












Name: Millan, Shea 

Community of Residence: Winchester CA 

Comment: 

Please do not allow the killing of bears, especially mother bears and their cubs. Thank you! 

Name: Miller, Debbie S. 

Community of Residence: Sitka 

Comment: 

Dear Board of Game members, 

As a 50 year Alaskan, I'm strongly opposed to the Department's proposal to reinstate the bear control 

program in an eff011 to boost the Mukhatna Herd. I urge you to abide by the March, 2025 Superior 
Com1 mling, and do not approve of this culling proposal as it violates sustainability requirements of the 
State Constitution. My letter with detailed comments is attached. 

Thank you, 

Debbie S. Miller 



July 5, 2024 

To:  Alaska Board of Game 

Fr:  Debbie S. Miller 

       Sitka, AK 99835 

RE:  Mulchatna Herd Bear Removal Program 

Dear Board of Game members,  

I urge you to question and deliberate the Department’s flawed proposal to reinstate the bear 
culling program for three more years to boost the Mulchatna Caribou Herd.  This program will 
cost the Department millions of dollars, money that could be better spent on wildlife research, 
conservation and education vs. gunning down bears and wolves from a helicopter with 
shotguns during the sensitive calving time for the Mulchatna Herd.   

This proposal, if approved, will allow the Department to indiscriminately kill hundreds of bears 
during the Mulchatna Herd’s calving season in a defined region that’s about the size of 
Kentucky, nearly 40,000 square miles, for three years.  I truly pity those who are asked to pull 
the trigger, killing sows and terrified cubs on the run.     

The Department has already been reprimanded by the Superior Court with the recent March 
ruling that determined the Department was wrong in conducting this illegal predator control 
program without adequate public process, and without meeting the requirements of the State 
Constitution on managing wildlife in a sustainable manner.  

The Department is circumventing the court’s ruling by holding this July 14 meeting, in an effort 
to push the culling program through, once again, with no regard to bear sustainability and the 
unpredictable impacts on other elements of the ecosystem.   I find it astonishing, after all the 
public opposition to this intensive management program, that the Department offers the Board 
of Game no details on the number of bears they might kill each year, including males, sows and 
cubs.  With no estimated cost.  With no targets or caps.  With no recent bear census for this 
region.   This clearly violates the State Constitution with respect to managing wildlife in a 
sustainable manner for both predators and prey.  This is reckless wildlife management at best.  

The Department is boasting that the herd numbers look better, and that the fall composition 
counts have improved for the Western segment of the herd.  I urge the Board of Game to look 
at the composition counts and census data closely with respect to historical data.  Read the 
important recommendations given by the area biologists who authored the 2023 and 2024 
census reports, and the 2024 Fall composition report that includes 20 years of composition 
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counts.  I encourage you to ask the Department questions pertaining to the following 
information contained in their own reports. 

1. Has the Department considered revising the current Mulchatna Herd population
objective of 30,000 to 80,0000, given historical and recent trends as noted by the
Dillingham area biologists?   (the herd has been stable at low levels for seven years
ranging from 12,500 to 14,800 --- current population objectives are likely very unrealistic
given habitat changes, disease factor and ongoing climate change conditions)

2. Can the Department provide you with information on the number of Mulchatna Herd
calves who have died as a result of brucellosis that causes abortions, stillborns, and
weakened calf conditions?   How many diseased dead calves were retrieved in 2023 and
2024?  Does the Department know how many diseased calves were scavenged or killed
by bears?     (these disease related questions are important because the aspect of
disease for the Mulchatna Herd is excluded in the Department’s proposal).

3. The Department boasts that the Mulchatna Herd has increased by 19%.  But isn’t this
largely true because the Eastern segment of the herd grew by 28%, where there was no
predator control?   The Western segment only increased by 11% where there was
predator control.   It’s interesting to note that the Eastern segment of the herd did better
than the Western segment in 2024, where there was no intensive management.  Given
the small size of the Western segment of the Mulchatna Herd, is 11% a significant
number?

4. Is the Department conducting a range analysis and the nutritional stress level for the
Mulchatna Herd?   The region is undergoing shrubification which benefits moose.  What
does climate change mean for the Mulchatna Herd in terms of quality of range and long-
term population projections?

5. Should the Department be culling hundreds of bears to boost a herd that is suffering
from other causes such as habitat changes, nutritional stress and disease?   Should bears
and wolves be the scapegoats even though they are not a significant cause for the herd’s
low numbers?

