










For the reasons stated above, I respectfully recommend that the Board and ADF&G do not reinstate the 
Mulchatna IM Program targeting the lethal removal of brown and black bears unless it can be 
scientifically and socially justified after addressing and correcting the scientific problems encoun-tered 
during the last three years.  I strongly recommend that this program be paused until it is re-viewed by an 
independent committee of scientists to ensure that the program is scientifically sound and includes current 
population data for both predator and prey.  The Mulchatna Caribou Herd population and harvest goals 
must also be reassessed relative to the carrying capacity of the range.  It is unlikely that the goal of 
maintaining a population of 30,000-80,000 caribou is achievable. 

Additional Details Regarding the Mulchatna IM Program: 

Hinkes et al. (2005, Journal of Wildlife Management) estimated that southwest Alaska Caribou peaked in 
the early 1860s but declined by the late 1880s and remained low for the next 100 years.  They report that 
the Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH) grew to about 14,000 by 1974 (the first major census).  “The herd 
grew rapidly during the 1980s and 1990s…estimated at 200,000 animals by 1996.” (Hinkes et al. 2005).  
Before the irruption of the MCH in the 1980s, the herd was about the size it is today.  It is likely that the 
MCH declined rapidly as a result of declining range conditions, particularly impacts from overgrazing of 
winter lichens.  Some caribou biologists have suggested that it takes many decades for overgrazed lichens 
to rebound to their former levels.  Add to this the impacts of climate change resulting in increased shrubs 
overtaking lichen habitat.  

One of the important recommendations of the National Research Council’s (NRC) 1997 report on 
Wolves, Bears, and Their Prey in Alaska was “Before any predator management efforts are under-
taken,…the carrying capacity of the prey’s environment should be evaluated.”  ADF&G has not 
undertaken any quantitative assessment of carrying capacity of the habitat within the range of the MCH.  
ADF&G research staff previously reported (Demma & Sattler ADF&G research reports) that caribou 
cows exhibited nutritional stress.  IM progress reports for the Mulchatna herd (Units 9B, 17B, 17C, 18, 
19A, 19B, Alaska Department of Fish and Game) allude to nutritional problems among adult caribou and 
many calf deaths due to malnutrition, dehydration, and “failure to thrive” that are nowhere mentioned in 
ADF&G reports to the Board.  Many Alaska biologists have stated “It is unlikely that the goal of 
maintaining a populations of 30,000-80,000 caribou is achievable and bear control is unlikely to 
substantially increase caribou numbers given current nutrition, dis-ease, and illegal harvest issues.” Thus, 
the current population and harvest objectives are likely unat-tainable and could lead to continued long-
term predator control.  In fact, the 2024 Mulchatna Cari-bou Herd Photo Survey IM progress report 
concludes that, “It may be appropriate to consider revis-ing the current population objective of 30,000 to 
80,000 given historic and recent population trends.” 

Another important recommendation of the NRC (1997) was that “Before any predator control ef-forts are 
undertaken, the status of the predator and prey populations should be evaluated (including whether they 
are increasing or decreasing).”  The ADF&G has not quantitatively assessed bear populations in the range 
of the MCH.  This is a fundamental flaw of the Mulchatna IM program.  This was also a recommendation 
of ADF&G’s own IM protocol.  How can ADF&G and the Board ensure that their management of 
predators is sustainable if they do not have a scientifically sound population assessment prior to 
conducting predator control?  To date, 186 brown bears have been killed in the Mulchatna intensive 
management area.  Brown bears have the lowest reproductive productivity of any land mammal in North 
America. Thus, having adequate population data is es-sential to assuring sustainability of management as 
required by state law.   













sustainable & scientific and over $415,000 of state money was allocated for the planned spring predator 
control program?  

Your plan is flawed with copious ethical concerns, and potential threats to other nearby Bear populations-
particularly around Katmai. 

Where is the robust science, PUBLIC INPUT & DUE PROCESS before any predator control continues?  

You're disrupting natural ecosystems and you lack baseline data on Bear populations and uncertain 
sustainability!!! These are a protected species for a reason!  The problem is not rooted in keystone 
predators, the problem is rooted in disease and climate change/global warming affecting habitats, food 
sources diminishing thus depriving female Caribou and Moose of adequate nutrition which can negatively 
affect the survival of their off spring. 

