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l. Introduction

This Record of Decision isthe culmination of a planning processin excess of ten years regarding the management of
bison that leave Y ellowstone National Park and enter the Gallatin National Forest and private lands within the State
of Montana. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was a product of the cooperative efforts of the
Department of the Interior (National Park Service), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (Forest Service and Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service), and the State of Montana (Department of Livestock and Department of Fish,
Wildlife, and Parks). The Final EIS was a product of the cooperative efforts of the Department of the Interior
(National Park Service) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (U.S. Forest Service and Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service). The State of Montana has issued a separate final EI'S under Montanalaw and has adopted and
incorporated by reference the federal agencies’ final EIS

Early European travelersto the Y ellowstone area observed bison before and after the creation of Y ellowstone
National Park. Aswith bison outside the park, market hunting and poaching nearly eliminated bison inside the park.
By 1901, only 25 bison remained in the park, down from a population of nearly 600 twenty years earlier. The park
managers responded by augmenting the herd with bison from two captive herds and managing the animals strictly to
protect them from predators, poachers, and the consequences of living in the occasionally harsh natural environment
of Yellowstone National Park. Over the next 70 years, the herd size fluctuated, largely due to management removals
to maintain the bison population at various levels. Inthe late 1960s, NPS decided to end the direct management of
the herd to allow natural forces to affect and determine the herd size. Since then, the herd has increased from nearly
400 to a high of over 4,000. Presently the herd population is about 3,000 bison, duein large part to actions by NPS
and the State of Montanato control the bison when they roam outside the park and due to winterkill inside the park.

Early park managers recognized disease in the bison as a management concern. They found exotic/non-indigenous
diseases in the bison herd early in the 20" century, including brucellosis that likely was transmitted to the bison from
cattle. Although brucellosis apparently is not athreat to the long-term survival of the Y ellowstone bison, the risk
that bison leaving the park may transmit the disease to cattle on neighboring lands has been an issue for several
decades and led to this planning process and decision.

Brucellosisin bison and cattle is a contagious bacterial disease caused by Brucella abortus Transmission of
brucellosis generally occurs through the ingestion of bacteria shed from infected animalsin birth materials at the
time of calving or abortion. Presently, health authorities know of no feasible treatment or cure for animalsinfected
with Brucella abortus. Some animals exposed to the bacterium react differently than others, some develop
infections, and others may be resistant. Although research continues on how the bacterium is transmitted among
wild ungulates, it is believed that the greatest risk arises from exposure and ingestion of contaminated material from
the reproductive tract of females. Brucellosis aso occursin elk in the Greater Y ellowstone Area. The National
Academy of Sciences (1998) assessed elk transmission risk relative to that of bison. Unlike bison, elk tend to
exhibit a“hiding” strategy during the calving period, separating themselves from the herd to calve. Elk also are
meticulous at cleaning up afterbirth and soil and vegetation from calving sites. Both of these behaviorstend to
reduce the opportunity for transmission of brucellosis among elk that are not artificially concentrated on
feedgrounds (NAS 1998). This has probably contributed to the relatively low seroprevalence rate in the northern

Y ellowstone elk herd. Thislow seroprevalence rate of both the northern and the Madison-Firehole herds, despite
occasional seasonal concentrations that result in densities similar to those found on winter feeding grounds (Ferrari
1999), suggests that the risk of transmission from those elk to cattle is lower than that of bison (NAS 1998).

In the United States, the first state-federal cooperative efforts towards the eradication of brucellosis caused by
Brucella abortus began in 1934. 1n 1934 and 1935, the brucellosis reactor rate in adult cattle tested was 11.5%. The
magnitude of the brucellosis program in terms of economics to the cattle industry and human health prompted
Congressin 1954 to appropriate funds for a coordinated effort to eradicate brucellosisin cattle. The National
Brucellosis Eradication Program was designed as a cooperative effort among the federal government, the states, and
the livestock producers. Shortly after theinitiation of this program, almost 124,000 brucellosis affected herds were
disclosed. Itisestimated that thisidentified only one-third to one half of the actual brucellosis affected herds, since
surveillance activities were not at an optimal level in 1954. Since the inception of the National Brucellosis



Eradication Program, billions of dollars have been spent from federal, state, and industry funds to eliminate the
disease. The nation isnow near completion of the eradication of brucellosis from livestock, and thus further
emphasisis being placed on the need to ensure that transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle does not occur.
Asof November 30, 2000, only two brucellosis affected cattle herds remained under quarantine, one each in Texas
and Florida

Lands adjacent to Y ellowstone National Park include national forest system lands where cattle graze under federal
permits and private lands where cattle use also occurs. When bison occasionally migrate from the park, usually in
the winter, the risk of transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle increases. Without agency actionsto minimize
the risk, transmission could occur.

