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INTRODUCTION

Volume 2 of the Final Bison and Elk Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (Final 
Plan/EIS) includes the following components: 

• copies of written comments from federal 
agencies, American Indian tribes, state 
governmental agencies, and organizations, 
and responses to substantive comments 

• a summary of comments received from 
individuals, and in petitions and form letters, 
and responses to substantive comments 

• transcripts of the public hearing testimony  

The Draft Bison and Elk Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft Plan/ 
EIS) was released to the public for review and 
comment on July 21, 2005. In addition, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park 
Service held a series of public open houses and 
formal hearings to allow public input on the 
proposed management plan and its alternatives. 
These meetings were held in Bozeman, Montana; 
Jackson, Wyoming; and Riverton, Wyoming. The 
agencies received over 11,900 comments total, 
which were included in letters from 37 agencies or 
organizations, in public hearing testimony, letters, 
and e-mails from 241 individuals, and in form 
letters or petitions signed by 1,751 people.   

A primary purpose of this document is to address 
the substantive comments received on the Draft 
Plan/EIS. As defined in the Council on Environ-
mental Quality’s regulations for implementing the 
National Environmental Policy Act, comments 
are considered substantive if they: 

• question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy 
of the information in the document 

• question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy 
of the environmental analysis 

• present reasonable alternatives other than 
those presented in the environmental impact 
statement 

• cause changes or revisions in the proposal 

Comments and responses are presented in three 
sections.  

• The first section includes copies of comments 
made by governmental agencies and organi-
zations. Beside each reproduced letter is the 
response of the lead agencies (the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the National Park 
Service), numbered to correspond to specific 
comments in the letter. 

• The second section includes a summary of the 
comments made by the general public or 
other entities. In compliance with the policies 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Park Service regarding disclosing 
personal information, no names, addresses, 
or other personal information of individuals 
who commented have been published (agen-
cies and organizations are excluded from this 
policy). Instead of printing every letter from 
individuals and blocking out all personal in-
formation, and in the interest of conserving 
paper, the agencies have summarized the 
general nature of the comments received and 
tracked the number of individuals that ex-
pressed each general comment. The agencies 
responded to all comments that are substan-
tive, including comments made in writing or 
orally at one of the public meetings. Many of 
the comments made by the public are similar 
to the range of issues and concerns that were 
addressed in the first section. 

• The third section includes public hearing 
testimony. The names of individuals who 
spoke are reprinted, as that testimony was 
made in a public hearing forum.  

Public comments and hearing testimony will be 
available for review during normal business hours 
at the National Elk Refuge Headquarters, 675 
East Broadway, Jackson, Wyoming. Personal 
information will be blocked out on the individual 
comment letters available for public review. 
Where appropriate, the text of the Final 
Plan/EIS, as presented in volume 1, has been 
revised to address the comments in this volume.   
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COMMENTS FROM AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Letter No. Federal Agencies 
 1. U.S. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

  Native American Tribes 
 3. Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

  State Agencies 
 4. Wyoming Governor’s Office 
 5. Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
 6. Wyoming Department of Agriculture 
 7. Idaho Fish and Game 
 8. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 

  Local Agencies 
 9. Teton County Commissioners 
 10. Fremont County Commissioners 
 11. Town of Jackson 
 12. Teton Conservation District 
 13. Jackson Hole Chamber of Commerce 
 14. Meeteetse Conservation District 

  Organizations 
 15. U.S. Animal Health Association 
 16. Animal Protection Institute 
 17. Animal Welfare Institute 
 18. Boone and Crockett Club 
 19. Foundation for North American Wild Sheep 
 20. Foundation for North American Wild Sheep, Utah Chapter 
 21. Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
 22. Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance 
 23. National Parks Conservation Association 
 24. National Wildlife Federation 
 25. National Wildlife Refuge Association 
 26. Science and Conservation Center 
 27. Sierra Club 
 28. Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife, Bountiful, Utah 
 29. Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife, Springville, Utah  
 30. Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife of Wyoming 
 31. Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife of Wyoming, Fremont County Chapter 
 32. Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife of Wyoming, Sweetwater Chapter 
 33. Western Watersheds Project 
 34. Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation 
 35. Wyoming Livestock Board 
 36. Wyoming Outdoor Council 
 37. Wyoming Wildlife Federation 
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Comment No. Letter 1 Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-1 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-1. Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment No. Letter 1 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-3 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1-2. This comment reflects content in an interagency draft that preceded the Draft 
Plan/EIS released in July 2005. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National 
Park Service will coordinate with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and follow 
strategies to reduce CWD transmission risk and provide CWD surveillance. See page 
x in the “Summary” of the Draft Plan/EIS and page 38 in the full document. Hunter 
harvest surveillance will be expanded in northwestern Wyoming.   

