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The followingsummary reportreflects activities at theNovember 28 2018 meeting of thelnteragency Bison
Management Plan (IBMPartners held at the Chico Hot Springs in Praylontana This report comes from the
flip chartnotesof facilitator ScottBisclke!. The reportwill be markedDraft until formal Partner agreemertb
make it Final at the start of their next meetingThenine Partner atendeeswere Ryan ClarkéAPHIS) eonard
Gray(CSKT)Ervin CarlsoiTBC)Mike Honeycutt (MBOLMartin Zaluski (MDOLMark Deleray MFWB, Cam
Sholly(NPSYNP)McCoy OatmarfNPT),and Jason BreyUSFSOGNF) In addition to those at the deliberative
table, ~90 other people in the room, eithetaff membersfrom IBMPorganizationsor members of thepublic.
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Action items identified

Table 1Action items identified during this meeting

# Who What By when
I I I 1
1 B Post theAug 2018 meeting report to the website adfinalé ASAP
Get data(or more likely links to data) from MDOT representatioas
2 SB wildlife fatalities on Mrys 89 and 191 and post toely page for this ASAP
meeting.

MZ provided perhaps a half dozen libgline edits to specific
3 SB sentencesn the draft 2018/19 Winter Ops Plghat were recorded ASAP
for later replacement by the facilitator.

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

5 Drive completion of the 2018 Annual Report and 2018/19 Win By multiple dates
”””””” SB and MD Operations Plan (documenhanagement, compilation, editing, ant  shown in body of
6 preparation for Partner reviewand, in the latter case, signing. report

Agreeing to previous meeting minutes

The meeting started with introductions of Partners, staff, and all members®fgeneral public in
attendance, followed by shortreview of IBMP historyThenthe facilitator asked if there were any objections
or changes to the draft meeting report from tiaigust2018 meeting and notedthe report has been available
in draft for review since shortly after # meeting No objectionsvere made. Thuthe facilitator, per Partner
Protocols, is to post thAugust2018 meeting notes to IBMP.info &nal (** action item 1).
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Figure 1t Over the course of thday, roughly90 peopla including Partners, staff, and the puliliattended thismeeting
of the IBMP.
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Enforcement Officerof Fish andGame for the CSKT, who passed away since the last iB&¢Eng Tom
McDonaldprovidedsome kind words regardi3 t [positiv@ @udlook on life, gentlepirit, and goodness, then
all spent a few moments in silent remembrance.

The facilitator reminded Partnsiof their planto include focus on three items that they agreed to as
having a good chance for shddgrm success. That agreement, first discussed at their May 2017 meeting and
finalized at their August 2017 meeting, can be foundhtsp://ibmp.info/Library/20170803/20170803.phfisee
link titled 6Report on increasing IBMP Partner effectiveiess® ¢ KS (i K NB $) Infpriovénhy dtilizatian F 2 O dz&
of expanded bison habitat, especiallynaw West Side tolerance area, 2) Creating a bison quarantine facility, 3)
Improving safety, quality of the north side hunt/improving boundary issufesm three sections of this meeting,
as reported below.

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

Background. During the August IBMP meeting Julie Cunningham notedhisahare exploringWest
dde areas outside YNRt least one bull bison was seen along Highway 191 this spring and another was reported
to havebriefly moved into Idaho, north of Island Park. To promote, or at least not hinder, such exploratibas
reported that MFWPwas considering proposing partial closure of West Side hunting. That closure could be
accomplisked for limited times andor in limited locations, both selected to stop hunting pressure from limiting
the extent of bison migration into the new West Side tolerance zdxssuming thedea were pursued, the
earliestclosure implementation would likely be for the 2020/21 hunting seaddre process to change hunting
season regulations requires a series of steps from public involvement through rawieganctioningpy the Fish
and Wildlife Commission
Following theAugust meeting, MD sent out agage proposategarding the partial clage conceptfor
Partner consideration. That proposal is presentedhe next two pages plus can be found at the meeting
website (vww.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php
MD stated that the idea o& partial closure remained exploratory at this poband 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
1 Qux Can you verify that the lontgrm objective is to help bison migrate farther into the new West Side
tolerance area, and in the future, then, improve the hunt? A (from Mips.
1 CSc notedwe see the primary objective for the closure is a short term impact for a long term benefit,
that being getthg bison into a larger area.
MOt NPT yes, we support and with CTUIR statements.
L& The CSKT Tribal Council voted to support such a closure, should it occur.
JWt We must look at all angles in closure, not just hunting. Tribal members must be allowed tosexpres
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 obstruion 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.
1 LWt We went to the ShoBan Council with this idea. The Council wsamaicforth. Why would we close
AT AG STFSOGA GNBlrGe KdydrAy3d NAIKGaAK 54 68 61y
lose sight of other management options such as transplant and relocate.
1 CS Questions we need to consider more: are bisamditioned by hunting and how long will they take
to get there even in the absence of huntingwe implement such a closure, do we then monitor success
and decide if it is working?
1 George Meninick (YakanNation Tribal CounciWWe have members whprefer the West Side as it is
still a hunt not a harvest like on the North Side. We share the concern alvmwmobilers keeping bison
from migrating to the new tolerance area.

