs ethical, science-based wildlife 
management that upholds public trust—not shocking, unjustified mass killings. I urge 
you to oppose the current regulation proposal and seek more balanced, sustainable 
solutions for Alaska’s wildlife and communities.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I welcome any opportunity to provide 
further information.

Sincerely,
Amanda Banwart

PC83
2 of 2







from her young is a cruelty that humans should above. We are supposed to be the superior species and in 
recent years all of our actions against our environment and wildlife seem to do nothing but prove 
otherwise. Aerial hunting of the brown and black bears is disgusting and cannot be permitted. Bears must 
be allowed to be bears and humans need to stop encroaching into their territory.  

1. Disruption of Ecosystem Balance 

Brown bears are apex predators and keystone species. They play a critical role in regulating prey 
populations (e.g., moose, caribou) and in shaping the structure of ecosystems through nutrient 
redistribution. For example, salmon consumed by bears fertilize forest ecosystems with marine-derived 
nutrients, enhancing tree growth and overall biodiversity. 

Aerial hunting can lead to: 

 • Artificially lowered predator populations, disrupting natural predator-prey dynamics. 

 • Cascading ecological effects, where overpopulation of herbivores leads to habitat 
degradation, such as overgrazing and loss of biodiversity. 

Scientific Evidence: 

 • Ripple et al. (2014) highlighted the top-down control that large carnivores exert on 
ecosystems, and warned against their removal. 

 • Levi et al. (2012) demonstrated that reduced bear densities affect salmon population 
dynamics and forest health. 

⸻⸻⸻ 

2. Violation of Evolutionary and Behavioral Integrity 

Aerial hunting selects against certain individuals, such as large males, who are more visible and more 
likely to be targeted. This introduces unnatural selection pressures that may alter bear behavior and gene 
pool quality over time. 

Consequences include: 

 • Loss of genetic diversity, which undermines population resilience to disease and 
environmental change. 

 • Disruption of social structures, as dominant males often suppress infanticide by 
subordinates. 

Scientific Evidence: 

 • Milner et al. (2007) found that unnatural mortality patterns, such as those from selective 
hunting, can destabilize bear populations and lead to increased cub mortality. 

⸻⸻⸻ 

3. Inaccuracy in Population Management 

Aerial shooting often lacks scientific rigor and precision in estimating and managing bear populations. 
Without robust monitoring data, aerial hunts risk: 



 • Overharvesting, especially in regions where population estimates are outdated or 
incomplete. 

 • Failure to differentiate between local subpopulations, some of which may be more 
vulnerable than others. 

Scientific Evidence: 

 • A 2018 Alaska Department of Fish and Game report acknowledged significant 
uncertainty in brown bear density estimates, warning that overreliance on aerial culling could harm 
certain populations. 

⸻⸻⸻ 

4. Ethical and Welfare Concerns with Scientific Relevance 

From a biological and ethical perspective, aerial hunting often results in: 

 • Poor shot placement, due to movement of aircraft and terrain, increasing the likelihood of 
wounding animals rather than clean kills. 

 • Extended suffering, violating principles of humane wildlife management and animal 
welfare. 

Stress and injury can also affect biological parameters such as hormone levels and reproduction, altering 
scientific assessments of bear health and behavior. 

Scientific Evidence: 

 • Baker et al. (2011) examined aerial culling practices in various wildlife species and 
concluded that animal welfare concerns were often ignored in predator control programs. 

⸻⸻⸻ 

Conclusion 

From an ecological, evolutionary, and ethical standpoint, aerial shooting of Alaska brown bears is a 
scientifically flawed management strategy. It undermines ecosystem stability, introduces harmful 
selection pressures, risks population overharvesting, and causes unnecessary suffering. Effective predator 
management should be based on sound ecological science, long-term monitoring, and humane 
principles—not expedient but biologically disruptive practices. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











Name: Bell, Taylor 

Community of Residence: F101ida 

Comment: 

Nature is aprut of our ecosystem and this have a vital role to play in the balance of the ve1y Framework of 

ur world. Even if you manage something like an Apex predator their job is to naturally maintain balance. 

Your commuting eco tenoism ? Sitting ha1ming the environment and managing the balance which could 
in tum ultimately manage and kill humans because even we ru·e aprut of the ecosystem chain and our 

actions won't be insignificant, they will be life altering and as leadership you should be not only 
KNOWING this but being more responsible. 
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Name: Bielawa, Cameron 

Community of Residence: California 

Comment: 

Please protect the wildlife of your community that will become the foundation for the future generations. 
There is no evidence that killing predators will help caribou populations. However, ensuring there is 
plenty of wild space and limiting human pollution and engagement in the ecosystem may help over mass 

killing other innocent animals. Please also protect the wolves of your community. 



Name: Theresa Bielawski 
Community of Residence: Fair Oaks, CA 

Hello, 

I am shocked, disgusted, and filled with dismay over the decision to allow the ariel predator 
eradication planned of the Mulchatna bears and other predators in 2025 and now 
2026.  Where is the science showing this “Bear Control” is necessary?  Sorry, not 
convinced this is even close to being necessary. 

My first trip to visit Alaska was in April of 2013 in which I visited Juneau & Haines for a 
week.  My most recent trip was to Brooks Camp in Katmai National Park in September 
2024.  That trip was my 25th trip to Alaska and I have visited every year between 2013 and 
2024 from one to four times per year.  Of those trips, at least 20 of them included at least 
one trip to view and photograph bears.  I have been to Kaktovik twice to view polar bears, 
Anan twice for brown & black bears, Lake Clark, McNeil, Hallo Bay, Kodiak, North Frasier 
Lake and Geographic Harbor to view brown bears.  In addition, I have been to Brooks 16 
times.  My stays in Alaska were typically between 12-25 days. With exception to my first trip 
to Brooks in 2013, which was a day trip, all my other bear trips were at least 4 days, some 
as many as 7 days. Most bear trips included friends that formerly had never visited Alaska, 
i.e. additional dollars spent in your state.  In addition to my bear trips, I have traveled the 
state and have seen more than many Alaskans that live there.  I always rent a car and stay 
in hotels.  I have stayed in or near Fairbanks, Kaktovik, Chena Hot Springs, Denali NP, Lake 
Clark NP, Kenai Fjords NP, Seward, Kenai, Soldotna, Homer, Girdwood, Anchorage, Valdez, 
McCarthy, Kennicott, Chitna, Healy, Talkeetna, Kodiak, Wasilla, Seldovia, Tok and probably 
several more that I am forgetting.  I have done plane and helicopter tours around Alaska, 
taken train trips, aurora tours, dog sledding kennel visits, climbed on glaciers, kayaked, 
hiked, and spent every minute seeing and doing everything I possibly could.  I have 
supported the Alaska Zoo, Botanical Gardens, AWCC, Musk Ox Farms, Reindeer Farms, 
Alaska Moose Mamas and so much more.  In addition to rental cars every trip, I was eating 
in local restaurants and supporting local businesses everywhere I visited.  There isn’t a 
single trip I didn’t spend hundreds on souvenirs for family members and friends. 

I am part of a private Bears of Brooks Falls Facebook group.  While there are many different 
FB groups, the group I am in is strictly for those that closely follow the Brooks Bears.  While 
there are thousands of members that are part of the group, there are hundreds of us that 
visit Brooks regularly, some of us semi-annually.  The 60-100 people I am referring to are as 
upset regarding this issue as I am. 

I have never spent less than $5,000 on a trip and have even spent more than $10,000 on a 
few of the longer trips.  All in all, I have spent more than $125,00 in Alaska supporting 
Alaska tourism and local businesses since April of 2013.  The last trip to Brooks was more 
than disappointing.  Many bears, including young ones, that were previously seen annually 
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did not return.  Seeing the number of bear pelts at Fur Rondy originating from AF&G leads 
me to believe many were from the cull and there will be more in the future.  I can only 
imagine some of those pelts may have been Brooks bears pelts. The very bears that draw 
so much attention and tourism dollars to Alaska. 

