




Name: Dalton, Bob 

Community of Residence: APT 627

Comment: 

Caribou heards would do better with the present of this beautiful and wonderful predator . Really no 
excuse to te1minate them . Unless they present danger to humans . The balance will present lot of the 
natural biodiversity. A Winn for all ! ! ! ! Don't kill below reproduction rates. Keeping Caribou and bear· in 

a balanced environment . We know these things now learned from past generations. 

Name: Daly, Colleen 

Community of Residence: Lewiston, New York 

Comment: 

If there is no data indicating that this method worked, let nature take its own course. Ve1y cmel almost 
like poaching. 

Name: Damanis, Allison 

Community of Residence: Canada 

Comment: 

Enough bears ar·e lost eve1y year to human/bear interaction. Stop eliminating the ones that aren't a 

problem. You could be benefiting from bears like "the boss" when these animals are given an identity 
people begin to understand and respect them. These bear·s could be a financial gold mine if managed 
properly. 

Bio diversity and a robust population is key to long te1m survival. Just stop with trying to manage wildlife 
life for the convenience of humans. Do better 



Commenter: Carol Damberg 

Location: Anchorage, AK 

Emai l: 

PROPOSAL 1 : 5 AAC 92.111. Intensive Management Plans, Mulchatna Caribou Herd Predation 

Management Area. Modify the Mulchatna Caribou Herd Predation Management Area to allow 

for the take of brown and black bears by department staff to benefit the herd as follows: Allow 

black and brown bears to be removed by department staff as part of the intensive management 

plan for the Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH). 

I OPPOSE PROPOSAL 1: 

"To date, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game has failed to produce evidence t hat their 

control of both grizzly bears and black bears has been successful at increasing focal prey 

abundances. They have fai led to implement the active, adaptive management necessary to 

demonstrate the efficacy of their intensive management. Such extreme predator control is 

unacceptable to the public, especia lly when there is no evidence of its efficacy, and the lack of 

science flies in the face of the North American Model." (June 2025 Journal of Wi ld life 

Management). 

The above statements are from an articl e published in the June 2025 Journal of Wildlife 

Management: Bears in North America: Habitats, hunting, and politics. The review was 

developed for t he meeting of the International Association for Bear Research and Management 

in September 2024. 

The Board of Game (BOG) should take note of the influential group of Wi ldlife Scientists that 

stand behind these statements. The Journal of Wildlife Management is one of the premier 

scientific wi ld life publications produced in the world. The Journal of Wildlife Management 

publishes original research contr ibuting to fundamenta l wild life science. The Journal of Wi ldlife 

Management is a journal by The Wild life Society. The Wi ldlife Society is an international 

network of over 11,000 leaders in wi ld life science, management and conservation who are 

dedicated to excellence in wi ldlife stewardship. The International Association for Bear Research 

and Management (IBA) is a professional organization for biologists, wi ldlife managers, and 

conservationists focused on the conservation of eight species of bears. It supports effective 

management and advances scientific understanding of bear species worldwide. 

The North American Model of Wi ld life Conservation (Model) (noted in t he quoted statement 

above) is a unique framework that emphasizes the public trust in wi ldlife, sustainable 

management practices, and the importance of science in conservation efforts. The Model is a 

set of principles that guide wild life management and conservation in the United States and 

Canada. It emerged in the late 1800s as a response to the overexploitation of wi ld life resources 

and the need for sustainable practices. The following are the key tenets the BOG and State 

continue to violate. 
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1) Wildlife as Public Trust Resources: Wildlife is considered a public resource, managed by 

government agencies on behalf of all citizens. This principle ensures that wildlife is 

preserved for current and future generations.  (The BOG and Alaska Department of Fish 

and Game (State) continue to ignore 1000’s of comments from the public that includes 

hunters, guides, tourists, tourism specialists, indigenous people, biologists, etc..  There 

has been zero deliberation about the content of the comments other than – “we got a 

lot of comments”!  This is disrespectful and violates the trust of the public.  The BOG has 

not been sincere to address the concerns of the diverse public that have submitted 

comments.)   

2) Rule of Law: Wildlife management is governed by laws and regulations that are 

developed and enforced by state and federal agencies. This legal framework guides the 

responsible use of wildlife resources.  (The courts have found multiple times the State is 

violating the rule of law = The AK State constitution.   Conducting IM practices without 

the science to prove it is working is violating the rule law.  Killing significant numbers of 

bears and wolves without assessing the impacts to these populations violates 

responsible use of public resources.  Aerial gunning bears is clearly not responsible use 

of wildlife resources – wont and waste when not retrieved or discarded in unknown 

locations.  There have been no records provided to the public of the disposition of the 

animal’s meat, fur, etc.) 

3) Legitimate Purpose for Killing Wildlife: Wildlife can only be killed for specific, legitimate 

reasons, such as for food or self-defense. This principle discourages wasteful killing and 

promotes ethical hunting practices.  (Clearly the State is violating this principal with all of 

its IM programs – bears and wolves are not being eaten, there are no self-defense 

issues, and if furs and parts are being sold there are no public records.  The legitimate 

reason for their Kill program is to “increase the Mulchatna Caribou Herd” however there 

is no science available to show it is working.)   

4) Science as the Basis for Policy: Decisions regarding wildlife management are informed 

by scientific research and data, ensuring that policies are based on sound evidence.   

(The State is clearly violating this principal.  There is no scientific data and analysis 

showing the Mulchatna IM program is working to increase the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  

They have a few collared calves/caribou they claim is the evidence.  The State has no 

study design or statistical analysis to account for other variables impacting the herd.  