A court (Judge Guide) in March of this year, 2025, ruled this program unconstitutional-saying it violated 
public process and lacked proper Bear population data! 

For ADF&G to respond by pushing an "emergency regulation" to resume aerial control in the spring of 
12025, despite the court's voiding the program is illegal and WRONG! The people do not want our great 
Bears sniper killed, and treated like vermin when they are a protected species! 

It's important that you recognize the in May 2025 Judge Rankin issued a temporary restraining order, 
citing ADF&G's "bad faith" the State acted in bad faith, the Emergency Regulation was passed, it is 
invalid and without legal effect,, further, the Board's actions are not in compliance with the March court 
order and again halting aerial gunning after eleven more great Bears were killed. 

Katmai & Southwest Alaska Bears are in danger with this unsustainable and unscientific approach. Bears 
in the Mulchatna range often migrate through neighboring areas like Katmai NP and Wood-Tikchik State 
Park. 

Your actions may impact these great Bear societies and harm the broader Bear ecosystem and tourism in 
Katmai! These Bears are iconic and you're plan treats them as inconvenient vermin. 

In closing~ADF&G's aerial predator control has faced strong legal and scientific challenges due to: 

Procedural deficiencies and insufficient ecological data. 

Continued Bear kills despite court injunctions. 

Widespread condemnation from experts, environmental groups, and local communities. 

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility-senior ecologists calling the methods "barbaric" and 
"unsupported:". 

Retired ADF&G biologists (e.g., Ken Whitten, Jim Dau)-highlight nutrition, disease, and climate as 
primary drivers, not predation. 

Public opinion & petitions -labeling aerial gunning as inhumane and urging science-first policies. 

Please stop this ill conceived and destructive plan now. 

 

 











Based on past experience, the Alaska Board of Game (BOG) will rationalize its way to approving this 
proposed regulation by the Department of Fish and Game (F&G), which continues a bear (and wolf) kill 
effort that is a travesty from any number of perspectives, among them economic, biological, and ethical. 

I have shared my observations and opinions with the board—and the larger public—on previous 
occasions, so I won’t go into great length here. But I will emphasize and reiterate several key points that 
the BOG has chosen to ignore or dismiss in the past and will be asked to consider once again. 

To begin, this IM kill of bears (the large majority of them brown bears) makes no biological sense. The 
department’s own researchers have concluded that the Mulchatna Caribou Herd’s dramatic decline over 
the past couple of decades has resulted from several factors. These include changing habitat conditions in 
the herd’s range, at least partly tied to climate change, that have resulted in the diminished availability of 
foods that the caribou need to survive. At the same time, it’s possible, perhaps likely, that the herd 
overgrazed its range when it numbered 200,000 animals (or thereabouts), far above the long-term 
average, thus also diminishing available foods. This has happened to caribou herds across the state over 
time, resulting in cyclical highs and lows, and is likely happening right now in Arctic Alaska and 
elsewhere. It’s my understanding that state researchers also pinpointed brucellosis as a likely factor in the 
herd’s decline, as well as human overhunting (including some illegal hunting). Predation by bears (and 
wolves) has not been identified as a significant factor in the herd’s decline nor in its failure to “rebound” 
substantially. The herd faces much bigger challenges than bears or wolves. 

In short, brown (and black) bears never should have been targeted by the state in an IM program. 

Not surprisingly, F&G staff have determined that their aerial slaughter of nearly 200 bears since 2023 has 
improved caribou calf survival that it links to the state-run bear kill. But it must be recognized that the 
department has a vested interest in seeing such success, even when the evidence shows otherwise. Several 
independent biologists—some of them former F&G employees—have made a strong case, using F&G’s 
own data, that there is no evidence that the kill of so many bears has significantly improved calf survival. 
I defer to those independent biologists outside F&G, who will present their findings and interpretations to 
the board.  

At least two other factors need to be considered by the BOG in assessing the state’s newly proposed 
regulation. First, it’s my understanding that F&G has failed to adequately address the question of 
“sustained yield,” as it applies to the brown bear population the state is determined to “control.” This is a 
key question. It shouldn’t be necessary to remind the board that this was one of the critical issues that 
prompted two Alaska judges to rule against the state’s Mulchatna bear-kill program in 2025. I hope that 
the BOG will press this issue and require F&G staff to show it has adequately addressed the questions 
raised by Alaska judicial system. Second, biologists outside the department have questioned whether 
F&G’s “target” size for the Mulchatna Caribou Herd, of 30,000 to 80,000 animals is realistic. It may be 
that current and future range conditions will only support a much smaller herd. This too needs to be 
adequately addressed by the board, because it figures into F&G’s rationale for killing bears (and wolves). 