Public controversy over bison management in Y ellowstone National Park and the State of Montana has existed for
many years. Inthe mid-1980s the Fund for Animals filed the first of several lawsuits directed at bison management.
Even though the state and federal agencies successfully defended their actions at that time, they recognized that the
apparent conflicts in agency mandates could best be met by a coordinated, joint bison management plan.

In 1990 the National Park Service, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and
Parks formally recognized the need to cooperatively prepare along-range bison management plan. At that time,
those agencies published in the Federal Register a“Notice of Intent” to prepare an environmental impact statement
examining options for such plan. In 1992, those agencies and the Montana Department of Livestock and U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service signed a“Memorandum of Understanding”
to work together in devel oping a plan to meet their varying and sometimes contradictory objectives.

From 1990 through 1995, during the development of the long-range plan and environmental impact statement, the
partiesindividually or jointly prepared three interim bison management plans and environmental assessments. In
general, these three interim plans provided for agency personnel from Montana and the National Park Service to
shoot bison moving from Y ellowstone National Park into Montanain order to achieve the objectives of protecting
private property, providing for human safety, and maintaining Montana' s brucellosis class-free status.

In 1995 the State of Montana sued the National Park Service and APHIS, complaining both of NPS management of
bison and the possibility that APHIS would change the state’ s brucellosis class-free status. To resolve that case, the
parties signed a settlement agreement that provided a schedule for the completion of the long-term bison
management plan and environmental impact statement. The settlement agreement also incorporated the 1992
Memorandum of Understanding and expressly recognized that the termination provision of the Memorandum of
Understanding would continue to apply. The settlement agreement also required that, if aparty were to withdraw
from the Memorandum of Understanding process, it must provide awritten explanation of the reasons for the
withdrawal. Finally, the settlement agreement provided that the court would dismiss the suit upon the issuance of the
records of decision or if aparty terminated the Memorandum of Understanding, whichever occurred first.

Following the settlement of the lawsuit, the National Park Service and the State of Montanaissued the fourth interim
plan in 1996, which provided for the capture of bison in Y ellowstone National Park near the north boundary in the
Stephens Creek area and shipment of captured bison to slaughter. The plan provided that the agencies would not
remove bison that entered the Eagle Creek/Bear Creekarea northeast of Gardiner, Montana, as those lands are
wildlife winter range of the Gallatin National Forest and not grazing areas for domestic cattle. The plan also
provided for the capture of bison outside Y ellowstone in the West Y ellowstone area, and the shipment to slaughter
of seropositive bison and seronegative pregnant females. Finally, the plan called for the release of seronegative
nonpregnant bison on the Gallatin National Forest in the Horse Butte area. 1n 1997 the federal agencies modified

the fourth interim plan to provide for NPS to hold up to 125 bison captured in the Stephens Creek areafor later
release into the park and called for more tolerance of untested, low risk bison outside the park.

The fourth interim bison management plan included the capture and testing of bison in capture facilities within

Y ellowstone National Park and on the Gallatin National Forest, and subsequent slaughter of seropositive and
pregnant bison. Two lawsuits challenged the legal basis for the agency implementation of that interim plan. The
U.S. District Court for the District of Montana held that the actions of the National Park Service under the interim
plan, as modified, were within the authority and discretion of the agency. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
affirmed that decision.



On June 16, 1998, the agencies released the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison
Management Plan for the State of Montanaand Y ellowstone National Park. Following the receipt and analysis of
public comments on the DEIS, the federal agencies devel oped a strategy for bison management and disease
oversight that they presented to the state as a possible modified preferred alternative for the final environmental
impact statement. The new strategy would allow greater tolerance for bison outside the park under stringent
conditions that would continue to control the risk of transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle. The strategy
would also provide for alarger bison population than the preferred alternative in the DEIS.

The federal and state agencies discussed aspects of the strategy for several months. The parties could not reach an
agreement or understanding on several critical issuesincluding the ages and classes of bison to be vaccinated, the
criteria used to decide when bison would be allowed outside the park, and how to use spatial and temporal
separation in an adaptive management approach to managing the risk of transmission of brucellosis. Eventually, the
federal agencies and the governor of Montana agreed that the agency discussions had reached an impasse.

