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18-1 

 

 

18-2 

 

 

18-3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18-1. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

18-2. Priorities differ greatly among stakeholders, and the wishes of the public — both 
locally and nationally — have been diverse. Alternative 4 in the Draft Plan/EIS (which 
has been modified in the Final Plan/EIS) is a moderate alternative that attempts to 
strike a balance between stakeholder wishes and the need to manage the bison and elk 
populations in accordance with accepted wildlife management principles. 

18-3. Offering alternatives to sustain a healthy population of bison and elk and to 
reduce disease concerns in order to meet the mandates of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System Improvement Act of 1997 and the NPS Organic Act of 1916 as required by law 
would not violate the public trust.  
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19-1 

 

19-2 

 
19-3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
19-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

19-2. The Draft Plan/EIS analyzed impacts to wild sheep and other wildlife. These 
impacts will be carefully considered during the decision-making process.  

19-3. The agencies used the best available science to analyze impacts of the 
alternatives, and the final decision will be made based on these analyses. 
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20-1 

 

 

 

20-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
20-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

20-2. Many elk would continue to forage on refuge winter range and on refuge culti-
vated areas, where improved techniques would provide better quality forage than 
current cultivation provides. The Jackson Interagency Habitat Initiative efforts to 
improve winter and transitional range for all ungulates on forest lands would likely 
provide additional forage in many areas, thus decreasing competition. 

The Draft Plan/EIS acknowledged that some alternatives that would reduce supple-
mental feeding on the refuge might increase competition in some areas during some 
years, but the extent of the impacts cannot be accurately predicted for the following 
reasons. First, only some of the elk that have wintered on the refuge would likely dis-
perse, but the exact number is unknown. Improvements to refuge forage production 
would provide better quality forage and potentially limit early dispersal. Second, ungu-
lates often differ in 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 the winter elk 
distribution. More research is needed to determine the causes for these population 
declines. 
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21-1 

 

21-2 

 

 

 

21-3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-4 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

21-2. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

21-3. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-4. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. 
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21-4 
(cont.) 

 

 

21-5 

 

 

 

 

 

21-6 

 

 

 

21-7 

 

 

 

21-8 

 

 

 
21-9 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

21-5. See response 21-14 with respect to noted sources. 

 

 

 

 

 

21-6. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

21-7. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

21-8. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 
21-9. Thank you for your comments. 
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21-10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-11 

 

 

 

 

 

21-12 

 

 

 

 

21-13 

 

 
 

 

 

21-10. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-11. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service disagree that 
Alternative 4 in the Draft Plan/EIS does not comply with all necessary federal laws 
and regulations applying to the two agencies. See responses 21-14, 21-20, 21-28, and 21-
30 on legal directives and modifications made to Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS.  

 

 

 

21-12. Alternative 6 was modified in the Final Plan/EIS to be more consistent with 
Alternative 4 (Draft Plan/EIS) for bison population objectives. The Preferred Alterna-
tive in the Final EIS would adaptively manage the bison herd based on what moni-
toring shows the habitat would support, and the agencies would recommend a popula-
tion objective of approximately 500 animals. A vaccination program would not be 
administered in Grand Teton National Park under any alternative. The agencies 
believe that the use of Strain 19 was adequately analyzed in the Draft EIS (pp. 285, 
499). The Preferred Alternative was modified in the Final EIS to allow the use of 
Strain 19 by WGFD personnel on the National Elk Refuge until logistics would pre-
vent its effective deployment or other effective vaccines were found. Further, the 
Preferred Alternative would not preclude the use of effective vaccines for bison. See 
response 21-30 on other modifications to Alternative 4. 

21-13. Closing down the feedgrounds in the Gros Ventre River drainage is not an 
alternative being considered in this EIS, nor is it a reasonably foreseeable activity 
being considered by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department at this time. 
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21-14 

 

 

 

 

21-15 

 

 

 

 

21-16 

 

 

21-17 

 

 

 

 

 

21-18 

 

 
 

 

 

 

21-14. The legal directives as laid out in the Draft Plan/EIS (pp. 11–16) are cited to 
specific laws or policies. Copies of these laws or policies can be obtained at the National 
Elk Refuge headquarters in Jackson, Wyoming; at Grand Teton National Park head-
quarters in Moose, Wyoming; or at <www.fws.gov/policy> or at <www.nps.gov/ 
applications/npspolicy/index.cfm>.   

