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The Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary of the Interior 
Interior Building 
Washington, D. C. 20240 

( 

Dear Secretary Andrus: 

March 11, 1977 

As a career Federal employee of the National Park 
Service, now retired after serving over a period of 34 years, 
I wish to express my views concerning the directorship of this 
bureau by Director Gary Everhardt and 1 Deputy Director William 
Briggle. 

Having known both men for years, I share the opin­
ion of many NPS employees and retirees that the advancement of 
each to their present positions has not been in keeping with 
sound principles of personnel management; rather, their promo­
tions have been in callous disregard ~or the ideals of the Ser­
vice, as well as being insensitive to the career objectives of 
those who serve it. To be frank, the most glaringly apparent · 
qualification of each of the above-named for his position is 
his ability to form political alliances to assure his own per­
sonal aggrandizement. Both have been unconscionably adept in 
developing key support for personal gain in both major politi­
cal parties; but each is more readily identifiable with ethical 
and moral standards characterized by White House operations of 
the Nixon Era. 

It was with deep concern for the morale and develop­
ment of hundreds of current temporary and permanent employees, 
as well as for the future of the Service these capable and ded­
icated people represent, that I learned the above-named men had 
been advanced during the Nixon Era to the two most vital and 
influential positions within the Service. The continuance of 
these two in their present positions of power will exert a 
tragic influence upon Service employees. Highly qualified sub­
ordinates, hesitant or unwilling to compromise integrity, will 
be shunted and manipulated into positions of lesser responsib­
ility; while others, carefully selected and groomed by this 
unholy duo, will become concentrated in the Director's Office 
to a degree commensurate with their willingness to adjust their 
own standards to the level of their mentors. Thus, the end re­
sult will be subornation of power in positions of trust, and a 
demeaning of ethical standards among the rank~and-file. 



A noteworthy example 0£ the influence at the Director­
level upon field operations - for either better or for worse -
is cited at the Office of the Secretary of the Interior, where­
in Assistant Secretary Nathaniel Reed has used his office to 
foster such persons as Messrs. Everhardt and Briggle as well 
as former NPS Director Ron Walker. It will be long remembered 
that Mr. Walker was selected primarily because of his White 
House experience as an enthusiastic associate of Charles Col­
son! Also, it is common knowledge in field areas administered 
by the NPS that Assistant Secretary Reed's own selection for 
his current position was based upon his willingness to gener­
ously contribute funds to the Committee to Re-Elect t:l)e ];'resi-
dent (CREEP) during the infamous Nixon Era. ' 

Please be assured that this letter is prompted by ~y 
deep love and concern for the National Park Service - which 
has made it difficult to be less frank and specific regarding 
Director Everhardt and Deputy Briggle, his chief assistant. 
Personally, I wish them no harm; but, foremost, I do not wish 
to see the NPS destroyed or its integrity of purpose further 
impaired by such cheap political opportunists. 

It is my fond hope and trust that the Carter Adminis­
tration will thoughtfully revi~w the organiz~tion and purpose 
of the National Park Service, toward the end that its ideals 
and concepts will be served in 1perpetuity for the benefit and 
enjoyment of all the People. 

Sincerely, 

/~ y ~~f)v. 
HARR{ V. REifuOLDS, JV. 
Staff Park Ranger (Retired) 
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Ir1·. Ian :1c'I' .. Cowan, Deem 
~•·;:i.cu:i.ty of Graduate Studies 
t'n:i.versity of Brit:i.sh Columbia 
V a:r.couver 8, Canada 

:Uear Lr. Cowan: 

Janunry 19, 1974 
Sacramento, California 

Dl:.'1'.'in~ the past year I have r e.;i.d with increasine inter e~ t 
..l ff-in1"ier of news articles published in the National .Qbservex·,; Los · 
!.ns._el<?_~_Ti1~, and otl1ers, rec;a.rding · a devclopine controve1:;-sy beEween 
r,riz?:ly 1.Joar research and management ·wi thin ·Yolloustone l!3.tional Par:< . 
:::: was delir,hted to hear that a national Acad.amy of Sciences committee 
i s now looking into this situatioYl. As a former National Park Service 
ranger, closely associo.ted with both the study and p.:u'-1< management 
objectives in Yellowstone, I am offering you and your colloq;ues my 
obsc-:rvations and cor,1ments with the hope that they may be helpful in 
(., i.:' ~ -.::r.::,ffl,.:.ating fact from fantasy cmd distinguishing truth from fiction 
in tr;.1.s ::;.s::,ue. 

First, iIL the Hay of r,ersonal background, I was retired from 
:,: :.J ,Ji; ;:1.:; i,. 1967, after fedorl\l service in several major national parks 
c01 • ..:;r~.n3 n :0criod of over .34 yc .. .:r2,. I was stationeJ in Yellowstone 
:.' or a 1:,otal of 12 years d1.1ring 1947-1963. At the beeinning of the 
C:c:..z·zJy _;::ca:c .Study in 1959, .:;_ served both in my regular position a s 
Ld , 8 ranger in charf;e of the South District and as AcU.r,g District 
, io:r:,, ; ·er o:· the r:eoeraphic area which includes Yellowstone Lake, Trout 
C:c'o ok, Hayden Vc:.J.ley, and Canyon. 'l'his district is recognized to be 
·i.J ,o D.:c·oa of hi[~hest r;riz<'.J.y density within the pru~k. In my role a.s 
d.Lst:.:'ict r[lnger, I was charg.Jd with responsibility for · the protection 
m1c: n.anaeement of persons, property.? 1dldlj_f e, anC: other natural 
r0.;ou.rccs. As acting district manager, I exerclsed direct aclminist:ca­
t ivc:· .::ont:rol under thE; r;oneral super"Vis ion of the park superintendent • 
.Li...rinr t.he srnnmer of 1962, I was detailed to park headquarters at 
:·,·• nll:iotJ·,, ;:rLcrEJ :!.: sorved a.s :;;taff officer to the chief r,mger until I 
H~f, p1·omoted cmd transferred ln 1963 to the Washin;1ton (;ffico a s staf f 
;.,.1.z·k ran~er ;_n the :::n.v:i.sion af Res ources Manar,ement. Ir1unodiat0J.y 
:::c,llow.i.nc; my feder::J.l retirement in the summer of 1967, I actively par­
T,i.ci;_ ):i.t.r-,.:,. u.ntiJ. early sp1~inc o:!: l<)f.8 in tl10 criz7.J.y study at YelloH-
" cone as a wildlifo rC;search assistant · in tho ter,1porary employ of t ho 
li1 :.ivo:csity of ;{ontana. Cnnsocluently, I was in an unique po,;ition tu 
u,cqt..ire cm intir1ate and detailed understcinding of the grizzly research 
s ·~udy anc wildlife manar'.ement policies and :practices of NPS officials 
throughout the most sir,nificant period of activities, 1959-1968¥ 

At the time th0 st.-.:..dy was in:i.:e,i,d:,ed i:1 1959, the NPS had no 
t-r ::-1tned or experienced personnel with tho acndemic backr:round. or 
:cc:< ,,, Lsi't,0 dor:roc of oxpol'ti::rn ·i-,c conduct or .suporvlsc cuch c1. pror'.rrun 
OH a unilateral .Service basj.s; nor did the N}'S have the fiscal rc-
so-. ... .rces to implement such a comprehensive, long-range researcp study. 



As only one of many beneficiaries, I recall how patient and 
understanding Drs. J oh.'rl J. and Frank C. Craighead, ,. Jr Q, were in demon­
stra.t:inG and advising selected members of the park; staff j_n the use 
of their research tech."'liques for park management plirposes g Instances 
are too mnnerous to mention when locnl ranr.:ers, co:hcerned because of 
destruction of property and actual peril to. hurnon life resu1ting from 
the presence of a grizzly in a public use area, and often lacking con­
fidence because of lin.i.ted experience in the use of cont:.:-oJ. measures 

· other thw. a .gun, would call upon the Craigheads and their associates 
to help them locate and tranquili::-.0 an aggressive bear - usually in 
the dead of night and frequently under unpleasant 9limatic conditions ; 
yet I am unaware of a single instance when the brot,hers ;failed to 
quickly respqnd. There is no question in retrospe~t that this 'ffllling­
ness to heJ.p others in time of need and to share t peir expertise with 
park rangers 'often :impaired the continuity and disrupted the timely 
conduct of their own programmed activities. 

Early in the . study, no NPS employee was famili~ with the 
technique and, liwitations of the Cap-Chur gun and µnmobilizing druc;s -
prior park experience being limited to the use of inobil e culvert-type 
traps or 11 di:roct control" by shooting,, At first, pro~k employees were 
lllu'amiliar even with the concept of the resero~ch study o In order to 
help in this understanding, the brothers expended many hours in train­
iD[:, selected rungers in the use of dart-guns and tranquilizing drugs. 
?-Iany information sessions WE.re held for pro.'k employees, includine 
naturalists and park rangers, and several public pres<=mtations were 
made at scheduled programs within and in the vicinity of the park. 

Eventually, a sufficient number of rangers became minimally 
p:coficient in the use of sophisticated equipment utilized by the 
Craie:heads, and so were able to meet most of their ovm bear management 
needs; but as long as the Craigher.c.s were condur.ting their study ·within 
the park, they were requested by local rangers to help in unusually 
difficult or dangerous situations,, Rank-and-filo rangers sincerely 
appreciated these acts of cooperation by the Craip;heads and their 
associates. Cooperation was mutually aovm1taeeous, because rangers 
1vould routinEJ].y provide infonnation to the study group rcearding t he 
location and activlties of a p2.rticular bear identified by size, color­
ation, and distinctive ear marldnes., and the Craigheads would provide 
advice and on-::;j_te ascistance when needed - which often removed the 
otherwise apparent necessity for rangers to take less refined measures 
of control: e.g., final solution by ldllin~. 

The customary practice followed for about 50 years of prior 
park a.dministrution in bear r,w.nagement was to: (1) leave the grizzlies 
lmdisturbod unless they wan dored into a public use area, ( 2) trap and 
relocate an offcndinG bear, if possible, or (3) destroy the bear by 
shoot:L.1c:. ·However, since ha zinc: and shootirir, a bear at night in a 
public use area requires caJ.Jn nerves, a steady hano., a keen eye, and a 
lot of eoocl jude:rnent on the part of tho rm1ger., only a very few rangers 
were authorized to dispose of bel'lrs in this fashion. Detailed reports 
and records of all bear-related incidents were mandatory, and adminis­
trative control extending to the superintendent was absolute. · In sum-
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mo.ry, the policy f ollovied by rangers for the past :::;ever al decade ha 
been, in effect"• •• Let the grizzlies alone unles.:, they threaten 
hurn1m life or property •11 

Houever, even cluring the fj_rst years of the study under the 
superintendency of Nr. Lemuel ("Lon") A. Garrison, all park rancers 
and park naturalists were not whoJJ.y sympathetic with the study. This 
Haa primarily a resnlt of the fact that Yellowstone and other NPS 

· Service pe:r.sonnel were not technically trained in or familiar w:i:t;,h 
modern wtldltfe research techniques and methods. Consequently, some 
rru1gers end naturalists did not understand the pr0ctical necessity of 
marking bears for identification purposes; others ·objected to the 
11 so-called" intrusion into the last domain of this majestic : .. and awe­
some .:inimal by "meddling .man"; and almost all park employees resented · 
:i.r1 var-Jing degrees that 11 outsiders" were CO!l,duct:i.ng the study. 

Hhile some of this opposition was duo to misinformation' and 
a paucity of conmmn:i.cations, much was based on the deopseated opposi­
tion to any outsiders, which 1vas held by otherwise intelligent on'd 
reasonable park employees~ Apparently these critics rflinimized the 
fact that the ma.i·kin:gs on the ears of the bears were a one-ti.me tech­
nique, valuable to many generations of future bears, and the public 
very rarely observes a free-r02ming grizzly and by only an odd chance 
discerns such a marking on an adult bear •. Also, critics of the 
Craigheads failed to recognize that it was vitally important that this 
study be conducted. to determine factual data rcgardj.ng the grizzly' s 
range, habits, species population, and reproduction cycle, especially 
in view of increasing numbers of park visitors and the tenuous eris­
tence of the i:;rizzly. Overlooked by some park employees who con­
sidered members of the grizzly r esearch study as int0rlopcrs upon 
their domain was the historical fact that one of the primary purposes 
in establishing Yellowstone and the Service it represents was to pro­
vlde a natural outdoor laboratory for research; also, Congress in its 
foresight enacted legislation many years c1.go which conferred primary 
jurisdiction upon the U. s. Fish and Wildlife Service for all wildlif 
research on public lands. 

: No local endea.vors by the NPS to establish a park wildlife 
research facility were attempted until 1968~ The establishment of a 
research capability by Superintendent Anderaon in 1968 i mmediately 
.caused conflict between park ranr,ers and park biologists, as well as 
·between park biologists and the Craighead research tear.1. Prior to 
1968, there uere instances of passive resistance to the study on the 
part of some rru1eers and naturalists, but there was no hostility or 
direct attempt to hinder the rosoarch or discredit tl)E) Craighead Hork. 
Supcr:intendent Ga-rrison personally saw to it that opposition to the 
study did not materially interfere with its effective progress. The 
onJ.y point of minor criticism. that can be · directed toward the NPS d1.u"­
ing nr. Garrison's tenure is that inadequate emphasis or insufficient 
effort was made by staff officers to fully communicate with ancl. advise 
all park personnel regarding the complete scope and concept of tho 
grizzly bear study, as we+l as of the composition of the cooperative 
agreement under which the Craigheads worked. 



Although there were minor operati.~g ·problems during the first 
six yea:rs of the study, the conflicts of interest were amicably re­
solved between Superintendent Garrj_son and the Craigheads. 0-nly under 
the subsequent brief administration of f ormer Superintendent McLnughJ.in 
and present Superintendent Jack K. Anderson did the research study 
begin to. suffer from lack o~ cooperati on by the NPS. The transfer of 
Biologist Glen F,. Cole to Yellowstone at this time marked the beg:i.nnine 
of deterioration in the official relationship between the NPS and the 

· Craighead,s. 

Followinc transfer of Superintendent Garrison from the park.? 
an unrestrained critical attitude developed at higher echelons in the 
form of cutting remarks, disparaging innuendoes, and ur1supported gossip 
adverse to the stuuy in general and to the competence and integrity of 
the Craie;heads in particular. Where initi ally park resi stance ·to the 
continuation and fulfilJrnent of the study was unorga.'1izod and un-. 
directed 3 it beer.me a matter of park-wide lmowledge that Superintendent 
AnderD on and Biologist Cole actually encouraged, generated, Md led 
the opposition to the program. Thus , ironically, as the capabilities 
of park rnnr,ors incronsed to a level where it was possible to use 
immobilizing techniques for management purposes, an attitude of criti­
cism toward the Cra.igheads research developed to a point where the 
NPS became less and less subtle in limiting their ovm cooperation and 
support to si tu.ations where their mm self interests were paramount .. 