In December 1999, the federal agencies wrote to the governor of Montana advising that they were withdrawing from
the Memorandum of Understanding. This action terminated the Memorandum of Understanding and triggered the
dismissal of the 1995 lawsuit. The state objected to the federal agencies' request to dismiss the case. In February,
2000, the court agreed with the position of the federal agencies that they could withdraw from the Memorandum of
Understanding and cause the dismissal of the suit. The federal and state agencies agreed, however, that before the
court would formally dismiss the suit, the agencies would attempt to resolve their differences with the use of a court-
appointed mediator. That mediation occurred in the spring, summer, and fall of 2000, and led to a slightly altered
version of the modified preferred alternative now referred to in this document as the Joint Management Plan.

This decision initiates the long-term management of the Y ellowstone bison. The next steps are to continue research
and take conservative but progressive steps toward cooperative management of the bison while protecting

Montana' s brucellosis class-free status. In recognition of the complexities of cooperative bison management, the
federal and state agencies will work together on the research projects and the monitoring of the bison in each of the
three steps described in the Joint Management Plan.



. Decision

The Joint Management Plan results from mediated negotiations between the federal agencies and the state agencies
following the decision of the federal district court that the federal agencies could terminate the MOU. The
mediation was informed by the draft and final environmental impact statements, the public comments submitted on
both documents, other relevant documentsin the administrative record, and lengthy negotiations with the State of
Montana. Additionally, the parties continued the mediation until they had an opportunity to review comments
submitted on the FEIS.

When bison leave Y ellowstone National Park and enter Montana, the management responsibilities and authorities
change. Within the boundaries of Y ellowstone National Park, the Secretary of the Interior has exclusive jurisdiction
to manage the park’ s natural resources, including the bison. Outside the park the State of Montana hasthe
management authority over the bison. When the bison are on national forest system lands, the U.S. Forest Service
has responsibilities under federal laws to provide habitat for the bison, a native species. Federal law requires APHIS
to control and prevent the spread of communicable and contagious diseases of livestock. Because of these
mandates, the agencies recognize that a coordinated, cooperative management regime would provide consistency
and reliability to the process. Even so, the agencies recognized that their diverse mandates would fuel public
discourse and criticism of agency action. By necessity, dueto limited authorities, each agency had to reconcile their
goals, such as providing for afree-ranging bison herd, with other goals such as reducing the risk of transmission of
brucellosis from bison to cattle.

To achieve a cooperative plan, the federal agencies, especially APHIS and the National Park Service, had to
reconcile agency policiesto reach a plan that was technically sound, legally defensible, and publicly acceptable.
The National Park Service will continue to capture, test, and possibly hold bison in afacility seen by many persons
asinappropriate for managing wildlifein anational park. The National Park Service also will vaccinate wildlife, an
activity previously reserved in Y ellowstone National Park for species listed under the Endangered Species Act.
Finally, the National Park Service also will take actions to limit the population of the bison for disease risk
management purposes.

APHI S recognizes that although thisis not a plan to eradicate brucellosis, it is a means to manage bison and cattle to
minimize therisk of brucellosis transmission from bison to cattle. Furthermore, these management actions
demonstrate along-term commitment by the agencies to work towards the eventual elimination of brucellosisin
free-ranging bison in Y ellowstone National Park. APHIS will continue to take and encourage actions to prevent the
transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle. APHIS has agreed that Montana’ s tol erance of bison from

Y ellowstone according to the provisions of the Joint Management Plan would not be grounds for a change in the
state’s brucellosis class-free status. APHIS also has agreed to assist Montanain consulting with other states should
they threaten or impose sanctions against M ontana cattle based on implementation of this Joint Management Plan.

The U.S. Forest Service, Gallatin National Forest, manages lands and interest in lands newly acquired north of
Reese Creek adjacent to Y ellowstone National Park. These acquired lands and conservation easement lands benefit
wildlife generally, including bison, and reduce the complexity of managing wildlife habitats north of the park. The
federal agencies anticipate future discussions with the Royal Teton Ranch to develop a bison management plan for
the Royal Teton Ranch that is consistent with the decision in this document.