 

 

 

1-3. See response 1-2. Because these vaccines are safe for use in elk and bison, safe for 
nontarget species, and may reduce bruceollosis transmission to some degree, the 
Preferred Alternative could incorporate vaccination as long as it is logistically 
possible. Management would not be designed or changed specifically under the 
Preferred Alternative to facilitate vaccination.  
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Comment No. Letter 2 Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2-1 

 

 

 

 

2-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2-1. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

2-2. Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment No. Letter 2 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

2-3 

 

 

 

 

2-3. Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment No. Letter 2 (cont.) Response 
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Comment No. Letter 3 Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-1 

 

 

3-2 

 

 

 

3-3 

 

 

3-4 

 

 

3-5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

3-2. The agencies are committed to seeking coordination with the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes throughout this planning process and other such processes in the future. 

 

 
3-3. The agencies greatly value the importance of tribal spiritual and cultural 
connections to this landscape. 

3-4. The chapter in the Draft Plan/EIS on the Shoshone and Bannock peoples, 
although brief, does summarize the affected environment pertaining to the issues in 
this impact statement. The agencies acknowledge the ties of the Shoshone and 
Bannock Tribes and other American Indian tribes to the geographical area of the 
National Elk Refuge and Grand Teton National Park. The agencies have made 
considerable effort to consult with the tribes, especially the Shoshone of the Duck 
Valley, Fort Hall, and Wind River reservations, as well as the Shoshone-Bannock of 
Fort Hall. 

3-5. See response 3-4. The Draft Plan/EIS does not detail every pre-historical or 
historical occurrence of tribes as that is not the primary purpose of the document. 
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-6 

 

 

 

 

3-7 

 

 

 

 
3-8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-9 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3-6. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 
3-7. The Draft Plan/EIS (p. 166) acknowledges the extreme hardships subsequent to 
the treaties and later agreements that separated the tribes from their aboriginal 
territories. 

 

 
 
 

3-8. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

3-9. Neither the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service nor the National Park Service operates 
under a multi-use mandate, as stated in the comment. The National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966, as amended in 1997, defines the mission for the 
system as wildlife conservation above all else. The mission of the National Park Ser-
vice is defined in the NPS Organic Act of 1916, the General Authorities Act of 1970, 
and other statutes, including the National Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998; in 
keeping with the agency’s trust responsibilities, all park resources are to be preserved 
and protected, and no resources or values may be impaired. 

Although the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service recognize 
their general trust obligations to all recognized tribes, neither the National Elk 
Refuge nor Grand Teton National Park is managed for the specific benefit of any one 
tribe, and the agencies do not acknowledge that the two areas contain any tribal trust 
resources.  
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

3-10 

 

 

3-11 

 

 

3-12 

 

 
3-13 

 

3-14 

 

 

3-15 

 

 
3-16 

 

3-17 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-10. The determination of treaty and non-treaty rights is beyond the scope of this 
document.  

 

3-11. See response 3-9. 

 

 

3-12. See response 3-10.  

 
 
3-13. References to the agencies’ policies were added to the “Legal Directives” section 
in Chapter 1 and included in the references. 

3-14. The agencies engaged in thorough government-to-government consultations 
with the tribes, including the Shoshone-Bannock, and these were separate discussions 
from those with the general public. The term “stakeholders” includes the participation 
by many public and tribal interests that are affected by the decisions made in this 
process, and the agencies are required to consider all perspectives on this planning 
process. In the Final Plan/EIS discussions of the tribes were separated, where 
practical, from those relating to the general public. 

3-15. The Tribal Snake River Policy was not attached to this comment letter. See 
response 3-10. 

3-16. See response 3-10. The agencies believe that the impacts of the alternatives on 
natural and cultural resources were adequately identified and analyzed in the Draft 
Plan/EIS. 

3-17. The agencies acknowledge that the protection of tribal heritage resources is an 
important component of this plan, but they believe that the stated goals and objectives 
in the Bison and Elk Management Plan — habitat conservation and sustainable popu-
lations, numbers of elk and bison, and disease management — address the natural and 
cultural values most important to the tribes. Language was added to the introduction 
section for “Management Goals” to emphasize the importance of supporting public, 
tribal, and other stakeholders’ values. 

 

 

 



  
S

hoshon
e-B

an
n

ock T
ribes

11 

Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

3-17 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-18 

 

 

 
3-19 

 

 

 

 

3-20 

 

 
3-21 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3-18. See response 3-4. The Draft Plan/EIS, while not extensive, contains adequate 
information about past tribal history and uses to describe the affected environment 
and to assess the impacts of the proposed alternatives on cultural resources. The 
agencies understand the importance of the oral and written histories of the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes’ uses of the area, but they do not believe that adding substantially 
more information would change the analysis of the actions related to bison and elk 
management that are evaluated in this impact statement.   

3-19. The agencies acknowledge the tribes’ interest in the cultural and resource values 
of the National Elk Refuge and Grand Teton National Park, and they have consulted 
with the tribes on the proposed management plan. Currently it is not anticipated that 
further archeological surveys are needed for the actions related to this planning pro-
cess. In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act of 
1966, any further undertaking with a potential impact to cultural resources will be 
evaluated, and if appropriate, consultation will be initiated with the Wyoming historic 
preservation officer and the tribes.  

