






As a resident of London, England, and a prospective visitor to Alaska, I am writing to express my strong 
opposition to Proposal 75, which seeks to authorize aerial gunning of wolves and bears in Game 
Management Unit 16. My interest in Alaska lies in its extraordinary wildlife viewing opportunities, which 
contribute significantly to its global reputation and economic vitality through sustainable tourism. 

I am deeply concerned that Proposal 75 lacks the necessary scientific foundation, ethical consideration, 
and long-term sustainability required for responsible wildlife management. I respectfully submit the 
following points for your consideration: 

1. Absence of Baseline Data and Monitoring 

The implementation of predator control programs without reliable population data is deeply troubling. For 
example, the Mulchatna Predator Control program targeted extensive bear culling without baseline 
population estimates, illustrating a disregard for the scientific rigor necessary for informed management 
decisions. Bears, in particular, are vulnerable to overharvesting due to their slow reproduction rates. This 
lack of data increases the risk of long-term population declines, with potentially irreversible ecological 
consequences. 

2. Ineffectiveness of Predator Control 

Decades of predator control efforts have failed to demonstrate consistent benefits for prey populations. A 
2022 study found that nearly 40 years of predator control in Southcentral Alaska did not lead to 
measurable increases in moose harvests, challenging the effectiveness of such interventions. This raises 
questions about whether Proposal 75 can achieve its stated objectives or will instead waste resources on 
an unproven approach. 

3. Ethical Concerns and Public Perception 

Aerial gunning of predators is a practice that raises significant ethical concerns and risks damaging 
Alaska’s reputation as a responsible steward of its natural resources. As a potential visitor, I am drawn to 
Alaska by its image as a haven for wildlife and unspoiled ecosystems. Practices perceived as inhumane or 
unsustainable may deter tourists and diminish Alaska’s global appeal, negatively impacting its economy. 

4. Impact on Slow-Reproducing Species 

Bears are especially vulnerable to population declines due to their low reproductive rates and long 
intervals between litters. Intensive predator control measures, implemented without reliable data, could 
severely reduce bear populations, disrupting ecological balance and diminishing opportunities for wildlife 
viewing—a major draw for international tourists like me. 

5. Economic and Tourism Impact 

Alaska’s predators, including wolves and bears, are key draws for international tourists. Wildlife viewing 
contributes significantly to the state’s economy, supporting local businesses and jobs. Removing these 
iconic species from ecosystems near Denali and Lake Clark National Parks risks diminishing Alaska’s 
attractiveness as a premier destination for wildlife enthusiasts, with potential economic repercussions. 

6. Legal and Policy Considerations 

The Intensive Management (IM) law emphasizes increasing harvestable numbers of certain prey species. 
However, this has often resulted in predator control as a default mechanism due to challenges in 
implementing alternative strategies such as habitat improvement. This approach overlooks the broader 





















































into compliance with Alaska law by adding plan justifications, methods and means, predator and prey 
population objectives, and a time frame for updates and evaluations. 

Later that year, after outlining the bare minimum in the plan to comply with the statute, the State 
increased the predator control area to 7,792 square miles and authorized public aerial shooting permits 
and public land-and-shoot permits.  

In 2007, the Board added black bear removal to the plan and reauthorized the program for another 5 
years, running from 2007 to 2012. Under the new black bear control provisions, the public could kill an 
unlimited number of black bears, cubs, and sows with cubs, and allowed fall black bear baiting. The goal 
was to reduce the black bear population by 60%. 

In 2009, it got worse. The State authorized black bear snaring for the entire summer, allowed young 
hunters (10 to 15 years old) to kill bears, and allowed the use of helicopters to access black bear bait and 
foot-snaring camps. 

In 2011, the Board reauthorized this plan for another 6 years, extending it to 2017 and adding brown 
bears. Under the expanded program, the public could kill brown bears over bait or with bucket snares 

Example of a bucket snare. Bears reach in to retrieve the bait in the back of the bucket, which pulls on the 
trigger, and cinches the loop around the bear’s foot. 

In the Spring of 2012, ADFG staff studied the moose calf mortality survey in the Tyonek study area. 
After all, the predator-killing program was designed to benefit moose. However, the study found that calf 
survival remained low despite IM efforts. A spatial analysis “showed no relationship between bear 
harvest locations and calf survival within the Tyonek study area”( Operational Plan for Unit 16 IM, page 
5). 

In 2013, the Board re-assessed the plan and suspended predator control activities.  

The state restarts the im program in unit 16 

After just two short years, in 2015  the State began its IM activities in Unit 16 again. The Board 
Authorized an Intensive Management plan with the following objectives: 

Reduce wolves by 70 to 80%, resulting in a population of 35 to 55 wolves (.34 - .54 wolves/100 square 
miles) for Unit 16B. Unit 16B includes Denali and Lake Clark National Park and Preserve lands, but 
those federal lands are closed to aerial gunning. 

Reduce brown bear populations in 16B by 60%, and 80% for black bears, resulting in an estimated 
abundance of 375 brown bears and 700 black bears. There is no reliable information on black bear 
population status or trends in this area. Despite this, the Department made a “removal” goal of 60-80%. 

