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Executive Summary 

The 2011-2012 winter season will be remembered for setting the annual recorded 

snowfall record in Anchorage.  It will also be remembered as a season of exceptionally high 

moose vehicle collision rates due to the record snowfall.  The Alaska Moose Federation (AMF) 

has been able to respond to the moose vehicle collision issue by building on their past work, 

public demand, public safety concerns, and favorable State of Alaska legislative environment to 

secure multi-year funding grants.  These grants for AMF’s programs have generated an 

enormous amount of publicity for the AMF, both positive and negative. 

This paper examines the costs, benefits, and funding sustainability of AMF programs.  

The four programs researched are the Moose Salvage, Orphan Calf Rescue & Relocation, 

Diversionary Trails & Feeding, and Education programs. Timelines, scope, and newness of the 

some of the AMF programs meant limited data sets for analysis. However, these data snapshots 

provide the ability to extrapolate and comparative historical data is readily available and 

complete. 

Special thanks to the Alaska Moose Federation, particularly for their time during this 

busy winter season and willingness to share raw data and their data sources. 
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Introduction 

The state of Alaska is unique in that wildlife, including bears and moose, roam the streets 

of cities as well as humans.  During the winter months, the mountains get covered with layers of 

snow and it covers up all the food supplies for the wildlife.  The moose have no other option but 

to migrate to lower areas down from the mountains toward the cities where food is more readily 

available.  This increases the risk that humans will come into more contact with moose whether 

it is within vehicles and roadways or walking paths.  Moose are an essential part of the Alaskan 

ecosystem.  Without moose populations, bears and wolves wander into towns looking for food.  

They prey on humans and pets because their natural prey, moose, are declining drastically (Tom 

Harris, personal communication, 2012). 

The increase in moose-human interaction can be deadly for all involved.  The Alaska 

Moose Federation (AMF) was established in 2002 to help build moose populations in rural areas 

and keep them off highway areas in the name of public safety.  Declining moose populations 

have been occurring now for some time and many public opinions do not see an urgent need to 

rebuild the moose populations.  As Tom Harris from AMF has pointed out, Alaska Natives 

depend heavily upon moose for their subsistence survival.  One cow moose is worth about 

$8,500 in meat value for a rural village (AMF).  The Alaska Department of Fish & Game 

(ADF&G) has also stated that this one cow is worth 30 animals over the course of her lifetime 

which would equal about $250,000. 

USDA Conservation Funding was created for private lands and grazing wildlife 

production.  Appendix B shows the cumulative funding for private landowners.  It can be seen 

from the graph that Alaska was the only state where funding has gone down over the years.  



Alaska Moose Federation     5 

Alaska lost 23 percent of its wildlife harvest from 2001 to 2008; which would coincide with a 

decrease in USDA NRCS funding by 46 percent (Appendix B). 

AMF has established four main programs aimed at accomplishing their main goals.  

These programs include: the moose salvage program, the orphan calf rescue and relocation 

program, the diversionary trails and feeding program, and the moose education program.  With 

the increase in snowfall, moose are increasingly becoming a bigger public safety issue.  The 

AMF has acquired state funding to help start their programs in order to increase public safety.  

One of their main sources for funding is from state grants, about 90 percent.  Donations from the 

public go to helping current programs and funding costs. 

Moose Salvage Program 

Overview 

The moose salvage program was created to reduce the risk and hazards associated with 

vehicle/moose collisions. As soon as the Alaska State Troopers or the local police departments 

are notified of a vehicle/moose collision, the Alaska Moose Federation is called and a volunteer 

is dispatched to remove the moose and deliver it to a local charity; the list of charities is kept by 

the Alaska Wildlife Troopers an consist of both non-profit organizations and private citizens 

(AMF, 2012). The charities are then responsible for cleaning and retrieving the meat from the 

moose carcass. Even though the charities are still responsible for salvaging the meat, they get to 

do so in a safe and enclosed environment. Before this program was implemented, Alaska State 

Troopers would sit on the side of the road until charities were done retrieving the moose meat. 

When troopers were dispatched to another call, the charities and vehicles were left on the side of 

the road with the protection of emergency flares which only last two hours; if charities took 
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longer than two hours to salvage a moose once the flares were lit, they would be left with no 

protection on the roadway. (Gary Olson, personal communication, 2012). 