3-20. The agencies believe that the ethnographic resource information is complete 
with respect to the issues addressed in the Final Plan/EIS. The Final EIS does 
identify the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives on the tribes.   

3-21. The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Plan/EIS would enable the 
agencies to improve habitat and forage conditions and to provide for sustainable pop-
ulations of elk, bison, and other wildlife. While minimal impacts cannot be guaranteed, 
a reduction in supplemental feeding (alfalfa pellets) over time would likely reduce the 
prevalence rates if non-endemic diseases like chronic wasting disease became estab-
lished in the Jackson elk herd. The agencies do not expect major movements into 
Idaho from the Jackson elk herd under this alternative because of improved forage and 
reduced numbers of elk wintering on the refuge. Elk that did migrate from the refuge 
would likely be shortstopped at state-run feedgrounds. 
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

3-22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-23 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-24 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-25 
 
 
 
 

3-26 
 
 
 
 
 

3-27 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
3-22. See responses 3-4, 3-10, 3-17, and 3-23. 

 

 

 

 

 

3-23. See response 3-17. The issue of subsistence hunting rights is outside the scope of 
the proposed plan. While the agencies are legally mandated to manage wildlife popula-
tions within their respective jurisdictions, the State of Wyoming also has responsi-
bility for managing state wildlife populations, including determining population ob-
jectives and harvest levels, as well as managing hunter licensing. The agencies work 
cooperatively with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to achieve mutual popu-
lation objectives. The state is generally opposed to allowing the ceremonial taking of 
animals by tribes, believing that the tribes can compete with other hunters for a 
permit to hunt.  

3-24. Both agencies accommodate the gathering of natural resources under regulations 
for special use permits, which are separate from the issues addressed in this environ-
mental impact statement. See responses 3-18, 3-19, and 3-20. 

3-25. Information from the ethnographic study was used to enhance the ethnographic 
information and analysis if applicable in the Final Plan/EIS. The tribes will have an 
opportunity to comment on the draft ethnographic report.   

 

3-26. See response 3-19 with respect to consultation on future undertakings. 

 

 

 
3-27. See response 3-10. A listing of applicable laws relating to the Final EIS can be 
found in Appendix A of the document 
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 

3-28 
 
 

3-29 
 
 

3-30 
 
 
 

3-31 
 
 

3-32 
 
 

3-33 
 
 

3-34 
 
 
 

3-35 
 

3-36 
 
 

3-37 
 
 
 

3-38 
 

 

 

 

 
3-28. The intent of this section is to discuss the history of elk in Jackson Hole. Pages 
165 and 432 of the Draft Plan/EIS discuss tribal uses and impacts with respect to bison 
and elk.  

3-29. See response 3-9. Language was added to include general trust responsibilities of 
the agencies as a factor to be considered. 

3-30. See responses 3-9 and 3-29. 

 

 

3-31. The tribal comments received in the scoping process were discussed under 
cultural opportunities and “Areas of Potential Common Ground among the Public, 
Tribal, and Stakeholder Groups.” Although there is not an extensive discussion of any 
tribal or other stakeholder groups’ viewpoints, the list of seven significant issues 
captures the primary issues that were used in the development of the alternatives.   

3-32. “Western” was removed from this heading in the Final Plan/EIS. 

3-33. See response 3-9 with regard to trust responsibilities. The agencies respectfully 
disagree that hunting should be common to all alternatives. The agencies feel it is 
necessary to evaluate a range of alternatives, including a no-action alternative. Not all 
stakeholders support hunting or a tribal hunt.  

3-34. There is nothing in the legislation for either the National Elk Refuge or Grand 
Teton National Park that would make an allowance for subsistence hunting and 
fishing, and impacts based on environmental justice principles would not apply. 

3-35. See response 3-21. Major movements into Idaho would not be likely under any 
alternative, and very little movement would be expected under the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final Plan/EIS. 

3-36. The intent of this section is to discuss the history of bison in Jackson Hole. Pages 
165 and 432 in the Draft Plan/EIS discuss the tribal uses of bison and elk.  

3-37. “Claimed ownership” was changed to “occupied.” The sentence about severe 
winters was changed. 

3-38. The language was replaced in the Final Plan/EIS. 
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 

3-38 
(cont.) 

 
 

3-39 
 
 
 

3-40 
 
 
 
 
 

3-41 
 
 

3-42 
 

3-43 
 

3-44 
 
 
 
 

3-45 
 
 

3-46 
 
 
 
 
 

3-47 

 

 

 

 

3-39. The language was changed in the Final Plan/EIS. 

 

 

3-40. This language in the Draft Plan/EIS is neutral and was not changed in the Final 
Plan/EIS. 