The bottom line is, I can no longer support the senseless (in my opinion) decisions made by 
very few that greatly affect the entire reason I visit Alaska regularly and chose to spend my 
money there.  I have already cancelled my July trip and am going to the Galapagos 
instead.  My September trip to Alaska will most likely be cancelled in favor of an alternate 
trip, as well.  It is sad, really, as I was just starting to plan a trip to Nome & a separate walrus 
trip, both in 2026.  Not anymore. It really appears that many have no idea how much this 
gruesome act of ariel predator eradication for NO GOOD REASON will impact the tourism 
dollars coming to your state.  Others I have spoken with have cancelled their upcoming 
trips.  Maybe no one cares.  It appears that way looking at the lack of opposition. Sad!  Very 
Sad!  

Sincerely, 

Theresa Bielawski 

Former Frequent Alaska Visitor 

PC127
2 of 2





Name: Bisesi , Maiy 

Community of Residence: Pennsylvania 

Comment: 

To: Alaska Depa1tment of Fish & Game Commissioner Douglas Vincent-Lang 

I am w1iting to urge you to reject the latest plan from the Alaska Depa1tment of Fish & Game which 
would authorize ae1ial gunning down of wolves, brown beai·s, and black beai·s across a 40,000 square 

mile ai·ea!! This ai·ea is bordered by the the YUKON DELTA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, 
TOGIAK NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, KATMAI NATIONAL PARK AND LAKE CLARK 
NATIONAL PRESERVE!! 

This operation is inhumane and unethical, causing unnecessaiy suffering to the beai·s and represents a 
upsetting approach to wildlife management. It also lacks a scientific basis as study after study shows that 
predators ai·e not the major factor affecting the population of moose, caribou, and other game animals. 

ADFG is sidestepping the fact that such action will dismpt ecosystems for the obvious purpose of spo1t 

killing vs scientific foundations. 

The practice is not only seen as unethical and inhumane but seen as damaging Alaska's reputation as a 
responsible steward of its natural resources and will most ce1tainly if enacted, filter down to boycotting 

Alaska's economy because of this obvious uneducated attack on apex predators. 

In addition, the killing of older, expe1ienced beai·s can lead to the loss of vital smvival knowledge for 
younger beai·s. If you proceed with this egregious act, it is a stamp of approval that your commission does 

not care about the viability of the tai·geted species. 

A similai· Alaskan predator control operation in 2023 killed approximately 100 brown beai·s (including 
cubs) and black bears, fai· more than the original planners estimated. This suggests that the Depaitment 

cannot control the trne mo1tality levels during these operations. 

I strongly urge you to reconsider this senseless plan and prioritize a more balanced, humane approach to 
wildlife management which we the people expect of those placed in vital positions such as yours. 

Sincerely, 

Maiy Bisesi 



June 25, 2025 

Members of the Board of Game, 

I am writing these comments in strong opposition to Proposal 1 for Intensive 
Management of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  I am opposed to this proposal because the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game's (the "Department") own scientific studies do not 
support the continued predator control of bears and wolves in the range of the Mulchatna 
Caribou Herd. 

On January 21, 2022, Nick Demma and Renae Sattler, two of the Department's own 
expert wildlife biologists who had been studying the Mulchatna Caribou Herd for ten years 
and a year-and-a-half, respectively, presented scientific studies to you, the Members of the 
Board of Game.  Nick Demma had been studying the impact of wolf predation on the 
Mulchatna Caribou Herd for ten years -- from about 2012 to 2021.  From his research, Nick 
Demma concluded that wolves were not a primary factor in the decline and failure to 
rebound of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  Indeed, Nick Demma found a negative 
correlation between the number of wolves killed and the decline of the Mulchatna Caribou 
Herd meaning that the more wolves that were killed, the more the herd declined.  Renae 
Sattler had been studying the condition of female members of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd 
aTecting their ability to reproduce and recruit newborn caribou as members of the herd.  
Renae Sattler concluded that predators are not a primary factor in the mortality of adult 
members of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  Instead, she concluded that illegal hunting, 
nutritional stress, brucellosis, and wounding events are the primary factors aTecting the 
Mulchatna Caribou Herd's decline and failure to rebound. 

More recently, I understand that, in an attempt to controvert Renae Sattler's 
research, Dr. Kristin Denryter and John Crouse have been continuing to study the condition 
of female members of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd and their ability to reproduce and 
recruit new members to the herd.  As part of this research, Denryter and Crouse discovered 
that, by weighing an unknown number of female caribou in the winter instead of the fall, the 
female caribou weighed more in the winter than in the fall.  The weight of a female caribou 
aTects that caribou's ability to birth a healthy calf which is more likely to survive to 
adulthood and join the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  From this scant research, Denryter and 
Crouse determined that, because female caribou weighed more in the winter than in the 
fall, predation must be the primary cause of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd's failure to recruit 
more calves to the herd.  However, it is impossible for Denryter and Crouse to reconcile this 
conclusion with an October 2024 by Todd Rinaldi and John Landsiedel's presentation 
which is part of your meeting materials. 

The October 2024 report by Todd Rinaldi, which was based on studying the 
condition of calves after removing all the predators in a specific area after the predator 
control operation in the Spring of 2024, was the most in-depth study of the Mulchatna 

Name: Michelle Bittner
Community of Residence: Anchorage PC134
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Caribou Herd's calves thus far.  What Todd Rinaldi found was alarming.  Because the 
Department had shot and killed all the bears and wolves in the Western calving ground of 
the Mulchatna Caribou Herd, they were able to go in and assess the health of the calves.  
They found 44 calf mortalities.  “Twenty of those calves (69%) died from starvation or 
dehydration with 7 of those mortalities presumed to indicate a failure to thrive rather than 
abandonment because the cow was observed with the calf.”  Further, “[a]ll calves 
submitted for necropsy had been born alive and stood but had little to no fat.”  The report 
stated that the calves lacked trace minerals including Cu, Zn, and Se and little to no 
internal body fat.  This information is indicative that the Mulchatna Caribou Herd is 
suTering from significant nutritional stress and that, no matter how many bears and wolves 
the Department kills, the Mulchatna Caribou Herd is not going to measurably increase in 
size.  In conclusion, the report states that “the necropsy results paired with the continued 
active spread of brucellosis being documented in other monitoring and relatively low body 
fat measured in cows, indicate that nutrition and disease may also be aTecting MCH 
growth.”  Of all the calves that were radio-marked or collected from this area after predator 
control had been conducted, which represented the most in-depth study of the Mulchatna 
Caribou Herd's calves to date, over 50% died from causes other than predation and most of 
the calves died from starvation, dehydration, and lacking trace minerals in their systems.  
This indicates that the Mulchatna Caribou Herd is suTering from significant nutrtional 
stress and that no matter how many predators the Department kills, the Mulchatna 
Caribou Herd will continue to experience significant nutritional stress and disease.  This 
October 2024 report is attached to these comments and the relevant information can be 
found on page 8. 

 
This information is confirmed in slide 21 of John Landsiedel's presentation which 

shows that, in 2024, non-predation caused significantly more calf mortalities than 
predation.  Denryter and Crouse's preliminary conclusion that, because female members 
of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd were gaining more weight in the winter, predation must be 
the primary cause of calf mortality, is completely contradicted by Todd Rinaldi's October 
2024 report and Slide 21 of John Landsiedel's presentation, both of which demonstrate that 
over 50% of calf mortalities were caused by starvation, dehydration, having little to no body 
fat, and lacking essential trace minerals in their systems thereby indicating that female 
members of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd are not gaining suTicient weight during the winter 
and are not ingesting the necessary nutrients to give birth to healthy calves that can survive 
to adulthood and be recruited as members of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd. 

 
John Landsiedel's presentation does not provide clarity regarding the impact that 

wolves have on the Mulchatna Caribou Herd's decline and failure to rebound.  As stated 
above, Nick Demma, one of the Department's own expert wildlife biologists, studied the 
impact of wolves on the Mulchatna Caribou Herd for ten years and concluded that wolves 
are not a primary factor in herd's the decline and failure to rebound.  Slide 20 of John 
Landsiedel's presentation confirms this because, except for 2017, wolves were responsible 
for only a very small percentage of predation on calves.  Moreover, the number of wolves 
killed by the Department in the past three springs demonstrates that very few wolves are 
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predating on calves of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  Yet in Slide 22, John Landsiedel 
attempts to hide this fact by combining "Bear and Wolf Predation" together in red.  Yet even 
by doing this, John Landsiedel can't disguise the fact that, in 2024, predation by both bears 
and wolves on calves of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd was responsible for only a very small 
percentage of calf mortality. 