=A =4 =4
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A Proposal to Revise Portions of Bison Hunting District 395
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks  August 31, 2018

At the 8/1/2018 IBMP meeting, partners discussed the potential to close a portion of the West Side
hunting area (near West Yellowstone) to reduce disturbance and enhance the opportunity for bison to
move north into expanded tolerance areas. The IBMP partners charged MFWP to provide a map and
legal description of the potential closure that they could share with and possibly propose to their
decision makers. Partners strive for agreement on hunting regulations and conservation activities when
possible. The proposed bison hunting closure aims to maintain a wild and free ranging bison population.

MFWP proposes to change the Gallatin Watershed Portion (currently closed to bison hunting) and the
Madison Watershed Portion (currently open to bison hunting) as follows: The Highway 191 corridor in
the Madison Watershed Portion will be added to what is now the Gallatin Watershed Portion to allow
bison movement. The new combined area will be called the West Side Special Management Area
(closed) and the remaining open area, a portion of what is now called the Madison Watershed Portion,
will be called the Hebgen Portion (see attached map). The Hebgen Portion is where most bison harvest
occurs. A proposed state hunting regulation change requires public process and approval of the MFWP
Fish and Wildlife Commission to be final.

The Legal Description of the West Side Special Management Area (closed to hunting) would be:

Those portions of Gallatin and Madison Counties lying within the following-described
boundary: beginning at the intersection of Buck Creek and the Gallatin River, then up
Buck Creek to the Madison-Gallatin Rivers Divide, then south and east along said divide
to White Peak, then south along the Cabin Creek-Tepee Creek Divide to the headwaters
of Red Canyon Creek, then south along the west bank of Red Canyon Creek to its inlet at
Hebgen Lake, then eastward along the north shore of Hebgen Lake to Duck Creek, then
east along the north bank of Duck Creek to Cougar Creek, then east along the north bank
of Cougar Creek to the Yellowstone Park Boundary, then north along the Yellowstone
Park Boundary to its intersection with the Gallatin-Yellowstone Rivers divide, then then
in a northerly direction along said divide to Eaglehead Mountain, then in a westerly and
northerly direction along the Portal Creek-Porcupine Creek divide and along the
Porcupine Creek-Levenski Creek divide to the Gallatin River near the mouth of the West
Fork of the Gallatin River, then southerly up the Gallatin River to Buck Creek, the point
of beginning.

The Legal Description of the Hebgen Portion (open) would be:

Those portions of Gallatin County lying within the following-described boundary:
Beginning where the western boundary of Yellowstone National Park intersects the
Montana-ldaho Border, then northerly along the Yellowstone National Park boundary
to the north bank of Cougar Creek, then west and north along the north bank of Cougar
Creek to Duck Creek, then west along the north bank of Duck Creek to the north shore
of Hebgen Lake, then west along the north shore of Hebgen Lake to Red Canyon Creek,
then north along the west bank of Red Canyon Creek to the Cabin Creek-Tepee Creek
divide, then, north along said divide to White Peak, then northwesterly along the
Gallatin-Madison Rivers watershed divide to the headwaters of Beaver Creek, then
Isouth along the west bank of Beaver Creek to its confluence with Earthquake Lake, then
south and east along the south shore of Quake Lake and Hebgen Lake to the South Fork