Vehicle/moose collisions typically happen during poor weather and road conditions when 

it is difficult for drivers to see into the distance. In addition to poor road conditions, the highways 

and most roadways are often poorly lit and can be extremely icy depending on the time of year; 

both of these make the circumstance of being on the side of the road even more dangerous. Both 

charities and the State Troopers are at risk for another possible accident if other drivers are not 

cognitive to their position on the roadway or if they are blocking a roadway and sufficient 

warning is not provided to drivers. The importance of this program is the time saved and increase 

safety for everyone involved in moose collisions. (Gary Olson, personal communication, 2012). 

Individuals who volunteer for AMF may be on call for 2-3 days in a row with an AMF 

truck parked at their home; AMF trucks are also parked at the Sportsman’s Warehouse in 

Wasilla, AK in which volunteers who work there can use the truck when dispatched and for 

community members viewing. The Alaska Moose Federation has 14 flatbed trucks that are 

equipped with winches and three larger trucks that equipped for transporting snowmachines. The 

larger trucks require a CDL license to drive and the snowmachines are used to retrieve live, 

caged moose for the Rescue and Relocation Program. Trucks, volunteers, and assistance are 

provided to areas located in the Anchorage Bowl, Matanuska-Susitna Borough, the Kenai 

Peninsula, and Fairbanks. Each truck costs between $10,000 and $15,000 and requires another 

$7,000 in modifications to make is suitable for moose recoveries (Dunham, 2012). The program 

operates on an all-volunteer basis in which volunteers are on call 24 hours a day, seven days a 

week. 
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On average, each salvage takes about two hours to complete, starting at the time they 

were dispatched to the time they delivered the moose to its destination. Volunteer drivers are 

responsible for completing a Wildlife Vehicle Collision Report whenever they are dispatched to 

a collision. This report details the name of the driver, the date, time they received the call, the 

time they arrived on site, the time they departed, and the time the moose was delivered to the 

local charity. The report also gives an exact location of the collision, the direction of travel, 

whether a moose was salvaged and whether it was male or female and if it was an adult, yearling, 

or calf. A sample report is provided in Appendix C. The information provided in the reports is 

compiled into a spreadsheet and is used to evaluate the effectiveness of the program; a portion of 

this spreadsheet can be seen in Appendix D.  AMF work amounts in a two and a half hour time 

savings for Alaska State Troopers and several hours for local charities. Most charity volunteers 

and/or private citizens are inexperienced in butchering a moose and would take hours trying to 

learn on the side of the road; what used to take hours, now only takes between 15 and 20 minutes 

with the equipment and volunteer drivers that AMF provides (Johnson, 2012). 

Funding  

This year the salvage program is in operation due to a $573,800 appropriation from the 

Alaska State Legislature; this is revised from the $775,800 that was originally asked for (see 

Appendix E). (OMB, 2011). This is used to purchase trucks, fuel, and any needed maintenance 

that the trucks might need.  

By continuing this program, the Alaska Moose Federation will be taking part in the 

mission of the Alaska Strategic Highway Safety Plan in improving the safety of every Alaska 

roadways and drivers. To do this, AMF will need a large amount of funding from donors and the 
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state. For FY2013, AMF requested a total of $2,224,500 from the State of Alaska to continue this 

program over the next five years (see Appendix F). Considering the program saves the state 

troopers and police 2.5 hours per collision, reduces the safety liability for responding officers and 

charities, and provides a service to a large majority of state residents, the performance and 

outcomes of the program have proved to be beneficial to the state. The funding will also allow 

AMF to sustain long and heavy snowfall winters that increase the number of collisions. 

Collision Data 

The average number of vehicle/moose collisions each year is approximately 270. 

However, during heavy snowfall years, that number increases drastically as moose are forced to 

move to the roadways for food and because they are the easiest way for them to get around. As 

of March 20th, 2012, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough had 455 moose collisions; the number 

increased so much that the Department of Transportation stopped updating its signs that tally 

moose-vehicle accidents. Gary Olson, Executive Director of AMF, stated, “because of the deep 

snows, moose can’t move around, can’t find food, and end up on highways where they often die 

in a vehicle collision.” (2012). Roadways become the easiest way moose travel from one place to 

another and local communities have an easier access to food than the woods; as a result moose 

are taking to the roadways in large numbers and have increased the need for the salvage program 

and the newly developed diversionary feeding program. The salvage program has experienced a 

high demand for removing moose this winter and between February 1st and 2nd, a 24 hour 

period, volunteer drivers retrieve 16 moose from Alaska roadways. (AMF, 2012).  

