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22-1 

 

 

22-2 

 

 

 

 

22-3 

 

 

 
22-4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-1. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-2. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

22-3. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 
22-4. Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment No. Letter 22 (cont.) Response 

 

 

22-4 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

22-5 

 

 

 

 

22-6 

 

 

 

 

 

22-7 

 

 

 

22-8 

 

 

22-9 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
22-5. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

22-6. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

22-7. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

 

22-8. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 
22-9. Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment No. Letter 22 (cont.) Response 

 

 

22-9 
(cont.) 

 

 

22-10 

 

 

 

22-11 

 

 

22-12 

 

 

22-13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-14 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
22-10. The Final Plan/EIS was updated with current information through 2005 on 
chronic wasting disease. 

 

 

 
22-11. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-12. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-13. See response 22-16 with respect to earlier versions of the Draft Plan/EIS. The 
Peterson report (2003) was used as a source for the Draft EIS (p. 585) and was refer-
enced in the document where appropriate. Copies of the Peterson report are on file at 
the National Elk Refuge headquarters.   

 

 

 

 

22-14. Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment No. Letter 22 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

22-15 

 

 

 

22-16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
22-17 

 

 

 

 

22-18 

 

 

22-19 

 

 

 

 

22-15. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

22-16. 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 <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 any document such as 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 by the National Environmental Policy Act. The Final Plan/EIS 
discloses the agencies’ final analysis of a range of management alternatives and 
supersedes prior documents. The agencies will not comment on any assertions or 
citations from earlier versions of the document, as the material was neither peer 
reviewed nor approved for publication as a stand-alone report. 

22-17. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 
22-18. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-19. Thank you for your comment.  
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22-19 

(cont.) 

22-20 

 

 

 

 

22-21 

 

 

 

 

 

22-22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-23 

 
 

 

 

 

22-20. As stated in the Draft Plan/EIS (p. vi), there have been many benefits 
associated with wintering large numbers of elk and bison on the National Elk Refuge, 
but as the reviewer correctly states, there have also been numerous biological issues 
that have resulted from the feeding program. 

 

 

22-21. See responses 22-20 and 22-22. Winter feeding of elk on the National Elk 
Refuge is not inherently in conflict with the purposes of the refuge. As discussed in the 
Draft Plan/EIS (p. 6), winter feeding was originally initiated to reduce elk mortality in 
Jackson Hole and to offset the significant reduction of winter range in northwest 
Wyoming. The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as 
amended in 1997, specifically states in Section 5(a)(4)(D) that 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.” 

22-22. See responses 22-16 with regard to legal directives in the Draft Plan/EIS and 
Exhibit 3. One point of clarification, the purposes (not priorities) of the National Elk 
Refuge can be found on page 12 of the Draft EIS. Congress originally designated the 
refuge as a “winter game (elk) reserve” in 1912. The other “purposes” were added 
later. 

 

 

 

 

22-23. Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment No. Letter 22 (cont.) Response 

 

 
22-23 

(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

22-24 

 

 

 
22-25 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
22-26 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-24. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-25 See response 22-26 regarding changes made to Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/ 
EIS. As described in the Draft Plan/EIS in Tables 2-7 and 2-8 (p. 82), some alterna-
tives meet the management goals and legal directives better than others, but all the 
alternatives were developed with considerable thought as to what actions (objectives) 
would be required to achieve the goals and legal directives. Other options were con-
sidered but were found to be not feasible and are described in the Draft EIS (pp. 73–
76). As the reviewer noted, the agencies clearly described the impacts and short-
comings associated with each alternative, including the proposed action.   

Within the legal mandates of both agencies, there is latitude to make decisions based 
on sound professional judgment and other factors. The agencies believe that all the 
alternatives proposed in the Draft and Final EISs are reasonable alternatives that 
meet the purposes of the National Elk Refuge and Grand Teton National Park and 
that also comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. Given the 90+ year 
history of supplemental feeding on the National Elk Refuge, the divergent stakeholder 
views, and the social, economic, and political issues involved, taking action as described 
in Alternative 4 (Draft Plan/EIS) is a reasonable alternative.   