 
As Members of the Board of Game and oTicials of the State of Alaska, you are bound 

by provisions of Article VIII of the Alaska Constitution which imposes public trust-like and 
fiduciary duties on you when you make decisions relating to wildlife.  You are required to 
consider the interests of all Alaskans, including Alaskans who do not hunt members of the 
Mulchatna Caribou Herd, the many Alaskans who have spoken out against this predator 
control program targeting bears and wolves, and the current and future generations of 
Alaskans who may want to view bears and wolves in the wild.  In addition, you are bound by 
the Intensive Management Statute which provides, in part, that predator control should not 
be conducted if such predator control is “ineTective, based on scientific information.”  
Alaska Statute 16.05.255(f)(1)(A).  The current scientific information before you, and which 
has been presented to you in the past, concludes that significant nutritional stress, illegal 
hunting, brucellosis, and wounding events are more prevalent causes of calf and adult 
mortalities of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd than is predation by bears and wolves.  It is an 
abuse of discretion for an agency, such as this Board, to ignore rather than utilize the 
advice of your own experts.  The overwhelming scientific research conducted by the 
Department's own expert wildlife biologists demonstrates that more than 50% of the calves 
of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd are dying due to starvation, dehydration, having little to no 
body fat, and lacking essential trace minerals and not due to predation by bears and 
wolves.   

 
Based on the foregoing, if you approve Proposal 1, you will be violating the Alaska 

Constitution and Alaska statutory and case law which requires you to adhere to science, to 
not ignore the scientific analysis of the Department's own experts, and to make decisions 
relating to wildlife for the benefit of all Alaskans.  Moreover, you should realize that the 
Commissioner of the Department (the "Commissioner") is violating 5 AAC 92.111(c) by 
continuing to authorize the predator control of wolves because 5 AAC 92.111(c)(6)(B) & (C) 
state that “the commissioner will review, modify, or suspend program activities if, after 
three years, the harvest of wolves is not suTicient to make progress towards the IM 
population objectives for wolves” and “if, after three years, there is no detectable increase 
in the total number of caribou in the control area.”  Predator control of wolves has been 
occurring since 2012 yet the Commissioner has not suspended such predator control even 
though his own expert wildlife biologist, Nick Demma, advised him that wolves were not a 
primary factor in the Mulchatna Caribou Herd's decline and failure to rebound.  The 
Commissioner is violating 5 AAC 92.111(c) by continuing predator control of bears because 
5 AAC 92.111(c)(6)(E) states that “the commissioner will review, modify, or suspend 
program activities if, after three years, any measure consistent with significant levels of 
nutritional stress in the caribou population are identified."  The October 2024 report 
attached to these comments and Slide 21 of John Landsiedel's presentation show that the 
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majority of calf mortalities are due to starvation, dehydration, being born with little to no 
body fat, and lacking essential trace minerals and not predation by bears. 
 
Michelle Bittner 
Anchorage 
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Department of Fish and Game 
 

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
Central/Southwest Region  

 
1801 S. Margaret Way, Suite 4 

Palmer, AK 99645 
Main: 907.746-6300 

Fax: 907.746.6305 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:     Tim Peltier, Regional Supervisor 

FROM:     Todd Rinaldi, Regional Management Coordinator  

DATE:      October 2024 

SUBJECT:     2024 Spring MCH Intensive Management Activities
    

Introduction 
In 2022, the Board of Game directed the Division of Wildlife Conservation to conduct predation 
control activities to benefit the Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH) as a component of Intensive 
Management (IM) of Caribou (Rangifer tarandus) in Game Management Units (Unit) 9B, 17, 18, 
19A, and 19B. The predator control objective is to eliminate all wolves and bears from the 
western segment of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH) calving area and does not specify 
numerical reduction goals. The calving area consists of a small portion of the affected Units, 
which have robust predator populations that ensures the removals will be sustainable at the Unit 
level. Department staff conducted a second year of lethal predator removal of bears and wolves, 
the primary predators of MCH neonate calves within Units 17B, 18, and 19B (ADFG 2023). The 
2024 removal occurred over 2 periods with a broadened search area during the first period of 
11–14 April (5,955 km2; Figure 1) and the principal period of 10 May–5 June 2024 (853 km2; Figure 
1). In addition, radio collars were put on neonate calves to assess calf survival.   

The western MCH segment (WMCH) has historically initiated an eastbound spring migration 
around 10 May. Between 2013 and 2022, WMCH migrated from wintering grounds in the eastern 
portion of Unit 18 near the Eek Mountains to calving grounds in the Tikchik Basin in western Unit 
17B. A major shift in migration occurred in 2023 when WMCH calved in the upper Kisaralik River 
drainage in eastern Unit 18. This year, WMCH initiated their eastward migration in early May and 
calved again in the Kisaralik River drainage arriving on state land around 8 May. 

The 2 periods of predator control were scheduled for optimal detection of target predators or to 
coincide with historic peak caribou calving dates. The April period focused on wolves while 
adequate tracking conditions existed to reduce adult mortality from wolves during migration 
from WMCH winter range to the likely calving grounds as well as to reduce predation on newborn  
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Figure 1. Location of predator removal program to benefit the Mulchatna caribou herd (MCH) 
showing the west calving area, and distribution of 35 GPS radiomarked MCH adult females, spring 
2024. 

calves. The April search area encompassed both the current and recent calving grounds. The 
search area during the May period encompassed WMCH calving grounds and focused on lethally 
removing all bears to increase calf survival when calves are most vulnerable. The May period was 
to precede peak parturition which historically has been 17–18 May (ADF&G unpublished data) 
and continue for 2 weeks thereafter. The WMCH predator control efforts are intended to 
increase calf survival to support population growth by reducing predation of newborn calves. 

Methods 

April 
Each day three aircraft (R44 helicopter, C185, and PA-18 Super Cub fixed-wings) searched for 
wolf tracks, kills, or wolves in a 9,582 km2 area. The search area was expanded from the primary 
effort of 2023 due to large home ranges, the great distance wolves may travel in search of food, 
and the potential to encounter dispersing wolves. Historic pack locations and den sites were used 
to estimate high-use areas. Wolves were primarily located by fixed-wing aircraft and locations 
were relayed to the helicopter, while another fixed-wing followed additional individuals from a 
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pack. Two department staff were on board the helicopter. Upon completion of wolf removal, all 
wolves were fitted with CITES1 locking tags and brought to a single location where they remained 
until they could be transferred for further processing. 

May–June 
Each day fixed-wing aircraft (C185 and Maule M7) departed ahead of the helicopter to search for 
predators and neonatal calves to capture. Calves were opportunistically captured to reduce bias 
on size, perceived strength, and/or sex. Pursuit and handling times <20 seconds. Scent control 
was addressed by wearing Tyvek suits and fresh rubber gloves, and no bears were handled or 
transported in the helicopter prior to handling calves that day. Collars were stored in gallon Zip-
loc bags with aromatic vegetation from the area. Calves were captured by hand, sexed, and fitted 
with a radio collar. Calves were monitored daily by a fixed-wing pilot for mortality signals. Within 
the helicopter, one person was designated for calf capture, and the other for predator removal. 
In situations where predators were detected prior to calf capture operations, the predator was 
removed, and one department staff member began processing the bear while the second 
department employee proceeded to capture calves. When target predators were located, calf 
captures ceased, and the helicopter was called in to the location to remove bears or wolves. After 
the target individual was killed, the field crew salvaged the hide and removed the skull for sealing. 
Locking seals (CITES) were attached to bear hides and skulls in the field and identification number, 
species, sex, age, and location (including unit) were recorded. When possible, a tooth from 
independent bears was collected for aging, and Nobuto blood strips were collected for Brucella 
exposure monitoring. No bear meat was salvaged due to lack of interest from surrounding 
communities. Wolf hides were not salvaged in May or June due to poor hide quality from wolves 
rubbing their winter coats and one instance of lice infestation. If staff opportunistically 
encountered a calf carcass that was not apparently the result of predation, it was collected 
whole, bagged, and either set or buried in snow to remain cool until it could be transferred to a 
fixed-wing aircraft. Details recorded for each calf carcass included age and sex, location, date of 
retrieval, estimated date of death, and physical condition. 