The reviewer’s references to DeLong 2002, 2004, 2005 were sections from earlier 
drafts written by DeLong. As part of the evolution of the Draft Plan/EIS, several 
iterations were written before it was approved for publication by the agencies and the 
Department of the Interior. Most of the information contained in those earlier review 
drafts was consolidated or referenced in the published Draft EIS, which is encouraged 
in the National Environmental Policy Act. The Final Plan/EIS discloses the agencies’ 
final analysis of a range of management alternatives, and it supersedes prior docu-
ments. The agencies will not comment on any assertions or citations from earlier ver-
sions of the document, as the material was neither peer reviewed nor approved for 
publication as a stand-alone report. 

21-15. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.  

21-16. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference. 

 

21-17. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference. 
Impairment of park resources is addressed under each impact topic in the Draft and 
Final EISs. 

 

 

 

 

21-18. The agencies believe that the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS 
fulfills the mission, purposes, and other legal directives of the National Park Service 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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21-19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-21 

 

 
 

 

 

21-19. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong references. The National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 does not specifically state that 
“contributing to state conservation plans is subservient to the accomplishment of 
refuge purposes and mission-related directives.” The act states in Section 5(4)(E) that 
in administering the system, “the Secretary shall ensure effective coordination, 
interaction, and cooperation with owners of land adjoining refuges and the fish and 
wildlife agency of the States in which the units of the System are located.” 

 

 
21-20. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong references. 
As described in the Draft Plan/EIS in Tables 2-7 and 2-8 (p. 82), some alternatives 
meet the management goals and legal directives better than others, but all the alterna-
tives were developed with considerable thought as to what actions (objectives) would 
be required to achieve the goals and legal directives. Other options were considered 
but were found to be not feasible and are described in the Draft EIS (pp. 73–76) and in 
the Final Plan/EIS. The agencies described the impacts associated with each alterna-
tive, including the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. With respect to the Na-
tional Elk Refuge, Section 5(a)(4)(D) of the National Wildlife Refuge System Improve-
ment Act states, “the Secretary shall ensure that the mission of the System and the 
purposes of each refuge are carried out, except that if a conflict exists between the 
purposes of a refuge and the mission of the System, the conflict shall be resolved in a 
manner that first protects the purposes of the refuge, and, to the extent practicable, 
that also achieves the mission of the System.” All alternatives inherently meet the 
purposes of the National Elk Refuge and Grand Teton National Park, as well as the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The agencies believe that the 
alternatives identified in the Draft and Final EISs are reasonable alternatives and that 
any one could be implemented. Alternative 4 (the agencies’ Preferred Alternative) was 
modified in the Final EIS to include more emphasis on adaptive management to 
achieve desired conditions, to mitigate conflicts, to develop criteria, and to establish a 
dynamic framework for reducing feeding. See also responses 21-12, 21-28, and 21-30.  

21-21. Comment noted. 
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21-22 

 

 

 

 

21-23 

 

 

 

 

21-24 

 

 

 

 

21-25 

 
 

 

 

 

21-22. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.   

 

 

 

 

21-23. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference. 
Peterson (2003) was referenced where appropriate in the Draft Plan/EIS (p. 585), and 
a copy of the report is on file at the National Elk Refuge headquarters. 

 

 

 
21-24. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.   

 

 

 
 

21-25. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong references. 
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21-25 

(cont.) 

 

21-26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-27 

 

21-28 

 

 

 

 

 

21-29 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

21-26. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-27. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.   

 
 
 
21-28. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference. 
The agencies disagree that Alternative 4 (Proposed Action) as described the Draft 
Plan/EIS “cannot be lawfully implemented” given the stated purposes of the National 
Elk Refuge and Grand Teton National Park (Draft EIS, pp 11–16). While the agencies 
have a requirement to follow legal mandates, refuge and park managers have latitude 
in making decisions based on sound professional judgment and other factors. Given the 
90+ year history of supplemental feeding in Jackson Hole, the many social and eco-
nomic factors involved, and opposing stakeholders’ views, including those of the coop-
erating agencies and partners, taking the actions as described under Alternative 4 in 
the Draft EIS would enable the agencies to take some steps toward addressing the 
serious habitat and wildlife management issues identified. In the Final Plan/EIS 
Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) was modified to emphasize the adaptive 
management of bison and elk, including mitigation of conflicts on adjacent lands. This 
approach would allow the agencies to have more flexibility to respond to changing 
conditions. See also response 21-30.  

