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The following summary report reflects activities at the November 28, 2018 meeting of the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan (IBMP) Partners, held at the Chico Hot Springs in Pray, Montana. This report comes from the 
flip chart notes of facilitator Scott Bischke1. The report will be marked Draft until formal Partner agreement to 
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Action it ems identified  

Table 1. Action items identified during this meeting 

# Who What By when 

1 SB Post the Aug 2018 meeting report to the website as άfinalέ ASAP 

2 SB 
Get data (or more likely links to data) from MDOT representatives on 
wildlife fatalities on Hwys 89 and 191 and post to web page for this 
meeting. 

ASAP 

3 SB 
MZ provided perhaps a half dozen line-by-line edits to specific 
sentences in the draft 2018/19 Winter Ops Plan that were recorded 
for later replacement by the facilitator. 

ASAP 

4 SB 
In one case, MZ asked that and item regarding the South Fork of the 
Madison Arm, on page 6 of the draft Winter Ops Plan, be added to the 
Parked Item list for discussion at a future meeting.   

ASAP 

5 
SB and MD 

Drive completion of the 2018 Annual Report and 2018/19 Winter 
Operations Plan (document management, compilation, editing, and 
preparation for Partner review and, in the latter case, signing. 

By multiple dates 
shown in body of 

report 6 

    

 

Agreeing to previous meeting minutes  

The meeting started with introductions of Partners, staff, and all members of the general public in 
attendance, followed by a short review of IBMP history. Then the facilitator asked if there were any objections 
or changes to the draft meeting report from the August 2018 meeting, and noted the report has been available 
in draft for review since shortly after that meeting. No objections were made. Thus the facilitator, per Partner 
Protocols, is to post the August 2018 meeting notes to IBMP.info as Final (** action item 1). 

 

 

Figure 1.τOver the course of the day, roughly 90 peopleτincluding Partners, staff, and the publicτattended this meeting 
of the IBMP. 
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tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΣ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƻƻƪ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǇŀǳǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ tŀōƭƻ ά/Ƙƛōέ 9ǎǇƛƴƻȊŀΣ /ƘƛŜŦ Law 
Enforcement Officer of Fish and Game for the CSKT, who passed away since the last IBMP meeting. Tom 
McDonald provided some kind words regardiƴƎ tŀōƭƻΩǎ positive outlook on life, gentle spirit, and goodness, then 
all spent a few moments in silent remembrance. 

The facilitator reminded Partners of their plan to include focus on three items that they agreed to as 
having a good chance for short-term success. That agreement, first discussed at their May 2017 meeting and 
finalized at their August 2017 meeting, can be found at http://ibmp.info/Library/20170803/20170803.php (see 
link titled άReport on increasing IBMP Partner effectivenessέύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƻŦ ŦƻŎǳǎτ1) Improving utilization 
of expanded bison habitat, especially in new West Side tolerance area, 2) Creating a bison quarantine facility, 3) 
Improving safety, quality of the north side hunt/improving boundary issuesτform three sections of this meeting, 
as reported below. 

Improve utilization of expanded bison habitat, espe cially in new West Side tolerance 
area 

Background.  During the August IBMP meeting Julie Cunningham noted that bison are exploring West 
Side areas outside YNP. At least one bull bison was seen along Highway 191 this spring and another was reported 
to have briefly moved into Idaho, north of Island Park. To promote, or at least not hinder, such explorations, Julie 
reported that MFWP was considering proposing partial closure of West Side hunting. That closure could be 
accomplished for limited times and/or in limited locations, both selected to stop hunting pressure from limiting 
the extent of bison migration into the new West Side tolerance zone. Assuming the idea were pursued, the 
earliest closure implementation would likely be for the 2020/21 hunting season. The process to change hunting 
season regulations requires a series of steps from public involvement through review and sanctioning by the Fish 
and Wildlife Commission. 

Following the August meeting, MD sent out a 2-page proposal regarding the partial closure concept for 
Partner consideration.  That proposal is presented in the next two pages, plus can be found at the meeting 
website (www.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php).  

MD stated that the idea of a partial closure remained exploratory at this point and that FWP was 
soliciting Partner feedback. He noted that such a closure would impact state hunters only; to be effective, tribal 
hunters would also have to agree to the closures. Partner feedback included: 

¶ Q.τCan you verify that the long-term objective is to help bison migrate farther into the new West Side  
tolerance area, and in the future, then, improve the hunt? A (from MD)τyes. 