Although Hr .. Cole had no academic reputation and relatively 
little recognition in wildlife research circles at the time he was 
transferred from Grand Teton National Park to YelloHstone during or 
about 1967, he quickly espoused apd ber~an to implement drastic changes 
in park wildlife mana&;ement policies. The most charitable character-

. ization of these endeavors i s that they were obviously desiisned to 
11 avoid waves", following several previous years during which Yellowstone 
uas the focal-point of several conservation and wildlife management 
controversies. ·. Soon after Mr. Cole ' s arrival at Yellowstone, it became 
a matter of common lmowledge t hat he was casting covetous eyes on an 
NPS proposaJ. to develop a res.earch center, either within Yellowstone 
(as origi nally conceived), or in the vicinity of the park but under the 
aecis of the NPS (as currently proposed). It was speculated that 
Hr. Colo snw a future roJ.o for hjJ,Js0J.f in this plan. Some observers 
cJ.aililed tk1.t., lackine porsonal compotonce or potential, he j_nsidiously 

, and persistently attempted to erode the reputation of the Craigheads. 
Other park personnel believed tl1at Mr. Cole was possibly motivated hy 
a cons,un:L."16 desj.re for recoi;nition and further advancement , coupled 
with aspirations toward establishinc and manae;inc a ·wildlife research 
cont0r in the park. In any case, it became obvious to me and to 
others that Mr. Cole_ intended to usurp or destroy the Craighead r esearch. · 

Unf ortwiateJ.y, Superintendent Anderson - apparently lacking 
insir:;ht into the rnotivcc of h:Ls staff specialist. - mcnifos ted a dist urb­
tnc lack of good judcment in supporting the new and novel doctrines as 
well as the perzonal aspirations of his employee, "right or wrong11 • 

Thon, compoun~g a reerettable situation, the park administration 
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marshalled baoldng at both the NPS regional l0vel nnd at the Wash­
ington Office . Finally, in 1<:oeping with a trend occurring too often 
in eovernment operations, a .solid front - political rathe;r than 
analytical in character - appears to have been formulated within the 
Scrvlco. 

To su.i t his own purposes - the reason::, for which reraain 
obocure, but may be speculate<! upon - Mr. Cole, with or Hithout the 

·approbation of Superintendent Anderson, endorsed or initiated a park 
:9ractice of under-reporting all boar incidents and not recording all 
1'controJ.lod11 or otber1•rise deceased grizzlies. Thus, the files uhich 
had been completely and accurately maintained for decades; became 
merely c:1. repository for statistical information which would support 
his point of view. I discerned clear evidence of these diccrepancies 
and omissions when I reviewed the official NPS boar files at Mammoth 
during the winter of 1967-1968. 

Too .many park rangers, for a vari0ty of reasons, f ailed to 
question this ·change in practice. The elimination of one less piece 
of paperwork was a welcome relief to· a raneer already overburdened 
with reports. Alno, by no longer being accountable· for submitting 
vrittcn dossiers on each grizzly incident~ it was not necessar:r to al-

1rn.ys report a bear succumbing to an unintentional overdocc of tran-
quilizing drut;s. By this time, bears were· not infrequently killed in 
t his manner by the use of druc;s in inexpert hands. 1\ren marked ustudy" 
crizzlies were ld.lled by raneers within the p.:i.rk when alternate met hods 
of control Hero available. Such instances were sometimes not reported, 
either :L.'1. official records or information provided to the Craigheads. 
Als o, park rangers being corruptible like other humans, instances are 
lmown whore rangers surreptitiously disposed of bears for their mm 
pe;rsonall' ulterior purposes~ 

Of course, this deterioration of bear management practices 
was only possible because administrative and operational controls had 
been rela.."Ced, modified, or rescinded. Heports and records compiled 
since 1967 under tho direction and control of Biologist Cole and the 
administration of Superintendent Anderson are consequently considered 
by some ran:cers (including myself) to be inaccurate or incomplete . 
Records, which had been formerly maintained meticulously for both in­
ternal review and.public inspection, have become distorted, and even 
overt attempts to mislead the public through news media have been made., 
Unfortunately, sir,nificc1nt recordD pertaining to bear managemEJnt retro­
gressed in this respect after 1967, at the same time that disturbing 
handicaps wore needlessly introduced by the NPS to thwart t he full 
effectiveness of the research study conducted by the Craieheads. I 
have recently been informed through knowledr,oablo sources within 
Yellowstone that the current park policy in bear management is not 
onl:r misleading but obstructive to sound research principles, and that 
uord ha::i unofficially been passed on to rangers to 11 , • • Take care of. . 
your problem grizzlies at tho local level in yoU:t' oim way; we don I t 
nood to hear about it at park headquarters •11 
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So many unwarranted allegations hav~ been made against the 
Craigheads - most of an extremely petty nature - that space or time 
does not permit i'u.11 rebuttal.. However, it may be stated from my 
personal lmowledce that I know of no irregularity ·or impropriety -
as recently attributed by ncHs media to "park sources" - that is actu ... 
ally based upon fact. A typical example of . the tri vlal nature of · 
park-authored complaints is epitomized by a claim that the Craighec:.ds, 
improp0rly and contrary to park direction, took personal friends and 

. relatives into the restricted s,tudy area at Trout Creek a.nd elseHhore • 
.As distr:i,ct r anger of the main study area and, later, chief law eni'orce­
ment officer covering t he park, I lmow that such assertions during those 
years wer e unfounded . I visited all dump areas innumerable times at all 
bours of the day and nic;ht and at ever-J season of the yenr, and was well 
informed regardin6 park-wide activities, covert as well as approved; yet 
I never observed an infraction of park regulations or policies committed 
by the Crair;heads or their as,c;ociateso . On the other hand, I do recall 
instances when the Craigheads reported trespass violations of restricted 
areas to the appropriate park officers. Apparently, such a claim is 
based upon distortion of the fact that because several of the Craighoad 
children ore tn.ldlif e t echnicians in their own right, they participated 
in the s tudy - for t he same reasons·and with the same authorized purpose . 
as otlwr students. Of course, the utilization by the Crci.igheads of wild­
life students resulted in the most effective accomplishment at minimum 
expendj_ture, ·and such practice was in full accord with the basic contract 
and cooperative agreernent coverin8 the study. I have also read in the 
news media that park authorities have claimed that it was difficult to 
restrain the Crair.;heads to work within park policies and to conform to 
reGulations. Again , I can say unequivocally that the Crair.;heads l;lade 
every reasonable effort to abi de by park regulations and policies. 
Where such appeared to hnndicap the course of the study, they would in­
variably atter,1pt to r esolve the matter throuc;h consultation ·with the 
s.uperintendent_; and, where compromise could not be achieved, the Craig­
heads 1-1ould adjust their activities to conform to the park decision in 
the matter, even though such would exert ·an adverse effect upon their 
study operations., 

By this time, it must have been made very clear to the Craig­
heads that the HPS - or at least ·the Yellowstone park administration -
had adopted a deliberate c?mpaicn to obstruct and t o discredit the 
study. Inctances of apparent collusion ·on t ho part of park management 
and administration occurred with increasinc; frequency, with t he obvious 
desie,n of making conditions vdthin the park so difficult for the Craig­
heads trot they would give up in despair and terminate their study. A 
notable exlli~ple of such intransigence is recalled by the attempt of the 
superintendent in 1967 to have the old YPGo facilities razed at Canyon, 
while being used as a research cont.er by the Cra.igheads. l"ortunately, 
the YelloHstono Park Company, ovmer of the physical property nt the sJt0, 
ro.fuse,d t o be coerced by th0 park in this matter lmtil after the Craig­
hoads had obtained other non- NPS fo.cilitj_eo. J\lao, it was administra- :, 
tively condoned f or super visory rc:1.ngers and naturalists to malrn dj.spar­
aging remarks adverse to t he study during staff meetings and training 
sessions which new or seasonal employees attended. For these and 
other reas ons, it became obvious t hat the study had at least t,he tacit 
disapproval of the superintenden.t . and the park biologist. 

,, . , ,....., .,_ 
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In the face of these • circumstances:, it is ac·::.ua:i.J.y astonish­
inc that the Craiehcads wero abl e to keep thei r study on schedule, 
despite NPS opposition and l ack of support. I know t.hat the CraighGacls 
questioned several park proposals , particularly those which interfered 
with t he progr ess of t heir study . F:ro·,n their viev,point, they would 
have been unworthy of their public trust , both to t he ·taxpayers and to 
the oreanizations which gave financial support, if the;r had not taken 
a stand at critical periods during t he study. According to my 01-m 
lmo~,rledge and observ.::i.tions:; the Craighead;:, gave unsparingly m1d w:i-J.lingly 
of their 61m time and efforts. 'l'hey wer0 always ·willinG to coope::cato 
with the working ·ranger:, and to . compromise upon issues at ad.mini strative 
levels - up to the cxl;ent pe:crn.itted by t heir code of ethics and profes ­
sional . integrity. They both possess a unique combinatioti of ability to 
inspi re and load others, as well as to accomplish tho most onerous t as ks 

· in a .skillful manner. ~'hoy aro soft-spoken .? exceptionall y self- effB.ci:1c 
anct extremely modest in demean o::." 1 ~ut have the ability to express .thoi -
solves _i n concise and effective terms. In sum;nation)) these brothers~ D.::J 

well as their .associates who emulaJ.:.ed t hem, have established a standard 
for expertise .and excellence t hat will long b0 r emembered by :cangers Hho 
wor:rnd with t hem du.ring these years in Yellowstone~ 

I have lmow.n tho Craighead brothers f or appro:dmately 25 y0ars) 
end shn.re tho convictions of t heir university collea::;ues as well a s the 
scientific c<'.lmmu.'1.ity at J.arge that t heir honesty, forthr ightness; 
intef~ri ty of purpose, amiability.? and i:naate desire to be conciliatory 
lrith collaborators is fc1.r above reproach. The current shameful attack 
promul,:;ated by the pres ent park adm1nistration is unworthy of the Service 
I f.:ii-::.hfully and loyally s erved for many years , and is obviousl y designed. 
to malign the ve:racity of the C:caigheads 1 research findings and to unC:.er­
rnino the value of their scientific achieve:nents. 

Again, I hop-? that thes e observations and experiences , ,d1il 
more detailed and lengthy t hc111 I orift,inally intended., i-d.ll be helpful 
t o you in your :review of the controver sial issues.· I have found it 
difficult to remain less speci fic and non-partisan under the cil"cun1-
s tanc0s. I am available to gi vo yo1.1. f urther as sista:nce, if reque sted:> 
and I can fully support the ~osition I have stated in this l etter . 

10320 Birmingham Way;, Apt. 2 
Rnncho Coi~dova, :California 95670 

I / · 

, Sincerely, . 

f/4;7 . V: 4j,N-Vt,,/ 
, Harry V. Reynolds, Sr~ 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
TU C S O N , AR I Z ON A 85721 

COLLEGE OF MINES 

DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY 

TE L. (602 ) 884-2442 

Or. I. McT . Cowan, Jean 
Fdculty of Graduate Studies 

January 7, 197G 

The University of 3ritish Columbia 
2175 Jesbrook Place 
Vancouver, 8.C., Canada V6T 1W5 

Jear Jean Cowan: 

Because of my long friendship \•Jith the Craighead twins I ~anted 
to try to set tt1e record straight a111ongst their friends in Jackson 
Hole. I am sending you a copy of the l etter I wrote to the editor of 
"Jackson llote News." It struck a raw nerve end in the Superintendent 
of Yellowstone Park who must have ca 11 ed me minutes after he read 
the lett~r. However, though he disagreed he could not dispute the 
statements I had made. 

I wanted to make a further statement to the effect1 that as I read 
your report your committee was of the opinion that if the present 
policies of tne National Park Services were continued the grizzly bear 
would eventually become extinct in Yellowstone Park. Sometimes I am 
tempted to believe that that is actually what the Park Ser~ice wants. 
After all a park with nobear.swould be much easier to administer. If 
you have time to drop me a note I would be grateful if you would tell 
me whether my conclusion as stated above agrees~with your own. 

Frank Craighead kind ly sent me a copy of your letter of November 
12, 1974 which I have read with great satisfactdon. I suppose it is 
a privilege cotmlunication but there are a few people to whom I would 
like to show it. One of my very best friends, here at the University, 
is a member of the Advisory Committee for the National Parks. I sent 
him a copy of the letter that I am sending to you and he was dumb­
founded and could hardly believe what he read. He had just t·eturned 
fra~ a meeting in October and he said the briefing the Park Service 
gave the Committee was totally different than the content of my 
letter. Somehbw or other I think we have got tb : smoke these rascals 
cut. 

I have just been reading a NPS Environmental statement abou t the 
grizzly bears. It is absolutely shocking the way they have mis­
interpreted your report as wel1 as the work of the Craighead twins. 
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I thi nk in par ticular of the statement on Page 72 which seems to me 
a complete falsehood since it leaves out the word 11 immediate 11 which 
appeared in No. 18 of your concl usions. 

I shal 1 be most grateful for any help you can give me An ·t ty.t ng 
to enlighten our fellow Americans about one of the worst of our 
growing bureaucracies. 

LMG:eg 
Enc. 

Sincerely yours, 

Laurence M. Gould 



DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES 

TEL. (602) 884-2442 

Mr. Michael Sellett 
Editor 
Jackson Hole News 
Jackson Hole, l·Jyoming 

Dear Mr. Sellett: 

December 4, 1974 

I have read with great interest and satisfaction your excellent 
editorial in the Jackson Hole News Thursday, October 17, 1974 concern­
ing the controversy over the grizzly bear situation in Yellowstone Park. 
I think you have stated the case accurately and I hope you will let me 
add a few comments from my own experience. 

The National Park Service is responsible for the controversy which 
should never have occurred. In 1962 the then Secretary of Interior 
Stewart Udall asked the advice of the National Academy of Sciences in 
the planning and organizing of an extended program in natural history 
research by the National Park Service. The report of the Academy 
committee (1963) recommended that; "The Park Service should make every 
effort to support and accommodate independent research effort and should 
recognize that basic research of this kind wil 1 enhance the importance 
of the National Parks and will contribute to the interpretational 
functions of the service and to our national scientific effort." 

When the Craigheads began their work with the ~rizzlies in Yellow­
stone Park in 1959 they received the friendliest kind of cooperation 
and encouragement from the then Superintendent Lemual Garrison. This 
was, of course, in keeping with the recommended policy for the National 
Park System. 

When the present superintendent Jack Anderson took charge in 1968 
the policy of welcoming and encouraging research by competent, independent 
workers outside the Park Service was abruptly terminated. There began a 
period of harassment for the Craigheads which still continues. Their 
laboratory building was needlessly destroyed. The markers which they 
had placed on the grizzly bears which they were studying were removed and 
they have been prevented from handling the bears with which they were 
working. To have continued to work in Yellowstone Park the Craigheads 
would have been required to submit to such restrictions as no self­
respecting scientist could accept and which would have made their research 
impossible. They had no choice but to withdraw. 
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There is no point in trying to understand the grizzly population 
unless a quantitative study of their numbers can be made. No one has 
devised a more reliable method than that foliowed by the Craigheads. 
To pretend that this is a hardship on the bears is sentimental nonsense. 
I have watched the Craigheads work with the bears and I suspect they 
are less distrubed by the tranquilizers and the markers than you or I 
are when we have a hypodermic needle. Indeed, if we must quit marking 
the grizzly bears so that we can get an accurate population study then 
we ought to abandon bird banding and similar activities, including, of 
course, branding of livestock! 

To settle the present controversy Secretary Morton like his 
predecessor former Secretary Udall sought the advice and recommendations 
of the National Academy of Sciences. The committee appointed was asked 
to 11 study and evaluate data on the population dynamics of the grizzly bears 
in Yellowstone National Park and to make recommendations concerning the 
scientific and technical implications of those data. 11 When the report 
of the Committee was finally delivered to the National Park Service its 
distribution was withheld until the Park Service had made a number of 
news releases purporting to show that the report endorsed the National 
Park Service Policy. They quoted but one of 19 conclusions made by the 
Academy Committee which states that "there is no convincing evidence that 
the grizzly bears in the Yellowstone Ecosystem are in the immediate danger 
of extinction." 

The Craigheads never claimed that this was the case. They began their 
research in 1959 because they recognized that the grizzly was an endangered 
species. Furthermore, the statement is misleading. It means little or 
nothing unless we know what 11 immediate 11 means. 

To 
Service 
report. 
Service 

interpret this one statement as an endorsement of National Park 
policy is a complete misrepresentation of the Academy Committee 
Indeed, far from supporting the present policy of the Park 

the report is highly critical of it. 

