March 11, 1977

The Honorable Cecil D. Andrus
Secretary of the Interior
Interior Building

Washington, D. C. 20240

Dear Secretary Andrus:

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 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 for 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 of 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 the Presi-
dent (CREEP) during the infamous Nixon Era.

Please be assured that this letter is prompted by my
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 review the organization and purpose
of the National Park Service, toward the end that its ideals
and concepts will be served in perpetulty for the benefit and
enjoyment of all the People.

Sincerely,

HARRéXV REY] OLDS Jéjgg/

Staff Park Ranger (Retired)



! ’ January 19, 1974
Sacramento, Callforni

Dr. Zan .icT, Cowan, Dean

Yaculty of Graduate Studies ‘ ~ S
University of British Columbia ‘

Vancouver 8, Canada

Dear Lr, Cowan:

During the past year I have read WLLﬂ increaglnb 1nterest
a nunber of news articles published 1n the National Observer,: Los
Lngelés Times, and others, regarding a developing controversy between
crizzly bear research and management within-Yellowstone National Park.
I was delichted to hear that a MNatlonal Academy of Sciences committee
1s now looking into this situation. As a former National Park Service
ranger, closely associated with both the study and park management
objectives in Yellowstone, I am offering you and your colleagues my
observations and comments with the hope that they may be helpful in
Gif ferontiating fact from fantasy and distinguishing truth from fiction
Lr Lls L8sue,

bxrut in the way of personal background, I was retired from
sl UPD R 196{, after federal service in sovoral major national parks
covering a neriod of over 34 vewrs. I was stationed in Yellowstone
Tor a votal of 12 years during 1947-1963. At the beginning of the
Crezzly Sear Study in 1959, I served both in my regular position as
ti.e¢ ranger in charge of the South District and as Acting District
Janajer ol the geographic area which includes Yellowstone Ialke, Trout
Creek, Hayden Valley, and Canyon. This district is recognized to be
tho awvca of highest grizuly densiiy within the park. In my role as
district ranger, I was charged with responsibility for the protcction
anc management of persons, property, wildlife, and other natural
resources., As acting district manager, I exercised direct administra-
tive control uander the general supervision of the park superintencent.
puring the summer of 1962, I was detailed to park headguarters at
fempaotbly, where I served as staff officer to the chief ranger until I
ras promoted and transferred in 1963 to the Washinston Office as staff
park ranger in the Division of Resources Management., Immediately
following my federal retirement in the suwmmer of 1967, 1 actively par-
ticipatuda until early spring of 1968 in the prizaly study at Yellow-
stone as a wildlife research assistant in the tenporary empnloy of the
Unilversity of HMontana., Consecuently, I was in an uvnique position to
ascqulre an intimate and detalled understending of the grizzly research
study and wildlife management policies and practices of NPS officials
throughout the most significant period of activities, 1959-1968.

At the time the stiudy was inicviated in 1959, the NPS had no
trained or experienced personnel with the academic background or
ro¢alsite depree of eoxpertilse e conduct or supervisc cuch a program
o & unillateral Service basis; nor did the N2S have the fiscal re-
sources to implement such a conprchensive, long-range research stuay.
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As only one of many beneficiaries, I recall how patient and
understanding Drs, John J. and Frank C. Craighead, Jr.,, were in demon-
strating and advising sclected members of the park: staff in the use
of their research techniques for park management parposes, Instances
are too numerous to mention when local rangers, cohcerned because of
destruction of property and actual peril to human life resuwlting from
the presence of a grizzly in a public use area, and often lacking con-
fidence because of limited experience in the use of control measures

“other than a gun, would call upon the Craigheads and their associates
to help them locate and tranguilize an aggressive bear - usually in

the dead of night and frequently under unpleasant ¢limatic conditions;
vet I am wnaware of a single instence when the brothers failed to
quickly respond. There is no question in retrospett that this willing-
ness to help others in time of need and to share their expertise with
park rangers often impaired the continuity and disrupted the timely
conduct of their own programmed activities. i

Early in the study, no NPS employee was familiar with the
technique and limitations of the Cap-Chur gun and immobllizing drugs -
prior park experience being limited to the use of mobile culvert-type
traps or "direct control" by shooting. At first, park employees were
unfamiliar even with the concept of the research study. In order to
help in this understanding, the brothers expended many hours in traine-
ing selocted rangers in the use of dart-guns and tranquilizing drugs.
Hany information sessions were held for park employees, including
naturalists and park rangers, and several public presentations were
made at scheduled programs within and in the vieinity of the park,

Eventually, a sufficient number of rangers became minimally
proficient in the use of sophisticated equipment utilized by the
Craigheads, and so were able to meet most of their own bear management
needs; but as long as the Craigheads were conducting their study within
The park, they were requested by local rangers %o help in unusually
difficult or dangerous situations. Rank-and~-file rangers sincerely
appreciated these acts of cooperation by the Craigheads and their
associates, Cooperation was mutually advantageous, becausec rangers
would routinely provide information 4o the study group regarding the
location and activities of a particular bear identified by size, color=
avion, and distinctive ear markings, and +the Cralgheads would provide
advice and on-gite assistance when needed - which often removed the
otherwise apparent necessity for rangers to take less refined measures
of control: e.g., final solution by kKilling,

The customary practice followed for about 50 years of prior
porl adninistration in bear management was to: (1) leave the grizzlies
uwndisturbed unless they wandered into a public use arca, (2) trap and
relocate an offending bear, if possible, or (3) destroy the bear by
shootiag. ‘However, since hazing and shooting a bear at night 4n a
public use area requires calm nerves, a steady hand, a keen eye, and a
lot of good judgment on the part of the ranger, only a very few rangers
were authorized to dispose of bears in this fashion. Debailed reports
and records of all bear-related incidents were mandatory, and adminis-
trative control extending to the superintendent was absolute, ' In sun-

(5]
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nary, the policy followed by rangers for the past several decades has
been, in effect ". . . Let the grizzlies alone unless they threaten
human 1ife or property.“ i ‘e e

However, even during the first years of the studyvupdcr the
superintendency of Mr, Lemuel {"Ton") A, Garrlson, all park rangers
and park naturalists were not wholly sympathetic with the study. This
was primarily a result of the fact that Yellowstone and other NPS
Service personnel were not technically trained in or familiar with
modern wildlife research techniques and methods, Consequently, some

rangers and naturalists did not wnderstand the practical necessity of
naridng bears for identification purposes; others objected to the
Nso-called" intrusion into the last domain of this majestic:.and awe-
some animal by "meddling man"; and almost all park employees resented
in varying degrees that "oubsiders" were conducting the study.

While some of this opposition was due to misinformat tion and

a paucity of communications, nuch was based on the deepseated oppos*n
tion to any oubsiders, which was held by otherwise intelligent and
recasonable park employees. Apparently these critics minimized the
fact that the markings on the ears of the bears were a one-time tech-
nique, valuable to many generations of future bears, and the public
very rarely observes a free-roeaming 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 bc conducted to determine factual data regarding the grizzly's
range, habits, species population, and reproduction cycle, especially
in view of increasing numbers of park visitors and the tenuous exis-
tence of the grizzly. Overlooked by some park employees who con-
sidered members of the grizzly research study as interlopers upon
their domain was the historical fact that one of the primary purposes
in establishing Yellowstons and the Service it represents was to pro-
vide a natural outdoor laboratory for research; also, Congress in its
foresight enacted legislation many years ago whlcn conferred primary
jurisdiction upon the U, S, Fish and Wildlife Service for all wildlife
research on public lands.

. No local endeavors by the NPS to establish a park wildlife

research facility were attcmpted wtil 1968, The establishment of a .
research capability by Superintendent Anderson in 1968 immediately -
caused conflict between park rangers and park blologists, as well as
‘between park biologists and the Craighead research team. Prior to
1968, there were instances of passive resistance to the study on the
part of some rangers and naturalists, bub there was no hostlility or
direct attempt to hinder the research or discredit the Craiphead work,
Superintendent Gavrison personally saw Lo it thdbt opposition to the
study did not materially interfere with its effective progress. The
on]y point of minor criticilsm that can be 'dlrected toward the NPS dur=-
ing Mfr, Garrison's tenure is that inadequate emphasis or insufficient
effort was made by staff officers to fully communicate with and. advise
all park personnel regarding the complete scope and concept of the
grlzzly bear study, as well as of the composition of the cooparatlve
agreement under which the Cralgheadu worked ‘ e
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Although there were minor operating problems during the first
six years of the study, the conflicts of interest were amicably re-
solved between Superintendent Garrison and the Craigheads. Only under
the subsequent brief administration of former Superintendent McLaughlin
and present Superintendent Jack K, Anderson did the research study
begin to suffer from lack of cooperation by the NPS. The transfer of
Biologist Glen F, Cole to Yellowstone at this time marked the beginning

_of deterioration in the official relationship between the NPS and the

Craigheads,

Following transfer of Superintendent Carrison from the park,
an unrestrained critical attitude developed at higher echelons in the
form of cutting remarks, disparaging innuendoes, and unsupported gossip
adverse o the study in general and to the competence and integrity of
the Craigheads in particular. Where initlally park resistance to the
continuation and fulfillment of the study was unorganized and un-.
directed, it became a matter of park-wide knowledge that Superintendent
Anderson and Biologist Cole actually encouraged, generated, and led
the opposition to the program. Thus, ironically, as the capabilities
of park rangers increased to a level where it was possible to use
immobllizing techniques for management purposes, an attitude of criti-
cism toward the Craigheads' research developed to a point where the
NPS became less and less subtle in limiting their ovm cooperation and
support to situations where their own self interests were paramount.