Though others will address the question of economics in more detail, I will point out that many opponents 
of the “Mulchatna bear massacre” are incredulous that the state is willing to spend so much money to kill 
these bears, particularly when there’s no sure evidence that this aerial slaughter is going to make any 
substantial difference in the caribou herd’s recovery. The numbers I’ve seen total nearly $1 million for 
2023-2024—not including the costs for staff involved in the program, or the legal costs of defending the 
state’s unlawful actions. It’s not clear to me how much of the cost is paid by the “Intensive Management 
Fund” the state has devised for its predator control programs, but surely questions have to raised about the 





















unnecessary and politically motivated killing of wildlife, particularly apex predators, in the absence of 
clear scientific justification. 

I have always regarded Alaska as a symbol of wild integrity, a land where the ecosystems remain largely 
intact, where nature governs itself, and where wildlife still roams in a balance that has been shaped over 
millennia. However, the recent proposal to conduct large-scale lethal removal of bears and wolves under 
the banner of “intensive management” is a betrayal of that ideal. It undermines the ecological values that 
draw millions of visitors, including myself, to Alaska each year. And it is a policy I cannot, in good 
conscience, support through tourism, spending, or silence. 

The decline of the Mulchatna caribou herd is a serious concern, but the root causes have been clearly 
documented by biologists and wildlife experts: climate variability, habitat degradation, disease, and 
human overharvest. These are complex, long-term pressures, and yet, Alaska’s response is to shift the 
blame onto predators and authorize their mass removal. This is not science-based management. It is 
scapegoating, and it is deeply unethical. 

There is no compelling scientific evidence to support the notion that killing bears and wolves will lead to 
a sustained rebound in caribou numbers. On the contrary, predator control efforts of this scale have often 
resulted in ecological imbalances, unintended consequences, and, ultimately, failure. The natural systems 
in which caribou, bears, and wolves coexist are not simple predator-prey equations to be manipulated at 
will. They are intricate, adaptive webs of life, and disrupting them through aggressive intervention is not 
only irresponsible — it is dangerous. 

Furthermore, this type of policy alienates a growing demographic of visitors who travel not to hunt, but to 
witness Alaska’s remarkable wildlife in its natural setting. The bear watching industry alone brings in tens 
of millions of dollars annually, supporting rural economies and promoting a vision of Alaska as a leader 
in wildlife conservation. Decisions that prioritize a narrow hunting interest over broader public values are 
economically shortsighted, environmentally reckless, and socially tone-deaf. 

I do not oppose hunting. Ethical, regulated, subsistence-based hunting is a longstanding and important 
tradition in Alaska, one that I respect. What I oppose — unequivocally — is the wholesale removal of 
predators from the landscape to artificially inflate game populations for human harvest. That is not 
conservation. It is manipulation, and it is morally unacceptable. 

When the state authorizes the aerial gunning of bears, the trapping of wolves, and the widespread 
disruption of intact predator populations, it sends a clear message: that wildlife exists primarily to serve 
human desires, not as part of a greater ecological whole. It tells visitors like me that the values of 
dominance and exploitation prevail over those of stewardship, humility, and restraint. And it makes clear 
that Alaska’s reputation as a global leader in wildlife management is under serious threat. 

I will not support this direction. Until these practices are halted and replaced with science-based, 
ecologically literate, and ethically sound wildlife management policies, I will withhold my tourism 
dollars, my recommendations to others, and my support for the state. I will not travel to a place that treats 
iconic, sentient, ecologically vital species as expendable obstacles to political expediency. 

Instead, I will lend my voice and resources to conservation organizations working to protect Alaska’s 
predators. I will write to lawmakers, speak to fellow travelers, and continue advocating for a more ethical 
and enlightened approach to managing the state’s incredible natural resources. 

Alaska has an opportunity to lead, to model a vision of wildlife conservation that respects ecological 
complexity, values all species, and recognizes that we are not separate from nature, but part of it. That is 



















surprisingly won the annual Fat Bear Week contest twice. This event financially helps the Katmai 
Conservancy & Explore.org. as well. 

