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APPENDIX A

Agreement Number G1505030007

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
AND THE
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, DEPARTMENT OF GAME, FISH AND PARKS

This Agreement is entered into by and between the National Park Service (hereinafter
“NPS™), United States Department of the Interior, acting through the Superintendent of
Wind Cave National Park (hereinafter “Park™), and the State of South Dakota,
Department of Game, Fish and Parks (hereinafter “State™), acting through the Secretary
of said Department.

ARTICLE I - BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

The objective of this Agreement is to establish the standards, terms, conditions, roles and
responsibilities in the project planning and National Environmental Policy Act (as
amended) (NEPA) process for development of an elk management plan and a chronic
wasting disease management plan for Wind Cave National Park. The NPS is required by
law to develop both of these management-planning documents in accordance with NEPA,
agency policy, and applicable laws. The State has been invited to serve as a formal
cooperator in the development of these plans.

Elk Management Plan: The NPS is mandated to maintain natural resources on National
Park lands in an unimpaired condition. Concerns about an overabundant or over
concentrated population of elk residing in the Wind Cave National Park and the
surrounding area have surfaced recently. In 2002, the Park completed an environmental
assessment for a proposed boundary expansion. During the public comment period the
need for a regional elk management plan affecting adjacent landowners was highlighted.
In addition, the State and Park need scientific data reflecting population size, herd
movements, and land carrying capacity for wildlife over which they have jurisdiction.
The State annually evaluates its management policies on a unit by unit basis and currently
desires management changes in some units. The end goal would be the development of a
Black Hills elk management plan

Chronic Wasting Disease: Chronic wasting disease has affected elk, white-tailed and
mule deer in areas of the southern Black Hills, including Wind Cave National Park. There
is no known treatment for the disease. Live deer can be tested for the disease by taking a
tonsillar biopsy and analyzing the sample in a lab. Methods of obtaining animals for
testing include hunter harvest, take of animals demonstrating clinical signs, and animals
involved in motor vehicle accidents. This allows park managers and the Department of
Game, Fish and Parks to determine the prevalence of the disease inside and/or adjacent to
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the park in deer populations. There is no live test for elk. Chronic wasting disease is
recognized as a national issue and addressing the disease as part of this plan may
delineate park and other agency actions as a part of a national and/er regional strategy to
address the disease.

ARTICLE Il - AUTHORITY
A. Federal:

The Act of August 25, 1916, as amended, 16 U.S.C. § 1, 2-4 (1988), declares that
the NPS will promote and regulate the use of the various federal areas known as
units of the national park system by such means and measures as conform to the
fundamental purpose of the national park system, which purpose is to conserve
the scenery and natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein and to provide
for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.

The Act of January 9, 1903, 16 U.S.C. § 141-146, established Wind Cave
National Park (32 Stat. 765-766), to protect Wind Cave.

The act of August 10, 1912, provided for the establishment of Wind Cave
National Game Preserve on the land included within the boundaries of Wind Cave
National Park under the jurisdiction of what was then the Bureau of Biological
Survey of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. This action established “a
permanent national range for a herd of buffalo to be presented to the U.S. by the
American Bison Society, and for such other native American game animals as
may be placed therein.”

B. State:

South Dakota Codified Laws and Constitution, 41-3-3. Cooperation with federal
agencies in propagation, preservation and protection of game and fish —
Expenditure of funds. The State of South Dakota having assented to the
provisions of the act or acts of Congress authorizing federal participation with the
various states in projects for the propagation, preservation, and protection of game
and fish which assent is hereby continued, the Department of Game, Fish and
Parks is expressly authorized and empowered to cooperate with the appropriate
agency, department, or commission of the federal government in projects for the
propagation, preservation, and protection of game and fish and to use and expend
funds of the department in connection with like appropriations of the federal
government for such projects.

To satisfy the mutual responsibilities and interests and to derive mutual benefits, the NPS
and the State agree to engage in a number of activities as detailed below:
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ARTICLE III - STATEMENT OF WORK

A. The NPS agrees to:

1. Be responsible as lead agency for the preparation, publication, and
distribution of the elk and chronic wasting disease management plan(s) and
associated Environmental Impact Statement(s) (EIS) and record(s) of decision
for the Park. The plan(s) and EIS(s) will comply with the requirements of
NEPA, U.S. Council on Environmental Quality, and NPS policies. The
National Park Service’s implementing procedures, as contained in Director’s
Order-12 and Conservation Planning, Environment Impacts Analysis and
Decision Making, will be followed.

2. Act as cooperator on the State’s plans.

3. Have sole approval authority and responsibility for proposed actions within
Wind Cave National Park.

The NPS has particular expertise in, knowledge of, and responsibility for
wildlife species and their habitat inside Wind Cave National Park. Specific
contributions (in accordance with NEPA) include but are not limited to:

Natural Resources on NPS Lands
Cultural Resources on NPS Lands
Chronic Wasting Disease Information
Threatened and Endangered Species
General Ecological Information
Socioeconomic Concerns

Visitor Use Concerns

B. The State of South Dakota agrees to:

1. Be responsible as lead agency for the updating and maintenance preparation
of a Black Hills elk and a statewide chronic wasting disease management
plan(s) along with their associated research, management and public relations
involvement strategies.

2. Act as a cooperator and consultant in the preparation of the Wind Cave
National Park elk and chronic wasting disease management plans and EISs.
The state will act as a cooperator on the Park’s management plans because 1)
cooperator status will allow the NPS and State of South Dakota to effectively
coordinate management planning efforts and share expertise on these regional
issues; 2) actions solely under the jurisdiction and authority of the State of
South Dakota generally are not subject to NEPA process requirements; 3)
management jurisdictions are defined by park boundaries, although animals
are free to cross jurisdictional boundaries, and 4) agreement will not be
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necessary for each agency to finalize and implement their respective
management plans.

The State of South Dakota, through the Department of Game, Fish and Parks,
has particular expertise in, knowledge of, and responsibility for management
of the state’s wildlife species and hunting and fishing regulations. Specific
contributions to each plan include but are not limited to:

Wildlife Management Practices (e.g., hunting, trapping)
Chronic Wasting Disease Information

Threatened and Endangered Species

General Ecological Information

Socioeconomic Concerns

G The NPS and State of South Dakota agree to:
1. Meet regularly and will draft the plan and environmental documents.
2. Designate staff representatives to form a core planning team.
3. Fund their individual participation in this process.

4. Have a representative participate at all public meetings relating to the issues
covered by this Agreement.

5. Fully inform each other of and coordinate, to the best of their ability, all
management planning efforts.

The NPS and State of South Dakota bring special expertise to the development of the
management plans. Each will bear its own costs for development of information directly
related to its areas of expertise and plan implementations as described below.

ARTICLE IV - TERM OF AGREEMENT

This Agreement will be effective for a period of five years from the date of final
signature, unless it is terminated earlier by one of the parties pursuant to Article VII that
follows.
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ARTICLE V - KEY OFFICIALS

A. Key officials are essential to ensure maximum coordination and communications
between the parties and the work being performed.

1. For the NPS: 2. For the State:
Linda L. Stoll, Superintendent John Cooper, Secretary
Wind Cave National Park South Dakota Game, Fish & Parks
RR1, Box 190 Foss Building, 523 E. Capitol
Hot Springs, South Dakota 57747 Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3182
e-mail: linda_stoll@nps.gov e-mail: john.cooper@state.sd.us
Telephone: (605) 745-4600 Telephone: (605) 773-3381
Facsimile: (605) 745-4207 Facsimile: (605) 773-6245

ARTICLE VI - PROPERTY UTILIZATION

OMB Circulars and 43 CFR 12, Subpart F, 12.930 - 12.948 Establishes property
management standards for this Agreement.

ARTICLE VII - MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION

A. This Agreement may be modified only by a written instrument executed by the
parties. .

B. Either party may terminate this Agreement by providing the other party with
thirty (30) days advance written notice. In the event that one party provides the
other party with notice of its intention to terminate, the parties will meet promptly
to discuss the reasons for the notice and to try to resolve their differences. This
Agreement will be terminated 60 days after completion of approved elk and
chronic wasting disease plan(s) and final EIS(s).

ARTICLE VIII - STANDARD CLAUSES

A. Spcciai Provisions
Publications of Results of Studies

No party will unilaterally publish a joint publication without consulting the other party.
This restriction does not apply to popular publication of previously published technical
matter. Publications pursuant to this Agreement may be produced independently or in
collaboration with others; however, in all cases proper credit will be given to the efforts
of those parties contributing to the publication. In the event no agreement is reached -
concerning the manner of publication or interpretation of results, either party may publish
data after due notice and submission of the proposed manuscripts to the other. In such
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instances, the party publishing the data will give due credit to the cooperation but assume
full responsibility for any statements on which there is a difference of opinion.

Public Information Release

No party will unilaterally publish a public information release without consulting the
other party. The specific text, layout, photographs, etc. of the proposed release must be
submitted with the request for approval.

ARTICLE IX - SIGNATURES

IN WITNESS HEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the date(s)
set forth below.

FOR THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE:

Signature: @M:&l vﬂ}é Jiﬂ-ﬁ&

Name: Linda L. Stoll

Title: Superintendent, Wind Cave National Park

Date: July 17,2003

FOR THE STATE OF SOU AKQTA, GAME, FISH & PARKS

Signature:

/ o/éc/ Z . 4:0?:56_/
Title: 5‘&_'@#14;/ SD 6Fer
Date: J we7 /é, 2003

Name:
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APPENDIX B

Memorandum—National Park Service Response to Chronic Wasting Disease
of Deer and Elk, July 26, 2002

July 26, 2002

N16 (2300)

Memorandum

To: Regional Directors

From: Director /s/ Randy Jones (for)

Subject: National Park Service response to chronic wasting disease of deer and elk

The purpose of this memo is to provide regions and parks with guidance on the National Park Service
(NPS) response to chronic wasting disease (CWD), which is a fatal neurological disease of deer and elk.
The disease has occurred in a limited geographic area of northeastern Colorado and southeastern
Wyoming for over 20 years. Recently, CWD has been detected in captive and free-ranging deer and elk in
several new locations in the United States, including western Nebraska, southwestern South Dakota,
western Colorado, southern New Mexico, and for the first time east of the Mississippi River in
Wisconsin.

Although Rocky Mountain National Park is the only NPS unit where CWD is known to occur, several
NPS units are at high risk due to their close proximity to the newly identified areas of disease occurrence.
In addition, there is a definite likelihood that CWD will be detected in other areas of the country
following increases in surveillance for the disease. Therefore, CWD has become an issue of national
importance to wildlife managers and other interested publics, including the NPS.

CWD is in the family of diseases known as the transmissible spongiform encephalopathies (TSEs) or
prion diseases. Other TSEs include scrapie in sheep, bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE or mad
cow disease), and Creutzfeldt-Jacob disease (CJD) in humans. CWD causes brain lesions that result in
progressive weight loss, behavioral changes, and eventually death in affected deer and elk. There is
currently no evidence that CWD is transmissible to humans or domestic livestock; however, the disease
could limit populations of deer and elk and could result in profound impacts on the recreational value of
these species. In an attempt to control chronic wasting disease, the states of Colorado and Wisconsin are
drastically reducing free-ranging deer and elk numbers in affected areas.

The NPS, working within our mission and management policies, should cooperate with states in
preventing and controlling CWD in park units. Although the origin of CWD is unknown, it is strongly
suspected that CWD is a non-native disease of deer and elk in parks. Therefore, I am asking each region
and park to:

e Cooperate and coordinate with state wildlife and agriculture agencies regarding proposed
prevention, surveillance, research, and control actions for CWD.

e Parks in close proximity (60 miles) to areas where CWD has been detected should initiate
a targeted surveillance program to monitor for deer and elk with clinical signs of the
disease and submit samples for diagnostic testing from all deer and elk found dead.
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e Immediate action should be taken, on a limited scale, to address imminent threats such as
a deer or elk exhibiting clinical signs of CWD. Euthanasia of CWD suspect deer or elk
with samples submitted for diagnostic evaluation is a reasonable response.

e Prior to undertaking larger scale or multiple animal actions within a park (e.g., population
reduction of deer and elk) environmental planning documents, including NEPA and, if
applicable, Section 7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, will need to be
prepared.

e Proposed translocations of live deer or elk into or out of NPS units must receive critical
review and CWD risk assessment. Deer or elk will not be translocated from areas where
CWD is known to occur or where there is inadequate documentation to confirm absence
of the disease (i.e., prevalence <1% with a 99% confidence interval).

e Use of park or regional public affairs staff to assist in outreach to surrounding
communities and communications to park visitors regarding CWD and CWD
management is encouraged.

¢ Remain alert to potential threats from CWD and contact the NPS Biological Resource
Management Division (BRMD) or state wildlife agencies if further information or animal
testing is needed.

Chronic wasting disease is currently in the spotlight with the public, States, Department of the Interior
(DOI), United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), and Congress. A Congressional hearing on
CWD has been held and a joint DOI-USDA-State Working Group Task Force has been established to
address the CWD issue. The NPS has been an active participant in these processes. This broad level of
participation increases our need to remain internally connected and coordinated at the park, regional, and
national level, and to assure that our actions are consistent with agency policy.

The BRMD will provide assistance to regions and parks in prevention, surveillance, and control of CWD.
The BRMD has also partnered with the USGS National Wildlife Health Center to provide additional
assistance. General information and links to other websites on CWD are available through the BRMD
section of InsideNPS. If you have technical questions, need more information or animal testing, please
contact Dr. Margaret Wild, NPS Wildlife Veterinarian, BRMD, at (970) 225-3593. If you have policy
questions regarding NPS response to CWD, please contact Michael Soukup at (202) 208-3884.

cc: Max Peterson, IAFWA
Steve Williams, USFWS
Kathleen Clarke, BLM
Denny Fenn, USGS
Jake Hoogland, NPS EQD
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APPENDIX C

Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan
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l. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Adaptive management is a central theme of the action alternatives analyzed in the Elk Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement for Wind Cave National Park.

Monitoring of the bison, elk, and prairie dog populations and range forage/carrying capacity of park lands
are key to the success of this plan. Adaptive management is based on a continuing, iterative process of
applying management actions, monitoring consequences, evaluating monitoring results against objectives,
adjusting management actions, and using feedback to make future management decisions. The adaptive
management process for elk population within the Park would include evaluating the effects of
management actions (for example, reduction of elk numbers) on other biological resources within the
Park and identifying whether and how these practices should be modified to meet the objectives of the
selected management action for the Park. Monitoring activities would be selected and designed to test the
success and effectiveness of management actions in the Park. This proposed monitoring plan for the Elk
Management Plan would provide the basis for the monitoring activities.

The specific objectives of the monitoring plan are:
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e Reduce uncertainty of current conditions by gathering additional information where data
are lacking.

e Develop, if needed, and implement standardized protocols for data collection that are cost
effective, efficient, and explicitly linked to management actions. Also, develop
thresholds/criteria for data evaluation that will facilitate the adaptive management
process.

o Contribute to adaptive management by evaluating the success or failure of management
actions to conserve/improve biological integrity.

Sampling under the proposed monitoring plan is not intended to replace monitoring that has been or is
currently being performed under other programs in Wind Cave National Park (such as exotic species
monitoring). Instead, monitoring would use data already collected and implement additional sampling
protocols that may be developed for this plan.