6. Has the Department made any effort to census the bears that live in the Mulchatna Herd
calving region?   Does the Department plan to indiscriminately kill every bear sighted in
the defined calving zone for the next three years, with no thresholds or science-based
bear studies?   If so, doesn’t this violate the March court ruling on sustainability
requirements?

7. When the Mulchatna Herd was at its peak, was there a predator control program that led
to these high numbers?
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8. The Department notes that this proposed regulation is not expected to require an
additional appropriation.    Does the Department have an estimated cost for this
intensive management program over the next three years?

In closing, I urge the Board of Game to request an independent analysis on the Department’s 
proposed intensive management plan for the Mulchatna Herd.  Many well-known scientists in 
Alaska have denounced the bear culling program.   I also urge the Board of Game to look at 
other caribou herds throughout North America.  Herds fluctuate and most populations are 
down in number.   In Quebec, predator control programs for wolves, coyotes and bears have 
failed to limit the decline of caribou.   Some of these control programs have run for several 
years, if not decades, without long term caribou recovery.  

I urge you to oppose the Department’s proposal to amend 5 AAC 92.111 (c), that would allow 
for indiscriminate and unlimited bear killing to boost the Mulchatna Herd numbers.  This 
proposal is in violation of the sustainability requirement of our State Constitution, and the 
proposal does not address the real causes why the Mulchatna Herd numbers are low.  

Sincerely, 

Debbie S. Miller 
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Name: Miller, Lisa 

Community of Residence: 9309 Pearl St 

Comment: 

OPPOSITION to 5 AAC 9.11 l(c) proposed addition of brown and black bears to predator list to save the 
Mulchatna ca1ibou herd. The bears and wolves should not be destroyed in such a careless and haphazard 
manner. Research should be conducted on the hue reason for the herd's decline. 

Name: Miller, Nicole Affiliation: Nicole Gabrielle Photography 

Community of Residence: Fond du lac Wisconsin 

Comment: 

Bears may travel long distances to get to food sources, find mates and raise cubs. The bears of Brooks 
Falls may be impacted by this decision which will be hea1tbreaking to the community that enjoys viewing 
and photographing them. Regardless of that the bears are indigenous to the area and have barely (no pun 
intended) rebounded from being endangered. Please stop this plan. Put Amedca first and protect our 

wildlife. 

Name: Miller, Paula 

Community of Residence: Washington DC 

Comment: 

Killing bear wildlife to defend another wildlife population is a dangerous game and is proven to be 
detrimental to natural ecosystems . It's also a sad po1trait of what we are doing as people when we 
exte1minate living things from helicopters who have no chance to defend themselves. 

Please stop this dangerous and unethical practice immediately. 



Name: Miller, Sterling 
Community of Residence: Lolo 
 

7/5/2025   (resubmitted because the original submission had the wrong year). 

To the Alaska Board of Game 

This is a comment  in opposition to  ADFG Proposal #1 “Intensive Management Plans, MCH 
predation management Area.  I am a retired ADFG DWC researcher on bears and predator-
prey relationships who has worked and recreated in the control area on both bears and 
caribou.    

Bear sustained yield considerations 

There is no information presented on the sustained yield of predators (bears or wolves) in 
the documents provided except for references to the literature (some of which I wrote) 
about the percentage of the population that can be killed on a sustained basis.  The cited 
percentage figures are meaningless in any case for the area of bear culling because no 
information on bear density is available for this area (the denominator used to calculate 
the percentage number).   There are extrapolation density estimates from elsewhere (some 
based on work I’ve done) but this does not suffice to know what kill numbers are 
sustainable.    

Perhaps equally important, there is no target for reductions in density that would be 
classified as “sustainable”.    Expressing, as the reports do, targets in terms of caribou 
demographics is irrelevant to the question of what is sustainable for bear (or wolf) 
populations.  It would be possible to eliminate all of the bears and still not achieve targets 
expressed (inappropriately) in terms of caribou demographics.    

Pertinent information to evaluate whether the bear kill meets the constitutional mandate to 
manage for “sustained yields” has apparently been written by ADFG but not provided to the 
public.   The Tentative Agenda for the July 14 meeting lists a report on “Sustained Yield of 
Predators Under IM: Overview for the Board of Game, July 2025” but, unlike the other two 
reports in the Tentative Agenda, this report is not available so the public cannot evaluate 
and comment on it for the Board’s consideration.   This seems to be a violation of the 
requirement to make reports like this available.  Correspondingly, I believe the Board 
cannot make a finding that the bear kill is “sustainable” since there is information available 
on this topic that the public has no ability to review.   