Because it was deemed “ineffective”, in 2017 the bear control was suspended.  We anticipate that, with 
Proposal 75, ADFG will seek re-authorization of bear control at the Board of Game meeting in January.  

How are moose, wolf, and bear populations measured for unit 16? 

Moose: The IM objectives for moose in Unit 16 are a population size of 6,500 to 7,500 and a harvest 
between 310 and 600. In 2019, population estimates indicated that the moose population was well above 
the midpoint population objective, and harvest was also well within objectives and approaching the 
midpoint. Therefore, the IM objectives for moose population had been met. 







































































3. Potential Ethical Violations 

Ethical considerations must also play a role in wildlife management decisions. Alaska’s wildlife is a 
shared resource, belonging not only to current generations but to future Alaskans as well. Proposal #75 
may encourage practices that many Alaskans and wildlife enthusiasts would consider unethical, such as 
excessive harvesting or exploitation of vulnerable species. 

Public perception of wildlife management practices matters greatly, especially in a state renowned for its 
natural beauty and commitment to conservation. Adopting measures perceived as unethical could harm 
Alaska’s reputation, alienating stakeholders such as conservation organizations, indigenous communities, 
and ecotourism operators who play a vital role in the state’s economy and culture. 

4. Negative Impact on Subsistence Users 

The proposal could disproportionately harm Alaska Native communities and other subsistence users who 
rely on sustainable wildlife populations for their livelihoods and cultural practices. Wildlife is more than a 
resource; it is a cornerstone of many indigenous traditions and ways of life. Policies that prioritize non-
subsistence uses or overharvesting threaten this delicate balance and could deprive these communities of 
their right to continue their cultural heritage. 

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and state law both mandate the 
protection of subsistence hunting and fishing rights. Proposal #75 may run counter to these mandates, 
undermining the state’s obligation to prioritize subsistence users. This conflict alone warrants serious 
reconsideration of the proposal. 

5. Public Opposition and Lack of Consensus 

Wildlife management policies should reflect the values and interests of all Alaskans, not just a select few. 
Proposal #75 has already generated significant public concern, with many stakeholders opposing its 
potential consequences. Public testimony, letters, and local community input often reveal a broad 
consensus against proposals that could harm wildlife populations or compromise ethical standards. 

The Board should take this public opposition seriously. Ignoring widespread concerns risks alienating 
constituents and creating a divide between policymakers and the public. Wildlife is a shared resource, and 
decisions regarding its management should prioritize collective benefit over individual gain. 

6. Legal and Administrative Concerns 

Finally, Proposal #75 could expose the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to legal and administrative 
challenges. If the proposal conflicts with federal laws, state statutes, or established wildlife management 
principles, it could lead to costly litigation and a loss of public confidence in the Board’s decision-making 
process. The Board should carefully consider the legal ramifications of approving this measure and err on 
the side of caution. 

Conclusion 

Alaska’s wildlife is one of its greatest treasures, sustaining ecosystems, economies, and cultures for 
generations. Proposal #75 represents a step backward in our collective efforts to preserve this legacy. By 
prioritizing short-term objectives over long-term sustainability, it threatens the very foundations of 
Alaska’s wildlife management system. 

I urge the Alaska Board of Game to reject Proposal #75 and instead focus on measures that enhance 
conservation efforts, protect biodiversity, and uphold the values of sustainability, equity, and ethical 















































































































may allow department employees to conduct aerial, land and shoot, or ground-based lethal removal of 
wolves and black bears and brown bears using state-owned, privately-owned, or chartered equipment, 
including helicopters, under AS 16.05.783" in order to kill and reduce the wolf population in Unit 16B to 
a mere 35-55 wolves; although the proposal does not expressly outline a "reduction goal for bears" I 
oppose the exiting predator control plans for Unit 16 which reduces black bears by 60-80% and brown 
bears by 60%.  

ADFG states in Proposal 75 that "the department has no plans to activate bear control at this time" yet the 
State has a track record of authorizing bear control programs without a proposal and of authoring bear 
control in this unit. This proposal could indeed lead the way to the Department enacting aerial gun control 
of wolves and bears without having such authority, as soon as three years from this proposal.  

In fact, when the public around the world learned of Alaska's wildlife predator control methods the shock 
and disgust made it incredibly clear that killing predators is not acceptable wildlife management. The area 
specified includes some of the most popular and iconic wildlife viewing in the world. People follow these 
animals live on camera! The value of life - wildlife - alive far outweighs any agenda to kill to reach a 
"goal" to "reduce" lives, invaluable lives of wolves and bears. The aerial gunning down of nearly 200 
bears in southwestern Alaska has nearly sealed the reputation of the State as irresponsible. That a State 
known for its incredible beauty and magnificent wildlife could further request an agenda that would erode 
public faith and trust in protecting nature, and sustaining predator populations.  

Large carnivore management in Alaska is a reversion to outdated management concepts (that have never 
worked). Alaskan wildlife biologists have stated and written about the lack of scientific evidence to 
support these killing programs. A standard of truth and conscientiousness is non-existent here.  