Il.  MONITORING PROGRAM

A. Range Forage/Carrying Capacity

Wind Cave National Park is monitoring range production and condition within the park boundaries. By
determining forage availability and condition of the range, the park can determine how many grazing
animals it can support without degrading the range. These monitoring efforts provide the information
necessary to maintain native plant and animal populations.

The park currently determines the forage capacity (in Animal Unit Months) by using two Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) methods. The first is an ecological type paper exercise using the
NRCS Technical Guides for the Black Hills. The second is a research exercise using the NRCS double-
sampling method (NRCS 1997).

The park has approximately 28,295 acres of mixed-grass prairie and ponderosa pine forest with granite
outcrops, limestone plateaus, red valleys, and hogbacks. Approximately 63% is considered mixed-grass
prairie.

Animal Unit Month Estimate by Seral Stage Method

The first method divided the park into range sites and grazeable woodland sites. The NRCS guide
provides initial recommended stocking rates for each site in four different seral stage conditions (early,
ecarly intermediate, late intermediate, late), and three levels of canopy closure (sparse, medium, dense).
Late seral stage produces more “animal unit months” (AUMs) than land in early seral stage.

Once the park determined how many AUMs the land can support based on forage production estimates,
the number of grazing animals could be determined for each of the park’s key species. A population range
for each species could be determined through a forage allocation formula.

The NRCS methodology for determining AUMs allocates 50% of the forage for vegetation regeneration.
The remaining forage is split by allocating 25% for consumption by the key species, including bison and
elk at Wind Cave NP. The remaining 25% is allocated for other herbivores like antelope, deer, and
grasshoppers, as well as that portion damaged from natural events like storms and trampling. Prairie dogs
are accounted for in the AUMs by assigning range condition as early seral stage to all acres of prairie dog
towns.
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The AUMSs estimated to be available for bison and elk (25% of total available production), according to
the NRCS Technical Guides, are:

Range + Grazeable Woodland (Medium Canopy) Estimated AUMs Produced
If all park lands in Late Seral Stage 14,146

If all park lands in Late Intermediate Stage 10,065

If all park lands in Early Intermediate Stage 6,971

If all park lands in Early Seral Stage 3,448

According to this method, 14,146 is the most AUMSs the park can have available for bison, prairie dogs,
and elk during years of favorable conditions (e.g., average precipitation) if the entire park were in late
seral stage and all forested areas had a medium canopy cover. The only way to increase available AUMs
would be to decrease the amount of forest or to reduce forest canopy cover from medium to sparse in all
forested areas, increasing the amount of grasses available. However, this reduction in forest cover would
not result in a proportional increase in the amount of grass cover.

AUM Estimate by Double-Sampling

The second method used by the park was the NRCS double-sampling methodology of estimating
production in plots, and clipping/drying vegetation from plots. Thirty-six transects were placed
throughout the park within each category of range or grazeable woodland site.

The AUMs available for bison and elk (sampled from July to August of 2004) was 5,347, which was
lower than that predicted through AUM estimates by the seral stage method. The double-sampling data,
compared to the seral stage estimate described above, placed park vegetation between early intermediate
and early seral stages. However, actual field conditions placed park vegetation between late intermediate
and early intermediate stages. The double-sampling results may be low due to overgrazing, three years of
drought prior to the testing, and/or other potential factors. In addition, the double-sampling did not take
into account the grazing that occurred prior to sampling, or percent vegetative growth completed by date
of sampling.

Twelve more transects were added for the 2005 field season, and production within plots was estimated
for current year available production, and for current year production in absence of grazing. At the
beginning of the growth year, utilization cages (exclosures) were placed in association with several
transects. Vegetation within cages was clipped in the fall and the subsequent growth provided information
about forage production in the absence of grazers. Vegetation within the exclosures did not provide
information about the rate of production resulting from repeated foraging by wildlife. In 2005, forage
sampling showed the park produced 9,192 AUMSs, compared to 5,347 in 2004.

Conclusion from Both Methods

Available forage for elk may vary from year to year (as demonstrated by 2004 and 2005 double-sampling
results), depending on environmental conditions (i.e., temperature, rainfall, etc.), the number of foragers
using the range, the number of acres of prairie dog towns, and the ability of the vegetation to recover
from the previous year’s usage.

The maximum AUMs possible using the seral stage method could be 14,146 AUMs produced, assuming
the entire park was in late seral stage and medium canopy. However, only a small portion of the park’s
land is in late seral stage (about 10%) and the park has no plans to manage toward a larger percentage of
late seral stage. Park staff decided to use 10,065 AUM of estimated annual production as a benchmark for
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determining available forage. If all park lands were in late intermediate seral stage, the park would be
expected to produce 10,065 AUMs annually.

The vegetation within prairie dog towns ranges from late intermediate to early intermediate seral stage (as
determined through field surveys), resulting in the estimated annual forage production to drop from
10,065 AUMs to 9,385 AUMs with 2,800 acres of prairie dog colonies. If these acres trend from late
intermediate to early seral stage (due to the presence of prairie dogs), the estimated annual forage
production would decrease from 10,065 AUMs to 8,945 AUMs. In an effort to be as conservative as
possible with its range land, the park will consider all prairie dog acres as early seral stage, resulting in an
estimated 8,945 AUMs available for elk and bison. Adjusting the AUMs in this way to account for prairie
dogs eliminates the need to conduct detailed prairie dog counts and to assign specific AUMs for prairie
dog consumption.

The preliminary results of the 2005 double-sampling found 9,192 AUMs; 2005 was considered to be an
average year. Given that the estimates from both methods were very close, the NRCS estimate of 8,945
AUMs (adjusted for 2,800 acres of prairie dogs) was suggested to be representative of average annual
forage production available for bison and elk.

The available forage may vary from year to year depending on the weather conditions (especially
rainfall), the number of other foragers using the range, and the ability of the vegetation to recover from
the previous year’s usage. To represent the forage production/availability in a drought year, the 2004
sampling data (5,347 AUM’s) was recommended to be considered as a minimum available forage
production year.

Custer State Park, which is located to the north of Wind Cave NP, uses a similar seral stage method,
which estimates base forage condition during the summer. An estimate of forage production for a
particular site is obtained from the NRCS production tables and range site inventories for condition class.
Based on the water year (October through September), Custer State Park projects what the range will
produce the next summer. This is done prior to the fall reductions of elk and bison (via hunting and
roundups). If the forage projection indicates the range will produce 80% of normal forage, they will
reduce wildlife and bison populations to 80% of normal.

By completing the production estimates prior to the fall, estimates of animals the range could support
could also be completed in the fall by Wind Cave NP. Animals that would exceed available projected
forage would be removed, either through hunting outside the park, or by other means within the park.

B.  Wildlife Population Estimates

Wind Cave National Park uses two methods to survey elk. The first is aerial counts to obtain an over-
wintering herd size. These are usually conducted between January and March when there is snow cover
on the ground to aid in spotting elk from the air. The second survey method is ground count of elk. This
method is not as accurate as aerial methods, but is utilized to get estimates of the number of elk utilizing
the Park throughout the year.

Following the completion of the bison roundup and while helicopters are still available, an aerial survey
is conducted to count the bison that have not been captured. This is done prior to the release of captured
bison back into the park. With bison contained in the corral facility, a count of the remaining animals in
the park is easily facilitated to get a total count of bison in the park. The number of calves counted is the
major determinant of the number of bison yearlings to be culled the following year.
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A monitoring program also exists to determine the acreage used by prairie dogs and the size of the park’s
population. Monitoring consists of mapping prairie dog colony acreages and conducting prairie dog
burrow counts.

1. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AND ASSOCIATED MONITORING
NEEDS

For each management action, the monitoring actions and objectives would remain the same, regardless of
the alternative chosen.

Management actions and their associated monitoring requirements would remain constant for any of the
action alternatives chosen. Under the no-action alternative (alternative A), current elk management
practices would continue.

Adaptive
Management

Are
Momnitor Indicators Adjust
- Yes oo
Vegetative Adversely Wildlife
Indicators Affected? Populations

Maintain

Wildlife
Populations

FIGURE 1. ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Key Data

Wildlife

Elk population - information on elk numbers utilizing the park is critical; after elk population reduction, it
would be necessary to complete follow-up counts to determine the success of reduction efforts. Of
particular importance would be a determination of elk moving into the park from adjacent lands to

determine after-treatment population and potential migration patterns.

Prairie dog colonies — information is needed in order to correlate the acres of park lands moved into early
seral stage and thus reduced in forage productivity.

Bison population — information is needed in conjunction with forage utilization and availability.
Vegetation

Vegetative ecological type - required in order to determine animal unit months available according to
range sites. This is used in conjunction with NRCS initial recommended stocking rates for each site.
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Vegetative production of plots - needed to determine the actual forage production of park lands. This is
completed by actual surveys using the NRCS double-sampling methodology of estimating production in
plots, and clipping/drying vegetation from thirty-six transects located within the park.

Descriptions of monitoring protocols for each data category are provided in attachment 1 to this appendix.
The descriptions include a brief explanation of the protocol itself and the reason for collecting the data.

IV. ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

The adaptive management framework describes two different adaptive management strategies. First, the
park will evaluate the effectiveness of implementing its preferred alternative. Second, the target elk
population level will be evaluated in terms of impacts to the vegetation and the forage allocation. Each of
these strategies are described below.

Management Action Strategy

As described in Chapter 2, the park has identified Alternative B as its preferred alternative. This
alternative requires changes in the park fence that will allow elk to disperse to areas outside the park
where they will become part of the huntable elk population. This alternative is intended to be used during
both the initial reduction and maintenance phases. However, there is a certain level of uncertainty as to
whether the elk will move outside the park in sufficient numbers and whether adequate numbers of
hunters will participate and be successful. If these conditions cannot be met, the park will adjust its
management action in one of two ways. If conditions cannot be met during the initial reduction phase,
then the park will use initial reduction actions described in Alternative C, thus allowing it to meet its
population objectives while still being able to utilize any available meat. If conditions cannot be
maintained during the maintenance phase of the plan, the park will implement maintenance actions
described in Alternative D.

If the preferred alternative is implemented in the fall of 2009, the population of elk using the park would
be approximately 815, based on the current numbers of about 650. Under the preferred alternative, it
would take 4 years to get into the range of 232-475 animals using the park and 6 years to reduce the
population of elk using the park to the target of 232 (low end of the range) and allow the population to
begin fluctuating on its own. If, however, after the second year, the population of elk using the park is not
within 5% +/- 482 animals, the population would not be reducing at a rate fast enough to reach planned
population goals. Therefore, park management could move to alternative C.

Once the monitoring program has been initiated and key data collected, the data would be evaluated and
interpreted to determine if a change in management direction would be needed, based on the management
objectives. This would be done as Park staff evaluates the data, based on the carrying capacity of the Park
(i.e., AUMs) to guide the decision. Park staff would be charged with refining evaluation
thresholds/criteria, assessing whether the data indicate that some thresholds have been exceeded or that
biological integrity of the system is being compromised and deciding if a change in management actions
is necessary. At this point in time, a formal decision support model has not been developed for use in this
proposed monitoring plan; rather, the following outlines a decision support framework, or decision
protocol, that has been developed to provide for a consistent, integrated interpretation of the data, using
the best science available. The interpretation would drive future adaptive management decisions, as
indicated in figure 2.

344 WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK



A\

z/ E‘ﬁ.‘r_faﬁon &

FIGURE 2. ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

Integral to the adaptive management component of the framework, is continued monitoring and
evaluation, as needed, to ensure the management objectives for the Park are being met.

A. Framework for Decisions

The basic framework would initially involve park staff examining the biological indicators (the key data
categories discussed above) to evaluate the condition of the park carrying capacity (the “observed”),
relative to a selected baseline (the “expected”). Park staff would examine all the key data or indicator
values that would be monitored. Staff would interpret the suite of data as a whole, examining the
indicator values, the amount of difference between “observed” and “expected” values, and the
interdependence among various factors to evaluate park carrying capacity and wildlife population levels.

In general, the “expected” baseline would consist of similar data from reference sites — derived from areas
of the same or similar class. General park sites would be assigned based on work performed through the
NRCS Technical Guides for the Black Hills (NRCS 1997). As previously stated, the first level of
classification divided the park into range sites and grazeable woodland sites. The second level of
classification, representing smaller variations in ecological habitat, would also be considered by
examining each site in four different seral stage conditions (early, early intermediate, late intermediate,
late), and three levels of canopy closure (sparse, medium, dense).

Data from each site could also be compared with the baseline conditions of the site, or previously
obtained monitoring results, to see what changes have occurred at the site over time. Using this as a
baseline would not imply that this would serve as the desired condition for the site. It would, however,
provide a baseline from which it would be possible to determine if application of the management actions
are resulting in the desired change and the conditions at the site are moving in the desired direction (in
other words, is the observed change meeting the management objectives?).

If the observed change (such as reduction in an individual species density and reestablishment of
indicator taxa) is meeting management objectives, management actions for the Park would not be
changed. If, however, there has been no change or a significant change from the expected/desired value,
and this cannot be explained by variables other than wildlife population and forage utilization, a change
in the management action would be indicated. Figure 3 provides an illustration of the basic decision
framework.
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FIGURE 3. BAsIC DECISION FRAMEWORK

B. Evaluation Thresholds

Absent a formal model, Park staff would be charged with evaluating the levels of change and their
implication for wildlife population management. The actual thresholds/criteria for each range site cannot
be defined at this time but would be defined initially by Park staff based on previously collected data.
Thresholds for each data type would include the actual measurements/observations plus the associated
data variability. The thresholds would be refined by Park staff as the monitoring program progresses.
Park trends, as monitored in reference sites, would be factored into all management decisions. Any
changes in wildlife management would require consideration of all appropriate data in a line-of-evidence
approach.

If the data for a parameter are qualitative, the observed changes would be classified as minor, moderate,
or major and considered in conjunction with the quantifiable data.

Results of the annual monitoring of the park’s forage would be used to adjust the number of elk to be
removed the following year. Several examples follow as to how the adaptive management approach could
be implemented based on different outcomes:

a) If forage regeneration occurs prior to meeting the initial elk population goal, the elk population
goal would be adjusted upward to the density that would still allow regeneration to occur.

b) Ifno response in forage regeneration occurs within three years after the initial elk population goal
was reached, the elk population goal could be lowered further.

c) Ifthe initial elk population goal was not reached within 2 years, additional efforts would be made
to reach the desired population through the use of other reduction methods described in the plan.
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ATTACHMENT 1: SURVEY PROTOCOLS

The categories listed below cover data categories that must be collected in the field.

Vegetative Surveys
Estimating and harvesting (double sampling) (NRCS 1997)

The double-sampling method is to be used in making most production and composition determinations.
The procedure is:

e Select a study area consisting of one soil taxonomic unit. This should be a benchmark soil or
taxonomic unit that is an important component of a rangeland ecological site or forest land
ecological site.

e Select plots to be examined at random.

e The number of plots selected depends on the purpose for which the estimates are to be used,
uniformity of the vegetation, and other factors. A minimum of 10 plots should be selected for all
data to be used in determining rangeland ecological sites or other interpretive groupings and for
data for use in the Ecological Site Information System. If vegetation distribution is very irregular
and 10 plots will not give an adequate sampling, 20 plots can be selected. Fewer than 10 plots can
be used if data are to be used for planning or application work with landowners, but the data
should not be entered in the Ecological Site Information System.

e Adapt size and shape of plots to the kind of plant cover to be sampled. Plots can be circular,
square, or rectangular. The area of a plot can be expressed in square feet, in acres, or in square
meters.