The report judged the Craighead research to be of the highest 
quality and to provide the only reliable data for the committee's 
study. Of the Park Service data the report comments: "the research 
program carried out by the National Park Service Administration since 
1970 has been inadequate to provide the data essential for devising sound 
management policies for the grizzly bears of the Yellowstone Ecosystem." 

The first recommendation in the present Academy report reiterates 
the policy recommended by the earlier report in 1963. 

11 We recommend that the National Park Service and the U.S. Forest 
Service pursue a policy of supporting and encouraging independent research 
on Yellowstone grizzlies. The freedom of scientists to conduct research 
through the Yellowstone ecosystem is imperative if the data essential to 
successful management of Yellowstone grizzlies are to be obtained; the 
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presence of independent investigators will enchance and invigorate study 
programs undertaken by land-management agencies. 11 

The National Park Service appears to wish to downgrade and discredit 
the Academy report for which it asked and for which it paid. Coupled 
with its continuing effort to downgrade the research of the Craighead 
Brothers and their colleagues this constitutes a gross affront to the 
whole scientific community. 

No National Park should be managed as the feudal domain of the 
superintendent. The National Parks belong to all of us especially 
Yellowstone which is surely one of the finest outdoor research l aboratories 
in the world. The issue at stake is much larger than the welfare of the 
grizzly bears. It is the freedom of scientists to have access to our national 
parks. Such freedom is the very heart of the spirit of science and without 
it creditable scientific work cannot be carried on. 

This is the second time in a few years that the National Park Service 
has requested the advice and recommendations of the National Academy of 
Sciences. For a second time it would turn aside from the recommendations 
as if it were above criticism. It is high time that the academic community 
expressed its vigorous opposition to such authoritarian policies which are 
totally foreign to the spirit of science. 

LMG:eg 

4
. erely yours, 

vu,~ca-1.u 
ence M. Gould 

Professor of Geology 
University of Arizona 
Former member National Science Board 
Former President American Association 
for the Advancement of Science 



Janull.!'y 19, 1974 
Sacramento, California 

Dr. Ian ; 1c'J' o Cowan, DeBn 
~•·acu:i.ty of Graduate Studies 
Cn:i.versity of British Columbia 
Vancouver 8, Canada 

l.Jear Iir . Cowan: 

Dl.t~in~ the past year .I have re~d vrlth increasine inter es t ·,. 
::.. n ,,.n1)er .. of news articles published in the National Observer ,; Los 
!.n;~elcs '!'irnes, and otl,ers, re13a.rding . a developine controversy be-Sween 
r,riz7,fy-':Joar research nnd management within ·Yollmrstone }!ational Pa.rko 
:::: was · delir,hted to hear th2.t, a National Acad.c.m~r of Sciences committee 
is now loold.ng into this si tun.tiori. As a former National Park Service 
ranger, closely associated with both the study 2.nd po.r1( management 
obj0ctives in Yellowstone, I am offering you and your colloatues my 
obsc-fcvations and cominents with the hope that they may be helpful in 
(, i.:· ~ c:r..::.nt.:.at'irJ.g fact from fantasy and distinguishing truth from fiction 
ir. ·.:,r • .J..s :;.s:oue . 

First, iri. the uay of personal back6round, I was retired from 
:,: :0 J,: ;,..~ i:, 1967, after fedorl'.l service in · several major national parks 
c0\ ~r~.ng n ncrj_od of over '3Li vc ... .r-2. I was stationec. in Yellowstone 
:: ur.· a: t,otal" of 12 yea.rs d1-,.;;.ing 1947-1963. At the bq'.innine; of tbe 
C:c:...z•z:1y i'-'.cm.~ .St,udy in 195Si, ;_ served both in my regular position as 
-c,i ,8 ranger in charf;e of the South Di.strict and as Actj.ng District 
, i.:.rr1 ,t: ·or o;;:,· t}1e r:eoeraphic area which includes Yellowstone Lake, Trout 
C:ccok, Hayden Valley, and Canyon. This district is reco6nizcd to be 
l,'110 a:i.·oa o: hii;;hest r;riz~;ly density within the po.i"k. J.n my role cis 
d.Lst:rlct rc1nger, I was cha.rg.;;d with responsibility for the protection 
anc: manat;ement of persons, property, ·tvilcl.life, and other natural 
r0.;ourccs. As acting district manaf;er, I exercised d'ircct administra­
tiv.:: -::ont:.. .... ol under th~ r,cneral supervis ion of the park superintendent. 
JJu..rinr the summer of 1962, I was detailed to park headquarters at 
'·.·•rnJ,1otJ·, , ·,7licr0 ::'.: sorvec. cJ.[c~ staff officer to the chief ri:mgcr until I 
u~s pJ•ouoted and transferreo in 1963 to the Washin:1 ton Gffico as staff 
;.,:i.:r.k r,:i..n.::.;e-r ;_n tho Div::Lsion of Resources Manar,ement. Inm1cdiat13J.y 
::.·c)llow.i.n:: my federaJ. retirement in the sUJ11Jner of 1967, I actively par­
T,.i.. ci;,;ut,r-,~ untiJ. early sprinc,: o!: J.<;f'.,8 in the crizzly study at Yello'l-1-
;> t on e as a wildlifo rC;search assistant in the ter11porm-y employ of the, 
lii"ivorsity of /[ontana. C0rn:;eclllent.ly, I was in an tinique position tu 
a.cqu::i.re an intimate -=1.nd detailed underst,mding of the grizzly research 
s·~udy anc. wildlife manaeement poJicies and !)ract.ices of NPS officials 
throughout the most sienificrurt. period of activities, 1959-1968. 

At the time the st;..:..dy was ini·c.iEii;ed :b 1959, the NIB had no 
t:,r::i.tnec. or expcrienc ecl personnel with tho academic backr:rounC:. or 
:c·c<_,., Lsi•to dO['.roc of oxportico ·r,c conduct or .supervise cuch c1. pror'.rrun 
on a unilatornl .So:cvice basj_s; nor did the i::~ have the fiscal ro­
so\i.rcC;>s t o implement such a cornprchonsive, long- range researcp. study. 



,I 

As ·only one of many beneficiaries, I recall how patient and 
understanding Drs. Joh.'Yl J. and Frank C ~ Crai ghead/ Jr., were in demon­
strcJ.tinc; and advising selected Members of the pn.rk~ staff in the use 
of their research techi.'1.iques for park management purposes. Instances 
m·e too numerous to mention when local ranr,ers, co:hcerned because of 
destruction of property and actual peril to. humo.n life resu1ting from 
the presence of a grizzly in a public use area, and often lacking con­
fidence because of lir.ri.ted experience in the use of cont~o1 measu.res 

· other thw. a .gun, would call upon the Craicheads and their associates 
to help t hem -locate and tranquili:m an aggressive 'bear - usually in 
".:,he dead of night and frequentJ.y under unpleasant 9limatic conditions; 
yet I am unaware of a single instance when t he bro'!;h_ers ;failed to 
quickly respond . There is no question i n r etrospect that this 'l·rllling­
ness to help others :in time of need and to share t heir expertise with 
park rangers ·often impaired the continuity and disrupted the timely 
conduct of their mm progrmnmed activities. 

Early in the study, no NPS employee was famili~ with the 
techni que and, lil'/litations of the Cap-Chur gun and ;Lmmobilizing drugs -
prior park experience being l imited to the use of mobi l e culvert-type 
traps or 11 di:toct control" by shooting. At first, pru:k employees were 
unfamiliar even w.i.th t he concept of the research study. In order to 
help in this understanding, the brothers expended many hours in tra:!n­
i~ selected rangers :in the use of dart-guns and tranquilizing drugso 
Hany in.formation sessions were held for park employees, i ncluding 
naturalists and park rangers , and several public presi:mtations were 
made at scheduled programs within and in t he vicinity of the park. 

Eventually, a sufficient number of rangers became minimally 
p1~oficient in the use of sophisticated equipment utilized by the 
Craieheads, and so wore able to meet most of t heir o"l'm bear management 
needs; but as. long as the Crai ghopC:s were conducting their study ·within 
t.be park, they were requested by local rangers to help in unusually 
difficult or dangerous situations. Rank-and- filo rangers s incerely 
appreciated these acts of cooperation by t he Crai r,heads and their 
ass ociates . Cooperai.:,ion was mutually advnntaeeous, because rangers 
would routineµy provide infonnation to the study group r egarding the 
location and activ:i.ties of a p2.rticular bear identified by size, color­
ation, and distinctive ear markings, and the Craigheads would provide 
advice and on-olte ascistance when ne0cled - which often removed the 
otherwise apparent necessity for r angers to take less refined measu.res 
of control: e.g., final solution by k:i.lJ.in~. 

The customary practice i'ollowed for about 50 years of prior 
park a.dministration in bear r,1anagement was to: (1) l eave the grizzlies 
undisturbed unless they umdered into a public use area, (2) trap and 
relocate an offcndinr, bear, if poosible, or (3) destroy the bear by 
shoot i.1c; . ·However, since hazin[.', and shootir,r., a be.nr at night in a 
public use area requires caJ.m nerves, a s teady hano., a keen eye, and a 
lot of eood judement on the part of tho ranger, only a very fe-w rangers 
were aut hor i zed to dispose of be,1.rs in this fnshion. Detailed reports 
and records of all bear-related incidents were mandatory, and adminis­
trative control extending to the superintendent wa5 absolute. · In sw,1-

I') 



mo.ry, the policy f 01101-ied by rangers for the past ::=;ever al decades has 
been, in effect"• •• Let the grizzlies alone unless they threaten 
hum2.n life or property." 

Hmrever, even cl.uring the first years of t he study v.>imder the 
superintendency of Nr. Lemuel ("Lon" ) Ao Garrison, all park rancers 
ru1d parl{ naturalists wore not whoJJ.y sympathetic with the study. This 
wao primarily a resnlt of t he fact that Yellowstone and other NPS 

· Service peJ'.'sonnel were not technically trained in or f amiliar wi~h 
modern w:i:ldlife reoearch techniques and methods. Consequently, some 
rangers and naturalists did not understand the pr0ctical necessity of 
marld.ng bears for identification purposes; others ·objected to the 
11 so-called11 intrusion i nto the l ast domain of this ma.jest.ic .and awe­
some .snimal by "meddling .man"; and almost all park employees resented · 
in varyj.nG degrees that "outsiders" were CO!)-ducting t he- studyg 

1•lhile some of this opposition was duo to raisinforrnation· and 
a paucity of communications , much was based on the deepseated opposi­
tion to any outsiders , which was held by otherwiso intelligent an'd 
reasonable park employees. Apparently these critics rninirnized the 
fact that the markings on t he ears of the bears were a one-t.i me tech­
nique , valuable to many generations of future bears, and the public 
VCl:l rarely observes a free-r02mine gri zzly and by only an odd chance 
discerns such a marking on an adult bear. . Also, critics of t he 
Craigheads failed to r ecognize t hat it was vitally important that this 
study be conducted to determine factual data r egarding the erizzly's 
range., habits, species population., and roproduction cycle, especially 
in view of increasing numbers of park visitors and the tenuous exis­
tence of th0 i::; r izz,ly. Overlooked by some park employees who con­
sidered r11embers of the grizzly r esearch st udy as int0rlopcrs upon 
their domain was the historical fact that one of the primary purposes 
in establishing Yellowstone and the Service it r epresents was to pro­
vlde a natural outdoor laboratory for research; also, Congress in its 
foresight enacted legislation many years ago which conferred primary 
jurisdiction upon the u. s. Fish and Wildlife Service for all wildlif 
research on public lands • 

.- No local endeavors b~r t he NPS to establish a park wildlife 
research facility were attempted until 1968. The establishment of a 
research capability by Superintendent Anderson in 1968 immediately 
_ca.used conflict between park raneers and park biologists, as well as 
·between park biologists and the Craighead research t eam . Prior to 
1968, there uere instances of passive resistance to the study on the 
part of some raneers and naturalists , but there was no hostility or 
direct attempt to hinder t he rosoa:r.ch or discredit tl10 Craighead worko 
Superintendent Gat'rison personally saw to it that opposition t o the 
study did not materially interfere with its effective progress . 'l'he 
only point of minor criticism that can be · directed toward the NPS d1..u"­
ing lli" e Garrison's tenure is that inadequate emphasis or insufficient 
effor t was made by staff officers to fully communicate with and. advise 
all park personnel r egarding the complete scope and concept of the 
grizzly bear study, as well as of the composition of the cooperative 
ae;re0r11ent under which the Cra.igheads worked. 



Although ther'e were minor· operatini:( problems during the first 
six years of the study, the conflicts of interest were amicably r e­
solved between Superintendent Garrison and the Craighcads. Only under . 
the subsequent brief administration of former Superintendent McLaughlin 
and present Super:intendcnt Jack K. Anderson did the r.esearch study 
beg:in to. suffer from lack o:f: cooperation by the NPS. The transfer of 
Biologist Glen F. Cole to Yellowstone at th:i,s time marked the beg:innine; 
of deterioration in the official relationship between the NPS and the 

· crair;head,s. 
I 

Followinr; transfer of Superintendent Garrison from the park, 
an unrestrained critical attitude developed at higher echelons in the 
form of cutting remnrks, disparaging innuendoes, and unsupported gossip 
adverse t,o the study in general and . to the competence and integrity of 
the Crait:;heads in particulare 'Where initia.lly park resistance ·to the 
continuation and fulfillrnent of the study was unorga."lized and un-. 

· directed, it became a matter of park-wide lmoHledge that Superintendent 
Anderson and Biologist Cole actually encouraged, generated, and led 
the opposition to the program. Thus.:1 ironically, as the capabilities 
of park rangers incronsed to a level where it w.:ts possible to use 
immobilizing techniques for manar,cment purposes, an attitude of criti­
cism toward the Craigheads' research developed to a po:int where the 
NPS became less and less subtle in limiting their ovm cooperation and 
support to s'ituations where their mm self interests were paramounto 

Although Hr., Cole had no academic reputation and relatively 
little recognition in wildlife research circles at the time he was 
transferred from Grand Teton National Park to Yell01·:rstone during or 
about 1967, he quickly espoused apd ber;an to implement drastic chanr,es 
in par1c wildJife manaeement policies. The most charitable charactcr-

. ization of these endeavors is that they were obvious:cy designed to 
1tavoid waves11

, following several previous years during which Yellowstone 
uas the focal-po:int of several conservation and wildlife management 
controversies. '. Soon after Hr. Cole's arrival at Yellowstone, it became 
a matter of common lmowledge that he was casting covetous eyes on an 
NPS proposaJ. t o develop a res.earch center, either within Yellowstone 
(as originally conceived), or in '!:,he vic:inity of the park but under the 
aecis of the NPS (ns currently proposed)Q It wns speculated tbat 
Hr .. Colo snw a future role for h:!Jns0J.f in this plan. Some obsorvers 
cJ.aiim,d thnt, lackine personal competence or potential, he insidiouoly 

, and persistently attempted to erode t.he reputatio:i. of the Craigheads. 
Other park personnel believed tl1at Mr. Cole was possibly motivated hy 
a cons,un:L."16 desire for recoi;;nition and further advancement , coupled 
with aspirations toward establishinG and manaeing a v:rildlife research 
conter in t,he park. In any case, it became obvious to me and to 
others that Mr . Cole_ intended to usurp or destroy the Craighead rescarcho · 

Unf ortunateJ.y, Superintendent Anderson - apparently lacldng 
insiGht into the rnotivo::; of h:Ls staff s.pecialist. - mc.nifested a disturb­
in[', lack of good judgment in supporting the new and novel doctrines as 
well as the personal aspirations of his employee, "right or 1-rrong". 
Thon., compoun~g a regrettable situation, _the park administration 

" I, 



marshalled baoldng at both the NPS r egional level ru1d at the Wash­
ington Office. Finally, ·. keeping wit h a trend occurring too often 
in government operations, a .solid f nont - politicul rather t han 
analytical in character - appears to have been formulated within t he 
Serv-..Lce" 

To Sllit his own purposes - t he reasons for .which remain 
obccur e, but may be speculated upon - Mr . Cole, with or without t he 

·approbation of Superintendent Anderson, endorsed or initiated a park 
practice of under-reporting all boar incidents and not recording all 
"controlled" or otberwiso deceased griz7.lies. Thus, . the files Hhich 
had been completely and accurately maintained for decade@ became 
merely f!. repositor,J .for statistical information which would support 
his point of view. I discerned clear evidence of these discrepancies 
and omissions when I reviewed the official NFS boar files at Mammoth 
during the winter of 1967-1968. 