Although lMr. Cole had no academic reputation snd relatively
little recognition in wildlife research circles at the time he was
transferred from Grand Teton National Park to Yellowstone during or
about 1967, he quickly espoused and began to implement drastic changes

dn park wildlife management policies. The most charitable character-

ization of these endeavors is that they were obviously designed to
"avoid waves", following scveral previous years during which Yellowstone
was the focal-point of several conservation and wildlife management
controversies. ' Soon after IMr, Cole's arrival at Yellowstone, it became
a matter of common knowledge that he was casting covetous eyes on an
NPS proposal to develop a research center, either within Yellowstone

(as originally conceived), or in the vicinity of the park but under the

. aegls of the NPFS (as currently proposed). It was speculated that

Mr. Cole saw a future rols for himself in this plan. Some observers
claimed that, lacking personal competence or potential, he insidiously

and persistently attempted to erode the reputation of the Craigheads.,

ther park personnel believed that Mr. Cole was possibly motivated by
a consuming desire for recognition and further advancement, coupled
with aspirations toward establishing and managing a wildlife research
center in the park. In any case, it became cbvious to me and to
others that Mr. Cole intended to usurp or destroy the Craighead rescarch.,

Unfortunately, Superintendent Anderson - apparently lacking
insight into the motives of his staff specialist - manifested a disturbe
ing lack of good judgment in supporting the new and novel doctrines as
well as the pergonal aspirations of his employee, "right or wrong".
Then, compounding a regrettable situation, the park administr§tion
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marshalled baglking at both the NPS regional level and at the Wash-
ington Office. Finally, in keeping with a trend occurring too often
in govermment operations, a solid front - political rather than
analytical in character - appears o have been formulated within the
Service,

To suit his own purposes = the reasons for which remain
obscure, but may be speculated upon - Mr, Cole, with or without the
‘approbation of Superintendent Anderson, endorsed or initiated a park
practice of under-reporting all bear incidents and not recording all
"controlled" or otherwise deceased griznzlies. Thus, the files which
had been completely and accurately maintained for decades became
merely a repository for statistical information which would support
his point of view., I disceorned clear evidence of +these discrepancies
and omlssions when I reviewed the official NPS bear files at Mammoth
during the winter of 1967-1968. : ‘

Too.many park rangers, for a variety of reasons, failed to
question this ‘change in practice, The olimination of one Jess piece
of paperwork was a welcome rclief to a ranger already overburdened
with reports. Also, by no longer being accountable for submitting
writlen dossiers on each grizzly incident, it was not necessary o al-
ways repoxrt a bear succumbing to an unintentional overdosc of tran-
quilizing drugs. By this time, bears were not infrequently killed in
this manner by the use of drugs in inexpert hands. Lven marked "gbudy"
grizzlies were killed by rangers within the parlk when alternate methods
of control were avallable. Such instances were sometimes not reported,
elther in official records or information provided 4o the Cralgheads.
Also, park rangers being corruptible like other humans, instances are
lmown where rangers surreptltiously disposed of bears for their own
personal, ulterior purposes.

Of course, this deterioration of bear management practices
was only possible because administrative and operational controls had
been relaxed, modified, or rescinded. Reports and records compiled
since 1967 under the direction and control of Biologist Cole and the
administration of Superintendent Anderson are consequently considered
by some rangers (including mysclf) 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, significent records vertaining to bear management retro-
gressed in this respect after 1967, at the same time that disturbing
handicaps were needlessly introduced by the NPS to thwart the full
effectiveness of the research study conducted by the Craigheads. I
have recently been informed through knowledgeable sources within
Yellowstone that the current park policy in bear management is not
only misleading but obstructive to sound research principles, and that
word has unofficlally been passcd on to rangers to ". . . Take caro of .
yowr problem grizzllies at the local level in your own way; we don't
nood to hear about it at park headquarters,"

b ., Hlits
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So many unwarranted allegations have been made against the

Craigheads - most of an extremely petty nature - that space or time

does not permit full rebuttal.. However, it may be stated from my
personal knowledge that I know of no irregularity or impropriety -

as recently attributed by news media to "park sources" - that is acthue
ally based upon fact, A typlcal example of the trivial nature of '
park-authored camplaints is epitomized by a claim that the Craigheads,
improperly and contrary to park direction, took personal friends and
. relatives into the restricted study area at Trout Creek and elsevhere.
As district ranger of the main study area and, later, chief law enforce-
ment officer covering the park, I know that such assertions during those
vears were unfounded. I visited all dump areas innumerable times at all
hours of the day and night and at every season of the yedr, and was well
informed regarding park-wide activities, covert as well as approved; wveb
I never observed an infraction of park regulations or policies committed
by the Craigheads or thelr associates. 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 Craighecad
children are Wildlife technicians in their own right, they participated
in the study - for the same reasons and with the same authorized purpose
as other students. Of course, the utilization by the Craigheads of wilde
life students resulted in the most effective accomplishment at minimuim
expenditure, and such practice was in full accord with the basic contract
and cooperabive agreement covering the study. I have also read in the
news media that park authorities have claimed that it was difficult to
restrain the Craigheads to work within park policies and to conform o
regulations, Again, I can say unequivocally that the Craigheads made
every reasonable effort to abide by park regulations and policies.

Where such appeared to handicap the course of the study, they would in-
variably attenpt to resolve the matter through consultation with the
superintendent; and, where compromise could not be achieved, the Craig-
heads would adjust their activities to conform to the park decision in
the matter, even though such would exert an adverse effect upon their
study operatilons. i ‘

By this time, it must have been made very clear to the Craig-
heads that the NPS - or at least the Yellowshone park administration ~
had adopted a deliberate campaifn to obstruct and to discredit the
study. Inctances of apparent collusion ‘on the part of park management
and administration occurred with Increasing frequency, with the obvious
design of making conditions within the park so difficult for the Craig-
heads that they would give up in despair and terminate their study., A
notable example of such intransigence is recalled by the attempt of the
superintendent in 1967 to have the 0ld YPCo facilities razed at Canyon,
while being used as a research center by the Craigheads., Fortunately,
~ the Yellowstone Park Company, ovmer of the physical property at the site,
refused to be coerced by the park in this matter until after the Craipg=-
heads had obtained other non-NPS facilities. Also, it was administra-.:
tively condoned for supervisory rangers and naturalists to make dispar=
aging remarks adverse to the study during staff meetings and training
sessions which new or seasonal employees attended., TFor these and
other reasons, it bocame obvious that the study had at ‘least the tacit
disapproval of the superintendent and the park biologist.
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despite NPS opposition and lack of support. I lmow that the Craigheads
questioned several park proposals, particularly those which Interflercd
with the progress of their study. Trom thelr viewpoint, they would
have been unworthy of their public trust, both to the taxpayers and to
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the organizations which gave financlal
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support, if they had not taken
a stand at critical periods during the stud
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tudy., According to my owm
ds gave unsparingly and willingly
of thcir éwn timu and, OLLO”% They were ¢Wajg willing to cooperate
rise upon issues at adminiso:at;v
LGVblu - up 50 the ckbcnt permitted by their code of ethics and profes-
sional integrity. They bOuh possess a unique combination of ability to
nspire and lead others, as well as to accomplish Lhe most onerous tasks
n a skillful manner,., They are so" -spoken, excepbionally self-effacing
nd extremely modest in dbmcuno‘, “but have the abil Luj to uﬁuﬁuou,*ubm~
slves in coneise and effective terms, In sumnation, these ow-xlur@, as
l - -~
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1l as their associates who emulated them, have established a s
for expertise .and excellence that will *ona be remembered by ran
woriked with them during these years in Yellowstone.
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I have known the Craighead brothers for aPProx Lﬁub@lf 25 years,
and share the convictions of their university colleagues as well as the
scientific cormmunity at large that th ir nuneutjj fort h*lgnuqous,
inbegrity of purpose, amiability, and innate desire to be conciliatory
with collaborators is far above reproach., The current shameful atliack
promulgated by the present park administration is unworthy of the Service
I faithfully and loyally served for many years, and 1ls obviously designed.
to malign the veracity of the Craigheads' research findings and to under-
mine the value of their scilentific achievements,

Again, I hope th“* these observations and experiences, while
more 'detailed and lengthy than I originally intended, will be h'lp
to you in your review of the controvers‘"l issues.’ I have fourd L

L)

difficult to remain less sp ecich and non-partisan undexr the circum
stances, I am availablse to give you furuhor assistance, il rcquosoed)
and L can fully support the Dos1tlon I have stated in this letter.

| Sy e e Uiy s Binsepely, _
; _ : - 0 ;
y ATV é;id'“L;<L45¢L//
/7 Y ;
: Harry V., Reynolds, Jr.
10320 Berln”ham'haj, Apt, 2 Ly : i G
Rancho Cordova, ‘California = 95670 % R



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

COLLEGE OF MINES
DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY January 7, 1975

TEL. (602) 884-2442

Dr. I. McT. Cowan, Dean

Faculty of Graduate Studies

The University of British Columbia
2075 Wesbrook Place

Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1W5

vear Jean Cowan:

Because of my long friendship with the Craighead twins I wanted
to try to set the record straight amongst their friends in Jackson
Hole. I am sending you a copy of the letter I wrote to the editor of
"Jackson Hole News.” It struck a raw nerve end in the Superintendent
of Yellowstone Park who: must have called me minutes after he read
the letter. However, though he disagreed he could not dispute the
statements I had made.

I wanted to make a further statement to the effectithat as I read
your report your committee was of the opinion that if the present
policies of the 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 Service wants.
After all a park with no beans would 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 agreesywith your own.

Frank Craighead kindly sent me a copy of your letter of November
12, 1974 which I have head with great satisfactdon. I suppose it is
a privilege communication but there are a few pecple to whom I would
1ike 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 returned
from a meeting in October and he said the briefing the Park Service
gave the Committee was totally different than the content of my
Tetter. Somehbw or other I think we have got toc smoke these rascals
cut.

I have just been reading a NPS Environmental statement about the
grizzly bears. It is absolutely shocking the way they have mis-
interpreted your report as well as the work of the Craighead twins.



Dr. I. McT. Cowan
January 7, 1975
Page 2

I think in particular of the statement on Page 72 which seems to me
a complete falsehood since it leaves out the word "immediate" which
appeared in No. 18 of your conclusions.

I shall be most grateful for any help you can give me in teying
to enlighten our fellow Americans about one of the worst of our
growing bureaucracies.

Sincerely yours,

Laurence M. Gould

LMG:eg
Enc.