22-26. See response 22-16 with respect to the DeLong reference and response 22-25 
regarding legal mandates. The agencies modified Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS 
to clarify the desired conditions for this planning process and to include more of an 
adaptive management emphasis. The modified alternative would not identify a time-
frame for phasing out feeding, nor identify how many years out of 10 that feeding 
would occur. 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 required to 
achieve desired conditions and goals. Population management, vegetation restoration, 
ongoing monitoring, and public education would be integral components of this 
framework. 
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22-27 

 

 

22-28 

 

 

 

22-29 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-31 

 
 

 

 

22-27. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-28. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

22-29. See responses 22-21, 22-25, and 22-26 with regard to legal mandates, refuge 
purposes, and changes to the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS. See 
response 22-16 with respect to Exhibit 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
22-30. See response 22-26 on modifications to Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS. The 
agencies’ Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS would adopt an adaptive management 
approach for achieving the biotic integrity and environmental health of the resources 
over the life of the plan. The agencies recommend that the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department adopt a population objective of approximately 500 bison, and Alternative 
6 was modified to be consistent with Alternative 4. In the Final EIS Alternative 4 (the 
Preferred Alternative) was modified to allow the use of Strain 19 by WGFD personnel 
on the National Elk Refuge until logistics would prevent its effective deployment or 
other effective vaccines were found. Further, the Preferred Alternative would not pre-
clude the use of effective vaccines for bison, and this was incorporated into the Final 
Plan/EIS. It should be noted that the Wyoming Game and Fish Department sets goals 
and objectives for the herd through a public review process and a final departmental 
recommendation that is approved by the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission.  

22-31. See response 22-26 regarding changes to the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS. See response 22-16 with respect to Exhibit 4. 
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Comment No. Letter 22 (cont.) Response 

 

 
22-31 

(cont.) 

22-32 

 

 

 

 

 

22-33 

 

 

22-34 

 
 

 

 

 

 

22-32. The tables that evaluate how well the alternatives would meet the mission and 
purposes of the agencies were modified in the Final Plan/EIS. The agencies believe 
that the Preferred Alternative as modified in the Final EIS would fulfill the purposes 
of the National Wildlife Refuge System. This alternative calls for working collabora-
tively with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and others to address the 
complex and difficult social issues related to bison and elk management in the Jackson 
herds. 

 

22-33. See response 22-16 with respect to Exhibit 4. Tables 2-7 and 2-8 in the Draft 
Plan/EIS (p. 82) describe how the alternatives rank in relation to each other based on 
management goals and legal directives. 

 

22-34. Thank you for your comment. As a note of clarification, the agencies will 
identify the environmentally preferred alternative in the Record of Decision for the 
EIS. 
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22-34 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-35 

 

 

22-36 

 

 

22-37 

 

 

22-38 

 

22-39 

 

 

22-40 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-35. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-36. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-37. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-38. Thank you for your comment. 

 

22-39. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

22-40. See response 22-26 regarding changes made to Alternative 4 (the Preferred 
Alternative) in the Final Plan/EIS. 
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Comment No. Letter 22 (cont.) Response 

 

 

22-40 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

22-41 

 

 

22-42 

 

 

 

 

 

22-43 

 

 

 

 

 

22-44 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22-41. See response 22-26 on changes to Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) in 
the Final Plan/EIS. It includes providing staff or other financial assistance to minimize 
landowner conflicts on adjacent lands.  

 

22-42. See response 22-26 on changes to Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) in 
the Final Plan/EIS and response 22-41 with respect to providing assistance to the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department.  

 

 

 

 
22-43. See response 22-26 on changes to Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) in 
the Final Plan/EIS with respect to supplemental feeding. The agencies agree that 
irrigation is an important management tool to achieve long-term objectives. The 
Preferred Alternative would initiate habitat restoration strategies in Grand Teton 
National Park, as identified in the Draft Plan/EIS, to achieve desired conditions.  

 

 

22-44. Thank you for your comment. See response 22-16 with respect to the DeLong 
reference in the footnote. The Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS would 
adopt an adaptive management approach to control population numbers and achieve 
desired conditions. The elk hunt on the refuge and the herd reduction program in the 
park would continue, and a bison hunt would be initiated on the National Elk Refuge.  
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22-45 

 

 

 

 

 

22-46 

 

 
 

 

 

 

22-45. See response 22-16 on earlier versions of the Draft Plan/EIS (attached docu-
ments). See response 22-26 with respect to changes made to Alternative 4 in the Final 
Plan/EIS.   