Between 2002 and 2009 there were a total of 5,312 collisions that involved moose, of 

those, 1,010 involved some sort of injury to the driver; this data is compiled in a Motor Vehicle 
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Crash report in Appendix G.  Each moose collision averages about $35,000 in property damage 

to the public, multiply that by 455 collisions and the total cost so far this winter has totaled 

approximately $15.9 million. In accordance with the cost of the collision, the cost of losing one 

cow or female calf is much greater. One cow moose is worth $8,500 in meat value; however, 

since one cow can produce up to 19 calves in 14 years and their offspring will also produce 

multiple calves, they are actually worth over $250,000. As more and more moose die each year 

in vehicle collisions, the price to Alaska is increasing as they continue to lose a valuable 

renewable resource; the Calf Rescue and Relocation program will help protect the state from the 

loss endured by vehicle/moose collisions. 

Orphaned Calf Rescue and Relocation 

Overview 

The calf rescue and relocation program was created as a way to help with the orphaned 

calves that end up alongside the highway when their cows are hit by vehicles.  These calves are 

too young to survive on their own so they tend to hang out in the area where their mother was 

last seen.  This creates a public safety issue in that the calves are then often hit by vehicles.  DOT 

has stated that 50 percent of all collisions are from calves. 

The calf rescue and relocation program involves taking orphaned calves from the wild, 

and relocating them to locations further south toward the Kenai Peninsula where there has been a 

decrease in the moose population.  The program has just acquired funding for this winter to get 

their program underway.  They had a permit to relocate the calves from February until the end of 

March.  The program includes picking up orphaned calves and transferring them to approved 

veterinary clinics to see that they grow and are healthy over the course of a few days.  After this 
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period, they will be transferred to a holding facility out in Palmer.  This area is large and includes 

pens for the calves.  There will be no predators and public interaction.  The calves will then be 

released when they are deemed fit and will be monitored with radio collars and GPS tracking 

devices. 

The goals of the program include: (1) reduce moose collisions within Anchorage, Mat-

Su, Fairbanks, and Kenai Peninsula by 25% to 50%, (2) identify rural regions where relocated 

moose could help stimulate recovery, (3) target the regions with an annual moose insertion that 

would help reestablish abundant herds, and (4) begin a statewide youth education to teach 

children to be better stewards of this resource so that once the recovery is underway, the worth of 

moose will not be lost. 

Comparable Programs 

Over the past 30 years, there has been a successful program for relocating moose from 

the mountains Ogden, Utah, to Colorado.  More than 50 moose were relocated in 2008 with 

another 16 moose in 2009.  Appendix J shows data from the moose transplants in Utah from 

1973-2008 (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, 2009).  Moose relocation has also taken place 

in Alaska’s past.  From 1949-1958, 45 moose were relocated to the Copper River Delta; mostly 

calves with 22 relocated.  The population grew rapidly and in 1994 reached between 250-300 

animals.  (Hammersmark, nd). 
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increases in moose populations will supply the ecosystem with a needed prey so that bears and 

wolves do not go into towns to hunt humans and dogs because they are starving. 

On the downside, moose do populate very well and a little help from the AMF could 

create an overabundance of moose in specific areas.  Therefore, the planning on placing the 

moose needs to be carefully structured so that there is not an overabundance created by the 

relocation program.  Moose come from different regions and have learned how to handle 

different vegetation.  When translocating moose, some moose might not be able to thrive in areas 

different than their home environments and their stomachs will not be able to handle such 

changes in diet.  The current effects of the program have yet to be seen because AMF has not 

relocated any moose calves during their valid permit.  Therefore, current effects of the program 

are unknown. 

Diversionary Trails & Feeding Program 

Overview 

In early February 2012, the Alaska Division of Wildlife Conservation granted AMF a 

permit to start a Diversionary Trails and Feeding Program through April of 2012.  AMF setup 

several feeding stations in the Matanuska – Susitna (Mat – Su) Borough, 6 stations as of March 

21, 2012. Connected trails of packed down snow leading moose away from transportation 

corridors to the feeding stations are created for each station. 

“Diversionary” feeding programs are designed to move moose (or other targeted wildlife 

populations) away from transportation corridors as a public safety measure.  “Supplemental” 

feeding programs are designed to fill a gap between needed and available food to sustain a 

wildlife population.  The distinction is important in terms of program measurement and location 
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of feeding stations.  Diversionary feeding programs can double as supplemental feeding 

programs and the terms are sometimes used interchangeably in the literature. 