If vegetation is relatively short and plot markers can be easily placed, 1.92-, 2.40-, 4.80-, and 9.60-
square-foot plots are well suited to use in determining production in pounds per acre. The 9.6- square-foot
plot is generally used in areas where vegetation density and production are relatively light. The smaller
plots, especially the 1.92-square-foot plot, are satisfactory in areas of homogeneous, relatively dense
vegetation like that occurring in meadows and throughout the plains and prairie regions. Plots larger than
9.6 square feet should be used where vegetation is very sparse and heterogeneous.

If the vegetation consists of trees or large shrubs, larger plots must be used. If the tree or shrub cover is
uniform, a 66- by 66-foot plot of 0.1 acre is suitable. If vegetation is unevenly spaced, a more accurate
sample can be obtained by using a 0.1-acre plot, 4.356 feet wide and 1,000 feet long. For statistical
analyses, 10 plots of 0.01 acre are superior to a single 0.1 acre plot.

If vegetation is mixed, two sizes of plots generally are needed. A series of 10 square or rectangular plots
of 0.01 acre and a smaller plot, such as the 9.6-square-foot plot nested in a designated corner of each
larger plot, is suitable. The 0.01- acre plot is used for trees or large shrubs, and the smaller plot for lower
growing plants. Weights of the vegetation from both plots are then converted to pounds per acre.
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Plots with area expressed in square meters are used if production is to be determined in kilograms per
hectare. If the plots are nested, production from both plots must be recorded in the same units of measure.
For example, a plot 20 meters by 20 meters (or other dimensions that equal 400 meters) can be used for
measuring the tree and shrub vegetation and a 1-meter plot nested in a designated corner can be used for
measuring the low-growing plants. Determine the production from both in grams and convert the grams
to kilograms per hectare. Plots of 0.25, 1, 10, 100, and 400 square meters are commonly used.

After plots are selected, estimate and record the weight of each species in each plot using the weight-unit
method. When estimating or harvesting plants, include all parts of plants whose stems originate in the
plot, including all aboveground parts that extend beyond a plot boundary. Exclude all parts of herbaceous
plants and shrubs whose stems originate outside a plot, even though their foliage may overlap into the
plot.

After weights have been estimated on all plots, select the plots to be harvested. The plots selected should
include all or most of the species in the estimated plots. If an important species occurs on some of the
estimated plots, but not on the harvested plots, it can be clipped individually on one or more plots. The
number of plots harvested depends on the number estimated. To adequately correct the estimates,
research indicates at least one plot should be harvested for each seven estimated. At least 2 plots are to be
harvested if 10 are estimated, and 3 are to be harvested if 20 are estimated.

Harvest, weigh, and record the weight of each species in the plots selected for harvesting. Harvest all
herbaceous plants originating in the plot at ground level. Harvest all current leaf, twig, and fruit
production of woody plants originating in the plots. If harvesting forage production only, then harvest to a
height of 4.5 feet above the ground on forest land sites.

Correct estimated weights by dividing the harvested weight of each species by the estimated weight for
the corresponding species on the harvested plots. This factor is used to correct the estimates for that
species in each plot. A factor of more than 1.0 indicates that the estimate is too low. A factor lower than
1.0 indicates that the estimate is too high.

After plots are estimated and harvested and correction factors for estimates computed, air-dry percentages
are determined by air-drying the harvested materials or by selecting the appropriate factor from an air-dry
percentage table (see exhibit 4-2). Values for each species are then corrected to air-dry pounds per acre or
kilograms per hectare for all plots. Average weight and percentage composition can then be computed for
the sample area.

Harvesting

This method is similar to the double-sampling method except that all plots are harvested. The double-
sampling procedures for estimating weight by species and the subsequent correction of estimates do not
apply. If the harvesting method is used, selection and harvest of plots and conversion of harvested weight
to air-dry pounds per acre or kilograms per hectare are performed according to the procedures described
for double sampling.

Units of production and conversion factors
All production data are to be expressed as air-dry weight in pounds per acre (Ib/acre) or in kilograms per

hectare (kg/ha). The field weight must be converted to air-dry weight. This may require drying or the use
of locally developed conversion tables.
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Converting weight to pounds per acre or kilograms per hectare—The weight of vegetation on plots
measured in square feet or in acres can be estimated and harvested in grams or in pounds, but weight is
generally expressed in grams. To convert grams per plot to pounds per acre, use the following
conversions:

1.92 ft* plots—multiply grams by 50
2.40 ft* plots—multiply grams by 40
4.80 ft* plots—multiply grams by 20
9.60 ft* plots—multiply grams by 10
96.0 ft* plots—multiply grams by 1

In the metric system, a square-meter plot (or multiple thereof) is used. Weight on these plots is estimated
or harvested in grams and converted to kilograms per hectare. A hectare equals 10,000 square meters. A
kilogram equals 1,000 grams. To convert grams per plot to kilograms per hectare, use the following
conversions:

0.25 m’ plots—multiply grams by 40

1 m® plots—multiply grams by 10

10 m” plots—multiply grams by 1

100 m? plots—multiply grams by 0.10
400 m? plots—multiply grams by 0.025

When assisting landowners and operators in determining approximate production, express data in pounds
per acre. Use the following factors to convert from one system to another:

To convert To Multiply by
Metric units:

Kilograms per hectare Pounds per acre 0.891
Kilograms Pounds 2.2046
Hectares Acres 2.471
English units:

Pounds per acre Kilograms per hectare 1.12
Pounds Kilograms 0.4536
Acres Hectares 0.4047

Converting green weight to air-dry weight—If exact production figures are needed or if air-dry weight
percentage figures have not been previously determined and included in tables, retain and dry enough
samples or harvested material to determine air-dry weight percentages. The percentage of total weight
that is air-dry weight for various types of plants at different stages of growth is provided in exhibit 4-2.
These percentages are based on currently available data and are intended for interim use. As additional
data from research and field evaluations become available, these figures will be revised. Air-dry weight
percentages listed in the exhibit can be used for other species having growth characteristics similar to
those of the species listed in the exhibit. States that have prepared their own tables of air-dry percentages
on the basis of actual field experience can substitute them for the tables in exhibit 4-2. Local
conservationists are encouraged to develop these tables for local conditions and species. Some
interpolation must be done in the field to determine air-dry percentages for growth stages other than those
listed.
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The relationship of green weight of air-dry weight varies according to such factors as exposure, amount
of shading, time since last rain, and unseasonable dry periods. Several samples of plant material should be
harvested and air-dried each season to verify the factors shown or to establish factors for local use.

Wildlife Surveys

Elk census. Aerial surveys can be used to estimate the number of over-wintering elk by counting all elk
observed. This is not intended to get an actual count of all animals, as this is impractical. However, it is
intended to obtain an estimate of the number of elk within the Park. These are usually conducted between
January and March when there is snow cover on the ground to aid in spotting elk from the air. In addition,
ground counting of elk may also supplement population estimates. This method is not as accurate as
aerial methods, as animals move and it is difficult to get people into all parts of the Park simultaneously
to cover animal movement from one area to another.

Bison census. Aerial survey can be used to estimate the number of bison within the Park. Again, with the
improbability of counting every bison within the Park, this is intended to obtain an estimate of the number
of bison within the Park. The most opportune time to do this is in conjunction with bison roundups, as
helicopters are available and it is only necessary to count the bison that have not been captured. With
captured bison contained in the corral facility, a count of the remaining animals in the park is easily
facilitated thereby giving the park a total count of bison within the park boundaries.

Prairie dog colony census.

e Delineation of the prairie dog colony edge is an exercise in creating an artificial margin along a
disturbed gradient. Therefore, consistency and precision must be balanced with practicality and
common sense.

e On larger colonies, or colonies where the edge can not easily be identified, colored flags can be
used to mark the edge of the colony before conducting the GPS mapping.

e Ifusing the GeoExplorer 3 GPS units, use the “Prairie Dog Colony” Data Dictionary to collect
data. If the colony can easily be GPS’d during a single session, and continuity is obvious, you
may select the “Colony Polygon” as your feature. If the town is quite large, or the edges are not
easily discernable, you may use the “Colony Line” feature. By using the “Colony Line” feature,
you can stop and close the file at any time. Just be sure to begin a new file where you left off with
the first file. The GIS Specialist can then connect all line segment files, and the area can be
calculated.

e Select a starting point with a flag and begin walking the colony edge in either direction.

e Utilize the following criteria to delineate the colony edge: a) Visually identify the dominant
vegetation clip line when present; b) when continuity of a vegetation clip line falters, is not
apparent or cannot be reasonably determined, continue to encircle the colony with an imaginary
line which incorporates the extent of active burrows (fresh scat within 0.5 meters of burrow)
within five meters of actively grazed prairie dog colony. There may be exploratory burrows at a
great distance from the main colony, but burrows > 5 meters should be excised, if they appear to
be “outliers”; otherwise extensive areas of un-colonized grassland could be included. Include all
clip line and all active burrows < 5 meters outside clip line (see figure 1).

e If there are major undulating changes in the perimeter of the colony polygon, place colored flags
approximately 10 meters apart, which will clearly delineate these changes. This can be done
while walking the colony edge.
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e Completely walk the entire colony edge, arriving back to the initial flag, thus closing the colony
polygon.

Because of time and personnel constraints, the Park is examining other methods to map active prairie dog
colonies by using aerial photography or satellite imagery and comparing the results with on-the-ground
sampling. Alternative methods of estimating prairie dog colonies remotely, that provide statistically
comparable data to ground mapping, may be utilized in place of current methods.
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APPENDIX D

Cost Assumptions

COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVES B, C AND D

Alternative B. Hunting Outside the Park”

e $150,000-$170,000 to raise fence; 4-5 month process
e $12,000 to construct/install 12 gates
e Hazing about $3000/year for initial reduction and maintenance

o At 4 years the cost would be $174,000 (using $150,000), while at 6 years the cost would
be $180,000.

Alternative C. Roundup and Live Shipment or Slaughter*

b)

¢)
d)

e Roundup charges are based on the need of 2 helicopters at $800/hour for approximately 5
days. This is 8 hours X $800/hour X 5 days X 2 helicopters = $64,000/year or $128,000.
Maintenance costs would be approximately the same for a single year.

e Personnel costs (based on a mid-level GS-07) would require 30 people for 5 days, or 30
people X $30/hr X 40 hours = $36,000 X 2 years = $72,000 for the roundup.
Maintenance costs would approximate the single year cost.

e Ifa partner is found:

One processing facility quoted a price of $45/animal to grind into hamburger. These would be
processed in lots of 10 animals to allow for smaller amounts of loss given the possibility of
CWD positives. Facility reps also recommend not dealing with calves because of the small
amount of meat obtained for the work/cost. If 300 animals were to be removed from the park
each year, and assuming a sex ratio of 1:1.8 and 2007 cow/calf numbers, then 3 of every 16
animals is a calf. That means that 56 of every 300 animals destroyed would be calves. In
other words, only 244 bulls/cows need be shipped to reach the 300 animals processed in a
year. With that, the cost would be 244 animals X $45/animal = $10,980/year or @$22,000 for
the 2 years. There may be a cost for killing and disposal of calves that is not factored in.
Pot-bellied trucks could hold 100-110 cows and 60-80 bulls. At the time of these quotes, the
standard trucking rate was $3.30/mile. Bridgewater Meats is 370 miles from Wind Cave
National Park, equating to an approximate 750 mile trip/truck, or $2,475/truck. For 300
animals to be processed each year it would take 3 trucks or $7,425/year or $14,850 for the 2
years.

No cost estimates are available for distributing meat to willing takers.

Maintenance costs at 28 animals/year would be 28 animals X $45/animal = $1,260 for
processing and a single truck transportation costs of approximately $2,475 totaling
$3,735/year.

e If no partner is found:

The largest incinerator (S-327) burning wood can burn 8 tons per hour. It is recommended
that when burning elk, a ratio of 1:1 is maintained with wood, which would reduce the
burning to 4 tons of elk burned per hour. If we estimate the average animal at 500 pounds,
then 16 elk could be burned per hour or 128 animals in an 8 hour day. The largest burner cost
was $115,000 and the smaller burner (S-220) is $80.000 and burns approximately half the
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amount of the larger. This does not take into account the wood needed for burning, but with
the amount of USFS forest thinning done in the area, an agreement to use slash for burning
would be no problem. A minimum cost could be assumed at $500/year. Assuming the larger
burner is used, approximately 3 days of burning would be required. Personnel costs would
include a loader operator/burner (to load the burner with wood and carcasses and keep the
process going). Based on previous estimates of $30/hr, this would be 3 days X 8 hours X
$30/hr = $720 over 2 years for a minimum of $1,440. The total cost for incineration would be
$115,000 for the incinerator, $500/year for wood, and the personnel time of $720/year. The
S-220 would burn about 1/2 that amount and personnel costs would double.

b) Fees at a typical landfill are charged by the ton (2006=$39 per ton / 2007=$43 per ton /
2008=$47 per ton). Other Fees = annual fee $10. Again, assuming each animal weighs 500
Ibs, the cost would be 300 animals X 500 Ibs/animal / 2000/ton X $47 + $10.40 = $3,535 in
2008 and 300 animals X 500 Ibs/animal / 2000/ton X $51/year = $3,825 or $7,360 for 2
years.

¢) Maintenance costs for incineration would equate to 1 day of burning X $30/hour wages =
$240/year for incineration. Maintenance costs for landfill would be for approximately 7 tons
of carcasses X $57/ton = $399.

e At 2 years the cost to complete initial reduction if meat were donated would be $236,850,
no donation with incineration of carcasses would be approximately $316,940, and no
donation with landfill of carcasses would approximately $207,360.

e Maintenance would be $103,735/year if meat were donated, $100,240 for incineration,
and $100,399 for landfill.

Alternative D. Sharpshooting”

e For the first 3 years approximately 200 elk would need to be removed and the 4™ year
only 52 elk would be removed. Assuming $400/elk to shoot (based on APHIS $550/elk
which includes transport out) would amount to 200 elk shot X $400/elk = $80,000/year
for 3 years and 52 elk shot X $400/elk = $20,800 for the 4" year for initial reduction.

e Helicopter to sling load carcasses $1,000/hour. If it took the full 8 days to shoot and
remove the 200 elk the cost would be 8 days X 8 hours X $1,000/hour = $64,000/year for
the first 3 years and 2 days X 8 hours X $1,000 = $16,000 for the 4" year, totaling
$208,000 for initial reduction.

¢ Incineration and landfill costs would be the same as those quoted for Alternative C.
Hence, incineration of the carcasses would cost approximately $1,220/year and landfill
would cost approximately $399/year.

e Cost for population reduction would be $472,880 if carcasses were incinerated and
$469,596 if carcasses were landfilled.

e At the population target of 232 and 28 animals to remove/year for maintenance, the cost
would be $400/animal X 28 animals shot = $11,200. The carcasses would be left in on
the ground at that point.

“email message forwarded to Kathy Joyner by Dan Roddy on 7/18/2006, prepared by Dan Foster
“cost assumptions from 11/6-7/2007 meeting at Wind Cave National Park
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BACKGROUND

The National Park Service Biological Resources Management Division (BRMD) has submitted a request
to the National Park Service Public Health Program (PHP) for the development of guidance regarding the
human consumption of elk and deer meat gathered from Parks in areas affected by chronic wasting
disease (CWD). Several parks are facing decisions on what options to use if they decide to use lethal
culling techniques to manage their cervid herds. Using the meat for human consumption is one of the
alternatives being considered by Parks. Therefore, there is a need for consistent NPS guidance regarding
the use of cervid meat for human consumption from areas affected by CWD. This document is meant to
be a brief overview of the issues surrounding CWD as it relates to public health, and a summary of the
PHP recommendations.