Alaska's predator control programs aimed at boosting moose, caribou and deer populations for hunters at 
the demise of wolves and bears - do not work to increase human moose harvest, These killing programs 
have historically since 1999 I believe, have done nothing other than kill. This culture of killing must end. 
This magnificent landscape is meant to be home to self-sustaining populations of wolves and bears. 
Moose caribou and deer populations rely on these predators - the habitat they coexist in requires that all 
be present to be a healthy ecosystem. No human intervention of "control" will ever succeed.  

The popularity of the wildlife viewing across the world in this unit should stand alone and lead the State 
to a path of living with all wildlife, accepting their beneficial and irreplaceable role in this great 
landscape. The cost of killing in the hundreds of thousands of dollars into the millions would be far better 
spent - no contest really - on preserving and protecting predators and education to the public on the 
aspects of what they see when they visit such a spectacular place. Such a place is nothing without the 
wolves and bears.  

ADFG cannot be given full reign to implement an aerial gunning program that would weaken and 
endanger wolf and bear populations. Man-made numbers which have no scientific backing cannot be 
supported by a program of lethal killing left unchecked by a department looking for unabated authority to 
carry out an agenda of hatred on predator species. The state is going in the wrong direction! Please 
oppose and do not pass this proposal.  

We live in a precarious time of climate collapse. Predator killing programs have never been successful 
other than being obscenely cruel. Let's change history: protect the bears and the wolves, accept the role 
that humanity has played in environmental degradation and turn it around to support change for them and 
for humanity. YES! it's that important!!    





























Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Game, 

I’m Koyukon Athabascan of the Caribou Clan and a member of a federally recognized Tribe. I 

hold a Bachelor of Science degree in wildlife biology and conservation and I’m furthering my 

education with a masters in natural resources and environment. I have worked and conducted 

research across the state, and I’m actively involved in various wildlife working groups to share 

my unique perspective, combining both Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Western Science. 

I definitely have a comprehensive and in-depth understanding of fish and wildlife in Alaska. 

Introduction 

The recent large-scale killing of predators in Alaska is unprecedented since statehood and lacks 

public information, comment, and scientific support. This action should not have occurred and 

must not happen again. In the past, shooting bison from moving trains and leaving them to rot 

was a common practice. However, attitudes have evolved and so has our understanding of the 

importance of predators. Recent research indicates that predators play a crucial role in stabilizing 

ecosystems and may help mitigate some effects of climate change1. Other studies suggest that 

predators can help prey species adapt more quickly to changing conditions2. I worry that just as 

Alaska’s wildlife faces new pressures in a warming world, management priorities are reverting to 

outdated approaches in how we treat wildlife. 

Background 

At a Board of Game meeting in 2022, state biologists reported that the 10-year wolf predator 

control program, which killed over 450 wolves, had no effect on the Mulchatna caribou 

population decline and needed reconsideration. Despite this, the board expanded the wolf-killing 

program to an adjacent federal wildlife refuge and included brown and black bears without 

public review or comment. There was no biological study conducted on either bears or wolves, 

no opportunity for public engagement, and no public notice it was even happening. The agency 

tends to dismiss criticism of its predator control programs when there are valid scientific 

questions about its effectiveness. 

Similar culling’s in the past have also gone unnoticed. In 2016, for example, the federal 

government shared radio tag information with the state, which then used it to kill wolves when 

they left the safety of the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, destroying so many packs 

that it ended a 20-year study on predator-prey relationships. There weren’t enough survivors to 

maintain a self-sustaining population. Yet, the nearby caribou herd still failed to recover. 

This intensive management plan should be discontinued and replaced with one that is science-

based, biologically achievable, with sustainable population and harvest objectives.  

Scientific Evidence Against Predator Control 

Studies show no long-term benefits of predator control on moose populations. A comprehensive 

study published in the peer-reviewed journal Diversity analyzed 40 years of data from Game 

Management Unit 13 and found no long-term correlation between predator reduction and 

increased moose harvests3. 

The study highlighted that short-term increases in moose harvests observed in some periods were 

not sustained over the long-term, indicating that predator control is not an effective strategy for 

PC1330
1 of 4

Submitted by: Michelle Quillin 
Community of Residence: Fairbanks



enhancing moose populations (Miller, S. D., Person, D. K., & Bowyer, R. T. 2022). This finding 

is critical as it underscores the importance of considering long-term ecological impacts rather 

than relying on short-term observations that may be misleading. 

Miller, a co-author of the study, was also involved in one of the agencies best examples of 

predator relocations in 1979 where they moved 47 brown bears from south-central Alaska, which 

resulted in a “significant” increase in the survival of moose calves the next fall. But Miller 

confirmed that the department often misquotes that work. Due to lack of funding, Miller didn’t 

study the young animals long enough to see if they reached adulthood. Similarly, the department 

conducted an aerial survey to find that more calves survived after the Mulchatna bear culling. 

However, biologists know that’s not the best metric to measure the operations success and calves 

may have still perished during their first winter.  

Particularly when a moose population is near carrying capacity, calf mortality is compensatory, 

meaning they die from other causes. Thus, calf mortality is not additive, and this means that even 

if all predators are eliminated, the calves would still die from other factors, as predation is not the 

limiting factor. This means that removing predators does not necessarily lead to an increase in 

prey numbers, as other factors (such as disease, starvation, or environmental conditions) will still 

cause mortality. 