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES
TR et December 4, 1974

Mr. Michael Sellett

Editor
Jackson Hole News
Jackson Hole, Wyoming

Dear Mr. Sellett:

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 accomnodate independent research effort and should
recognize that basic research of this kind will 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 -grizzlies in Yellow-
stone Park in 1959 they received the friendliest kind of cooperation
and encouragement from the then Superintendent Lemuel Garrison. This
was, of course, in keeping with the recommended policy for the National

Park System.

When the present superintendent Jack Anderson tock 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.




Mr. Michael Sellett
December 4, 1974
Page 2

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 "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." 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 T1ittle or
nothing unless we know what "immediate" means.

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

"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 Y ellowstone 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."

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 outdcor research laboratories
in the world. The issue at stake is much Targer 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.

Sincerely yours,

fonsce 1

ence M. Gould
Professor of Geology
University of Arizona
Former member National Science Board
Former President American Association
for the Advancement of Science
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: ., January 19, 1974
Sacramento, Californie

Dr. Zfan .icT, Cowan, Dean
Yaculty of Graduate Studies
University of British Columbia
Varnicouver 8, Canada

Dear Lr. Cowan:

During the past year I have read w1tn increasing 1nterest
a nunber -of news articles published in the National Observer,: Los
lngeles Times, and others, regarding a developing controversy between
Trinaly boar research and management within-Yellowstone National Park.
L was delighted to hear that a Natlonal Academy of Sciences committee
is now looking inteo this situation. As a former National Park Service
ranger, closely assoclated with both the study and park management
objectiveo in Yellowstone, I am offering you and your collecagues my
observations and comments with the hope that they may be helpful in
il ferentiating fact from fantasy and distinguishing truth from fictlon
in, tnis Lssue.

First, in the way of personal background, I was retired from
GheINED T 1967, after federal service in several major national parks
covering a period of over 34 vewrs. I was stationed in Yellowstone
Jor a total of 12 years dvring 1947-1963. At the beginning of the
Crazezly Sear Study in 1959, I .served both in my regular position as
vi.e ranger in charge of the South District and as Acting District
Jana er ol the geographic area which includes Yellowstone Ilake, Trout
Creek, Hayden Valley, and Canyon, This district is recognized to be
the awca of highest grizuly density within the park. In my role as
district ranger, I was charged with responsibility for the protcction
anc management of persons, property, wildlife, and other natural
resources. As acting district manager, I exercised direct administra~
tive control under the general supervision of the park superintendent,
vuring the summer of 1962, I was detailed to park headquarters at
femaoth, where I seorved as staff officer to the chief ranger until I
as ronoted and transferred in 1963 to the Washinrton Office as staff
pfrk ranzer in the Division af Resources Management, Immecdiately
followingz my federal retirement in the swmmer of 1967, 1 actively par-
ticipatsd until early spring of 1968 in the grizzly study at Yellow-
stone as a wildlifo research assistant in the temporary employ of the
Undversity of Honvana, Consequently, I was in an uvnique position to
acquire an intimate and detailed understending of the grizzly research
soudy and wildlife management policies and practices of NPC officials
throughout the most significant period of activities, 1959-1968.

At the time the study was initiated in 1959, the NPS had no
trained or experienced personnel with the academlc background or
rocalsite depree of expertilse e conduct or supervisc cuch a program
on a unllateral Service basis; nor did the N2S have the fiscal re-
sources to implement such a comprchensive, long-range research stuay.



Al o B i S b Ak gl L i g S o e e bt b 1 e s

.

As only one of many beneficiaries, I recall how patlent and
understanding Drs, John J. and Frank C., Craighead, Jr., were in demon=
strating and advising selected members of the park-staff in the use
of their research techniques for park management purposes. Instances
are too numerous to mentlon when local rangers, cohcerned because of
destruction of property and actual peril to human life resulting from
the presence of a grizzly in a public use area, and often lacking con-
fidence because of limited experience in the use of contirol measures
~other than a gun, would call upon the Craigheads and their associates
to help them locate and tranquilire an aggressive bear - usually in

vhe dead of night and frequently under unpleasant qllmatlc conditions;
vet I am unaware of a single instance when the brothers failed to
quickly respond. There is no question in retrospeét that this willing-
ness to help others in time of need and to share their expertise with
park rangers often impaired the continuity and disrupted the tlme¢y
conduct of their own programmed activities,

Early in the otudy, no NPS employee was familiar with the
technique and. limitations of the Cap-~Chur gun and 1mmob*llz¢n~ drugs -
prior park experience being limited to the use of mobile culvert-type
traps. or "direct control" by shooting. At first, park employees were
unfamiliar even with the concept of the research study. In order to
help in this understanding, the brothers expended many hours in train-
ing sclocted rangers in the use of dart-guns and tranquilizing drugs.
Many information sessions were held for park employees, including
naturalists and park rangers, and several public presentations were
made at scheduled programs within and in the vicinity of the park.

Eventually, a sufficlent number of rangers became minimally
proficient in the use of sophisticated equipment utilized by the
Craigheads, and so were able to meet most of thelr own bear managcwen*
needs; but as long as the Craigheads were conducting their study within
the park, they were requested by local rangers to help in unusually
difficult or dangerous situations. Rank-and-file rangers sincerely
appreciated these acts of cooperation by the Craipheads and their
assoclates, Cooperation was mutually advantageous, becausc rangers
would routingly provide information to the study group regarding the
location and activities of a particular bear identified by size, color=
ation, and distinctive ear markings, and the Craigheads would provide
advice and on-site assistance when needed - which often removed the
otherwise apparent necessity for rangers to take less refined measures
of control: e.g.,, final solution by killing

The customary practice followed for about 50 years of prior
park administration in bear management was tos (1) leave the grizzlies
undisturbed unless they wandered into a public use arca, (2) trap and
relocate an offending bear, if possible, or (3) destroy the bear by

shooting. ‘However, since hazing and shootinp a bear at night in a
public use area requires calm nerves, a steady hand, a keen eye, and a
lot of good Judgnent on the part of the ranger, only a very few rangers
were authorizod to dispose of bears in this fashion., Detalled revorts
and records of all bear-related incidents were mandatory, and adminis-
trative control extending to the superintendent was absolute.' In sum-

{2]
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mary, the policy followed by rangers for the past several decades has
been, in effect ", . . Let the grizzliss alone unless they threaten
human 1ife or property." : . I

However, even during the first years of the studyfunder the
superintendency of Mr, Lemuel ("Lon") A, Garrison, all park rengers
and park naturalists were not wholly sympathetic with the study. This
wag primarily a result of the fact Lhmt Yellowstone and other NPS
Service personnel were not technically trained in or familiar with
modern wildlife research techniques and methods, Conoequently, some

rangers and naturalists did not wndersbtand the practical ne C”lty of
marlidng bears for identification purposes; others objected to the
"so-called" intrusion into the last domain of this majesticiand awe-
some animgl by "meddling man'; and almost all park employees resented
in varying degrees that "outglders" were conducting the study.

While some of this opposition was due to misinformation and
a paucity of communications, much was based on thé deepseated oppogiu
tion to any outsiders, which was held by otherwise intelligent and
recasonable park employees. Apparently these critics minimized the
fact that the markings on the ears of the bears were a one-time tech-
nique, valuable to many generations of future bears, and the public
very rarely observes a free-roeming grizzly and by only an odd chance
discerns such a mariking 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 regarding the grizzly's
range, habits, species population, and reproduction cycle, especially
in view of increasing numbers of park visitors and the tenuous exis-
tence of the grizzly. Overlooked by some park employees who con-
sidered members of the grizzly research study as interlopers upon
their domain was the historical fact thal one of the primary purposes
in establishing Yellowstone and the Service it represents was to pro-
vide 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 wildlife
research on public lands,

» No local endeavors by the NPS to establish a park wildlife

research facility were attempted wntil 1968, The establishment of a
rescarch capability by Superintendent Anderson in 1968 immediately
caused conflict between parlc rangers and park biologists, as well as
between park bilologlsts and the Craighead research team. Prior to
1968, there were instances of passive resistance to the study on the
part of some rangers and naturalists, but there was no hostllity or
direct attempt to hinder the reseawch or discredit the Craighead work,
Superintendent Garrison personally saw to it thdb opposition to the
study did not materially interfere with its effective progress. The
only point of minor criticilsm that can be directed toward the NBES dur-
ing 1r, Garrison's tenure is thabt inadequate emphasis or insufficient
effort was made by staff officers to fully communicate with and advise
all park personnel regarding the complete scope and concept of the

grizzly bear study, as well as of the composition of the cooperatxve
agrcomenu under which the Cralgheadu worked. ' it
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Although there were minor operating problems during the first
six years of the study, the conflicts of interest were amicably re- :
solved between Superintendent Garrison and the Craigheads., Only under
the subsequent brief administration of former Superintendent McLaughlin
and present Superintendent Jack K. Anderson did the research study
begin to suffer from lack of cooperation by the NPS, The transfer of
Blologist Glen I, Cole to Yellowstone at this time marked the beginning
of deterioration in the official relationship between the NPS and the

Craigheads.

Following transfer of Superintendent Carrison from the park,
an unrestrained critical attitude developed at higher echelons in the
form of cutting remarks, disparaging innuendoes, and unsupported gossip
adverse to the study in general and to the competence and integrity of
the Craigheads in particular. Where initlally park resistance to the
continuation and fulfillment of the study was unorganized and un-

‘directed, it became a matter of park-wide lmowledge that Superintendent

Anderson and Bilologist Cole actually encouraged, generated, and led
the opposition to the program. Thus, ironically, as the capabilities
of park rangers increased to a level where it was possible to use
immobilizing techniques for management purposes, an attitude of criti-
cism toward the Craigheads' research developed to a point where the
NPS became less and less subtle in limiting their own cooperation and
support to situations where their own self interests were paranount,

Although Mr. Cole had no academic reputation snd relatively
little recognition in wildlife research circles at the time he was
transferred from Grand Teton National Park to Yellowstone during or
about 1967, he quickly espoused and began to implement drastic changes
in park wildlife management policies. The most charitable character-

'ization of these endeavors is that they were obviously designed %o

"avold waves'", following scveral. previous years during which Yellowstone
wag the focal-point of several conservation and wildlife management
controversies., ' Soon after Mr, Cole's arrival at Yellowstone, it became
a matter of common Iknowledge that he was casting covetous eyes on an
NPS proposal to develop a research center, either within Yellowstone

(as originally conceived), or in +he vicinity of the park but under the

. aegls of the NPS (as currently proposed). It was speculated that

Mr, Cole saw a future role for himself in this plan. Some observers
claimed that, lacking personal competence or potential, he insidiously

rand persistently attempted to erode the reputation of the Craigheads.