In this Record of Decision we jointly adopt the modified preferred aternative of the FEIS, as modified by the Joint
Management Plan, as set out on pages 21 to 35 of thisdocument. The National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service,
and Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service will apply this decision to management to reduce the risk of
transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle and to conserve free-ranging bison. The Joint Management Plan will
apply to Y ellowstone National Park and those areas of Montana shown on the attached map, including lands within
the Gallatin National Forest and private lands in which the United States holds a conservation easement. See Figure
1, West and North Boundary Management Zones. These federal agencieswill work with agencies of the State of
Montanain implementing this decision, as set out in the Joint Management Plan. We determine that, if appropriate,
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the federal agencieswill take the necessary steps to withdraw support for the actions of the State of Montana, should
the state trigger such withdrawal as set out in the Joint Management Plan.

The management direction consists of an adaptive management program that includes intensive monitoring and
coordination, aswell as research projects with specified resultant management actions responding to the research
results. The strategy is based on the modified preferred aternative, except for minor alterations noted in this
document. We understand that the EIS team carefully considered the alterations to the modified preferred aternative
to determine if any of them would have environmental or socioeconomic impacts different from those analyzed for
the eight alternativesin the final EIS, and found that all impacts would be within the range of those analyzed.
Specifically, APHIS has reviewed the strategy and determined that the adaptive management approach, which
encompasses the spatial and temporal separation, is aviable approach in reducing the risk of transmission.

The Joint Management Plan meets the goals of the state and federal agenciesidentified in the draft and final
environmental impact statements. Those goals included specific commitments relating to the size of the bison herd,
both within and outside Y ellowstone National Park; aclearly defined boundary line beyond which the agencies will
not tolerate bison; provide for public safety and the protection of private property; agency actions showing a
commitment toward the eventual elimination of brucellosisin bison; protection of livestock from the risk of
brucellosis; actions to help protect the brucellosis class-free status of Montana; and maintenance of aviable
population of wild bison in Y ellowstone National Park from biological, genetic, and ecological terms. Theplanis
based on factual information, which recognizes that the scientific database is changing. Finally, the plan recognizes
the need for coordinated management of natural and cultural valuesthat are the responsibilities of the cooperating
agencies.

A. Statutory Basisfor the Joint Management of Y ellowstone Bison

The major federal laws that apply to federal agency actions in the Joint Management Plan are the National Park
Service Organic Act and General Authorities Act, the Y ellowstone Enabling Act, the National Forest Management
Act, the Forest Service Organic Act, the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, the Department of Agriculture Organic Act, the Animal Industry Act, the Animal Disease Control
Cooperative Act, the Cattle Contagious Diseases Act, the Act of July 2, 1962, the Endangered Species Act, and the
National Environmental Policy Act. These statutes provide our agencies broad discretion to exercise our expertise
to manage the lands, programs, and wildlife, as applicable, under our administrative authority in a manner deemed
best to meet the purposes Congress has delineated.

The management actions we adopt here comply with the requirements of federal law, including those statutes listed
above. They are based on the best available scientific information and are ecologically sound. They will provide for
the conservation of bison in Y ellowstone National Park and provide protection for the economic interest and
viability of the livestock industry in the State of Montana. Moreover, they include acommitment by the federal and
state agencies to work together on meeting these objectives.

Cooperative management of Y ellowstone bison requires an ecosystem approach. The federal agencies recognize the
importance of cooperating with each other and the involved Montana agencies in the long-term management of free
roaming bison in and around Y ellowstone National Park. Federal law provides the Secretary of the Interior with
exclusive jurisdiction within the boundaries of Y ellowstone National Park. Even so, NPS appreciates the
importance of the efforts of APHIS in its National Brucellosis Eradication Program. The agencies are committed to
working toward the eventual elimination of brucellosisin bison and other wildlife (see FEIS, val. 1, p. 44). The
National Brucellosis Eradication Program is a cooperative state-federal program based on cooperation between
APHIS, state agenciesin charge of livestock disease programs, and the livestock industry. The agencies recognize,
however, that actions taken under this plan will necessarily differ significantly from actions taken to eradicate the
diseasein livestock. However, APHIS supports the step-by-step implementation of the Joint Management Plan, as
well as the disease control measures, such as vaccination, that are included in the Joint Management Plan. The
Forest Service administers national forests for multiple purposes, including providing habitat for wildlife and
grazing allotments for cattle. The Forest Service recognizes that the State of Montana has primary management



responsibilities for livestock disease and wildlife on national forest aswell as private lands surrounding Y ellowstone
National Park.