Chronic wasting disease belongs to a group of diseases known as transmissible spongiform
encephalopathies (TSE’s), which includes scrapie, bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), and
Cruetzfeldt-Jakob disease (CJD). TSE’s cause distinctive lesions in the brain and consistently result in
death. The history, details, and theories of infectivity of CWD are well chronicled in many of the
references at the end of this document, and therefore will not be included in this discussion.

PUBLIC HEALTH RISK

Current research consensus indicates that the health risk for human’s that consume elk and deer infected
with CWD if any, is extremely low. Based on analysis of existing epidemiologic and laboratory studies,
there is currently no established link between CWD and similar human TSE diseases. However, current
literature reviewed by the PHP and subject area experts contacted during the preparation of this
document, agree that there is still more to be learned and that many questions remain unanswered about
the transmissibility of CWD to humans.

A related animal disease, bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), has been causally linked to the
human form of that disease known as variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (vCJD). This has raised new
concerns about the possibility of CWD crossing the species barrier and infecting humans that consume
meat from infected elk and deer (1). While current evidence indicates that the differences between
BSE/vCJID and CWD are significant, there is still ongoing research to establish whether CWD can cross
the human species barrier. Given the early state of our knowledge about this issue, many subject area
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researchers and public health authorities believe that it is wise to take some basic precautions to protect
human health when eating meat from deer or elk that come from areas known to have CWD (1).

Laboratory studies characterizing the molecular similarities between the agents of BSE and vCJD were
critical in establishing a link between the two diseases. Similar studies on CWD and human TSE cases
have been completed, and have not found the same strong evidence establishing a link between CWD and
human TSE’s (1). One in-vitro, cell free, conversion reaction study showed that there may be a molecular
barrier that limits human susceptibility to CWD (5). While human prions were susceptible to conversion
to the abnormal CWD prion, the efficiency of conversion was >14 fold lower than the conversion of the
normal cervid prion and >5 fold weaker than the conversion of human prions that was induced by CJD
prions. While this study indicates that CWD prion induced conversion of human prions is possible in-
vitro and in a cell free situation, it does seem to indicate that there is a molecular level barrier for humans
against infection with CWD. Current studies using transgenic mice that express human and cervid prion
proteins may prove very helpful in further assessing the potential for CWD to infect humans (1).

Epidemiologic studies have explored the possibility of a link between consumption of deer or elk meat
from CWD endemic areas and clusters of human cases of CJID or other TSE’s (1). Twelve different
human cases of CJD have been investigated for a possible causal link with CWD of deer or elk (1). In
none of these cases was the human TSE causally linked to consumption of deer or elk meat from CWD
endemic areas. In all cases, the agents causing the human case of CJD was molecularly characterized as
an agent distinctly different than the CWD infectious agent. Additionally, the rate of human CJD cases in
the CWD historic areas (NE Colorado and SE Wyoming) where people have presumably been exposed to
consumption of CWD positive animals for decades is not higher than the national average of ~1 case per
1,000,000 (1). Current epidemiology studies are set to track occurrence of human prion disease among
persons with increased risk of exposure to CWD infected cervid meat. Because of the long and somewhat
uncertain incubation periods of prion diseases, epidemiologic studies that definitively prove or disprove a
link between CWD and human TSE’s may take years to be completed. Due to this area of uncertainty,
potential exposure to the CWD agent should be minimized through following the recommendations of the
public health community (1).

A recently published study clearly demonstrated the presence of CWD prions in skeletal muscle of CWD
infected mule deer (9). The study demonstrated an increased risk of human exposure to the prion;
however it did not indicate an increased risk/ability of the CWD prion to cause human disease. The ability
(or lack of ability) of the CWD prion to cause human disease is still not well defined, and there is still no
evidence that CWD has ever caused human disease. Therefore, CWD’s ability or lack of ability to cause
human disease still needs to be defined before the public health significance of this study can be
determined. While the results of the study are a significant addition to our body of knowledge, at this time
it does not by itself indicate an increased risk to human health. New knowledge contributed by this study
is simply that humans who handle or consume meat from deer in advanced stages of CWD are probably
exposed to the CWD prion. Additionally, it should be noted that the study did not include a treatment
group of CWD positive deer that were still symptom free and healthy appearing. Therefore, it is still
unclear if healthy appearing animals that are CWD positive would have prions present in skeletal muscle
at any level.

MINIMIZING HUMAN EXPOSURE TO THE CWD AGENT

While many public health officials and agencies have made recommendations on the practice of
consuming elk and deer from CWD endemic areas, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC), in their journal Emerging Infectious Diseases, has recently published the most complete and up to
date summary of recommendations. The recommendations for hunters in areas where CWD occurs are as
follows.
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e Follow advice given by public health and wildlife agencies
e Avoid eating meat from deer and elk that look sick or test positive for CWD

e Wear gloves when field dressing carcasses
e Bone out the meat from the animal
e Minimize handling of brain and spinal cord tissues

e Avoid eating specific deer and elk tissues, which are known to harbor high levels of the CWD
agent (e.g., brain, spinal cord, eyes, spleen, tonsils, and lymph nodes).

CWD POLICIES OF COLORADO, WYOMING AND WISCONSIN

Colorado, Wyoming, and Wisconsin have all dealt extensively with issues related to the management of
CWD and possible human health problems related to CWD. All three states have official CWD
management plans. Their approaches to managing the disease in the deer and elk herds differ, but all
three have taken a similar approach to managing the issue of human consumption of meat from CWD
animals.

Based on recommendations of the CDC, World Health Organization, and their own TSE experts, the
states have adopted a philosophy of “informed consent” with respect to human consumption. Hunters in
areas with endemic CWD are given information about the disease, informed of the option to have their
deer or elk carcasses tested and advised not to consume the meat until results are obtained. They are also
advised not to eat any animals that test positive for CWD.

Additionally, each of the three states has policies allowing the donation of meat from animals harvested
in CWD endemic areas. Wisconsin, due to attempts to eradicate CWD in their endemic areas is trying to
reduce the overall population of deer by encouraging hunters to harvest more animals. Due to hunters not
wanting to waste the meat, Wisconsin has actually established a “Venison Donation Program” whereby
hunters can donate the meat which is given to participating food pantries. Wyoming also has a policy
formally written into their CWD Management Plan allowing donation of deer and elk carcasses obtained
from CWD endemic areas to individuals. Wyoming’s policy does not allow donation to organizations or
entities for redistribution. Authorities from Colorado indicate that the state does donate elk and deer from
known CWD areas for human consumption. All three states’ policies require that carcasses test negative
for CWD before donation for human consumption.

NPS PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS
DIFFERENT SITUATIONS

The PHP recognizes two broad categories under which a park may face the issue of human consumption
of cervid meat. Parks may choose to use controlled NPS culling followed by donation of meat; or they
may choose to use some form of public hunt to manage cervid herds. There are some important
distinctions between these two methods in the details of managing the public health aspects of human
consumption of the meat. Therefore, the following Suggested Guidelines section is broken into four
separate sections. Any park referring to these guidelines should be careful to use the section that applies
the park’s specific situation. Additionally, it is possible that a specific situation may not clearly fall into
one set of guidelines, in which case the PHP would be available to assist in making a case by case
decision.
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Since there is currently no scientific evidence linking the consumption of meat from deer or elk in areas
with historic CWD to human disease, the PHP finds no compelling reason based on the current scientific
literature to prohibit the practice of donating meat from these animals. A link between CWD and human
disease has neither been proved nor disproved. In this situation, and given the current state of our
knowledge about this issue, it is appropriate for NPS to use an abundance of caution when approaching
this issue.

While the policy of testing each carcass for CWD before donation makes good common sense, it is
important to note that the CWD tests are not sensitive enough to be thought of as a “food safety test”, i.e.
a negative result does not guarantee that the animal does not have CWD. Animals in the earlier stages of
infection may not test positive (8). This is especially true for elk.

Due to the uncertainty about CWD’s potential to impact human health we recommend that should any
park within 60 miles of a known CWD case decide to cull and donate meat or use public hunts, NPS
actively ensures a process of gaining “informed consent.” Wherever possible, NPS should maintain direct
control over the education and consent process. The PHP does not recommend leaving the informed
consent process to a third party such as a food pantry or soup kitchen. It may be possible to work with
such entities to ensure that people choosing to consume this meat are properly informed. An additional,
but ethical rather than public health question is whether it is acceptable to offer this meat to people who
might feel economic pressure to consume it even if they would prefer not to.

DEFINITION OF AN AREA AFFECTED BY CWD FOR MEAT
DONATION

For the purposes of this guidance on use of meat for human consumption, an Area Affected by CWD can
be any one of the following general categories:

e Any park unit that falls within a geographical area in which CWD is historically known to occur,
or within an area declared “endemic” by local, state, or federal authorities (see Guidance Section
1) AND/OR;

e Any park unit within 60 miles of a confirmed positive case of CWD in either free-ranging or
captive cervids (see Guidance Section 2) AND/OR;

e Any park unit participating in CWD surveillance testing of animals when meat from the animals
in the herd will be made available for human consumption regardless of historic range, regardless
of “endemic” status, or regardless of distance from any confirmed positive CWD cases (see
Guidance Section 2) AND/OR;

e Any park unit allowing public hunting of cervids AND that falls into category 1 or 2(see
Guidance Section 4).

Note: Throughout this guidance document, the NPS Public Health Program has attempted to provide
some general advice on CWD and human consumption of meats. However, on an emerging issue such as
this, where the science is young and there are still significant unknowns, written guidance that addresses
all variables is problematic at best.

Individual situations will vary widely and any park unit faced with this issue is strongly encouraged to

consult with the PHP so that we may jointly determine the level of control and informed consent that is
appropriate for each unique situation
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REMOVAL OF “AREA AFFECTED BY CWD” STATUS

The PHP recognizes that with an emerging disease such as CWD the science and subsequent
recommendations for minimizing public health risks may change. Therefore, PHP recommends that all
parks considering donation of cervid meat follow the Public Health Guidance. Changes between general
“AREA AFFECTED?” categories and exemptions from guidance will be considered on a case by case
basis and will be based on:

e Level of CWD surveillance sampling.

e Time since last detected case of CWD in the vicinity of the park.
e Pertinent scientific findings.

e Submission to the BRMD and the PHP any supporting scientific evidence that the park feels is
pertinent to their unique situation.

e BRMD and the PHP will jointly consider each request and render an opinion.

GUIDANCE SECTION 1

DONATION OF ELK OR DEER MEAT GATHERED FROM AREAS
WHERE CWD IS KNOWN TO OCCUR

Section 1 guidance is intended for park units falling within category #1 of the Definition of an Area
Affected by CWD.

The PHP would like to be notified of the park’s intentions to cull herds and donate meat before it takes
place.

DONATION

¢ No obviously sick, emaciated or otherwise unhealthy appearing animals should be donated for
human consumption.

e Only animals that appear completely healthy should be considered for donation.

e All harvested animals should be tested CWD negative before the meat is considered for donation.

e Meat will not be donated to food pantries, soup kitchens or any entity that intends to redistribute
the product.

e Meat will only be donated to individuals from whom informed consent can be clearly obtained.

e All donated meat should be processed and packaged in a state or USDA approved and licensed
meat processing plant that processes all cuts according to state or USDA/FSIS recommendations
to reduce risk of exposure to the CWD agent.

HANDLING IN THE FIELD

e Guidelines published by the appropriate state wildlife management departments for field dressing
procedures and carcass handling to minimize exposure to CWD infectious material should be
followed at all times.
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e Sanitary conditions should be maintained throughout the process from the time of kill through
field dressing and transport.

e Positive carcass identification linked to the CWD sample associated with that carcass must be
established at the time of kill, and maintained throughout transport, storage, processing and
donation.

e All carcasses and carcass parts, whether donated or not, should be transported according to all
state and federal laws and regulations regarding transport of elk or deer carcasses and parts from
areas with known CWD.

e Any carcasses to be disposed of in a landfill should be disposed of in accordance with all local,
state, and federal laws and regulations regarding disposal of such carcasses or carcass parts from
areas with known CWD.

The PHP is available for consultation on how to help maintain sanitary conditions during field dressing
and carcass transport.

PROCESSING AND DISTRIBUTION

e Parks should work closely with appropriate state or local officials to ensure compliance with all
state laws and regulations regarding donation of wild game meat.

e Ideally, carcasses should not be processed into edible meat cuts until final CWD testing results
are obtained. If this is not practical, each batch of carcasses processed should retain clear batch
identification until CWD test results are available. Batch records should include all individual
carcass identifications that comprise the complete batch. A batch is defined as all carcasses that
are processed into edible cuts between complete processing equipment cleaning and sanitizing.

e All donated meat should be held under the park’s or meat processor’s direct control until final
CWD test results are obtained and the meat is cleared for consumption.

e A positive CWD test for any animal in a batch should result in the entire batch of processed meat
or carcasses being appropriately disposed of according to state and federal laws regarding

disposal of such meat or carcasses.

e Meat should only be donated to individuals after informed consent has been obtained.

GUIDANCE SECTION 2

DONATION OF ELK OR DEER MEAT GATHERED FROM AREAS
WITHIN 60 MILES OF A KNOWN CWD CASE

Section 2 guidance is intended for park units falling within category 2 of the Definition of an Area
Affected by CWD.

The PHP would like to be notified of the park’s intentions to cull herds and donate meat before it takes
place.
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DONATION

No obviously sick, emaciated or otherwise unhealthy appearing animals should be donated for
human consumption.

Only animals that appear completely healthy should be considered for donation.

A baseline estimate of the likelihood of CWD presence within the herd should be established (i.e.
99% confident that CWD is not present at more than 1% prevalence within the herd.)

All animals that are tested for CWD as part of any surveillance program should have negative test
results before the carcasses or meat of that animal are considered for donation. Additionally, it is
strongly recommended that no meat or carcasses from a given culling batch be donated for
human consumption until negative test results are obtained from those animals that are sampled
for testing.

Meat should only be donated to individuals from whom informed consent can be clearly
obtained.

After consultation with the PHP and BRMD programs, donation to food pantries, soup kitchens
or other 3rd party entities that intend to redistribute the product can be considered, providing a
clear and confirmable mechanism for gaining informed consent from the FINAL consumer is in
place, AND initial CWD testing suggests with a high degree of confidence that CWD is not
present within the population (99% confidence that CWD prevalence is <1%).

All meat that is donated in processed and packaged form should be processed and packaged in a
state or USDA approved and licensed meat processing plant that processes all cuts according to
state or USDA/FSIS recommendations to reduce risk of exposure to the CWD agent.

HANDLING IN THE FIELD

Guidelines published by the appropriate state wildlife management departments for field dressing
procedures and carcass handling to minimize exposure to CWD infectious material should be
followed at all times.

Sanitary conditions should be maintained throughout the process from the time of kill through
field dressing and transport.

Positive carcass identification linked to the CWD sample associated with that carcass must be
established and maintained from the time of kill, transport, storage, and processing.

All carcasses and carcass parts, whether donated or not, should be transported according to all
state and federal laws and regulations regarding transport of elk or deer carcasses and parts from
areas with known CWD.

Any carcasses to be disposed of in a landfill should be disposed of in accordance with all local,
state, and federal laws and regulations regarding disposal of such carcasses or carcass parts from
areas with known CWD.