Empty Science!  As for the bears and wolves, the State is clearly violating this tenant as 

they have no idea what the impacts are to the bear/wolf populations other than 

speculation and opinion.  There are zero data available on bear and wolf populations to 

prove they are being managed sustainably.)    
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In summary, the North American Model of Wi ldlife Conservation is a foundational framework 

that promotes sustainable wildl ife management through public trust, legal regu lations, and 

scientific principles, ensuring that wildl ife resources are preserved for future generations. Sadly, 

the State is ignoring the Constitutional requirement to manage all species sustainably, has 

blatantly tried to ignore the courts, ignored the premier tenants of the North American Model, 

and have violated the public's trust. 

I sincerely ask the BOG to act in an objective manner and engage in the kind of deliberative, 

reasoned analysis required by law to assure the sustainability of the bear populations. Please do 

not disregard the prior court decisions, the State constitution, the greater scientific 

communities' eva luations (former State biologists, Wi ldlife Society scientists, International Bear 

management experts, etc.), the collective perspectives of all the public (hunters, non-hunters, 

indigenous, etc.) and the North American Model. 

YOU CAN MAKE THE RIGHT DECISION AS A BOG MEMBER - VOTE NO ON PROPOSAL 1. PLEASE 

STAND UP FOR SCIENCE AND THE INTEGRITY OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION THAT REQUIRES 

SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT OF ALL RESOURCES USING SCIENCE ! 

Alternatives to this proposal : 

1) Re-evaluate and adopt a science-based population objective for the Mulchatna Caribou 

Herd so the future harvest of all species can continue without the need for IM practices. 

2) Ask the ADFG to request an independent peer review of the Mulchatna IM program to 

identify if the bear remova l is making a significant difference to the recovery of the caribou 

herd. Note: 13 years of aeria l gunning wolves made no difference! Nutrition, habitat 

changes, weather conditions, disease and illega l harvest are primary factors influencing the 

population and have not been accounted for in the States "analysis" of the IM program. 

3) Promote the investment of future funds (millions- that wi ll be spent if this program 

continues) in evaluating the bear and wolf populations in the region to understand their 

status (populations), their importance to maintaining healthy susta inable ecosystems, and 

their importance to the economic and social wellbeing of the American Public and Alaska's 

economy. 

Interesting FACTS: 

1) 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 ca lf deaths due to malnutrition, dehydration, and "failure to thrive" that are 

nowhere mentioned in ADF&G reports to the BOG. Statements to the BOG that there 

are no nutritional prob lems in the MCH are inexcusable. 

2) The 2024 Mulchatna Caribou Herd Photo Survey IM progress report concludes that, " It 

may be appropriate to consider revising t he current population objective of 30,000 to 
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80,000 given historic and recent population trends.” No mention of that in any recent 

ADF&G presentations to the BOG. In fact, failure to reach the current IM population and 

harvest objectives is the primary basis for ADF&G’s declaration of an emergency 

situation that requires reinstatement and continuation of the bear removal program. 
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This also illustrates one of my main complaints that the Alaska people have not had a fair or legal say in 
how the management of protected mammals have been managed. 

Despite strong opposition to the intensive management of Brown Bear‘s and a vary assertive decision by 
the superior court, the state continues to proceed with a program that Has not been vetted by the public, 
By the courts or by science. 

I strongly oppose this intensive management proposal and hope that the department of fishing game can 
come up with a legal and scientifically based alternative to this current program. 

Thank you for your time Gabriel Davis 



 1 

Jake Davis, Esq. 
AK Bar No. 2505026 

CO Bar No. 54032 
Wasilla, AK 

“Disinterested love for all living creatures, the most notable attribute of man.”  
Charles Darwin, The Descent of Man (1871) 

 
 

IN OPPOSITION: 
 
ADF&G has not undertaken a legally mandated “relevant population study” of brown bears 
and therefore this proposal will be found legally invalid (again) if adopted 
 
Brown Bears: 
 
On March 14, 2025, Judge Andrew Guidi (ret.) of the Superior Court for the State of Alaska found 
the Alaska Department of Fish & Game (“ADF&G”) had unconstitutionally killed 94 brown bears 
in the spring of 2023, and the same for 81 brown bears in the spring of 2024. His reason was 
straightforward, ADF&G did not know how many brown bears there were prior to beginning its 
taxpayer funded slaughter:  
 

Having carefully reviewed the record and the arguments advanced by the State, it 
is apparent that the State did not have adequate, relevant population studies or any 
genuine data about bear sustainability in the area of the control program prior to 
adopting a proposal that would have an obvious impact on a constitutionally 
protected public resource. 

 
Alaska Wildlife Alliance v. State of Alaska, p. 8 (Case No. 3AN-23-07495CI).  
 
On March 21, 2025, ADF&G asked the Board of Game (“BOG”) to adopt an emergency regulation 
reinstating IM for the caribou (RC009). I testified against RC009 and submitted an extensive legal 
memorandum (at the request of a BOG member). It explained RC009 couldn’t be adopted until 
ADF&G had a brown bear count. I warned BOG that readoption would disregard Judge Guidi’s 
Order and expose ADF&G to legal liability. As I wrote: 
  

Therefore, unless the Board of Game seeks exposure to further litigation, it must 
not pass “Go” on ADFG’s Petition until it has material scientific evidence of the 
population of brown bears (including their sexes) who are exposed to the intensive 
management under the Petition. The Board of Game must demand this information 
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from ADFG before voting on RC009 to determine the sustainability of the brown 
bear population subjected to the Petition. 