¶ CSc noted, we see the primary objective for the closure is a short term impact for a long term benefit, 
that being getting bison into a larger area. 

¶ MOτNPT yes, we support and with CTUIR statements. 

¶ LGτThe CSKT Tribal Council voted to support such a closure, should it occur. 

¶ JWτWe must look at all angles in closure, not just hunting. Tribal members must be allowed to express 
their treaty rights so any closure must be justified.  We generally support the idea of helping the animals 
getting to habitat.  But there are other considerations beyond hunters such as habitat issues in YNP, the 
fact that the road itself is an obstruction to migration, and snowmobiles hiding wildlife movement.  
Maybe wildlife overpasses or underpasses will need to be part of the solution. Ultimately, decisions need 
to be data driven.   

¶ LWτWe went to the ShoBan Council with this idea. The Council was back and forth. Why would we close 
ƛŦ ƛǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘǊŜŀǘȅ ƘǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΚ  ¸Ŝǎ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƛǎƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ  ²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ 
lose sight of other management options such as transplant and relocate. 

¶ CSτQuestions we need to consider more: are bison conditioned by hunting and how long will they take 
to get there even in the absence of hunting? If we implement such a closure, do we then monitor success 
and decide if it is working? 

¶ George Meninick (Yakama Nation Tribal Council)ςWe have members who prefer the West Side as it is 
still a hunt, not a harvest like on the North Side. We share the concern about snowmobilers keeping bison 
from migrating to the new tolerance area. 
 

http://ibmp.info/Library/20170803/20170803.php
http://ibmp.info/Library/20170803/IBMP_increaseEfficiencyIdeas_ver170814_final.pdf
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¶ TMτThe CSKT approved the red zone.  It is hard to add new habitat. We need to get buffalo there before 

hunting can happen.  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ōǳŦŦŀƭƻ Ƙǳƴǘ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘ ƴƻǿΣ ǎƻ ǿŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ƭƻǎƛƴƎ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦ ²Ŝ 
need to develop a corridor for migration. The most likely way is up Highway 191. A big question is how 
many buffalo need to arrive before we start hunting? This is an experiment for getting bison into a new 
landscape. 

¶ ECτYes the Blackfeet are in line for more habitat. Agree with the ShoBan. We want a hunt not a harvest. 
Yes this is a good thing. It will help decrease conflict if bison are able to disperse farther onto the 
landscape. 

Bison quarantine and translocation  

CG reported that 130 bison were captured in February and March at the Stephens Creek facility. Not all 
animals went through quarantine, but 71 males and 25 females did.  They have been tested eight times with 
seropositive results for 11 of the 71 and 2 of the 25. Seropositive animals were shipped to slaughter. Currently 
at Stephens Creek there are 59 males and 21 females. They will be tested again next month. 

RC reported that at the APHIS Corwin Springs facility they have 61 head of bison. Of those, 5 males that 
ƘŀǾŜ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ άƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜŘέ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀǊŀƴǘƛƴŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ όŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άtƘŀǎŜ LLέύΦ  
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MR said that the Ft Peck Tribe is ready to accept those 5 bison, but have been told they need to undergo 
further assurance testing όƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άtƘŀǎŜ LLLέύ. Before they can receive the 5 bison, the Fort Peck Tribe has 
been asked to sign an MOU having many criteria (e.g., paying for any damage to private property caused by 
escaped bison). MR stated that the Fort Peck Tribe will not sign the MOU because they believe it limits their 
abilities to handle bison to only those animals that have already passed Phase II. Thus, under the MOU the Fort 
Peck facility could only handle Phase III testing, though it is capable of, and designed for, completing Phase II 
testing. 

MR said the Fort Peck Tribe is confused by the attempt to place Phase-III-testing-only limitations on 
them.  RC said that the MOU is being handled out of Washington DC and that he cannot thus respond to the 
questions being asked. 

A question was asked to RC: What is the future of the Corwin Springs facility; could it support increased 
numbers of bison for quarantine, particularly given the concern that the Stephens Creek facility is not big enough 
to supply a continuous supply of post-quarantine animals? RC responded that APHIS currently has lease 
commitments at the Corwin Springs facility for the 3 years, but what happens beyond that is currently not known. 
Those decisions will be handled out of the Washington DC offices of APHIS. He said that APHIS will graduate from 
quarantine the bison they have now but cannot say beyond that. Currently there is no more room at Corwin 
Springs pending moving some animals out. 