Too .many park rangers , for a variety of reasons, f ailed to 
question this ·chru1ge in practice. Th6 elimination of one less piece 
of paperwork was a welcome relief to· o. r aneer already overburdened 
with reports. Al::;o, by no longer being accountable · for submitting 
m·ittcn dossiers on each grizzly incident, it was not necessary to al­
unys report a bear succumbing to an unintentional overdose ol' tran­
quilizing dru[;s. By this time, bears were· not ini'requently killed in 
this manner by the use of drugs in inexpert hands. b\rcn m2.rked nstudy" 
grizzlies were ldlled by raneers within the p.:i.rk when alternate methods 
of control were availableo Such instances were sometimes not reported, 
either in official records or information provided to the Cra:i.gheads . 
Also, park rangers being corruptible like other humans, instances are 
lmown whore ra'1gers surreptitiously disposed of bears for their own 
pe:i;-sonal, ultorior purposes. 

Of course, this deterioration of bear management practi ces 
was only possible because administrative and operational controls had 
boon rela.."Ced, modified, or rescinded. Reports and records compiled 
since 1967 under tho direction and control of Biologist Cole and the 
aruninistration of Superintendent Anders on are consequently considered 
by somo rancers (including myself) to be inaccurate or incompl ete. 
Records, which had boon formerly maintained meticulously for both i n­
t ernal review and.public inspection, have become distorted, and even 
overt attempts to mislead the pubJ,ic through news media have been made,. 
Unfortunately, sii:;nificc1nt recordc :9ortaining to bear managemEJnt retro­
gr essed in this respect after 1967, at the srune time that disturbing 
handicaps wore needlessly introdt:ced by the NPS to thwart t he full 
effectiveness of the research study conducted by the Craigheads. I 
have recently been informed through la10 .. 1ledeeable sources within 
Yellowstone that the current park policy in bear management is not 
on:t.;,r misleading but obstructive to sound research principles , and that 
Hord has unofficially been .passed on to rangers to 11 ••• Take care of. 
your problem grizzlies a·t tho local l evel in your own way; we don I t 
nood to hear about it at park headquurter.s. 11 
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So many unwarranted allegations hav\3 been made against the 
Craigheads - most of an extremely petty nature - that space or time 
does not per.m..i.t ful l rebuttal.. However, it nay be stated from my 
personal 1mowled13e that I know of no irreeularity ·or impropriety -
as recently attrih.uted by ncHs media to 11 park sources" - that is actu­
ally based upon fact. A typical example of the triv1nl nature of · 
park- authored complaints is epitomized by a claim that the Craigheads, 
:iin.properJ.y and contrary to park direction, took personal friends and 

. relatives into the restricted s,tudy area at Trout Creek a.nd elseHhere ~ 
As distr:i,ct ranger of t he main study area and, later, chief law enforce­
ment officer covering t he park, I lmow that such assertions during those 
years were unfounded. I visited all dump areas innumerable times at all 
hours of the day and ni[!;ht and at every season of the year1 and was well 
in.formed regardin6 park-wide activities., covert as well as approved; yet 
I never observed a:n infraction of park regulati ons or policies committod 
by t he Crair,heads or their as sociates. On t he other hand, I do recall 
instances when the Craigheads r eported trespass violations of' restricted 
areas to the appropriate park officers. Apparently, snch a cla:iI11 is 
based upon distortion of the f act that because several of the Cra:ighoad 
children nre t-d.ldlife t echni cians in t heir o,m rj_ght, the·y participated 
in the study - for t he same reasons and with the same authorized purpose . 
as ot}wr students. Of course, t he utilization by the Craigheads of wild­
life students resulted in t he most effective accomplishment at minimum 
expendj_ture, and such practice was i n full accord with the basic contract 
and cooperative agreement covering the study. I have also read in the 
news media that park authorities have claimed that it was difficult to 
restraj_n the Craigheads to work within park policies and to conform to 
reGulations9 J\.r,ain, I can say unequivocally that the Crair.;hends r:1ad 
every reasonable effort to abide by park regulations c11ld policies. 
1·Jhere such appeared to hc:mdicap the course of the study, they would in­
variably atter,1pt to r esolve t he matter throut:;h consultation with the 
s.uperintendent; and, wher e compromise could not be achJ.eved, t he Craie­
heads would adjust their activities to conform to the park decision in 
the matter, even though such would oxert ·an adver:;;e effect upon their 
study operations .. 

By this time, it must have been made very clear to the Craig­
heads that t he HPS - or at least ·the Yellowstone park administration -
ha.d adopted a deliberate c~.mpaicn to obstruct and t o discredit the 
study. Inctances of apparent collusion ·on t ho part of park management 
and administratioa occurred with increasing frequency, with the obvious 
desi12,n of making conditions ·within the park so difficult for the Cra:ic­
heads trot they would give up in despair and terminate their study. A 
notable example of such intransigence i s recalled by the attempt of the 
superintendent in 1967 to have t he old YFC o f acilities razed at Canyon, 
-whil e being used as a research center by the Craigheads. Fortunately, 
the YelloHstono P.s.rk Company, o,m.er of the physicalproperty 11t che sj.te, 
rofus0d t o be coerc ed by the park in t his matter until after the Craig­
heads had obtained other non- NPS facili U.eG. J\.l::,o, it was administra .. . :, 
tively condoned for supervisory rc1.ngers and naturalists t o malrn dj.spar­
ar;inc remarks adverse to the study durine staff meetings and training 
sessions which now or seasonal employees attended. For t hese and 
other reasons, it became obvious t hat the study had at least t,he tacit 
disapproval of the superintonden.t. and the park biologist. 
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In the face of: these-circumstances;,; it is a.ctua'.1.J.y astonish­
inc that the Craichoads Here able to keep their study on schedule, 
despite NPS opposition and lack of suppor·i:.. I kflow t.hat t he Craighec.ds 
questioned several park proposalsJ particularly those which interfered 
with the progress o:f t heir study. Fro·.n their viewpoint, they would 
have oeen unworthy of their public trust, both to t he 'ta..xpayers and co 
the oreariizations ·which gave financial support l if the;ir had not t aken 
a stand at critical periods during "'.:,he tudy. According to my 01-m 
lm o~-Tledge and observations, tho Craigheac.s gave unsparingly and w:,i.l.i..i:'lgly 
o:f their 6wn time and efforts. They were always ·willil'lG to c oope:..~ato 
with the Horking·ranger, and to .comp:..~omise upon issues at adillinistro."e,ive 
levels - up to the cxt.ent permitt0d by their code of ethics and profes­
sional . integrity. They both possess a u:n.ique combinatior1 of ability to 
inspire and load others, as well as to accomplish tho mos t onerous tasks 

• i n a ::,killful manner. ~:110y are soft-spoken , exceptionally self- eff&cing 
and extremely modest in demeanorl -=tiut have t he ability to exp:r-ess .c-hcm­
solves in concise and effective t.orms. In summation)) these brothers, as 
well as their associates who emulated t hem -9 have established a standard 
for expertise ,and excellence that will long be remembered by :cangers who 
worlrnd with them during these years in Yellowstone~ ,. 

I have lmmm tho Craighead brothers for a:,'.)proximately 25' yo::rr:s, 
end shn.ro tho convictions of t heir uJ1ive':.:'sity colleac,;ues as well as t ho 
s cientific comnn.i.."lity at large that t heir honesty, forthrightness , 
integrity of pw.--pose, amiability, and innate desire to o·e co~1ciliatory 
wi th collaborators is fc1.r above r eproach. The current shameful attack 
pronn.1l3ated by tho present park adrrrlnist:ration is unworthy of Jc-he Service 
I faithfully and loyally served for m@"\Y years, and is obviously desir;ned . 
to malign the veracity of the Craigheads 1 research findings and to unC:er­
rnino the value of their scientific achievements. 

Again, I hope that these obs ervations and experiences;; while 
mor e ·detail0d. and lengthy than I originally intended., Hill be hel pful 
to you i.'1 your review of the cont:coversial issues.· I ];lave found it 
difficult to r0main less specific 2J1d non-partisan under the c~~cum­
stances . I am available to givo you further assistance ., if requested;i 
and I can fully support the position I have stated in this letter • 

' I 

10320 Birminghrun Way., Apt~ 2 
Rari. cho Cordova., :California. 95670 
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Marc 1, 197 
Sacto, Cali 

via AIRMAIL 

Mr . Michael E;. Tharp 
The Wall St eet Journal 
Dow Jones & Company, nc. 
1233 egal Row 
D llas, Texas 75247 

Dea Mike: 

This is in reference to your letter of Feb uary 25 and our t ele­

phone conversation of Feb uary 28, relative to rrry personal knowledge oft e 

backgroun urrounding the current Yellow toe g izzly bear cont ove sya 

Please excuse the handwriting. Ape sistent case of the flu, 

birthday in the family, and inclement weather have combined to make it dif' i ­

c 1 o me to go into to;m where typing facilities re available. 

' 
.First of all, F ank Craighead may have told you that I am a 

foreste by educational 1:ackground; and while I have had some experie.ce i n 

wildlife management, I am not a wi dlife technician. Thus, my following 

comments, in general r eply to your inquiry, must be qualified in that lig t . 

In order to present some logical sequence of thought,~ co ents 

e grouped i n outline f orm, a follows: 

The Basic Issue 

Has the NPS grizzly bear management program since 1967 pre­

served a stable population of at least 200 animals, or has it resulted 

i a dirnirishing number of bears within Yellowstone National Park? 

The basic issue does not concern the efficacy of closing the 

Yellowstone garbage du.~ps . Individuals who have knowingly made such 

distort claims have attempted t o distract attention fro this ba ic 

issue . 

NPS Problem (Preservation of wildlife vs . protection of people 
and property) 

Following several suits attributable to bear injuries to p k 

visitors during the past 15 yeas, which resulted in large judgmen s 

being awarded the victims, the Dept/Interior and the PS initiated a 

r elatively drastic "bear control program," beginning around 1961. 

In essencej this Service-wide policy sought to identify and 

eliminate "rogue" bears . Instructions and directions were broad enough 

to include grizzlies, but p inc ipally affected black bears. There was 

ittle, if any, eff ect upon Yellowstone grizzlies . 



Following the deaths of wo female hikers in Glacier Pi 
1967 , ew e phasis was placed by t he Service in preventing s ch t rage -
ies in the future.. I t wa noted that one of the very obvious r aso,13 
for these two deaths was the existence of o ganic efuse or gar b ge 
dump at the sa..~e locati on ~here hikers were camping and sleepi g . 

~!hereupon, the Interior/NPS initiated mo stringent pre­
c utio s: (1) reas frequented by grizzlies were closed o restricte 
to public usE;1, and (2) garbage dump an other col ections of r ef c.e 
were to be closed a eradicated withi the parks, o the prem.i e t 
s ttracte concentrations o bears. 

To i,pler.ient t hese new policies, Yel owstone first marke :.y 
reduce -che b-ack bear population through "direct contro "by 965-67, 
an ini tiated an aggressive policy of trapping an re- locating ot her 
roadside and campground black bears. 

Following the sudden cl osure of Yellowstone dumps, grizzlies -
w' ich had formerly invaded public use areas only infrequently (princ ·p­
lly in the Spring and Fall) - began to visit campgrou ds more freq~ tly. 

New Situation in Bear Management 

Of course, the sudden appearance of grizzlies in unprece e~t e 
numbers in and near public campgroun s during the heig t of the vis· tor 
season created an alarming situation because of the potential haz rd t o 
lif an4 property. 

This very situation had been foreseen by the Drs . Cr i h~~ , 
who had presented viable alternate measures of management, other thnn 
the sudden total closure of dumps without accessibili ty of ot er attract­
ive f ood sources. However, for their own reasons, the NPS/Yelloi~ one 
administrat· on appeared to totally ignore the overtures of these v.·1 -
life research experts, whose advice was free and readily available~ s 
a result, a substantial (possibly untold ) number of grizzlies were ki e . 

Prior to the i mplementation of bear control programs duri:g 
previous decades, exc ellent records were maintained at Yellowsto e o 
all bear -related incident s and deaths . These records ("Bear Incide;t 
Report" and "Report of Injured or Dea Bear" ) included both grizzly and 
black bears. However, with the acceleration of bear mai.~agement activi­
ties , coupled with wholesale and rapid chan,1ses in Yellowstone range 
personnel and administrative staff~ the former comprehensive and detailed 
record sys em became less co plet e and accurate 1 hence les s meaninb~ • 

It has been speculated that t his deter ioration of the r ecord 
system, as well as reticenc e and outright intransigence on the part of 
park administrators to permit examination and review of these records by 
t he public, was purposefully ~elf- serving to the NPS because of mounti.ng 
publ c concern over the unprecedented reduction of both black and gr' zzly 
bear populations within Yellows~one. 

- 2 -



Through a concurrent park-wide program of emasculating t e 
excellent bear identification technique eveloped by the Craigheads 
i their coope ative gr izzly bea study, co1pled wit i ncomplete rPS 
r ecords of grizzly bear incidents and deaths, a s i tuation was del ibe -
at ely or inadvertently created by the NPS and Yellowstone wherein 
f acts and figures pertaining to the welfare of the Yellowstone grizzly 
population are at best inconcl usive . 

0 -site observations by the Craigheads support their analysis 
t hat the Ye,llowstone grizzly population has been seriously endangered., 
due to lack of NPS recognition of research principles and i vestigati ve 
findings, and the application of improper bear management practices by 
the NPS . Meanwhile$ Yellowstone maintains that the grizzly population 
has not materially diminished, and the bears have retur ed to their 
former wild haunts and are now more widely distributed. 

l; e quest:Lo.n r0wu-~ins : I-Io~1 m~.~- ~J ... gr i zzlies v e r e ~:o;:t t=11-:rr~in rtted 
during t his period o' a. ju ,ment (imme i ·ely er umps -:rer c osed) > 
and how many individual animals remain alive? 

Concluding Comments (srn~ary) 

Since 1966, NPS/Yellowstone administrators ha ve ,displ ayed a 
disturbing lack of ethics and principles through failure to live up t o 
long range commitments made in the cooperative agreement governing t he 
Grizzly Bear Research Study . 

Tne in- depth study of the Yellowstone grizzly was excellent l y 
conceived and expertly achieved, under the leader hip and direction of 
Drs. Frank C. an John J. Craighead. This scientific enterprise remains 
one of the most c omprehensive, valuable, and cos t ly wildlife research 
s tudy ever completed . 

The NPS was negligent as well as obstinate in their failure to 
t ke advantage of the scientific capabilities and findings of the Craig­
head research team. There exists mor e than a mere indication that petty 
j ealousy on the part of certain individual park employees toward the 
Craigheads - w'no were con idered "out siders" - needlessly ham ered the 
s o- called cooperative endeavor, and eventually resulted in bli nd re usal 
by NPS/ Interior/Yellowstone to real ly accept the basic premise that wild­
life preservation is dependent upon the cooperative relationship of 
scientific research to that of sound wildlife management practices. 

Yellowstone initiated steps in 1967 which resulted in confusion 
and uncertainty in recording griz zly-related incidents and census i g of 
the population . Of coursej an accurate census is basic to the evaluation 
of recent management pr acti ces, insofar as such concerns the continued 
grizzly populat ion within the park. 