Funding 

Funding for the Diversionary Trails and Feeding program for February to April 2012 

consists of a one-time grant from Allstate, funds redirected from the Calf Relocation program 

and public donations.   AMF has submitted an application to the State of Alaska’s State Capital 

Project Submission and Information System (CAPSIS) requesting additional funding for 

upcoming winters. 

AMF estimates the Diversionary Trails and Feeding program will cost between 600 and 

700 thousand dollars a year, assuming the permit is renewed. 

Anchorage Goose Population Management Precedent 

After the 1995 downing of an Elmendorf AWACS and loss of all 24 crew members due 

to a goose strike, the ADF&G embarked on an aggressive set of measures to reduce Anchorage’s 

goose population (ADF&G, 2000). The goose population was artificially high due to human 

provided environments and legal protections. The goal of the goose population reduction and the 

AMF goal of moose population increase are exactly the opposite.  However, the goose measures 

implemented set a precedent for active management of a wildlife population and exceptions to 

State law in the interest of public safety.  Collection of goose eggs was an exception to the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act allowed by permit until the population goal was reached.  The AMF 

permit provides an exception to State law for feeding moose. 
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Comparable programs 

An oft cited statistic in support of the diversionary feeding program is a 46% reduction in 

train moose collisions in Norway (Andreassen, Gundersen, & Storaas, 2005).  A closer look at 

the study shows there were three remedies used; scent marking, diversionary feeding, and forest 

clearing.  Scent marking showed variances too high to be considered statistically valid.  

Diversionary feeding accounted for a 40% decrease in moose train collisions while forest 

clearing accounted for a 49% decrease.  The study found further that forest clearing was more 

cost effective in the long run whereas diversionary feeding was not cost effective.  The cost 

benefit analysis was based purely on the value of a single moose’s meat harvest.  The public 

safety benefit justifies continuing the diversionary program in Norway over the negative 

measurable cost. 

The group expected to find more diversionary feeding studies comparable to the AMF 

diversionary program.  We found the Norway study is used so often because it is one of the only, 

most applicable and well documented comparable studies.  A program in British Columbia (BC), 

Canada increased moose survival by providing diversionary feeding to the predators of calves, 

rather than to the moose (BC Hydro, 2001).  The BC program, in turn, was modeled after an 

Alaska / Yukon based study done in the early 1990s (Carbyn, Fritts, & Seip, 1995).  Other 

similar predator diversionary feeding programs were found in Utah, Wyoming, Michigan, 

Washington states and the province of Manitoba. 

The group expanded the search for comparable programs to other ungulates besides 

moose (Alces alces) such as elk and deer.   Some literature uses the term elk and moose inter 

changeably, the scientific designation helps distinguish exactly what animal is being discussed.  
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All the studies found in the lower 48 with respect to either diversionary or supplemental feeding 

were related to wildlife population management, not collision mitigation.  All the studies 

reviewed concluded either the disease risk was too high or the overall economics unfavorable. A 

typical example is the University of Wyoming publication (Olsen & Lewis, 1994).  It is 

important to note the moose population in Alaska is regarded as generally healthy and displays 

none of the diseases listed in these studies. 

An even more generalized search of wildlife collision mitigation found only one 

reference in Utah for mule deer called intercept feeding (Wood & Wolfe, 1988).  This study 

found a possible reduction of as much as 50 percent in collisions from an intercept feeding 

program run over the course of two years. However, the baseline data available prior to the study 

is incomplete.  Four other references were found addressing short term intercept feeding 

programs spanning less than two months.  There may be comparable programs or studies to be 

found but they are not easily accessible 

These searches still leave the Norway study as the longest lived most well documented 

study on diversionary feeding for collision prevention. The Federal Highway Administration 

Report to Congress (USDOT FHWY, 2008) lists all the other wildlife collision mitigation 

strategies being used by the States. 
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Alaska Based Costs and Benefits 

  
Table 1: AMF Mat-Su Moose Salvage Counts Gender and Age, 1/27/2012 – 3/6/2012  

  

Table 1 illustrates over 80 percent of fatal moose vehicle collisions involve cows, calves, 

and yearlings. 