 

 

 

22-46. See response 22-26 with respect to changes made to Alternative 4, the 
Preferred Alternative, in the Final Plan/EIS. Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment No. Letter 23 Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
23-1 

 

23-2 

 

 

 
23-3 

 

 

 

23-4 

 

 

23-5 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-1. Thank you for your comment. 

 

23-2. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 
23-3. The agencies modified Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS to clarify the desired 
conditions for this planning process and to emphasize adaptive management and 
collaboration with others. The alternative does not identify a timeframe for phasing 
out feeding or the number of years that feeding would occur. Existing trends, new 
research findings, and other changing conditions would provide the basis for develop-
ing a dynamic framework for decreasing the use of supplemental feeding on the refuge. 
The framework would be developed in collaboration with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department to identify the steps and criteria required for achieving desired conditions 
and goals. Population management, vegetation restoration, ongoing monitoring, and 
public education would be integral components of this framework. The agencies believe 
that it will take a flexible approach to solve the long-term disease threats to wildlife in 
the Jackson bison and elk herds. 

23-4. Thank you for your comment. 

23-5. Thank you for your comment. 
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23-5 
(cont.) 

23-6 

 

 

23-7 

 

23-8 

 

 

 

 

 
23-9 

 

 

23-10 

 

23-11 

 

 

 

 

23-12 

 
 

 

 

 

 

23-6. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

23-7. Thank you for your comment. 

 

23-8. See response 23-12 with respect to the agencies’ legal mandates.  

 

 

 

 

 
23-9. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

23-10. Thank you for your comment. 

23-11. Thank you for your comment. 

23-12. As described in the Draft Plan/EIS in Tables 2-7 and 2-8 (p. 82), some alterna-
tives meet the management goals and legal directives better than others, but all the 
alternatives 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). The agencies described the impacts and shortcomings associated with each 
alternative, including the proposed action. Within the legal mandates of both agencies, 
there is latitude to make decisions based on sound professional judgment and other 
factors. The agencies believe that all the alternatives proposed in the Draft EIS are 
reasonable alternatives that would meet the purposes of the National Elk Refuge and 
Grand Teton National Park and that they comply with the National Environmental 
Policy Act. 
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Comment No. Letter 23 (cont.) Response 

 

 

23-12 
(cont.) 

 

 

23-13 

 

 

23-14 

 

 

23-15 

 

 
23-16 

 

 

 

 

 

23-17 

 
23-18 

 

23-19 

 
 

 

 

23-12 (cont.). Given the 90+ year history of supplemental feeding on the National Elk 
Refuge, the divergent stakeholder views, and the social, economic, and political issues 
involved, taking action to address the complex issues as described in the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS is reasonable and would meet the legal mandates. 

The legal directives were identified in the Draft Plan/EIS (pp. 11–16). Copies of these 
laws or policies can be obtained at the National Elk Refuge headquarters in Jackson, 
Wyoming; at Grand Teton National Park headquarters in Moose, Wyoming; or at 
<www.fws.gov/policy> or <www.nps.gov/applications/npspolicy/index.cfm>. 

23-13. See response 23-12 regarding legal mandates. 

23-14. See response 23-12. Under Alternative 4 as described in the Draft Plan/EIS, 
wildlife movements and seasonal migration would continue on an ecosystem level, 
much as they have in the past.   

 

23-15. See responses 23-12 and 23-16. 

 

23-16. The historic levels of elk summering in Grand Teton National Park were likely 
much higher than current population levels. It is the lack of winter range that has 
resulted in many of the issues addressed in this planning process (Draft Plan/EIS, pp. 
10, 118–21). The Wyoming Game and Fish Commission sets population objectives for 
the Jackson elk herd through a public process. The agencies work cooperatively with 
the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to manage the Jackson elk herd (also see 
responses 23-29 and 23-42).  

 

23-17, 23-18. None of the actions proposed in the alternatives are expected to impair 
park resources. See response 23-42 regarding elk resources. A determination for 
impairment was included in the impact analysis section for all impact topics relating to 
the resources and values of Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, 
Jr., Memorial Parkway (see Draft Plan/EIS, p. 188).  