 

 

3-41. The second paragraph was changed to state, “the Bannocks chose to stay on the 
Fort Hall Reservation.” 

3-42. The fourth paragraph was deleted in the Final Plan/EIS. 

3-43. The last sentence of the fifth paragraph was deleted in the Final Plan/EIS. 

3-44. The sixth paragraph was left unchanged. 

 

 

 

3-45. Thank you for your comment. 

 

3-46. The first paragraph was changed to “Limited but documented archeological 
evidence indicates that Native Americans . . .” The last sentence was changed to read, 
“evidence of permanent settlements has not been found in Jackson Hole.” 

 

 

3-47. See response 3-19. There could be more sites on the National Elk Refuge, but 
new undertakings with potential impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated at 
this time based on the actions identified in the Final Plan/EIS. 
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 

3-47 
(cont.) 

 
3-48 

 
 
 

3-49 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-50 
 
 

3-51 
 
 
 
 

3-52 
 
 

3-53 
 
 
 

3-54 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-55 

 

 

 

 

 

3-48. Cultural landscapes were added to the types of ethnographic resources in the 
first paragraph (Draft Plan/EIS, p. 430). None of the alternatives would change the 
cultural landscape that has been in existence on the National Elk Refuge since the late 
1800s.  

3-49. See responses 3-19 and 3-46. 

 

 

 

 
3-50. See responses 3-9 and 3-20 on ethnographic resources in the Final Plan/EIS. 

 

3-51. A conclusion section was added for ethnographic resources.  

 

 

3-52. Based on the known and reasonably foreseeable activities that could result in 
cumulative impacts (Draft Plan/EIS, pp. 23–30), additional cumulative impacts are not 
expected to occur.  

3-53. For the actions presented in this environmental impact statement, the regional 
directors of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service will 
make the final decision about which ethnographic resources and impacts are part of 
the decision-making process.   

3-54. The language was clarified in the second paragraph of the Draft Plan/EIS (p. 
432). Also see responses 3-13, 3-27, 3-33, and 3-55. 

 

 
3-55. Written responses to all the comments received on the Draft Plan/EIS are 
published as part of the Final Plan/EIS, and a copy will be provided to all tribes. The 
Final EIS constitutes the agencies’ written responses to all the comments received on 
the Draft Plan/EIS. It should be noted that when the planning process began, the 
tribes defined how they wanted to participate (cooperating agency versus occasional 
consultation).   
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Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 

 

3-56 

 

 

3-56. Thank you for your comments. 

 



  
S

hoshon
e-B

an
n

ock T
ribes

17 

Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-57 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-57. This a summary of the verbal comments recorded during a consultation with the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes on October 12, 2005. Most of the comments are addressed in 
the letter received from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes dated November 1, 2005. Other 
comments received during the consultation meeting but not addressed in the written 
comments are addressed below. 

 



 
C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S
 A

N
D

 R
E

S
P

O
N

S
E

S
 O

N
 T

H
E

 D
R

A
F

T
 E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

E
N

T
A

L
 IM

P
A

C
T

 S
T

A
T

E
M

E
N

T

18 

Comment No. Letter 3 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-59 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3-58. See responses 3-4, 3-5, 3-14, 3-18, and 3-59. The agencies appreciate the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes identifying factual errors in the Draft Plan/EIS and have 
corrected errors in the Final Plan/EIS where applicable.   

 

 

 

 

 

3-59. Once completed, the draft ethnographic study will be released to the tribes for 
review and comment. The agencies appreciate the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes’ input on 
tribal history referred to in the Draft Plan/EIS. The agencies sincerely attempted to 
obtain tribal input prior to the selection of a contractor for the ethnographic study. 
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3-60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-62 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-63 

 
 

 

 

 
3-60. See response 3-19.   

 

 

 

 

 

3-61. See response 3-4. The executive summary document was modified to include 
additional information about the tribal involvement in the process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-62. See responses 3-4 and 3-14. 

 

 

 

 

3-63. See response 3-23. 
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3-63 
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 

3-64 
 
 
 
 
 

3-65 
 
 
 
 

3-66 
 
 

3-67 
 
 
 

3-68 
 
 
 

3-69 
 
 
 
 
 

3-70 
 
 
 

3-71 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

3-64. See response 3-34.  

 

 

 

3-65. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

3-66. See responses 3-9, 3-10, and 3-23.  

 
3-67. Thank you for your comment. The intent of the description in the Draft Plan/EIS 
(pp. 166–67) was to detail the events that led to the loss of winter range and the 
establishment of the National Elk Refuge.   

3-68. See responses 3-21 and 3-35.  

 

 
3-69. Any new information about the effect of wolves on the Jackson elk herd has been 
incorporated into the Final Plan/EIS. 

 

 

 
3-70. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

3-71. See response 3-24.  
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3-71 
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-72 
 

3-73 
 
 
 
 

3-74 
 
 

3-75 
 

3-76 
 

3-77 
 
 

3-78 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-72. See responses 3-4, 3-5, 3-9, and 3-10. Additional information was added to the 
Final Plan/EIS with regard to agency trust responsibilities and treaties.   
 