The absence of data on the sex and age composition of bears killed in the control operation 
also makes it impossible to evaluate the claims that the culling operation is sustainable.   
ADFG asserts that immigration from surrounding areas will restore bear numbers but this 
can only be evaluated (partially at lease) with information on this composition.    It would be 
expected, for example, that immigrating bears would be predominantly young males and 
many fewer females (especially adult females).    It is essential to have this information on  
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the kill sex and age composition (and location with respect to the adjacent NWRs) to get 
insights into the pattern of immigration and support for the assertions that it will suffice to 
restore bear population. 

Additionally, in order to evaluate the source(s) of bears claimed as likely  to repopulate the 
removal area on the calving grounds, the location of the bears killed in the culling operation 
needs to be provided and evaluated.  Also, it is important for the BOG to be provided with 
information on the lost opportunity costs associated with other uses of the bears killed in 
the control actions.  I saw a passing reference to an UAF study that pegged economic value 
of non-consumptives uses of bears in this general area at $1.2 million over a bear’s 
lifetime.  I have not reviewed this study but was a co-author of another ADFG study (Miller 
et al. 1998) that similarly documented the high values of non-consumptive uses of Alaska’s 
bear resources. 

The Mulchatna bear culling operation is unlike anything like that has ever occurred 
anywhere in the World yet there is apparently no information is being collected about it 
except for numbers killed.  This is missed scientific opportunity to gain insights on bear 
population reactions to such a massive culling operation.   In illustration of this point, I 
conducted a 20 year study on the effects of heavy hunting pressure on the grizzly bear 
populations in Subunit 13E and also in GMU 9 that concluded, among other things, that the 
sex and age composition of the population changed toward more females and fewer old 
adult males.  However, contrary to reports from Scandinavia, we did not find a decline in 
cub survivorship associated with the decline in adult males (Miller et al. 2003).  The level of 
removal in the Mulchatna is far greater than I had in Unit 13 and the potential to learn more 
about whether hunting is compensatory or depensatory on cub survival or other 
demographic factors is far greater as a result.  Yet apparently no one from ADFG is 
interested in evaluating this which is an important question of sustainability of the 
Mulchatna bear kill. 

 

Caribou considerations 

There is no basis for the claim in Proposal 1 that “Continuing predator control is essential 
for herd recovery….”.   I am unaware of any science supporting a claim that bear or wolf 
predation is a limiting factor to recovery of the MCH and, in fact, the data presented by 
ADFG caribou researchers to the BOG in 2022 concluded that none of their data streams 
supported a conclusion that bear predation was limiting herd growth.   

 More recently, the ADFG March 2025 report to the BOG claims that there has been an 
“improvement” in caribou calf:cow ratios in the fall and this is attributed to the kill of bears.  
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There is no question that bears kill caribou (and moose) calves in the spring so it would be 
unsurprising  if reduced spring predation did not result in higher calf:cow ratios in the fall 
before the major period of mortality for calves IN THE WINTER has occurred.  The pertinent 
metric for calf survivorship is number who survive to become yearlings (especially during 
moderate-severe winters).   No data is presented on this.   In addition, the ADFG 
comparisons of spring calf:cow rations in eastern and western portions of the herd are 
puzzling and inconsistent as survivorship is not higher in the western portion where the 
most predators were killed.   

ADFG’s insistence that recent bear removals resulted in higher early calf survival and thus 
higher calf:cow ratios in the fall is inconsistent with that fact that early calf survival in the 
west during the years preceding bear removals was frequently comparable to early survival 
during after bear removals and also frequently higher than early calf survival in the east, yet 
did not lead to high fall calf ratios. This strongly implies that something other than 
predation on newborn calves was driving low fall calf recruitment in the west. 

References Cited 

Miller, S.D. R.A. Sellers, and J. A. Keay.  2003.  Effects of hunting on brown bear cub survival 
and litter size in Alaska.  Ursus 14:130-152. 

Miller, S.M., S.D. Miller, and D.W. McCollum.  1998. Attitudes toward and relative value of 
Alaskan brown and black bears to resident voters, resident hunters, and 
nonresident hunters.  Ursus 10:357-376. 