MH said that the state of Montana is committed for the 5 male bison that have graduated quarantine 
to go to Fort Peck, but assumes that further testing is required (i.e., Phase III). The state must be compliant with 
Federal rules (i.e., in this case the declaration that Phase III assurance testing must occur). 

9/ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜ ōǳƭƭǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ƳƻǾŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ōǳƭƭǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ōǊǳŎŜƭƭƻǎƛǎΚ  ²Ŝ ǿŀƴǘ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƭƛǾŜ 
animals out of YNP as possible. We need closure on the use of the Fort Peck facility. 

MR stated that frustration exists with the UM&R (facilitators note: Uniform, Methods, & Rules for 
Brucellosis Eradication, dated October 1, 2003; available online) as the science has changed and the UM&R no 
longer represents the best available scientific knowledge.  Further, the need to deal with the Washington DC 
office of APHIS changes this issue from a political one rather than an issue based on science. We are confused on 
ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜ L.at ŎŀƴΩǘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǎǘǊong recommendation. 

Improving safety, quality of the North Side hunt/improving boundary issues  

MD reported that MFWP considered proposing a closure of north side hunting to state hunters, but 
decided against pursuing such an approach. 

Nothing new was reported under the Tribal hunting MOA. The MOA was described in detail in the 
summary reports for the IBMP meetings in November 2017, and April and August of 2018. Those reports can be 
found through the IBMP meeting page (www.ibmp.info/meetings.php). 

JW provided a short review of the MOA, including these points:  

¶ signees remain the CSKT, CTUIR, NPT, and Yakama Nation; no new tribes have signed on since the last 
IBMP meeting 

¶ the state of Montana is not a signee 

¶ all treaty hunting tribes and the state of Montana are invited to be part of the MOA 

¶ the key driver of the MOA is safety and a goal is for a clean, efficient hunt for all 

¶ the MOA has a three-prong approach to its key elementτcommunicationτthrough policy (e.g., IBMP 
issues), enforcement (regular meetings in the field), and hunter (e.g., education) 

¶ the MOA does not mean any tribe gives away its treaty hunting rights  

¶ the MOA includes aspects for voluntarily limiting the number of guns in the field  

Conservation Planning for Bison in the Custer -Gallatin Nation al Forest  

Presentation by Cara Staub, Regional Wildlife Ecologist, US Forest Service 
 

Cara provided an overview of forest planning, with a focus on wildlife aspects and, of particular interest 
to this group, recent deliberations ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛǎƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ άǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
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ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ /ǳǎǘŜǊ-Gallatin forest plan.  /ŀǊŀΩǎ ǘŀƭƪΣ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ƘŜǊŜΣ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ Ŧǳƭƭ ŀǘ the 
meeting website (www.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php). 

/ŀǊŀ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦{C{Ωǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ While many laws, regulations, and 
policies guide forest plan development, a key player is the 2012 Planning Rule (36 CFR 219). 

She described the forest plan as providing a framework, a vision, and a strategy for guiding subsequent, 
project-level decisions. Ultimately the forest plan seeks to provide for sustainable, multiple use management of 
our resources. Among many components, forest plans include components that set desired conditions for what 
we want the Forest to be like, set objectives and goals to help us progress toward those conditions, and set 
standards and guidelines, which serve as constraints to help achieve a desired conditions or mitigate undesired 
effects. 

Cara emphasized that a forest plan is programmatic in nature; it does not authorize projects, nor commit 
or compel the Forest Service to take any action. It does provide for consistency, however, because every project 
and activity carried out under the plan must be consistent with what is in the plan.  

 Regarding revision of the Custer-Gallatin forest plan, she provided the following timeline: assessment 
in February of 2017; proposed action in April 2018; draft EIS release in early 2019. 

Cara noted that all species are considered under a forest plan revision. άWe need to maintain the 
diversity of species found in our ecosystems, and ensure their persistence.έ This includes, she noted, bison and 
also everything else. 

In developing a new forest plan, the Forest Service employsτas dictated by the 2012 planning ruleτa 
complementary ecosystem and species specific approach to best maintain a) diverse plant and animal 
communities, and b) persistence of native species. Cara described this as a course filter/fine filter approach, 
with the ecosystem approach being the coarse filter, and the species-specific approach being the fine filter. 
Further, the 2012 planning rule provides specific requirements and goals for providing a) ecological sustainability, 
b) plant and animal diversity, and c) ecosystem services and multiple uses, as well as recognizing and managing 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ role in species conservation. 

Cara defined species of conservation concern as follows: 
 

A species, other than federally recognized threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate 
species, that is known to occur in the plan area and for which the regional forester has 
determined that the best available scientific information indicates substantial concern 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-term in the plan area. 