 
The BOG did not heed my advice and a few days later ADF&G was sued, again. On May 9, 2025, 
Judge Christina Rankin found that RC009 was invalid because ADF&G “did not address the 
deficiencies identified by the Superior Court” in Judge Guidi’s Order. It was clear to everyone but 
ADF&G, without (1) adequate public notice and (2) a brown bear count, ADF&G could not kill 
brown bears. Nevertheless, ADF&G moved forward and killed 11 bears before they were back in 
court.  
 
On May 12 (and again on May 19) Judge Rankin affirmatively restrained ADF&G from further 
killings until they complied with Judge Guidi’s original Order. She then made two extraordinary 
findings. First, she found ADF&G had acted in bad faith: “the Emergency Regulation was passed 
(and implemented) in bad faith.” Second, she found Ryan Scott (Director of ADF&G’s Division 
of Wildlife Conservation), was “mostly not credible.” 
 
Nevertheless, ADF&G remains undeterred by four court orders and is still trying to reopen their 
unconstitutional brown bear killing, this time through a Special Meeting Regarding Intensive 
Management for Mulchatna Caribou. The meeting’s announcement came with accompanying 
materials, which appear to be ADF&G’s attempt to placate the legal requirement that it have a 
relevant population study of brown bears before further killings. However, the materials come 
nowhere close to meeting Judge Guidi and Judge Rankin’s mandate that there be “relevant 
population studies” of brown bears before any further action. Let’s take a look at a few examples 
of ADF&G’s “science.”  
 
On the webpage for the Special Meeting, ADF&G posted a document entitled, “Mulchatna Caribou 
herd presentation – March 2025.” Available here:  
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-
14-25/mch-presentation.pdf. 
 
• On page 14 of the PDF (items 27 and 28), ADF&G provides an Alaska Brown Bear Density 

Monograph overlayed with the current intensive management area. The monograph is from 
1997, almost thirty years old and at least one generation (likely more) behind the current brown 
bear densities in Alaska today. This minor but telling example shows how lazy (or unwilling) 
ADF&G can be when undertaking a legally required scientific analysis of brown bear 
population and sustainability. I believe this warrants repeating, instead of undertaking a 
modern brown bear density survey, ADF&G is citing a study from 1997. 

 
Also on the webpage for the Special Meeting is a document entitled, “Mulchatna Caribou herd IM 
Status – March 2025.” Available here: 
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https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-
14-25/mch-im-status.pdf. 
 
This document is rife with statistics but much of the citations are decades old, inapplicable or 
simply wrong in their conclusions. Moreover, there is nothing but anecdotal commentary on 
whether killing more than the 186 brown bears already killed for the Mulchatna caribou will be 
sustainable. For example: 
 
Page 1:  
 
• “In 2023, 94 bears were removed (82/1,000 mi2) from a 1,200 mi2 area; and in 2024, 81 brown 

bears (152/1,000 mi2) were removed from a 530 mi2 area representing an 80% and 147% 
reduction, respectively.”  

o Plain and simple, this is an unsustainable overharvest. Again, ADF&G is conceding 
that in 2024 they killed 147% of the brown bears present in the subject area. 

 
• “[T]he department excepts bear densities to return to pretreatment levels within 3-5 years.”  

o ADF&G cites nothing for this statement. Brown bears have the lowest reproductive 
rate of any land mammal in North America. Females typically do not breed until 
they are 5 or 6 years old. It is inconceivable to think that with sport hunting 
occurring simultaneously, brown bear populations will be back to normal in 3-5 
years. They cannot be back to normal because of reproductive cycles and the fact 
that ADF&G is not distinguishing between females and males when killing them 
from helicopters.  

 
Page 2:  
 
• “Ongoing and future nutritional, disease, and habitat research will complement the 

understanding of the relationship between caribou nutrition and parturition rate, and how 
climate change may be affecting habitat suitability for caribou in the MCH range.”  

o The question thus becomes why is ADF&G seeking to kill more brown bears when 
work is being done to determine if other factors have an outsized role in the 
continued caribou population decline? 

 
Page 4: 
 
• “While the department did not conduct a comprehensive survey of available habitat across the 

range of the MCH, high rates of parturition from 2-year-old and 3-year-old caribou indicated 
that habitat would likely be able to support increased herd sizes or densities.”  

PC317
3 of 6

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-14-25/mch-im-status.pdf
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-14-25/mch-im-status.pdf


 4 

o ADF&G does not even know if the caribou’s traditional range can support an 
increased population. It is plausible the herd has been reduced, in part, because of 
resource competition. Not knowing whether the caribou you are killing on behalf 
of can even survive at increased numbers is a galling admission. 

 
Page 5:  
 
• “Most of the affected bear population is conserved within the much larger refugia that is the 

nontreatment area where removals do not occur. Given the ample area not affected by 
department bear removals, large effects on the overall bear population are highly unlikely, and 
any minor effects are likely to be of short duration.”  

o Here, I would direct ADF&G to its own work on brown bear dispersals, which 
shows that bears can and do move great distances 
(https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=wildlifenews.view_article&articles
_id=756). Moreover, the entirety of the “affected bear population” (i.e., the brown 
bears being killed by ADF&G) might be majority female brown bears that migrated 
to the calving grounds from a protected area. The truth is, ADF&G has no idea 
whether it is shooting male or female brown bears from helicopters, and it has no 
idea if those bears are migrating from somewhere else. Simply saying there are 
protected areas in the larger refugia means nothing. That is like me saying although 
my house is in a high crime neighborhood for children, my children are safe because 
there’s a school with a good reputation on the outskirts of my neighborhood. The 
existence of a safe space means nothing when you are killed when you leave it or 
try to return to it. The brown bears being killed are unaware of these artificial 
designations.   