Sterling Miller PhD 
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touching on sustainability. Addressing the sustainability of a constitutionally 

protected resource like bears almost certainly requires the BOG to engage 

in more than a rudimentary discussion about a bear population or engage 

in conclusionary opinions when considering a proposal to initiate a 

program calling for the unrestricted killing of bears.” 

Alaska cannot afford to lose the economic advantages 

provided by wildlife viewing enthusiasts. Approximately twenty years ago, the 

state was compelled to back away from a wolf control program in response to 

public dissent and impending boycotts of the Alaska tourism sector. The bear 

population within nearby Katmai National Park is closely observed by naturalists, 

rangers, park visitors and live camera viewers. It is widely recognized among 

this group that a considerable number of the resident bears did not return to 

Brooks Falls last year. Bear viewing brings a tremendous amount of attention 

and revenue to the state. In this year's “Fat Bear Week” contest, over 1,041,124 

votes were cast with between 80,000 – 100,000 people voting on a daily basis. 

Bear enthusiasts worldwide have recently become aware of the recent 

proposals regarding the bears of Alaska and are actively seeking to educate 

themselves on these issues. According to the Alaska Travel Industry's Alaska's 

2022-2033 Visitor Profile report (2) 66% of the total visitors to Alaska stated that 

wildlife viewing was one of their primary activities, 30% identified bear viewing 

as a primary activity while only 6% listed hunting as a primary activity. Of those 

visitors who hired guides, 30% were sightseeing guides, 29% were wildlife 

viewing guides, 17% were fishing guides, and only 6% of guides that were hired 

were hunting guides. With the commonplace use of social media, I believe that if 

this predator control program is reinstated, it could potentially trigger an 

economic catastrophe for small businesses that depend on tourism dollars 

which will already be suffering due to the current boycotts and other 

uncertainties. 

In a different study published by the University of Alaska Fairbanks - The 

Economic Contributions of Bear Viewing in South Central Alaska (3) found that 



wildlife viewing for Katmai National Park and Preserve contributed a yearly total 

of 84.6 million dollars to the Alaskan economy. 

According to the 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and 

Wildlife-Associated Recreation (4), there were in total 640,000 non-consumptive 

wildlife-viewing participants in the State of Alaska including both residents and 

non-residents. It is reported that these wildlife-viewers spent a total of more than 

$2 billion dollars in Alaska in 2011, with the average participant spending about 

$3,200. Alaskan businesses cannot afford to lose this source of income. 

The Mulchatna caribou herd has a history of significant population highs and lows. Many ADF&G 
research and management reports have attributed the recent population crash to adverse weather, 
nutritional losses due to habitat change, poaching, and disease. Much of the increase in herd numbers in 
the population count of Mulchatna caribou in 2024  was attributed by ADF&G researchers  to better 
survey conditions.  Most of the apparent increase occurred in the eastern segment of the Mulchatna herd, 
in a region where bears were not removed. Thus, there is no correlation between predator control and the 
increase in herd numbers. If herd population objectives were based on current knowledge of caribou 
ecology and the state’s own research findings, there would be no need for predator control. 

The money needed to implement this program would be better spend enforcing the current hunting 
closures in the area in order to curb the illegal poaching that continues to affect the herd. As a long time 
Alaskan, I am appalled at the amount of flagrant poaching of fish and game that I witness whenever I 
travel around the state. While I and my associates call in all of violations that we can, we realizes that the 
state does not have enough enforcement officers to control the amount of poaching that goes on here. The 
poachers realize this as well, which is why they make no attempt to hide their actions or stop when the 
illegality is pointed out. For evidence of this, I encourage you to walk down to any salmon stream that is 
currently closed to king fishing. 
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https://www.forbes.com/sites/suzannerowankelleher/2025/03/10/canada-travel-boycott-4-billion-loss/ 
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https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/mar/12/i-feel-utter-anger-from-canada-to-europe-a-movem 

ent-to-boycott-us-goods-is-spreading 
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e-in-face-of-tariff-threats/ 
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Name: Moyer, Kluysten 

Community of Residence: Chester County Pennsylvania 

Comment: 

Let the bears live!!!! Set up cameras for the world to view and we can pay to watch them be bears!!! 
You' 11 make more money then having tourists come and RUIN eve1ything that is natural and beautiful! ! ! 
I'd be willing to pay a yearly subscdption to watch these bears play in the water and feed! 