The person most ,r esponsible f or the specious and self- serving 
endeavors to undermine the Craigheads in person and the value of the 
sci enti fic study in general is Supervisory Park Biologi s t Glen F. Col e . 
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He was trai,sferred from G and Teton NP to Yellowstone by Superintendent 
Jack K. nderson in late 1966 or 1967, with a background woefully lack­
ing in experience or training ,nth grizzly bears and very little ven 
wit th on1~0 black bear. I sympathize with Supt. nderson i n th 
need to depend upon staff specialists for the discharge of his respons­
ibilitie i a large, complex national park sue as Yello sto e. His 
staff includes a persomel officer, concessions specialist, accountants , 
prot ction and interpretive officers (rangers an n turalists), au iell 
as wildlife and r sourc management specialists . Fortunate is the park 
superintendent t hat has a complet staff of his own chaos· g, and all 
measuring up to his expectations. However, in this instance Supt~ 
Anderson p son lly selected Mr. Colee Unfortunately, it is my pinio 
that Supt . nderson has confused perso al loyalty with good jud et in 
continuing to support an undeserving emp oyee . 

I have personally known Supt. Anderson for at least 11 years, 
and recognize him to be' an energetic, capable leader with high potential 
as an NPS administrator. I never had the honor to serve irectly wi h 
him, but I would have welcomed the opportunity. 

Drs. Frank C. and John J. Craighead deserve the highest acco -
ades for professional competence and integritye Knowing the is to be 
refreshe by their warm, sincere, cooperative, friendly attitude tokrd 
all persons regardless of any individual's position or station in life. 
They both lack the normal frailties of hulllfu~ nature, yet are very tole -
ant o activities and philosophies of others. I have been acquainted 
with them for almost 25 years, but have never known either of them to 
misrepresent a fact, or to withhold the truth - even when it woul e in 
theirs lf interest . T.~ey u waveringly adhere to the highest co e of 
ethics. 

The best evidence accrued so far in the issue is the scienti ic 
publication, entitled "A Computer Analysis of the Yellowstone Grizzly 
Bear Population," by Drs. Craighead, et al, 1973 . 

Other unsupported information could be considered questionable. 
It is my own conclusion that it would take the objective, expert investi­
gative services of the Federal Bureau of Investigation to search o t the 
pertinent an truthful evidence. Even the forthcoming report of the 
National Academy of Science committ e, chaired by the eminently capabl 
Dr . Co~ n of the University of British Columbia, is unlikely to ssure 
an in- depth investigation w rranted by the circumstances. 

My NPS experience and knowledge of Gov rnment operations lead 
me to believe that it is unlikely that persons in a position to know 
within the NPS will speak up honestly and openly. Further., I r 
apprehensive that significant records and reports would be "av ..... ~ . -u" 
unless t e FBI co due· ed a full field investigation. I am opeful th 
such an inquiry would be determined by the U.S . Department of Justice 
and the Attorney General's Office to fall within the statutory purwe 
of the FBI's investigative jurisdictionQ This possibility should 
energetically explored. 
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As yo previous·ly st ated, ike, you a 
in background i ormation. This I have ttempted 
I o not be ieve th t any u 1 1 P' pose wo 1 be 
thi sta - in quoting me ; hence, I woul prefer 
comments as background i orm tion only. 

principa l y i nterest d 
to present. Howev , 
chive - a lea t 
tat you u t . e 

Yours t ly, 

HA Y V. EYNOLDS 
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November 12, 1975 

Dear Harry: 

Thanks for the enclosures . I had seenatte controversy article 
fou sent on as it appeared in the Bozeman pa er . Apparently 
John give one of the reporters some backTround information on 
the grizzly as it related to the Ski West Yellowstone area . 
This was supposed to be kept in confidence but the reporter 
went ahead and printed it . Actually all of it wa more or 
less true but John was not too happy that it had come out as 
it did. He accordingly taped an interview with KSGT radio 
here in Jackson and further explained the situation . I am 
getting a copy of this tape, will have it transcribed and will 
send a copy on to you. I am also sending you a copy of one 
of Cole ' s interviews that will give you s ome idea of where 
these letter,... to you have been originating. I cattnot under-
stand how the Park Service can let Cole make as many irresponsible 
statements as he aas been ~aking. 

I have been _sending quite a bit of material to ~r0 • Shell and 
I also put her in contact with an editor of Natural History 
magazine . I am hoping that she ca11 get some of t e date that 
came out at the trial published in an article fort is ma azine . 

Today we had a blizzard and ave about ten inches of snow . I 
have not yet gotten an elk but hope to do so within the next 
few days . Charlie has been building a 1ouse here and I have 
been building a green hou eon the fron end of my cabin . Both 
of us have been so busy in our spare time that we have had 
little time to hunt . 

On about the 20th of thi nonth Esther and I will drive to 
Boise a~d I will present a paper on our raptor study this 
summer and also di~cuss the possibilities of satellite tracking 
of birds . 

Regards , 
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11· . _:·, ·. .• P~GE" ~ - i_:· l. ~ 
San_ ;fra~cisco Clli.~~ictt . · . . ·. . 
Tues ' ·Oct '28 1975 ·· · . --~~ .. ···· ·'-, ,., "·• :~.-~. :~· ~'~·· 

. . ·. ,· ,....~,.-~ >· · l,;:~-\. ·1·· ... {;,\:.~•·- t. :_~\. \·~.i--! " .. 7: 

._y ~n.owstoli~ B.¢~•~:,:"::·;, ,,,:,·· 
•• • _. , \ ........ ., ::., ..,... , : ,.. ~ , , _. • · • .. i i · r 

l~;Giy.e. ,~p .. ~egging_\ •:_, .. 
~ 1 I l ' . <.: '·~ ---~- '• ., , : • «:• ~ '" . I • 

;j .West Yellowstone1 MonL . . -'· : :·,·· ... , ~ . 

I : · The bears of Yellowstone National Park have .. 
• given up their begging of food from tourists in'favo,r. · 

\ ~ ~f ~ ret~ to their .~?tural diet _of,beiTI_es_and bu~.-. > 
I ! . National Park . Service biolo'gists admit they-are 
· surprised . at · the P.ffectiveness of theit five-year . . 
' ~mpaign to·get the bears of( human:handouts,an~ •. . 
: back on natural food.ct ;- - . . . : , , . · 

.· { , : ' . 
• . ·SUJ)ervising park biologist Glen F., Cole . said . . 
:, 'Sunday there were about 250 bears on hand-0ut diets • .. 
: wheri the massive a.riti-panhanallng campaign was .. 

launched in 1970. . , ' · · .,_ . , 

Officials bear-prooied all the park'~ garbag·e _, : 
I ·. cans and wa~ed _campers in ' literature that feeding_ I 

I a bear was equivalent to signing the animal's death 
· warrant. When ·the natural foods campaign was put 
· in effect,' Cole said _28 bears were killed in the park, 

20 per cent ·_struck by ·cars and the remainder judged 

· incorribibltf beggers and destroy~. 

Bea who were reluctant to trade their 
' liverwurst· diets f9r the joys of nature were trapped · 

and dumped in _the park back' country to forage for 
1 

• themselves, Cole said. .• , , · ; ·. ·· . . , . · 
, .·· . • . - l ',;,._· · ,:•.- ., Ainiociate_d Pr,w . 

I t. -"41- .. __ ~\ :·J:. ·:.~·.=--:_·. . _:_ ·~:.· .• ;,. ·. __ 

1y~s/1r 
~HAi, F/eAltJ~: 

• 
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1975 i . ,, 

Cc>ntrore·,sy Ab.oi1t­
G;iZZ1Y BeClrS ',':_' i .: ;. : 

• I,~ ) i,,-c ',--i I ~ I J. i•.~ .. 

Bozeman, Mont; . . ;, . . ·_ . '' :' . ·, ,' - • .. ; __ tr· 
t • I ... • • • ._. '/ -· ','- •• · • 1 

•. The, gr~zzly be_ar, dec~ared a threatened spe~ie,l1 , 
this year, may st!ll be m trouble from excessive :· • . 

. killing , both. inside and outsid·e oi Yellowstone ~ · : 
. . National Park" says a' privaJe research~r; - • ·.· . 
. • : ' . . • "':· ••. ,"'~ .. -~ ;:."" -::· . "'· .-:·' -i ,{ ';I{ 

;a 
• 

. John ·craighead . bla'm'ed .the Montana Fish and_/ 
Game Department and the U.S. Parle .Service f_or 
excessive grizzly· bear kills. He said th~ result is that 1 . - .,, - . .,, , . .. ,;; ·1 ··;:, .- . : · :.' _ : ,', l ~ ·_·Ji f 
the bears are having \i:-ouble'w,ith repr(?duction. · : ·- . , . 11 ' ~· ~- ... 

2 ~-~ :· ~ , ._:.· ... :: 

·- ; · ·· •, · . : . We.s Woodgerd, director of the Fish arid Game 
· Two agencies' have denied the charges. · • / Department, sai4 the grizzly is not. !~Ing population . 

.. . ~- • ~ ·"' -- '.. • ... • ·i ,._ ,f ·\ . - ,_ ' ;· ··11- ' ~ ... _, - "' ' -, ," , , • - ~ ---~· ... " • 

· Craighead · serves on the · faculty · of • the } · · · Craighead accused · the··Park Secvice of cutting . 
· University of Montana and is leader of the Missoula ' ~the bear population"in half from 1968 to i973 in '1ts 

sc;_hool's Cooperiltiv:e Wildlif~ Research Unit. .He ~nd· ... , _campaign against problem bears. • · . . :, ... ,,,, , ,·:1 • . 
his brother, Frank; have conducted some of the most , · . , · . . . . ,· 
intensive research on Yellowstone"" wildlife ·ever "The be~r kills are exceeding the reproductive 
undertak_en·. ·. :, · :.j·. ·,., ., · -~;-_ .. ,:; :~· · "':·. ·. rate;• ··he said. :•we.know th~ park hasn't kept hones\ 

, ._ . : . ·. • , . ,. . . . . . .. . records on bear 'kills: They'_ve falsified records." ·. 
The ·Craighead brothers _pioneered t_he J1eld of .. , . , .. ;- .. _, , •. , ,, , . , .. ~ •• ~.-: , •.. ~ ~ ., ,, .... 

radio tracking and telemetering · grizzly bears to · Glen Cole, Parle- Service · biologist; said t_here 
· gather informatlon about the animals' . hibernation were quite :a few 'bear kills in past years, including 
•habits and other patterns of behavior . .:..: , , . ;· .. _ :fl when park camourids and ,dumps we!'e closed 1i' 

· · · • . ) . • ;, _· , •. · ·•i :,c:,,J : :..:. · , - but ?.OY. ~o~r mortality is, yery. yery' lo.w_J .' ,· ; •. -· .. · · -
Craighead acc;uses the Park Service 9f excessive ·: ; · . · ··· . . . . . :- : ·:. _ . . . < , . _ , .• ' " · 

-.killing of "problem", l)ears and of 'allowing _ too many _: • · · There 1:' ~isag~eement, however, o_n the number 
of t he bears to be hunted. The. grizzly still is hunted ·'._' of ·-b~ars - hvmg in the ' park. The . P~rk .. Service 
as a trophy in some regions· of Mont.aria. · · , • . , estJ~:}t~ between 250 an~ 300 ~-~t C~a~~head ~ys : 

· ~ ,. ; ··•:. ., , . , . ,! .. ;· ·· ,, . .,.s·, · •f·' ·; · r !~; ~1gur_e ~~ cl?s~r. t.? . .130 ~a~ ·• ,-,-~: 1. ·~ :;,;} · .. ->·~, 
'At a recer;it pubJic hearing involving ·a proposed -'. . ' . , When -- the grizz(y beat- was s: placed, 'on . the . 

ski resort on the _He~g\:m Lake north of: the. park - ,: 'threatened list last spring, hunting of them in .:~he , 
bord~r, conserva,t1?msts ask~ _the U.~. ,F?re~t ' greater.Yellowstone area 'Yas stopped. ·· ·.; .:..~~~ 
Service not to permit construction because the . site 1s · · · - · . · ' "., ·. - •... · 
considered prime grizzly bear habitat. .c.- ~- · • _; , .• · .,, Associaied Pres,; . 

•, ' ' I • ,~ • • 'J • ~--"'~: ,. 
... l • r ••• f" I, 'T" • -. 
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aCLl, c 1 v , ~( ud L C :L. G e ~ 

L,.,i..;;;.rsit y c,~)r,4-i s~, ,-

Vcn c uv 8, a ada 

D r ing t . e pas ye r I ha ve rea w h ·ncrea s : ng :n eY~st c ~ ..• ~ · 

v i news a L:c e s p l . , . s r. ' in o a Obse r ver, os Anqe' e' 

c: .. u o r.e :- s , r e g r g de ve o ng c n ove rs y e ween g r z z '.y ~e, 

manageme w"th " Yel ows one ationa Pak. wa s de , , r 

s ow 0 0 ". ,s . 

.... s s : As f or e r a t i on p Serv · ce range r , ~ . a ::,~ 

w h bo t ' . t e s y a ? :- ma na gemen t ob_;ec .ves 

d.· c,~f~r · ns yo a r: yo L.. r ee l l eag es my o bse r v ; o :::. a .._ , , C 

v,.A L .l u ~ ' hey may e , pf 

d, ::,t' gL. i s h .. ,g tr t fro. f'c ion n h : s i ssue . 

F;rst , ii t e way o f person a l bac groL. nc , , was re .re~ 

NPS :n 96 7 , a f e fed serv · ce in evera l :r: ~or na ti o, o, ... di'", ._c, v -

o ~a:- oc of 34 ye rs . \✓ as s t a t i o e Ye ows .. o~e or o t 0 ~ v . L 

'/c ,~ rs dur: . 47- ! 963 A e g i . i g of e r l zz l y ~a r ... 
'- ~ I 1n 9$:.; 

::,,_. rve ~ 00 !-: n my reg r pos ; 0, a ~ e r ger . n C t"',d r ~t:: .i:: Li1L Sou~h 

... , ( L r. s Act' ng i s: j C Mana ge, o f e geog I; C a re a vi-. , c~-
' .-

C] '"' ' ::, \( , ows 0 e a T r u ree <., Hay den Va 1 ey, .,c L.a:.yo , .. t-: ! ..;J C '. s-
' 

t i::, re og n ze o be e area o f ' ghes g r "z z y ,7:. ! ~ '; W .,_ t I t r.t 

ur r.iy r e s C ran ge :- , ! wa s h rge w.~ .. re ;,D . 

... It:! I) .,- ct ion an m na g men o f pe s ns , proper y, w· 1 1 . fe , a r. •Jl.,I ~ 
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") ra reso rces. c - .- manager , 0 1, 1er .. a, , 



_; 

ad st ra ive co, tro U, e:--- he e . I a l Su er Si O, 0 t e pa s t.. per-
I, 

nt ndei .-; ng , e su .. me r of 9 2 , I was de a e 0 par eadqua rt e i 

1'1a mo , w e e I served as staff officer 0 he Ch e ranger nti 

was promote and trans fe re d n 963 t o t he Was ngt on Off"ce as staff 

r , range n t e vs on o Resou ces Manage e 

g my ede ral ret remen t e s umme r of 967, 

mme ·· a 1: e l y f o ow­

a c i ve y pa r i c i p ed 

il early Spr ·ng of 1968 · n the grizzly study a Ye ows tone f n t e 

temporary emp loy of the University of Mo~tana , 0 w· 

= as s·st~ Consequently, wa s in a~~ pos_ i_t _i_o_n_ t_o_ a_c_q:_u_ r_e_ a_, - .-nt·-

_.,.. .. 
dl "fe researc 

s 

mate and detai ed unde rstand"ng of the gri zzly resea rc st dy an 1 • d i f e 

management policies and practices of PS officials throughout t he mo s 

si gnificant period of ac i v ities, 1959-1968 . 