It is a well documented demographic that population rebound / replacement is closely 

associated with the availability of adult females rather than males and the survival rate of 

children.  During the last record snow of 1989 – 1990, biologists estimated a 90% fatality rate for 

calves (Associated Press, 1990). The Anchorage and Mat-Su areas had another record snowfall 

year this winter.  Reducing moose car collision rates is both a public safety action and moose 

population preservation action served by both the Diversionary Trails and Feeding and the Calf 

Relocation programs.  Estimates range from 19 to 30 of how many calves a cow might have 

during her lifetime.  Over a 14 year period using the 19 figure, one cow and her offspring can 

produce 203 calves (ADF&G, 2003). 

Using data from the Value of Alaska Moose  (Northern Economics, 2006), the Federal 

Highway Administration (USDOT HWY, 2008), and 2007 Alaska Department of Transportation 
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moose vehicle collisions data in the Mat-Su, the following table of costs due to moose vehicle 

collisions can be constructed. 

Number
Cost per 
incident Total cost 

Property 
Damage 
Only 170 2,570.00 436,900.00

Minor 
Injury 28 24,418.00 683,704.00

Major 
Injury 6 231,332.00 1,387,992.00
Fatality 0 3,341,468.00 0.00
TOTAL 204 2,508,596.00

   Table 2 

 2007 Mat-Su data was chosen due to the availability of data, the closeness of the dates 

with the other two data sources, 2006 – 2007 was an average snowfall year, and the Diversionary 

feeding stations were in the Mat-Su in 2012. There were no fatal moose vehicle collisions in the 

Mat-Su in 2007, but there were 5 fatal collisions statewide in 2007.  Given the cost of a single 

fatal collision, preventing just one of those collisions covers the cost of both the Diversionary 

and Calf Relocations programs.  Note these costs do not include tourist income losses at 

approximately 350 per moose, hunting and subsistence losses at approximately 2,200 per moose, 

artisan losses at approximately 2 dollars per pound of antlers and hide, or Alaska State Trooper 

time at accident scenes. 

Assuming the 40 percent diversionary success rate from the Norway study, a revised 

table of costs looks like; 
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Number
Cost per 
incident Total Cost 

Property 
Damage 
Only 102 2,570.00 262,140.00

Minor 
Injury 17 24,418.00 410,222.40

Major 
Injury 4 231,332.00 832,795.20
Fatality 0 3,341,468.00 0.00
TOTAL 122 1,505,157.60

   Table 3 

The result is a savings of $1,003,438.40 just in the Mat-Su borough.  Statewide moose 

vehicle collision numbers are over triple those for the Mat-Su borough.  In a record snowfall year 

such as 2011 to 2012, moose vehicle collisions rates can triple again.  Anchorage has requested 

feeding stations in recognition of their value (Maxwell, 2012). 

The introduction to this paper quotes higher numbers than those used in the tables and discussion 

above.  Using those numbers gives an even higher rate of return to the diversionary and calf relocation 

programs.   

Criticisms 

Several studies as well as Alaskan based biologists have spoken out against diversionary 

or supplemental feeding programs due to concerns about both the safety of the silage or haylage 

as well as the ability of moose to digest hay or alfalfa based products.   The feed is provided 

from Pt. Mackenzie as directed by ADF&G and is disease free to date.   

A study, or set of studies, done by wildlife biologist William (Bill) Collins at the Kenai 

Moose Resource Center (MRC) shows no adverse effects on moose from eating hay.   While this 

research is indirectly referred to in various sources used for this project, the group could not find 
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a copy of the actual study.  The presence of healthy moose feeding on hay at the MRC as well as 

frequently observed behavior of moose seeking out hay as food also supports overturning the 

dated belief that moose cannot digest large quantities of hay. 

Another concern is the message of moose feeding to the public and to children.  Since the 

ADF&G as well as AMF are both emphasize this feeding program is exceptional and all current 

laws against any other private citizen or organization remain in effect, this concern appears 

specious.  The Education program will/should also address issues and laws concerning feeding 

moose. 

Some critics have noted the Norway study does not have to account for wolves.  Wolves 

are tightly controlled in Scandinavia and do not generally present a threat to moose populations.  

Does gathering moose at diversionary feeding stations in the Mat-Su leave them vulnerable to 

wolves?  The cameras set up at the feeding stations have shown no such threat to date. 