Other park personnel believed that IMr. Cole was possibly motivated by
a conswning desire for recognition and further advancement, coupled
with aspirations toward establishing and managing a wildlife research
coenter in the park, In any case, it became obvious to me and to
others that Mr. Cole intended to usurp or destroy the Craighead rescarch,

Unfortunately, Superintendent Anderson - apparently lacking
insight into the motives of his staff specialist - monifested a disturbe
ing lack of good judgment in supporting the new and novel doctrines as
well as the persenal aspirations of his employee, "right or wrong",
Then, compounding a regrettable situation, the park administrqtion
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marshalled backing at both the NES regional lével and at the Washe-
ington Office. Iinally, in keeping with a trend occurring too often
in government operations, a solid front - political rather than
analytical in character - appears to have been formulabed within the
Service,

To suit hls own purposes - the reasons for which remain
obscure, but may be speculated upon - Mr, Cole, with or without the
‘approbation of Superintendent Anderson, endorsed or initiated a park
practice of under~-reporting all bear incidents and not recording all
"controlled" or otherwise deceased grizrlies. Thus, the files which
had been completely and accurately maintained for decades became
merely a repository for statistical information which would support
his point of view. I discerned clear evidence of +hesc dlscrepancies
and omissions when I reviewed the official NPS bear files at Mamuoth
during the winter of 1967-1948. NIAL

Too many parlk rangers, for a variety of reasons, failled to
question this change in practice., The elimination of one Jess piece
of paperwork was a welcome rclief to a ranger already overburdened
with reports. Also, by no longer being accountable for submitting
written dossiers on each grizzly incident, it was not necessary to al~-
ways repoxrt a bear succumbing to an unintentional overdosc of tran-~
qullizing drugs. By this time, bears were not infrequently killed in
this manner by the use of drugs in inexpert hands. ILiven marked "gtudy"
grizzlies were killed by rangers within the park when albternate methods
of control were avallable, Such instances were sometimes nob reported,
either in official records or information provided to the Craigheads.
Also, park rangers being corruptible like other humans, instances are
lmown where rangers surreptiltiously disposed of bears for their own
personal, ulterior purposes.

Of course, this deterioration of bear management practices
was only possible because administrative and operational controls had
- been relaxed, modified, or rescinded. Reports and records compiled
since 1967 under the direction and control of Blologist Cole and the
administratlon of Superintendent Anderson are consequently considered
by some rangers (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, slgnificant records vertaining to bear management retro-
gressed in this respect after 1967, at the same time that disturbing
handicaps were needlessly introduced by the NPS to thwart the full
effectiveness of the research study conducted by the Craigheads. I
have recently been informed through knowledgeable sources within
Yellowstone that the current park policy in bear management is not
only misleading but obstructive to sound research principles, and that
word has unofficilally been passcd on o rangers to ", . . Take care of
your problem grizzllies at the local level in youxr own way; we don't
noed to hear about it at park headquarters.!

1
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So many unwarranted allegations have been made against the

Craigheads ~ most of an extremely petty nature - that space or time

does not permit full rebuttal.. However, it may be stated from my
personal knowledge that I know of no irregularity or impropriety -

as recently attributed by news media o "park sources" - that is actu~
ally based upon fact. A typical example of the trivial nature of ‘
pari-authored complaints is epitomized by a claim that the Craigheads,
inproperly and contrary to park direction, took personal friends and
pelatives inbo the restricted study area at Trout Creek and elsewhere.
As district ranger of the main study area and, later, chief law enforce-
ment officer covering the park, I know that such agsertions during those
years were unfounded. I visited all dump areas innumerable times at all
hours of the day and night and at every season of the year, and was well
informed regarding park-wide activities, covert as well as approved; yetb
T never observed an infraction of park regulations or policies committed
by the Craigheads or their associates. On the other hand, I do recall
instances when the Craigheads reported trespass violatlons of restricted
areas to the appropriate park officers. Apparently, such a claim is
based upon distortion of the fact that because several of the Crailghcad
children are wildlife technicians in their own right, they participated
in the study - for the same reasons and with the same authorized purpose
as other students. Of course, the utilization by the Craigheads of wild-
1ife students resulted in the most effective accomplishment at minimum
expenditure, and such practice was in full accord with the basic contract
and cooperabive agreement covering the stiudy. I have also read in the
news media that park authorities have claimed that it was difficult to
restrain the Craigheads to worlk within park policies and to conform o
regulations. Again, I can say unequivocally that the Craighecads made
evory reasonable effort to abide by park regulations and policies.,

Where such appeared to handicap the course of the study, they would in-
variably attempt to resolve the matter through consultation with the
superintendent; and, where compromise could not be achieved, the Craig-
heads would adjust their activities to conform to the park decision in
the matter, even though such would exert an adverse effect upon thelr
study operations. ; ' :

By this time, it must have been made very clear to the Cralg-
heads that the NPS -~ or at least the Yellowstone park administration -
had adopted a deliberate campaign to obstruct and to discredit the
study. Instances of apparent collusion ‘on the part of park management
and administration occurred with increasing frequency, with the obvious
design of making conditions within the park so difficult for the Cralg-
heads that they would give up in despair and terminate their study. A
notable example of such intransigence is recalled by the attempt of the
superintendent in 1967 to have the old YPCo facilities razed at Canyon,
while being used as a research center by the Craigheads. Fortunately,
the Yellowstone Park Company, ovmer of the physical property at the site,
refused to be coerced by the park in this matter until after the Craig-
heads had obtained other non-NPS facilities. Also, it was administra- .
tively condoned for supervisory rangers and naturalists o make dispar=-
aging remarks adverse to the study during staff meetings and training
sessions which new or seasonal employees attended., Tor these and
other reasons, it became obvious that the study had at least the taclt
disapproval of the superintendent and the park bilologist. :

»
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In the face of these clrcumstances,

o L is astugll;
ing that the Craigheads wersc able o keep thelr study on schsdule,
despite NP3 opposition and lack of support. I lmow that the Cralgheads
questiloned several park proposals, particula :7j those which interfercd
with the progress of their study. TIrom their viewpoint, they would
have been unworthy of their public trust, both to the taxpayers and to
*"e organizations which gave financial support, if they had not taken
a sband at critical perlods during the study. According to my own
knovl edge and observ&tloﬁs, ‘the Craigheads gave unsparingly and willingly
of their dwn time and efforts. They were always willing to cooperate
with the working ranger, and o compromise upon ilssues at administravcive
levels - up to the extent De:mltboa by their code of ethics and profes-
silonal lﬂbuﬂrluy. They both possess a unlque comb nation of ability to

combi
inspire and lead others, as well as To accomulisn the most onerous tasks
.in a gkillful manner. They are o*u uaokan, ex ioaa*_J self~effacing
and exbremely modest in demeanor : ility to uxp:ess them-
selves in concise and effective terms. In sumnation, these brothers, as

2
well as theilr assoclates who emulated themﬁ have established a s:anaaru
for expertise and excellence that will long bs remembered by rangers wWho

worked with them during these years in Yellowstone.
I have known the Craighead brothers for approximately 25 years,

nd share the convictions of thelr unlve ity colleagues as well a

clonul;lc community at large that their honesty, fort hrlgnu“e

ber rity of purpose, amliability, and innate desire to be conci

ith collaborators is far above reproach. The current shameful ati

o¢om11~at“” by the present park administration is wnworthy of *hc Service

I faithfully and loyally served for many years, and is obvious n

%o malign the veracity of the Craigheads' research findings and to uncex

minc the value of their scientific achievements,.

g)

'! }J w

l«' £

<

0,

O

w

|

!
B o

be)

Again, I hope that these observatlons and experlenc es, while
moxre detalled and 1en~t‘y than I originally intended, ¥ will be helpful
Lo you Ln your review of the controversial issues.’ I have found it
difficult to remain less specific and non-partisan under the circum-
stances. I am available to give you further assistance, if requested,

and. L can fully support the Dos;*'ou I have stated in this letter.

| gty e ; - ¢ Sincerely,

10320 Blrmlnvhan'Wajp Aob. 2 ety ; : oAl
Rancho Cordova, ‘California - 95670 i : ; BE
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March 1, 197k
Sacto, Calif

via AIRMAIL

Mr. Michael E. Tharp

The Wall Street Journal
Dow Jones & Company, IncCe
1233 Regal Row

Dallas, Texas 75247

Dear Mike:

This is in reference to your letter of February 25 and our tele-
phone conversation of February 28, relative to my personal knowledge of the
vackground surrounding the current Yellowstone grizzly bear controversy.

Please excuse the handwriting. A persistent case of the flu, a
birthday in the family, and inclement weather have combined to make it diffi-
cult for me to go into town where typing facilities are available.

First of all, Frank Craighead may have told you that I ama
forester by educational background; and while I have had some experience in
wildlife management, I am not a wildlife technician. Thus, my following
comments, in general reply to your inquiry, must be qualified in that light.

In order to present some logical sequence of thought, my comments
are grouped in outline form, as 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
in a diminishing number of bears within Yellowstione National Park?

The basic issue does not concern the efficacy of closing the
Yellowstone garbage dumps. Individuals who have knowingly made such
distorted claims have attempted to distract attention from this basic
issuee.

NPS Problem (Preservation of wilalife vs. protection of people

and property)

Following several suits attributable to bear injuries to park
visitors during the past 15 years, which resulted in large judgments
being awarded the victims, the Dept/Interior and the NPS initiated a
relatively drastic "bear control program," beginning around 1961.

In essence, this Service-wide policy sought to identify and
eliminate "rogue" bears. Instructions and directions were broad enough
to include grizzlies, but principally affected black bears. There was
little, if any, effect upon Yellowstone grizzlies.