 
• In the final paragraph on page 5, ADF&G justifies its “pretreatment” (i.e., pre-killing) 

determination of bear density by citing two studies, one from 2001 that relies on a 1993 brown 
bear survey and one from 2010 that relies on a 2003-2004 survey. The bottom line, ADF&G 
is basing its population estimates on data that is over 20 years old, at minimum.    

 
Page 6: 
 
• “Miller (1993) reviewed research from multiple areas of Alaska and conservatively judged 5% 

of the population as a sustainable harvest rate for brown bears but was later corrected to 5% of 
the female portion of the population. Further, a study conducted in Canada described 
sustainable harvest rates of 4–10% of the estimated population (Mclellan et al. 2016). More 
recent estimates in less productive (smaller salmon returns) areas of Alaska estimated that up 
to 7.7% of the bear population may be sustainable (Schmidt et al. 2021). Although more 
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recent estimates of sustainable yield for brown bears are substantially higher (Brockman 
et al. 2020).” 

o Here, ADF&G prioritizes data from the early ‘90s. It leaves a study from 2020, which 
shows sustainable yield for brown bears is far lower than originally estimated, for a 
passing remark in a conclusory sentence. This appears to be ADF&G’s modus operandi: 
cherry-pick its science, if it cites any at all.  

 
Alaska’s predator control program has already been an unmitigated management failure. The 
Mulchatna caribou herd shows no signs of recovery, even after the state has spent more than a 
decade killing wolves and three years gunning down nearly 200 brown bears. That’s not surprising. 
Research shows disease and food scarcity — not predation — are the top causes of mortality for 
the vanishing herd. In 2020 scientists found that brucellosis, a bacterial disease, had infected more 
than a third of the caribou they tested. And climate change is shifting the herd’s habitat, resulting 
in less lichen for caribou to eat.  
 
Brown bear tourism is a massive earner for the State of Alaska. According to a study by the 
University of Alaska Fairbanks, bear tourism in Southcentral Alaska generated $34.5 million in 
2017 and contributed $10 million in direct wages and benefits to the region, supporting 680 jobs.  
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-
14-25/notice_6-9-25.pdf. Why does ADF&G insist on killing a lifeline for so many Alaskans?  
 
Until ADF&G does the requisite homework on brown bear sustainability in the Mulchatna 
calving grounds and ancillary territory, until it has a “relevant population study,” it cannot 
legally proceed with killing more brown bears.  
 
Wolves: 
 
As for wolves, after 14 years of aerially gunning, it is crystal clear that killing wolves from aircrafts 
has been found NOT to have any benefit to Mulchatna caribou. ADF&G simply has more dead 
wolves, not more living caribou. The enactment of A.S. § 16.05.783(a) by citizen ballot initiative 
in 1996 currently probits the aerial shooting of wolves. ADF&G should not be so quick to disregard 
the will of the Alaskan public.  
 
Finally, wolves kill sick and weak caribou. They allow the stronger genetic lines to persist, and the 
weaker genetic lines to disappear. In nature, nothing exists alone. By killing wolves for nearly a 
decade and a half simply because a gunner needs his or her “fix,” is not wildlife management. Its 
sport hunting. It does not help caribou; in fact, many biologists believe less wolves means sicker 
and weaker caribou overall.  
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ADF&G should remember there are others that want to share experiences in the wilderness with 
wolves and brown bears. These animals are not ADF&G’s to use as target practice. Each wolf and 
each brown bear killed is a unique individual who deserve better than a bullet from the sky. 
  
ADF&G should use $1,000,000 more wisely than shooting constitutionally protected wildlife: 
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-
14-25/notice_6-9-25.pdf.  

PC317
6 of 6

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-14-25/notice_6-9-25.pdf
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/regulations/regprocess/gameboard/pdfs/2024-2025/special_7-14-25/notice_6-9-25.pdf








































Name: DuCha1me, Achienne 

Community of Residence: Ohio 

Comment: 

As a biodiversity and conservation major, I took classes that would have prepared me for working for 
your organization. We know that killing apex predators destroy ecosystems. Your whole point in killing 
wolves and bears is to protect the cruibou herd for later hunting??? Why so much killing to local animal 

herds just for a food source. Why ru·e you not allocating the resources of killing animals instead to 
sustainable growing methods? Grow breadfmit. You make a mocke1y of humanity and make me 
ashamed to be related to you as another human on eruth. Stop the unnecessruy slaughter of wolves and 

beru·s for the eventual planned slaughter of ca1ibou. None of you have a herut. This should make eve1y 
woman and man in Ame1ica ashamed to be a human alongside you and your senseless cmelty. You can't 
claim ignorance, We learned at Yellowstone the impo1tance of protecting wolf populations. All of you 

need to resign. 

Name: Dudley , Kristina Affiliation: Kristina Dudley Locum Vete1inruian 

Community of Residence: Usa 

Comment: 

There is no good data showing these culls will be effective in prese1ving cru·ibou populations. 

IF a cull were shown to be a viable solution, it must be CONTROLLED based on scientific knowledge 
about the beru·s' habitats etc - and done in the way that minimizes ha1m. 