The commissioner’s refusal to endorse an independent scientific review of the state’s predator 

control programs conducted by the National Academies of Sciences/National Research Council 

betrays its lack of confidence in the reputability of its predator control programs. Any decent 

scientist or resource policy maker would invite independent scientific review of a significant 

program such as this, particularly as it is so controversial, and so widely criticized by many 

Alaskans, including many scientists, even those from within the department. 

Ecological Impact 

Wolves and bears are keystone species essential for a healthy ecosystem. Removing them 

disrupts natural balances and can lead to unforeseen negative consequences with cascading 

effects on the environment. It is well known among wildlife biologists that reducing limiting 

factors may cause moose and caribou to increase, at times to levels where they damage their own 

habitat and decline sharply. The department cannot accurately estimate natural mortality versus 

predation. We know that wolves pick out the injured, diseased, and old to help maintain a 

healthy population. Those individuals that would have died from injury or disease, and their 

removal by predators, reduce competition for food and resources, improving the herds overall 

health. 

Wolves and bears are known to prey on weaker animals, which may have helped keep 

brucellosis levels down in the Mulchatna herd. By 2017, 250 wolves had been killed as part of 

the original Mulchatna predator control program, and the caribou herd's numbers declined 

rapidly around the same time. When we eliminate wolves to boost caribou numbers, the weak 

and diseased caribou remain, suffering and spreading infections. Without predators to cull the 

sick, more diseased animals are left to infect the herd. 

Wolves and Bears 
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Wolves reproduce more when their numbers are reduced, making wolf control efforts 

counterproductive. They naturally manage their population through cannibalism and 

competition. Removing a wolf pack allows other wolves or coyotes to move in. Wolves are 

social animals that pass on crucial survival skills and how to be a wolf within their packs. Killing 

many wolves disrupts this knowledge transfer, making younger wolves more desperate and 

bolder. 

Similarly, removing bears is complex. Bears prey on their own species for territory, resources, 

and genetic advantages. Killing a dominant male bear can lead to more bears moving into the 

area, further complicating population control. 

Legal and Ethical Issues 

The lack of data and public involvement in decision-making, as well as historical examples of 

poor management decisions, highlight the need for a more balanced and scientifically sound 

approach. The recent actions of gunning down nearly 100 brown bears in 17 days were shocking 

and regressive, reflecting a brutal management style and a system that’s out of control. The 

exclusion of public testimony and the lack of independent scientific review undermine the 

credibility of the Board of Game and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 

Recommendations 

• Reject Proposal 75. 

• Adopt sustainable, humane wildlife management practices. 

• Create wildlife corridors to maintain healthy ecosystems and enhance biodiversity.  

o The Parks highway runs concurrently with GMU 16, and vehicle collisions are a 

major risk and cause of mortality for ungulates.  

o Even though there is a roadkill list, you cannot ensure that most of the meat is 

edible after a collision. 

• Ensure broad representation on the Board of Game 

o Designated seats will help ensure adequate representation, more diverse 

perspectives, and a broadly based membership. 

• Improve interagency, Tribal, and stakeholder collaboration. 

Conclusion 

Implementing Proposal 75 would not only fail to achieve its intended goals but also pose 

significant ethical and ecological concerns. I strongly oppose Proposal 75, which seeks to add the 

removal of wolves, brown bears, and black bears to Unit 16’s Intensive Management Plan. 

Scientific evidence does not support that predator control leads to increased moose harvests. I 

strongly urge the Board to reject Proposal 75 and instead embrace sustainable and humane 

wildlife management practices. It is crucial that we prioritize the protection of our natural 

ecosystems, guided by sound scientific research and ethical principles. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Quillin 
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1: Ripple, W. J., & Beschta, R. L. (2012). Trophic cascades in Yellowstone: The first 15 years 
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impact on their health . . . They separate mothers from calves and do a lot of harm.  Pregnant cows often 
abort their calves or have stillborns because of this stress.”  Special Publication No. BOG 2019-03, 
“Overview of Use Patterns, Regulations, and Harvest History of Moose in Game Management Unit 16B.”  
This report, on page 7 and other pages, indicates that whenever the moose population increases after 
decreasing, this Board significantly increases the number of permits issued rather than balancing people’s 
desire to hunt with conservation of the moose population.  Because this Board ignores conservation, and 
the increased hunting pressure on moose in GMU 16, several severe winters were enough to significantly 
decrease the number of moose.  This has nothing to do with predation by wolves, brown bears, and black 
bears and everything to do with mismanagement and this Board’s authorization of overhunting when they 
should have been thinking of conservation given the historical increase and decrease of moose in GMU 
16.  This Board should have erred on the side of conservation to ensure the amount necessary for 
subsistence.  However, now this Board is blaming its mismanagement of the moose population on a very 
small number of wolves, brown bears, and black bears.   