At the same ime the study was "ni iated in 1959, t he t PS ac no 

trained or expe rienced personnel wit the academi c backgrou d or e uis e 

degree of expertise to conduct or superv ise such a program on a uG; ate 6 : 

Service basis; nor did the NPS ha ve the f"scal resources to implement 

such a comprehensi ve, long-range research study. 

As onl y one of many beneficiaries , I recall how patient an er-
{)µ . ~ 9 . tuJ... ,#~ C. t:!Au ..J~ , ~ -~ 

standing t ~ 9~ae BrotRer9 were in de~~f-f'~t ratinf and adv i si ng 

sel ected membe rs of the park staff in the use of the "r researc h tec h ques 

fo r park management purposes. Instances are too numerous to en c · on whe ~ 

local rangers , concerned because of destruction of~ property and ac a pe ri 1 

~ ~ 
o huma n 1 • fe ~ f/i ef) resence of a g ri zz y , in a pub 1 i c use- a_rea, ,d of e, 

.ac ing confiden ce because of lim "ted experience in the use of control 

measures other than a gun, would ca ll upon the Craigheads a~d the : r asso­

c·ates to help them locate and tranqu"lize an aggressi ve bear - ~su a y n 

the dead of night and frequently un der unpleasant c limati~ condi t "on s; ye t 

I am unaware of a single instance when the brothers failed to . qu ·c ] y re-



'· 

spo d . 
.,l.,,yv ~ 

The re ·s no que s ti on,{tha t is w ngness to hep o he s n 

t ime o need and to s hare the"r exper t ise w"th pa r k range r s o f e n im pa· red 

he cont inuity d srup e t he t · mely co uct of their own prog r amme 

ac ·vi ies . 

Early in the study, no PS empl oyee was f amiliar w·th t e t ech ni que 

and 1 imitations of the Cap-Chur gun and immob·1 · zing dugs prior park ex-

perience be · ng l"mited to he use of mob· 1e· cu l vert-type traps or II irect 

control" by s hooting. At fir st , park empl oyees were unfam· l iar eve wi h 

t he concept of the research study . In o rder to he l p in h is und e an -

ing , the bro he rs ex ~ o rs · tra· · ng se ec ed range rs · t e s e 

of dart-guns and t ran~~~ ~ ~~~~g drugs~ 

werF-1t;:! ~~(s t s and 

any 0-ffipl oyee in f or a t ion sess o s 

park rangers, and severa p b i c 

presentat·ons were made a schedu l ed programs w· . h in and ·n the v · c; n·ty 

of the park. 

Eventual l y, a suff . cient number of rangers became min i ma ll y pro­

f .cient in he use of soph istica ed quipment ut · lized by the Crai gheads , 

and so were able to meet mos t of he·r own bear management nee s ; bu a s 

o g as he Craigheads were conduct·ng heir s tud y w"th"n he par , hey 
f 

were requested by local rangers t o he l p ·n unusua ly di ff icul t o r cangerous 

s i t ations. Rank-and-f.le rangers sincerely a pp rec·a ed hese ac es of 

coope ra t· on by the Craigheads and their associates: Cooperat i on w s 
,._ 

m tual l y ad vantageous, because t he rangers would routi~e l y p; ov · e · nfo -

m tion to he study group r egard"ng the locat·on and activi t ies o f a 

parti cu l ar bear identified by s i ze, co oration, and dis inciive e r ma rk ­

· ngs, and the Craigheads would prov ide ad v ice and on-site assis tance when 
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needed - which often remo ved the otherwise apparent necessi t y for range rs 

to take less refi ned measures of contro l : e.g . , final solution by 

ki l J;i ng. 

The customary practice foll owed for about 50 years of prior park 

administration in bear management was to: (1) lea ve the grizzlies un ­

disturbed unless they wandered i nto a public use area, (2) ~rap and re-
~....J ~LJ}.. 

locate~ ~bear J if possible, or (3) destroy the bear by s hooting. However , 

since hazing and shooting a bear at night in a public use area requ i res 

ca lm nerves, a steady hand, a keen eye, and a lot of good judgmen on the 

part of the ranger, on l y a very few rangers were authorized to di spose 
di cLlQ.. ~ ,. ~ ~ 

of bears in this fashion. rle tailed reports and recordsAwere main t~ in-ed..,~~> 

and administrative control extending to the supe ri ntendent was absolute . 

In summary, the pol icy f o ll owed by rangers for the past severa l decades 

has been in effect 11 
•••• • Let the grizzlies alone unless they threaten 

human 1 ife or property. 11 

However, even during the first years of the study under t he supe rin­

tenden cy of Mr . Lemuel ( 11 Lon.11
) A. Garrison, al l park ra~ger s an d park natur­

alists were 1not wholly sympat heti c wit h the study. This was pr imari .l y a 

result of the fact that Yellowstone and other NPS Serv i ce personnel were 

not techni ca ll y trained in or familiar with modern :wildli fi resea rc h 

techniques and methods . Consequently , some rangers an~ ·natur~lis ts did not 

understand the practical necessity of marking bears for identificati on 

pu rposes; others objected t o the "so-cal led 11 intrusion 
~ ~ 

into the last domain . ' 

of +Re magestic and awesome 9rizzly by 11meddl ing man 11
; and almost all park 

employees resented in varying degrees that 11outsiders 11 wer'f! conducting the 

study. 
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While some of this oppos ' tion was due to misinformation an a pauc ·ty 

of communications , much was based on the deepseated oppos 'ti on to an y ou -

siders, wh"ch was held by otherwi se intelligent and reasonable pa r em-

p oyees . Apparently these cr it ics minimized the fact that the ma rki ngs on 

the ears of the bears were a ; one-ti me technique , valuab e to many genera ­

tions of future bears , and the pub] i c v~ry rarely observes a free-roaming 

grizzly and by only an odd c hance discerns s uch a marking on· an ad lt bear. 

Also, cr iti cs of the Craighead~ failed to recogn'ze that ·t ~~rtant 

that this study be conducted t o determine fa ctua l data regard"ng t e 

grizzly's range , habits, speci es population, and reproducti on cyc, e, es ­

peciall y in v iew of increasi ng numbers of park v isitors and the tenuous 

ex istence of the grizzly. ~ldverlooked by some park employees who 

considered members of the gr'zzly resea rch s t udy.a s in terlopers upon their 

domain was the h i s t or ical f act that one o f the primary pu rposes in estab-

1 ishing Ye ll owstone and the Service it rep resen ts was to prov ide a natural 

outdoor laboratory f or research; a l so, Cong re ss in its f ores ight enac ted 

legi s lat ion many years ago whi ch confer red primary jurisdiction upon the 

U.S . Fi s h a nd Wi ld] ife Serv i ce for all wildl ife research on public l ands , 

#" thilrsfore, No loca l a.tt<sA:ip ts by :the '. N. P. S. 'to ;~tabl ish a park wi dl ife 

researc h fa ci l ity we re attempted until 1968 . The establishment of a 

researc h capability by Superint endent Ander son in 1'968 immediate y caused 
~~-

con fli c t between park rangers and the park biologi s ts and between t e park 

b'ol ogi sts and the Craighead res earch team . Prior to 1968 , ~here were in­

stances of passive resistan ~ o~ ~ , f some rangers ancl na tural' sts, 
f 

but no hostility or direct attempt s to kinder the research or d i sc redi t 



I' 

/')} 

: o _ owing trans er of Superi enden: }a.r::.~i on f 1.~o. . the ar' , 

a ~~restra· ed cri ical attitude g~--a:ly developed a,:, d~her 

e chl':l .1..0L::i in tl:':e for.~. of c utting remarks , disparagia..::, ·nm.e1aoe::i, a:1d 

u11su. .;iorted gossip dverse to the s tudy in ge i.eral and to t he com:e,~eng,~ 

c1. . • d · nt 6• i t ;;r of t h Cr igheads i particular. Where ri3inall ! ark "-"' ....... ~---~ 

.•"_,i tanc e to the c ntinuatior: and f lfi lment of t he s udy was unor o-an- " t 
., ,,vd and u..n i rec ted , it became a matter of par:CC- wi.ae know edge t at 

_, ~ · nte.::de . t Ande:~son and }~iologis t Cole ac.t..ia ;_v.,i9r, couraged, genera tedi 

~ - v :od the opposit~on to the program. Thus~ e apabiliti~s of 

"la. e •~ l oy1:;;1e i ncreased to a level where it was · ossible to use i,nmobi -

.. t0c .. -i:... es ~o management urp oses ,, an il'l-Q..r~ att itude of 
c, ·. ,. :;_ .:.:,,.srr, ,.JWarr .. the c igheads"l ev· 5}d t o a poi t w ~re the , s be­

\;~., ..... ... e · and e s subtle in imiting t e:. own cooperati on and sup ort 

·:;o J.. "C, a ,:, on w. e ·e t e· ow:n. i n"Leres s w re co· s dere paramour t . 
..- ~ 
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the Crai ghead work. However, Supe r intendent Garrison persona ly saw to it 

that opposition to the st ud y did not materially interfere with i s 

effec ti ve progress . T e onl y point of m·nor criticism t ha can be directed 

toward the NPS during Mr. Garrison 1·s tenure is tha:t inadequate emp hasis or 

insu ff icient effort was made by staff officers to fully communica t e with 

and advise all park personnel rega rding the complete scope and concept of 

the gr·zz ly bear study , as well as of he composition of th~ cooperat· ve 

agreemen under which the Cra"gheads worked . 

Although there were minor operating problems during the first s·x 
-;tj\L, 

years of" study, the conflicts of interest were amicably reso l ve d between 

Superintendent Garrison and the Craig heads . On l y under the subsequent 

brief administration d former Superintend ent ~claughlin and present 

Su pe rintendent Jack K. Anderson d id the research study begin to suffe r fr om 

lack of cooperati on by the NPS . The transfer of Bi o logist Glen F. Co le 

to Yel lowstone at this t"me marked the beginning of deterioration in the 

offi cial re l ationship be t ween t he NPS and the Craigheads . 

· Al though Mr . Co le had no academic reputation and relative ly l i t tle 

recognition' in wildlife research ci rcles at the time he was trans f e rre 

from Grand Teton National Park to Yel l owstone during or about 1967, he 

quickly espoused and began to implement drastic changes in park wildlife 

management policies . 
~ 

The most char i tab 1 e ~harac ter i zat ion"'"~ of t hese ~ 

e-i-e.6 is that they were obviously designe t o 11 avo id waves 11
, , fo 11 owing 

several prev ious years during which Yellows one was the focal-point of 

several conservation and wi ldlife management controvers i~s. Soon after 



Mr . Cole 1 s arrival at Yellows one, it became a mater of common kn ow edge 

that he was casting cove ous eyes on an NPS proposal to evelop a research 

center, e"ther within Ye owstone (as orig "na ll y conceived)_ , or in t he 

vicinity of the park but under the aegis of the NP S (as curren tly pro­

posed ) . I t was speculated tat Mr . Co l e saw a future role for h"mse f 

in this pl an . Some park observers c laimed that, lacking personal compe­

tence or potential , he insidiously and pers·stently attempted to erode 

the reputati on of the Craighead s. Othe r par k person nel beli~ved tha t 

Mr . Cole was possibl y motivated by a consuming desire for recogniti on 

and further advancement, coup l ed with aspirations toward estab lish"ng and 

managing a wildlife research center in the park . In any case, it became 

obv ious to me and t o o thers that Mr . Cole was out to usurp or des troy the 

Craighead research . 

Unfortunately , 

. .Jt 
Superinte~d ent Anderson -~ i ~ ight in to the 

motives of his staff spec ialist - manifested a disturbing lack of good 
. t?--4.., u;..e_,eJ._ a.AU ~ ~-xA..J 

judgment in supporting the new and novel doc trines,.,_of his ~ mployee~ 

11 right or wrong 11
• Then, compounding a regrettable situation, the pa rk 

administration marshalled backing a~ both the NPS regional level and at 

the Wash ington Office. Finally, in keeping with a trend occu rring too 

ofte n in government operations, a so l id f ront - po!itical r~ther han 
1/',>1 

analytical in character - appears to ha ve b~en formulated ,:i.t hl\ t he Serv ice . 
.. " 

To sui his own purposes - the reasons f or which remain obscu re , but ' 

ma y be specul a ted upon - Mr . Cole , with or without the approbation of 

Superint endent Anderson, endorsed o r initiated a park pra c t i ~e of ~ ~-
~~ ~ ~~4-~ ,r...d--~ Cll~ 
~ r-e-<it>rds on al l 11control led 11 or otherwi s e deceased ·gri~l ·es. Thus' 

,· 
; 



\ . ... 

!•,1 
J.·· 

I . 

' X \J ;1"' 

•,' 

I ••!,,,'.., 

·~ .,' 

the f" es wh ich had been compl etely and accurately maintained for de cades, 

. ~~ became merely a repository for ~ onle which caou ' sup port hr s po int of 
,· 

conc rete ev" dence of 

~ 

this change in practice. The eliminat·on of one le·ss piece of paperwork 

was a welcome relief to a ranger already overburdened with repor ts . Also, 

by no longer being accountable for submitti ng wri tten dossiers on each 

grizzly jncident, it was not necessary ~ bear succumbi ng t o an 

un intentional overdose of tranquili zing drugs . By this time , bears were 
"-?'~ 

not infrequently killed in this ~ by the use of drugs in i nexpe rt hands . 

Even marked 11study 11 grizzlies were killed by rangers within the park when 

alternate methods of control were availab le . Such instances were some­

times not reported, either in official records or in f ormat i on prov id ed to 

the Cra igheads. Also, park ra ngers being corruptib le like other humans, 

instances ocetlrrcd ~ nG are know~] where rangers surreptitiously disposed of 

bears for their own personal, ulterior purposes . 

Of course, this deterioration of bear management practices was 

only possible because administrat i ve and operational control s had bee n re­

laxed, modif ied, or rescinded . Reports and records compi led since 967 

under the direction and control of bi o logist Co le a_nd .the a<;lminis trati on 

of Superintendent Anderson a re consequently considered by some ra nge rs 

(inc l uding myself) to be inaccurate or incomp lete . Records, which had been 

f ormerly maintained meticulously for both in ternal review and pub li c in ­

spection have become distorted, and even overt attempts to mislead t he 

public through news media have been made. , .. ...:t) ,, 



the same time that dist urbing handicaps have been need lessly i ntroduced 

by the NPS to thwart the full effectiveness of the research study con -

. ~v.-U0-u~ . JP 1Ao .Llli 
ducted by th~ Craigheads . I have recently l.e ~~ -e-€(through r:~l i;.b le~7-~ 

sources with{'Yel lowstone Pdetional Parl4 that the cur rent park pol icy in 

bea~ management is not only misleading but obstructive to s6und research 

principles; and that word has unofficia l ly been passed on to. ran gers to 

II . Take care of your p roblem grizzlies at the ·1ocal le vel in your own 

way; we don't need to hear about it at park headquarters." 