This is not that way!!! You can do better, you need consultation with more scientists in these fields. 

Name: Duis, Jamie 

Community of Residence: Utah 

Comment: 

I am wiiing to oppose the Mulchatna bear "control" proposal in Alaska. The elk population is not in 
danger of reduction due to beru·, but is likely if human hunting and habitat destmction ru·e increased. This 
is unnecessaiy and cmel and will generated negative public relations in the Alaskan tourism economy. As 
an avid traveler to Amedcas pai·ks, I will boycott visiting Alaska if the state government continues to 
suppo1t this type of policy. 



July 5, 2025 

Comment to the Alaska Board of Game supporting the bear and wolf 
reduction program for the Mulchatna Caribou herd. 

     By Dan Dunaway,  Dillingham Alaska  

Dear Board of Game members and Commissioner Lang. 

I am a long time member of the Nushagak Advisory Committee and Vice Chair of the Bristol 
Bay Federal Subsistence Advisory Council (BBRAC).  The following comments are mine 
alone and are not representative of either group.  

I'm writing to voice my strong support for the intensive management program to remove 
predators of the Mulchatna Caribou herd as outlined in RC 009 and RC 010 of your March 
2025 Statewide Meeting.  Rather than repeat myself, I submitted RC 187 to the March 
meeting supporting the ADFG intensive management.  My RC187 included a copy of the 
letter of support written and submitted by the Nushagak AC dated 16 November 2023.  I 
can supply a fresh copy of RC 187 if requested.   

At the time I submitted RC 187 I could not locate the letter of support written and 
submitted by the BBRAC.  I have located that letter and it is attached to this comment.  The 
short version is, the Bristol Bay RAC supports the effort of ADFG to reduce wolves and 
bears on the calving grounds.  In a recent discussion I had with BBRAC Chair Nanci Morris-
Lyon she said she still is in strong support for the program and gave me permission to say 
so.  

I am in contact with numerous residents of the Bristol Bay area and my sense is that many 
or even most of us believe there are TOO MANY BROWN BEARS in the region.  We continue 
to have huge unprecedented sockeye salmon runs and record breaking escapements into 
the far interior reaches of the region.  These runs are fueling very strong cub production 
year after year.  One comment I commonly hear is: " mammas used to have 1 or 2 cubs but 
we see lots of litters of 3 and 4 now and many are surviving these mild winters."  The strong 
runs feed the cubs allowing them to enter winter denning in top condition. AND the adult 
males  are doing so well on salmon there is less interest in preying on the cubs.  In fact for 
these reasons and the hassles of the DLP process I remind you that  you graciously made 
the brown bear season year-round in GMU 17 - thank you.   

You should know the BBRAC is also proposing a Federal Subsistence regulation to allow 
year 'round brown bear season in GMU17 .   
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About mid-May of this year I was in the Dillingham airport and overheard two young men 
who appeared and talked as if they were associated with bear guiding operations.  One said 
he was hunting pretty close to the reduction site but they had no issues finding good bears.  
The other hunter noted his group was a little farther away but they saw no effects at all from 
the 2 years of the project.  He further noted " those bears move all over....".  The airport was 
very crowded and I was unable to get over to them and get names or more information.  
However what I heard underscores my belief that this intensive program could very much 
help the caribou while have no lasting impact on the overall bear populations of the area. 

Further, given the surprising numbers of bears taken in the first two years, I strongly believe 
this area has many many more bears than ever imagined and the fear of detrimental 
population impacts are grossly overstated by those who are opposed.  I sympathize with 
those wishing for more and higher quality bear population data - it would be great to have it. 
However I can't count the number of Advisory Committee meetings around the Bay I 
attended as an ADFG Sport Fish biologist (89-02) where the Bristol Bay public demanded 1) 
more moose and caribou, 2) less bears, 3) predator control.  These demands usually led to 
extended discussions on the real difficulties and expenses of counting all these critters and 
especially bears.  ADFG Biologist Dick Sellers (long retired) had an extensive project to 
count bears in the Chignik/ Black Lake area.  It had a modicum of success but the cost and 
extreme difficultly made it clear the process could not be easily or quickly replicated at 
numerous other locations in the state.  Such studies take a lot of time and the low number 
of Mulchatna caribou may not be able to spare that time.  

I want to acknowledge this program may temporarily impact some local guides, people I 
greatly respect.  But I don't know that it has hurt them at this time.  The goal of this program 
is to restore a critical food resource (caribou) for many people over a wide area.  A critical 
subsistence food supply has to take priority over a few bear trophies.  

Please restore the Mulchatna project as outlined by ADFG. I think we have an excellent 
local team working on it and given the success seen in the Cold Bay wolf effort years ago, it 
is worth continuing this for a couple more years.  

Thank you for your attention to this issue. 

I expect to attend this meeting in person and will be available to discuss it if you would like. 