Multiple, small tundra ridges provided areas for fixed-wing aircraft to land, refuel, and load bear 
hides, skulls, and calf carcasses. Fuel drums were flown to the cache site with a small battery, 
portable pump, and spill-containment bib. Additional fuel bags were left at the site to aid with 
fuel loading and unloading. One primary site was used, but at least 2 other landing strips were 
available which increased flexibility and safety due to variable winds and runway direction. 

________________________ 

1 Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) 
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Calf captures and radio-marking to be dispersed around peak parturition (i.e., 50–60% of the 
collars deployed at peak parturition). Minimal new calf detections and low mortality detections 
(presumably from a high removal rate of predators) limited turnover of calf collars and did  not 
allow for large-scale calf capture during 21–30 May. Weekly telemetry flights will be continued 
to monitor survival to 2 months. After calves reach 2 months of age, monthly telemetry flights 
will be conducted through August.  

Hides were shipped as often as possible to Anchorage and received by ADF&G Region IV staff 
from Palmer. Hides were distributed to taxidermists on the road system for fleshing and salting 
after quotes were received prior to the start date; these hides are stored in Region IV. Some wolf 
and bear skulls were retained for educational purposes, otherwise they were destroyed.  

Permits, including special exemptions and commercial use for helicopter landings are required 
within Wood-Tikchik State Park (Park) and were received prior to any control activities taking 
place, although no removal activities occurred in the Park this year. 

Results 
A total of 95 predators (81 brown bears and 14 wolves) were removed between April and June 
2024. Removal activities occurred on state lands in Units 17B, 18, and 19B. 

April 
Between 11 and 14 April, 11 wolves (6 female, 5 male) from 2 packs were removed from the 
southwestern portion of Unit 19B (Figure 1) across four days of effort in 2 river drainages. One 
pack of 5 was detected in the headwaters of the Aniak river (2 females, 3 males), a primary 
migratory route for WMCH. A pack of 6 wolves was also detected in the upper Kogrukluk 
watershed (4 females, 2 males). A subsequent conversation with a local guide who was guiding 
bear hunters in the Kogrukluk mentioned seeing 2 wolves after the April efforts. Two sets of 
tracks were lost in hardpack snow on the last day of this removal effort towards the King Salmon 
River (Unit 17B). The April period concluded early due to poor tracking conditions after 15 April.  

May–June 
Removal 
Most of the WMCH was in the Crooked Creek drainage, at the border of state and federal lands 
for a week prior to the May start date but most caribou had moved to state managed lands by 8 
May within the Kisaralik River drainage. The WMCH remained in Unit 18 for the duration of the 
program, but the search area did include small portions of the western sections of Units 17B and 
19B.  

Eighty-one bears (47 female, 34 males; Figure 2) and three wolves were removed (1 female, 2 
males). No black bears were observed on the calving grounds during the 2024 operations. The 
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skull and hide from one brown bear were not recovered due to precipitous technical terrain and 
diminishing weather conditions. Fifty-six brown bear hides were salvaged of 63 total adults; 7 
bears were not salvaged due to poor salvage value. Age results from tooth samples, and Brucella 
exposure detection in bears from Nobuto strips are pending at the time of this memo. None of 
the removed bears or wolves were marked (e.g., radio collar, lip tattoo, ear tag) or showed any 
evidence of being handled previously.  

Control efforts occurred on 21 of the 27 scheduled days; 6 of those 21 days were shortened due 
to low ceilings, poor visibility, high winds, or precipitation. Poor weather precluded all efforts for 
the additional 6 days that were scheduled but not flown.  

The eastern portion of Unit 18 has little to no canopy cover, aiding in predator detections. 
Mountainous terrain which comprises the bulk of the 2024 calving grounds retained snow later 
into the spring likely increasing detections with the ability to see fresh predator tracks. However, 
tracking conditions deteriorated earlier than in 2023. 

On average 4 brown bears, independent of age-class, were removed per day (Figure 2); the daily 
average of independent bears (n = 63) removed was 3. The age-class distribution of brown bears 
consisted of 63 adults, 2 two-year-old cubs (2-YO), 11 one-year-old cubs (1-YO), and 5 cubs-of-
year (COY; Figure 3). Individual bear ages will be available after cementum age tooth analysis is 
complete (Matson’s Laboratory, Three Forks, MT). Hide removal averaged roughly one-half hour 
per bear using 2 staff for a total of 65 hours of staff time spent skinning. 

During the 2023 IM effort there was a declining catch-per-day that was offset by 2 later days of 
high removals prior to the project end date, this declining catch-per-day was experienced again 
in 2024 when 2 days of high removals occurred just before the project ceased for the year. While 
effort was not consistent between days (e.g., calf collaring on some of the days and inconsistent 
weather constraints), this pattern suggests that either more bears immigrated to the search area, 
or local bears had later den emergence and thus only became detectable in the latter portion of 
the removal period or after the program end date. An increased number of maternal sows were 
detected and removed in the last week of the program in both years. 
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Figure 2. Total predators removed by date and average number of brown bears removed per day 
during the Mulchatna intensive management predator control program 2024. 

Figure 3. Brown bear age composition of removed brown bears during the Mulchatna Intensive 
Management predator reduction program 2024. No black bears were lethally removed in 2024. 
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During parturition flights, tracks of at least 3 wolves were observed in Unit 18 near the primary 
search area just prior to the IM program May removal period. All 3 wolves observed during the 
May period were removed from Unit 18 from 2 groups; 1 adult male and female on a fresh adult 
caribou carcass, and 1 juvenile male feeding on a removed brown bear carcass. The first male 
had extremely lice-infested fur and was in poor body condition as determined by both the pelvis 
and lumbar vertebrae apparent through the hide. The female showed no signs of reproduction 
(e.g., no swollen teats or vulva), and neither male had enlarged testes. The wolf den detected on 
the calving grounds in 2023 was monitored periodically and no wolf activity was observed in 
2024. 

Calves 
Fifty-five calves were hand-captured and radio-marked (33 males, 19 females, 3 unknowns) in 
Unit 18 between 12 May and 1 June with over 70% (39 of 55) radio-marked prior to peak 
parturition, which was a departure from the intended methods (Figure 4). Sex was skewed 
towards males and three individual sexes were undetermined due to feces obscuring genitalia. 
Three collar signals were never detected after deployment (n = 52 radio-marked calves). One calf 
was determined to be ill at the time of capture but was marked specifically to test for disease 
postmortem. Twelve radio-marked calves (including the calf known to be ill at the time of 
capture) died of various causes from 11 May through 4 June (3 abandoned, 3 were predated [2 
eagle and 1 bear], 1 failed to thrive, 1 drowned, 1 with a puncture wound to abdomen [possible 
antler], 3 unknown).  

 

Figure 4. Total number of 2024 Western Mulchatna caribou herd (WMCH) neonate calf captures 
by date. 
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In addition to the 12 radio-marked calf mortalities, an additional 32 mortalities were found or 
observed opportunistically for a total of 44 identified calf mortalities detected. Of the 44 calf 
mortalities, 29 calf carcasses where cause of death was unclear were collected (7 radio-marked 
carcasses, 22 opportunistic carcass collections) and submitted for to veterinary pathologists for 
necropsy and diagnostic testing which included tests for Brucella. Twenty of those calves (69%) 
died from starvation and or dehydration with 7 of those mortalities presumed to indicate a failure 
to thrive rather than abandonments because the cow was observed with the calf. All calves 
submitted for necropsy had been born alive and stood but had little to no fat. All but 3 had bone 
marrow and a lymph node available to test for Brucella and were all negative and no gross lesions 
suggestive of brucellosis were noted. Additional respiratory pathogen testing on lung tissue was 
negative except that a viral pathogen, bovine coronavirus, was detected in 1 calf. Trace mineral 
analysis of livers showed consistent, low zinc concentrations in 33% of the calves (as well as low 
Cu, Zn, and Se in kidneys) in comparison to other caribou of the same age in other herds.  
 