 

23-19. The Draft Plan/EIS did not propose artificial manipulation of habitat within 
Grand Teton National Park to increase numbers of harvested elk. In Alternatives 2 
through 6 the National Park Service would restore former agriculture land (about 
4,500 acres) for the purposes of providing native forage. The alternatives proposed in 
the Draft EIS are consistent with NPS policies and with Grand Teton National Park’s 
mission and purposes. Also see response 23-12. 
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23-19 
(cont.) 

 

23-20 

 

 

 

23-21 

 

 

 

 

 

23-22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-23 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

23-20. Maintaining a bison herd size of 450–500 animals, as identified in Alternative 4 
in the Draft Plan/EIS, would be above what is believed to be the minimum number 
needed for a herd to maintain genetic heterozygosity. In the Final Plan/EIS the agen-
cies recommend a population of approximately 500. Given the complex environmental 
and social issues with respect to this planning process, the agencies believe that the 
recommended objective is reasonable. The recommended bison objective for Alterna-
tive 6 in the Final EIS was also modified to be consistent with Alternative 4 at 
approximately 500 animals.  

23-21. See responses 23-3 and 23-12 regarding the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS and NPS legal mandates.     

 

 

 

23-22. Yellowstone National Park managers were briefed on the Draft Plan/EIS and 
were offered opportunities to comment. The two parks keep in contact concerning 
issues of mutual interest (including wildlife disease concerns) and will continue to do 
so.  

 

 

 

 

 
23-23. The commenter did not clarify what cumulative actions with respect to diseases 
were not analyzed. The agencies carefully considered all the direct and indirect im-
pacts of continuing supplemental feeding under the various alternative scenarios, with 
lengthy discussions about diseases and the implications for the spread of diseases. In 
addition, all reasonably foreseeable activities for which there could be additional 
cumulative effects were identified and analyzed. At this time, there are no known 
foreseeable actions being proposed by any agency that would result in other cumula-
tive effects. The fact that a disease such as chronic wasting disease could be introduced 
into the herd is not a reasonably foreseeable action being proposed by anyone. 
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23-24 

 

 

 

 

23-25 

 

 

 

 

23-26 

 

 

 

 

23-27 

 

 

 

23-28 

 

23-29 

 
 

 

 

23-24. See response 23-3 regarding the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS. 
The agencies have used the best available science to guide decisions and to fully 
analyze the impacts of the alternatives. 

 

 

23-25. The agencies believe that the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS 
complies with legal mandates and would address disease concerns through a 
collaborative approach for the complex and difficult social issues related to the 
management of the bison and elk herds. Also see response 23-3. 

 

 

 
23-26. The Preferred Alternative, as modified in the Final Plan/EIS (see response 23-
3), would reduce the Jackson elk herd in cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department to meet the state’s herd objective. Other wildlife species would benefit 
through the protection of woody vegetation in exclosures. The Draft and Final EISs 
acknowledge that exclosures could increase competition for habitat in some areas for 
other ungulates. Deer, moose, and bighorn sheep populations have been declining in 
Jackson Hole for unknown reasons, and more research needs to determine the causes. 

23-27. See responses 23-3 and 23-25 regarding modifications to the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS.   

 

 

23-28. Thank you for your comment. 

 

23-29. Thank you for your comment. The agencies believe that the Preferred 
Alternative as modified in the Final Plan/EIS (see response 23-3) conforms to the 
agencies’ management policies (see response 23-12) and would protect wildlife 
resources.  
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23-29 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

23-30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-31 

 

 

23-32 

 

 
 

 

 

23-29 (cont.). In the Final Plan/EIS the agencies recommend a minimum population 
objective of approximately 500 bison to maintain genetic diversity in the herd. 
Ultimately, the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission sets population objectives 
following public review.  

 

 

 

23-30. See response 23-26 on protecting woody vegetation. The Preferred Alternative 
in the Final Plan/EIS (see response 23-3) does reflect a high priority for restoring 
former agricultural lands within Grand Teton National Park and for improving native 
vegetation on the National Elk Refuge as well as in the park units. Further, it empha-
sizes a collaborative partnership with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and 
others to address many complex issues related to bison and elk management. Under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 it is believed that migrations to lands outside the National Elk 
Refuge and Grand Teton National Park could occur, and the agencies would actively 
support others in their efforts to restore migration routes. The Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department has responsibility for managing the state wildlife populations and is 
currently opposed to allowing migration into other areas.   