------Bears 747, 856, 164 Bucky Dent, 503, 909, 910, 910jr. Bead, 909jr. Bean, 903 Gully, 83, 32 Chunk, 
480 Otis, are extremely popular & draw people in to pay ($$$$'s per person) to see them. Each bear has a 
different story & we have been fortunate so far to see cubs grow to be huge 9 year olds and to see rare 
adoptions happen. Naturalist Mike Fitz has written a book about these bears & research papers 
documenting the unique behaviors of bears at Brooks Falls.   

---- These bears return to this place every year & they tolerate humans being there. Where else ON 
EARTH, can one walk down a wooded path & just step back off the path as a huge, several hundred 
pound (to over a 1,000 lb) coastal brown bear casually walks past you....even a mother with cubs? 
Nowhere...not Russia, not China, ....not even our Montana. There are generations of bears here that have 
been taught by the previous generation to tolerate/ignore us because salmon is the goal.  

---- Moving the shooting area closer to this area would be shooting yourselves in the foot or more likely 
the wallet. 

----Each of these bears is unique in behavior & personalities; so much so that people buy T-shirts, books, 
mugs, calendars, etc...of them every year. They also donate money every year.  

----What may be concerning about the current & expanding shooting area is that mother bears used to 
bring their first year cubs to Brooks Falls, but now we are seeing less & less mothers with cubs.(Currently 
128 Grazer's yearling is the ONLY cub this year at the falls according to the bear cams.) This is a 
disturbing trend. Mother bears likely move slower (because of cubs obviously), across different territories 
to get to where they were raised & taught how to fish by their mothers (possibly Brooks Falls).  

----Expanding the area of "gunning down the bears" near Katmai may severely impact this Alaska 
attraction for generations. These bears travel every year to this unique area to feast on the salmon run 
which we must also protect.  

----I ask whether ALL the other options to ensure the population of the Mulchatna Caribou have been 
explored. Is there a way to treat them for disease? Are there ways to enrich their habitat if it is in poor 
condition? Would darting the caribou for brucellosis or vaccinating them somehow be an option? I would 
assume all hunting has stopped & any possible poaching has stopped. I just think a balanced approach 
may bring back the herd. Can we air drop hay or grain with necessary vitamins to give them an immune 
boost?  

----I just ask that you please don't expand the shooting "range" this year or any year. I really feel that in 
the expansion, you may kill MANY of the Brooks Falls bears and that would be a huge loss. Anyone can 
see a bear in a zoo, but only at Brooks Falls can one just walk by you. What a GEM that place is.  

----Thank you.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

































Barbara L Taylor 
 

Sun City West, AZ 85375 
 

July 7, 2025 

 

To the Alaska Board of Game via Electronic Submission 

 

Dear Members of the Board, 

I’m writing in opposition to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game reinstatement of the 

Mulchatna Predator Control program, and in particular, the increased killing of bears. 

 

You may question why a resident of Arizona is concerned with this and so I will tell you. My 

husband and I, often with other friends, visit your great state of Alaska every summer. We love 

the rugged beauty and abundant wildlife and enjoy getting close to nature and taking 

photographs. As you’re likely aware, Alaska’s tourism industry generates an annual economic 

impact of close to $6 billion, including $4 billion in direct consumer spending and close to 

50,000 jobs. This summer our plans include a multi-day trip on the Alaska Railroad and a trip 

out to Kodiak Island. In prior years, we’ve spent time in Anchorage, Seward, King Salmon and 

more. We truly love what Alaska offers, especially the bears and other wildlife we’re able to 

view and photograph. The killing of so many bears in such a large area, especially in the 

reckless manner that the Mulchatna Predator Control program is done, is not needed and 

repulsive. 

 

ADFG continues to support the idea that killing all the bears and wolves within this particular 

area will have the effect of increasing the Caribou herd. However, it has been shown that these 

predators are not the reason behind the dwindling Caribou population, and instead there are 

numerous other causes, including habitat decline. Further, the State has not assessed how the 

program would impact the population of bears.  

 

I respectfully urge the Board to cancel their proposal to expand the Predator Control Program 

in the Mulchatna region. In addition, I strongly suggest that ADFG undertake further studies to 

learn alternative methods to increase the Caribou herd.  