Calf survival to three-weeks of age included 47 of the 55 radio-marked calves. Probability of 
survival to each day decreased over time through 15 days of age (Figure 5).  Prior Department 
research from 2012 – 2020 of MCH neonate survival concluded calf mortality was highest during 
the first two weeks of life. Predation has been documented as the leading cause of mortality of 
caribou calves in other systems, including the Porcupine Caribou herd (PCH) and the Denali 
Caribou herd (DCH) (Adams et al. 1995 , Whitten et al. 1992). Mortality was highest through 2 
days of age in PCH and 8 days of age in DCH, which is similar to neonate mortality detected of 
WMCH in 2024. 
 

 
Figure 5. Probability of survival of each day to three-weeks of age (21 days) for 47 of 51 radio-
marked WMCH neonate calves 2024. 
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Budget 
Total operational costs for the removal operations and calf captures were $507,743.65 of State 
of Alaska General Fund money. No federal money was used to complete operations. The primary 
increase in expenses relative to the 2023 program are due to increased number of adequate to 
good weather conditions which allowed for additional effort hours, an added wolf removal 
period, and calf collars and captures. Aircraft and fuel costs for the April removal period totaled 
$54,530.50 and $10,380.59, respectively (Table 1). The largest expenditure was aircraft time and 
fuel. One-time expenditures that will be of utility in the future include all freezers and field camp 
purchases. Starlink internet was required to monitor daily GPS fixes for adult caribou. 

Table 1. Expenditures by category for the Mulchatna caribou herd intensive management 
predator reduction program. 

*Not all invoices have been processed at the time of memo distribution (bear hides). 

Discussion 
The MCH Predator Control Program is designed to increase calf survival to aid population growth. 
Calf mortalities due to predation were observed within the first few days in both years of the 
program. The results of the 2023 removals indicate the department reduced predators on the 
west Mulchatna calving grounds, and an increase in calf survival was observed relative to prior 
estimates of calf survival (e.g., see Paragi and Landsiedel 2024). The observed increased calf 
survival with predator reductions indicates predation being a factor potentially limiting growth 
of the MCH, especially if the larger cohorts of surviving calves survive through the winter and 
recruit into the adult population. Other factors, including disease, nutrition, and winter severity, 
may also simultaneously be affecting the growth of the MCH.  

Item Quantity Total 
Fuel 7,577 gallons, $10.50/gallon $79,650.00 
Shipping (meat, hides) 12 shipments $1,037.36 
Hide processing - April 11 wolf hides $3,100.00 
Fixed-wing aircraft - April 2 $27,653.50 
Rotary-wing aircraft - April 1 $26,877.00 
Fixed-wing aircraft - May 2 $197,854.50 
Rotary-wing aircraft - May 1 $125,109.00 
Hide Processing 63 hides $6,725.00 
Housing 30 nights $13,500.00 
Field Camp  – $2,865.82 
Disposable equipment – $5,922.56 
Chest freezers 1 $699.00 
Neonate expandable collar 30 $14,226.90 
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Predator Reductions and Predator Population Sustainability 
Due to the enigmatic and wide-ranging behavior of bears, they are notoriously difficult to 
enumerate, especially in repeatable objective measures of density (Brockman et al. 2020). With 
a desire to avoid delaying the initiation of bear removal; the Department did not have an 
opportunity to estimate brown bear densities within the IM areas prior to removals. As such, it 
is prudent to use estimates from the broader region in evaluating the removal effort. The 
removals need to be large on the relatively small scale of the calving grounds to reduce predation 
on neonates considerably, while simultaneously not putting the much broader bear population 
in jeopardy.  

There are a few estimates of brown bear density for the approximate area and adjacent to the 
area of the MCH historic range (Table 2.; VanDaele 2001, Walsh et al. 2010, Walsh unpublished 
data). These estimates indicate that there are potentially between 2,000–7,000 brown bears in 
southwestern Alaska (units 17, 18, 19), which contains greater than 100,000 km2 of mostly 
remote, intact habitat and wilderness. In 2024, 81 brown bears were removed from a 1,350 km2 

area that encompassed the MCH calving grounds, which is less than 1.5% of that total area.  

Table 1. Brown bear density estimates on and adjacent to the May Mulchatna caribou herd (MCH) 
Intensive Management program. 

Years Author Location Densities 
1993–1997a Van Daele, ADF&G Killbuck Mountains, Unit 18 18.2 /1,000 km2 
2003–2004b Walsh, TNWR TNWR, Units 17A & 18 40.4 /1,000 km2 
2016–2022c Walsh, TNWR TNWR, Units 17A & 18 69.13/1,000 km2 

a Mark-resight methodology. 
b Dual-observer, line-transect methodology. 
c Modified geospatial-population-estimator methodology, unpublished. 
 

The goal of the project was to increase caribou calf survival by removing all bears and wolves 
from the calving grounds during the spring period when calves are highly susceptible to 
predation. Brown bears were the predominant predator on the calving grounds. Data does not 
exist to evaluate whether the goal was achieved, and subsequent calf monitoring efforts detected 
additional brown bears in the search area post removal. However, the small overall search area 
and anecdotal observations, such as evidence of the presence of bears (e.g., tracks, predated 
neonates) typically led to finding a bear, indicating a high degree of bear removal was achieved 
on the calving grounds. Regardless of the actual level of reduction, it appears to have been 
sufficient as predation on neonates was relatively low (e.g., see Landsiedel and Paragi 2024) and 
fall composition surveys2 indicated increased calf survival. Comparing removal density to density 
estimates is not appropriate for several reasons, including that the caribou calving grounds are a 
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seasonal concentration area for bears within a small area while the density estimates have been 
done over a broader area when bears are more dispersed. 

The 2024 removal effort occurred within a small fraction of units 17, 18, and 19 in southwestern 
Alaska (<1.5%) and removed less than 5% of the total brown bear population. The area 
surrounding the removal area contains substantial brown bear habitat with healthy populations 
(e.g., high bear densities in the TNWR; Table 2). The 2024 removals are sustainable at the broader 
scale of the southwest Alaska bear population and at the individual unit scale. 

Calf survival 
The Department predator removals are associated with enhanced calf survival through six 
months2, which may result in herd growth if the calves are surviving through the winter. In 
October 2023, after the first year of predator control, staff observed a WMCH calf-to-cow ratio 
of 46:100—the highest ratio observed in 20 years of monitoring the eastern and western portions 
of the herd separately. This strongly suggests that the predator removal program was successful 
in increasing WMCH calf survival to six months.  

During calf telemetry flights after removal efforts ceased, brown bears were observed pursuing 
caribou and within the vicinity of WMCH. However, it would be difficult to extend removal into 
this time period because WMCH dissipate their calving aggregations and transition into summer 
range, which is primarily in federal lands in mid-June.  

Composition surveys to obtain a more precise calf-to-cow ratio are scheduled for October. These 
surveys will assess the efficacy of the program by evaluating calf survival to six months of life. 
The same surveys are completed for the East Mulchatna caribou herd (EMCH) which did not 
receive agency predator control and may serve as a comparison in post-calving abundance and 
fall age-sex composition. 

Marked neonate calves from 2024 will be monitored monthly and a sample will be re-captured 
as short-yearlings during March of 2025 and affixed with radio collars appropriate for adult 
caribou. These known-age animals will be monitored annually to assess age at first reproduction 
and their true recruitment into the population. If calves survive overwinter and recruit into the 
adult population at a high rate, then that will be strong evidence that Department predator 
control effort is leading to an increased growth rate of the WMCH. 