21-29. See response 21-28. 
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21-30 

 

 

 

21-31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-32 

 

 

 

 

21-33 

 
 

 

 

 

 

21-30. While Alternative 6 would reduce the prevalence of brucellosis in the herds and 
the risk for adverse effects of other diseases, accelerating the timeframe for phasing 
out of feeding beyond that proposed in Alternative 6 is not supported by the agencies. 
In the Final Plan/EIS the agencies have clarified the desired conditions for this 
planning process. The Preferred Alternative includes a greater emphasis on adaptive 
management and collaboration with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and 
other entities. Existing trends, new research findings, and other changing conditions 
would provide the basis for developing a dynamic framework for decreasing the need 
for supplemental food on the refuge. The framework would be developed in coopera-
tion with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to identify the steps and criteria 
required for reducing feeding. Population management, vegetation restoration, on-
going monitoring, and public education would be integral components of this frame-
work. While these actions are not likely to reduce prevalence or risks in the short 
term, they would have a better likelihood of success in the long-term.  

21-31. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong/Behrens reference. Also see 
response 21-30. The agencies believe that the modified Alternative 4 (the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS) would enable the agencies to achieve desired 
conditions and goals and to fulfill the legal directives of the agencies.   

 

 

21-32. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.   

 

 

 

 

21-33. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference. 
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21-33 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-34 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-35 

 

 

 

21-36 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-34. See response 21-14 with respect to the former Alternative 7, which was found in 
earlier versions of the document. Other alternatives considered in the Draft Plan/EIS 
were described on pages 73–76. Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 in the Draft and Final EISs 
would use similar fencing strategies to recover willow, cottonwood, and aspen com-
munities and to provide better habitat for birds. Alternative 4 was modified in the 
Final Plan/EIS to provide the flexibility of using rotating exclosures as the desired 
conditions were achieved over the life of the plan. Also see responses 21-28, 21-30, and 
21-31.  

 

 

 

 

21-35. Thank you for your comment.   

 

 

 

21-36. See response 21-34 on fencing strategies in the Final Plan/EIS. 
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21-36 
(cont.) 

 

 

21-37 

 

 

21-38 

 

 

 

 

 

21-39 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

21-37. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

21-38. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong/Behrens 
reference. Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS was modified to state that farming 
would be used as necessary to achieve forage production objectives. The acreage for 
cultivated fields (2,400 acres) is small compared to the overall size of the National Elk 
Refuge (24,565 acres) (Draft Plan/EIS, p. 100). While the agencies agree with the 
commenter about the importance of native plant species, in order to achieve the 
desired conditions and goals of this plan, forage production on cultivated fields is an 
important management tool needed to achieve a reduction in the use of pelletized food.   

21-39. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong/Behrens reference. See 
response 21-38 on forage production. As stated in the Draft Plan/EIS, the agencies are 
committed to working in forums like the Jackson Interagency Habitat Initiative (Draft 
EIS, p. 38) to improve habitat for bison and elk. The agencies believe Alternative 4 as 
modified in the Final Plan/EIS would provide for better cooperation by others and 
more flexibility in managing bison and elk populations than would Alternative 6 in 
achieving healthy and sustainable populations over the long term.  
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21-40 

 

 

 

 

 

21-41 

 

 

 

 

 

21-42 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-43 

 
 

 

 

21-40. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. Under Alternatives 
3, 4, and 6 the primary purpose for opening the southern portion of the refuge for an 
early season hunt or other public use would be to move elk into other areas and 
increase harvest efficiency, but the agencies agree with the commenter that this could 
provide better utilization of some forage.  

 

 

21-41. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

 

 

 

21-42. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong references and response 21-23 
regarding the Peterson report (2003).  