 

Sincerely, 

Barbara L Taylor 
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Name: Van Der Maelen, Marieke   
Community of Residence: Allegheny County, Pittsburgh, PA 

July 7, 2025 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing in OPPOSITION to the State's RC009. 
 
On May 7, 2025, Judge Rankin of the Alaska Superior Court ruled in favor of the Alaska 
Wildlife Alliance (AWA). Judge Rankin found that the state, by pushing the 2025 spring 
Mulchatna bear control through an emergency petition, was not in compliance with a prior 
Superior Court order (issued March 14, 2025 by Judge Guidi’s order). This previous order ruled 
that the Mulchatna bear control program was “unlawfully adopted and, therefore, void and 
without legal effect” because it violated due process and the sustained yield requirements set by 
the Alaska Constitution. 
 
Also, nothing has changed since the initial ruling that the program is unlawful. The State needs 
to adhere to and respect its own constitutional process in order to maintain the trust of the public 
and to maintain and sustainably preserve wildlife habitat and resources. The impact this culling 
program has on the bear population and ecosystem would be devastating and affects an area the 
size of Kentucky state. This area is only 30 miles from the borders of Katmai National Park and 
just 3 miles from Lake Clark National Preserve. The impact of this unethical practice, long term 
and in the broader ecosystem, could be irreparable. Bears play an integral role in maintaining the 
health and stability of Alaska’s ecosystems. As apex predators, bears help to regulate populations 
of other species and prevent overgrazing that negatively affects vegetation. The removal of bears 
from the landscape could very possibly lead to negative and unintended ecological consequences 
which could, in turn, come back to harm the very moose populations it intended to protect. In 
additional to the damage to the natural ecosystem, bear watching at Katmai National Park and 
Preserve, King Salmon, AK alone (according to a 2018 National Park Service Report), brought 
in 37,818 visitors to in 2017 and those tourists spent $58,068,200 in communities near the park. 
That spending supported 756 jobs in the region and had a cumulative benefit to the local 
economy of $84,646,600. The tourist industry continues to grow as the Bears of Brooks Falls 
gain more followers each year. 
 
Bears have enormous territories and travel well beyond the Katmai National Park and Lake Clark 
National Preserve limits. Bears do not adhere to man-made boundaries. As of 2020, The report 
shows $20.2 billion of direct spending by more than 318 million park visitors in communities 
within 60 miles of an Alaskan national park. 
Please consider these long-term effects on wildlife and their natural habitats that could result 
from such drastic and unnatural action. 
 
In conclusion, in addition to the negative ecological impact this would have on Alaska’s 
environment, there has been lack of public notice given for this process. This proposal for 
emergency regulations was not available at the start of this meeting, and became available as it 
was announced verbally. My position on this matter has not changed since the initial ruling. The 
public has the right to know that our beloved bears and wild ecosystems will be protected for 
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July 7, 2025 
 

generations to come. It is imperative that the recent ruling that Mulchatna bear predator control is 
illegal and that the May 7th ruling by Judge Rankin be upheld. If the Board can rewrite their own 
interpretation of this order, draft their own proposal and pass off their proposal as an “emergency 
order” in spite of a court ruling, then that would set a terrifying precedent for anyone who cares 
about ethical hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing in the state of Alaska. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
Marieke Van Der Maelen 
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Name: Walsh, Patrick 
Community of Residence: Soldotna 

5 July 2025 

To:        The Alaska Board of Game 
From:   Patrick Walsh 

Soldotna, Alaska 
Subj:  Comments on Proposal 1. 

I am a retired US Fish and Wildlife Service Biologist, having worked at Togiak National Wildlife Refuge 
(GMU 17 and 18) for 23 years conducting research and management on caribou, wolves, and bears.  

I oppose Proposal 1.  I find that this proposed change reiterates findings that have been demonstrated 
to be incorrect in wolf control, and repeats the same findings in the context of bear control.  I 
recommend that as the BOG considers this proposal, it seriously considers the entire proposal, including 
the wolf recommendations, and not simply the additions to include bears. 

My specific comments address the findings below (in italics) from Proposal 1: 

(3) findings concerning populations and human use are as follows:
(A) the population and harvest objectives for the MCH are below the IM objectives throughout the herd's
range;
The population and harvest objectives are the problem that underlies this issue.  The objectives are not
realistic, but are based on ecological conditions that occurred 25 years ago and have since changed.  By
establishing realistic objectives such as have been recommended to the BOG during its January meeting
and previous meetings, predator control can end and human harvest can re-commence.