The PHP is available for consultation on how to help maintain sanitary conditions during field dressing
and carcass transport.
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PROCESSING AND DISTRIBUTION

Parks should work closely with appropriate state or local officials to ensure compliance with all
state laws and regulations regarding donation of wild game meat.

Ideally, carcasses should not be processed into edible meat cuts until final CWD testing results
are obtained. If this is not practical, each batch of carcasses processed should retain clear batch
identification until CWD test results are available. Batch records should include all individual

carcass identifications that comprise the complete batch. A batch is defined as all carcasses that
are processed into edible cuts between complete processing equipment cleaning and sanitizing.

All donated meat should be held under the park’s or meat processor’s direct control until results
of CWD testing are obtained and the meat is cleared for consumption.

Meat should only be donated to individuals after informed consent has been obtained.

A positive CWD test for any animal in a batch should result in the entire batch of processed meat
or carcasses being appropriately disposed of according to state and federal laws and regulations
regarding disposal of such carcasses/meat. Additionally, any positive CWD test moves the park
into GUIDANCE SECTION 1.

GUIDANCE SECTION 3

DONATION OF ELK OR DEER MEAT GATHERED FROM AREAS

OUTSIDE 60 MILES OF A KNOWN CWD CASE

Section 3 guidance is intended for park units falling within category 3 of the Definition of an Area
Affected by CWD.

The PHP would like to be notified of the park’s intentions to cull herds and donate meat before it takes

place.

DONATION

No obviously sick, emaciated or otherwise unhealthy appearing animals should be donated for
human consumption.

Only animals that appear completely healthy should be considered for donation.
If limited or no CWD surveillance has been performed in the herd:

a) All cervids that are tested for CWD as part of any surveillance program should have negative
test results before the carcass or meat of that animal is considered for donation.

b) It is recommended that no meat or carcasses from a given culling batch be donated for human
consumption until negative test results are obtained from those animals that are sampled for
testing.

If CWD surveillance data are available from the herd:
a) Depending on the quantity and quality of available surveillance data and the level of
confidence that CWD does not exist in the herd, donation of meat prior to receiving results of

CWD testing may be considered by the park after consultation with the PHP and BRMD
programs.
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b) Ifa carcass or meat is donated for human consumption prior to return of CWD test results,
informed consent (including a recommendation not to consume meat from the carcass until a
negative test result has been reported) should be obtained.

Donation to individuals from whom informed consent can be obtained is the preferred approach.

After consultation with the PHP and BRMD programs, donation to food pantries, soup kitchens
or other 3rd party entities that intend to redistribute the product can be considered.

All meat that is donated in processed and packaged form should be processed and packaged in a
state or USDA approved and licensed meat processing plant.

HANDLING IN THE FIELD

Guidelines published by the appropriate state wildlife management departments for field dressing
procedures and carcass handling to minimize exposure to CWD infectious material should be
followed at all times.

Sanitary conditions should be maintained throughout the process from the time of kill through
field dressing and transport.

Positive carcass identification linked to the CWD sample associated with that carcass must be
established and maintained from the time of kill, transport, storage, processing, and donation.

All carcasses and carcass parts, whether donated or not, should be transported according to all
existing state and federal laws and regulations regarding transport of elk or deer carcasses and
parts from areas with negative or unknown CWD status.

Any carcasses to be disposed of in a landfill should be disposed of in accordance with all existing
local, state, and federal laws and regulations regarding disposal of such carcasses or carcass parts
from areas with negative or unknown CWD status.

The PHP is available for consultation on how to help maintain sanitary conditions during field dressing
and carcass transport.

PROCESSING AND DISTRIBUTION
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Parks should work closely with appropriate state or local officials to ensure compliance with all
state laws and regulations regarding donation of wild game meat.

Ideally, carcasses should not be processed into edible meat cuts until final CWD testing results
are obtained. If this is not practical, each batch of carcasses processed should retain clear batch
identification until CWD test results are available. Batch records should include all individual

carcass identifications that comprise the complete batch. A batch is defined as all carcasses that
are processed into edible cuts between complete processing equipment cleaning and sanitizing.

All CWD tested meat intended for donation should be held under the park’s or meat processor’s
direct control until CWD test results are obtained and the meat is cleared for consumption.

A positive CWD test for any animal in a batch should result in the entire batch of processed meat
or carcasses being appropriately disposed of according to state and federal laws regarding
disposal of such carcasses/meat. Additionally, any positive CWD test moves the park into
GUIDANCE SECTION 1.
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GUIDANCE SECTION 4
PUBLIC HUNTS IN AREAS AFFECTED BY CWD

Section 4 guidance is intended for park units falling within category #4 of the Definition of an Area
Affected by CWD

The PHP would like to be notified of the park’s intentions to hold a public hunt before it takes place.

A park can reasonably approach the issue of public hunts the way various state wildlife agencies have. As
discussed previously, this should involve the concept of informed consent. In the context of a public hunt,
gaining informed consent should include at a minimum the following elements.

e Inform hunters about the disease, its distribution, and its prevalence.

e Inform hunters about any potential human health risk as it is understood by current science.

e Give hunters carcass handling and processing recommendations for reducing the risk of exposure
to the CWD causative agent.

e Give hunters information about CWD testing and encourage them to have their animals tested
before they consume any meat from the animals.

e Confer ownership of the animal to the hunter at the time of the kill.

e Parks are encouraged to work closely with state wildlife officials to mirror the program as closely
as possible to the state program in order to reduce confusion on the part of hunters.

If the park has any concerns about the adequacy of a state agency’s program, the PHP is available for
consultation on a case by case basis.
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APPENDIX F

Review of Elk Fertility Control

September 14, 2007
INTRODUCTION

Managing the overabundance of certain wildlife species has become a topic of public concern (Rutberg et
al., 2004). Species such as Canada geese (Branta canadensis), coyotes (Canis latrans), white-tailed deer
(Odocoileus virginianus), and elk (Cervus elaphus nelsoni) have become either locally or regionally
overabundant throughout the United States (Fagerstone et al., 2002). In addition, traditional wildlife
management techniques such as hunting and trapping are infeasible in many parks and suburban areas,
forcing wildlife managers to seek alternative management methods.

The use of reproductive control in wildlife management has been assessed for the last several decades. Its
use has gained more attention as the public has become more involved in wildlife management decisions.
Interest in reproductive control, as an innovative alternative to traditional management methods, has led
to the current state of the science (Baker et al., 2004). Often, the use of reproductive control is promoted
in urban and suburban areas where traditional management tools, such as hunting, are publicly
unacceptable or illegal due to firearm restrictions (Kilpatrick and Walter, 1997, Muller et al., 1997).

The following appendix describes the current state of reproductive control (2007) as it relates to ungulate
(hoofed mammals) management with an emphasis on experimental studies in elk. In addition to
describing the current technology available, it also covers population management challenges, regulatory
issues, logistics, and consumption issues. It should be noted that since technology is changing rapidly in
this field of research, this appendix is meant to be a description of the types of technology available and is
not all-inclusive.

CURRENT TECHNOLOGY

The area of wildlife contraception is constantly evolving as new technologies are developed and tested.
For the sake of brevity, this appendix will only discuss reproductive control as it applies to female elk.
There is a general understanding in herd based species, such as elk, that managing the female component
of the population is more effective than managing the male component. Based on the polygamous
breeding behavior of elk, suppressing male fertility would be ineffective if the overall goal is population
management.

There are three basic categories of reproductive control technology: (1) immunocontraceptives (vaccines),
(2) non-immunological methods (pharmaceuticals), and (3) physical or chemical sterilization.

IMMUNOCONTRACEPTIVES

It is suggested that immunocontraceptive vaccines offer significant promise for future wildlife
management (Rutberg et al., 2004). Immunocontraceptive treatment involves injecting an animal with a
vaccine that, “stimulates its immune system to produce antibodies against a protein (i.e., antigen)
involved in reproduction” (Warren, 2000). In order to provide for sufficient antibody production, an
adjuvant is combined with the vaccine. An adjuvant is a product that increases the intensity and duration
of the immune system’s reaction to the vaccine. There are two primary types of antigens used in fertility

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 367



control vaccines tested in elk: porcine zona pellucida (PZP) and gonadotropin releasing hormone
(GnRH).

PORCINE ZONA PELLUCIDA (PZP). The majority of immunocontraceptive research in wildlife has
been conducted using PZP vaccines, and has been used experimentally in free-ranging Tule elk (Shideler
et al., 2002) and captive as well as free-ranging Rocky Mountain elk (Garrott et al., 1998, Heilmann et al.,
1998). Due to its mechanism of action, this type of vaccine is only effective in females. Until recently
there were only two PZP vaccine products being developed- one is simply called PZP, and the other
SpayVac™, however the company producing SpayVac™ has stated that it will no longer begin new
research projects involving SpayVac™ in cervids. The other PZP vaccine has been used extensively in a
variety of ungulates including white-tailed deer (Kirkpatrick et al., 1997; Turner et al., 1992, 1996;
Walter et al., 2002a, 2002b), horses (Kirkpatrick et al., 1990, 1995, 1997; Turner et al., 1997, 2002),
exotic species (Kirkpatrick et al., 1996a; Frank et al., 2005), and elk (Shideler et al., 2002; Garrot et al.,
1998; Heilmann et al., 1998) in the course of investigating its effectiveness.

The currently available PZP vaccine formulation is effective for one year, though multi-year applications
are also being studied. There are several limitations to the PZP based vaccines. First, at this time, PZP
vaccines require annual boosters in order to maintain infertility, resulting in the need to mark treated
animals and re-treat the same individuals each year. Second, regulatory agencies (e.g. the Food and Drug
Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency) have not definitively determined whether
vaccine components pose a human health risk. However, adjuvanted PZP does not appear to be a risk to
non-target species if consumed orally (Barber and Fayrer-Hosken, 2000). Finally, the PZP based vaccines
often cause abnormal out of season breeding behavior in treated populations (Fraker et al., 2002,
Heilmann et al., 1998; McShea et al.,1997) as treatment with PZP causes repeated estrous cycling in
females, which can result in late pregnancies and behavioral changes.

GONADOTROPIN RELEASING HORMONE (GNRH) VACCINES. GnRH is a small neuropeptide
(a protein-like molecule made in the brain) that plays a necessary role in reproduction. It is naturally
secreted by the hypothalamus (a region of the brain that regulates hormone production), which directs the
pituitary gland to release hormones that control the proper functioning of reproductive organs (Hazum
and Conn, 1998). In an attempt to interrupt this process, research has focused on eliminating the ability of
GnRH to trigger the release of reproductive hormones. One solution that has been investigated is a
vaccine that, when combined with an adjuvant, stimulates the production of antibodies to GnRH. These
antibodies attach to GnRH in the hypothalamic region and prevent the hormone from binding to receptors
in the pituitary gland, thus suppressing the secretion of downstream reproductive hormones.

GnRH vaccines have been used in a variety of wild and domestic ungulates as well as other wildlife
species. One such GnRH vaccine being researched and developed is GonaCon™. In addition to
developing an adjuvant with fewer unwanted side effects, researchers are also studying ways to develop a
multi-year dose of the vaccine (USDA 2007). Potential benefits of this vaccine include the longer-lasting
contraceptive effect and the lack of repeated estrous cycling. There are currently two ongoing studies
investigating the safety and efficacy of GonaCon™ in elk (J. Powers personal communication, 2006).
However, at this stage there are many uncertainties about this vaccine. First, like PZP vaccines, there is
little information regarding the human and non-target species health risks. True health risks are likely to
be negligible; however, more research is needed to confirm this hypothesis. Second, there is little
information regarding vaccination of pregnant animals. Third, the vaccine can cause antibody
development to not only the GnRH antigen but also a component of the adjuvant. This may cause
difficulties if attempting to determine the Johne’s disease status of a population of treated elk. Finally,
there is limited published data using this vaccine in free-ranging animals. More work is necessary to
establish population and herd level effects.
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NON-IMMUNOLOGICAL REPRODUCTIVE CONTROL METHODS

This group of reproductive control agents includes GnRH agonists, GnRH toxins, steroid hormones, and
contragestives.

GNRH AGONISTS. GnRH agonists are similar in structure to GnRH and act by attaching to receptors in
the pituitary gland. By attaching to the receptors, GnRH agonists reduce the number of binding sites
available and thereby suppress the effect of natural GnRH. As a result of this suppression, reproductive
hormones are not released (Aspden et al., 1996; D’Occhio et al., 1996). However, not all agonists have
the same effects in all species. In fact, some can have an effect that is the opposite of what is intended.
Therefore, it is important to fully understand the effects of a product on a given species. The GnRH
agonists have been used experimentally in captive and free-ranging elk (Lincoln, 1987, Baker et al.,
2002).

Leuprolide acetate: Leuprolide is one GnRH agonist that is being studied. Tests reveal that when it is
administered as a controlled-release formulation it results in 100% pregnancy prevention in treated
female elk (Baker et al., 2002; Baker et al., 2005; Conner et al. in press). In addition, the treatment is
reversible, and effects last only for a specific period of time (90-120 days; Baker et al., 2002; Trigg et al.,
2001). This means that, should a female be treated in one year, before the breeding season, it will not be
come pregnant in that year, but if the female is not re-treated the following year, then it has the same
chances of becoming pregnant as an animal that was never treated. Treatment using leuprolide differs
from GnRH vaccines in that it does not require an adjuvant; however, it does require a slow release
implant that remains under the skin or in the muscle for the duration of treatment effectiveness and likely
longer.

An added benefit to the use of leuprolide is that it requires only one treatment for the first year of
contraception, whereas some immunocontraceptive vaccines require re-treating the same individual
several times with additional doses to develop and maintain infertility. Additionally, leuprolide is not
likely to pose a threat to the environment or non-target species (including humans; Baker et al., 2004). In
contrast with some of the immunocontraceptive vaccines, leuprolide does not appear to have negative
physiological side effects, and short term behavioral effects are minimal.

GNRH TOXINS. GnRH toxins consist of a cellular toxin that is combined with a GnRH analog. The
toxin is carried to the receptors in the pituitary gland and is internalized. Once absorbed, the toxin
disrupts cellular function and can lead to cellular death. When this occurs the production of reproductive
hormones is affected. This process has been studied in female mule deer (Baker et al., 1999), and the
technology is still being developed. This contraceptive method has not been explored in elk.

STEROID HORMONES. The field of wildlife contraception began with research examining the
manipulation of reproductive steroid hormones. Treatments using steroids can include administering high
doses of naturally occurring hormones, such as estrogens or progesterone. However, the treatment usually
entails the application of synthetic hormones, such as norgestomet, levangesterol, and melangestrol
acetate. Most products that are available are used in domestic animal or zoological veterinary medicine,
and have not been used widely in free-ranging wildlife. Some issues related to using steroids include:
difficulties in treating large numbers of animals for extended periods of time, negative side effects
experienced by the treated animals, and concerns over the consumption of treated animals by non-target

species, including humans. Therefore reproductive steroids are not recommended for use in free-ranging
wildlife.

CONTRAGESTIVES. Contragestives are products that terminate pregnancy. Progesterone is the
primary gestational hormone for maintaining pregnancy in mammals. Many contragestives act by
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preventing progesterone production or blocking its effect, thereby affecting pregnancy. The primary
contragestive that has been researched for use in domestic animals and wild ungulates is Prostaglandin
F2a analogue (Becker and Katz, 1994; DeNicola et al., 1997; Waddell et al., 2001). PGF2a has been used
successfully to disrupt pregnancy in captive elk (Bates et al., 1982; J. Powers personal communication,
2006). Lutalyse® is a commercially available form of Prostaglandin F2a analogue. Unlike many of the
other alternatives, there are no issues related to consumption of the meat when it has previously treated
with this product. Difficulties with contragestives include: timing of administration, percent efficacy,
potential to re-breed if breeding season is not finished, and the potential for aborted fetuses on the
landscape.