________________________ 

2 John Landsiedel & Evelyn Lichwa, Area Wildlife Biologists, ADF&G, Dillingham, 2023 Fall MCH Composition Survey 
Memo, 25 October 2023. 
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Other Factors 
While the increased early calf survival associated with Department predator control indicates 
that predation may be an important factor helping limit MCH growth, other factors, such as 
disease and nutrition, may also be affecting MCH growth. Many of the necropsies of calves from 
a subset of the mortalities found had little to no internal fat and nutritional (essential trace 
mineral) deficiencies, which may indicate the cow was nutritionally stressed or weakened by 
disease. Interpretation of these results to the WMCH as a whole is difficult, because not all 
mortalities were necropsied, scavenging was likely relatively low due to the 2 years of predation 
control, and the predator control effort resulted in very high search effort that is atypical for a 
calf mortality study. However, the necropsy results paired with continued active spread of 
brucellosis being documented in other monitoring and relatively low body fat measured in cows, 
indicate that nutrition and disease may also be affecting MCH growth. 

Conducting predator control may still be prudent even when multiple factors (stressors) are 
simultaneously affecting the population. Having multiple factors simultaneously affecting a 
population is not unusual and if other stressors increase susceptibility to predation, or if the 
population is in a predator pit that it cannot break free of unaided, the role of predator control 
is likely more important. If it is the combination of factors together that forestalls population 
growth, then removing one of those factors may allow a population to switch to a positive growth 
rate. In the case of the MCH, multiple factors appear to be affecting the population. Decreasing 
the influence of predation on the MCH is one of the only tools available to the Department, 
especially as harvest has already been curtailed. Increased early calf survival and indications that 
the WMCH may be starting to grow are measures we would expect to see if the predator control 
effort was effective. However,  we are in the early stages of studying the response of the caribou 
population to predator control and do not fully understand the long-term ramifications of 
predator removal and interactions with nutrition and disease, but those are currently being 
investigated. 

Staff Operational and Monitoring Recommendations 
Calf collaring took significant effort with at least 2 calf capture days being called off due to 
predator detections. Calf captures did not represent a net loss to predator search efforts; 
however, they did require daily time from the helicopter. With less time but the same intensity, 
helicopter searches for predators during calf captures were reduced to a smaller area. However, 
this search intensity is far greater than what is typically expended in calf mortality studies, so we 
located a disproportionate number of dead calves in the removal area. Fixed-wing pilots also 
searched for research caribou VIT (vaginal implant transmitters) expulsions to detect the birth of 
calves and their disposition (alive or dead). Again, this took effort away from high-intensity 
predator searching, but also allowed for monitoring calves that otherwise may have gone 
undetected. Some predators were found and removed while completing these other tasks, so it 
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is unclear how collecting additional data may have impacted the effectiveness of the program. 
Participating biologists recommend continuing calf collaring and monitoring efforts. Neonate 
VHF collars are inexpensive and with a large effort by dedicated staff it is not unreasonable to 
collar more than 50 calves over the course of the project. Frequency overlap may be an issue, so 
department biologists recommend using coded collars and receivers, allowing multiple animals 
to be on the same frequency.  

The WMCH calved in nearly the same location as in 2023, giving staff and contractors a year of 
experience to draw upon. During the second-year, staff were able to spend more days afield, 
likely due to shifting the operating location from Dillingham to Bethel, which put the crew 40 
miles closer to the calving grounds and removed mountainous terrain between the calving 
grounds and the base of operation. Modifications from the first year included shifting primary 
operations to Bethel; adding a third fixed-wing aircraft for staff, gear, hauling fuel, and EMCH calf 
monitoring; establishing fuel caches in the field, and having excess fuel available in Koliganek 
prior to the start date. The importance of fuel logistics during a remote project cannot be 
overstated. The fuel cache was replenished most days by excess fuel in a C185 belly tank and 
portable pump but was also aided by extra fuel bags carried at the beginning of the day and 
dropped off mid-morning. Occasionally, a sole fuel flight occurred to maintain a full fuel cache 
using the C185. Finding an adequate crosswind runway with additional fuel would provide an 
increased safety margin for both pilots and staff. 

Skinning adult bears was very labor and time intensive. It is important to have 2 experienced staff 
who are willing, capable, and proficient both in shooting from the helicopter and skinning as it 
increases productivity and flexibility. The department also recommends increasing the number 
of days each staff member is participating. Lower turnover rates would increase efficiency and 
create reduced workloads for the pilot. 

It is recommended to continue the efforts on WMCH calving grounds for a third year, including 
the additional wolf removal period in early to mid-April lasting 7–10 days. Although this would 
require the closure of the public permitted same-day-airborne (SDA) program, the Department 
has not received negative feedback from any permitted pilot for doing so in 2024. Due to the 
remote nature and lack of participation among most of the SDA permittees, department removal 
will be more success in the targeted area. Wolf removal is highly dependent on adequate snow 
and light conditions which are typically deteriorating by mid to late April. It can be reasonably 
expected that wolf removal would be more effective during that time frame due to the strong 
likelihood of increased snow cover. While tracking wolves in the upper Kogrukluk, staff 
encountered 1 guided bear hunter and immediately left the area to avoid conflict and 
interruptions to their hunt.  
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* Woody plants are replacing tundra plants that caribou eat. These woody plants are less nutritious for 
caribou.  

*Caribou avoid burnt-out areas because forest fires damage lichens. Fires are increasing… 

Other factors that may be contributing to caribou declines include: Overgrazing, Trampling, Development 
that fragments habitat, and Oil development.  

*Hunting 

*Bag limit for state residents is 15 caribou… really?! 15 caribou for one hunter! Perhaps if this were to be 
lessened, they may have a chance to increase the herd. 

*Illegal hunting just adding to the numbers. 

From what they have been able to determine, predation, natural mortality due to weather, hunter harvest, 
and other causes are all factors in deaths. 

These studies do not include bears nor wolves as a major part of that decline. While it is a natural 
occurrence that predators will take an animal for substance, it is also known that ill underfed animals will 
be taken first. Perhaps if the Caribou had a better feeding area with natural foods to sustain them they 
would have better survival rates. Planting such plants would be a start – before killing in such barbaric 
ways… 

I am a viewer of Explore.org and watch the Katmai Bear Cameras live daily. Their motto is never stop 
learning. Learning about the wildlife we are a part of in this world. Therefore, thru learning about our 
wildlife… changes our views of animals forever… thus we learn to do better for them. Watching these 
cameras show we are not as different in our lives as they. I make donations to keep this magical place 
alive. I also donate to The National Park Service. It is a dream of mine to visit one day. Many of our 
viewers do come. Therefore, increasing the economy for the local area and its people. 

Watching daily, the bears show us their strength for survival. They teach us of their lives, their families. 
They show us the need for empathy for their survival... before extinction. We as a community have taken 
notice of the loss of many of the mainstay bears that would frequent the park. The numbers are declining. 
I am very concerned that this policy for your predator control has created this. With approximately 200 
bears taken and 20 wolves there has been no change in the Caribou herd. But we do see the loss of bears. 
Soon we will see the loss of human visitation.  

Please advertise viewing of the live wildlife. Please rethink this horrific means of a control policy. Please 
listen to the science. Please listen to your people. Please stop the killing. Please protect our wildlife and 
our earth. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Brandt 

 

Moretown, VT 05660 

 

 
 









explosion in deer which now in tum is culled by humans as means of population control. When humans 
intervene in the natural order of things it never works out well for the animals. What you are proposing is 
barbaric and unnecessa1y. Myself and my family have been talking about visiting Canada next year but I 
have read numerous times about culling of bears (including hibernating mothers and cubs), rounding up 

of wild horses and killing of wolves and this puts me off coming as that is what I long to see. Please 
consider that nature managed itself pe1fectly well for thousands and millions of years without us sticking 

our meddling noses in. Just because you can do something it does not mean you should. This is an 
embarrassment for your count1y! ! 

Name: Brown, Tatiana 

Community of Residence: Westchester 

Comment: 

This is inhumane do better 
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Name: Card, Daylee 

Community of Residence: New York 

Comment: 

Shooting any wildlife from a helicopter, is an inhumane and unethical act. There is no scientific evidence 

that the caribou population will go up as a result, so why are we going to allow senseless killing to take 

place in these bears' natural habitats? Bewilde1ing that we are going to strut killing beai·s because they 

inhabit an ai·ea where they belong. This cannot be allowed. 