 Predator control of wolves, brown bears, and black bears does not work.  The Department has 
allowed private citizens to kill wolves, brown bears, and black bears and has on its own killed wolves, 
brown bears, and black bears to increase prey populations but to no avail.  Virtually every prey population 
in Alaska is declining precipitously except the Porcupine Caribou Herd.  Even the Mulchatna Caribou 
Herd, which has been intensively managed against the recommendations of two of the Department’s own 
wildlife biologists, has not increased significantly after the slaughter of 180 brown bears, an unknown 
number of black bears, and over 50 wolves.  The current estimated count of the Mulchatna Caribou Herd 
with the margin of error is the same as it was before implementation of the predator control operation.  
The only way to increase prey populations is by significantly limiting hunting including illegal hunting.  
Just because someone lives in Alaska, whether it be in a rural or urban area, does not guarantee their right 
or privilege to get a moose, sheep, or caribou every year.  Particularly considering the recent 
environmental changes and bacterial diseases which are causing the declines of caribou, moose, sheep, 
and other populations all around the State of Alaska.  This Department’s current management policies of 
wildlife are going to result in wildlife declining and eventually disappearing just as Chinook, Chum, and 
Coho salmon have under this Department’s misguided management decisions.  Do you, the members of 
the Board of Game, all really want to be the people personally responsible for the decline and eventual 
extinction of the State of Alaska’s wildlife populations? 

 Predator control upends natural selection and selects for the genetically weaker members of a 
population.  Wolves, bears, sheep, moose, wolverines, beavers, and many other animals are currently 
declining precipitously in the State of Alaska.  These animals are all integral to the vast and varied 
ecosystems in the State of Alaska.  When hunters kill animals, they generally target the genetically 
superior members of a population such as the oldest rams with the fullest curls who are strong enough to 
have survived many winters, the moose and caribou which are the largest with the biggest racks, the 
leaders of their herds, and have survived the longest, or the biggest wolves, wolverines, or beavers.  
Predators, on the other hand, prey on the older, weaker, sicker, and genetically inferior members of a 
population.  Together, this upends natural selection, which naturally selects for the genetically superior 
members of a population, and instead selects for the genetically inferior members of a population.  This is 
obvious to anyone who has studied genetics and read and studied Charles Darwin’s and Alfred Russel 
Wallace’s On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races 
in the Struggle for Life.  This results in genetically inferior prey populations which are less able to adapt 
to environmental and biological challenges and escape legal and illegal hunters.  As a result, we are 
witnessing the Board’s approval and the Department’s implementation of misguided predator control 
operations which have not significantly increased the overall abundance of prey populations.  Predator 



control may work in the very short term, but over the long term, predator control changes the genetics of a 
population to be inferior and less able to adapt and survive in the changing climate and with more 
prevalent biological diseases.  Humans are foolish and arrogant to believe that they can step in and control 
nature.  See https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC2841644/, 
https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=6297&context=facpub, and 
https://www.vaia.com/en-us/textbooks/environmental-science/elements-of-ecology-8-edition/chapter-
15/problem-10-how-can-prey-function-as-agents-of-natural-select/. 

 In addition, if this Board approves Proposal 75 authorizing the Department to shoot 100 wolves 
so that only about 35 to 55 wolves remain in all of GMU 16, which is an area which encompasses and 
abuts Denali National Park and Preserve and Lake Clark National Park and Preserve, places where many 
people recreate and go to view wolves, brown bears, and black bears, this Board is only considering the 
interests of hunters and trappers and is not considering the interests of all Alaskans including future 
generations and nonconsumptive users of wildlife.  Given the already extremely low number of wolves in 
the very vast GMU 16, this would violate several provisions of the Alaska Constitution including Article 
VIII, Sections 3 and 4.  Rather than approving predator control in GMU 16, this Board should impose a 
hiatus on any hunting for five years, allow nature to control the outcome, and see what happens to the 
populations of moose during this period.  In any event, conducting predator control of wolves so that 
there are only .00175 wolves per square mile violates the sustained yield and common use clauses of the 
Alaska Constitution. 

 Finally, I have been informed by an owner of a lodge in Denali National Park and Preserve that 
every wolf is worth $1.3 million in tourist revenue per year.  If this Board approves Proposal 75, then this 
Board is completely ignoring the tourist industry which financially benefits and employs a significant 
number of Alaskans. 

 Future generations of Alaskans should not be limited to only being able to view wolves trapped in 
zoo enclosures.  Even though I have traveled to virtually every area of Alaska, I have only seen one wolf 
in the late 1990’s while flying from King Salmon to Anchorage.  This was one of the most impactful 
wildlife sightings of my entire life and I will never forget this memory of a large wolf on the tundra 
looking up as we flew by in our Turbine Beaver. 

 For all these reasons, the Board should vote to disapprove the Department’s Proposal 75.  

NOTE:  I would like to add that your web page makes it confusing and difficult to submit comments on 
proposals.  It is unhelpful that you provide instructions for faxing and appearing in person but do not 
provide a link to this comment form or have an email address for comments.  It has the appearance of 
impropriety, as if you are purposely attempting to put obstacles in the way of the general public 
submitting comments.  I found the comment form by googling and down a long list, finding some 
organization that provided a direct link to this form.  It should have pointed me to your agency website for 
a direct link. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 









December 27th, 2024

To: The Alaska Board of Game

Subject: Opposition to Proposal 75

Dear Members of the Alaska Board of Game,

We, the undersigned individuals and organizations, respectfully submit this letter in strong

opposition to Proposal 75, which seeks to add Department removal of wolves, brown bears,

and black bears to the Unit 16 Intensive Management Plan. This proposal includes authority for

public aerial shooting permits, public land-and-shoot permits, and allowing Department

employees to conduct aerial, land and shoot, or ground-based lethal removal of wolves and

black bears and brown bears using state-owned, privately-owned, or chartered equipment,

including helicopters.