The Department of Agriculture Organic Act, the Animal Industry Act, the Animal Disease Control Cooperative Act,
the Cattle Contagious Diseases Act, and the Act of July 2, 1962, establish the Department of Agriculture asthe
agency responsible for establishing a means for the suppression and extirpation of contagious disease of livestock.
These laws authorize the Department of Agriculture to suppress and prevent the spread of any contagious and
infectious disease of livestock by instituting activities, such as establishing and maintai ning quarantines, permitting
and regulating the movement of livestock, and seizing, quarantining, and disposing of livestock as appropriate.
Additionally, these laws authori ze the Department of Agriculture to cooperate with othersin effortsto control and
eradicate such diseases.

Under the Forest Service Organic Act, the Secretary of Agricultureis given general authority to regulate the use and
occupancy of the national forests so asto achieve the objectives for which they were reserved. The Multiple-Use
Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 broadened the purposes for which national forests were established and are managed to
include outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes. That act also established the
concepts of multiple use and sustained yield as the guiding principle underlying national forest management.
Multiple use means the management of all the various renewable surface resources of the national forestsin the
combination that best meets the needs of the American people. Sustained yield means the achievement and
maintenance in perpetuity of ahigh-level annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the
national forests without impairment of the productivity of theland. The Forest Service achieves these objectives for
each national forest through the development and implementation of a Land and Resource Management Plan
(“Forest Plan™).

In the Endangered Species Act, Congress recognizes that species of fish, wildlife, and plants facing extinction are of
aesthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific value to the United States and its people.
The purposes of this act areto provide for the conservation of ecosystems upon which threatened and endangered
species depend, to provide aprogram for the conservation of such species, and to take appropriate stepsto achieve
the purposes of international treaties and conventions aimed at protecting these species. Under the ESA, all federal
agencies must use their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the act by carrying out programs for the
conservation of endangered and threatened species. Additionally, each federal agency must consult with the
Secretary of the Interior and insure that any agency action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

Interrelated provisions of the NPS Organic Act and the NPS General Authorities Act of 1970, as amended, provide
the most important statutory directive for the National Park Service. The Organic Act requires the Secretary of the
Interior to manage park resources and values in a manner that will leave them unimpaired for future generations.
The General Authorities Act prohibits the Secretary from managing units of the National Park System in derogation
of the values and purposes for which the various areas have been established, except as Congress may directly and
specifically provide. The National Park Service considers these two mandates (no impairment and no derogation) as
defining a single standard for the management of the National Park System

Recently the director of the National Park Service issued guidance interpreting the National Park Service Organic
Act (16 U.S.C. 1), and the 1978 amendments to the General Authorities Act (16 U.S.C. 1a-1). These arethe
fundamental provisions of law with which NPS managers must comply when authorizing activities to occur within
areas of the National Park System. Generally, these two provisions direct the Secretary of the Interior to manage
parks for conservation purposes and public enjoyment without impairment. The mandate to conserve park resources
and valuesis separate from the prohibition on impairment. The conservation mandate, thus, applies even when there
isno risk that park resources or values may be impaired. Although park managers must seek ways to avoid or
minimize adverse impacts on park resources and values, they have discretion to allow impacts when necessary and
appropriate to fulfill the purposes of apark. This discretion exists, however, only so long as the impact does not
constitute an impairment of the affected resources and values. Finally, the purpose of providing enjoyment of park
resources and values to the peopl e of the United States ensures enjoyment of park resources and values by all people
of the United States. Thisincludes peoplewho directly experience parks and those who appreciate them from afar.
It also includes deriving benefit and inspiration from parks.



Congress has provided that when thereis a conflict between conserving park resources and values and providing for
the enjoyment of them, conservation is predominant. Additionally, although Congress has provided the secretary
with limited discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement
that the Park Service must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and
specifically provides otherwise. The NPS, thus, must manage park resources and values to allow them to continue
to exist in acondition that will allow the American people to have present and future opportunities for enjoyment of
them.

Animpairment is an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the
integrity of park resources or val ues, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment
of those resources or values. The manager must consider several factors to determineif an impact is an impairment.
Those factorsinclude: severity, duration, timing, direct and indirect effects of the impact, and cumulative effects of
the impact together with other impacts. Any impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment.
An impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it affects a resource or value whose
conservation is:

Necessary to fulfill specific purposesidentified in the establishing legislation creating the park.
Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park.
Identified as agoal in the park’ s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents.