Following the deaths of two female hikers in Glacier NP in
1967, new emphasis was placed by the Service in preventing such traged-
ies in the future. It was noted that one of the very obvious reasons
for these two deaths was the existence of organic refuse or a garbage
dump at the same location where hikers were camping and sleeping.

Whereupon, the Interior/NPS initiated more stringent pre-
cautions: (1) areas frequented by grizzlies were closed or restricted
to public use, and (2) garbage dumps and other collections of refuse
were to be closed and eradicated within the parks, on the premise that
such attracted concentrations of bears.

To implement these new policies, Yellowstone first markedly
reduced the black bear population through "direct control" by 1965-67,
and initiated an aggressive policy of trapping and re-locating other
roadside and campground black bears.

Following the sudden closure of Yellowstone dumps, grizzliies =
which had formerly invaded public use areas only infrequently (princip-
ally in the Spring and Fall) - began to visit campgrounds more frequently.

New Situation in Bear Management

'

Of course, the sudden appearance of grizzlies in unprecedented
aumbers in and near public campgrounds during the height of the visitor
season created an alarming situation because of the potential hazard to
life and property.

This very situation had been foreseen by the Drs. Craigheud,
who had presented viable alternate measures of management, other than
the sudden total closure of dumps without accessibility of other attract=
ive food sources. However, for their own reasons, the NPS/Yellowstone
administration appsared to totally ignore the overtures of these wild-
life research experts, whose advice was free and readily available. Ais
a result, a substantial (possibly untold) number of grizzlies were killed.

Prior to the implementation of bear control programs during
previous decades, excellent records were maintained at Yellowstone of
all bear-related incidents and deaths. These records ("Bear Incident
Report' and "Report of Injured or Dead Bear") included both grizzly and
black bears. However, with the acceleration of bear management activi-
ties, coupled with wholesale and rapid changes in Yellowstone ranger
personnel and administrative staff, the former comprehensive and detalled
record system became less complete and accurate, hence less meaningful.

It has been speculated that this deterioration of the record
system, as well as reticence and outright intransigence on the part of
park administrators to permit examination and review of these records by
the public, was purposefully self-serving to the NPS because of mounting
public concern over the unprecedented reduction of both black and grlzzly
bear populations within Yellowstione.



Through a concurrent park-wide program of emasculating the
excellent bear identification technique developed by the Craigheads
in their cooperative grizzly bear study, coupled with incomplete NPS
records of grizzly bear incidents and deaths, a situation was deliber-
ately or inadvertently created by the NPS and Yellowstone wherein
facts and figures pertaining to the welfare of the Yellowstone grizazly
population are at best inconclusive.

On-site observations by the Craigheads support their analysis
that the Yellowstone grizzly population has been seriously endangered,
due to lack of NPS recognition of research principles and investigative
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 returned to their
former wild haunts and are now more widely distributed.

The question remains: How many grizzlie
during this period of adjustment (immediately aft
and how many individual animals remain alive?

o e o et it o by
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er dumps were closed),

Concluding Comments (summary)

Since 1966, NPS/Yellowstone administrators have displayed a
disturbing lack of ethics and principles through failure to live up to
long range commitments made in the cooperative agreement governing the
Grizzly Bear Research Study.

The in-depth study of the Yellowstone grizzly was excellently
conceived and expertly achieved, under the leadership and direction of
Drs. Frank C. and John J. Craighead. This scientific enterprise remains
one of the most comprehensive, valuable, and costly wildlife research
study ever completed.

The NPS was negligent as well as obstinate in thelr failure to
talke advantage of the scientific capabilities and findings of the Craig-
head research team. There exists more than a mere indication that petty
jealousy on the part of certain individual park employees toward the
Craigheads - wnho were considered "outsiders" - needlessly hampered the
so~called cooperative endeavor, and eventually resulted in blind refusal
by NPS/Interior/Yellowstone to really 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 grizzly-related incidents and censusing of
the population. Of course; an accurate census is basic to the evaluation
of recent management practices, insofar as such concerns the continued
grizzly population within the park.

The person most responsible for the specious and self-serving
endeavors to undermine the Craigheads in person and the value of the
scientific study in general is Supervisory Park Biologist Glen F. Cole,



He was transferred from Grand Teton NP to Yellowstone by Superintendent
Jack K. Anderson in late 1966 or 1967, with a background woefully lack-
ing in experience or training with grizzly bears and very little even
with the common black bear. I sympathize with Supt. Anderson in the
need to depend upon gtaff specialists for the discharge of his respons-
ibilities in a large, complex national park such as Yellowstone. His
staff includes a personnel officer, concessions specialist, accountants,
protection and interpretive officers (rangers and naturalists), as well
as wildlife and resource management specialists. Fortunate is the park
superintendent that has a complete staff of his own choosing, and all
measuring up to his expectations. However, in this instance Supt.
Anderson personally selected Mr. Cole. Unfortunately, it is my opinion
that Supt. Anderson has confused personal loyalty with good judgment in
continuing to support an undeserving employee.

I have personally known Supt. Anderson for at least 1l years,
and recognize him to be an energetic, capable leader with high potential
as an NPS administrator. I never had the honor to serve directly with
him, but I would have welcomed the opportunity.

Drs. Frank C. and John J. Craighead deserve the highest accol=-
ades for professional competence and integrity. Knowing them is to be
refreshed by their warm, sincere, cooperative, friendly attitude toward
all persons regardless of any individual's position or station in life.
They both lack the normal frailties of humzn nature, yet are very toler-
ant of 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 would be in
their self interest. They unwaveringly adhere to the highest code of
ethics. ]

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

Other unsupported information could be considered questicnable.
It is my own conclusion that it would take the objective, expert investi-
gative services of the Federal Bureau of Investigation to search outl the
pertinent and truthful evidence. Even the forthcoming report of the
National Academy of Science committee, chaired by the eminently capable
Dr. Cowan of the University of British Columbia, is unlikely to assure
an in~depth investigation warranted by the circumstances.

My NPS experience and knowledge of Government operations leads
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 rc |
apprehensive that significant records and reports would be "avai..o.g"
unless the FBI conducted a full field investigation. I am hopeful thatl
such an inquiry would be determined by the U. S. Department of Justice
and the Attorney General's Office to fall within the statutory purwvue
of the FBI's investigative jurisdiction. This possibility should be
energetically explored. ;

W



As you previously stated, Mike, you are
in background information. This I have attempted
I do not believe that any useful purpose would be

nis stage - in quoting me; hence, I would prefer
comments as background information only.

Yours

HARRY

principally interested
to present. However,
achieved ~ at least at
that you use the

truly,

V. REYNOLDS
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November 12, 1875

Dear Harry:

Thanks for the enclosures. I had seenathie controversy article
§ou sent on as it appeared in the Bozeman paper. Apparently
John give one of the reporters some background 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 was 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 vou a copy of one

of Cole's interviews that will give vou some idea of where
these letters to you have been originating. I camnot under-
stand how the Park Service can let Cole make as many irresponsible
statements as he has been making.

I have been sending quite a bit of material to Mrs. Shell and

I also put her in contact with an editor of Natural History
magazine. I am hoping that she can get some of the date that
came out at the trial published in an article for this magazine.

Today we had a blizzard and have 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 house here and I have
been building a green house on 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 this month Esther and T will drive to
Boise and T will present a paper on our raptor study this
summer and also discuss the possibilities of satellite tracking
of birds.

Regards,
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Yellowsi‘one Bear§ ’

e

‘ *

17.

West Yellowstone, Mont.

 The bears of Yellowstone National Park have

- given up their begging of food from tourists in favor
ofa return to their natural diet of berries and bugs.

: Natlonal Park Service biologlsts admit they: are
~ surpnsed at the effectiveness of their five-year
" campaign to get the bears off human handouts and
 back on natural foods. '

‘Supervising park biologlst Glen F. Cole said
' 'Sunday there were about 250 bears on hand-out diets. |
" when the massive antl—panhandhng campaign was
: launched in 1970.

Officials bear~pr001ed all the park‘s garbage

" cans and warned campers in literature that feeding.

a bear was equivalent to signing the animal’s death
warrant. When the natural foods campalqn was put
in effect, Cole said 28 bears were killed in the park,

20 per cent struck by cars and the remainder Judged |

1ncomb1ble beggers and d%troyed
Bears who were reluctant to trade their

liverwurst diets for the joys of nature were trapped «

and dumped in the park back country to forage for
themselves, Cole said. -

Assocmtqd Press, 2
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Controversy About‘
Grlzzly Bears

,.F <

: Bozeman, Mont - 5 " : A o 2%

The grlzzly bear declared a threatened specxes

this year, may still be in trouble from excessive *
inside and outside of Yellowstone :
* Natlonal Park,\says a private researcher :

killing - both

John Craighead blamed the Montana Fish and 8

Game Department and the U.S. Park Service for

excessive grizzly bear Kkills. He said the result is that

the bears are havmg trouble w1tl1 reproduction.
Two agencies have denied the charges

Cralghead serves  on the faculty of the
University of Montana and is leader of the Missoula
school’s Cooperative Wildlife Research Umit. He and
his brother, Frank, have conducted some of the most
intensive research on Yellowstone w1ldhfe ‘ever
undertaken. .. . 4 bl ;

The Cralghead brothers ploneered the Ireld OFf 4 aliepentis
‘radio tracking and telemetering grizzly bears_to

gather information about the animals’ hibernation
habits and other patterns of behavior.: .

Cralghead accuses the Park Service of excessive :

killing of “problem” bears and of allowing too many -
of the bears to be hunted. The. grizzly still is hunted ;
as a trophy ln sorne regions of Montana ;

At a recent public hearmg mvolvmg a proposed

ski resort on the Hebgen Lake north of.the park ' ‘threatened list last spring, hunting of them in the

bordeér, conservationists asked the U.S. Forest
Service not to permit construction because the site is
considered prime grlzzly bear habitat. .