of the Madison River, then southerly and easterly along the west bank of said river to
Forest Road 478, then southwest along Forest Road 478 to Reas Pass at the border of
Idaho, then south and east along the Montana-ldaho border to the point of the
beginning.
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191 Comidor
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1 TMr TheCSKT approved the red zone. lItis hard to add new habitat. We need to get buffalo there before
hunting can happen¢t KSNBE A ad y2 0dzZFFFf2 Kdzyli y2NIK 2F (GKS N2
need to develop a corridor for migration. The most liketgy is upHighway 191A big question is how
many buffalo need to arrive before we start huntingRis is an experiment for getting bison into a new
landscape.

1 EG Yes the Blackfeet are in line for more habitat. Agree with the ShoBan. We want a huritargtat.

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 Mairthe Stephens Creefacility. Not all
animals went through quarantindut 71 males and 25 femalelid. They have been tested eight times with
seropositive results for 11 of the 71 and 2 of the 3&rgositiveanimals were shipped to slaughte@urrently
at Stephens Creekere are P males and 21 females. They will be tested again next month.
RC reported that at the APHC®rwin Springfacility they have 61 head of bison. Of those, 5 males that
KIgS LI aasSR SadAy3 FyR a3aNFRdzZ 6§SReé GKS ljdzZ N yGAyYyS LI
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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 1 Y2 6y | & . Befor& they San teteivé tide 5 bisometFort Peck fibe has
been asked to sign an MOU having manyeda (e.g., paing for any damage to private propertyaused by
escaped bison MR stated that he Fort Peck Tribe will not sign the MOU because they believe it limits their
abilities to handle bisomo only thoseanimals that havalreadypassed Phase. [Thus, under the MOU theort
Peckfacility could only handle Phase Il testing, thoughsitapable gfand designed forgompleting Phase |l
testing.

MR said the Fort Peck Tribe is confused bydtiempt to placePhaselll-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
guestions being asked.

A question was asked to RC: What is the future of the Corwin Springs facility; could it support increased
numbers of bison foquarantine, particularly given the concern that the Stephens Creek facility is not big enough
to supply a continuous supply of pegtiarantine animals? RC responded that APHIS currently has lease
commitments at the Corwin Springs facility for the 3 yelam 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
guarantine the bison they have now but cannot say beyond that. Currently there is nonoame 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 thatther testing is required (i.e., Phase Ill). The state mustdmepliant with
Federal rules (i.e., in this case the declaration that Phase Il assurance testing must occur).

9/ lalSR gKe& (GKS odzZfa OFyQld o6S Y2@0SR AF (KS o dz
animals out of YNP as possible. We need c¢sn 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
longerrepresents 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 ¥&éemeeconfused on
gK& (GKS L.at O yQongR&Ohmardation.y R YIF 1S  adN

Improving safety, quality of the North Sde 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 repded 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 providd a short review of the MOA, including these points:

1 signeesemainthe CSKT, CTUIR, NPT, and Yakama Natamew 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 Montaaae invited to be part of the MOA
the key driver of the MOA is safeind a goal is for a clean, efficient hunt for all
the MOA has a threprong approach to its key elementtommunicationt through policy (e.g., IBMP
issues), enforcement (regular meetingghe 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

= =4 -8 =4

= =

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

Presentation byCara StaubRegional Wildlife EcologidtiS Forest Service

Cara providedn overview of forest planning, with a focus on wildlife aspects and, of particular interest
to this group, recent deliberatieNS I3+ NRAYy 3 LR OGSy A+t RSaAIylLF A2y 2F o0Aa
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02y OSNY ¢ Ay -Galkthforgstpian./ HAXI S&J G £ 12 ONASTt @ adzyteNAT SR
meeting website Wwww.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php
/N adFNISR 6AGK | RAaOdzi aA Ahfle rRafylaviskré&yuldtigng an@ a  F 2 NX
policies guide forest plan development, a key player is20#2 Planning Rule (IBFR 219)
She described the forest plan as providanffamework a vision, and a stratedgr guiding subsequent,
projectlevel decisionsUltimately the forest plan seeks fwovidefor sustainable, multiple use management of
our resourcesAmong many @mponents, brest plans include componentkat set desired conditiongor what
we want the Forest to be likeset djectives and goals to help us progress toward those conditiand set
standards and guidelines, whickerve aconstraints to help achieva desired conditiomor mitigate undesired
effects