7 July 2025 

Re: 	 Opposition to Proposal 1 - 5 AAC 92.111 Intensive Management Plans, Mulchatna 
Caribou Herd Predation Management Area 

Dear Alaska Board of Game: 

I am a wildlife ecologist and environmental attorney and write in opposition to Proposal 1. My 
background includes a B.S. in Renewable Natural Resources (major in Wildlife and Fisheries 
Science), J.D., and Ph.D. in Environmental Science and Management. I have worked in wildlife 
conservation since the late 1990s and began my professional career working in brown bear 
management at Katmai National Park.  

Proposal 1 is a short-sighted and ill-advised approach to achieving Departmental goals. It 
perpetuates the intolerance and persecution of apex predators that have long characterized 
wildlife management in the United States. It deems these species expendable and lacks 
consideration of the overarching and complex role they play in regional ecosystem dynamics. 
Indeed, loss of apex predators is a major driver of ecosystem destabilization and collapse (Estes 
et al. 2011). 

The Department’s stated rationale for Proposal 1 is to increase enhance caribou calf survival by 
killing bears as a means of increasing the Mulchatna Caribou Herd population. This rationale 
relies on the overly simplistic assumption that predators are the only meaningful driver of 
caribou populations in the region, and that “reduc[ing] large predator populations in a small 
defined area for a short period” is the most efficacious means of “enhancing caribou calf 
survival, and increasing herd abundance” (see Frey et al. 2022). The Department fails to consider 
how predator culls may affect caribou behavior in ways that will influence future abundance and 
distribution (see Ethier et al. 2024). It neglects due consideration of the delimiting force that prey 
populations themselves exert on species like wolves and bears (see, e.g., McLellan et al. 2024). It 
also fails to analyze similar programs, like British Columbia’s wolf cull, whose efficacy in 
protecting ungulate populations is questionable (see, e.g., Harding et al. 2020; see also Horne 
2024 (concluding that removing bears is unlikely to be an effective strategy in removing 
predation on ungulate neonates)). Finally, the Department ’s logic fails on its face, as there is no 
logical reason to believe that killing predators in a “small defined area” for a “short period” will 
lead to long-term caribou herd growth—presumably the program’s goal (see #4 below). 

The scientific literature contains extensive critiques of lethal predator control (see Bergstrom 
2017 and literature cited therein). Bergstrom (2017) cites five primary reasons that wildlife 
managers should move away from these management techniques: 

(1) Potential disruption of top-down forcing and consequent loss of ecosystem resilience and
biodiversity;
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(2) “Bycatch” or unnecessary killing of nontarget species of mammals and other wildlife that 
occurs with nonselective methods of lethal control; 

(3) Population reduction of certain species of native wildlife valued by many parts of society for 
the benefit of a few favored interest groups; 

(4) Ineffectiveness of lethal control of predators at either reducing livestock depredation or, 
secondarily enhancing game populations, over the long term; and  

(5) Ethical considerations about both the intrinsic value of carnivores and humane methods of 
killing them. 

(Id. at 2.) As to the last point, aerial gunning is horrifically cruel to the target animals, many of 
whom must be shot over the course of multiple passes before they are killed. 

Proposal 1 fails to address any of these concerns. Nor does it consider the potential economic 
fallout of the proposal: the Department seeks to drive down bear populations in close proximity 
to Katmai National Park and Togiak National Wildlife Refuge—places whose visitors each spend 
thousands of dollars in the hopes of seeing the very species whose population the Department 
seeks to decimate. Katmai also hosts the infamous “Fat Bear Week” celebrating Alaska’s brown 
bears. A slaughter like that proposed would be a public relations disaster for the state. 

It is disappointing that the Alaska Department of Fish and Game is proposing such an extreme, 
anachronistic, and regressive approach to wildlife management. As everyone in this field knows, 
wildlife management is not about managing wildlife—it is about managing human expectations. 
It is manipulating wildlife populations to meet the desires of a select group of constituents (see 
Musiani & Paquet 2004). Managers often search for a quick fix instead of addressing greater 
underlying challenges (e.g., climate change, habitat fragmentation) or working to redefine our 
relationship with the natural world and promote interspecies tolerance.  

Alaska is a beacon of hope for our native wildlife heritage, a sanctuary for species like bears and 
wolves that have been exterminated from much of their pre-colonial range. Proposal 1 represents 
an outdated approach to wildlife management—one that would tarnish the state’s reputation and 
fail to achieve long-term wildlife and ecosystem conservation. 

The scientific literature cited herein is available at the Dropbox link below. Please let me know if 
you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further. Thank you for your 
consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

 
Kristin Carden 
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aerial-based removal of wolf and bear populations in a new unit (land division) of Alaska. The aim of this 
proposal is to protect the population of moose and caribou in the state, in fact majority of units in Alaska 
allow for state regulated hunting and removal. Aerial removal is currently banned in all states, with 
exceptions (National Archives). Alaska applies for permits to allow them to remove predators on the 
stance of protecting livestock. This is not only an unethical way of removing the population, but there is 
also a lack of evidence supporting the involvement of bears in decreasing prey population. Along with the 
contradicting evidence, it has received many oppositional comments from citizens of Alaska and the 
entire United States. Those who are in favor argue that they have experienced bad seasons of hunting. 
They blame this on the decreased population of prey but fail to account for all aspects that effect this 
decrease not just bears and wolves. To prevent the unjust removal of brown bears, the Alaskan 
government should restrict the authority of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game regarding proposal 
seventy-five. 

There is minimal evidence of bears causing a population decrease in Alaska, in reference to both humans 
and prey. According to the U.S. National Parks Service (NPS) bear attacks on humans are rare, and the 
average death per year at the fault of bears is only 1 person. For an average citizen in Alaska, they are 
over twice as likely to die from a firearm accident while hunting than from the bear itself as shown in 
research by the National Center for Health Statistics. This is not the first time the Intensive Management 
programs of the ADFG has failed to provide accurate evidence and reasoning for the disruption of the 
bear population in Unit 16. The ADFG openly states that their first attempt at the management of 
predators in Unit 16 was “ineffective” and was therefore suspended. Proposal seventy-five aims to be 
effective but will likely cause unnecessary disruption to the ecosystem. Another group of animals effected 
by this policy is the wolf population. While bears are a main predator in Alaska, they are not the only 
predator. Wolves, bears, and humans are all predators of the moose and caribou populations. Since there 
are multiple predators in Alaska, it is not possible to give an accurate estimate mortality rate caused by 
each. Dr. Sterling D. Miller, an expert in wildlife management and conservation, and colleagues, 
originally hypothesized that “the harvest of predators was positively correlated with moose harvests” 
(Miller et al.). They collected over four decades of harvest data and eventually concluded that their 
hypothesis was incorrect. With no research to base their actions from, the ADFG is overstepping their 
control of predators. 

Moose and caribou are a major part of Alaskan food and culture, but they are not close to being the only 
option. As stated, hunters are a larger part of the decrease in moose population than they’d like to admit. 
They hunt for many reasons including food, finances, and cultural significance. There are many other 
animals of land and sea that provide Alaskans with a reliable food source. Fish, goats, and sheep are just a 
few examples of food sources for Alaskans (Alaska Food Safety and Sanitation Program). While Alaska 
relies heavily on imported goods, they do have an agriculture system. According to the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, “Alaska has the highest rate of new and beginning farmers in the U.S.” (Agriculture in 
Alaska | USDA Climate Hubs). Contrary to popular belief there are many native plants and imported 
plants that can survive Alaskan climate and still provide food for the inhabitants. Not only is agriculture 
on a rise, so is aquaculture. In the past five years, aquaculture has seen a significant increase in Alaska 
(State of Alaska Aquaculture Report February 2024). Alaska is surrounded by water on three out of four 
sides of the state. Given that there is already an increase in agriculture to provide food for citizens, why is 
there a need for the removal of bears for the purpose of prey protection? 