 

She said that in the current forest planning process, they did not recognize bison as a species of conservation 
concern for the Custer-Gallatin National Forest. Species categorized under this designation generally have some 
combination of the following: small or decreasing population trends, limited or decreasing habitats, and 
significant threats facing them such that there is substantial concern they may disappear from the forest. Cara 
said that bison did not rise to this level of concern on the Custer-Gallatin, in part due to the successful adaptive 
management plan maintained by the IBMP. The result here has been a perpetuated stable or growing 
populations that are above population objectives. 

While bison were not declared a species of special concern, Cara stressed that the forest planning rule 
requirements still provide for bison management and protection under other auspices. Those include guidelines 
for ecosystem services and multiple uses (e.g., providing for habitat and forage), in instances where a species 
plays distinctive roles or makes unique contributions, ecological sustainability, and plant and animal diversity. 

Following aǊŜ ŀ ŦŜǿ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ vϧ! ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƳŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ŀǊŀΩǎ ǘŀƭƪΥ 

¶ QτIs the species of conservation concern designation determined at the forest level, in other words in 
the case of bison here by staff at the Custer-Gallatin National Forest? AτNo it is decided at the Regional 
CƻǊŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ όŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊΩǎ ƴƻǘŜΥ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /DbC ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ wŜƎƛƻƴ м ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ also known as the 
Northern Region, out of Missoula). 

¶ QςThe NPT have over 13 million acres of historical grounds and believe it is vital that we look after all 
ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ ²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǳǎŜέ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴΦ ²Ŝ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŜ 
tribes to play a role in the management of the forests. We have done so historically with success. Right 
now the NPT do lots of fisheries work and have seen the huge ecological impact of fish ς ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōƛǎƻƴ 
be the same?  AτYes the Forest Service recognizes the important functional role of bison, ecological 

http://www.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php
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impacts of their herbivory, their wallows, and more. One thing to note is that the planning rule of 2012 
differs from those in the past in that now it includes wildlife and people as part of those multiple uses, 
not just the removal of natural resources. 

¶ QτWere bison not considered a species of conservation concern because there is no resident herd in 
the CGNF, that instead the bison migrate in and out of the forest?  AτNo, migratory animals can be 
considered a species of conservation concern. 

¶ QτDoes the forest plan have a goal of establishing a resident population on CGNF? AτThere are plan 
components that do try to fit in with the IBMP Adaptive Management Plan and other alternatives that 
might help. So yes, it is possible. 

¶ QτIs the stated IBMP population goals what drive the forest plan and determination of if bison are 
considered a species of conservation concern? AτNo IBMP is only once source under consideration; we 
also look at population trends, habitat condition, and similar and how all of those are changing over time. 

¶ QτIs the decision on species of conservation concern set with the forest plan or can it be changed? Aτ
It can be changed if the management of the forest or something else changes drastically warranting a 
revisit to the designation (either to add the designation or remove it). 

Traffic Safety Considerations Associated with the Bison on the North Side  

Jeff Ebert (Butte District Administrator) and Pat Wise (Deputy Director)2 from the Montana Department 
of Transportation (MDOT) spoke to the Partners, staff, and public about traffic safety and bison.  The discussion 
has been contemplated for many years and was spurred in part by a) recent discussion of Mike Honeycutt and 
Tim Reid with Pat and Jeff, and b) recent West Side consideration of the potential for bison to migrate up the 
Highway 191 corridor. 

                                                           
2 Also acting in support of Pat and Jeff was Kyle Demars, MDOT Maintenance Chief from Bozeman. 

 

Figure 2.τCara Staub of the USFS gave a presentation to Partners, staff, and public regarding forest planning process, 
with a focus on bison (and other wildlife) issues. 
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Pat and Jeff largely handled their presentation as an hour-long presentation as a Q&A session. The Q&A 
came from Partners, staff, and the public. Coming into the meeting, the Partners provided MDOT a list of 
questions that had been brainstormed and captured during IBMP meetings and field trips over the past year:  

 

1. What is the process for speed limit change? Can it be seasonal, nighttime? 
2. If speed limit is decreased, what is the best method to implement & enforce that change? Cattle guards, 

signage, other? 
3. Does the general public, not just locals and/or wildlife advocates, want speed reduction? 
4. What are the best methods of communication between MDT, Park County SheriffΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ, & IBMP 

agencies both during and outside of hunting season? How has that changed in given increased bison 
tolerance in recent years τ i.e., potential for bison presence outside the Park year round?  