Dan Dunaway 
PO Box 1490 
Dillingham Alaska  99576 

BBRAC letter to BOG on following pages 
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 Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council 
c/o Office of Subsistence Management  
1011 East Tudor Road, MS 121  
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199  
Phone: (907) 787-3888, Fax: (907) 786-3898  
Toll Free: 1-800-478-1456  
In Reply Refer To:  
OSM 24013  
Commissioner Vincent-Lang and Chairman Burnett  
c/o ADF&G Boards Support and Office of the Commissioner  
P.O. Box 115526  
Juneau, AK 99811-5526  
Dear Commissioner Vincent-Lang and Chairman Burnett:  
I write to you on behalf of the Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council). The 
Council wishes to give support to the Intensive Management Program the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game (ADF&G) has been conducting and to future efforts from ADF&G on reducing predator 
populations to increase calf survival.  
The Council represents subsistence harvesters of fish and wildlife resources on Federal public lands 
and waters in the Bristol Bay Region in Southwest Alaska. The Council was established by the 
authority in Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and is 
chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act. Section 805 of ANILCA and the Council’s 
charter establishes the Council’s authority to initiate, review and evaluate proposals for regulations, 
policies, management plans, and other matters related to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within 
the region. The Council also reviews resource management actions occurring outside their regions 
that may impact subsistence resources critical to communities served by the Council. The Council 
provides a forum for the expression of opinions and recommendations regarding any matter related to 
the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region.  

 During our fall meeting held October 24-25, 2023, in Dillingham, the Council met to discuss 
fisheries and wildlife management concerns and to develop wildlife proposal and closure review 
recommendations for the Federal Subsistence Board (Board). During this meeting, the Council 
received a report from the ADF&G Area Biologist, John Landsiedel, on the recent Intensive 
Management Program that had been conducted the previous spring on the Mulchatna Caribou Herd’s 
(MCH) calving grounds. At this meeting, the Council agreed to express support of the Intensive 
Management Program ADF&G has been conducting and to future efforts from ADF&G on reducing 
predator populations to increase calf survival. We also greatly appreciated the report from Mr. 
Landsiedel.  

The MCH, an important subsistence resource for residents of the Bristol Bay Region, has been closed 
to hunting since the fall of 2021. The Council has repeatedly reported to the Federal Subsistence 
Board through recent Annual Reports their concerns over the health of the MCH and on the effects of 
the increased bear population on the recovery of the herd. The region has experienced record-
breaking Sockeye Salmon returns that have fueled an increase of the bear population, resulting in 
increased bear sightings and issues with public safety. The Council supports ADF&G’s Intensive 
Management Program future control plans that will aid herd recovery.  
The Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council appreciates ADF&G’s attention to these 
matters and the support of the subsistence needs of the region's residents. If you have any questions 
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regarding this letter, please contact me via Leigh Honig, Council Coordinator, Office of Subsistence 
Management, at leigh_honig@fws.gov, or 1-800-478-1456 or 1-907-891-9053.  
Sincerely,  
Nanci Morris Lyon  
Chair  
cc: Federal Subsistence Board  
Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council  
Office of Subsistence Management  
Interagency Staff Committee  
Benjamin Mulligan, Deputy Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game  
Mark Burch, Assistant Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation, Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game  
Administrative Record 
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Commissioner Vincent-Lang and Chairman Burnett 2  
on the effects of the increased bear population on the recovery of the herd. The region has 
experienced record-breaking Sockeye Salmon returns that have fueled an increase of the bear 
population, resulting in increased bear sightings and issues with public safety. The Council supports 
ADF&G’s Intensive Management Program future control plans that will aid herd recovery.  
The Bristol Bay Subsistence Regional Advisory Council appreciates ADF&G’s attention to these 
matters and the support of the subsistence needs of the region's residents. If you have any questions 
regarding this letter, please contact me via Leigh Honig, Council Coordinator, Office of Subsistence 
Management, at leigh_honig@fws.gov, or 1-800-478-1456 or 1-907-891-9053.  
Sincerely,  
Nanci Morris Lyon  
Chair  
cc: Federal Subsistence Board  
Bristol Bay 
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Name: Greenholz, Doug 

Community of Residence: CO 

Comment: 

Board of Game - I am fortunate to have been able to visit Katmai a few years ago, while on a fishing trip. 

We took one day off fishing to visit Katmai and Brooks Falls. Even seeing a small sampling of the 
beautiful wildlife and extensive (mostly) undisturbed nature, I cannot how deeply the expe1ience moved 

me. Alaska, and specifically Katmai, strnck me as the last frontier, yet is accessible. It is CRITICAL that 
the environment and it's natural inhabitants be left unha1med and undisturbed. I was sick to my stomach 
to learn that anyone would consider killing bears in their natural habitat, and to do from a helicopter is a 

ve1y sick idea. I urge you to NOT allow any such activity. The habitat is a tme treasure. Please leave it 
for others to obse1ve, learn from, appreciate and be inspired for generations to come. PLEASE! 

Sincerely, 

Doug Greenholz 

Taxpayer 

Alaska Visitor 

Name: Greenholz, Sarah 

Community of Residence: Colorado 

Comment: 

I oppose this proposed regulation to hunt bears. This is a tenible idea. Nature will take care of itself. By 
hunting bears, you will affect the natural environment and also the economy. Many people come to visit 

AK each year to view bears. You will be taking jobs from people who do bear photography tours. It will 
affect the amount of bears people see at Brooks Falls, Lake Clark, and Tongass, to name a few. People 

who come to fish also enjoy viewing bears By shooting from the air, you may kill mother bears and leave 
babies to die a honible death. This is an awful idea and I vehemently oppose it. 

Thank you. 



Name: Gregory, Laura   
Community of Residence: Fairbanks, Alaska 

 
Comment Regarding Board of Game’s Special Meeting Regarding Intensive Management for 
Mulchatna Caribou Herd 
 
I strongly oppose the state’s proposal. This program and situation has been back and forth for 
months now. Most importantly, the state did NOT assess how the program would impact bears. 
Between when it reversed and now, there has been NO new information or data to support this 
proposal. There is NO information from the state on the bear population and the impact this 
program can have on the bear population in the area. There is no data to support the slaughter 
of bears positively impacting a caribou herd. 
 