3-73. See responses 3-9, 3-10, and 3-33.  

 

 
 
3-74. See response 3-55.  

 

3-75. See response 3-17. 

 

3-76. See responses 3-21 and 3-52. 

3-77. See responses 3-4, 3-19, and 3-20. 

 

3-78. Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment No. Letter 4 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4-2 
 
 
 
 
 

4-3 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

4-2. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service met with the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department and agreed upon appropriate language for the 
Final Plan/EIS to clarify jurisdiction. 

 

4-3. Alternative 4 in the Draft Plan/EIS did not state that supplemental feeding would 
be eliminated. In the Final Plan/EIS Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) has 
been modified to include a greater emphasis on adaptive management. It does not 
specify the number of years that feeding would take place nor that it would be elimi-
nated, but it focuses on achieving the desired conditions for sustaining bison and elk 
populations over time. Working in close cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would decrease the need for supple-
mental feeding on the refuge based on existing conditions, trends, new research 
findings, and other changing circumstances. 
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4-4 

 

 

 

4-5 

 

 

 

4-6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4-4. The Draft Plan/EIS analyzed the effects of elk and bison dispersal from feed-
grounds on other wildlife populations, domestic herds, and residential areas, and the 
agencies acknowledged the importance of these effects. The Preferred Alternative in 
the Final Plan/EIS, which is a modification of Alternative 4 in the Draft Plan/EIS, 
emphasizes adaptive management and the need for flexibility to better prevent 
conflicts and cope with effects as they begin to occur.  

Under the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS a dynamic framework for decreasing 
the need for supplemental feed on the refuge would be developed and implemented in 
close cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. Elk would continue 
to forage on refuge winter range and cultivated areas, where improved techniques 
would provide better quality forage than current cultivation provides. As ac-
knowledged in the Draft Plan/EIS, there would be a likelihood of increased competi-
tion in some areas during some years, but it is difficult to predict the extent of impacts 
for several reasons. First, only some of the elk that have wintered on the refuge would 
disperse, and this number cannot be predicted. Second, ungulates often differ in their 
habitat choices and may remain separate by choice in wintering areas. In addition, 
deer, moose, and bighorn sheep populations in this area have been declining for 
unknown reasons, while feedgrounds have restricted winter distribution in most of the 
Jackson elk herd. More research is needed to determine the causes of these population 
declines. In the long term the monitoring of refuge vegetation and the elk and bison 
populations would provide data to examine further reductions in refuge elk numbers 
and refuge supplemental feeding.  

The agencies would work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and land-
owners, including the local livestock community, to coordinate actions to prevent 
conflicts and to defray costs of managing potential conflicts.  

4-5. The agencies have met with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to discuss 
the department’s comments on hunting opportunity and access in Grand Teton Na-
tional Park and jurisdiction clarification. Specific points about access in the park have 
been discussed in the responses to the WGFD comment letter (see response 5-9).  

4-6. Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment No. Letter 5 Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5-1. Thank you for your comments. 

The agencies believe that disease risks caused by supplemental feeding warrant efforts 
to reduce or eliminate the program and that the consequences of not taking action 
could have a greater impact on the elk herd and the hunting community in the long 
term. In the Final Plan/EIS, Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) was changed to 
include a budget estimate for minimizing landowner conflicts and to emphasize that the 
agencies would work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and landowners, 
including the local livestock community, to coordinate actions to prevent conflicts and 
to defray costs of managing potential conflicts.  

The National Park Service follows specific management policies, which include an 
emphasis on natural processes in population management. Grand Teton National Park 
is different because legislation expanding the park in 1950 specifically allowed an elk 
reduction program within the park, when it is necessary for proper herd management. 
NPS managers emphasize natural processes as much as possible within the park but 
also cooperate with WGFD managers in designing the elk reduction program. See also 
response 5-5 below. 

5-2. Please see responses 5-8 and 5-9 below for responses to specific comments about 
opportunities for hunter access. 

 

 



  
S

tate A
gen

cies

25 

Comment No. Letter 5 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-2 
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-3. The Final Plan/EIS has been revised to better clarify management jurisdiction. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-4. The John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway, which is managed by the 
National Park Service, was included in the decision area because Jackson elk summer 
in this area. The Wyoming Game and Fish Commission (WGFC) manages hunting and 
fishing in the parkway, excepting temporary, extraordinary situations. Text has been 
added to the Final Plan/EIS to acknowledge this difference from the elk reduction 
program in the park. 