This proposal, in its current form, threatens to undermine long-standing principles of

conservation, biodiversity, and public involvement in wildlife management.

We are concerned that this proposal may lead to the following negative consequences:

Threat to Wildlife Populations: The State seeks to reduce wolf populations in Unit 16 by

70%-80%, with a goal of killing “at least 113 wolves” for a target population of 35-55 wolves.

The Department claims not to have plans for aerial bear control at this time, but their addition

of bears to this proposal leads us to believe that the State does –if not currently– have future

intentions to aerially kill black and brown bears. Why else would the State request authority to

aerially gun wolves and bears if they only intended a Department-led cull of wolves? Per

previous bear control goals for Unit 16, we can surmise that the Department maintains their

goal of reducing brown bear populations by 60% and black bear populations by 60-80% in Unit

16.

It is our understanding that the most recent abundance estimates for black and brown bears

were performed in 2007. For wolves, the last fall abundance estimate was conducted in 2003,

and was based on a wolf study conducted in 1999. We fear that the Department is building

predator control programs off of outdated data, without the commitment to study pre, during,

and post control conditions. Therefore, the department risks its professional credibility by killing

bears and wolves when it has inadequate data on predator population numbers and no ability

to estimate the magnitude of the effect of killing predators on moose or predator populations.

Undermining of Local Communities and Industries: To our knowledge, the Department did not

consult with any of the villages in the proposed control area, nor did the State make any effort
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to consult with operators in Unit 16 engaged in wildlife viewing industries. For a control

program of this size, with such high anticipated costs, we expect the State to engage with

affected communities, including those in the control area and neighboring it, which include

portions of the Anchorage bowl.

Public Involvement and Transparency: We feel the Department is not acting in good faith or

transparency by adding bears to this proposal while not clearly defining what ADF&G’s goal or

plans for bear removal are. If this proposal passes, ADF&G could create a bear removal plan

without public input on bear removal goals, the length of a Department-sponsored cull, or on

the methods ADF&G would employ to measure the impact of predator removal on predator and

prey populations. This violates public trust; any state-sponsored predator program of this

magnitude should be thoroughly vetted by the public, with the opportunity to comment on

specific plans, not implemented by blanket Department authority.

Negative Economic Impact: Wildlife tourism, particularly in the Denali and Cook Inlet regions,

has enormous economic and cultural value on living bears in Unit 16. In the Cook Inlet region,

our businesses earn over $9.5 million in wildlife viewing revenue each year. We accommodate

over 7,500 guests seeking to view wildlife in the Cook Inlet and southern Denali region each

year.

● According to a study by the University of Alaska Fairbanks, bear tourism in Southcentral

Alaska generated $34.5 million in 2017 and contributed $10 million in direct wages and

benefits to the region, supporting 680 jobs. The study focused on four areas: Katmai

National Park & Preserve, McNeil River State Game Sanctuary, Lake Clark National Park

& Preserve, and the Cook Inlet Region. These areas attract thousands of visitors to

witness the bears fishing for salmon, playing with their cubs and interacting with each

other. The study estimated that each bear in Southcentral Alaska is worth $1.3 million

over its lifetime, based on the tourism revenue it generates.

● In 2015, Denali National Park released a report that shows that the over 530,000 visitors

who came to Denali National Park and Preserve in 2014 spent $5.24 million in

communities near the park. That spending supported almost 7,000 jobs in the local area,

which includes the 300+ employees of the park’s largest concessioner, and had a

cumulative benefit to the local economy of $7.48 million. Wildlife viewing is the driving

force behind tourism in both Lake Clark and Denali National Park and Preserves, bringing

economic benefits to the surrounding communities.

We believe that aerial gunning programs on wolves and/or bears in Unit 16 would have 3

extremely negative impacts on wildlife and our livelihoods. These programs not only jeopardize

the survival of bears and wolves in two of the most popular wildlife viewing areas in the world,
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but would also damage the reputation of Alaska as a state that values naturally functioning

ecosystems, including those with large predators.

As concerned Alaskans, conservationists, and citizens who value our state's natural heritage, we

urge the Alaska Board of Game to oppose this proposal. We advocate for the protection of

Alaska's wildlife, the preservation of healthy ecosystems, and the support of communities

whose livelihoods depend on sustainable management practices.

We urge the Board to base decisions on thorough scientific research and ensure that public

input remains a cornerstone of the decision-making process. We believe that the proposed

changes outlined in Proposal 75 represent a harmful step backward and, therefore, strongly

request its rejection.

Thank you for considering our concerns.