 

 

 

21-43. See response 21-14. Impairment of park resources was evaluated for each 
alternative and impact topic in the Draft and Final EISs. Barring the introduction of a 
non-endemic disease, Alternative 4 (Draft Plan/EIS, pp. 291, 332) would not result in 
impairment to elk or bison. If a non-endemic infectious disease became established in 
the herd, Alternative 4 would have lower potential for impairment than would Alterna-
tives 1 and 5, and might be similar to Alternatives 2, 3, and 6 in the short term. Under 
Alternative 6 the high densities associated with feedgrounds would decrease, and the 
herd would disperse more, so brucellosis seroprevalence would be expected to de-
crease over time. However, modeling has shown that bison populations as small as 200 
animals can maintain brucellosis (Draft EIS, p. 338), and reducing prevalence in bison 
will likely require a multi-faceted approach. 
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21-43 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

21-44 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-45 

 

 

 

 

21-46 

 

 

 
21-47 

 
 

 

 

21-43 (cont.). Alternative 4 as modified in the Final Plan/EIS includes implementation 
of a dynamic framework, which would be developed cooperatively with the Wyoming 
Game and Fish Department and others. This framework would include specific criteria 
for progressively reducing supplemental feeding and decreasing densities. While the 
bison and elk herds migrate between summer and winter ranges, the agencies do not 
distinguish them as NPS or USFWS elk and bison. The herds migrate across several 
jurisdictional boundaries, including Grand Teton National Park and the National Elk 
Refuge, and the agencies work cooperatively with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department (which has responsibility for managing resident wildlife) and others to 
manage the populations. 

21-44. Support for efforts to establish elk migrations to traditional winter ranges was 
analyzed under Alternatives 2 and 3 in the Draft Plan/EIS. This option was not se-
lected for the preferred alternative in the Final Plan/EIS. The Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department (as well as other landowners) is opposed to these efforts, and the 
agencies do not have the authority or jurisdiction to force this issue. Under Alterna-
tive 6 it would be less likely that there would be large migrations out of the primary 
analysis area because of improved forage conditions, herd reductions, and efforts to 
minimize conflicts on adjacent lands. The agencies already participate in work groups 
such as the Jackson Interagency Habitat Initiative (Draft EIS, p. 38), which strives to 
identify opportunities for improving habitat for bison and elk. Phasing out state 
feedgrounds is not an option being considered in this planning process. 

21-45. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

 

 

21-46. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

21-47. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference. 
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21-47 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

21-48 

 

 

 

 

 

21-49 

 

 

 

 

21-50 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-48. Thank you for your comment.   

 

 

 

 

 

21-49. See response 21-30 regarding the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS. 
The agencies disagree that feeding should be phased out within two to three years 
under Alternative 6. Improving forage, reducing the herd size, minimizing conflicts on 
adjacent lands, and transitioning the herd away from supplemental feeding would take 
five years. Budget constraints also factor into the transition period. The bison popula-
tion objective in Alternative 6 was modified to be consistent with Alternative 4 
(approximately 500 bison) in the Final EIS. It should be noted that the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department sets goals and objectives for the herd through a public review 
process that requires public input and a final departmental recommendation to be 
approved by the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission. 

21-50. Thank you for your comment. 
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21-50 
(cont.) 

21-51 

 

 

 

 

21-52 

 

 

21-53 

 

 

 

21-54 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-55 

 
 

 

 

 

21-51. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference 
and responses 21-30 and 21-34 regarding the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS.   

 

 

 
21-52. Thank you for your comment. Fertility control is not an action identified for the 
Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS. 

 

21-53. A test and cull program was not an option considered in any of the alternatives. 

 

 

 

21-54. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong/Behrens reference and response 
21-23 regarding the Peterson report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-55. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong/Behrens reference and response 
21-23 regarding the Peterson report.  
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21-55 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

21-56 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-57 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-58 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-56. See response 21-23 regarding the Peterson report. See response 21-30 and 21-31 
regarding changes to Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS) 
and response 21-43 regarding seroprevalence in bison under Alternative 6. To clarify 
the comment regarding alternatives and feeding, Alternative 5 would allow for feeding 
approximately 9 out of every 10 years.    

 

 

 

 

21-57. The Final Plan/EIS was updated with current information on chronic wasting 
disease (2005). 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-58. Thank you for your comment.   
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21-58 

(cont.) 

21-59 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-60 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-61 

 

 
21-62 

 

 
 

 

 

 

21-59. Thank you for your comment. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson 
report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-60. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. See responses 21-28 
and 21-30 with respect to Alternative 4 as modified in the Final Plan/EIS. In the short 
term the Preferred Alternative would not be expected to reduce the risk for density-
dependent diseases, but in the long term the risk could be substantially lower (if 
environmental contamination did not occur). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-61. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report. 