Name: Mucha, Clu·istopher 

Community of Residence: Chalfont, PA 

Comment: 

I do not live in Alaska but spend tens of thousands of dollars photographing bears in Alaska each year. 
They are beautiful animals and butchering them for no scientific reason is murder. Apex predators help 
populations of other animals, not hlllt them. SU1vival of the fittest. 

Please reconsider the barbaric practice of murdering bears and cubs. It hlllts the Alaska economy and 

natural selection. 

Name: Mullally, Joan  

Community of Residence: New York 

Comment: 

-
Brooklyn, NY 11209 

Comment in OPPOSITION to the State's 5 AAC 92.111. Intensive Management Plans I 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am opposed to 5 AAC 92.111. Intensive Management Plans I for the following reasons: 



1. The court just ruled TWICE that these actions would be illegal. It's less than a month since
that ruling. It is NOT going to be legal to try this again.

2. There is NO emergency-the caribou are dying for many other reasons than predation,
including warmer temperatures and resultant changes in what is growing and able to feed
them. Blaming black bears, in particular, and brown bears, is absurd. They do not actively
hunt full grown caribou. And while it is sad to say, caribou can have one or more calves
every year. A black bear might have a litter every 3 years, and a brown bear every four. That
means there are at least 4 times more calves than there are new bears that might grow up
to eat caribou. BUT, since the survival rate of bear cubs is only 33%, that makes the ratio of
calves exponentially greater.

3. Human beings have continued hunting caribou for sport for years, even though they have
seen the crashing population. At this point, it is no game, in any sense. Only indigenous
people should be allowed to hunt caribou. Not big game hunters who breeze and out just
looking for a rack of antlers to boast about.

4. In terms of the previous court case, the bear program was found to be unlawful because
the public did not have an opportunity to comment, and the State didn't assess how the
program would impact bears.  They are doing the SAME again, with barely chance for public
comment before the court date in July, far too short notice for most stakeholders in the
issue to have a chance to weigh in. Especially with summer and 4th of July etc coming up.

It’s like we have to sit on this issue every single minute because they will sneakily try to flout
the law all over again. Bears were killed in spite of the last injunction, and the only reason
more weren’t gunned down was because the planes got grounded by a blizzard.

These people are badly intentioned bad actors who are more than happy to behave
lawlessly. They need to start feeling the consequences of their lawlessness.

5. Nothing has changed since the ruling that the program is unlawful, EXCEPT the fact that the
bears are out of their dens now. This is a disgusting excuse for murder of sows and their
cubs.

6. Spring cubs who will die if their mother is killed. Even year old brown bear cubs would
struggle without a mother; they are NOT old enough to be independent and would surely
starve. There have been reports of cubs being shot too, whole families being slaughtered for
no reason other than human ‘entertainment’.



7. It seems like this move is more about clearing the way for future ‘development’ of the land
rather than actually protecting the caribou. They are no doubt part of the ‘drilling school’
and ‘mining school’ of ‘management’.

This approach—getting rid of wildlife to make development easier—is a well-known tactic. 
It’s not about helping the caribou at all. Instead, it seems like an excuse to remove animals 
so there’s less opposition when it’s time to drill or mine. When people say, "What about the 
animals?" they can say, "Oh, there aren't any." No, because they have killed them all off. 
How much money is enough to these people? And at what cost? 

I hope this newest attack on bears and wolves will be stopped in its tracks like all of their other 
illegal proposals. Protecting our wildlife is crucial, and these short-term gains aren’t worth the 
long-term damage, which can never be repaired. You can't put a tree back once you've chopped it 
down. You can't bring back a balance of nature when you've destroyed 3 species, black and brown 
bears and wolves, that help keep it in balance.   

And you certainly shouldn't tamper with nature without facts, figures and statistics about the 
impact killing bears from helicopters would have. Go out there with a bow and arrow, guys, and 
then let's see how keen you are to hunt bears and wolves. They say they will accumulate data after 
the fact, but are expecting open season until 2028? Unacceptable. 

Thank you for considering all of my comments about my strong opposition to this senseless 
slaughter of innocent animals just doing what their species does--trying to survive. With moms 
trying to raise their families, just like us. 

sincerely,  

Joan Mullally 

6-11-25

• Proposed Regulatory Changes to 5 AAC 92.111 by ADF&G (PDF.777.kB)



Name: Mullally, Joan  

Community of Residence: NY 

Comment: 

Name 

Address 

Email 

Comment Opposing 5 AAC 92.111 - Intensive Management Plans I 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I'm writing to strongly oppose the proposed changes in 5 AAC 92.111 for several reasons: 

1. The courts already said this is illegal-twice. Just last month, a judge ruled that killing bears

like this isn't allowed. Trying to bring it back so soon feels like ignoring the law.