5. What about wildlife besides bison? Can a new program to improve highway safety be structured to 
decrease deaths of deer, elk, and other species as well? Is so, how? 

6. Are there any lessons that can be applied to similar West Side highway safety issues? 
 

Jeff and Pat addressed the questions above through their time, though not sequentially but rather 
through interaction with those in attendance. The following notes capture key aspects of the discussion. Like 
questions and responses are lumped together, regardless if they occurred simultaneously: 

 

¶ QτWhat laws impact how MDOT ƳŀƴŀƎŜǎ aƻƴǘŀƴŀΩǎ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅǎΚ  AτMontana code annotated 61-3-
309 is the law that defines how speed limit is set in area of road <=50 miles in length. The Transportation 
Commission cannot set a speed limit for anything longer than 50 miles.    

¶ QτHow do we change a speed limit?  AτState law requires that a local entity (e.g., city, county, tribal 
group) must make a request for traffic study. Key to setting speed is what the speed that 85% of the 
traffic is traveling at or below through that corridor. The local entity can hire an engineering firm to do 
the study; it does not have to be MDOT (sometimes it may be faster to hire a consulting firm). Limits exist 
as to when the studies can be done. For example, we have tubes that go across the highway to collect 
dataτǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴǘŜǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǎƴƻǿ Ǉƭƻǿǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊƛǇ ǳǇ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘǳōŜǎΦ  

¶ QτIs the Park Service considered a local authority?  AτNo.  

¶ QτWhat about Hwy 191 running through and inside the NW corner of YNP?  AτWe have a handshake 
agreement with NPS to take care of that highway. It is considered a state and federal highway. It is not 
considered a scenic highway under official designation. MDOT and NPS signed a MOU in February that 
defines our interactions.  

¶ QτCan we do a temporary change along a roadway in Montana, for example to slow traffic at certain 
times of day or year?  AτYes, non-permanent changes are allowed under law.  There have even been 
situations where requests we made to increase ǎǇŜŜŘ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǿ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ a5h¢ ǘƻ 
set a reduced speed at night. For example, coming out of West Yellowstone going north. We lower the 
speed limit there down to 55 mph for both trucks and vehicles. During the day it goes back up to 70 mph. 
²Ŝ ƎŜǘ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ рр ƳǇƘ ǎǇŜŜŘ ƭƛƳƛǘ 
during the day because you can see the buffalo. At night the buffalo lay on the road and are harder to 
see with no reflection from their eyes. 

¶ QτCan MDOT change the statutory 70 mph speed on the primary system?  AτNo, the legislation says 
the department cannot change the speed statewide, we are limited only to 50-mile long chunks as 
described before.   

¶ QτHow long will temporary speed limit last in W Yellowstone?  Aτ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ άǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊƛƭȅ 
ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘέ όƭŀǳƎƘǘŜǊύΦ ²ŜΩǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Transportation Commission a couple of times to assure 
that the public wants to keep the temporary speed limit active.  LǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭΦ 

¶ QτMDOT manages road conditions and has tools to communicate those conditions to the public. Would 
it be appropriate for the department in the sections of road adjacent to the park have a monitoring 
program and signage that notify drivers day and night when there were bison active in that corridor? 
²ƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǎǇŜŜŘ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǉŀȅ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΚ AτWe 
have adopted variable message signs with various and changeable information in real time (say crash in 
corridor).  We have tried to look at migratory behavior set corridor messages from March to May, when 
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bison are out on the roads. We have looked at the technology for signs triggered by buffalo presence. 
LǘΩs difficult with buffalo because they will step past the sign but stay on the road corridor for a long time 
and the signs will go off.  

¶ QτDo people follow posted speed limits?  AτLocals can become complacent to the signs, especially 
ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƴ any animals on the road for many days. 

¶ QτIs NPS responsible for telling MDO when bison are coming out of YNP?  AτWe have relied on NPS to 
tell the townspeople and let MDOT know. 