-

PSRRI

~

" the figure is closer to 130 bears. -

Wes Woodgerd, director of the Fish and Game
Department said the grlzzly is not losing populatron

Cralghead accused the Park Service of cuttmg

“the bear population in half from 1968 to 1973 in its
campaign against problem bears. ORI S e v

“The bear Kills are exceeding the reproductive
rate,” he said. “We know the park hasn’t kept honest
records on bear kills. They've falsified records.”
‘Glen Cole, Park- Service biologist, said there
were quite a few ‘bear kills in past years, mcludlng
37 when- park camounds and dumps were closed ’
but now our mortality is very, very low.”

There is disagreemént, however, on the number

‘of - bears: living in the park. The Park Service

estimates between 250 and 300 but Cralghead says -

When the grizzly bear - was placed on the
greater. Yellowstone area was stopped :
Assool:ahled Press

¥
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an'McT. Cowan, Dean

y of "faqMaLc Studies
niversity of British Columbia
Vancouver 8, Canada
Dear Dr. Cowan:

During the past year | have read with Increasing interest a number
of news articles published in the National Observer, Los Angele:
and others, regarding a developing controversy between grizzly bear re
search and management within Yellowstone National Park. | was del €
to hear that a National Academy of Sciences committee is now looking ini«
this situation. .As a former National Park Service ranger, close asso
ated with both the study and park management objectives in Ye:lowsione,
am offering you and your colleagues my observations and comments th the
ope that they may be helpful indifferentiating fact from fantasy an
distinguishing truth from fiction in this issue.

First, in the way of personal background, | was retired the
NPS in 1967, after federal service in several major national parks cover
& period of 34 years. | was stationed in Yellowstone for a total of 12
vears during 1947-1963. At the beginning of the Grizzly Bear Study in 1953

served both in my regular position as the ranger in charge of the South
District and as Acting District Manager of the geographic area which in-
cludes Yellowstone Lake, Trout Creek, Hayden Valley, -and Canyon. his dis~
ict is recognized to be the area of highest grizzly density within the

sark. in my role as district ranger;, | was charged with respons Ly
‘he protection and management of persons, property, wildlife, and othe

¥

.

ettt

natural resources. As acting district manager, | exercised evefetr



inistrative control under the general supervision of the park super-

1 & “ ~

intendent. During the summer of 1962, | was detailed to park headquarters
at Mammoth, where | served as staff officer to the chief ranger until |

was promoted and transferred in 1963 to the Washington Office as staff

3

1
'

—-—

Ovaow=

park ranger in the Division of Resources Management. Immediately
ing my federal retirement in the summer of 1967, | actively participated

until early Spring of 1968 in the grizzly study at Ye?lowstonejﬁn the s

temporary employ of the University of Montana
v pioy ! .

wi l arch
Lo
assistant) Consequently, | was in anﬁa¥z:2é‘position to acquire an inti-
— 5
mate and detailed understanding of the grizzly research study and wildlife
management pofIcies and practices of NPS officials throughout the most
significant period of activities, 1959-1968.

At the same time the study was initiated in 1959, the NPS hac no
trained or experienced personnel with the academic background or requisite
degree of expertise to conduct or supervise such‘a program on a unilateral
Service basis; nor did the NPS have the fiscal resources to implement

such a comprehensive, long-range research study.

As only one of many be SefIClarleS | recall how patient and under-
¢
AR .

.& ¢ """2’ ‘w. v Nl
standing t%ﬁtzgglgéted—iﬁe%heﬁs were in demo stratlhg}gnd advising

lected members of the park staff in the use of their research tech niques

£

TOor park management purposes. Instances are too numerous to mention when

)
v

local rangers, concerned because of destruction of property and actual peri

to human life byﬁiz resence of a grizzly in a public use.area, and often

lacking confidence because of limited experience in the use of control

measures other than a gun, would call upon the Craigheads and their asso-
ciates to help them locate and tranquilize an aggressive bear - usually in

the dead of night and frequently under unpleasant climatiq conditions; vet

| am unaware of a single instance when the brothers failed to.quickly re-
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o L
spond. There is no questiongthat this willingness to help others in

time of need and to share their expertise with park rangers often impaired
the continuity and disrupted the timely conduct of their own programmed
activities.

Early in the study, no NPS embloyee was Fami#iar with the technique

and limitations of the Cap-Chur gun and immobilizing drugsaprior park ex-

perience being limited to the use of mobile culvert-type traps or ''direct
control'' by shooting. At first, park employees were unfamiiiar even with
the concept of the research study. |In order to help in this understand-
ing, the brothers exgzzgzgﬁtburs in training selected rangers in the use
of dart-guns and tranquilizing drugs. Many empteyee information sessions
werg) hel A incfudi naghra1(sts and park rangers, and several public
presentations were made at scheduled programs within and in the vicinity
of the park.

Eventually, a sufficient number of rangers became minimally pro-
ficient in the use of sophisticated quipment.utilized by the Craigheads,
and so were able to meet mo;t of their own bear management needs; but as
long as the Craigheads were conducging their study within the park, they
were requeséed by local rangers to help in unusually difficult or dangerous
situations. Rank-and-file rangers sincerely appreciated these acts of
cooperation by the Craigheads and their associates. éooperation was

oy

mutually advantageous, because the rangers would routinely

i

'p%ovide infeor=
mation to the study group regarding the location and activities of a

particular bear identified by size, coloration, and distinctive ear mark-

ings, and the Craigheads would provide advice and on-site assistance when

.
’
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needed - which often removed the otherwise apparent necessity for rangers
to iake less refined measures of control: e.g., final solution by
killing.

The customary practice followed for about 50 years of prior park
administration in bear manageﬁent was to: (1) leave the grizzlies un-
disturbed un]efs they wandered into a public use area, (2) trap and re-
1$ﬁ§ie?éﬁi:§f21tﬁif possible, or (3) destroy the bear by shooting. However,
since haiing and shooting a bear at night in a public use area requires
calm nerves, a steady hand, a keen eye, and a lot of good judgment on the

part of the ranger, only a very few rangers were authorized to dispose

o] a1l fran - pellatid ireidorts
of bears in this fashion. tailed reports and record%&were main@ained&”uk&£df%$7)
and administrative control extending to the superintendent was absolute.
In summary, the policy followed by rangers for tge past several decades
has been in effect '..... Let the grizzlies alone unless they threaten
human life or property.'

However, even during the first years of the study under the superin-
tendency of Mr. Lemuel (''Lon'!) A. Garrison, all park rangers and park natur-
alists werefnot wholly sympathetic With the study. This was primarily a
result of the fact that Yellowstone and other NPS Service personnel were
not technically trained in or familiar with modern wildlife research
techniques and methods. Consequently, some rangers and naturalists did not
understand the practical necessity of marking bears for‘ideqtification
purposes; others objected to the ''so-called' intrusion into the last domain
of #he magestic and awesome g+=z+y by ''meddling man''; and almost all park

employees resented in varying degrees that ''outsiders' were conducting the

study.
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While some of this opposition was due to misinformation and a paucity
of communications, much was based on the deepseafed opposition to any out-
siders, which was held by otherwise intelligent and reasonablc park em-
p}oyées. Apparently these critics minimized the fact that the markings on
the ears of the bears were a ‘one-time technique, valuable to many genera-
tions of future bears, and the public J;fy rarely observes a free-roaming
grizzly and by only an odd chance discerns such a marking on’ an adult bear.

Also, critics of the Craighead failed to recognize that it waﬁj%ggirtant

that this study be conducted to determine factual data regarding the
grizzly's range, habits, species population, and reproduction cycle, es-
pecially in view of increasing numbers of park visitors and the tenuous
existence of the grizzly. /H-s-e@ver]ooked by some park employees who
considered members of the grizzly research study.as interlopers upon their
domain was the historical fact that one of the primary purposes in estab-
lishing Yellowstone and the Service it represents was to provide a natural
outdoor laboratory for research; also, Congreés in its foresight enacted
legislation many years ago which conferred primary jurisdiction upon the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for all wildlife research on public landse
thﬁ#@ﬁ&Fe,ZEé local a&tempts by the!N.P.S.'to éitab]ish a park wildlife

research facility were attempted until 1968. The establishment of a

-

research capability by Superintendent Anderson in f968 immediately caused

I tone,

conflict between park rangers and the park biologists and between the park

blO]OgIStS and the Cralghead research team. Prior to 1968, ‘there were in-

stances of passive re51stance on tﬁeﬁ%g%?ﬁxf some rangers and naturalists,
}vr
but no hostility or direct attempts to klnder the research or dlscrede

2
’
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Following transfer of Superintendernt Jarrison from the park,
an uarestrained critical attitude gredustly developed al nigher

.

echelons in the form of cutting remarks, disparaging innuendoes, and
u

insupported gossip adverse to the study in general and_to the competenge .’ ,”
and integrity of the Craigheads in particular. Where<Qrizinally>park ,/Q:ﬁuti~ﬁ
resistance to the continuation and fulfillment of the study wasj unorgan- N

od and undirected, it became a matter of park-wide knowledge that
serintendent Anderson and Biologist Cole actually encouraged, generated,
.i.d led the opposition to the program. Thusi &s uhe chpabilities of
sar’c employses increased to a level where it was possible to use Lmmobil=-
inz teehnicues for managemenp;Purp9§qq,‘an inerewsdnrz atbtitude of
4 uiclsm toward the Craigheadsié%Véiaﬁéﬁ to a point where the NPS be-
came iess and less subtle in limiting their own cooperation and support

1o situations where their own self interestis were considered paramouite
g

o



the Craighead work. However,-Superintendent Garrison personally saw to it

that opposition to the study did not materially interfere with its
effective progress. The only point of minor criticism thaé can be directed
toward the NPS during Mr. Garrison's tenure is that inadequate emphasis or
insufficient effort was made by staff officers to fully communicate with
and advise all park personnel regarding the complete scope and concept of

the grizzly bear study, as well as of the composition of the cooperative

L3

agreement under which the Craigheads worked.

Although there were minor operating problems during the first six
years of,study, the conflicts of interest were amicably resolved between
Superintendent Garrison and the Craigheads. Only under the subsequent

¥, o
brief administration former Superintendent MclLaughlin and present
Superintendent Jack K. Anderson did the research study begin to suffer from
lack of cooperation by the NPS. The transfer of Biologist Glen F. Cole
to Yellowstone at this time marked the beginning of deterioration in the

official relationship between the NPS and the Craigheads.