2. This is not an emergency. Caribou are in trouble for many reasons, including climate

change and loss of food-not because of bears. Black bears and brown bears don't hunt

grown caribou. And while they may eat a few calves, that's part of nature. Bears have very

few cubs, and most of them don't survive. The math doesn't support blaming bears.

3. People still hunt caribou for sport, even while the population crashes. That needs to stop.

Only Native communities who depend on caribou for food should be allowed to hunt them.

Trophy hunters just want antlers-not to feed their families.

4. The public is being left out-again. The courts said it was wrong to make these changes

without letting the public give input. But now the same thing is happening-there's barely

any time to comment before the court hearing. And it's summer, so people are away or

busy. That's unfair.

5. This is a sneaky way to break the rules. Even after the court told them to stop, bears were

killed anyway. The only thing that slowed them down was a blizzard. That's not responsible

management-it's lawbreaking.

6. There's no change in the facts-just a new chance to kill. Bears have finally left their dens,

and now people want to gun them down from planes. That's not wildlife management-it's

slaughter. Mothers with cubs will be shot, and the babies won't survive without them.

7. This feels more about land development than caribou. Are they trying to clear animals out

so no one objects when it's time to build, drill, or mine? That's a well-known tactic-wipe

out the wildlife so no one can complain. It's wrong.

We need to protect our wildlife, not destroy it. Bears and wolves help keep nature in balance. Once 

they're gone, we can't bring them back. Killing animals from helicopters isn't just cruel-it's 

reckless and unnecessary. If the state wants real data, they should study first, not shoot first and 

study later. 



























Name: Noriega, Anela  

Community of Residence: Salt Lake City utah 

Comment: 

Please do not kill the bears!! They desire to live and they're beautiful! My dream is to go film them 
someday. Please don't tear families apart! :( 

Name: Norlin, Sofie 

Community of Residence: Sweden 

Comment: 

We need our beautiful bears and all animals so stop killing our animals 

Name: Nosalik, Kylee 

Community of Residence: Illinois 

Comment: 

I oppose the establishment of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd Management Area as cunently proposed. This 

approach risks prioritizing short-term predator control over the long-term health of the ecosystem. 
Scientific evidence increasingly shows that indiscriminate predator reduction often fails to produce 
sustainable benefits for prey populations like caribou and can disrupt ecological balance. Instead, we 

should focus on addressing broader factors impacting the herd, such as habitat degradation, climate 
change, and human activity, while pursuing conservation strategies rooted in science, not short-term fixes. 

Name: Nosko, John 

Community of Residence: Colorado 

Comment: 

I support the right of these bears to exist. Humans don't have the right to just meddle with nature anytime 
they please. 



















































Name: Pugj, Aaron 

Community of Residence: Anchorage 

Comment: 

Open up same day airborne hunting of brown and black bear in these writs for Alaskan hunters! This 
simple regulat01y change will directly increase the kill rates of brown and black bear, which then directly 
increases the smvivability of caribou and moose calves. All the while allowing the public do the hunting 

vs only govt hunters doing the exact same thing. 

If management is key, which is what is used to justify the govt going in and killing predators from 
helicopters, then there's absolutely no reason why same day restrictions cannot be removed for brown and 

black bear in these writs. 

At a minimum, even if the state decides to proceed with their proposal of killing bears themselves, the 
board should also, in unison, remove same day airborne for brown and black bears in these units for 
Alaskan hunters, so Alaskans can hunt browns and blacks same day airborne! 

Name: Pye, McKenzie 

Community of Residence: Bakersfield 

Comment: 

Save the bears. Do not be they disgusting monster that's kills innocent bears 

Name: Quilliam, Caroline 

Community of Residence: Andover 

Comment: 

These bears are beautiful creatures and they are cmcial to our eco system. We must stop killing them. 



Submitted to the Alaska Board of Game 

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

Dear Members of the Board, 

I submit this comment in strong opposition to Proposal 1, which seeks to reinstate and expand 

aerial killing of brown and black bears in the Mulchatna Caribou Herd Predation Management 

Area. 