This aerial slaughter of the Mulchatna bears and wolves is NOT supported by 
independent, peer-reviewed science. Predator control programs like this have been repeatedly 
debunked as ineffective in increasing ungulate populations. Killing these animals with NO valid 
research or knowledge of the population is extremely reckless, immoral, and unethical. As an 
Alaska resident, I would greatly prefer my tax dollars to be allocated to learning more about 
these animals versus murdering them due to inaccurate information and a lack of data.  
 
I travel every summer to see bears. These animals bring substantial financial resources through 
tourism. This area is only 100 miles from Katmai’s Brooks Falls. Nature finds a way. With the 
cyclical nature and population of many animals, we should be educating ourselves on these 
populations and the health of the animals versus blindly killing them based on a false old 
mentality.  
 
I very strongly urge to put this entire management plan to rest for good. This proposal was just 
rejected on March 14th saying it was “unlawfully adopted.” This initial program estimated 15-25 
brown bears be killed and over 200 have been killed in the last two years. The resources of this 
program should be utilized to collect research, not shooting bears and wolves, including cubs 
and pups, with no statistical backing. Bears have a very low mortality rate. 
 
End this unjustified slaughter. Collect the research.  
 
Laura Lyn Gregory 
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Also, there is no scientific evidence to support the conclusion that Mukhatna bears can be killed 
sustainably! 

We all want to help the Mulchatna caribou but this unlawful program which includes hunting and 

trapping of Wolves and Bears aerially, and ground-based lethal removal of Wolves, Black and Brown 
Bears is to upset the entire ecosystem in these targeted areas. 

And, using motorized vehicles, which, would include snow mobiles to nm over these keystone species, is 
abhonent and an extermination program, not a management program. 

Your three year objective lacks scientific vigor. You cannot look at your keystone species as expend
a

ble 
when global warming, mining, deforestation, fires, ignoring the science, habitat encroachment and disease 
ar·e the trne culprits creating problems for Caribou, Moose, Bear·s, Wolves and other wildlife. The damage 

to these ineplaceable species may be considerable and even back in 2017 when you killed 250+ Wolves, 
the Mukhatna herd still collapsed. 

Why use taxpayer money? These ar·e supposed to be protected species! 

Your program is wrong for Bears, Wolves, and for the People. 

Please stop now. 

Name: Hesse, Lauren 

Community of Residence: Maryland 

Comment: 

This method of shooting bear·s supposedly to prevent harm of caribou populations and tomists/human 
visitors has already been found to be ineffective and illegal. Aside from the abhonent morality of it, the 

proposed aims of the project will not be met, making it a strategic and moral failure to undertake. 



Honorable Members of the Board, 

From 2020-2022 I worked for ADFG in region 4 as a research biologist. Specifically, I 
helped collect, organize, and analyze data on the Mulchatna caribou.   

I think it’s fair to say that we are all here today because we all care deeply about the 
health of these caribou.  We also care deeply about the health of these brown and black 
bears.  We all want to see healthy populations with harvestable surplus, and we all want to 
trust that BOG will use the best science to make the most informed decision possible on 
these critical resources to our state.   

Respectfully, this is why it is entirely frustrating that every single biologist, all experts 
in their field, that I have spoken to who is/will be submitting comments to the Board today 
feels that they are trying to craft something more akin to a persuasive speech to you, rather 
than submitting scientific information that will be understood and thoughtfully considered 
by the Board.  The very nature that this meeting has been taken up as an “emergency 
meeting” highlights that the board continues to either misunderstand or, concerningly, 
ignore the science behind the predator prey dynamics for the MCH.  Of equal concern is 
that you, the board members, appear to have come to this meeting with a predetermined 
outcome that seemingly cannot be overturned by scientific input.  You can imagine how 
frustrating that might be from someone who hopes that management decisions are based 
on science, not bias and misunderstandings.  

Plainly, this is not an emergency. It might be an emergency if a reasonable 
population objective for the MCH were still ~200k.  However, let’s look at this magic 
200,000 number that is being thrown around currently.  Why should the MCH population 
goal be 200k?   

The MCH population (when we started to quantify these things in the early/mid 70s) 
was on average 14k caribou for about a decade.  Then, they had a big boom, skyrocketing 
the population up to 200k in the 90s, then dipping back down around 2012 to right around 
20k. Now, since then, the population has been pretty stable, hovering again, around 15k, 
just like it was in the 70s.  Interestingly, we heard from one of our Indigenous neighbors at 
the last BOG meeting that the caribou around the GASH (Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, Holy 
Cross) communities used to be abundant, but left the area and possibly joined the MCH 
around the time of the MCH boom.  It’s possible the MCH was thus inflated not by 
increased fecundity and survival, rather from outside recruitment of a different herd.   

Name: Heun, Christi
Community of Residence: Palmer PC593
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So, here we are, in another “emergency meeting” discussing a relatively stable 
population.  Why is that? That is because I am aware of no established procedures for 
developing scientifically derived population objectives.   

 To my knowledge the population objectives were established: 

• First in 1987 during the beginning of an exponential growth phase (objectives were
set to be around 25k)

• They were modified in 2002 during the crash phase to 100,000 -150,000 caribou.
• They were then modified most recently in 2008 to 30k-80k and have remained there

since and were not derived using any metrics of carrying capacity, rather they were
an aspirational, arbitrary number.