" Although Mr. 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 Yellowstone during or about 1967, he

quickly espoused and began to implement drastic changes in park wildlife
management policies. The most charitable characterization of these pett=
L7 ‘ )

e+es is that they were obviously designed to 'avoid waves'',, following

several previous years during which Yellowstone was the focal-point of

several conservation and wildlife management controversies. Soon after

)
#
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Mr. Cole's arrival at Yellowstone, it became a matter of common knowledge
that he was casting covetous eyes on an NPS proposal to develop a research
center, either within Yellowstone (as originally conceived), or in the
vic%nity of the park but under the,aegis of the NPS (as currently pro-
posed). It was speculated that Mr; Cole séw a future role for himself
in this plan. Some park observers claimed that, lacking personal compe-
tence or potential, he insidiously and persistently attemptéd to erode
the reputation of the Craigheads. Other park personnel believed that
Mr. Cole was possibly motivated by a consuming desire for recognition
and further advancement, coupled with aspirations toward establishing and

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

obvious to me and to others that Mr. Cole was out to usurp or destroy the

Craighead research. ’ ?g

Unfortunately, Superintendent Anderson -EIZCking iﬂgight into the

motives of his staff specialist - manifested a disturbing ]ack of good

o well aa My 202
judgment in supporting the new and novel doctrlneshgf his gmployee,

"right or wrong'. Then, compounding a regrettable situation, the park

administration marshalled backing at both the NPS regioha] level and at
1

the Washington Office. Finally, in keeping with a trend occurring too

often in government operations, a solid front - po]itical rather than

(/W\
analytical in character - appears to have been formu]ated wuth the Service.

il Ty

To suit his own purposes - the reasons for which remain obscure, but
may be speculated upon - Mr. Cole, with or without the approbation of

Superlntendent Anderson, endorsed or initiated a park pract|ce of ne%~d£mgd&4,

all ﬁ.auu ki idinta axk 7ot preerdeq e
1 '"controlled' or otherwise deceased ‘grif2lies. Thus,

[}
4
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the files which had been completely and aqcurately maintained for decades,
; Laliteal o B
became merely a repository for %eeords whichegou support his point of

a0
L

'l have concrete evidence of this from my own district.i

Tt

Too many park rangers, for a variety of reasons,

this change in practice. The e]imigation of one less piece of paperwork
wés a welcome relief to a ranger already overburdened with reports. Also,
by no longer being accountable for submitting written dossiers on each
grizzly incident, it was not necgssary tgA?épg?t a bear‘sucCumbEng to an
unintentional overdose of tranquilizing drugs. By this time, bears were
not infrequently killed in thfzaig;?g§4?ﬁ; use of drugs in inexpert hands.
Even ma}ked "study' grizzlies were kf]]ed by rangers within the park when
alternate methods of control were available. Such instances were some-

! times not reported, either in official records or information provided to

?the Cralgheads. Also, park rangers being corruptible like other humans,

instances oceuffed.and are known(where rangers surreptitiously disposed of

.«

bears for thexr own personal, ulterior purposes.
Of course, this deterioration of bear management practices was
only possible because administrative and operational controls had been re-
1
laxed, modified, or rescinded. Reports and records compiled since 1967

under the direction and control of biologist Cole and the administration

of Superintendent Anderson are consequently considered by some rangers

o

(including myself) to be inaccurate or incomplete. Records, which had been

formerly maintained meticulously for both internal review and public in-

5 W

spection have become distorted, and even overt attempts to mis]ead the

public through news media have been made. Af ~7as A e k

W—W V( N
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E,%~ bear/hanagement hﬂé retrogressed s+4§22f§;7,

the same time that disturbing handicaps have been needlessly introduced

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

: o ey an ;C%Af ]
ducted by the Craigheads. 1 have regg:tl;/ i through naLLab;eléaﬂﬁdféééaﬁézi

G

sources withhyellowstone Nettenat—Park that the current park policy in

bear management is not only misleading but obstruétive to sound research
principles, and that word has unofficially been passed on to rangers to
", . . Take care of your problem grizzlies at the local level in your own
way; we don't need to hear about it at park headquarters.”

So many unwarranted al]egationé have been made against the Craigheads -
most of an extremely petty nature - that space or time does not permiﬁéﬁﬁiib(#

rebuttal. However, it may be stated from my personal knowledge that |
know of no irregularity or impropriety ne#ayedAfecentlyﬁﬁo-news meEdia By

park sources'' that is actually based upon fact. A typical example of
the petty and trivial nature of park-authored comp]ain{%s is epitomized by

a claim that the Craigheads)improperly and contrary to park direction,

took personal friends and relatives into tth§tudy area ateng Trout Creek
o |

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

Aoehk

chief law enforcement officer covering the park, | know that th+s assertionsS

+€§§Lfounded. | visited all dump areas innumerable times at all hours

Ryptns ' § B
of the day and night and at &#* [feasons of the year, and was well informed

j )
~regarding =% park-wide activities, covert as welzis Lé«g-a-l’; yet, | never
observed an {nfraction of park regulations or policies committed by
the Craigheads or their associates On the other‘hand,'J do recall many
instances when the Cra|gheads , to the appro-

priate park officek?¥—emp4eyee. Apparently, such a claim is based upon

distortion of the fact that because several of the Craighead ﬁhi]dren
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are wildlife teqhnicians in their own right, they participated in the
study for the same reasons énd with the same aufhorized purpose as other
students. Of cdurse, the utilization by the Craigheads of wildlife
stuéents resulted in the most effective accomplishment at minimum ex-
penditure, and such practice was in full accord with the basic contract
and cooperative agreement covering the study. | have also read in the
news media that park authorities have claimed that it was difficult to
restrain the Craigheads to work within park policies and to.gonform to
perk regulations. Again, | can say unequivocally that the Craigheads
made every reasonable effort to abide by park regulations and policies.
Where such appeared to handicap the course of the study, they would
invariably attempt to resolve the matter through consultation with the
superintendent; and, where compromise could not be achieved, the
Craigheads would 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 mustvhave'been made very clear to the Craigheads
that the NPS - or at least the Yellowstone Park administration - had

!
adopted a deliberate campaign to obstruct and to discredit the study.

-

Instances of apparent collusion on the part of park management and admin-
istration occurred with increasing frequency, with the obvious design of
making conditions within the park so difficult for the'Créfgheads that
they would give up in despair and terminate their study. A‘*notable ex-

Le - ‘. .
ample ofA i tc is recalled by the attempt of the superinten-
dent in 1967 to have the old YPCo facilities razed at Canyon while being

used as a research center by‘the Craigheads. Fortunately, the Yellowstone

Park Company, owner of the physical property at the site, refused to be



...]'l_

coerced by the park.in this matter until after the Craigheads had ob-
tained other non-NPS facilities. Also, it was administratively condoned
forlsupervisory rangers and naturalists to make unwarranted, disparaging
remarks adverse to the study during staff meetings‘and training sessions
which new or seasonal employees attended. For these and other reasons,

it became obvious that the study had at least the tacit disapproval of

the superintendent and the park biologist. ) o

(n the face of these ciréumstances, it is actually astonishing that
the Craigheads were able to keep thefr study on schedule, despite NPS
opposition and lack of support. know that the Craigheads questioned
several park proposa]si7%iﬁ§2+al%y thepse which ihterfered with the progress
of their study. From their viewpoint, they would have been unworthy of

their public trust, both to the taxpayers and to the organizations which

”

R I T, A

, aveA§upport, if the—t+r had not taken a stand at critical periods

during the study. According to my own knowledge and observations, the
Craigheads %ave unsparingly and willingly 'of their owanime,and efforts.
They were always willing to cooperate with the working ranger, and to com-
promise upon issues at administrative levels - up to the extent permitted
by their code‘of ethics and professional in;egrity: Theszoth possess a

unique combination of ability to inspire and lead others, as we]] as to
Y 74
e (i ",

accomplish the most onerous taskﬁin a skillful manner./ The argﬂexceptxon-

ally self-effacing and extremely modest in demeanor, but have the ability
i U *
to express themselves in concise and effective terms. Aiiul¥y these

brothers, as well as their associates who emulated them, have established



_'!2..
a standard for expertise and excellence that will long be remembered

by ‘rangers who closely worked with them during these years in Yellowstone.

| | have known the Craighead brothers for approximately. 25 years,

and share the convictions of their university colleagues as well as the

scientific community at large that their honesty, forthrightness, integrity

of purpose, amiability, and innate desire to be conciliatory with collabor-

2lass : -

ators is far above reproach. ¥Fhts current Hlows attack promulgated

by the present park administration is unworthy of the SerQice | faithfully
:?gébe for‘%ﬁny years, and is obviously designed to malign the veracity

of the Craigheadxs)research findings and to undermine the value of their

scientific achievements. ’

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

detailed and lengthy than | originally intended, will be helpful to you

in your review of the controversial issues. | have found it difficult to

remain less specific and non-partisan under the circumstances. | am

available to give you further assistance if requested, | can fully support
N

the position | have stated in this letter.

Sincerely,
Harry V.. Reynolds, Jr.

10320 Birmingham Way, Apt. 2

Rancho Cordova, California - 95670

e
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131/25/75

Memo
To: , Personal Files
From: HVR

Subject: Interview with Mr. Chester 0. Contrell

The undersigned, Harry V. Reynolds, Jr., met Mr,
Chester 0. 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 01d 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.
Crailgheads' 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 0l1d Faithful Ranger
Station to make notations in the station daily log
of all activities including 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 station files including
the daily logs, then removed and reportedly destroyed them.



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

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 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 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 left several items with him pertaining to bear
management and the NPS/Craighead controversy, including
letters between the National Research Ceureil, Br. an
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 01d 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 observatians,
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 that he would return
via mail the material I had left with him.



11/25/75

Memo ;
To: Personal Files
From: HVR

Subject: Interview with Mr. Chester 0. Contrell

The undersigned, Harry V. Reynolds, Jr., met lNr.