 

 



 
C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S
 A

N
D

 R
E

S
P

O
N

S
E

S
 O

N
 T

H
E

 D
R

A
F

T
 E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

E
N

T
A

L
 IM

P
A

C
T

 S
T

A
T

E
M

E
N

T

26 

Comment No. Letter 5 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-6 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-5. The text has been revised. In the Final Plan/EIS the goal has been changed to 
read: “Perpetuate to the greatest extent possible natural processes and the inter-
actions of bison and elk with natural environmental fluctuations influenced by fire, 
vegetation succession, weather, predation, and competition. At the same time support 
public elk reductions in Grand Teton National Park, when necessary, to achieve elk 
population objectives that have been jointly developed by the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department, Grand Teton National Park, and the National Elk Refuge. Support 
elk hunting in the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway that is consistent with 
its establishing legislation.” 

 

5-6. The Draft Plan/EIS presented various bison herd sizes to provide a range of 
alternatives and to compare the environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative in 
the Final EIS recommends a population objective of approximately 500 animals for the 
bison herd. Bison numbers would be based on monitoring and available habitat, and the 
National Park Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would work with the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department to develop the population objective for the 
Jackson bison herd for approval by the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission.  

5-7. The Final Plan/EIS has been modified to present desired bull-to-cow ratios as 
goals that the park would recommend. The Final EIS states that the agencies would 
“work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to establish goals for bison 
ratios.” A higher bull-to-cow ratio would be justified biologically because it would 
provide greater potential for genetic diversity in the herds.  

 

 

 

 

 

5-8. Thank you for your comment. 
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5-8 
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

5-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-10 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

5-8 (cont.). Specifics about the logistics of the elk reduction program in the park are 
not included in this type of management plan so that managers can adjust to conditions 
and change locations or strategies, such as the antlerless emphasis, as warranted by 
management needs or conditions.  

The National Park Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service believe that efforts 
should be focused on moving elk on the south end of the refuge into hunting areas. 
With regard to specific hunting access, Area 72 had extremely limited use when open 
in the past and would have limited benefits if it were opened again due to difficult 
access and terrain; the Kelly Hill area was closed to protect winter range; and river-
bottom areas north of Spread Creek were closed because their opening resulted in law 
enforcement violations and dangerous situation due to people shooting across the 
roadway.  

5-9. The hunter access improvements requested here would not further the goal of 
reducing numbers of elk that summer in the park but would improve access for 
hunting elk that summer in the Teton Wilderness and Yellowstone National Park. 
Regarding potential changes in specific areas, the state has cut back on hunter harvest 
objectives for the Bailey Creek area, reducing the need for improved access. A few 
parking spaces could be added to Arizona Creek. In summer 2006 rangers assessed 
how the above areas could be improved. The park has always allowed camping at 
Pilgrim Creek during the elk reduction program but not early in the season because of 
insufficient staff. The National Park Service believes that the Pacific Creek road 
receives an appropriate level of maintenance to facilitate access by hunters and other 
users of that area.  

5-10. Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment No. Letter 5 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-12 
 
 
 
 
 

5-13 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5-11. The agencies believe that a reduction in the feeding program could be achieved 
without major reductions in elk numbers and that the Jackson elk herd would remain 
at the objective of approximately 11,000 elk. Supplemental feeding reductions would 
occur gradually while forage enhancements and bison and elk numbers were reduced 
until they were more in balance with available forage. In addition, incorporating adap-
tive management into the Preferred Alternative, as well as proactive efforts to 
decrease management conflicts due to animal movements, would make supplemental 
feeding reductions realistic.  

The initiation of supplemental feeding would continue to be determined by experi-
enced, professional wildlife managers and would be based on various factors, such as 
assessment of growing season forage production, amount of forage offtake, tempera-
ture, snow levels, snow condition, and ungulate body condition and behavior. The 
January 1 Index of Winter Severity measurement could be one of the initiation criteria 
because it was highly correlated with feeding start dates from 1980 to 2005.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
5-12. The agencies agree that there is no “absolute control” over how many elk arrive 
on the refuge in any given year and that the number would fluctuate based on avail-
able forage and management actions that affect herd segment numbers or forage 
location.  

5-13. There is no 5% mortality trigger, and a mortality threshold would not trigger 
supplemental feeding under any of the alternatives. This comment is based on a mis-
conception (see comment 5-34 below), which the WGFD director acknowledged in a 
second letter, dated November 2, 2005. Text in the Draft Plan/EIS has been revised to 
clarify supplemental feeding criteria (see response 5-11). Elk already familiar with 
livestock feeding operations in nearby Spring Gulch are more likely to move to these 
areas and cause conflicts if supplemental feeding did not occur on the refuge, whether 
or not refuge forage was available. Other animals could move with them and learn 
about stored hay on ranches.   
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5-13 
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-14 
 
 
 
 

5-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-16 
 

 

 

 

 
 
5-13 (cont.). In December 2004 elk on the refuge were in good physical condition but 
had difficulty accessing forage in some areas because of crusted snow conditions. 
Protecting livestock feed stores would eventually discourage elk from trying to reach 
this “easy access” food source. If depredations and co-mingling with cattle did not 
occur, then elk wandering across private lands as part of natural native winter range 
movements could become acceptable.  