As a Koyukon Athabascan wildlife biologist carrying two ways of knowing—Traditional 

Ecological Knowledge (TEK) from my ancestors and formal training in Wildlife Biology and 

Conservation—I know these knowledge systems are complementary, not contradictory. Both 

teach that stewardship is rooted in respect, reciprocity, and balance. Both reject the illusion that 

complex ecosystems can be managed through force and secrecy. 

Predator Control Betrays Indigenous Values 

Let me be clear: I fully support traditional hunting, fishing, and trapping. These practices do not 

erode conservation—they uphold it. I am living proof that one can advocate for both wildlife and 

food security. In fact, we must. I was raised with the teaching: “If you take care of them, they will 
take care of you.” 

Our culture is built on reverence for nature. We are taught never to offend the spirit of an 

animal—especially powerful beings like bears and wolves. These are the laws of the land, of 

relationships, of being a good relative—relationships that are as binding as any statute and 

codified within our laws of the land. 

Between 2023 and 2024, this Board authorized a predator control program in the Mulchatna 

region that permitted the aerial killing of any bears encountered—without baseline population 

data or limits. Under this program, state agents killed at least 175 brown bears, five black bears, 

and 19 wolves. In spring 2025, despite a court ruling that deemed the program unconstitutional, 

the state resumed aerial gunning and killed an additional 11 brown bears. 

Name: Quillin, Michelle 
Community of Residence: Fairbanks PC1104
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Two Alaska Superior Court judges ruled the program “unlawfully adopted and, therefore, void 

and without legal effect,” citing due-process violations and bad faith (Superior Court, March 

2025). Still, the state presses forward with more helicopter-driven eradication—despite no 

peer-reviewed evidence that predator removal has increased caribou numbers, and despite 

ADF&G’s refusal to track outcomes or submit to independent review, while operating predator 

control outside of any research framework. 

As an Indigenous scientist, I cannot separate this policy from the long history of settler 

colonialism that severed Indigenous people from our lands, waters, and animal relatives. These 

bears and wolves are not just data points. They are relatives and teachers, essential to ecosystem 

balance. 

I think about the animals who didn’t die quickly—shot from helicopters and left to suffer. I think 

about the cubs clinging to their mothers, confused and terrified, killed or orphaned by a policy 

that sees them as expendable. This is not management. This is cruelty. 

Proposal 1 ignores the real drivers of caribou decline—climate change, habitat degradation, 

disease, and nutritional stress—and instead scapegoats predators because they are “the only thing 

we can control.” But this is not control; it is avoidance. 

This Board is dominated by politically appointed sport hunters and guides with commercial ties, 

and has prioritized short-term optics over long-term ecological integrity. A current member even 

leveraged personal ties to the Alaska Federation of Natives in 2023 to pass supportive 

resolutions—violating conflict-of-interest rules (AS 39.52) and eroding public trust. This is 

exploitation, not stewardship. 

True Stewardship Through Co-Stewardship 

Wildlife biologists bring expertise in population dynamics, habitat requirements, predator-prey 

relationships, and the interpretation of complex data. They are trained to evaluate scientific 

reports, understand ecological trade-offs, and assess the long-term consequences of management 

actions. Without this expertise, decisions are driven by anecdotes, political pressure, or 

short-term interests—not sound science. 
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True wildlife management must be rooted in both TEK and science. That means co-stewarding 

with Indigenous communities—not just checking a box. Our knowledge is not anecdotal. It is 

empirical, place-based, and tested over millennia. 

I call for a clear distinction between TEK and Local Knowledge (LK) in all wildlife policy 

discussions. If Alaska incorporates TEK into wildlife management, it must follow its own policy 

on meaningful government-to-government consultation with federally recognized Tribes. This is 

a legal and ethical obligation recognizing the sovereign status of Tribal governments. Anything 

less perpetuates extractive practices that exploit Indigenous knowledge while excluding 

Indigenous voices. 

Recommendations 

I urge the Board to: 

1.​ Pause the Mulchatna predator-control program. 
2.​ Establish a TEK-science working group where Tribal councils, elders, and biologists 

co-design monitoring protocols 
3.​ Submit ADF&G’s raw data on predator removals to the National Academies for 

transparent, peer-reviewed assessment. 
4.​ Require at least one Board member to possess formal scientific training in wildlife 

biology. 
5.​ Stop misusing Indigenous knowledge and TEK to justify political or financial agendas. 
6.​ Clearly distinguish TEK from Local Knowledge (LK) in all policy discussions, and honor 

meaningful government-to-government consultation with federally recognized Tribes. 
7.​ Redirect funding from helicopter eradication to habitat restoration—protecting unburned 

lichen meadows, managing wildfire risk, and creating wildlife corridors. 