(B) wolves are a major predator of caribou in the range of the MCH and are an important factor in failing
to achieve these objectives;
This is incorrect.  Over the past 13 years, ADFG’s research staff has demonstrated that wolf predation is
not an important factor in failing to achieve the population and harvest objectives.

(C) a reduction of wolf predation can reasonably be expected to aid in achieving the objectives;
Again, ADFG’s work for the past 13 years has demonstrated this to be incorrect.

(D) reducing wolf predation is likely to be effective and feasible using recognized and prudent active
management techniques and based on scientific information;
Again, ADFG’s work for the past 13 years has demonstrated this to be incorrect.  Why continue an action
year after year when it has consistently failed?  Secondly, not only has reducing wolf predation proven
ineffective, but the assertion that it follows “recognized and prudent active management techniques”
and is “based on scientific information” appears incorrect and contrary to accepted methods of adaptive
management.  I recommend that the BOG encourage ADFG to seek external expert review of this
program to determine whether or not it is based on science.

(E) reducing wolf predation is likely to be effective given land ownership patterns;
Again, ADFG’s work for the past 13 years has demonstrated this to be incorrect.
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(F) reducing wolf predation is in the best interests of subsistence users;
Focusing on unrealistic population objectives and attempting to address the issue through wolf control
has not only failed, but has resulted in closing the harvest to subsistence users, rather than permitting a
sustained harvest at a lower level.  Thus, it is not wolf predation that works against the interest of the
subsistence users—it is the management focus.

(G) bears are a major predator of caribou in the range of the MCH and are an important factor in failing
to achieve caribou population and harvest objectives;
This has not been demonstrated.  ADFG’s work has shown that bears eat caribou, but this is an
uninteresting observation.  They do so wherever both species occur, including populations of caribou
that demonstrate strong demographic performance in the absence of predator control.  More
specifically on this point, in a 13 May 2025 press release, ADFG Commissioner Lang stated that the bear
control program had “turned the herd around” based on a single year of data (2024) in which the
population estimate was found to be 16% higher than the previous year.  However, the geographically
adjacent Nushagak Peninsula Caribou Herd showed a 22% increase in the same year, even though it has
never been subject to predator control.  I find it more likely that environmental conditions affecting the
habitat of both herds is the controlling force for the populations, and that predation is not a primary
population driver for either herd.

(H) a reduction of bear predation in certain areas like calving areas can reasonably be expected to aid in
achieving the objectives;
ADFG has not performed a habitat assessment to determine whether the range of the Mulchatna
Caribou Herd can sustain 50,000 caribou.  Until this is done, focusing on predator management is a
guess.  Further, the failure of 13 years of wolf control to achieve the objectives provides a strong
suggestion that adding bear control to the effort is a continuation of this ineffective effort.

(I) reducing bear predation is likely to be effective and feasible using recognized and prudent active
management techniques and based on scientific information;
As stated above under the wolf findings, an external technical review of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd
intensive management program would demonstrate its strengths and weaknesses.

(J) reducing bear predation is likely to be effective given land ownership patterns; and
Same comments as above.

(K) reducing bear predation is in the best interests of subsistence users.
The subsistence user interest is best served by re-opening the harvest of caribou at a sustainable level
rather than continuing the current program.
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Additionally, the only way one could have a “high” bear population is if it was artificially fed by humans 
whether directly or indirectly through garbage, improper food storage, bait sites, or through intentional 
feeding.  

I have not read anywhere where ADF&G makes this claim. Consequently, there is no “high” bear 
population.  

Due to the lack of ADF&G’s bear population studies, they have yet to determine what a sustainable 
grizzly bear population is within this area. This is why knowing the population dynamics and natural 
mortality rates in this area is so important.  

Furthermore, ADF&G fails to consider other forms of the Mulchatna caribou herd decline that makes 
predator control irrelevant.  

Habitat/ecosystem/vegetation change is occurring throughout Alaska and is leading to declines in other 
caribou herds. Caribou must have the types of vegetation that can support their populations.  

If there isn’t enough of the critical vegetation types, then the populations decline. Caribou are dependent 
on lichens and mosses which are being crowded out by willows, dwarf birch and alder.  