The main predators to bears are humans and wolves, removing them disrupts the nature of the 
environment. There are currently eight national parks in Alaska, in which the policies of the Alaskan state 
are not adopted. According to a rule announced by National Park Service on November 13, 2015, “This 



rule provides that the National Park Service does not adopt State of Alaska management actions or laws 
or regulations that authorize taking of wildlife, which are related to predator reduction efforts (as defined 
in this rule).” (“Alaska; Hunting and Trapping in National Preserves”). While there is protection from all 
hunting in national parks, there is little protection in most other units of Alaska. In the whole state there 
are only two areas where hunting is completely prohibited, and few that prohibit hunting of bears 
(ADFG). There is a natural predator-prey relationship in Alaska, and human interference is the only 
proven disturbance to this. As stated before, there are three main predators to the moose and caribou 
populations. Bears account for less than half of the mortality to these animals, with humans being the 
leading cause. Bears hibernate during the winter in periods of five to seven months, without the need for 
food due to fat reserves that they gained during warm season. The opposite is true and bears only hunt for 
seven to five months a year (U.S. National Parks Service). Alaskan citizens have no season that they are 
completely prohibited from the hunting of prey and are allowed to do so year-round. While most seasons 
that are regulated are opposite of bear’s hunting schedules, it is not always the case. Proposal 75 is 
questioned due to the method of removal. It calls for the aerial removal of predators. According to a work 
by Allison J. Russel, she states “the AHA allows Alaska to issue permits for aerial hunting, which is 
considered “unsportsmanlike, unethical and nearly impossible to regulate.” (Russell). The habitat of these 
animals has been increasingly overstepped and will continue to be if change is not made. 

Some believe this proposal is necessary for various reasons, but none that prove to be anything more than 
preference. There are measures put in place to prevent residents and non-residents from removing 
unnecessary amounts of the bear population, but there is no federal or state regulation of the ADFG from 
doing so themselves. Proponents of the proposal, argue that they have experienced seasons of bad hunting 
due to overconsumption of moose and caribou. They fail to account for excess hunting of these animals 
by humans and have no evidence to show the main source of the decline in their population. It is 
important to keep in mind the importance of bears to the Alaskan ecosystem. As stated by the U.S. 
National Park Service, “Bears are a vital part of natural ecosystems of national parks and other wild 
places.” (U.S. National Park Service). It is also argued that it is deeply rooted in Alaskan tradition, which 
is true but not for all. This mostly applies to the Native Americans of Alaska, who use moose and caribou 
for their skin, meat, and for spiritual significance. However, according to the United States Census 
Bureau, Native Americans only account for 15.6 percent of the population (United States Census Bureau). 
The entire state should not be held accountable for the decisions of less than a quarter of the population. 
Without proper evidence or research, the removal of these predators cannot be seen as a necessary 
practice. 

It is in the best interest of the Alaskan ecosystem for the state government to intervene with the 
acceptance of proposal seventy-five to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. There is no evidence 
that shows bears nor wolves are singularly responsible for the decrease in prey population. Along with 
this, no single predator control program has been proven to work standing alone, and other measures are 
still a necessity. The aerial based removal practices of the ADFG are cruel use of their power. This 
attempt is not the first of the ADFG to control predator population, and based on the evidence provided, 
will likely fail as the last one did. This proposal has already caused a significant level of distress to the 
citizens that do not wish for the ecosystem and environment to be disrupted in this way. Agriculture is 
already on a rise in Alaska, and with these new sources the change in environment is unnecessary. 
Relocation, or humane ways of removal is arguably the best option if there is more evidence to prove the 
ADFG’s viewpoint. Overall, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game is abusing their power, in favor of 
inhumane removal of Alaska’s bear population. 

 



























Name: Cruz, Gina 

Community of Residence: Los angeles 

Comment: 

Gina Cruz 

Opposition of Bear killing to manage Caribou 

This bear killing is a barbaric practice and should be stopped. There is no science to support that 

removing bear·s will increase the numbers for the Car·ibou. Humans have already taken so much of what 
was their land please do not allow the proposed shooting of these bears from helicopters to continue or 
restart. Many taxpayers do not want their monies used like this! Please stand against this. You ar·e so 

fortunate to have the honor of managing this beautiful land of Alaska that so many ofus visit. Many of 
the bears in jeopardy ar·e the same ones we enjoy seeing at Brooks Falls and Katmai. This brings far more 

tomism to Alaska than the hunting for Caribou from a financial standpoint. 

Please, please do not allow this change in policy to pass. Please save the bear·s for future generations! 

Gina Cruz 

A loyal Alaska visitor 

Name: Cruz, Stephany 

Community of Residence: Minooka IL 

Comment: 

Please don't do this! Please save the bears and do not allow this to take place!!!! 

Name: Cullen, Meagan 

Community of Residence: Southern Ontario, Canada 

Comment: 

Opposition to Proposed Predator Control Regulations 

I strongly oppose the proposed predator control regulations tar·geting bears and wolves as a means to 

increase Mulchatna caribou numbers. Scientific evidence shows that predator control is ineffective and 

overlooks root causes such as habitat loss and disease. Bears and wolves are vital to ecosystem health and 

deserve protection and empathy. Please see the attached detailed comment for my full reasoning. 

 



   

Written Comment to the Alaska Board of Game 

July 8th, 2025 

 

Introduction 

To the Alaska Board of Game, 

I strongly oppose the proposed predator control regulations under 5 AAC 92.111(c) targeting 
bears and wolves in the effort to increase Mulchatna caribou numbers. 

 

Background on Mulchatna Caribou Decline 

The dramatic decline of the Mulchatna herd is deeply concerning, but science has shown that 
predator control is not a proven solution. Multiple studies and field observations suggest that 
habitat loss, nutritional stress, disease (such as brucellosis), and illegal harvest are the primary 
drivers of the caribou population crash—from nearly 200,000 animals in the 1990s to around 
12,000–15,000 today (Alaska Department of Fish and Game [ADFG], 2023; Joly et al., 2021). 
Aerially killing 200 bears and dozens of wolves has not brought measurable recovery—and 
cannot address the root causes (ADFG, 2024). 

 

The Ecological Role of Bears and Wolves 

Bears and wolves are not the problem. They are intelligent, sentient, ecologically essential 
beings who shape the landscape in ways we still do not fully understand. Bears distribute 
seeds, fertilize soils, and regulate prey species (Noyce & Garshelis, 1997; Boulanger & 
Stenhouse, 2014). Wolves cull the weak and diseased, contributing to the health of prey 
populations (Mech & Boitani, 2003). To blame them for the consequences of human 
disruption—overhunting, climate change, industrial development, and habitat degradation—is 
profoundly unjust (Ripple et al., 2014). 

 

Ethical Considerations and Empathy 

More importantly, they deserve empathy. These animals are not merely tools in a game-
management equation. They live, parent, roam, and exist in harmony with the land—until we 
interrupt that balance with helicopters, bullets, and fear. 
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Killing these creatures may give the illusion of control, but it only deepens the ecological 
imbalance and public distrust. The recent court ruling that halted this program emphasized the 
lack of transparency, scientific review, and public process. It is not just biologically misguided—it 
is legally and ethically flawed (Alaska Superior Court, 2024). 

 

Recommendations for Effective Conservation 

If we are serious about restoring the Mulchatna herd, then we must take serious, long-term 
action: 

● Restore and protect lichen-rich tundra habitat (Joly et al., 2021), 
 

● Monitor disease impacts with transparency and peer-reviewed research (ADFG, 2023), 
 

● Enforce hunting regulations and support Indigenous-led conservation strategies (Harris 
et al., 2022), 
 

● And above all, replace fear-based management with science, compassion, and 
coexistence. 
 

We have the intelligence to find better answers. We have the responsibility to do better. And we 
have the opportunity, right now, to be the generation that chooses empathy over 
extermination—responsible guardianship instead of destructive intervention. 

 

Conclusion 

Please reject this proposal. Let’s build a future where bears, wolves, caribou, and people all 
belong. 

Sincerely, 

Meagan Cullen 

A 27-year-old concerned citizen from Ontario, Canada. I come from a family of farmers and was 
raised to respect the land, its rhythms, and the creatures who depend on it. I care deeply for 
animals—not just as individuals, but as essential threads in the fabric of healthy ecosystems. I 
believe we must choose compassion and thoughtful care over forceful control and short-term 
fixes. 
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