Animpact would be less likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it is an unavoidable result, which
cannot reasonably be further mitigated, of an action necessary to preserve or restore the integrity of park resources
or values. NPS decision-makers must consider the impacts of a proposed action and determine, in writing, whether
that activity will lead to an impairment of park resources and values. If thereisan impairment, the decision-maker
cannot approve the action.

When Congress created Y ellowstone National Park in 1872, it set apart the area as a“ public park or pleasureing
ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people.” (16 USC 21) Congress also declared that the park would be
under the “exclusive control” of the secretary of the Interior. Congress charged the secretary with “providing for the
preservation, from injury or spoliation...the natural curiosities, or wonders, within the park, and their retention in
their natural condition.” The secretary also must provide against the “wanton destruction of the fish and game found
within the park.” In 1894 Congress provided additional protection to wildlife within the park, largely in response to
continued poaching of bison. Inwhat is often referred to asthe original Lacey Act, Congress prohibited within the
boundaries of the park “[a]ll hunting, or the killing, wounding, or capturing at any time of any bird or wild animal,
except dangerous animals, when it is necessary to prevent them from destroying human life or inflicting an injury.”

Finally, the National Environmental Policy Act, while not imposing substantive duties on the agencies, supports a
planning approach that incorporates an ecosystem perspective.

B. Joint Management Plan

The Joint Management Plan provides for various actionsin Y ellowstone National Park, the Gallatin National Forest,
and private lands on the north and west boundaries of Y ellowstone National Park, phased in as the agencies reach
identified goals in bison management and research. This plan isvery similar to but aslightly altered version of the
“Modified Preferred Alternative” presented in the final EIS. Although features of the selected alternative may be
different than the modified preferred alternative, the environmental impacts are within the impactsin the range of
eight alternatives fully considered and analyzed in the final EIS. The full plan is set out in this document at pages 21
to 35.

Likethe modified preferred alternative, the Joint Management Plan employs an adaptive management approach that
allows the agencies to gain experience and knowledge before proceeding to the next management step, particularly
with regard to managing bison on winter range outside Y ellowstone National Park. The Joint Management Plan uses
many tools to address the risk of transmission of brucellosis, but primarily relies on the spatial and temporal
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separation of bison from an affected herd and cattle. The agencieswill not allow bison to intermingle with cattle.
Additionally, in the spring the agencies will haze bison back into the park, at or near the time when bison
historically can return to the park based on snow and weather conditions, or capture or shoot them if hazing is
unsuccessful. The Joint Management Plan includes capture, test, and slaughter of seropositive bison at both the
Reese Creek and West Y ellowstone areas in steps one and two, and the use of hazing, capture, test and slaughter
operations, or quarantine, if available, of all bison that might remain outside the park in these areas after specified
haze-back dates.

The agencies will control the risk of transmission to cattle outside the boundary areas by limiting the number of
bison in the boundary areas through intensive monitoring and zone management. The agencies will increase the
intensity of management as bison move toward the edges of management Zone 2 (Figure 1).

The agencies will use hazing, capture facilities, or shooting, if necessary, to prevent bison from |eaving management
Zone 2, enforce zone management, and ensure the removal of all bison from management Zone 2 in the spring, to
maintain temporal separation as described in the Joint Management Plan, infra. The agencies also will defer cattle
grazing on the Gallatin National Forest for the summer until after bison are hazed back into the park in the spring.
Additionally, the agencies will use vaccination of bison and cattle to reduce risk even further and to work toward the
eventual elimination of brucellosis in bison.

These actions will ensure that sufficient time (initially approximately 45 days or less depending on research results)
passes so that the B. abortusbacteria are unlikely to have survived when cattle return to graze in the summer.
Research in Wyoming on B. abortus Strain RB51 bacteria (used as a surrogate for field strain Brucella abortusin
the research) and data on field strain B. abortusin Y ellowstone National Park indicate the bacteria are highly
unlikely to survive after an approximate 45-day period (or less depending on research results) due to heat, ultraviolet
light, and a number of other factors. The release of untested bison outside the park (i.e., Step Three) in the Joint
Management Plan, however, relies on research sufficient to allow the agencies to determine an adequate temporal
separation period. The research would address the viability and persistence of the bacteriain environmentsto the
west and north of the park. Such release also relies on the initiation of avaccination program for bison in the park
with a safe and effective vaccine and a safe and effective remote delivery system.