While the expansion of specific willow types will benefit moose, they are of no benefit to caribou during 
the winter months.  

Additionally, with Alaska having more heavy snowfall/icy type winters, this blocks caribou from 
reaching their food sources.  

These factors are attributed to global climate change, yet I have yet to hear ADF&G discourage oil 
development or the burning of fossil fuels to maintain caribou herds and habitat.  

Combine the above with a highly contagious disease such as brucellosis and it should be expected that the 
Mulchatna caribou herd would decline.  

Both wolves and to a much lesser degree grizzlies, can limit the expansion of contagious diseases such as 
brucellosis. Predator control encourages the expansion of such diseases as the removal of predators 
encourages more intense spread of disease outbreaks.   

In the Lower 48, Montana, Idaho and Wyoming refuse to acknowledge this fact through their anti-
predator policies and consequently, chronic wasting disease is spreading throughout ungulate herds in 
these states and the west.  

Also, I am not aware of ADF&G conducting vegetation studies to determine current quality of caribou 
habitat within the Mulchatna area nor of the rate of plant succession.  

This is critical in determining the rate of decline of the habitat to determine what caribou numbers the 
habitat will support.    

Quite simply, ADF&G hasn’t done any comprehensive studies to justify these regulation changes and I 
urge you to reject them.  

    

 

 



















Herd photocensus and wrote a chapter on Caribou for the book Bristol Bay Alaska—Natural Resources of 
the Aquatic and Terrestrial Ecosystems. I have hunted Mulchatna Caribou. 

I am opposed to reauthorizing the current IM program for Mulchatna Caribou. The Courts have already 
found that the current program was adopted without adequate public notification and did not meet 
constitutional standards for insuring sustained yield of bears. There is no new data on bears in any of the 
documents referenced in the online notice for the July 2025 Board Meeting. If the Department presents 
new data at the meeting, the public will have had no opportunity to review it. Based on misstatements and 
unsupported conclusions by the Department in previous Board meetings, the inability for the public to 
review or comment on new information is a serious flaw in the Board process. 

Most of the supposed urgency for addressing an “emergency” situation regarding the Mulchatna Herd 
stems from IM population and harvest goals that are not being met. The current goals are unrealistic and 
should be revised before any further predator reductions are considered, let alone reauthorized. Even the 
Department’s 2024 Mulchatna Caribou Herd Photo Survey memorandum states that “It may be 
appropriate to consider revising the current population objective of 30,000-80,000 given historic and 
recent population trends.”  This memorandum was available before the March 2025 Board meeting, yet 
revising the IM goals was not addressed in Department testimony. 

Also at the March 2025 Board meeting, department biologists testified that Mulchatna Caribou are in 
good shape nutritionally and the habitat should be able to support more caribou. Yet the 2024 MCH 
Spring Intensive Management Activities memorandum (also available but not discussed at the March 
2025 meeting) found extensive evidence of stillbirths, malnutrition, dehydration, mineral deficiencies, 
and “failure to thrive.”  

I submit that the Board should delay any decision to reauthorize predator reductions and should instead 
schedule another meeting to discuss revising the IM goals. 

In addition, the Department’s justification for predator reductions, particularly for bears, is faulty on 
many levels and Department officials have misinterpreted data and reached conclusions not supported by 
their own data. For example, Figures 20-22 in the Mulchatna Caribou herd presentation - March 2025 
(one of the documents made available in the announcement for this Board meeting) show calf mortality 
data for East and West herd segments combined. Combining the data while promoting a critical need for 
reducing bear predation in the Westen herd segment is misleading. Figures 4 and 5 in the Operational 
Plan for Intensive Management of Caribou (Rangifer tarandus) in Game Management Units 9b, 17, 18, 
And 19b During Regulatory Years 2018–2024, show that presenting data for each herd segment 
separately presents a very different picture. Collared calf survival to 2 weeks in the West was about the 
same or higher than in the East in 6 of 7 years between 2011 and 2022. Mean 2-week survival in the West 
was 71% versus 56% in the East. The percent of collared calves killed by bears was lower in the West in 
5 of 7 years. The Operational Plan also reported that survival of collared calves to 4 months ranged from 
38 to 91% in the West versus 25-78% in the East. Thus, 2-week survival (when bears might potentially be 
a factor) as well as survival to fall were actually higher and bear predation was lower in the West than in 
the East. Therefore, consistently lower fall calf:cow ratios in the West compared to the East cannot be 
attributed to bear predation on the calving grounds. The decision to remove bears on the Western calving 
grounds was in fact contraindicated by available data.   