STERILIZATION. Sterilization can be either a surgical or chemical treatment process. Surgical
sterilization is an intensive and invasive procedure that requires a veterinarian and is common in
managing domestic animal fertility. Physical sterilization has not been used for population management
in free-ranging elk populations. Chemical sterilization using sclerosing agents to initiate scar tissue
development and physical damage to the reproductive tract is typically performed on males as a
contraceptive measure. Both types of sterilization are generally permanent.

REGULATORY ISSUES

The application of reproductive control agents in free-ranging wildlife is fairly new and is currently
(August 2007) regulated by both the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). None of the agents discussed here are currently licensed or
labeled for use as reproductive control agents in wildlife species. However, some can be used in a
research setting under an Investigational New Animal Drug (INAD) exemption through FDA, as an
experimental application of a pesticide through EPA, or in either a management application or
experimental setting with veterinary prescription if the drug is approved for use in other species
(Extralabel drug use — ELDU).

INAD exemptions and experimental use permits are granted by the FDA or the EPA respectively for the
purpose of allowing research to facilitate the gathering of information pertaining to the agent prior to
granting full approval for its use. Some of the agents discussed above, specifically several of the
pharmaceuticals, have FDA approval for therapeutic use in humans (e.g., leuprolide) or other non-wildlife
species (e.g. prostaglandin F2a). As a safety precaution, each approved agent is labeled indicating how it
is to be used. To use the drug in a manner other than that indicated on the label, a licensed veterinarian
must prescribe the agent and it must be used in accordance with the Animal Medicinal Drug Use
Clarification Act of 1994. The prescribing veterinarian is accountable for prescribing and labeling a
product when it is to be used in an extra-label manner. However, the owner (in this case, the NPS unit
manager) is responsible for using the agent in the prescribed manner. In addition, the veterinarian must
establish a meat residue withdrawal period - the time it takes for the animal to fully metabolize and clear
the drug from its tissue - for any animals that may enter the human food chain. A treated animal may not
be killed and enter the human food chain before the meat residue withdrawal period is over. Treated
animals need to be marked to prevent this from occurring.

POPULATION MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES

Managing local populations of wildlife using reproductive control can be difficult. The level of difficulty
relates to the number of animals that need to be treated, their behavior (i.e., solitary, herd, diurnal,
nocturnal, habituation, etc.), the topography of the habitat in which they are found, as well as treatment
protocol logistics. In order for reproductive control agents to effectively reduce population size, treatment
with an agent must decrease the reproductive rate to less than the mortality rate. In many protected
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environments, where human alteration of the landscape and a lack of a full suite of large predators,
mortality rates are generally very low. Regarding elk in and around Theodore Roosevelt National Park,
the average survival rates — with hunting — for females and males are 96% and 52%, respectively
(Sargeant and Oehler, 2004). Additionally, a significant amount of population data is necessary to
successfully monitor the effects of long-term population changes due to the use of contraceptives
(Rudolph et al. 2000, Hobbs et al., 2000, Porter et al., 2004).

Reproductive control agents generally decrease population levels slowly, and over time, may not result in
a sustained reduction of population growth. Modeling conducted by the science team for this plan/EIS
showed treating 75% of the female elk population in the park annually resulted in a brief suspension of
population growth. However, within the first five years, the population resumed growing at a rate of 6.5%
annually. Even when the model was run assuming 90% of female elk are treated annually, the initial
reduction in population growth was not sustained, and the population resumed growing at 1.5% within the
first 10 years. Hobbs et al. described a model that suggests white-tailed deer density will remain constant
if 90% of the initial females are treated with a long term reproductive control agent. Subsequently, 90%
of female fawns would require treatment. This would stabilize the population if the average mortality rate
is 10 percent. However, this result does not hold for short-duration agents (1 year duration). In this case,
the 90% of reproductively mature females would require treatment each year in order to maintain
constant herd numbers (Hobbs et. al., 2000). Reproductive control techniques are best suited to localized
populations where the number of breeding females to be treated is small (e.g., less than 100 animals) and
managers are trying to maintain the population between 30% and 70% of carrying capacity (Rudolph et
al., 2000).

ADMINISTERING THE TREATMENT

There are two basic approaches to administering reproductive control agents: capture and treat and
remotely treat. Capture and treat requires physically and/or chemically restraining the animal and using a
syringe or other delivery device to treat the animal. One benefit of this approach is that it allows for
marking the elk which facilitates subsequent treatments. This method also is helpful in collecting valuable
biological data, and it provides notice of meat residue withdrawal times. Depending on the method of
capturing the animal (round-up versus ground darting versus net gunning or darting from a helicopter),
this approach may be more time intensive and can be more expensive than using a remote delivery
system, especially as treated animals tend to be more difficult to recapture. In addition, capture-related
mortality may also be a concern.

A remote delivery system uses an adapted firearm (i.e., dart gun) and some form of projectile that
contains the reproductive control agent. These projectiles can be darts or another form of delivery system
(e.g., biobullet) that can be used at a distance without needing to capture the animal first. One
shortcoming of remote treatment is that it does not allow for permanently marking the treated animals. In
addition, previously treated animals can be more difficult to re-treat.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO ELK BEHAVIOR AND HEALTH

There have been few studies designed to intensively assess the effects of reproductive control on elk
behavior and health. For many agents, additional research is needed to fully understand the behavioral,
social, and physiological consequences of reproductive control. However, some research has been
conducted on the effects of reproductive control on deer, and although the effects are unknown for elk,
they may be similar. Because each group of reproductive control agents operates differently, studies show
that the effects to the individual elk or population could vary widely. Porcine zona pellucida (PZP)
immunocontraceptive agents have been documented to cause the continued cycling of females, which can
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extend the breeding season or rut (Fraker et al., 2002; Heilmann et al., 1998; McShea et al., 1997). This
may lead to an extended period for herding behaviors in males. In addition, if the female gets pregnant
later in the year, there are changes to fawning dates and survival rates, as they are born later in the season,
similar to what has been seen in white-tailed deer (DeNicola et al., 1997). Other immunocontraceptives
such as the gonadotropin releasing hormone (GnRH) vaccine, when applied in male deer, have resulted in
depressed antler development and lack of interest in breeding (Miller et al., 2000). When this vaccine is
applied to female deer, they display decreased estrous behavior during the breeding season (Miller et al.,
2000). If enough females in the population are treated, it may result in a disruption to natural male/female
social as well as reproductive interactions. An ongoing study is investigating the effects of GnRH
vaccination on reproductive behavior in captive female elk (J. Powers personal communication, 2006).

The group of reproductive control agents categorized as non-immunocontraceptive methods can also have
varying effects on behavior and health. For example, GnRH agonists have not been documented as
causing behavioral changes when applied to female elk (Baker et al., 2002). GnRH agonists have had
variable behavioral effects when applied to male elk (Lincoln, 1987). Contragestives pose a different kind
of problem depending on when the treatment is applied. If applied too early in the breeding season, then
the female could potentially breed again later in the year extending the rut and resulting fawn-related
health issues such as those described for some immunocontraceptive agents above. If applied too late in
the season contragestives can result in health implications for the female, as described for deer (DeNicola
et al., 1997).

Depending on the method of sterilization this procedure may have behavioral effects on both male and
female elk. If gonads are removed, the source of several important reproductive hormones will be
removed. This may change elk social interactions. If gonads are not removed, females will continue to
ovulate and show behavioral signs of estrus and consequently may extend the breeding season similar to
the phenomenon seen with PZP immunocontraception.

As described above, any effect that could extend the rut has the potential for secondary effects to the
individual elk. Increased attempts to breed, especially if unwelcomed, can result in increased aggression
and movements. This can be problematic in areas with high vehicle use, as there could be increases in
elk/vehicle collisions or other negative interactions with the public. However, as stated above, the effects
of reproductive control agents still need more research in order to better understand the variations in elk
behavior and health.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO CONSUMPTION

As described above, some of the reproductive control agents can result in issues related to human
consumption of meat. These issues can be avoided by: 1) using an agent that does not pose any risk to
humans, 2) marking treated animals and providing meat residue withdrawal times (if established), 3)
providing educational materials to the local public that may consume hunted animals in the general area
of treated animals, and 4) increasing research efforts to determine true human consumption risks.
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TABLE F-1. A SUMMARY OF THE PERCEIVED ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF DIFFERENT REPRODUCTIVE
CONTROL AGENTS FOR ELK

Reproductive

Control Agent Mechanism Advantages Disadvantages
No hormonal residues. Requires booster
Effective for at least 1 vaccinations.
year. Only useful in females.
Antibodies not harmful Females continue to
— to humans. cycle out of natural
Immunization —

PZP Vaccine

antibodies directed at
the ovum (egg).

Apply any time of year.

No apparent adverse
health effects.
Generally reversible.
Currently available for
use as an INAD (may
change in the future).

breeding season.
Not 100% effective.
Animals must be
permanently marked.
No meat residue
withdrawal time
established.

GnRH Vaccine

Immunization —
antibodies directed at a
protein hormone that is
needed for
reproduction.

Same as above plus:
Stops hormonal
cycling.

Applicable to both
males and females.

Is likely to be EPA
approved for use as a
pesticide in 2007-
2008.

May remove primary and
secondary sexual
characteristics.

May affect behaviors.
Currently animals must
be permanently marked.
Incompletely tested in
free-ranging populations.
No meat residue
withdrawal time
established.

No hormonal meat
residues.

No affect on

Overwhelming GnRH Leer;]rg\c/iitcj)tr:gve Annual treatment prior to
GnRH Agonists | receptors on anterior FDA a ré)ved for breeding season.
Leuprolide pituitary suppressing h ppr : Meat residue withdrawal
Buserelin release of reproductive L erapeutic use in period not well
hormones. Lmans. established.
Slow-release formula
available.
Remote delivery
possible.
Linking a GnRH analog
to a cellular toxin which More research is needed
GnRH Toxin targets and kills GhnRH May cause permanent before using this product

receptors preventing
release of reproductive
hormones.

sterility.

in elk.
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Reproductive

Control Agent Mechanism Advantages Disadvantages

e Some formulations can
accumulate in tissues
and may pose a health
risk to scavengers or

. Controlling the humans.
Steroid reproductive cycle b e Some steroids can be
Hormones procuctive cycle by e Variable efficacy.
Progestins administering stgrmd e Variable duration harm_ful to the target
hormones or their : species.
Estrogens .
analogues. e Animals must be
marked.

e Administered by slow
release implants or
repeated feeding.

e Administered by

biobullet or hand e Administered when the
injection. animal is pregnant.
Contragestion Pre-term pregnancy y F DA apprpved foruse | _Rejbreeding may occur
PGF,, termination. in domestlc large if given early.
animals. e Increased health
e No meat withdrawal complications if given
period in domestic late.
cattle.
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APPENDIX G

USFWS Correspondence Regarding Reintroduction of Wolvesto
Wind Cave National Park

From: Scott Larson@fws.gov

To:  Dan_Foster@nps.gov

cc: Pete Gober@fws.gov

Date: 06/01/2006 05:02 PM EST
Subject: Re: Wind Cave and wolves

Dan,

Given the information in your email below, I spoke with personnel in our
Regional Office and inquired what priority the Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) might place on a request for an Endangered Species Act section
10(j) designation for 2-3 wolves to be placed in Wind Cave National Park,
in South Dakota. Those wolves would not be expected to be part of a
breeding population nor count towards goals in a Recovery Plan for wolves.
Further, as you note, Wind Cave is marginal habitat, while the tools and/or
techniques to confine the wolves to the Park (electric collars and fence)
pose significant chances of failure over time.

The South Dakota Ecological Service Field Office has undertaken three
"nonessential experimental” population designations (section 10(j)), in the
last 15 years for black-footed ferrets and therefore we are familiar with
that process. Our experience shows these processes take 2-3 years and
approximately 1.5 FTE's per year. Wolves are likely to be more
controversial than ferrets and therefore a 10(j) process for wolves in Wind
Cave would probably be longer and more expensive than "nonessential
experimental" designations completed for ferrets. Further, there are
additional peer review requirements that have been implemented since our
last section 10(j) which could add additional FTE effort and time.
Accordingly, given the information in your email, the Service would not
expend our limited and declining resources attempting a section 10(j)
designation for 2-3 wolves that would not be expected to benefit wolf
recovery goals. Therefore, to include the wolf "nonessential

experimental”" designation option for Wind Cave NP as an alternative for elk
reduction, would be disingenuous to put forth to the public since it would
rely so heavily on an action the Service is unlikely to undertake.

Thank You

Scott Larson

Fish and Wildlife Service
Pierre, South Dakota 57501
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RE@BitedStates Department of the Interior RECEIVED

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

¥ r WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK JUL 2 2 2m8
JUN 20 2008 26611 U.S. Highway 385
< HOT SPRINGS, SOUTH DAKOTA 57747 Wind Cave National Park
IN REPLY REFER TO: j_-!-& FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICF

This consfitutes a report of the Department of

the Interior prepared in accordance with the
L7617 (WICA-RM) QECEN ED Fish and Wildlife coo:din:rion Act {16 USC.
J 8, 2008 . 841 ot s0q.). We have reviewed and have
el \JL L § ?.ma NQ OBJECTION to this proposed project.
Ji :
Mr. Scott Larson cave Natond! park 2 17=0F _4\;&’(;_—:4
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service wind T Dae Supervisoy

Ecological Services Division, 420 S. Garfield Ave., Ste. 400
Pierre, SD 57501

Subject: Section 7 Consultation regarding the preparation of Elk Management Plan for Wind Cave National Park
Dear Mr. Larson:

This letter is in continuance of our discussions concermning Wind Cave National Park (WICA) preparing a Draft Elk
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (plan/EIS).

Wind Cave National Park is proposing to manage the elk population within the park, primarily to prevent impacts to
other natural resources in the park, which would occur as the herd size increases. The principal tool the park had been
using to keep population numbers in line with management goals, translocation of live elk, is no longer an option
because chronic wasting disease (CWD) is present in the elk population. Therefore, this planning process and EIS was
needed to examine alternatives for elk management and identify strategies for the park that will help achieve elk
population levels that are in balance with other native species in the park, including wildlife and vegetation
communities, natural ecosystem functions, and other park resources.

The park is partnering in this elk management planning effort with the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and
Parks (SDGFP). The park and SDGFP entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that established the
standards, terms, conditions, roles, and responsibilities in the project planning process for development of an elk
management plan that is consistent with the State’s more comprehensive southern Black Hills Plan.

The plan/EIS assesses impacts to cultural resources (archeological and ethnographic resources); natural resources (elk,
air quality, soils, vegetation, water quality, special status species, and other wildlife); visitor experience; social values;
socioeconomics; adjacent land uses; human health and safety; and park operations.