Can the results of a railroad based moose collision study be applied to roadway moose 

collisions?  The similarities in terms of volume on the transportation corridor, moose population, 

terrain, adjustments for snow conditions, and the similarity of the feeding programs indicates 

yes.  In addition, these results can also be used in the future applied to the Anchorage to 

Fairbanks train corridor.  A record snowfall in 1989 – 1990 resulted in well over 600 moose 

killed in the Anchorage – Fairbanks train corridor by March of that year (Associated Press, 

1990). 
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Moose Education 

The AMF Education program is not yet well developed.   The record snowfall this winter 

along with the initiation of the Diversionary Trails and Feeding program has kept the AMF very 

busy.  AMF has submitted a CAPSIS request for a 1.5 million dollar Education grant covering 

the next 3 years.   

AMF wants to create a “Moosemobile” to facilitate moose education.  Mr. Olsen, AMF 

Executive Director, stated in the group’s interview and in other sources (Boots, 2012) his desire 

to reach children, not only adults.  Recent headlines about two mothers interceding between 

children at a bus stop (Theissen, 2012) and a moose and a woman petting a moose (Palsha, 2012) 

illustrate the need to educate both children and adults on safe behavior and activities with respect 

to moose.  Part of Mr. Olsen’s motivation is an honest sense of developing stewardship in the 

next generation and his own unpleasant encounter with a moose as an Anchorage fourth grader 

walking to a bus stop. 

Mr. Olsen discussed the interest in and possibilities of partnering with urban and rural 

school districts for moose education.  While noting moose and calf deaths will never be zero, 

some of these can be salvaged for skeletons or dissections in the schools.  Moose education is an 

issue that can bridge the urban rural divide.   A program evaluation for funding sustainability and 

cost effectiveness cannot be completed until the program is much farther along.  Even one 

prevention of a child moose stomping has obvious benefits. 

Sustainability of Funding 

The Alaska Moose Federation is highly dependent upon the State each year for grants in 

order to be able to continue the funding for their various programs.  AMF has stated that 90 
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percent of their funding comes from state grants.  It is essential for AMF to continue receiving 

state grants in order to continue their mission of public safety.  The USDA NRCS has decreased 

funding by 46 percent to Alaska since 2001 while increasing funding to all other states 

(Appendix B).  AMF requested funds in order to build capacity so that in future years, funding 

would not need to be as great.  Once capacity is built, funding can be reduced in order to 

accommodate maintenance, fuel, and emergency spending. 

Future Implications & Sustainability 

It isn’t uncommon for non-profit organizations to rely on their state legislatures as their 

main funding source and the Alaska Moose Federation is no different.  They rely on the State of 

Alaska for 90 percent of their funding with the other 10 percent coming from individual 

donations and Pick Click Give; 2012 will be the first year AMF is participating in Pick Click 

Give and it is estimated that they will receive $4,875 (Pick.Click.Give. 2012).  The AMF is 

developing programs that are beneficial to every community in Alaska, especially rural and 

native communities who rely heavily on moose for economic reasons.  As beneficial as their 

programs predict they will be to native communities, the AMF should look into partnering with 

local native corporations for a portion of their funding.  

Andy Teuber, Chairman and President of Alaska Native Health Consortium, wrote a 

letter of support for AMF stating the importance of their programs and the importance they have 

on the rural community stating that 14,000 rural families did not get their winters food supply 

and the calf rescue program is one of the only solutions to solve both urban and rural crisis (see 

Appendix L).  Nelson Angapak, Senior Vice President of the Alaska Federation of Natives, also 

wrote a letter of support for AMF that showcased the demand for moose populations in the rural 
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community to decrease domestic violence and suicides.  With native corporations already 

showing their immense support for AMF and its programs, a partnership should be bridged to 

increase the future sustainability of the programs.  AMF should also look into partnerships with 

local insurance companies, such as Allstate who previously donated $50,000 (Sinnott, 2012), and 

other philanthropic individuals, corporations and foundations in Alaska; charitable organizations 

face challenges of the non-philanthropic culture of the State of Alaska.  

Another challenge that non-profit organizations face is the recruitment and retention of 

staff and volunteers.  The AMF has four paid staff members and 35 volunteers who have worked 

around the clock during this winter to improve their programs effectiveness and ensure optimal 

safety for everyone involved.  This line of work can be exhausting and it is important for 

organizations to keep their staff and volunteer’s interest and energy peeked and well 

acknowledged and to reward them for their efforts.  Even if the organization already has a 

program in place, which was not determined, there can never be too many ways to say thank-

you. 