 

 

 

23-31. See response 23-3 regarding changes to the Preferred Alternative and 
collaboration with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 

 
 
23-32. Thank you for your comment. 
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23-32 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

23-33 

 

 

 

 

 

23-34 

 

 

23-35 

 

 

23-36 

 

 

23-37 

 

 
23-38 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-33. The agencies are committed to working cooperatively with local governments to 
ensure continued opportunities for compatible wildlife-dependent recreation. Future 
public uses for the National Elk Refuge will be addressed when the comprehensive 
conservation planning effort is undertaken following the completion of this planning 
effort.    

 

 

23-34. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

23-35. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

23-36. Thank you for your comment.   

 

 

23-37. Thank you for your comment. 

 

23-38. Thank you for your comment. 
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23-38 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-39 

 

 

23-40 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-39. The environmentally preferred alternative will be designated in the Record of 
the Decision. 

 

 
23-40. The Peterson report was used and cited as a reference in the Draft Plan/EIS 
where appropriate (e.g., p. 585). Copies of the report are on file at the National Elk 
Refuge headquarters. 
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23-40 
(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-41 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-42 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
23-41. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23-42. As proposed, none of the actions in Alternative 4 or 5 would result in impair-
ment to elk in Grand Teton or Yellowstone national parks (elk are not being impaired 
now). The agencies cannot prevent deer, elk, or moose in the primary analysis area 
from contracting a non-endemic disease (such as chronic wasting disease) from outside 
the herd unit and transporting it into the Jackson herd or prevent it from being intro-
duced into Yellowstone National Park. The alternatives that would reduce herd densi-
ties through a reduction or phasing out of supplemental feeding on the National Elk 
Refuge during winter would reduce the risks of adverse impacts if the disease did 
become established (Draft Plan/EIS, p. 136). The alternatives were ranked based on a 
relative prevalence compared to the No-Action Alternative (Alternative 1). If chronic 
wasting disease did become established in the elk herd, it is likely that the prevalence 
would fall within the range of free-ranging elk (about 4%) and confined elk (potentially 
59% or higher) (Draft EIS, p. 256). 
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23-42 
(cont.) 

 

 

23-43 

 

 

23-44 

 

 

 

23-45 

 

 

 

 

23-46 

 

 

 

 

23-47 

 
 

 

 

23-42 (cont.). Under all alternatives, when supplemental feeding is used actions would 
be taken as they are now to minimize the spread of diseases. Other than the ranking 
described in the impact analysis (Draft Plan/EIS, Table 4-6, p. 257), it would be diffi-
cult to quantify how park resources (elk) would be impaired. Since Yellowstone 
National Park does not feed elk, the risk to the Yellowstone herd would be expected to 
similar to what has been found in free-ranging populations, about 4%. Also see re-
sponse 23-22. 

23-43. Thank you for your comment. 

 

23-44. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

23-45. There is no scientific evidence to suggest that chronic wasting disease can infect 
humans. To be safe, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention recommend that 
hunters in a number of states do not consume meat from an animal that appears sick or 
that tests positive for the disease. Bison cannot contract chronic wasting disease and 
could not potentially transmit the disease. 

 

 
23-46. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 

23-47. The agencies are committed to working with landowners to minimize conflicts. 
Alternative 4 in the Final Plan/EIS (the Preferred Alternative) has been modified to 
include mitigation for working with adjacent landowners. As stated in the Draft 
Plan/EIS (p. 38), the agencies would continue to participate in the Jackson Hole Elk 
Studies Group and the Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee, 
regardless of which alternative is implemented. 
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23-47 

(cont.) 

 

23-48 

 

 

23-49 

 

 

 

23-50 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
23-48. See response 23-3. The Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS has been 
modified to include an emphasis on adaptive management actions based on a 
structured framework, criteria, and monitoring.  