High population numbers of elk may cause behavioral and physiological changes, including changes in reproduction,
sex and age ratios, and health and body condition. Elk may also occupy undesired habitat or cause impacts to private
lands. Elk management activities may cause trampling and loss of vegetation, resulting in increased soil erosion along
stream banks. Elk foraging may adversely affect vegetative communities and the natural species composition. Elk
populations may adversely affect other wildlife (bison, pronghorn, prairie dogs, etc.). Air quality may be affected by
elk carcass incineration operations. Archeological sites may be impacted as a result of erosion, trampling caused by elk
browsing activities, or elk management actions. Elk management activities may be of interest from an ethnographic
resource perspective to tribes affiliated with Wind Cave National Park. Elk management activities could reduce elk as a
recreational resource for some visitors (e.g., wildlife viewing opportunities, chance sightings, and elk “bugling” in the
fall). The movement of elk in and out of Wind Cave National Park onto adjacent private lands may contribute to
property damage (e.g., crop depredation, fencing). Elk management activities have the potential to impact park
operations. Certain aspects of elk management strategies could potentially affect health and safety of park staff, visitor
contractors, recipients of donated meat, etc.

The alternatives in the plan/EIS include:

e  Alternative A — No Action: No new management actions beyond those utilized as of the commencement of the EIS
analysis would be undertaken to manage elk.

e Alternative B — Hunting Outside the Park: Wildlife “gates™ would be installed along the boundary fence to allow
elk but not bison movement. The gates would be closed during hunting seasons to minimize elk reentry into the
park. Hazing may be used to ensure the appropriate number of elk leave the Park.

380 WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK



e  Alternative C — Roundup/Live Ship or Euthanasia within Park: Elk would be captured and shipped for slaughter
and donation (if a partner(s) to be responsible for transport, slaughter/processing and donation of meat is found),
or killed and disposed of. Donations would be in accordance with National Park Service Public Health Program
guidelines and no CWD-positive carcasses would be donated.

e  Alternative D — Sharpshooting: Authorized agents (which may include skilled volunteers) would reduce or
maintain elk numbers in the Park. Carcasses would be removed from the backcountry and incinerated, or left in
place if managers believe their breakdown is environmentally preferred. The CWD test samples will be taken from
adult carcasses.

Alternatives E and F are analyzed solely for maintenance of the elk population after initial reduction. At this time, the
use of sterilization or contraceptives has not been proven through science to effectively manage wildlife populations.
The park will not use either of these alternatives unless future scientific studies prove these methods to be effective and
efficient means of elk population control, and the preferred and adaptive management efforts fail to maintain elk
population within the target range. Should this occur alternatives E and F may be carried out in the following ways.

e  Alternative E — Contraception (sterilization): Following initial reduction using one of the methods in alternatives
B-D, maintenance of the herd size would be through permanent surgical sterilization of a select number of
reproductive female elk. Sterilized cows would be marked (ear tag, freeze branding, etc.) to reduce the risk they
are hunted outside the Park or recaptured for sterilization inside the park.

*  Alternative F — Fertility Control Agents: Cow elk would be treated with chemical fertility control agents to limit
calving. While no existing chemical contraceptive currently meets the needs of the park, such agents may become
available in the future. To be considered feasible for the park’s use as an elk management option, fertility control
agents would need to meet the following criteria: be effective with a single treatment; be at least 85% effective;
have appropriate approvals and certifications; be safe for treated animals; result in no recognizable behavioral
effects; be safe for non-target animals; and be effective for more than one year.

Alternatives Considered but Dismissed (with brief rationale for dismissal):

Hunting in the Park: inconsistent with existing laws, policies, and regulations.
Translocation of Elk: NPS policy prohibits shipping live elk from CWD areas.

Habitat Alteration: habitat alterations would invite more elk into the park.

Fencing in Elk: inhibits natural migration pattern of elk and other wildlife.

Aerial Sharpshooting: negative public perception, visitor experience and safety impacts.
o  Wolf Reintroduction: no support from SDGFP or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The U.S. Endangered Species Act (16 USC §§ 1531 et seq.) mandates that all federal agencies consider the potential
effects of their actions on species listed as threatened or endangered. The only animal species that has potential to be
affected by the management alternatives is the federally endangered black-footed ferret.

000 0O0

Reducing the number of elk utilizing the park would likely reduce the chance of loss in prairie dog colonies from
trampling or from competition for forage. This is a relative benefit for prairie dogs and black-footed ferrets. However,
the chances of elk creating new habitat for prairie dog occupation would be lower, a relative negligible or minor
adverse impact on ferrets. In addition, the park would not be forced to manage other grazers, including prairie dogs, at
the lower end of the range indicated in its Prairie Dog Management Plan, a benefit for ferrets compared to the possible
long-term outcome under the no action alternative. On balance, the impact of elk reduction is likely to be long term,
localized and beneficial with “no effect” or a finding of “not likely to adversely affect” under the Endangered Species
Act.

A copy of the plan/EIS is provided herein for review and comment. The comment period for the plan/EIS is from June
20, 2008 until August 18, 2008. We look forward to receiving your input on the plan/EIS and any concerns you have
about this project. We would be pleased to discuss this project further, either by telephone or in a meeting.

If you have any questions, please contact me or Dan Foster, our point of contact for the plan. We can both be reached
at (605) 745-4600.

Sincerely,

T
\/ l’\\ ;J(I.- :h(f_u.u"i'n_
Vidal Davila
Superintendent
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APPENDIX H

SDGFP Correspondence Regarding Reintroduction of Wolves to Wind Cave
National Park for EIk Management

DEPARTMENT OF GAME, FISH AND PARKS

Foss Building
523 East Capitol
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3182
Che Faces GoemrPces.
RECEIVED
July 12, 2006 JUL 1 4 200

Linda Stoll, Superintendent
Wind Cave National Park
2611 US Highway 385
Hot Springs, SB 57747

Dear Linda:

It is my understanding you have requested our position regarding the potential releasc of wolves
into Wind Cave National Park. T assume this request is part of your draft planning process to
look at various alternatives to help the Park control their elk population.

I need to be very clear on this subject. Qur Department is totally opposed to this concept. Once
released these animals will undoubtedly fravel outside of the Park boundaries and immediately
become our management problem. The release of these large predators has a high potential to
create numerous wildlife management problems much less their impact on livestock production.
Thus we will not encourage, endorse, approve or officially permit the introduction of wolves into
South Dakota for purposes of release to the wild. To be very blunt, under no circumstances will
we support this proposal.

I formally request that this option be removed from your planning documents. There are
numerous more practical alternatives to reduce elk populations in Wind Cave National Park

without release of wolves.

Sincerely.

L. Cooper ;

partment Secretary

cc; Governor Mike Rounds
Larry Gabriel, Department of Agricuiture
Dr. Sam Holland, Siate Veterinarian

Wildlife Divisien: 605/773-3381 Parks and Recreation Division: §05/773-3391 FAX: 605/773-8245 TTY; 605/773-3381
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APPENDIX I

Wind Cave National Park - Sites with Exemplary High-Quality Vegetation

(Marriott et al. 1999).

Occurrence ranks range from A (high) through D (low). The three major factors on which overall
occurrence rank is based are condition (e.g., old-growth, burden of exotics), landscape context, and
occurrence size (based on the combined acreage of all stands of a type that are not separated by a
substantial barrier within the site).

No areas at Wind Cave National Park were ranked BC or lower.

VEGETATION OCCURRENCES AT WIND CAVE RANKED A:

Western Great Plains Streamside Vegetation
Wheatgrass/Needleandthread Mixed-grass Prairie
Northern Great Plains Little Bluestem Prairie
Mountain Mahogany/Sideoats Grama Shrubland
Ponderosa Pine/Little Bluestem Woodland
Ponderosa Pine/Sedge Woodland

Ponderosa Pine/Western Wheatgrass Woodland
Ponderosa Pine/Chokecherry Forest

Ponderosa Pine Limestone Cliff

Redbeds (Siltstone) Rock Outcrop

VEGETATION OCCURRENCES AT WIND CAVE RANKED AB:

Western Wheatgrass/Green Needlegrass Mixed-grass Prairie
Needleandthread/Blue Grama Mixed-grass Prairie

Western Snowberry Shrubland

Chokecherry Shrubland

Creeping Juniper/Little Bluestem Dwarf-shrubland
Ponderosa Pine/Common Juniper Woodland

Box Elder/Chokecherry Forest

Prairie Dog Town Grassland Complex

VEGETATION OCCURRENCES AT WIND CAVE RANKED B:

Creeping Spikerush Wet Meadows

Prairie Cordgrass/Sedge Wet Meadow
Cottonwood/Woltberry Floodplain Woodland
Black Hills Granite/Metamorphic Rock Outcrop
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APPENDIX J

Non-Predatory Small Mammals at Wind Cave National Park

(NPS 2006i)

Common Name

Scientific Name

Abundance

Desert Cottontail

Sylvilagus audubonii

Common; arid grasslands and prairie
dogs towns

Eastern Cottontail

Sylvilagus floridanus

Common in woodlands

Mountain Cottontail

Sylvilagus nuttallii

Rare; above 4,500 feet

Whitetail Jackrabbit

Lepus townsendii

Rare; grasslands

Hayden’'s Shrew

Sorex haydeni

Common in park riparian areas

Black-tailed Prairie Dog

Cynomys ludovicianus

Abundant

Bushytailed Woodrat

Neotoma cinerea

Common in park rocky areas

Deer Mouse

Peromyscus maniculatus

Abundant throughout park

Hispid Pocket Mouse

Chaetodipus hispidus

Rare; arid and rocky habitats

House Mouse

Mus musculus

Rare Exotic

Least Chipmunk

Tamias minimus

Common in rocky outcrops and near
dead snags

Meadow Jumping Mouse

Zapus hudsonius

Uncommon; moist draws and riparian
areas

Meadow Vole

Microtus pennsylvanicus

Common in park riparian areas

Muskrat

Ondatra zibethicus

Rare; not much suitable habitat (ponds)

Northern Flying Squirrel

Glaucomys sabrinus

Rare

Northern Pocket Gopher

Thomomys talpoides

Common in park grasslands

Olive-backed Pocket Mouse

Perognathus fasciatus

Rare in park grasslands

Erethizon dorsatum

Porcupine Common; nocturnal
Prairie Vole Microtus ochrogaster Common; grasslands
Red Squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus Common in park woodlands

Southern Red-backed Vole

Clethrionomys gapperi

Common; aspen and moist pine habitat

Thirteen-lined Ground Squirrel

Spermophilus tridecemlineatus

Common; prairie dog towns and
grasslands

Western Harvest Mouse

Reithrodontomys megalotis

Uncommon; park grasslands

White-footed Mouse

Peromyscus leucopus

Abundant in riparian areas, moist draws

Yellow-bellied Marmot

Marmota flaviventris

Occasional sightings in rocky areas
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APPENDIX K

State Historic Preservation Officer Consultation Letter,
Preparation of EIk Management Plan for Wind Cave National Park

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK
RR1, BOX 190
IN REPLY REFER TO: HOT SPRINGS, SOUTH DAKOTA 57747
L7617 (WICA-RM)
May 11, 2004
Mr. Jay Vogt
State Historic Preservation Officer
State Historic Preservation Center
South Dakota State Historical Society
900 Governor’s Drive
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-2217
Subject: Preparation of Elk Management Plan and Bison Management Plan for Wind Cave

National Park
Dear Mr. Vogt:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Wind Cave National Park (WICA) is planning to prepare
an Elk Management Plan and a Bison Management Plan with the attendant environmental compliance
documentation. With the Elk Management Plan we are anticipating the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement and with the Bison Management Plan we are anticipating the preparation of an
Environmental Assessment.

Wind Cave National Park was established in 1903. The Park is made up of 28,295 acres of mixed grass
prairie and ponderosa pine forest. By the time WICA was established, both bison (Bison bison) and elk
(Cervus elaphus), the major natural grazers, had been extirpated from the Black Hills area. Between 1911
and 1916 elk were reintroduced into the park from Jackson Hole, Wyoming and Yellowstone National
Park. Park records are unclear as to the first reintroduction, but by 1916 there were approximately 70 elk
in the park. In 1913, fourteen bison donated by the Bronx Zoo were reintroduced to the park. In
subsequent years animals were obtained from Yellowstone National Park.

The park is surrounded by a combination of 44 miles of 7’ high and four miles of five feet high woven
wire fence which is intended to keep bison from wandering out of the Park and to deter the movement of
elk in and out of the Park. While bison remain in the park year-round, there are some elk that leave the
Park on a daily or seasonal basis while others remain in the Park their entire lives. Most of the elk jump
the fence in the southwestern corner of the Park where the shorter section of fence is located. This section
of fence was originally designed to provide ingress and egress of elk from the Park. Some of the elk that
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leave the Park are harvested, but this limited reduction cannot be relied upon to control the entire
population of elk utilizing the Park.

Vegetative surveys conducted in the late 1950s and early 1960s determined that park rangelands were in a
state of overuse by elk and bison and led to the establishment of a management population of 350-400 elk
and 350-400 bison. In the mid 1950s Park managers killed approximately 700 elk in an effort to control
population. In recent years, the Park has been operating under a 1980 Environmental Assessment and a
1994 Elk Management Strategy, both of which call for live trapping and relocating of elk to maintain a
population between 350-400 animals. The current elk population (estimated to be 700 in February 2004)
far exceeds this management capacity. Park management estimates an annual population increase of 20-
25% in the elk herd. Within 3 years the elk population could be 1200-1300.

On July 26, 2002, the Director of the NPS issued a memo to the Parks stating that "deer or elk will not be
translocated from areas where CWD (Chronic Wasting Disease) is known to occur”. In November 2002 a
CWD positive elk was found in the Park. Now that the Park has a confirmed case it can no longer use the
management option of trapping and relocating live elk as the means of controlling its elk population.
Until the Park develops an Elk Management Plan and EIS it will not be able to effectively manage its elk
population over the long-term.

The Park has been operating under a Bison Management Strategy prepared in the early 1990s, which calls
for live trapping and relocating of bison to maintain a population between 350-400 animals. The current
bison population (estimated to be 400 in October 2003) is still within the management capacity.

Management plans are needed for both species to address new concerns for management (i.e., CWD in
elk) since the original strategies were prepared. The plans and environmental documents will address
population control alternatives within the Park including lethal means, contraceptives, hazing, no action,
etc. The plans will also deal with the development of a long term management policy and surveillance
program for diseases, define additional research needs, and for elk, depredation problems outside the
Park, and a discussion of raising or lowering the boundary fence.

Wind Cave National Park as a very special place, so we want to be sure that the projects are evaluated as
per your concerns. Both of these species are listed as ethnographic resources of importance to American
Indian tribes with cultural affiliation to Wind Cave National Park. Therefore, this letter is to formally
initiate consultation in accordance with legislation, Executive Orders, regulations, and policy, including
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, sections 101 and 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966 as amended, 36 CFR 800, National Park Service Management Policies and Director’s Orders 28,
Cultural Resources Management and 77, Natural Resource Management.

We have begun work on these plans and the associated environmental documents that will study and
assess the impacts to both natural and cultural resources, and determine any required mitigation. We
believe that your participation will result in better planning for resource management, and will help
ensure that your concerns are adequately considered during the development of these plans and
environmental studies. As soon as they are completed, copies of the draft plans and environmental
documents will be forwarded to you for review and comment. We look forward to receiving your input on
our plans and any concerns you have about these projects. We would be pleased to discuss this project
further, either by telephone or in a meeting.

If you have any questions, please contact me or Dan Foster, our point of contact for these plans. We can
both be reached at (605) 745-4600.