 

 
21-62. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report. 
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21-62 
(cont.) 

 

 

21-63 

 

 

 

 

 

21-64 

 

 

 
21-65 

 

 

21-66 

 

 

 

 

21-67 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-63. See responses 21-28, 21-30, and 21-60 in reference to changes made to Alter-
native 4 in the Final Plan/EIS. The agencies agree that Alternative 6 would minimize 
the risk of significant deleterious effects of bovine tuberculosis or other density-depen-
dent diseases, including chronic wasting disease, by phasing out feeding within five 
years. However, the agencies believe that the modifications made to Alternative 4 
would enable the agencies to have more flexibility to respond to changing conditions by 
implementing a dynamic framework for decreasing the need for supplemental feeding 
on the refuge based on adaptive management principles while working collaboratively 
with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and others to achieve the desired 
conditions and goals of this plan.  

21-64. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report and responses 21-60 and 
21-63 for changes to Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS with respect to disease 
prevalence.   

 

21-65. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report.   

 

 

21-66. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report. See response 21-14 with 
respect to the DeLong reference and responses 21-30, 21-60, and 21-63 regarding 
changes made to Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS. 

 

 

 

21-67. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report. See responses 21-60 and 
21-63 regarding changes made to Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS and risks for 
diseases. 
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21-67 

(cont.) 

 

21-68 

 

 

 

 

21-69 

 

 

21-70 

 

21-71 

 

 

21-72 

 

 

 
21-73 

 

 

21-74 

 
 

 

 

 
 

21-68. The agencies acknowledge receipt of the referenced reports. These reports do 
not contradict the impacts of the alternatives as described in the Draft Plan/EIS. See 
response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson report. 

 

 

 
21-69. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

21-70. Thank you for your comment. See response 21-23 in reference to the Peterson 
report. 

21-71. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

21-72. The agencies agree that Strain 19 and RB51 have not been shown to have a high 
efficacy in preventing abortions. They are safe to use and do not negatively impact 
wildlife. The Preferred Alternative was modified in the Final Plan/EIS to allow for the 
use of Stain 19 and other vaccines until logistics prevent such use or more effective 
vaccines are found. 

21-73. The agencies believe that the proposed vaccination program outlined in the 
alternatives in the Draft Plan/EIS has been analyzed with extensive public involve-
ment. A draft compatibility determination was included in the Draft EIS (Appendix 
G). As part of the Preferred Alternative to implement the Bison and Elk Management 
Plan, a structured framework would be developed in collaboration with the Wyoming 
Game and Fish Department and would address state wildlife management activities, 
including vaccination, on the National Elk Refuge. The Preferred Alternative in the 
Final Plan/EIS was modified to allow for the use of Strain 19 and RB51 until logistics 
prevented such use or more effective vaccines are found.  

21-74. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong/Behrens reference. 
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21-74 
(cont.) 

 

21-75 

 

 

 

 

21-76 

 

 

 

 
21-77 

 

 

 

 

 

21-78 

 

 
21-79 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
21-75. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong reference.   

 

 

 

 

21-76. See responses 21-12 and 21-49 regarding recommendations for the bison 
population objective in the Final Plan/EIS. 

 

 

 

21-77. See responses 21-12 and 21-49 regarding the recommended bison population 
objective. As reflected in the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS, the agencies 
believe that bison management based on monitoring and habitat availability can 
sustain genetic viability without the introduction of animals from outside the herd. 
Managing bison at range carrying capacity must account for numbers of other species 
utilizing that range. Although bison remains have been found in Jackson Hole, it is 
unknown how many inhabited the area (Draft Plan/EIS, p. 144). As stated in the Draft 
EIS (p. 12), lands on the National Elk Refuge were set aside as a “winter elk refuge.” 
While the purposes were later expanded to include conservation of other big game 
species, elk remain the priority species on the refuge.  

21-78. See responses 21-12, 21-49, and 21-77.  