So, what I want to say is that we should not be looking back at the “glory days” of a 
hugely inflated population and framing our ideas of what the population was to what it 
should sustainably be. Instead, we should be developing population objectives based on 
the current ecological conditions of habitat capacity and population structure. Which 
would mean, in the past decade the herd appears stable, it’s just at a lower abundance 
than some non-biologists assert it should be.   
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These arbitrarily defined population objectives are what bring us to the table today, 
and to me, that is the real cause for concern.  If you care about caribou, I hope you take this 
much away from what I’ve said: it’s time to determine new population objectives that are 
derived from actual habitat assessments.  So, task ADFG with habitat assessments over 
predator control.   

Thank you for reading my, hopefully somewhat, “persuasive speech”.  I hope you 
take a hard look and consider the logic before you instead of defaulting to the talking points 
that have been given to you by those interested in looking for an easy solution to a complex 
biological situation for the MCH that demands a hard like at new science yet to be 
gathered.   

Thank you, and thank you for your continued interest in the longevity of caribou and 
bears in Southwest Alaska.  
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Alaskan tourists (https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2666957925000187#s0075; 
https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=ongoingissues.economicstudy).  

My rationale for opposing this proposal is: 

- It is not supported by scientific evidence.  

Present research shows that predator control often fails to achieve long-term population goals 
(https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/csp2.12729). Studies have demonstrated that caribou 
populations are primarily limited by habitat quality, weather patterns, and food availability rather than 
predation alone, suggesting that moves to address these will be more effective in boosting caribou 
population (https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9285560/). Additionally, removing predators can 
lead to ecological imbalances and does not guarantee sustainable caribou increases. 

- It will disrupt ecological integrity.  

Wolves and bears are keystone species that maintain ecosystem health. Predator-prey relationships have 
evolved over millennia and disrupting these relationships can have cascading effects throughout the 
ecosystem, potentially harming other wildlife species. It is difficult to estimate the ripple effect human 
interference can play on the ecology of the area but past experiments such as what is proposed have not 
yielded good results (https://www.mdpi.com/1424-2818/14/11/939). With longer lived and slower 
breeding predator species, such as bears, this impact is likely to be more difficult to recover from.  

- Alternative management strategies are more likely to be successful.  

Improving caribou numbers can be better affected through evidence-based alternatives such as habitat 
restoration, hunting quota adjustments, addressing human-caused mortality factors, or seasonal hunting 
restrictions in critical areas. Unlike short-term responses with unproven outcomes such as culling apex 
predators these approaches can be more effective and sustainable 
(https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320718307225). 

- Economic Considerations. 

While caribou hunting may bring in money to the region this must be considered as a non-sustainable 
revenue stream, with the potential to negatively impact other more sustainable tourism revenues. Working 
to increase wildlife viewing tourism revenue is a more viable, if longer term, option but this relies on 
intact predator populations. Artificially reducing apex predator populations may affect this line of 
tourism. This is something that New Zealand also wrestles with: our tourism sector depends on our 
natural environmental assets, making the improvement and maintenance of that environment key to 
maintaining and growing our domestic and international tourism streams. Thus any implied short-term 
economic benefits of increased hunting opportunities must justify not only the program costs but also the 
negative economic impact on environmental tourism in the region. Indeed the ADFG’s own report shows 
that nearly 90% of non-resident tourist spending is from viewing wildlife, suggesting that anything that 
impacts not only the environment but also the perception of the Alaskan environmental asset will 
negatively affect this revenue 
(https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=ongoingissues.economicstudy).  

As such the economic case for predator control is questionable when weighed against tourism revenues. 
Alaska's 2011 economic study found that nearly 900,000 households participated in wildlife viewing 
(77% of them visitors), compared to just over 100,000 households that went hunting (86% of them Alaska 
residents). About 86% of visitors participated in wildlife viewing while only 2% of visitor households 



hunted (https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1840/vse_ak_2024.htm). Wildlife viewing represents a sustainable, 
renewable revenue stream that depends on intact predator populations, while predator control programs 
require ongoing public funding with uncertain outcomes. 

While the proposal to institute bear population killing may appear to offer a straightforward solution, the 
scientific evidence demonstrates it is unlikely to achieve its stated objectives. More effective, sustainable 
alternatives exist that address caribou population concerns through habitat restoration, hunting 
management reforms, and addressing underlying causes like climate change and disease. These evidence-
based approaches deliver proven results without the ethical concerns, ecological risks, and potential 
economic consequences associated with large-scale predator control programs. 

As international visitors who have traveled from New Zealand specifically to experience Alaska's 
remarkable wildlife and pristine ecosystems, we are profoundly disappointed and dismayed that such a 
destructive proposal is even under consideration. The shortsightedness of implementing a policy with 
irreversible, long-lasting ecological consequences in pursuit of an unproven short-term goal is deeply 
troubling. We chose Alaska as a destination precisely because of its reputation for intact wilderness and 
thriving predator populations - the very attributes this proposal would undermine. It is disheartening to 
witness the United States, a nation that has been a historic leader in global conservation efforts, pursuing 
such a regressive approach to wildlife management. The thought that future visitors may encounter 
ecosystems stripped of their apex predators, or that Alaska's world-renowned bear populations could be 
decimated for dubious gains, represents not just an ecological tragedy but a betrayal of the natural 
heritage that draws people from around the world to your remarkable state. We implore you to reject this 
misguided proposal and instead embrace the sustainable, science-based management approaches that 
would preserve Alaska's wildlife legacy for generations to come. 

 

 