Cara emphasized that a forest plapisgrammatidn nature; it de@s not authorize projects, nor commit
or compel the Brest Servicéo take any actionlt does provide foconsistencyhowever,because every project
and activity carried out under the plan must be consistent with what is in the plan.

Regarding revision of the Cust€allatin forest planshe provided the following timelinesaessment
in February of 2017; proposed actionApril 2018 draft EIS release @arly 2019

Cara noted that all species are considered under a forest plan revidiéa.need to maintain the
diversity of species found in our ecosystems, and ensure their persiséehiuis. includesshe notedpison and
alo everything else.

In developing a new forest plan, the Forest Service empl@gsdictated by the 2I2 planning rule a
complementary ecosystem and species specific appraachbest maintain a) dverse plant and animal
communities and b) grsistence of nave speciesCara described this ascourse filter/fine filter approach
with the ecosystem approach being the coarse filter, and the spegesificapproachbeing the fine filter.
Further, the2012 planning rule providespecific requirementandgoalsfor providing aecological sustainability,
b) plant and animal diversityand c)ecosystem services and multiple usas,well as reognizing and managing
F2NJ G§KS L3 Iy roleiNBpkecResicorRenatioh y OG A @S

Cara defined species of conservatimncern 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 scientifitformation indicates substantial concern
F62dzi GKS aLISOASaQ OF ulmointhelplartared.2 LISNBA &G 2 FSNI G
She said that in the current forest planning process, they did not recognize bison as a species of conservation
concern for the CusteGallatin National Forest. Species categorized under this designation generallsomase
combination ofthe following: small or decreasing population trends, limited or decreasing habitats, and
significant threats facing them such that there is substarmiaicern they may disappear from the fore§tara
said that lison did not rise to this level of concern on thester-Gallatin, in pardue tothe successful adaptive
management plan maintained by ¢hIBMP. The result here has beenparpetuated stable orgrowing
populations that are above population objectives.
While bison weranot declared a species of special concern, Cara stressed that the forest planning rule
requirementsstill provide for bison management and protection under other auspitéssenclude 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 contributiomsplegicalustainability and plant and animalidersity.
Following&NX | FS¢ 02y OSLIJia FTNRBY GKS vag! asSaairzy GKIFG

1 Qr Is the species of conservation concern designation determined at the forest level, in other words in
the case of bison here by staff at the CusBallatin National Fore§t A No itis decided at the Regional
C2NBaidSNRa tS@St OFFOAtAGEG2NRA y2i&8soknevndtieKS / Db
Northern Regionout of Missoula).

1 Q¢The NPT have over 18illion acres of historical grounds and believesitvital that we look after all
aLSOASad 2SS R2 y20 tA1S GKS O2yOSLJi 2F avdzZ GALX S
tribes to play a role in the management of the forests. We have dmnkistorically with success. Right
now the NPT ddots of fisheries work and have seen the huge ecological impact af is@ dzft Ry Qi 0 A & 2
be the same? A Yes the Forest Service recognizes the important functional role of bison, ecological
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Figure 2t Cara Staub of 81 USFS gave a presentation to Partners, staff, and public regéodéasg planning process,
with a focus on bison (and other wildlife) issues.

impacts of their herbivory, their wallows, and more. One thingitte 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.

1 Qt Were bison not considered a species of conservation concern bedaere is no resident herd in
the CGNF, that instead the bison migrate in and out of the forest?Né, migratory animals can be
considered a species of conservation concern.

1 Qr Does the forest plan have a goal of establishing a resident population oRT&N here 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.

1 Qr Is the stated IBMP population goals what drive the forest plan and determination of if bison are
considered a species of conservation concern”™N® 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.