Aswith the modified preferred alternative, the agencies will use radiotelemetry to monitor seronegative pregnant
bison outside the park in steps one and two to evaluate the risk and develop appropriate mitigation measures if
needed. While the agencies collect data, they also will use telemetry to provide an added measure of security in the
event that any of these bison either abort or give birth outside the park. In steps one and two, the agencies could
remove telemetered females giving birth to live calves or aborting fetuses outside the park.

Aswith other alternatives, the agencies will vaccinate vaccination-eligible bison, including remote vaccination of
those bison inside the park. Except for Eagle Creek/Bear Creek, Cabin Creek Recreation and Wildlife Management
Area, and the Monument Mountain Unit of the Lee Metcalf Wilderness, the agencies will manage bison allowed to
leave the park in zones (Figure 1). The management in these zones will become more intense as bison approach the
boundary areas of the zones. The agencies also may provide for more intensive monitoring of cattle, including
testing, calfhood vaccination, and possible adult vaccination in and near these zones.

Aswith most other alternatives analyzed in the FEIS, untested bison would be allowed to occupy the Eagle
Creek/Bear Creek area, Cabin Creek Recreation and Wildlife Management Area, and the Monument Mountain Unit
of the Lee Metcalf Wilderness year-round without agency interference because these areas do not have cattle
grazing within them or nearby.

The Joint Management Plan has three adaptive management steps each for the north and west boundary areas.

Step One
In the north boundary area NPS would continue to monitor bison from approximately November 1 to April 30

within Y ellowstone National Park and use hazing within the park to prevent bison movement north onto private and
Gallatin National Forest landsin the Reese Creek area. If hazing is unsuccessful, the NPS will operate the Stephens
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Creek capture facility and capture all bison attempting to exit the park in the area. The agencieswill test all
captured bison, send seropositives to slaughter, and temporarily hold all seronegatives (up to 125 animals) for
release back into the park in the spring. The agencieswill vaccinate with a safe vaccine all vaccination eligible
bison that they capture. Agency personnel will remove bison outside the park that they cannot haze back into the
park or capture. Recently, the U.S. Departments of the Interior and Agriculture purchased some of the lands and
acquired easements on other lands north of this boundary. The Gallatin National Forest now manages the purchased
lands and easements. Step Two would begin when a pre-existing private cattle lease on the RTR lands terminates
(anticipated in the winter of 2002/2003).

In the western boundary area, Step One provides that the agencies will allow seronegative bison outside the park
under certain conditionsidentified below. After cattle leave management Zone 2 in the fall, the agencies will haze
bison exiting the park into the West Y ellowstone area back into the park. When hazing becomes ineffective, the
agencieswill capture the bison. The agencieswill test all captured bison and send seropositives to slaughter or for
usein jointly approved research. The agencieswill release all seronegatives up to the specified tolerance level of
100 bison. The agencieswill allow seronegative pregnant bison in management Zone 2 under conditions described
in the Joint Management Plan. During Step One, agency personnel will make every attempt to capture and test the
bison that leave the park. The agencieswill vaccinate all captured vaccination-eligible bison with a safe vaccine as
determined by the agencies according to criteria established by the Greater Y ellowstone Interagency Brucellosis
Committee. The agencieswill allow the seronegative bison as well as other bison that agency personnel cannot
capture but that are tolerated to remain outside the park until May 15. To ensure temporal separation after May 15,
the bison that agency personnel cannot haze or capture will be subject to lethal removal. The agencies also would
manage all bison in the West Y ellowstone area in zones, with progressively more intense management as bison
move toward the edge of management Zone 2.

In addition to bison vaccination, the State of Montana would encourage voluntary vaccination of vaccination-
eligible cattle that may graze in areas outside the park that bison may occupy during the winter. If within one year
of theinitiation of the Joint Management Plan, 100% voluntary vaccination of vaccination-eligible cattle in areas
outside the park that may be occupied by bison were not achieved, the State would make such vaccination
mandatory. The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service would reimburse the direct cost of the vaccination.

The impacts of Step One are similar to those described in alternative 1 (the no-action alternative, or continuation of
the interim plan), except that the agencies may release and closely monitor seronegative, pregnant bison in the west
boundary area, rather than ship them to slaughter as under the interim plan, and vaccination-eligible bison captured
outside the park will be vaccinated.