Predator control is a costly distraction from the work that truly matters: restoring ecosystems, 

rebuilding trust, and honoring the stewardship of Indigenous peoples. 

If we lead with humility, reciprocity, and science that respects Indigenous values, we can protect 

this land for generations to come. Healthy landscapes will reflect the well-being of our caribou 

relatives—and of ourselves. 

Respectfully,​

Michelle Quillin​
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Wildlife Biologist​

Koyukon Athabascan of the Caribou Clan 
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Name: Richards, Ashley 

Community of Residence: Utah 

Comment: 

Please do not erase this iconic American species 

Name: Richards, Bob 

Community of Residence: Chattanooga Tenn 

Comment: 

Please don't not do this! Bears are innocent creatures who deserve a chance at life like eve1yone else! 
There has to be predators for balance. And they are God's wonderful creatures! 



 June 20, 2025 

To: Alaska Board of Game 

Re: Special Meeting regarding Intensive Management for the Mulchatna Caribou Herd 

Dear Chairman Fletcher and members of the board, 

Below are our comments regarding Intensive Management plans for the Mulchatna Caribou Herd. 

Please consider these comments at the July 14-15, 2025 special meeting in Anchorage, 

Mark Richards – Executive Director Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK) 

Mulchatna Caribou Herd Intensive Management Program 

Resident Hunters of Alaska (RHAK) supports Intensive Management efforts that are grounded in science 

and efficacy. If the state is going to remove predators to benefit prey populations important for feeding 

Alaskans, there needs to be clear indications that such efforts will result in increased prey populations 

over the longer term.  

Prior to any Intensive Management (IM) efforts, the Department must first study and determine why a 

prey population is in decline. In the case of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd (MCH), the primary reason the 

herd is in decline is due to disease and nutrition issues. The habitat is changing and there is less prime 

forage available, and brucellosis is more common within the MCH. While IM efforts sometimes involve 

habitat improvements such as prescribed burns to benefit moose, there is nothing the state can really 

do to improve caribou habitat. Similarly, there is little the state can do to curb disease within the MCH. 

We know that bears kill caribou calves on the MCH calving grounds every spring. And we know that the 

bear removal efforts in 2023 and 2024 resulted in higher caribou calf survival six months out. If more 

calves survive longer term, it means more recruitment and an increased population.  

RHAK has no conservation concerns that the overall brown bear population within the range of the MCH 

will be harmed long term with continued removal of bears on the calving grounds.  

The science tells us that nutrition and disease are the cause of the MCH decline, but it also tells us that 

removing predators during the calving period helps with overall recruitment. The overriding question 

with the MCH IM program is whether the herd can really increase substantially over the long term with 

such poor habitat and disease issues. 

The bottom line is that we don’t know. So, we are left with the choice to do nothing, or to try to do the 

only thing we can do to improve outcomes, which is to increase calf survival.  

In this case, RHAK supports doing something, rather than nothing, to try to increase the MCH 

population, even though we can’t be sure it will lead to an increase in the population that will benefit 

Alaskan hunters in the region. Only time will tell if there is efficacy with these IM efforts.  
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I see the way you treat each other — and yourselves. 

And yes, I am hurting. 

I bleed quietly through the cracks in your air, your soil, your water. 

You call it a crisis. I call it consequence. 

You think your actions disappear into silence — 

But I feel every drop of oil, every tree that falls, every mountain you carve into scars. 

Still, I held you. 

For centuries, I held you. 

But now, I am changing. 

Not to punish you. 

To mirror you. 

In the air you breathe, the food you eat, the storms you call “unexpected,” 

I am there. 

I am the cancer that cannot be explained. 

The flood that arrived too soon. 

The drought that won’t leave. 

The fever you don’t yet understand. 

You have named me Nature. 

But I am not just trees and rivers. 

I am your reflection. 

What you do to me, you do to yourselves. 

It is not too late. 

But the window is shrinking. 

Respect is no longer a choice. 

It is your only way forward. 

I will survive you. 

But I wonder — will you survive yourselves? 

— Earth" 

#earth #humanity #planet #saveourplanet #beinghuman #lifeonearth #water #air 

 