Nevertheless, the Department removed bears (and wolves) in 2023 and 2024. Collared calf survival in the 
West was high in 2024, and calf:cow ratios in the West increased in 2023 and 2024, leading the 
Department to conclude that bear removals benefitted caribou. However, correlation does not prove 
causation. Early calf survival in the West was comparably high in several years before bear removal 





















risks undermining public trust in wildlife governance. The Court found the program unjustified—why 
should the Board now approve the same flawed plan under a new wrapper? 

3. This Is Not True “Intensive Management”—It’s Predator Blaming 

Proposal 1 focuses heavily on predator removal while downplaying or ignoring the complex, multi-factor 
causes of caribou decline. This includes overhunting in earlier years, habitat fragmentation, changing 
migration patterns, and climate-driven food shortages. 

Alaska’s Intensive Management law mandates that the state sustain populations for human harvest—but 
this should not be used as a blank check to eliminate natural predators without sound justification. True 
management must consider long-term sustainability and healthy ecosystem function, not just maximizing 
one species for human use. 

4. The Ecosystem Cannot Be “Micro-Managed” Without Consequences 

Targeting a small percentage of the herd’s range (1.8%) for intensive predator killing may sound 
reasonable, but wildlife do not operate in fixed zones. Bears and wolves roam across vast landscapes and 
killing them in one area disrupts social structures and movement patterns far beyond that boundary. 

Furthermore, department-led predator control sets a dangerous precedent. If the state begins routinely 
eliminating bears to inflate game populations, it threatens the integrity of Alaska’s entire wildlife 
management philosophy and endangers the long-term viability of apex predator populations. 

5. Public Values Are Changing—So Should Management 

Alaskans value their bears—not only as part of healthy ecosystems but as cultural and economic assets, 
especially in tourism and wildlife photography. Slaughtering them for the sake of marginal caribou gains 
does not reflect modern public values and alienates residents and visitors who cherish Alaska’s wild 
character. 

In Conclusion 

Proposal 1 is not a solution—it’s a short-sighted, reactionary measure that favors outdated predator-
control ideology over science-based conservation. Instead of targeting bears and wolves, the state should 
invest in rigorous habitat monitoring, non-lethal wildlife management tools, and broader ecosystem health 
strategies that address all the factors behind caribou decline. 

I urge the Board to reject this proposal and uphold responsible, ethical, and ecologically informed wildlife 
stewardship. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Katie Yarnell 

Human. Not above nature—part of it. 

 

 
 
 
 
 







Name: Zendejas, Kassandra 

Community of Residence: Alaska 

Comment: 

Please do more research before killing innocent animals who are only hunting in their home. Bears are an 
impo1tant pa1t of the food chain. Nature takes care of itself it doesn't need help from humans. Please 
don't try to play GOD 

Name: Zink, Spencer 

Community of Residence: Colorado 

Comment: 

I oppose the take of brown and black bears because there is no scientific evidence that killing predators 
helps caribou herds Additionally, as a Non-Alaskan, I understand that Alaska is known for its pristine 
natural environments and scenes. Bears in other areas of No1th America are not doing as well as bears in 
Alaska. This provides an industry of eco-toudsm as well as a basis of naturalism to maintain. Areas in 

other states have already been developed and medeled with enough that their pristine natural 
environments no longer exist. Even if you do not care for naturalism, bears, such as those that inliabit 
Brooks Falls, bring tourists from all over the world. This boosts the economy, provides tourism jobs, and 

helps businesses in the area. If these environments are changed, the economy will hwt, the environment 
will hwt, and the beauty of the area will hurt. I oppose the take of brown and black bears. 

Name: Zuluaga, Valentina 

Community of Residence: CA 

Comment: 

Bears are a ve1y impo1tant pait of the ecosystem, there is no scientific data that backs up the claim that 
culling beai·s helps Caribou. This is extr·emely inliumane to just be killing beai·s for spo1t, they ai·e an 

integral pait of the ecosystem, and human intrusion into it disturbs and dismpts the food chain and the 
regular interaction between animals and their environment. 



Name: Terry Cummings 
Community of Residence: Anchorage 
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