Step Two

Step Two in the north boundary area begins when cattle no longer graze during the winter on the Royal Teton Ranch
adjacent to the Reese Creek boundary of the park. The agencies expect thisto occur when a preexisting private cattle
lease expiresin 2002. The agencies will allow seronegative bison to occupy these lands during the winter under
certain conditions. Initially, the agencieswill allow up to 25 seronegative bison outside the park in the northern
boundary area. When the agencies are confident they can manage these bison, they will tolerate up to 50 bison
outside the park in the Reese Creek area. Again, when the agencies agree they have adequate information and ability
to manage 50 bison in this boundary area, the number will increase, this time up to 100 bison. Thisincrease could
take place in asingle winter, or be spread over anumber of winters, depending on the experience gained by
managing bison outside the boundary of the park, weather, and the number of bison that chose to emigratein any
given winter. The agencieswill allow the seronegative bison aswell as other bison that agency personnel cannot
capture but that are tolerated to remain outside the park until April 15. The number and distribution of bison on the
north side, as well as most impacts associated with these factors (such as viewing, cultural significance of the herd,
impactsto grizzly bears, livestock operations, etc.) could at times be similar to those described for alternative 3.
Population control would limit impacts in some cases, so that they would be less beneficial (such asfor viewing or
grizzly bears) or less adverse (livestock operations) than for alternative 3.

Step Two in the west boundary areawill be the same as Step One, with one exception. The agencies anticipate the
availability of a safe and effective system to remotely deliver a safe vaccine for vaccination-eligible bison. If asafe



vaccine were available, the agencieswill use this delivery system to remotely vaccinate any untested calves,
yearlings, or other vaccination-eligible bison that the agencies could not capture in the west boundary area.

Step Three

Thethird step of the alternative begins when certain conditions, described below, have been met. These conditions
include research on the viability and persistence of B. abortusin the environments particular to the western and
northern boundary areas sufficient to allow the agencies to determine an adequate temporal separation period,
experience in managing bison within the areas they are allowed to occupy, and the initiation of a vaccination
program for all vaccination-eligible bison in the herd. Inthe West Y ellowstone area, the agencies presume Step
Three will begin in the winter of 2003/2004. In the Reese Creekarea, they expect to begin this step in the winter of
2005/2006. Because the data and experience collected during the first two steps would provide the agencies the
tools and knowledge to manage bison outside the park, Step Three would allow bison to |eave the park and enter
management zones without the agencies first testing them. The agencies, therefore, would allow untested bison up
to atolerance level of 100 in both the northern and western boundary areas to freely range in both the western and
northern boundary areas, and manage them as described above.

In the spring, the agencies would haze all bison remaining in the Reese Creek or western boundary areas back into
the park. The agencieswould use capture facilitiesin Stephens Creek and the West Y ellowstone areato maintain
the bison population at 3,000, to enforce tolerance levels of bison in either the Reese Creek and West Y ellowstone
boundary areas, and to ensure no bison remain outside the park after the respective haze-back dates.

If the agencies believe it would serve in better managing bison, a quarantine facility would be constructed and
operated. If so, the agencies, with APHIS as |ead agency, would undertake aNEPA process to determine the design,
location, and operation procedures of abison quarantine facility. The agencies anticipate they will decide on
whether to pursue a quarantine facility when the management plan reaches Step Three in both management areas.

Impacts to the size and distribution of the bison herd from implementing this set of management prescriptions would
be more beneficial than those associated with phase 2 of alternative 7, but less positive than phase 2 of alternative 2.

Other Management Provisions and Contingency Plans

The Joint Management Plan addresses the perceived risk of state sanctions through the commitment of APHIS to
consult with states threatening sanctions to convince such states that sanctions are unwarranted. In addition, APHIS
and Montana would conduct additional monitoring of cattle herds that graze in areas that bison may occupy during
the winter, including regular testing of test-eligible cattle and possible adult vaccination of these cattle herds.
APHIS aso will do the following: @) make funding available to certify individual cattle herds, which grazein areas
that bison may occupy in winter, as brucellosis-free; and b) pay the direct costs of any additional testing of any cattle
that might be recommended by APHIS and the state veterinarian. The state veterinarian, in consultation with
APHIS, may require the testing of test-eligible cattle on lands within two miles of management Zone 2 in both the
northern and western boundary areas, or on lands in management Zone 3 if bison have been present despite the
provisions of the Joint Management Plan precluding bison from occupying such areas. APHIS also will provide
funds for voluntary testing of cattle within two miles of management Zone 2 in the northern and western boundary
areas.

In the unlikely event of adisclosure of abrucellosis-affected 