 

21-79. See responses 21-45, 21-46, 21-47, 21-77, and 21-78. Establishing a bison herd in 
the Gros Ventre River drainage and Buffalo Valley is outside the agencies’ 
jurisdiction. Bison within the Thorofare area of Teton Wilderness are not considered 
part of the Jackson bison herd. 
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21-79 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-80 

 

 

 

 

 

21-81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-82 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-80. See responses 21-12, 21-49, 21-77, and 21-78. The agencies believe that the 
Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS would enable the application of adaptive 
management principles for the bison herd on the National Elk Refuge and in Grand 
Teton National Park. In cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, 
monitoring would be used to adjust herd management based on current data, new 
findings, and established criteria.  

 

 
21-81. See responses 21-79 and 21-80 regarding bison objectives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-82. The Final Plan/EIS was modified to include information about the possibility of 
moose or other ungulates contracting chronic wasting disease. 
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21-82 
(cont.) 

 

21-83 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-84 

 

 

 

21-85 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

21-83. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-84. Thank you for your comment.   

 

 

 

21-85. Competition could increase in some areas but, given bighorn 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 1996).  
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21-86 

 

 

 

21-87 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-88 

 

 

 

 

21-89 

 
 

 

 

21-86. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

21-87. The Draft Plan/EIS (pp. 369–71) acknowledged that there could be increased 
competition on the National Elk Refuge compared to other alternatives, primarily due 
to the increased use of the northern end of the refuge by elk in non-fed years and the 
exclusion of nearly 1,000 acres of aspen habitat. In areas such as Grand Teton National 
Park, Bridger-Teton National Forest, and other lands it is not clear whether Alter-
native 4 would have a net beneficial or detrimental effect (Draft EIS, pp. 370–71). It is 
difficult to predict the extent of impacts of the alternatives 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 habitat choices and may remain 
separate by choice in wintering areas. In addition, deer, moose, and bighorn sheep 
populations in Jackson Hole have been declining for unknown reasons while feed-
grounds have restricted the winter distribution of Jackson elk. The agencies believe 
that the adaptive management emphasis of the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS would allow management options to be monitored and adjusted to benefit 
other ungulate species. 

21-88. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. The Draft Plan/EIS 
(p. 16) acknowledged that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service must base management 
decisions on sound principles of wildlife management and scientific information. See 
response 21-89 regarding the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS.    

 

21-89. See response 21-87. As stated in the Draft Plan/EIS (p. 113), no formal research 
has been undertaken to determine the effects of wolves on willow and cottonwood 
habitats as a result of dispersing elk. The discussion on page 376 was based on a 
predicted increase in elk distribution under Alternative 6 for the short term. While the 
presence of wolves in Yellowstone National Park could influence elk distribution, given 
the uncertainty of potential conflicts with wolves in the Gros Ventre (p. 346), it would 
be difficult to compare without formal research. The language was clarified in the Final 
Plan/EIS to reflect the uncertainty of how wolves could affect elk distribution and 
ultimately the effect on willow and cottonwood habitats.  
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21-89 
(cont.) 

 

21-90 

 

 

21-91 

 

 

21-92 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-93 

 

 

 

 
21-94 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

21-90. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. See response 21-20 
regarding goals and objectives. 

 

 

21-91. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. 

 

21-92. Once the Record of Decision for the Final Plan/EIS is published, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service will determine if or how the 1974 Cooperative Agreement with 
the Wyoming Game and Fish Department will need to be revised.  

 

 

 

 

21-93. See response 21-92. As a point of clarification, the 1974 Cooperative Agreement 
is only between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department. A 1958 memorandum of understanding was signed between all the agen-
cies involved in managing the Jackson elk herd, and that memorandum established the 
advisory program known as the Jackson Hole Cooperative Elk Studies Group. 

 

 

21-94. Under Alternatives 2 through 6 in both the Draft and Final EISs, the National 
Park Service would initiate projects to restore about 4,500 areas of previously culti-
vated areas to native plant communities in Grand Teton National Park. There are no 
plans for other habitat restoration projects as part of this planning process.  
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21-94 
(cont.) 

 

21-95 

 

 

 
21-96 

 

 

 

21-97 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-98 

 
 

 

 

 

 

21-95. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong/Behrens reference and response 
21-94 regarding proposed revegetation under Alternatives 2 through 6. The agencies 
would continue to control invasive weeds independent of any alternative selected 
(Draft Plan/EIS, p. 38). 

 

21-96. See response 21-95 regarding the control of invasive weeds.   