 

 
23-49. Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

23-50. Thank you for your comments. 
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24-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-2. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service believe that 
the best management action in the long term to ensure that the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service would not have to implement the U.S. Animal Health 
Protection Act would be to reduce the prevalence of brucellosis by phasing out refuge 
supplemental feeding while working with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to 
minimize wildlife conflicts with adjacent landowners. 
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24-2 
(cont.) 

 

 

24-3 

 

 

 

 

 

24-4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-5 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-3. This error has been corrected.   

 

 

 

 

 

24-4. Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-5. For the Final Plan/EIS, the agencies modified Alternative 4 and incorporated 
more emphasis on adaptive management.  
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24-6 

 

 

 

24-7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-8 

 

 

 

 

 
24-6. A mortality threshold would not trigger supplemental feeding under any alterna-
tive. Winter feeding would continue to be initiated after assessment of various factors, 
including growing season forage production, amount of forage offtake, temperature, 
snow levels, snow condition, and ungulate body condition and behavior.  

 

24-7. Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative) in the Final Plan/EIS was changed to 
include a budget estimate for minimizing landowner conflicts and would emphasize 
that the agencies work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and land-
owners, including the local livestock community, to coordinate actions to prevent con-
flicts and to defray costs of managing potential conflicts. The Draft Plan/ EIS assessed 
potential impacts of the various alternatives on viewing and hunting opportunities and 
found that these opportunities would remain abundant because the Jackson elk herd 
would be managed at the state objective of 11,000 elk. The herd would likely be lower 
in some years under Alternatives 2, 3, and 6, with conservative low estimates of 8,100, 
7,900, and 9,300, respectively.    

 

 

 

 

24-8. The Draft Plan/EIS discussed current conditions and direct and indirect effects 
of the alternatives that may occur in the secondary analysis area, which includes the 
Upper Green River lands. The Draft EIS also discussed known reasonably foreseeable 
activities that could result in cumulative effects. Currently, the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department does not have plans to phase out feeding on state feedgrounds, nor 
does the agency support efforts to expand elk migration out of Jackson Hole. Providing 
additional analysis or broadening the scope of the EIS would be speculative and not 
necessary to meet the scope of actions covered in this planning process (Draft EIS, p. 
31).   
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24-9 

 

 

 

 

 

24-10 

 

 

 

24-11 

 

 

 

 

 
24-12 

 

 
 

 

 

 

24-9. Ongoing research is attempting to definitively determine whether chronic 
wasting disease could infect humans or cattle, but the Draft Plan/EIS acknowledged 
that there is no current evidence that it can infect humans (p. 433) or cattle (p. 490). 
The Draft EIS also noted that potential impacts on humans are discussed because of 
health concerns generated by similar diseases. Chronic wasting disease is a trans-
missible spongiform encephalopathy, thus in the same family of diseases as bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy, which has infected humans with variant Creutzfeldt-Jacob 
(vCJD) through consumption of infected meat. To be safe, while knowledge about 
chronic wasting disease continues to expand, states with infected deer and elk have 
recommended guidelines for safe handling and have advised hunters not to consume 
carcasses of animals that appear sick or those in which tests confirm CWD infection. 

24-10. Thank you for your comment.  

 

 

24-11. The Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS would allow WGFD personnel 
to use Strain 19 on elk and RB51 on calf and nonpregnant female bison along feedlines 
during feeding operations, but vaccinations would be phased out if logistics prevented 
effective deployment or when other more effective strategies are found. 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 to address state wildlife management activities, including vaccination, on 
the National Elk Refuge. 

24-12. The agencies respectfully disagree that an alternative that eliminates grazing 
within Grand Teton National Park needs to be considered. The amount of cattle graz-
ing in the park is low and continues to decline. Overall, grazing within the primary 
analysis area is on a downward trend (Draft Plan/EIS, p. 180). Only 160 cow-calf pairs 
grazed in the park in 2005 and 2006. Eliminating grazing in the park would not address 
the core issues identified in the Draft EIS (pp. 9–10), particularly the effects of inade-
quate winter range for high numbers of elk and bison and the use of supplemental 
feeding to maintain high elk numbers. The risk to livestock extends beyond park 
boundaries to wherever Jackson elk and bison ranges overlap with cattle, from Buffalo 
Valley to South Park to any ranches that winter cattle near the refuge.  