" Chester 0. Contrell at his residence during

5115-7:100 p.m., above date, for the purpose of dis~
cussing Gr?zzly 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:r 209-478-1936). He has been continuously
employed during the summer seasons since 1954 as a
Park Ranger General at 01d Faithful Ranger Station,
Yellowstone National Park.

The purpose of the interview was to ascertain
knowled%e 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, Nr.
Contrell was asked if he recalled 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 gersmnal injuries, property
dagggg, or control measures taken against the offending
an .

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 01d Faithful Ranger
Station to make notations in the station daily log
of all activities including 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 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 beginning about the
time that Supt. John McLaughlin and Supt. Jack Anderson
gtarted 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 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 grata within official NPS cirecles
and were considered to be "outsiders".

Upon my concluding invitation, Mr. Contrell said
that he would consider my inquiry at more length o
and correspond with me at a later date. Toward thiscend,
I left several items with him pertaining to bear
management and the NPS/Craighead controversy, including
letters between the National Research Council, Dr. Ian
MeT. 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 01d 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
gpeciesy; in fact, as a result of their observatiéns,
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
7400 p.m., with the promise that he would return
via mail the material I had left with him,
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Memo
To: Personal Files
Froms HVR

Subject: Interview with Mr. Chester 0. Contrell

The undersigned, Harry V. Reynolds, Jr., met lr.
Chester 0. Contrell at his residence during
5315-7:100 f.m., above date, for the purpose of dis-
cusging Grizzly Bear management at Yellowstone National
Park, Wyoming.

¥r. Contrell is a high school teacher at Stockton,
where he resides with his family at 1544 Greeley VWay.
(Tele: 209-478-1936). He has been continuously
employed during the summer seasons since 1954 as a
Park Ranger General at 01ld 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' secientific study of Grizzly Bears in
the Park during 1959-1970.

During the course of the conversation, Nr.
Contrell was asked if he recalled 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
g:§;§§, or control measures taken against the offending

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 01d Faithful Ranger
Station to make notations in the station daily log
of all activities including bear management situations;
however, fairly recently (he didn't attempt to identify
the specific year the event took flace) a "team" from
Mammoth received all the old station files inecluding
the daily logs, then removed and reportedly destroyed them.
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He sald 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 béeginning about the
time that Supt. John McLaughlin and Supt. Jack Anderson
gtarted 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 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 grata within official NPS eircles
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 thiscend,
I left several items with him pertaining to bear ,
management and the NPS/Craighead controversy, ineluding
letters between the National Research Council, Dr. Ian
VeT. Cowan, Yellowstone National Park, and one or more
news releases following the Walker eivil trial in
southern California early during 1975,

Explaining that his primary duties were related
to office work at the 01d 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 observatidns,
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 pem., with the promise that he would return
via mail the material I had left with him.



April 27, 197L
via AIRMAIL

Mr. Harvey E. Sheppard, Staff Officer
Division of Biological Sciences
National Research Council

2101 Constitution Avenue

Washington, D. C. 20418

Dear Mr. Sheppard:

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 interpose 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.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure /57//
P 2 K20 A i
Reyﬁ/z ///ﬁ

Harry Jdre

10320 Birmingham Way, Apt. 2
Rancho Cordova, California
95670
cc (w/attachment):

Dr. Ian McT. Cowan

Faculty of Graduate Studies
University of British Columbia
Vancouver 8, Canada



NATIONAL RESEARCH 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 to the
Department of Interior. But because the allegations con-
tained 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, the

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



Mr. Harry V. Reynolds, Jr.
April 18, 1974 Page 2

precise wording of the report. 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,

g W, =,
o7

/ .

Enclosure ‘Harvey E. Sheppard
Staff Officer
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February 25
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Ns
I

. neynolds
Lrmingham Way

*Laove

b
A A oo A

b adt i = 1) {1.01&5 3
I'm & staff reporter of The Wall Street Journal
ased in tne Dgllas bureau, I returned a few days

ro frop snending three days in Yellowstone Park and
Jaeckson Hecle (Moose) with Dr. Frank Craighead.
Because I'm doing a story on the controversy

nding the grizzly bear in the Yellowstone eco-
2, I wanted to interview Dr. Craighead and Jack
‘ndevson, Yellowstone Park superintendent, among others.

Y > I was with Dr. <raighead; he showed me your
cter to Dr. Cowan which effectively corroboratec
everal of the charges and allegations Dr. Craigheac
ard nis orother have made against the NPS and Departiment
>f Interior. "

Naturally, I found your opinions and evaluavions

-ne situation valuable, and I would like To use some
of them in the article I'm preparing. However, U
traighead urged that I should not use anything from
your letter and, indeed, he explained that until Dr.
Jowan had responded, it would be improper tTO 40 S0

1 dppreuiase Dr. Craighead's prudence and his
commitment to insure your confidence. However, your
corroboration is significant in the controversy ad .
would shed light (and strengthen the veracity, on the
Craigheads' claims.

Consequently, I'm asking, in writing, if you could
hrvv'ae me with some or all of the information you wrote

wur letterwto Dr. Cowan, as Well as any other infor-
mumuan you may feel to be vertinent or nelp)h4. 1f you
would want to send a gopy of your letter, with any ad-
ditvional data, piease do so to the above address. At
sny rate, 1 would appreciate g call, collect to me at

6£31=7250 during the day to advise me of your decision.

W



THE WALL STREET JOURNAL DOW JONES & COMPANY, INC.
Publishers

1233 REGAL ROW - DALLAS, TEXAS 75247

I realize, Mr. Reynolds, the delicate situation
you, as a former Yellowstone Park ranger, are in. And
T appreciate the reasons for Dr. Craighead desiring
that your remarks remain off-the-record until Dr. Cowan
might 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 of
persons providing it. (Of course, if you have no reluc-
tance in using your name, fine, but that is entirely up
to you.)

Again, Mr. Reynolds, I ask that you call me collect
when 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.

Cordially,

Mike Tharp

P.S. I tried to reach you this morning on the
telephone, 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
pancho Cordovo, California 95670

Dear Harry: 4

| |
My reaction to your March 1 letter to Michael Tharp is that / {
it is informative and will be helpful in resolving the grizzlyzgg\
bear controversy. \_\

I don't fully agree with your analysis of Anderson's situation
as he personally had much to do with the early decisions %;
leading to the poor management of the grizzlies and to the il

7

destruction of a large segment of the bear population. He f’ﬁ |
also was never honest with us in the few dealings that we had.| \ |
However, I do agree that his major mistake, at least as T see e

it, was to Risten to and follow the advice given to him by
Géen Cole,

You mentioned the best evidence accrued sco far is the compute
analysis of the Yellowstone Crizzly bear population, There's
also the article "Management of Bears in Yellowstone National
Park 1967" mimiographed, and "GRizzly Bear-Man Relationships
in Yellowstone National Park" (Bio-science Aug. 15, 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 Q}f
garbage dump at the same location where hikers were camping

and sleeping, Alsc there were food handouts to these bears

to attract vistors and this opportunity for the bears to
associate §bdd with humans was one of the major factors that

made them dangerous. After these deaths the Park Service

tended to equate the situation in Yellowstone with that in
Glacier. In one case food attracted bears to areas where
visitors congregated and in the other (Yellowstone) food zoned
the bears away from campgrounds,

/



February 4, 1974

Mr, Harry Reyneolds, Jr.

1032 Birmingham Way, Apt. 2
Rancho Cordova, Calif, 95670
Dear Harry:

Thanks for 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 are being presended and published.

I have dropped off a short note to Mr. Steven Zetterberg, the
attorney in the case involving the death of the Walker boy. I
have suggested that he get in touch with you., Whether 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 Ranger Bradu's deposition. This is my only
copy, so please return it as soon @s it is conveniently possible.

We've been having lots of snow and wind. The gales have been
so strong that the roads have been closed for several days
with drifts up to five feet deep. Hope to see you before too
}.Ongn

Sincerely,

Frank C, Craighead

FCC/pw



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:

| 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 public
statements at the North American Wildlife Conference.

Regards,

JJC:gs

Encl: 3 ltrs requested



January 11, 1974

Mr, Harry Reynolds
2820 Ginger Court
Sacramento, California 95826

Dear Harry:

I thought that was an excellent letter that you prepared.

1f you have no objections to my sending a copy to a few
selected people T would like to do so. Perhaps you could
send me a copy and from this I could have a few others made
up. I most certainly would not want to do this unless it
meets with your approval and T will probably call you later
to discuss the subject.

We now have our shed bout by the new house fixed up with
beds, electric heat, running water and so on. If ycu and
Lois can get up this way we would be delighted to have you
stop in and use it. T may be away from mid January to the
end of the month., TIf 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,

Frank Craighead Jr.

FC/mh



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming 82190

IN REPLY REFER TO: : April ‘10, 1975
N16

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 comments

on file as part of the record of past bear management programs,
together with the documentary evidence to support your statements.

Sincerely yours,

ack K. Anderson
Superintendent

CONSERVE
. \AMERICA'S

Save Energy and You Serve America!
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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 inguiry. 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 "documented evidence™
could be a fishing expedition for reasons presently obscure

to me. 1In 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 substantiate 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 distinectly possible
that neither of these regional offices have been fully in-
formed regarding public criticism of Yellowstone's position. .
Also, I desired to reach the ears of the assistant regiona144
director of Midwest Region and the regional director of
Rocky Mountain Region, because these two officials workéd
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.

Singerely yours,
Encl's L %2{7 ¥ Ll
arr

V. Reyndblds, Jr.
1460 E. Twenty First St.

Merced, Calif. 95340
(tele: 209-722-28%&)



June -, 1975

Office of the Regional Director,
Rocky Mountain Region

United States National Park Service

U. S. Department of the Interior

P. 0. Box 25287

Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Sir:

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 Grizzly 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!
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 Grizzly 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 achleving 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 Parkt'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 thigs
sordid affair which has been brought unnecessarilly to the
Service I once represented and to the Park I deeply love.

Sincerely yours,

Herey V.
cc: NPS, Midwest Region Harry V. Reywblds, Jr.

Enclosures 3

1460 E. Twenty First St.
Merced, California 9530
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