The AMF is also working to establish an endowment as a “rainy day” fund, or more 

accurately a “snowy day” fund, to help offset the years where snowfall amounts are increased. 

(Ronald Davis, personal communication, 2012).  By banking the excess for a low year, breaking 

even on an average year, and using some of the excess from low years to high years helps a lot to 

stabilize a non-profit funds.  This will have a positive effect on the future sustainability of their 

programs; it is unclear where the endowment money is coming from. 

Another major challenge that AMF faces is public awareness.  They have leveraged the 

current good public opinion and good will of the state with their CAPSYS requests and have 
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been forward thinking enough to ask for more than one years’ worth of money.  However, the 

public quickly forgets.  AMF needs to “protect their brand” and use their website more 

effectively for communicating facts to the public; not necessarily rebuttals for every negative 

news article, but just the facts and let those speak for themselves.  They also need to clarify their 

role and relationships with state agencies.  By looking at their website the public can identify 

what programs they offer and a brief description of what each entails, but it does not convey the 

importance of them.  After interviewing the staff and volunteers of the organization it is 

immediately apparent how vital each of these programs is to Alaska, but yet the information they 

provided is not easily accessible.  It is important for non-profit organizations to showcase 

themselves and their mission to the public. 

As stated above, there is a large amount of information and research that accompany this 

organization in which more time and resources are needed to adequately explore.  To do this it is 

recommended that the State or the organization consider commissioning an Institute of Social 

and Economic Research (ISER) type of study after the 2013 or 2014 winters end to bring those 

resources to bear on the economic impact of saving moose through AMF and state agency 

cooperation.  Based on previous projections it is expected that future studies will develop 

positive results which in turn help AMF and reassures the State. 

Conclusion 

Moose are a vital part of the Alaskan economy.  They serve as an important source of 

food to all Alaskan communities, they attract tourism (another great source of funding for 

Alaska), and are tied to preventing suicide and other violence in rural areas.  Moose are an 

important aspect of Alaska’s sustainable future and in order to maintain their populations and 
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fate, the help from organizations like AMF are required.  It is recommended that the state 

continue funding AMF programs as the outcomes of the programs are far more beneficial to the 

Alaskan economy, both in the short and long term, then the costs.  All of the AMF programs 

work together to increase public safety and awareness of the moose population and most 

importantly, they serve everyone. 
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Appendix A 

Interviews 

 Interview with the Alaska Moose Federation, 04/3/2010 

Gary Olson, Executive Director (ED) of the Alaska Moose Federation, 907-263-9825 

Kimberly contacted Gary Olson, ED of the Alaska Moose Federation, in regards to their 

programs and the recent funding they received from the state.  After having several informative 

phone conversations, Gary offered to do an in-person question and answer session with him and 

several of the individuals involved with the program.  The meeting was held on April 3rd, 2012 at 

the University Center. Our group, Kimberly, Kristin, and Susan, were all present for the session.  

Individuals representing AMF who were present included: Gary Olson; Ron Davis, Director of 

Finance & Administration for AMF; Tom Harris, AMF volunteer; and Ron Jordan.  In addition 

to the phone interviews and question and answer session, email coordination was also maintained 

between all of these individuals in which they provided several supporting documents, data, and 

letters of support to be included in this report. 

 Interview with the Anchorage Police Department, 4/10/2012 

Lt. Dave Parker, Spokesperson, 907-786-8724 via telephone 

Susan had a brief telephone conversation with Lt. Parker regarding AMF program 

benefits to APD and the Municipality of Anchorage.  Lt. Parker estimated that for each moose 

strike in the Municipality of Anchorage, the AMF salvage program saves at least an hour at $120 

per hour by coming to pick up the moose and transport to a charity as directed by APD.  The 

$120 per hour is fully burdened estimate including an officer, the vehicle, fuel costs and so on. 
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He was understandably reluctant to speculate on the case of the cost savings if the AMF 

were not available to pick up the moose because none of us can ever know what would have 

happened. 

Lt. Parker noted that the calf relocation program also saves APD money since the calf (or 

calves) left by a cow almost always become moose strike victims themselves later in the season.  

He reminded us to include the property and medical costs of a moose strike as well in cost 

benefit analysis.  He relayed an estimate of approximately $5,000 average damage to a vehicle 

not including any medical bills or ambulance services. 