Not only is the vaccination of intact female cattle within the boundaries of Bridger-
Teton, Shoshone, and Targhee national forests required by Wyoming (excepting calves 
at their mother’s side), Grand Teton National Park requires that cows grazing on its 
lands be vaccinated. Proof of vaccination can be shown in two forms — documentation 
or vaccination records and the ear tag and shield on each heifer. Calves must be vacci-
nated before 18 months of age. Entering vaccination status into the public record is not 
necessary to ensure compliance. 
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24-13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-14 

 

 

24-15 

 

 

24-16 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-13. For the Final Plan/EIS the agencies have incorporated more adaptive manage-
ment into Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative. Larger, permanent exclosures 
would be replaced with smaller rotating ones in the long term. Reducing wintering elk 
numbers on the refuge, along with monitoring population and vegetation conditions, 
would make this change possible.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

24-14. Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 include a fair chase bison hunt on the refuge to 
manage the herd. 

 

24-15. In the Final Plan/EIS the agencies recommend this ratio, but they would work 
with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to establish goals for bison ratios. 

 

 

24-16. Under Alternatives 3 and 6, and possibly Alternative 4, American Indian tribal 
members would have the opportunity to remove bison during a ceremonial event on 
the refuge.  
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24-17 

 

 

 

 

 

 

24-18 

 

 

 

24-19 

 

 

 

24-20 

 

 

 

 

24-17. The expansion of Grand Teton National Park in 1950 allowed for elk reduction in 
the park when necessary to manage the herd. This reduction is not mandatory. The 
National Park Service will continue to work with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department to facilitate herd management. 

 

 

 

 

24-18. The agencies believe that refuge access is adequate, with five parking areas 
(two of which are handicapped-accessible) and road use designed to provide a quality 
hunting experience that blends access with the ability for hunters to walk several 
miles from their vehicles if they desire. To aid in the retrieval of carcasses, certain 
roads are open for use after 2 p.m. The National Elk Refuge will continue to work 
closely with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to achieve successful elk 
population management.    

24-19. The National Elk Refuge currently emphasizes antlerless harvest and has had 
an adequate number of hunters interested in removing these elk. There is no need to 
develop further educational outreach to encourage interest. Approximately 1,100 
antlerless elk permits are distributed each year by means of a weekly draw. Bull elk 
are hunted during the first week of the annual refuge hunt; approximately 200 “any 
elk” permits are distributed. 

24-20. Thank you for your comments. 
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25-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25-1. Thank you for your comments. 
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25-2 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25-2. Alternative 4 (the Preferred Alternative in the Final Plan/EIS) has been modi-
fied to emphasize adaptive management. It does not specify the number of years that 
feeding would take place nor that it would be eliminated. Instead, it focuses on achiev-
ing 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 supplemental feeding on the refuge based 
on existing conditions, trends, new research findings, and other changing circum-
stances.  
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25-3 

 

 

25-4 

 

25-5 

 

 

25-6 

 

 

25-7 

 

 

 

 

 

25-3. The agencies agree that science-based principles and available habitat should 
guide bison management. The Final Plan/EIS incorporates information from recent 
population modeling done to determine a minimum herd size that would conserve bison 
genetic diversity (Gross et al. 2006). Under the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Plan/EIS the agencies would work collaboratively with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department to maintain and ensure a genetically viable population of approximately 
500 bison. Additionally, reductions in the number of elk wintering on refuge, the devel-
opment of a framework for implementing adaptive management actions to progres-
sively transition from intensive supplemental feeding to greater reliance on free-
standing forage, and habitat restoration would reduce the degradation of habitat that 
is now occurring on the refuge during the winter.  Other adaptive measures could be 
used if warranted, for example, introducing unrelated bison into the herd or managing 
for an even sex ratio. 

25-4. Actively restoring migrations to wintering areas outside the refuge and the park 
is outside the agencies’ jurisdiction. As stated in the Draft Plan/EIS, there is no direct 
evidence to verify that historic migration routes existed, even though there are many 
anecdotal reports that it did (Draft EIS, p. 118). Currently, the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department does not have plans to phase out feeding on state feedgrounds, nor 
does the agency support efforts to expand elk migration out of Jackson Hole. As long 
as feedgrounds exist in Wyoming, it will be difficult to establish migration. 

25-5. Thank you for your comments.  