So many unwarranted allegation~ ha ve been made against the Craigheads -

most of an extremely pet t y 

rebuttal . However, it may 

know of no irregularity or 

nat_ure - that space or time does not permi"t~ 

be stated from my per.sonal knowledge that I 

- tW..I' ~ L .J-
impropriety r0l ayo.dl\recentlyAt.o- news ~l d ia -Q.1f .A-b 

"park sources 11 that is actually based upon fact. A typical examp le of 

the petty and tri vi al nature of park-authored complain( ts is epi tomized by 

a claim that the Craigheads J improperly and contrary to park direc ti on, 
. ~u.L a± 

took personal friends and relati ve~ into theAstudy area · a-ki.lig Tro ut Creek 
. ! 

and elsewhere. As district ranger of the main study area and, later, 
~ 

chi ef law enforcement officer coverin g the park, I know that t j;,..j...s. assertions 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . 
H'l\gr, f ounded. 0 I visited all dump areas innumerable times at all ho urs 

~1- ....., ___ 
of the day and night and at ~ (t, easons of the yea 'j and was we 11 · nformed 

regarding ~ park-wide activities, covert as wel~ ~et, I never 

observed an infraction of park regulations or policies committed by 

the Craigheads or their associates . On the other hand, .I do recall many 

-~ -~ ~~ 
instances when the Craigheads ~~1eque sts to the appro-

priate park office~ effir3loyec . Apparently, su ch a claim is based upon 
/\ 

distortion of the fact that because several of the Craighead chi ldren 
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are wildlife technicians in their own rig ht , they par t icipated int e 

study fo r t he same rea sons an d with t he same authorized purpose as other 

students . Of course, the ut iliza t ion by t he Craigheads of wild life 

' students resulted in the most e ffective accomp l ishment at minimum ex-

penditure, and such pr actice was in fu l l accord with the basic cont ract 

and cooperative agreement covering the study. I have also read i n the 

news media that park authorities have clai med tha t i t was di ff icult t o 

restrain the Craigheads to work within par k po l ici e s and to -con f o rm to 

~ regulations . Again, l can say unequi vocally that the Cra i ghea ds 

made every reasonable effort to abide by park regulations and po li cies . 

Where such appeared to handicap the cou rse of the study, they wo ul d 

invariably attempt t o resol ve the matter through consultation wit h the 

superintendent; and, where compromise could not be achieved, the 

Crai gheads would adjust their activities to conform to the park de cision 

in the ma tter, even though such would exert an adverse effect upo n 

t heir study operations. 

By this time, it must ha ve been made very clear to the Cra igheads 

tha t the NPS - or at least the Yellows tone Park admin'stration - ha d 

' adopt ed a deliberate campaign t o obstruct and to discredit the s tud y . 

Instances of apparent collusion on the part of park management and adm i n­

istration occu rred with increasing frequency, with the obvious de si gn of 
~.,.,.~ .. 

making cond i tions within the park so difficult for the 'Craig hea ds that 

t hey would give up in despair and terminate their study . A•nota ble ex-

~---~~u_, 
ampl e ofA. th~: is recalled by the attempt of the s uper inten-

dent in 1967 to have the o ld YPCo facilitie s razed at Canyon whi le being 

used as a research cen ter by the Craigheads . Fortunatel y ! the Ye ll owstone 

Park Company, owner of the physical property at the site, refused to be 
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coerced by the park in this matte~ un iil after the Craigheads had ob ­

tained other non-NPS fa c ilities . Also, ·twas administratiyely condoned 

fo r s upervisory ran ge rs and naturalis t s to make unwar r anted, disparaging 

remarks adverse to the study du ri ng s taff meetings 'and tra in ing se ssi ons 

whi ch new or sea sona l emp loyees atten ded . For t hese and o ther reasons , 

it became obv'ous that the st ud y had at least the tacit disapproval o f 

the supe.rintendent an d the park b iolog ist . 

In the fa ce of these circumstances, it is actually as tonishing that 

the Craigheads were able to keep their study on schedu le , despite NP S 

opposition and lack of support. I know t ha t the Craig heads ques t· oned 

several park proposals #'ffr~~ se whi ch interfered with the progress 

of the ir study. From their v iewpoint, they wou ld have been unwo rthy of 

thei r pub l ic trust, bo th to the taxpayers and to the organizat ions which 

~ ' if t l::i:...,,~·;:(_~ had not taken a stand at cr itica l peri ods 

during the study. According to my own knowledge and observa tions, the 

Craigheads ga ve unsparingly and wi l,l ingly . of - the ir own : ti·me .and effo rts . 

They were always willing to cooperate with the workin g ranger, and t o com­

promi se upon issues at administra ti ve le ve l s - up to ~he e~te nt permi tted 

by their code of ethics and professional integrity. They bo t h pos sess a 
' ,-..,.,., 

h .... ,..,., , 

unique combination of abil i ty to ins~ire and lead others, as wel l as t o 
/J. AM/J- ~_Q_,,L. 

accomplish the most onerous task /t in a skillful manner . T Thef -are~ ex~eption-

all y self-effacing and extreme l y modest in demeanor, but have the abil ity 

t o express themselves in conc i se 
-~£/ ~ 

and effective terms . .AT~, the se 
j 

brothers , as well as their associates who emulated t hem , ha ve es tablished 
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a standard for expertise and excel l ence t hat will long be remembered 

by rangers who closely worked with t hem during these years in Ye l lowstone . 

I have known the Cra ighead bro thers for approx ima te]~ 25 years, 

and share the convictions of he ir uni versity colleagues as well as the 

scientifi c community at large that their honesty, forthrightnes s, integrity 

of purpose, amiability, and innate 
i;l/\.9__ 

ators is far above reproach . "f-h-h; 

desire to be conc iliatory with collabor-
~u/u-L . 

current scur ~ s attack promulgat ed 

by the present park administration is unworthy of the Service I faithfully 
~ ~ &';1-- . 
Aserv";.¥for ~ any years, and is obvious l y designed to malign the ve rac ity 

of the Craighead~s) research findings and to undermine the value o f their 

scientific achievements. 

Again, I hope that these observations and experiences, while more 

detailed and lengthy than I originally intended,' will be helpful t o you 

in your review of the controversial issues . I ha ve found it dif fi cult to 

remain less specifi c and non-partisan under the circumstances. I am 
~ 

available to gi ve you fu rther assistance if requested I can fully support 

the position I have sta ted in this letter . 

10320 Birmingham Way, Apt . 2 

Rancho Co rdova, California - 95670 

Sincerely, 

Harry V. ,Reynolds , Jr . 

..... ... . 
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Memo 
To: Personal Files 
From: HVR 

11/25/75 

Subject: Interview with Mr. Chester O. Contrell 

The undersigned, Harry V. Reynolds, Jr., met Mr. 
Chester o. Contrell at his residence during 
5:15-7:00 p.m., above date, for the purpose of dis­
cussing Grizzly Bear management at Yellowstone National 
Park, Wyoming. 

Mr. Contrell is a high school teacher at Stockton, 
where he resides with his family at 1544 Greeley Way. 
(Tele: 209-478-1936). He has been continuously 
employed during the summer seasons since 1954 as a 
Park Ranger General at Old Faithful Ranger Station, 
Yellowst one National Park. 

The purpose of the interview was to ascertain 
knowledge by Mr. Contrell of obstructive tactics, if 
any, utilized by the Park administration and/or 
operations in undermining the fulfillment of the Drs. 
Craigheadsv scientific study of Grizzly Bears in 
the Park during 1959-1970, 

During the course of the conversation, Mr. 
Contrell was asked if he recalled any official cor­
respondence since 1966 which would direct or otherwise 
infer that field rangers need no longer follow the old 
established procedure of documenting in written form 
bear incidents resulting in personal injuries, property 
damage, or control measures taken against the offending 
animal. 

To this specific inquiry, Mr. Contrell replied 
in the negative, although he added that it had 
become the practice in recent years to execute control 
measures via telephone. He further stated that it had 
been an office practice at the Old Faithful Ranger 
Stat ion to make notations in the station da ily log 
of all activities includ ing bear management situations; 
however, fairly recently (he didn't attempt to identify 
the specific year the event took place) a "team" from 
Mammoth received all the old stat ion files including 
the daily logs, then removed and reportedly destroyed them. 
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He said that he regretted the action, as much potentially 
valuable information and records were needlessly 
eliminated. 

In discussing the relationship of the Craighead 
Grizzly study team with that of NPS personnel 
including rangers, he said that beginning about the 
time that Supt. John McLaughlin and Supt. Jack Anderson 
started to serve in the Park, a clearly critical attitude 
developed within the ranks at all levels of Park 
administration against the Craighead study. Specifically, 
he mentioned that the Park claimed that the study ha d 
continued too long for the results obtained, and that 
the Craigheads had provided very little substantive 
material helpful to the Park in bear management, Con­
tinuing, he said that this critical attitude worsened 
to the extent that members of the Craighead study team 
were persona non grata within official NPS circles 
and were considered to be "outsiders" . 

Upon my concluding invitation, Mr. Contrell said 
that he would consider my inquiry at more length 
and correspond with me at a later date. Toward this : en~, 
I left several items with him pertaining to bear 
management and the NFS/Craighead controversy, including 
letters between the National Research Council, Dr. Ian 
McT. Cowan, Yellowstone National Park, and one or more 
news releases following the Walker civil trial in 
southern California early during 1975. 

Explaining that his primary duties were related 
to office work at the Old Faithful Ranger Station, he 
said that he personally believed that there was a 
drastic reduction in both black bear and Grizzly 
populations. He described a hiking trip he made after 1972 with Subdistrict Ranger James Brady from lower 
Nez Perce Creek through Hayden Valley to Canyon, during 
which he observed very little or no Grizzly sign within 
the area long known to be a favorite haunt of this 
species; in fact, as a result of their observatimns, 
either Ranger Contrell or Ranger Brady submitted 
a (written?) report to Mammoth, urging that this area 
be reopened to public use. 

I departed Mr. Cantrell's residence at about 
7:00 p.m., with the promise that he would return 
via mail the material I had left with him. 



Memo 
To t Personal Files 
Froma HVR 

11/25/75 

Subjects Interview with Mr . Chester o. Contrell 

The undersigned , Harry V. Reynold s . Jr . , met Mr. 
· Chester O. Contrell at his residence during 

5•15-7:00 p.m . , above date, for the purpose of dis­
cussing Grizzly Bear management at Yellowstone National 
Park , Wyoming . 

Mr . Contrell i s a high school teacher at Stockton, 
where he resides with his family at 1544 Greeley Way . 
(Tele, 209-478~1936) . He has been continuously 
employed during the summer seasons s ince 1954 as a 
Park Ranger General at Old Faithful Ranger Station , 
Yellowstone National Park. 

The purpose of the interview was to ascertain 
knowledge by Mr. Contrell of obstructive tactics, if 
any , utilized by the Park administration and/or 
operations in undermining the fulfillment of the Drs . 
Craigheads ' scientific study of Grizzly Bears in 
the Park during 1959-1970 . 

During the course of the conversation , Mr. 
Contrell was asked if he recalled any official cor­
respondence s ince 1966 which would direct or otherwise 
infer that field rangers need no longer follow the old 
established procedure of documenting in written form 
bear incidents resulting in personal injuries , property 
damage, or control measures taken against the offending 
animal. 

To this specific inquiry, Mr . Contrell replied 
in the negative , although he added that it had 
become the practice in recent years to execute control 
measures via telephone . He further stated that it had 
been an office practice at the Old Faithful Ranger 
Station to make notations in the station daily og 
of all activities including bear management situations; 
however, fairly recently (he didn ' t attempt to identify 
the specific year the event took {'lace) a "team" from 
Mammoth received all the old station file s including 
the daily l ogs, then removed and reportedly destroyed them . 



-2- H, V. Reynolds 
11/25/75 

He said that he regre~ted the action, as much potentially 
valuable information and records were needlessly 
eliminated. 

In discussing the relationship of the Craighead 
Grizzly study team with that of NPS personnel 
including rangers, he said that beginning about the 
time that Supt . John McLaughlin and Supt .• Jack Anderson 
started to serve in the Park.; a clearly critical attitude 
developed within the ranks at all levels of Park 
administration against the Craighead study. Specifically, 
he mentioned that the Park claimed that the study had 
continued too long for the results obtainedt and that 
the Craigheads had provided very little substantive 
mat.erial helpful to the Park in bear management . Con­
tinuing . he said that this critical attitude worsened 
to the extent that members of the Craighead study team 
were persona non grata within official NPS circles 

' . ...----- . . . 
and were considered to be "outsiders". 

Upon my concluding invitation, Mr . Contrell said 
that he would consider my inquiry at more length 
and correspond with me at a later date. Toward this ·end , 
I J.eft several items with him pertaining to bear 
management and the NFS/Craighead controversy , including 
letters between the National Research Council , Dr. Ian 
McT . Cowan , Yellowstone National Park, and one or more 
news releases following the Walk~r civil trial in 
southern California early during 197 5. 

Explaining that his primary duties were related 
to office work at the Old Faithful Ranger Station, he 
said that he personally believed that there was a 
drastic reduction in both black bear and Grizzly 
populations, He described a hiking trip he made after 
1972 with Subdistrict Ranger James Brady from lower 
Nez Perce Creek through Hayden Valley to Canyon,, during 
which he observed very little or no Grizzly sign within 
the area long known to be a favorite haunt of this 
species ; in fact , as a result of their observati<hns , 
either Ranger Contrell or Ranger Brady submitted 
a (written?) report to Mammoth, urging that this area 
be reopened t o public use , 

I departed Mr . Contrell ' s residence at about 
7 .a OO p .m. , wit h the promise that he would return 
via mail the material I had left with him , 
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Memo 
To: Personal Files 
F"roms HVR 
Subjecta Interview with Mr. Chester o. Contrell 

The undersigned, Harry V. Reynold s , Jr., met Mr. 
Chester o. Contrell at his residence during 
5,15-7,00 p*m., above date, for the purpose of dis­
cussing Grizzly Bear management at Yellowstone National 
Park, Wyoming. 

Mr. Contrell is a high school teacher at Stockton, 
where he resides with his family at 1_544 Greeley Way. 
(Teles 209-478-1936). He has been continuously 
employed during the stur.mer seasons since 19 54 as a 
Park Ranger General at Old Fai th:f'ul Ranger s tation,. 
Yellowstone National Park. 

The purpose of the interview was to ascertain 
knowledge by Mr. Contrell of obstructive tactics, if 
any , utilized by the Park administration and/or 
operations in undermining the fulfillment of the Drs. 
Craigheads ' scientific study of Grizzly Bears in 
the Park during 1959-1970 . 

During the course of t e conversation, Mr. 
Contrell was asked if he recalled any o:ffieial cor­
respondence since 1966 which would direct or otherwise 
in.fer that field rangers need no longer follow the old 
established procedure of documenting in .vri tten :form 
bear incidents resulting in personal injuries, property 
drunagei or control measures taken against the offending 
animal. · 

To this specific inquiry, Mr. Contrell replied 
in the negative, althou h he added that it had 
become the practice in recent years to execute control 
measures via telephone . He further stated that it had 
been an office practice at the Old Faithful Ranger 
Station to make notations in the station daily log 
of all activities including bear management situations ; 
however , . fairly recently (he . dion·•t attempt to identify 
the specific year the event took place) a "team" from 
Mammoth received all the old station files including 
the daily logs, then removed and reportedly destroyed them .. 
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He said that he regretted the action. as much potentially 
valuable information and records were needlessly 
eliminated . 

In discussing the relationship of the Craighead 
Grizzly study team with that of NPS personnel 
including rangers • . he said that beginnin about the 
time that Supt . John McLaughlin and Supt . Jack Anderson 
started to serve in the Park , a clearly critical attitude 
developed within the ran.~s at all levels of Park 
administration against the Crai head study . Specifically, 
he mentioned that the Park claimed that the study had 
continued too long for the results obtained , and that 
the Craigheads had provided very little substantive 
material helpful to the Park in bear management . Con­
tinuing , he said that this critical attit ude worsened 
to the extent that members of the Craighead study team 
were nersona non grata within official NPS circle 
and were considered t o be ''outsiders" . 

Upon my concluding invitation , Mr . Contrell said 
that he would consider my inquiry at more length 
and correspond with me at a later dat e . Toward this --:end , 
I left several items with him pertaining to bear 
management and the NPS/ Craighead cont roversy , including 
letters between the National Research Council , Dr . Ian 
McT . Cowan, Yellowstone National Park , and one or more 
news releases following the Walker civil t rial in 
southern California early during 1975. 