While we cannot know what would have happened, the best case scenario absent the 

AMF is at least an hour of APD time.  A worst case scenario absent the AMF is an on the 

highway scene, an officer guarding the scene, an inexperienced person taking multiple hours to 

butcher the moose, further accidents resulting from rubbernecking the scene, and then two more 

moose strikes on the twin calves later in the season. 

Overall, Lt. Parker emphasized the public safety aspect that cannot always be easily 

quantified but certainly very important.  He also mentioned the removal of “Nuisance Moose” by 

AMF as a positive measure in the interest of public safety. 

 Interview with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 03/27/2012 

Tony Kavalok, Assistant Director of Wildlife, 907-267-2269 

Kristin contacted Tony Kavalok about the permit issued to AMF for the diversionary 

feeding program.  AMF’s permit is only valid in game management units 14a & 14b.  He 

advised us that the feeding program was for diversionary purposes and feeding moose was 
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illegal.  The AMF has until April 2012 left on their permit to feed moose.  The feeding program 

is also used to create trails so that the moose do not have to plow through feet of snow.  The 

program was already underway in the Mat-Su area and the AMF has not received funding before 

this year for the program except back in the 1980’s.  Fish and Game supply the AMF with the 

permit and AMF goes out and does the work. 

 Interview with the Department of Transportation, 03/27/2012 

Joanna Reed, Research Analyst III/State FARS Analyst, 907-465-853 

Kristin contacted her about recent and past data on moose-vehicle collisions within the 

Anchorage and Mat-Su areas as well as around the state.  She gave data sets for Injuries from 

Motor Vehicles Crashes Involving Moose, Alaska 2002-2011, and Motor Vehicle Crashes 

Involving Moose, Alaska 2002-2011. 
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Appendix B 

USDA NRCS funding from 2001-2008 
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Appendix C 

Wildlife Vehicle Collision Report  
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Appendix D 

AMF Mat-Su Salvage Data 
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Appendix E 

Grant Received by the Legislation for the Moose Salvage Program 
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Appendix F 

2012 Grant Proposal Submitted to the Legislature for the Moose Salvage Program 
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Appendix G 

Injuries from Motor Vehicle Crashes Involving Moose, Alaska 2002‐2011 

                                     

                  Persons  
                  Not Injured 

Minor 
Injuries 

Major 
Injuries  Fatalities 

Total Injuries 
and Fatalities 
in Crashes with 
Moose 

Alaska Total 
Injuries & 
Fatalities 

% Injuries and 
Fatalities in 
Crashes with 
Moose 

2002  832  106  10  1  117  6457  2% 

2003  1177  109  12  3  124  6607  2% 

2004  1197  157  7  2  166  6290  3% 

2005  1032  110  7  0  117  6047  2% 

2006  937  115  9  1  125  5095  2% 

2007  842  119  19  6  144  4471  3% 

2008  845  81  3  0  84  4704  2% 

2009  796  126  6  1  133  5394  2% 

2010  TBD  TBD  TBD  0  TBD  TBD  TBD 

2011  TBD  TBD  TBD  0  TBD  TBD  TBD 

Total  7658  923  73  14  1010  45065  2% 
Source: State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, Highway Analysis System 

 
                                          Motor Vehicle Crashes Involving Moose, Alaska 2002‐2011 

                 Property 
                 Damage Only 
                 Crashes 

Minor 
Injury 
Crashes 

Major 
Injury 
Crashes 

Fatal 
Crashes 

Total Crashes 
with Moose 

Alaska Total 
Crashes 

% Crashes 
with Moose 

2002  465  83  8  1  557  13318  4% 

2003  708  90  11  3  812  14788  5% 

2004  703  118  6  2  829  14610  6% 

2005  581  92  6  0  679  13123  5% 

2006  522  88  8  1  619  11728  5% 

2007  535  94  14  5  648  10578  6% 

2008  521  69  3  0  593  11625  5% 

2009  468  101  5  1  575  12890  4% 

2010  TBD  TBD  TBD  0  TBD  TBD  TBD 

2011  TBD  TBD  TBD  0  TBD  TBD  TBD 

Total  4503  735  61  13  5312  102660  5% 
Source: State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, Highway Analysis System 
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Appendix H 

Grant Proposal Submitted to the Legislature for Moose Rescue & Relocation Program 
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Appendix I 

Grant Received by the Legislation for the Moose Rescue & Relocation Program 
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Appendix J 

Utah Moose Relocation Program 1973-2008 
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Appendix K 

Letter of Support 

 