25-6. Thank you for your comments.  

25-7. Thank you for your comments.  
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26-1 

 

26-2 

 

 

26-3 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
26-1. Thank you for your comments. 

 

26-2. Wildlife fertility control as a technology is rapidly advancing. Many research 
projects have proven that several drugs and vaccines are capable of preventing preg-
nancy in most wildlife species that have been studied. However, major challenges exist 
when applying fertility control techniques to long-lived, free-ranging populations of 
wildlife. Surgical sterilization and biochemical contraception (porcine zona pellucida 
[PZP]-type vaccine, SpayVac; gonadatropin releasing hormone [GnRH]-type, Gona-
Con;  and Leuprolide) were considered as possible methods to control reproduction in 
elk and bison. At the time of the Draft Plan/EIS, these techniques required that bison 
and elk be handled, and either anesthetized or physically restrained to permit han-
dling, whether to perform an operation (surgical sterilization), to mark the animals 
with “Do Not Consume Tags” (SpayVac and GonaCon), or to hand inject a drug 
(Leuprolide). In the case of the Jackson elk herd, the number of animals that would 
have to be handled each season to effectively reduce population growth was judged to 
be so large that it would be economically and logistically infeasible. Fertility control in 
bison was analyzed under Alternative 2 because fewer bison would have to be treated, 
and therefore, would be much more feasible. 

26-3. The Draft Plan/EIS did not “promote hunting” in national parks. Legislation that 
expanded Grand Teton National Park in 1950 (Public Law 81-787) provided for an elk 
reduction program. Section 6 of the law requires the National Park Service and the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission to develop a program for the permanent conser-
vation of elk within the park, as well as annual approval for such a program by both the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Governor of Wyoming (PL 81-787, 16 USC 673c). As 
set out in the law, hunters participating in the controlled reduction of elk (when 
necessary for proper management) are licensed by the state and are deputized as park 
rangers. The law does not require that the park have an elk reduction program if herd 
growth does not warrant it. 
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27-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

27-2 
27-3 

27-4 
27-5 

27-6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

27-1. Thank you for your comments. 

27-2. The agencies believe that completing the transition to native winter range and 
phasing out refuge supplemental feeding would need to be done after elk and bison 
numbers have been reduced and forage has been enhanced. Implementation would 
take a number of years, and it is unlikely that these objectives could be achieved in less 
than five years. Increased harvest during the transition period would decrease elk and 
bison numbers, bringing numbers more in line with available forage. Enhanced irriga-
tion and cultivation on parts of the refuge would improve forage quality and quantity 
under Alternative 6, adding to amounts of available native forage.    

27-3. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service would continue 
to work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and the U.S. Forest Service to 
restore natural winter ranges as part of the Jackson Interagency Habitat Initiative.  

27-4. Thank you for your comment.  

27-5. The agencies agree that Jackson bison should be managed as a big game species, 
a species sharing an ecosystem with other species.  

27-6. Thank you for your comments. 
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28-1 

 

 

28-2 

 

 

28-3 

 

28-4 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

28-1. Thank you for your comments. The agencies believe that healthy and sustainable 
elk and bison populations would provide the best revenue protection over the long 
term, and they believe that Alternative 5 would not be sustainable over time because 
of disease issues.  

 

28-2. Priorities differ greatly among stakeholders. The wishes of the public — both 
locally and nationally — have been diverse. Alternative 4 (as modified in the Final 
Plan/EIS) is a moderate alternative that attempts to strike a balance between stake-
holders’ wishes and the need to manage the bison and elk populations in accordance 
with accepted wildlife management principles. 

28-3. The Draft and Final EISs analyzed the supplemental feeding program on the 
National Elk Refuge and incorporated information linking high animal concentrations 
with higher disease prevalence and transmission. Offering management alternatives 
that would decrease or eliminate supplemental feeding on the refuge does not violate 
public trust. The National Elk Refuge would continue to be a “winter elk preserve” 
(Stat. 293 1912) and would continue to provide “grazing habitat for elk and other big 
game animals” (44 Stat. 1246, 16 USC 673a).   

28-4. Alternative 4 (in the Draft and Final Plan/EIS) would continue to provide many 
opportunities for great outdoor experiences, including hunting opportunities. 
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