1 Qr Is the decision on species of conservation @ncset with the forest plan or can it be changed? A
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 Eber{Butte District Administratorand Pat Wis¢Deputy Directodfrom the Montana Department
of TransportatiofMDOT)spoke to the Partners, staff, and public about traffic safety and bison. The discussion
has been contemplated for many years and was sgliin 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 Alsoacting in support of Pat and Jefis Kyle Demars, MDOT Maintenance Chief from Bozeman.
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Pat and Jeff largely handled th@resentation as ahour-longpresentationas a Q&4ession. The Q&A
came from Partners, staff, and the public. Coming into the meeting,Pners providedMDOT a list of
guestions 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 wildéiterzocates, want speed reduction?

4. What are the best methods of communication between MDT, Park County Shariff h & BMBP S
agencies both during and outside of hunting season? How has that changed in given increased bison
tolerance in recent years i.e., potential for bison presenceutside the Parlyear 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 cdve 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 attendanc@he following notes capture key aspects of the disaumsdiike
guestions and responses are lumped together, regardless if they occurred simultaneously:

f  Qr What laws impact how MDOY | y I 3S& a2y (l yAr Kaéntank toAekaprioftédies-
309 is the law that defines how speed limit is set in area of red&miles in length. THEansportation
CGommission cannot set a speed limit for anything longer than 50 miles.
1 Qr How do we change a speed limi#& State law equires that a local entity (e.g., city, county, tribal
group) must make a request for traffstudy. Key to setting speed is what thpeed that85% of the
traffic istravelingat or below through thatorridor. 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 cagduttn). Limits exist
as to when the studies can be done. For example, we have tubes that go across the highway to collect
datat 1 KS&aS Ol yQli o6S dzaSR Ay (GKS gAYyUSNI 6KSy ayz2s
Qru Is the Park Service considered a local auth@ridg No.
Qt What about Hwy 191 running through and inside the NW corner of YAIP®/e have a handshake
agreement with NPS to take care of that highway. It is considered a state and federal hitfHe/apt
considered a scenic highway under official deatgpn. MDOT and NPS signed a MOU in February that
defines our interactions.
1 Qrt Can we do a temporary change along a roadway in Montana, for example to slow traffic at certain
times of day or ye& A Yes, norpermanent changes are allowed under lawhere have even been

= =4

situations where requests we madeiticreased LISSR f AYAGad ¢KIF Q& y2aG G&LIR

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 fdroth trucks and vehicles. During the day it goes back up to 70 mph.

2§ 3SG t20a 2F 02YYSyda FTNRY GKS (N} @St Ay3a Lzt A0

during the day because you can see the buffalo. At night the buffalo lay on thear@hare harder to
see with no reflection from their eyes.

1 Qt Can MDOT change thstatutory 70 mphspeed on the primary systet A No, the legislation says
the department cannot change the speed statewide, we are limited only ton#® long chunks as
descibed before.

f  Qt How long will temporary speed limit lastin W Yellowsten& 2 S KI @S YIRS A G &2 NI
LISNXI ySy e of | dzaK G S Nasspartdich@simissdryaSouplé adtimesit@assiir S

w

that the public wants to keep theemporary speed limit activeL 4 Qa 06 SSy FFANI &8 Ay T2 NY

1 Qt MDOT 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 c@rridor

22dA RyQli GKIFIG 0SS o0SGGSNI GKIFY LldziGAy3d dzLJAWSSR fAY

have adopted variable message signs with various &adgeable 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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Figure 3t Jeff Ebert (standing) and Pat Wise of MDOT respond to a quéstiorCam Sholly of NPi§ yest;also shown
at the Partner table is Mike Honeycutt of MBOL).

bison are out on the roads. We have looked at the technology for signs triggered by buffalo presence.

L $iddficult 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.

1 Qrt Do people follow posted speed limits A Locals can become complacent to the signs, especially
6 KSy (KSe #nly&hngdl€oin thér8ad §6r many days.

1 Qr Is NPS responsible for telling MDO when bison are coming out & YWN®e have relied on NPS to
tell the townspeople and let MDOT know.