Sincerely,

Heather Wells - Scott Company Publishing Travel Guide Books

Scott Graber - Travel Guide Magazine

McKenzie Daigle- Natural Habitat Adventures

Juliette Boselli- Denali Mountain Works

Stephen Stringham- WildWatch

Ron Levy- Alaska Photo Adventures

Haley Johnson- Tundra Travels

Katherine Ottmers- Denaliguides.co

Bethany Boyd- Denali Photo Guides

David Bachrach- AK Adventures, Inc.

Emily Atwood- Emily Atwood Photography

David Coray- Silver Salmon Creek Lodge

Erica Hausfel-, Curious Nature Guided Adventures, LLC

Craig Coray - Self
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We are not the deciders of the land, therefore we should not be enacting genocide of animals across the 
land.  

Do better. 

 

 











































To: State Board of Game 

Dated: December 25, 2024 

Re:  Opposition to Proposal 75 

I oppose Proposal 75 and encourage the Board of Game to do so as well. 

I. THE BOARD IS OBLIGATED TO MANAGE ALL WILDLIFE, INCLUDING
PREDATORS, UNDER A SUSTAINED YIELD PRINCIPLE

The Alaska Constitution states that “wildlife…belonging to the State shall be utilized, 
developed, and maintained on the sustained yield principle, subject to preferences among 
beneficial uses.”1   This constitutional duty to maintain wildlife on a sustained yield 
principle applies to both predators and prey.2  As the Alaska Supreme Court explained 
“[i]t is the Board's constitutional and statutory duty to apply principles of sustained yield 
when it adopts predator control plans; this is not a policy question subject to Board 
discretion.”3  

The Board of Game is mandated to adopt regulations that provide for intensive 
management programs to restore the abundance or productivity of big game prey.4   The 
Alaska Supreme Court held that “game” includes any species of mammals and thus “both 
the constitutional and statutory principles of sustained yield apply to wolf and bear 
populations.”5 

The current proposal to implement an intensive management plan by allowing department 
employees to conduct aerial culling of wolves, black bears and brown bears is not based 
upon any sustained yield principles as to these predators.  

II. THE CURRENT PROPOSAL DOES NOT MEET THE REGULATORY OR
STATUTORY INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES

The Board is only authorized to implement regulations that are designed to achieve goals 
set forth in A.S. 16.05.255(e).  Amending 5 AAC 92.122 to permit aerial hunting of wolves, 
black and bear browns does not meet the statutory or regulatory requirements. 

1 Alaska Const. art. VIII, § 4 
2 West at 696.  
3 West v. State, Bd. Of Game, 248 P.3d. 689, 699 (Alaska 2010).  
4 A.S. 16.05.225(e) as interrupted by the Alaska Supreme Court. West at 697. 
5 West at 698.   

Submitted by: Christina Teaford
Community of Resdence: Southcentral PC1554
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The stated purpose of Proposal 75 is to reduce the wolf population in GMU 16B to 35-55 
wolves; however, it would amend the regulation by permitting aerial killing of bears as 
well as wolves.  The purpose of implementing a predator control program is to “make 
progress towards achieving the Unit 16(b) intensive management objectives for moose.”6 
There is no current population data to support a finding that GMU 16 moose populations 
are below 6,500 and obtaining reliable moose estimates is notoriously difficult in this 
region.7  The regulatory target number of 35-55 wolves only permits reducing wolf 
populations to these levels as part of an intensive management plan.  Proposal 75 does 
not rely upon any current data linking the aerial killing of wolves, black or brown bears to 
the achievement of any intensive management objectives.8  
 
Moose harvest numbers have been increasing, not decreasing. Moose harvest numbers 
in GMU 16(B) for 2023 were 207; 2022 were 275; 2021 were 237 compared with 2006 
when only 127 moose were harvested or 2007 when only 109 moose were harvested.9  
The latter harvest numbers followed a period of aerial killing of predators which was 
implemented in December 2004.10    
 
Multiple factors are linked to changes in moose populations, not just predation. Numerous 
studies have linked increased moose calf mortality rates to deep snow winters.  According 
to USDA historical snow data for Schwenta, the area has seen historically heavy snows 
in 2024 (51 inches), 2022 (53 inches) 2020 (63 inches).11 The Department’s own 
webpage on moose confirms that moose populations see significant declines after severe 
winters.12   According to the ADFG webpage moose numbers in GMU 16(B) declined 
“about 20 percent after the severe winter of 1989-90.”13 The Schwenta snowfall in winters 
1989 and 1990 were 45 and 65 inches respectively. Severe winters continue to impact 
moose populations.  
 