¶ QτI live in Gardiner. How many bison have been involved in accidents on Hwy 89 north of Gardiner? 
Lots of deer and elk, no doubt, but I have not heard about bison being hit on the north side of YNP.  Aτ
I am not sure but we can get you that information. όŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊΩǎ ƴƻǘŜΥ WŜŦŦ ŀƴŘ tŀǘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
this information to the facilitator, likely in the form of web links to MDOT data, and the facilitator would 
post to the webpage for this meeting (** action item 2). Note that we do have a study that was done on 
the North Side and we can make that available. We especially have dollars for wildlife (not just buffalo) 
study and accommodations when we have a new project (e.g., road reconstruction). For MDOT, road 
safety is our job. Property damage from a car hitting wildlife is does not rise to the priority as a fatality. 
hǳǊ ŦŀǘŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƳŀƭƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǿƘȅ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀtion about 
changes there. 

¶ QτWhat opportunities exist or are coming soon? AτMDOT is working with other agencies around the 
state which will result in a wildlife and traffic summit in December. We will talk about collaboration and 
available dollars and resources outside of the transportation dollars. Again, I encourage you to pay 
attention to when major construction projects are going on within these corridors as that is the best 
time, at least for MDOT, to do studies and analysis that might lead to change. 

¶ QτAre lowered speed limits near West Yellowstone successful?  AτWe need more data and time, but 
we think that it has decreased accidents. 

¶ QτWhat information is available about what is ahead, when the next projects will occur?  AτMDOT has 
several items. We have a document we update annually called Pending Construction Programs that lines 
out the next 5 years for what department will be doing on roads, items we are already working on. We 

 

Figure 3.τJeff Ebert (standing) and Pat Wise of MDOT respond to a question from Cam Sholly of NPS (in vest; also shown 
at the Partner table is Mike Honeycutt of MBOL). 
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also have the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program that looks at the new projects coming out 
over the next 10 years. 

¶ QτWhat is the trigger point to decrease speed limit on Hwy 191?  AτBeen in place in 2006 but how it 
was arrived at was to keep trucks and cars at same speed which is very important for safety. The general 
process is that the city or county government makes the request for a certain speed, MDOT does an 
analysis, we will make a recommendation, they can accept that or the city or county can go to other 
sources if they believe our assessment missed the mark. In the end the Transportation Commission has 
the final say. 

¶ CommentτI think we are remiss to chase a lagging indicator, the color of blood, the highway fatalities. I 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘǊƛŎ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ L ƪƴƻǿ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ strikes are under-
reported.  I think there needs to be a confidence interval associated with whatever data we have.  Also, 
I want to correct the earlier statement that NPS is responsible for making a request or being the arbiter 
for when there is a threat lŜǾŜƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŜŘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ 
on Hwy 89.  I suggest that this body, under the letterhead of the IBMP, provide such requests or concerns 
to the county commissioners. AτThank you for that comment and I think hearing this kind of input is 
one of the reason we are here today. What our recommendation, based on the success and lessons 
learned on the west side, would be to recommend to your county commission that MDOT do a speed 
study on the highway section of concern. We would do the study and make a recommendations for this 
corridor and that will go to the Transportation Commission. 

¶ QτDoes the general public and not just wildlife advocates care about speed limit?  AτWe do have lots 
of dynamics that come into that questions. You are invited to come to the Transportation Commission 
meetings and I encourage you to talk to Jeff, Kyle, and myself if you have questions for us. 

 
 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tŀǘ ŀƴŘ WŜŦŦΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘƘŀƴƪŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƻƻƪ 
to come and share their knowledge and perspective with all assembled. Mike Honeycutt, who along with Tim 
Reid invited Pat and Jeff to the meeting, provided some summary comments, including (paraphrasing): Thank 
you to Pat, Jeff, and Kyle for taking the time to be here today.  Some of the last questions got to the heart of the 
matter: when we consider adaptive management we need to get out of the lag measures and instead look at the 
lead measures ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǳǎΤ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ LΩƭƭ ŜŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭƛȊŜΥ For all of us who attended 
landowner meetings around the Taylor Fork drainage we know that highway safety was a big negative comment 
that came up there.  So certainly as we consider ability to use that new habitat we have to looking at thatς
because if we get it wrong ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΣ then it becomes a policy setback for 
our IBMP group. L ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǘ όŀƴŘ LΩƳ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ at Mark hopefully he can speak for FWP) that the two state Partner 
agencies here have to be more proactive at keeping MDOT apprised of our conversations. 

Planning for the 2018/201 9 Winter IBMP Operations Plan  

PJ White of NPS to begin the conversation by recounting recent bison population count and then 
providing NPS removal target recommendations for 2019Φ ¢ƘŜ ǎƭƛŘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ tWΩǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ǘŀƭƪ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜΣ Ǉƭǳǎ 
can be found at the meeting website (www.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php). 

 

http://www.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php
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