1 Qr Ilive in Gardiner. How many bison have been involved in accidentbagr89 north of Gardiné
Lots of deer and elk, no doubt, but | have not heard about bisging hit on the north side of YNRt
| am not sure but we can get you that informatién¥ I OAf AGF G2 NR&a y230SY WSTT
this information to the facilitator, likely in the form of web links to MDOT data, and the facilitatordvoul
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 nawjgct (e.g., road reconstruction). For MDOT, road
safety is our jobProperty damage from a car hitting wildlife is does not rise to the priority as a fatality.

by R

hdzNJ FIFdFfAGASAa Ay GKS&aS I NSIFa FNB ayYl ftoxabaukK A OK A 3

changes there.

1 Qrt What opportunities exist or are coming soon? MDOT 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 resoees outside of the transportation dollardgain, | 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.

1 Qrt Are lowered speed limitasear West Yellowstonsuccessfid A We need more data and time, but
we think that it has decreased accidents.

1 Qt What information is available about what is ahead, when the next projects will 8c&uMDOT has
several items. Waave a document we update annually called Pending Construction Programs that lines
out the next 5 years for what department will be doing on roaitlsms we are already working olve

10

IBMP Meeting




* Final *

also have the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program that loakeatew projects coming out
over the next 10 years.

1 Qt What is the trigger point to decrease speed limitldwy191? A Been 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. Thie genera
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 niarthe end theTransportationCommission has
the final say.

1 Comment | think we are remiss to chase a lagging indicator, the color of blood, the highway fatalities. |
R2y Qi GKAYy1l G(GKFEGQa GKS YSUNRO 6S 4| gfidesdiezundérNA 33 S NJ
reported. | think there needs to be a confidence interval associated with whatever data we As.
| want to correct the earlier statement that NPS is responsible for making a request or being the arbiter
for when thereisathrealS @St NBIljdzZA NAy 3 aLISSR tAYAG NBRdzOGAZ2Yy ®
on Hwy 89. | suggest that this body, under the letterhead of the IBMP, provide such requests or concerns
to the county commissionert Thank you for that comment and | think d&réng this kind of input is
one of the reason we are here todayhat 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 conceMWe would do the study and make a recommendations for this
corridor and that will go to the Transportation Commission.

1 Qr Does the general public and not just wildlife advocates care about spee@ litnitWe do have lots
of dynamics that come into that @stions. You are invited to come to the Transportation Commission
meetings and | encourage you to talk to Jeff, Kyle, and myself if you have questions for us.

G GKS O2yOfdzaizy 2F tld FyR WSTFTFQa LINBaSyidldAazys:
to come and share their knowledge and perspective with all assemMée Honeycutt, who along with Tim
Reid invited Pat and Jeff to the meeting, po®d some summargomments, includingparaphrasing) Thank
you to Pat, Jeff, and Kyle for taking the time to be here tod&gyme of the last questions got to the heart oéth
matter: when we consider adaptive management we need to get out of thenksures and instead look at the
lead measures YR 6 KI QAT I &KBF RQ2 TNRzAffffe SARvaLigRNIIG yilia dtténded
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 @t that
becausefiwe getitwrongs Y R G KS 3 YSI adzNB dthed iKo2abriies & folRWsbtaak fdr  LINE 0
ourlBMPgroup. g Af f O2 Y YA atMéark hfgefully Betansp@ak foAFYWB) 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 conversatimynrecounting recent bison population count anthen
providingNPS removal target recommendatiofts 20190 ¢ KS &f ARS& FTNRBY t WQa Fdz f ¢
can be found at the meeting websif@ww.ibmp.info/Library/20181128/20181128.php
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2017-2018 Operations

* Summer 2017: Counted 4,816 bison
—3,969 in north and 847 in central

* Agreed to manage for a decreasing

population

—Focus harvests and culls in northern

management area

W NORTH CULL

B NORTHHARVEST
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Removed about 1,171 bison

About 375 Harvested
— 285 North
— 90 West

Stephens Creek:

— 694 Slaughtered
— 99 Quarantine
— 3 Pen Deaths

Removals biased
towards females/young

End-of-winter estimate
about 3,800 bison

Population Count - Summer 2018

4,527 bison counted after calving
* 3,337 in north; 1,190 in central
* 6% decrease from 2017; -17% from 2016
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