 

 

5-14. See response 5-13. Enhanced winter range and cultivated forage on the refuge, 
and fewer wintering elk and bison (compared to the current numbers that are above 
objective), would help keep elk on the refuge. But without daily feeding on the refuge, 
some elk would likely move to other areas. Preventing access to food/hay on private 
lands would be vital for effective management.  

5-15. The Draft Plan/EIS acknowledged these potential impacts. Some down-drainage 
drift toward Fall Creek and South Park, as well as drift toward the Gros Ventre River 
drainage, could occur. In the Final Plan/EIS, Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) 
was changed to include a budget estimate for minimizing landowner conflicts and to 
emphasize that the agencies would work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Depart-
ment and landowners, including the local livestock community, to coordinate actions to 
prevent conflicts and to defray costs of managing potential conflicts.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5-16. The Draft Plan/EIS acknowledged and analyzed impacts on existing populations 
of other ungulates. Some increases in competition for forage on native winter ranges 
would occur, even though species have habitat preferences and may occupy discrete 
areas by choice. Deer, moose, and bighorn sheep populations have been declining for 
unknown reasons, while feedgrounds have restricted winter distribution in most of the 
Jackson elk herd. More research needs to be done to determine the causes of these 
declines. 
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Comment No. Letter 5 (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-16 
(cont.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5-17 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

5-16 (cont.). Adaptive management and monitoring of elk numbers, distribution, win-
ter conditions, and forage availability have been built into Alternative 4 (the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS) to prevent negative impacts from elk in the long 
term. Text has been added in the Final Plan/EIS to better discuss this issue.  

Because Figure 1 combined classification flight data on moose and elk distribution for 
multiple years, determining actual species overlap is difficult. Even if the figure is 
meant to depict general habitat use, there does not appear to be much overlap. Many 
elk groups are located outside the refuge, and elk and moose appear to occupy separate 
areas. It is difficult to say how much competition would actually increase without 
refuge supplemental feeding. The factors behind declining moose numbers are 
unknown and need to be determined.   

5-17. See response 5-16. The Draft Plan/EIS acknowledged the potential for increased 
competition with bighorn sheep in some areas. Like Figure 1, Figure 2 combines years 
of data and does not show overlap in specific years. Viewed in terms of general habitat 
use, elk and bighorn sheep locations appear to be even more separated than elk and 
moose locations in Figure 1. Competition could increase in some areas, but given big-
horn preferences for escape terrain and nearby areas (Smith 1991), it may be limited 
by habitat preferences. Northern range data on elk / bighorn relationships have been 
inconclusive (Houston 1982; Singer and Norland 1994, 1996).  
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5-18 

 

 

 

 

 

5-19 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-18. The forage availability model used a snow water equivalent value of 6 (6 SWE) to 
indicate when no forage would be available to ungulates. At SWE of 0, 1, and 2, 100% 
of forage was considered available, with a linear reduction in forage availability with a 
snow water equivalent greater than 2 (75% forage availability at 3 SWE, 50% at 4 
SWE, 25% at 5 SWE, and 0% at 6 SWE) (Hobbs et al. 2003). Elk movements would be 
expected when the snow water equivalent was greater than 2, particularly when 
crusted snow conditions occur in some areas. For example, in 2004 limited observations 
indicated that forage supplies were exhausted in areas with less than 2.5 SWE; forage 
remained in areas of about 2.5–2.7 SWE, but it was inaccessible due to heavy crusting 
(Cole, pers. comn. 2006). Yet, snow in adjacent vegetation exclosures remained light, in 
contrast to areas outside the exclosures. High ungulate densities may be a factor 
leading to compacted snow conditions and exacerbating crusting effects. Monitoring 
snow conditions and other factors (elk numbers, available forage, wolf activity) that 
may affect elk movements need to be assessed for a longer period of time before 
definitive conclusions can be determined. 

Another factor affecting elk movements at low snow water equivalents is that some elk 
wintering on the refuge have learned about livestock feeding operations nearby in 
Spring Gulch and may move toward these areas even when refuge forage is adequate 
but not quite as accessible or as palatable as hay or alfalfa pellets. The Final Plan/EIS 
has incorporated adaptive management techniques and emphasizes working with the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department and landowners, including livestock owners, to 
both prevent and manage potential conflicts.  

Under current conditions, severe overbrowsing of native aspen and cottonwood 
communities occurs because of feedground concentrations of elk and bison. 

Regarding competition, see responses 5-16 and 5-17 above.  

 
5-19. The analysis acknowledged that snow crusting affects forage availability (Draft 
Plan/EIS, pp. 94, 250) and that elk movements in winter are tied to where accessible 
forage is located. Because crusted conditions are “highly variable and only portions of 
the area develop these crusts” (Farnes, Heydon, and Hansen 1999), the impacts are 
also highly variable. Impacts depend on when crusting occurs, how hard or deep it is, 
how extensive affected areas are, and how long it lasts.  
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5-19 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

5-20 

 

 

 

 

5-21 

 

 

 

5-22 

 

 

 

 

5-23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-19 (cont.). All modeling must be based on a set of assumptions, and the disclosing of 
these assumptions clarifies modeling results. Snow crusting was not included in the 
Hobbs model because such conditions are highly variable.  