 

 

 

21-97. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-98. The amount of cattle grazing in Grand Teton National Park is low and continues 
to decline, and overall grazing within the primary analysis area is on a downward trend 
(Draft Plan/EIS, p. 180). In 2005 there were only 160 cow-calf pairs in the park, and 
some allotment acres were not used (Draft EIS, p. 180). The Final Plan/EIS was up-
dated to include 2005 information. Some areas of critical elk habitat in the Bridger-
Teton National Forest are closed to cattle grazing. The Draft EIS discussed many of 
the impacts with respect to grazing under “Social and Economic Impacts: Impacts on 
Livestock Operations” (pages 487–503).  
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21-98 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

21-99 

 

 

 

 

 

21-100 

 

 

 

 

 

21-101 

 
 

 

 

21-98 (cont.). Cattle do not graze on winter range in Grand Teton National Park, nor 
are they grazing in areas used by bison, so the competition for forage is minimal. Cattle 
are not moved onto summer grazing allotments until about 95% of elk calving is fin-
ished. Eliminating grazing in the park would not address the core issue identified in 
the Draft Plan/EIS (pp. 9–10), which is the lack of winter range, nor would it reduce 
the prevalence of brucellosis or the risk for other diseases in the herd. See response 21-
14 with respect to the DeLong reference. The agencies currently work cooperatively 
with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, the Forest Service, and others to 
improve habitat and address other wildlife concerns, and these efforts will continue 
regardless of the decisions made in Record of Decision (Draft EIS, p. 38). 

21-99. See response 21-98. 

 

 

 

 

 

21-100. Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS) was modified 
to include a budget to collaborate with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to 
minimize conflicts with adjacent landowners through staff assistance or other financial 
assistance.   

 

 

 

21-101. See response 21-14 with respect to legal directives and the DeLong/Behrens 
reference. 
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21-102 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-103 

 

 

 

 

 

21-104 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-105 

 
 

 

 

21-102. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-103. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

 

 

 

21-104. The agencies would continue to work cooperatively with the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department in their efforts to manage harvest levels for the Jackson bison 
and elk herds. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-105. Thank you for your comment.  
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21-105 
(cont.) 

 

 

21-106 

 

 

 

21-107 

 

 

 

 

 

21-108 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-109 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-106. The agencies agree that research and monitoring are important in achieving 
habitat and population objectives. 

 

 

21-107. None of the alternatives in either the Draft or Final EIS proposes eliminating 
feeding at the three state feedgrounds in the Gros Ventre River drainage as this is 
outside the agencies’ jurisdiction. The Wyoming Game and Fish Department has no 
current plans to phase out supplemental feeding on these feedgrounds.  

 

 

 

 
21-108. See response 21-107 regarding the state feedgrounds. Under Alternatives 2 
and 3 some migration out of Jackson Hole could occur, and the agencies would actively 
support others in their efforts to establish migrations to other suitable habitat. Under 
Alternative 6 there is less potential for migration out of the Jackson elk herd area and 
is therefore not necessary as an option. Under the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS it is not likely that migrations into other areas would occur, nor is there 
support by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department for migration into other areas. 

 

 

21-109. The agencies will continue to work collaboratively with the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department and others to manage the Jackson bison and elk herds and to 
improve habitat, but they disagree that they have any authority or jurisdiction to 
“effect collaborative management strategies” outside the boundaries of either the 
National Elk Refuge or Grand Teton National Park to fulfill their legal directives. 
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21-109 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-110 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-111 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-110. While the agencies agree that some form of sleigh rides would be possible 
under Alternative 6, it would be unlikely given the marginal profitability under base-
line conditions. Therefore, for estimation purposes it was eliminated. It should be 
noted that a comprehensive conservation plan will be developed for the National Elk 
Refuge following completion of the Bison and Elk Management Plan. At that time, 
opportunities for compatible wildlife-dependent recreation will be more fully ad-
dressed. Adaptive management was built into Alternative 6 to allow for the possibility 
that management actions such as refuge forage production could be reduced if moni-
toring indicated it was no longer needed to sustain elk and bison.  

 

 

 

21-111. See response 21-14 with respect to the DeLong reference. See response 21-30 
regarding the adaptive management elements of the modified Alternative 4 in the 
Final Plan/EIS. 
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21-111 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-112 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-112. Thank you for your comment. 



 

  

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

124

Comment No. Letter 21 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21-113 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
21-113. Thank you for your comments. 
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