Explaining that his primary dut ies were related 
to office work at the Old Faithful Ran er Station , he 
said that he personally believed that there was a 
drastic reduct ion in both black bear and Grizzly 
populations . He described a hiking trip he made after 
1972 with Subdistrict Ranger James Brady from lower 
Nez Perce Creek through Hayden Valley to Canyon , durin 
which he observed very little or no Grizzly sign wit hin 
the area long knova1 to be a favorite haunt of this 
species ; in fact , as a result of their observatidms . 
either Ranger Contrell or Ranger Brady submitted 
a (written?) report to Mammoth , urging that this area 
be reopened to public use . 

I departed Mr . Contrell ' s residence at about 
7,00 p .m. , with the promise t hat he would return 
via mail the material I had left with him .. 
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via AI RMAIL 

Mr . Harvey E. Sheppard, Staff Officer 
Di vision of Biological Sciences 
National Research Council 
2101 Constitution Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 20418 

Dear Mr. Sheppard: 

April 27, 1974 

This is in acknowledgement of your letter of April 18, 
concerning my comments of January 19 addressed to"Dr. Cowan, Chairman 
of the Committee on the Yellowstone Grizzlies. A photocopy of the 
letter is enclosed for your ready reference. 

In specific response to your inquiry, I int erpose no 
objection for the Committee to make whatever use it believes appro­
priate of my letter to Dr. Cowan, under the circumstances you have 
outlined. 

I would personally appreciate receiving a copy of the 
Committee's report when it becomes available for public distribution. 

Enclosure 

cc (w/attachment): 

Dr. Ian McT. Cowan 
Faculty of Graduate Studies 
University of British Columbia 
Vancouver B, Canada 

Sincerely yours, 

du r v cl' ; i:,,C~ w. 
Harry IJ . Re~~{~, Jr. / · 

10320 Birmingham Way, Apt. 2 
Rancho Cordova, California 

95670 



NAT IONAL RESEA R C H COUNCIL 
ASSEMBLY OF LIFE SCIENCES 

2101 Constitution Avenue Washington, D . C. 20418 

DIVISION OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

April 18, 1974 

Mr. Harry V. Reynolds, Jr. 
10320 Birmingham Way 
Rancho Cordova, California 95670 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

Your letter to Dr. Ian McT. Cowan, Dean of the Faculty 
of Graduate Studies, University of British Columbia, dated 
January 19, 1974, because it is related directly to the 
study being made by the Committee on the Yellowstone 
Grizzlies, was made available to members of the Committee 
and reviewed by them at two meetings. 

The Committee has requested that you be informed that 
it plans to refer to your letter in their report t o the 
Department of Interior. But because the allegations con­
ta i ned therein are very serious ones, the Committee feels 
that you should be acquainted with the specific manner of 
this reference. As now written, that particular portion of 
the report reads as follows: 

~Finally, data on injury rates or control actions 
are reliable only to the extent that Park records 
have been kept accurately. Certain discrepancies among 
injury records have been noted (Table __ ). It has 
also been alleged (Reynolds, personal communication, 
January 19, 1974), that control actions have not 
always been recorded. If these charges are true, 
such failures jeopardize rational research and manage­
ment programs for grizzly bears within the National 
Parks. • 

Your permission to reference your letter, as above, is 
requested. We do not feel that your charges should be further 
disseminated unless you are aware of, and concur in, th~', 

The National Research Council is the principal operating agency of the National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering 
to serve government and other organizations 
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Mr. Harry V. Reyno~ds, Jr. 
April 18, 1974 Page 2 

precise wording of the r~port. While the Committee files 
are presently entirely privileged until the final report 
is made to the National Park Service, it is our policy to 
make our reports public approximately thirty days following 
the submission of the final report to the sponsoring agency. 

A copy of your letter is enclosed for your convenient 
reference. Please let me have your decision as promptly as 
possible. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Enclosure Harvey E. Sheppard 

Staff Officer 
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I realize, Mr . Reynolds, the delicate situation 
you, as a former Yellowstone Park rang er, are in. And 
T a ppre iat e the reasons for Dr. Craighead desiring 
t h at your remarks remain off-the-record until Dr. Cowan 
mi ght respond. 

Therefore, I will guarantee your anonymity unless 
you personally authorize me to use your name. I am 
interested more in the information itself than in the name o f 
p e rsons providing it . (Of course, if you have no reluc­
t ance in using your name, fine, but that is entirely up 
to you.) 

Aga in, Mr . Reynolds, I ask that you call me collect 
wh en you receive this letter to let me know your deci­
sion. I emphasize that I will use nothing at all from 
you in the story unless you give the go-ahead . 

Thanks for your consideration of this request. 

C or•di al '.l. y, 

~~ 
Mike Tharp 

P.s. I tried to reach you this morning on the 
t elephone, but Rancho Cordova directory information 
didn't have a phone number listed for you . 



March 15, 1974 

Mr. Harry Reynolds Jr . 
10320 Birmingham Way #2 
Rancho Cordova, California 95670 

I 

Dear Harry: fl 
My reaction to your farch 1 letter to Hchael Tharp is that 
it is informative and will be helpful in resolving the grizzly 
bear controversy. 

I don't fully agree with your analysis of nderson's situation 
as he personally had much to do with the early deci ions @J 
leading to the poor management of the grizzlie~ and to the 
destruction of a large segment of the bear popu lati on . Be 
also was never honest with.us i~ the_few dealings that we had. 0 
However, I do agree that his maJor mistake, at least as I see 
it, was to listen to and follow the advice given to him by 

G6en Cole. @ 
You mentioned the best evidence accrued so far is the compute 
analysis of the Yellow5to.ne Grizzly bear population, There's 0 
also the article "fanageaent of Rears in Yellowstone Nationa l 
Park 1967'' mimi ographcd, and " Giizzly Bear• an Relationships 
in Yellowstone National Pa rk" (Bio-science Aug . lS, 1971). 

On page 2 you mentioned that one obvious reason for the death 
of those two girls was the existence of organic refuse or a 
garbage dump at the same location where hikers were camping 
and sleeping. Also there were food handouts to these bears 
to attract vistors and this opportunity for the bears to 
associate ibtd with humans was one of the major factors that 
made them dangerous. After these deaths the Park Servi ce 
tended to equate the si tuation in Yellowstone with that in 
Glacier. In one case fo od attracted bears to areas where 
vi sitors congregated and in the other (Yellowstone) food zoned 
the bears away from campgrounds. 
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Mr . Harry Reynolds, Jr . 
1032 Birmingham Way, Apt . 2 
Rancho Cor dova, Calif . 956 70 

Dear Harry: 

February 4, 1974 

Thanks fo r the copies of your letter to Dr . Cowan . This is 
an excellent letter and one that will certainly help to clarify 
the Yellowstone situation, particularly in reference to the 
many mis -representations that a r e being preseneled and pub Ii shed . 

I have dropped off a short note to . r . Steven Zetterber , the 
attorney in the case involving the death of the qalker boy . I 
have suggested that he get in touch with you . \lhether you 
wish to talk to him will be up to you . I am enclosing several 
letters from him that may be of interest to you . I am also 
enclosing a copy of anger Brad~'s deposition . This is , y only 
copy, so please return it as soon is it is conveniently possible . 

We've been having lots of snow and 
so strong that the roads have been 
with drifts up to five feet deep . 
long. 

FCC/pw 

wind . The gales have been 
closed for several days 
Hope to see you before too 

Sincerely• 

Frank c. Craighead 



MONTANA COOPERATIVE WILDLIFE RESEARCH UNIT 

UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 
MONTANA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 

MISSOULA, MONTANA 59801 

March 7, 1974 

Dr. Frank C. Craighead Jr. 
P. 0. Box 156 
Moose, Wyoming 83012 

Dear Frank: 

I talked to Dr. Sheppard of NAS and he assured me that the 
NAS committee would not make any public statement on the 
Yellowstone grizzly bear situation until their entire report 
had been reviewed by the NAS and there would be no publi c 
statements at the North American Wildlife Conference. 

Regards, 

JJC:gs 

Encl: 3 ltrs requested 



January 11., 1974 

Mr. Harry Reynolds 
2820 Ginge r Court 
Sacramento , alifornia 

Dear Harry : 

95826 

I thou ht that was an excellent letter that you prepared. 
If you have no objections to my sending a copy to a few 
selected people I would like to do so . Perhaps you could 
send me a copy and fro this I could have a few others made 
up . I most certainly would not want to do this unless it 
eets with your approval and I will prohably call you later 

to discuss the subject . 

We now have our shed bout by the new house fixed up with 
beds , electric heat, running ater and so on. If you and 
Lois can get up this way we would be delighted to have you 
stop in and use it . I ny be away from mid ,Januar to the 
end of the month . If you are interested in any ' winter ' 
we would be delighted to have you come up and use the house. 
Best wished for a happy New Year . 

Sincerely, 

Prank Craighead Jr. 

PCJ mh 



IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Nl6 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming 82190 

April 10, 1975 

Mr. Harry V. Reynolds, Jr. 
10320 Birmingham Way - Apt. 2 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

Your letter which was cited in the National Academy of Science 
report on grizzlies has also been used in a recent law suit 
against the Government, and by individuals, to question the 
accuracy of park records concerning the grizzly, and even the 
integrity of management and research programs carried out by 
Park Service personnel. Because of such use, of which you may 
be unaware, we would appreciate receiving a copy of the letter 
sent to the National Academy of Science. 

We have contacted a number of past park employees in previous 
years for information which might clarify or correct past 
records. For this reason we would like to have your connnents 
on file as part of the record of past bear management programs, 
together with the documentary evidence to support your statements. 

Sincerely yours, 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 



June 18, 1975 

Stephen I. Zetterberg 
Attorney at Law 
319 Harvard Avenue 
Claremont, California 91711 

Dear Mr. Zetterberg: 

Please ·find enclosed copies of a Yellowstone 
letter, dated April 10, and a draft of my proposed reply 
with attachments. 

I have delayed my answer because I have been un­
certain of the motives which prompted the inquiry. In the 
first place, it is difficult to conceive that the NPS does 
not already have a photocopy of at least my letter to 
Dr. Cowan. I have considered the possibility that the 
letter was at least formulated by NPS Biologist Glen F. 
Cole and that the invitation to submit ttdocumented evidencett 
could be a fishing expedition for reasons presently obscure 
to me. In any event, I believe that the text of the letter 
is something less than complete and candid. 

I have tried to consider possible ulterior aspects 
of the NPS letter, but as a layman I am limited in my aware­
ness of possible legal pitfalls. My proposed reply is in­
tended to reflect my full support of the Drs. Craighead, 
without revealing how little or how much factual knowledge 
I could sup~tantiate through deposition or testimony. Fur­
ther, I have directed my reply to the two NPS regional 
offices most involved in the Grizzly Study and subsequent 
controversy, on the premise that it is distinctly possible 
that neither of these regional offices have been fully in- ✓] 

\ formed regarding public criticism of Yellowstone's position. 
e..,,JJ.,.) Also, I desired to reach the ears of the assistant re ~ onal 

~

. .J2.-'t,tr _..;,,,- director of Midwest Region and the regional director · ~".f/£r~ 
6U' ~ Rocky Mountain Region, because these two officials war d f 

closely with me early in their careers. 

After affording you an opportunity to review both 
the Yellowstone letter and my proposed reply, I plan to 
telephone you next week to solicit your opinion concerning 
the contents of my answer. Should I reply at all? Should 
my letter be sent, as is? Specifically, to what extent 
should it be modified, if at all? 

Your consideration of my request for advice will 
be greatly appreciated. 

Encl's 4 

1460 E. Twenty First St. 
Merced, Calif. 953u0 

(tele: 209-722-2084) 



Office of the Regional Director, 
Rocky Mountain Region 

United States National Park Service 
u. s. Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 80225 

Dear Sir: 

June , 1975 

I am addressing my response to Superintendent 
Jack K. Anderson's letter of April 10 in this way, inasmuch 
as· the inquiry itself does not appear to have the imprint 
of Jack's authorship and because I have recently heard that 
Jack is retiring in the very near future. A photocopy of 
the aforementioned letter is enclosed for your reference. 

In compliance with Yellowstone's request, a copy 
of my January 19, 1974, letter to Dr. Ian McT. Cowan is en­
closed, together with a copy of my March 1, 1974, letter to 
The Wall Street Journal. 

The letter to Dr. Cowan was intended to present a 
personalized view of Grizzly Bear management and research 
programs then under review by the National Academy of Science. 
Briefly, my comments suggested that the NPS post-1966 method 
of tabulating bear-related "incidents" was imprecise, com­
pilation of Griz·zly losses through natural or human-related 
causes were inaccurate, and the technique of censusing the 
residual Grizzly population was self-serving; also, that 
current NPS efforts to formulate and implement a viable 
management program, with due consideration of the Craigheads 1 

research, was intransigent by design and incompetently ex­
ecuted; and, further, that a Service-wide policy, apparently 
originating at the Park level, impeded and finally thwarted 
the effective conduct of the final and possibly most valuable 
phases of the Grizz,ly Study, upon which considerable time, 
effort, and money had been expended or obligated, and in 
which all parties had cooperatively endorsed a long range 
commitment beginning in 1958-59. 

Although I have been critical of NPS altruism in 
this particular instance, I acknowledge no individual loy­
alty greater than my own to the basic precepts and ideals 
upon which the Service was founded and to the National Park 
System with which I was employed over a period of 34 years. 

For example, while I persistently advanced an 
alternate method to the massive elk reduction programs of 
1961-63 at Yellowstone, on the grounds that it was tactically 
practical and economically feasible to move and live-trap 
large numbers of elk with the use of specially qualified 
helicopter pilots, I energetically participated in the 



direct reduction activities after my administrative and 
organizational superiors decided on a policy of wholesale 
slaughter by rangers within the Park. Although I had not 
been reticent in voicing my opinion during Park staff meet­
ings that a more open-minded attitude toward both manage­
ment and research was desirable, I closed ranks with others 
holding divergent views and offered my best efforts to im­
plement the on-going official policy by performing a critic­
ally important aspect of the direct control programs. Sub­
sequently, it was acknowledged that non-selective reduction 
by geographic area and direct control of elk populations by 
shooting was both unnecessary and unwise, .when the alter­
native method of achieving the same objective was available. 
Unfortunately, in the above instance, public . confidence in 
NPS conduct of wildlife management was so disturbed that 
remedial · action prompted by members of Congress resulted in 
the removal of Superintendent John McLaughlin. As a con­
sequence, the almost inflexible policy of direct control of 
elk was abandoned. 

However, in the case of the more recent Grizzly 
controversy, I was no longer an active employee; and, eventu­
ally, in the face of obvious and continuing efforts on .the 
part of the Park/Service/Department to undermine the effect­
iveness of the NPS contractural relationship with the Craig­
heads and to openly as well as surreptitiously impugn the 
character and impair the objectives of these selfless, highly 
motivated, and professionally ethical brother-scientists, I 
could no longer remain silent, and so offered comments to 
Dr. Cowan, Los Angeles Times, and The Wall Street Journal. 

I presently am unaware of any significant disparity 
between the comments expressed in my two letters and either 
the written findings of the NAS Grizzly Report of 1974 or the 
recent judgment handed down by United States District Judge 
A. Andrew Hauk, Central District of California. Yellowstone's 
wildlife files must already be replete with the "documentary 
evidence" the Park claims to seek; therefore, I choose to . 
demur to this specific request, in view of possible future , 
litigation related to the issue. However, the NAS report and 
the judgment of the Court appear to confirm my apprehension 
that the integrity of the NPS has been subverted by the Park's 
dubious procedures, debatable activities, and questionable 
decisions relating to the cooperative agreement with the 
Craigheads. It will now be difficult for the Service to re­
gain the confidence of the scientific community and of the 
citizenry it serves. Meanwhile, I share the shame of this 
sordid affair which has been brought unnecessarilly to the 
Service I once represented and to the Park I deeply love. 

Enclosures 3 

cc: NPS, Midwest Region 

Si_9Perely your , 

·ffe~ y · ~~~ 
Harr7v. Rey lds, 

1460 E. Twenty First St. 
Merced, California 95340 
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