 

 

 
5-20. The decision to initiate supplemental feeding would continue to be based on the 
professional judgment of experienced resource managers and a variety of factors, 
including growing season for forage production, amount of forage offtake, temperature, 
snow levels, snow condition, and ungulate body condition and behavior.   

 

 

5-21. Alternative 4, the Proposed Action in the Draft Plan/EIS, has been modified to 
allow greater flexibility in management and is the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS. This alternative emphasizes collaboration with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department and the local livestock community to prevent and manage conflicts due to 
bison or elk dispersal. The text in the Final Plan/EIS has been revised to describe 
these cooperative efforts to prevent and manage conflicts.  

5-22. The Draft Plan/EIS noted that the current refuge flood irrigation system is 
highly inefficient. See comment 5-33, second paragraph. 

 

 

 
 
5-23. Trucks would be used to haze bison when possible. 
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5-24 

 

 

5-25 

 

 

 

5-26 

 

 

 

5-27 

 

 

 

 
5-28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-29 

 

 

 

 

 

5-24. Text in the Final Plan/EIS has been revised to indicate CWD-affected species, 
which include deer, elk, and moose. The Draft Plan/EIS acknowledged that CWD 
would not affect livestock (p. 490). It also acknowledged that there is no current 
evidence that CWD can infect humans, although ongoing research is attempting to 
definitively determine whether it can or not. Because Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (CJD) 
in the Colorado/Wyoming CWD endemic area has not increased, and because there is 
no evidence for a link between CWD and unusual cases of CJD in humans, the risk to 
humans appears low (Belay et al. 2004). The authors note that the species barrier may 
not prevent transmission completely and that long-term surveillance for human prion 
diseases continues to be important (Belay et al. 2004). Kong et al. (2005) used trans-
genic mouse models to determine that a substantial species barrier exists between 
humans and elk. Text analyzing potential impacts to humans has been deleted.  

5-25. The word “rapidly” has been deleted. However, “several years” should be 
considered a rapid pace for a fatal disease that can be transmitted by a contaminated 
environment as well as by infected herd mates. Although CWD is a chronic, typically 
slow-spreading disease under natural conditions, it is rapidly transmitted in captive 
deer herds (Miller and Wild 2004) and is likely to spread more rapidly in the Jackson 
elk herd, which is concentrated on feedgrounds for several months each winter, than in 
non-fed herds. Eliminating or reducing feeding operations may not prevent CWD, but 
these actions would decrease the potential for major impacts.  

5-26. This statement has been revised to prevent confusion. Several states have quar-
antined and/or depopulated captive CWD-infected cervids. For example, New York 
quarantined several captive white-tailed deer facilities and depopulated others in May 
2005 (Dierauf and Fischer 2005), and a Minnesota white-tailed deer game farm found to 
be infected was quarantined in March 2006 (Roffe, pers. comm. 2006). The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture CWD rules do not require quarantine. 

5-27. The text has been revised to clarify reasons for concern about the spread of 
CWD.  

5-28. The text has been revised to clarify what is known about human health risk. See 
response 5-24.   

 

 

 

5-29. This text suggestion has been added. Density likely plays a role through faster 
and greater seeding of the environment with the prion agent, and enhancement of 
animal-to-animal contact.  
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5-29 
(cont.) 

 

 

5-30 

 

 

 

5-31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-32 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5-30. The text has been revised to clarify what is known about transmission. 
Researchers agree that prions are shed by the infected animal, that transmission 
occurs through animal-to-animal contact, and that feces or saliva are the likely means.   

 

 

5-31. “Adverse effect” in the Draft Plan/EIS means a negative effect versus a positive 
one, not that a major negative impact is expected. CWD prevalence varies across the 
endemic area and has reached as high as 15% in some infected mule deer herds. 
Because research indicates that it is a fatal disease, even if prevalence is low, the effect 
is negative.   

 

 

 

 

5-32. The discussion of potential transmission risk to humans has been revised. The 
sections of text mentioned here have been deleted in the Final Plan/EIS. 
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5-32 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

5-32 (cont.). Livestock are not likely to eat infected deer or elk meat. See response 5-
24 for why the Draft Plan/EIS discussed what is known about potential CWD risk to 
humans. The Final Plan/EIS retained this discussion but removed any further analysis 
of the subject.   
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Comment No. Letter 5 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-33 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-34 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-33. Thank you for these clarifications. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-34. The text in the Final Plan/EIS has been revised to prevent confusion about 
feeding criteria.   
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Comment No. Letter 5 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5-35. Thank you. 
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