 
 

 
6 5 AAC 92.122(b)(2)(C).  
7 See Brockman, C. J., and T. C. Peltier. 2018. Wolf management report and plan, Game Management 
Unit 16: Report period 1 July 2010–30 June 2015, and plan period 1 July 2015–30 June 2020. Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Species Management Report and Plan ADF&G/DWC/SMR&P-2018-24, 
Juneau. 
8 5 AAC 92.122(b)(2)(A), (6)(A).  “[T]he commissioner will review, modify, or suspend program activities 
as follows: when the mid-point of intensive management objectives for the moose population is achieved.”                              
9 Alaska Dept. Fish and Game Harvest Reports.  
10 Brockman, C. J., and T. C. Peltier. 2018. Wolf management report and plan, Game Management Unit 
16: Report period 1 July 2010–30 June 2015, and plan period 1 July 2015–30 June 2020. Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Species Management Report and Plan ADF&G/DWC/SMR&P-2018-24, 
11USDA monthly historical snow data.  
12 ADFG webpage on moose.  
13 Id.  
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III. THE BOARD SHOULD CONSIDER THE IMPACTS ON WOLF PACK 
DYNAMICS 

 
The Board of Game has an obligation to protect and sustain all of Alaska’s wildlife.  While 
I understand that the constitution and statutes allow the Board to prioritize uses, as a 
resident of Alaska I encourage the Board to consider it a priority to maintain healthy wolf 
packs.  These packs border and live within two of the State’s National Parks: Lake Clark 
and Denali.  These wild places are what make Alaska the State that it is and the state 
that I choose to call home.  I lived and worked in Lake Clark National Park where wolves 
are a critical aspect of this intact ecosystem.   
 
The impact of human-caused deaths of wolves around Denali National Park was the 
subject of a recent research study published in the journal of Frontiers in Ecology and 
Environment. The study concluded that human-caused mortality triggers instability in gray 
wolf packs.14 Packs affected by human-caused wolf deaths were less likely to reproduce, 
while losing a pack leader decreased the chances that the pack stayed together or had 
pups the next year. Smaller packs are likely to dissolve and larger packs are more resilient 
and productive.  A similar study in Wisconsin also concluded that “[p]ack size had a 
positive effect on pact persistence and reproduction.”15 
 
I ask this Board to sincerely consider the impacts of this proposal and reject adopting 
Proposal 75.    
 
 
 
 

 
14 Cassidy, K. 2023. Human-caused mortality triggers pack instability in gray wolves. Frontiers in Ecology 
and the Environment.  
15 Zubiria Perez, A., Kellner, K.F., MacFarland, D.M. et al. Effects of lethal management on gray wolf pack 
persistence and reproduction in Wisconsin, USA. Sci Rep 14, 9895 (2024). 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-60764-6 
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preserving biodiversity to combat climate change and ensure future resilience. Alaska should strive to be 
a leader in sustainable wildlife management, not an example of its failure. 

Conclusion 

Proposal 75 is a short-sighted and scientifically unfounded measure that will harm Alaska’s ecosystems, 
cultural heritage, and economy. Rather than adopting such extreme measures, I urge the Board to invest in 
science-based wildlife management strategies that emphasize habitat conservation, non-lethal predator 
management, and coexistence. Rejecting Proposal 75 is not only the right choice for Alaska’s wildlife but 
also for the people who value and depend on these animals. 

Thank you for considering my comments. I trust the Board will make a decision rooted in science, ethics, 
and the long-term wellbeing of Alaska’s natural ecosystems. 

 

 























Furthermore, there was no mention of any grizzly and black bear population studies within GMU 16. This 
is especially important due to the exceedingly low reproductive rate of grizzly bears as well as the 
difficulty in counting both black and grizzly bears.  

Any mentioned of specific counts for both black and grizzly bears needs to be supported by recent 
scientific study and the methodology used. No mention of this was given in the proposal and guess work, 
outdated studies and/or extrapolations from them is unacceptable.  

No discussion in which hunters (urban, rural, bush, out of state) that this predator control program is to 
benefit.   

No discussion of eliminating/limiting urban and out of state hunters to grant greater moose hunting 
success to rural/bush communities. In fact, there was no discussion of rural/bush communities suffering 
from a lack of moose.  

No discussion of the costs of this program for each year it is enacted up to and including 2031.  

How is such a program fiscally responsible?  

No discussion justifying why hunting is subsidized by state funding in predator killing proposals but no 
other form of recreation? 

No discussion or studies on how such wolf/bear control would impact Denali & Lake Clark National Park 
wolf and bear population dynamics in both National Park ecosystems.  

No discussion in how wolf killing disrupts the social dynamics of wolves and their family groups 
throughout the area. And furthermore the compensatory actions by wolves in reaction to that increased 
mortality.  

No discussion in how increased grizzly bear control and especially females can devastate the bear 
population for years due to grizzlies having such a low reproductive rate. 

No discussion of how harsh winters due to climate change (or other factors) can devastate the moose 
population far faster then any type of predation .  

No discussion of the reasoning of issuing public aerial shooting permits or public land-and-shoot permits 
and may allow department employees to conduct aerial, land and shoot, or ground-based lethal removal of 
wolves and black bears and brown bears using state-owned, privately-owned, or chartered equipment, 
including helicopters, under AS 16.05.783.  

Am opposed to having ADF&G conduct any predator killing within GMU 16.  

Am opposed to having the ADF&G commissioner allow aerial/land and shoot killing of wolves and bears 
without any public review and comment or debate over whether such a program is fiscally responsible.  

If passed, this would allow Department aerial gunning in all of Unit 16, which borders the southern half 
of Denali NP/Preserve and the Northeast border of Lake Clark NP/Preserve.  

All of these questions need to be answered first before any type of organized wolf and bear killing 
program be considered.  

Proposal 82 - Palmer Trapping Setbacks - Support  
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