Sincerely,
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/S/ Linda L. Stoll

Linda L. Stoll

Superintendent
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United States Department of the Interior

National Park Service
Midwest Region
601 Riverfront Drive
Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4226

H4217 (MWR-CR/HNRP) &9 Ser 28
Memorandum

To: Superintendent, Wind Cave

From: Regional Director, Midwest Region

Subject: Section 106 Form, WICA-04-08. Elk Management Plan/Environmental Impact

Statement

The cultural resources specialists of the Midwest Regional Office and the Midwest
Archeological Center reviewed the subject section 106 form as you requested. Their comments
are provided on the attached form with an assessment of no adverse effect.

The subject form is returned to you for completion of the section 106 review as provided in the
19935 Programmatic Agreement among the National Park Service, Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation, and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers. If you have
questions. please contact Historian Ron Cockrell at 402-661-1922.

[t dd .

Attacment

TAKE PRIDE" . 4

INAMERICASSY
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060N AL

WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK
ASSESSMENT OF ACTIONS HAVING AN EFFECT ON CULTURAL RESOURCES

A, DESCRIPTION OF UNDERTAKING

1. Park: Wind Cave National Park, Custer County, South Dakota

2. Work/Project Description:
a. Project name: Elk Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement
Date: July 14, 2008 Project PMIS #:
Park project #(s): WICA-04-08

b. Describe project and area of potential effects (as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)); explain why
work/project is needed.

The purpose of the Draft Elk Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement is to identify elk
management stralegies for Wind Cave National Park that will establish elk population levels that are in balance
with natural system functions and native wildlife and vegetation communities in the park.

The draft plan/EIS is needed because the park’s elk population is not regulated by natural ecosystem
processes. Lefi unchecked, an increasing elk herd wintering in the park would have ever increasing
adversc effects on the resources identified above, including native vegetation, wildlife habitat/health, and
neighboring land uses,

To meet environmental regulations, the park is considering the no-action alternative, three action alternatives for
mitial herd reduction (which could also be used as maintenance tools), and two additional action alternatives for
the maintenance of the herd at target population levels. Altemative B would make use of gates to keep elk
migrating out of the park outside through hunting season, and is the park’s preferred alternative. Alternative B
was found to be environmentally superior, easier to implement, and less expensive than other alternatives.
Altermative C would use round-up and ship live elk to a processing facility or euthanize elk on site in the park.
Alternative D would use authorized sharpshooters inside the park; Alternatives E and F would maintain the size
of the herd through either sterilization of a select number of female elk or through the use of chemical
contraceplives.

3 Has the area of potential effects been surveyed to identify cultural resources?
X No Only 20% of the park has been surveyed for cultural resources.
. Yes Source or Reference
_ Check here if no known cultural resources will be affected. (If this is because area has been
disturbed, please explain or attach additional information to show the disturbance was so extensive as
to preclude intact cultural deposits.)

4. Potentially Affected Resource(s):

Name and number(s): location: NR status:
Name and number(s): location: NR status:
Name and number(s): location: NR status:
1
td €/£5-922-906 Aeueuzopy epepy d/e'e0 80 vz des
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The proposed action will: (Check as many as apply.)

Destroy, remove, or alter features/elements from a historic structure

Replace historic features/elements in kind

Add nonhistoric features/elements to a historic structure

Alter or remove features/elements of a historic setting or environment (inc. terrain)

Add nonhistoric features/elements (inc. visual, audible, or atmospheric) to a historic setting or
cultural landscape

Disturb, destroy, or make archeological resources inaccessible,

Disturb, destroy, or make ethnographic resources inaccessib

Potentially affect presently unidentified cultural resources

Begin or contribute to deterioration of historic features, terrain, setting, landscape elements, or
archeological or ethnographic resources

Involve a real property transaction (exchange, sale, or lease of land or structures)

Other (please specify)

T bk DL

Measures to prevent or minimize loss or impairment of historic/prehistoric properties
(Remember that setting, location, and use may be relevant):

For all alternatives:

The park would verify the locations of known archeological sites in the vicinity of any project areas
and would clearly define these areas as sensitive resource areas that are off-limits (without calling
attention to the presence of archeological resources). Work limits in the vicinity of important cultural
resources would be clearly defined.

Work crews would be educated about the sensitivity and importance of cultural sites and about the
need to protect any cultural/archeological resources encountered. This would include instructions for
notifying appropriate park staff and other required agencies if cultural/archeological resources are
discovered.

The use of all-terrain vehicles (with spark arrestors) to access project areas while the ground is frozen
or is too dry to be easily disturbed would be cleared in-advance by the park superintendent and not
allowed near any known cultural site.

If Alternative B (the current preferred alternative) were chosen:

This alternative focuses on the hunting of elk on public and private lands outside the park to reduce
and maintain the park’s elk population. Initial reduction efforts are expected to last about five years
with maintenance activities conducted thereafter for the life of the plan. The fence line along the
southwest portion of the park boundary would be raised to a height of 7 feet, consistent with the
remainder of the park fencing. Gates that can be opened and closed would be installed within certain
areas of the existing boundary fence to encourage elk movement. Depending on elk survey results, the
gates would be manipulated (opened or closed) to ensure that the target number of elk are outside the
park during hunting season. Hazing may be required to ensure the appropriate number of animals
leave the park. ’ .

Areas elk would use to reach the gates would be inventoried for cultural resources within 200 square
feet of the gate on both sides of the fence prior to the construction of the gate. If cultural resources
were found, the gate location would be moved.

gd £/£5-922-906 Aeueuzop epep d/€:€0 80 ¥2 des
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If Alternative C were chosen:
Areas impacted by elk traveling to reach the corrals would be the same as that used annually by bison
during the park's bison round-up.

If Alternative D were chosen:
Carcasses would not be dragged and ATV use would follow the above guidelines.

f Supporting Study Data: (attach if feasible; if action is in a plan, EA or EIS, give name and project
or page number):

Draft Elk Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
8. Attachments: [ ] Maps [ ] Archeclogical survey, if applicable [] Drawings [ ] Specifications

[ ] Photographs [ ] Scope of Work [ ] Site plan [ ] List of Materials [ ] Samples
[X ]Other

Prepared by T2 Date_ 7./ 7.3 Telephone _605/745-1130
Tom Farrell/Chief of Interpretation

gd £/€5-922-906 Keueuzo| epepy dge'e0 80 vz des
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B. REVIEWS BY CULTURAL RESOURCE SPECIALISTS

The park 106 coordinator requested review by the park's cultural resource specialist/advisers as indicated by
check-off boxes or described below:

SPECIALISTS: Your comments here (or attached) show that you have reviewed this proposal for
conformity with requirements of Section 106, with the 1995 Servicewide PA (if applicable), and applicable
parts of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation,
NPS Management Policies, and NPS-28, and have given your best professional advice about this project and
the issues relevant to the Section 106 process, including identification and evaluation of historic properties
and further consultation needs.

[X] ARCHEOLOGIST

Name: bgmvj—sg-eﬁ(;‘?)?., £ el
Date: %/ /..~ s <
Comments:

Check if project does not involve ground disturbance [ ]

Assessment of Effect:  No Effect _/No Adverse Effect __ Adverse Effect
_Programmatic Exclusion
Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:

[ 1 CURATOR
Name:

Date:
Comments

Assessment of Effect; No Effect  _ No Adverse Effect _ Adverse Effect _ Programmatic
Exclusion
Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:

,d £/£5-922-906 Aeueugop epep dgeieo 80 vz deg
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[X] ETHNOGRAPHER
Name: Miike Qdns
Date: y//y/o Y

Comments
AR
Assessment of Effect: No Effect " No Adverse Effect  ___ Adverse Effect ____Programmatic
Exclusion
Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:
[ 1 HISTORIAN
Name:
Date:
Comments:
Assessment of Effect: _ No Effect No Adverse Effect Adverse Effect Programmatic
Exclusion
Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:
[ 1 HISTORICAL ARCHITECT:
Name:
Date:
Comments:
Assessment of Effect: No Effect No Adverse Effect Adverse Effect Programmatic
Exclusion
Check if praoject meets Secretary's Standards { ]
Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:
5
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[X] HISTORICAL LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
Name:f\gu\a  Meendneyy 79~
Date: 4/;{/6& elj
Comments:
AP

Assessment of Effect: __ No Effect L/No Adverse Effect  Adverse Effect _ Programmatic
Exclusion

Check if project meets Secretary's Standards [ ]

Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:

[ 1 OTHER ADVISERS
Name:

Title or area of specialty:
Date:

Comments:

Assessment of Effect: No Effect __ No Adverse Effect Adverse Effect Programmatic
Exclusion
Recommendations for conditions or stipulations:

€ PARK 106 COORDINATOR REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS (completed by the park
Section 106 coordinator)

1. Assessment of Effect :
No Effect X No Adverse Effect Adverse Effect

2. Compliance requirements: (The following is the park's assessment of Section 106 process needs
and requirernents for this undertaking.):

[X] A. STANDARD 36 CFR PART 800 CONSULTATION
Further consultation under 36 CFR Part 800 is needed.

L1 B. PROGRAMMATIC EXCLUSION UNDER THE 1995 SERVICEWIDE PROGRAMMATIC
AGREEMENT (PA)
The above action meets all conditions for a programmatic exclusion under Stipulation IV of the 1995
Servicewide PA for Section 106 compliance.

APPLICABLE EXCLUSION: Exclusion [Specify 1-13 or IV.C addition to the list of
exclusions.] '
6
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[] C. PLAN-RELATED UNDERTAKING
Consultation and review of the proposed undertaking were completed in the context of a plan review
process, in accordance with the 1995 Servicewide PA and 36 CFR Part 800.
Specify plan/EA/EIS:

[ ] D. UNDERTAKING RELATED TO ANOTHER AGREEMENT
The proposed undertaking is covered for Section 106 purposes under another document such as a
statewide agreement established in accord with 36 CFR Part 800.7 or counterpart regulations.
Specify: '

[ 1 E.STIPULATIONS/CONDITIONS
Following are listed any stipulations or conditions necessary to ensure that the assessment of effect
above is consistent with 36 CFR Part 800 criteria of effect or to avoid or reduce potential adverse
effects.

Recommended by Park Section 106 coordinator:

Signature T/ J::Mn 7-/)-u7  Date

Tom Farrell, Chief of Interpretation

D. SUPERINTENDENT'S APPROVAL

The propesed waork conforms to NPS Management Policies and DO-28 and I have reviewed and approve the
recommendations, stipulations or conditions noted in Section C of this form.

Signature T%%%——\ A~ Dae 7-/7-0g
A Vidal Davila, Superintendent

oLd £/€5-922-906 Ksueuzop epepy dove0 80 vz des
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Wé@ Department of Tourism and State Development

August 4, 2008

RECEIVED
AUG 1 8 2008
Wind C i
Mr. Vidal Davila R TR
Superintendent
Wind Cave National Park
RR 1 Box 190

Hot Springs SD 57747

SECTION 166 PROJECT CONSULTATION - EVALUATION

Project: 080721001F — Draft Elk Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement,
Wind Cave National Park

Location: Custer County

(NPS)

Dear Mr. Vidal:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced undertaking pursuant
to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). The South
Dakota Office of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurs with your

determination regarding the effect of the proposed undertaking on the non-renewable
cultural resources of South Dakota.

We have made this consensus determination based on the information provided in your
correspondence and document entitled “Wind Cave National Park Draft Elk Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement,” received on July 21, 2008. We concur with
the determination of No Adverse Effect for this undertaking based on the following
stipulations. Stipulation 1) Wind Cave National Park complies with 36 CFR part 800 —
Protection of Historic Properties for all undertaking that have the potential to effect
historic properties. Stipulation 2) all unevaluated and eligible properties are avoided by
ground disturbing activities associated with the management plan. Stipulation 3) submit all

relevant information concerning the identification of historic properties by other
consulting parties.

If historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties are

found after the agency official has completed the Section 106 process, the agency official
shall avoid, minimize or mitigate the adverse effects to such properties and notify the

Office of Tourism

Governor's Office of Economic

Development ;

Tribal Government Relations South Dakota Arts Council South Dakota State South Dakota Housing

711 E Wells Ave / Pierre, S0 57501-3369 80D Governors Dr. / Pierre, SD 57501-2294 Historical Society Development Authority

Phone: 605-773-3301 / Fax; 605-773-3256  Phone: 605-773-3131 or 1-800-423-6665 in SD 900 Governars Dr. | Pierre, 50 57501-2217 PO Box 1237 / Piesre, S0 57501-1237
lravelsd.com / sdgreatprofls.com / Fax: 605-773-6962 Phone: 605-773-3458 / Fax: 605-773-6041 Phone: 605-773-3181 / Fax: 605-773-5154
sdtribalrelations com sdac@state.sd.us / sdarts.org sdhistory.org sdhda.org
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SHPO/ THPO, and Indian tribes that might attach religious and cultural significance to the
affected property within 48 hours of the discovery, pursuant to 36 CFR part 800.13,

Concurrence of the SHPO does not relieve the Federal agency official from consulting
with other appropriate parties, as described in 36CFR Part 800.2(c).

Should you require additional information, please contact Paige Hoskinson Olson, Review
& Compliance Coordinator, at (605) 773-6004. Your concern for the non-renewable
cultural heritage of our state is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Jay D. Vogt
State Historic Preservation Officer

P e Qs

Paige Hoskinson Olson
Review & Compliance Coordinator
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APPENDIX L

South Dakota State Veterinarian Consultation Letter
Preparation of EIk Management Plan for Wind Cave National Park

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK
RR1, BOX 190
HOT SPRINGS, SOUTH DAKOTA 57747

L7617 (WICA-RM)

May 12, 2004

Dr. Sam D. Holland, State Veterinarian
Animal Industry Board

411 South Fort Street

Pierre, SD 57501

Subject: Preparation of Elk Management Plan and Bison Management Plan for Wind Cave
National Park

Dear Dr. Holland:

Wind Cave National Park (WICA) is planning to prepare an Elk Management Plan and a Bison
Management Plan with the attendant environmental compliance documentation. With the Elk
Management Plan we are anticipating the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement and with the
Bison Management Plan we are anticipating the preparation of an Environmental Assessment.

Wind Cave National Park was established in 1903. The Park is made up of 28,295 acres of mixed grass
prairie and ponderosa pine forest. By the time WICA was established, both bison (Bison bison) and elk
(Cervus elaphus), the major natural grazers, had been extirpated from the Black Hills area. Between 1911
and 1916 elk were reintroduced into the park from Jackson Hole, Wyoming and Yellowstone National
Park. Park records are unclear as to the first reintroduction, but by 1916 there were approximately 70 elk
in the park. In 1913, fourteen bison donated by the Bronx Zoo were reintroduced to the park. In
subsequent years animals were obtained from Yellowstone National Park.

The park is surrounded by a combination of 44 miles of 7’ high and four miles of five feet high woven
wire fence which is intended to keep bison from wandering out of the Park and to deter the movement of
elk in and out of the Park. While bison remain in the park year-round, there are some elk that leave the
Park on a daily or seasonal basis while others remain in the Park their entire lives. Most of the elk jump
the fence in the southwestern corner of the Park where the shorter section of fence is located. This section
of fence was originally designed to provide ingress and egress of elk from the Park. Some of the elk that
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leave the Park are harvested, but this limited reduction cannot be relied upon to control the entire
population of elk utilizing the Park.

Vegetative surveys conducted in the late 1950s and early 1960s determined that park rangelands were in a
state of overuse by elk and bison and led to the establishment of a management population of 350-400 elk
and 350-400 bison. In the mid 1950s Park managers killed approximately 700 elk in an effort to control
population. In recent years, the Park has been operating under a 1980 Environmental Assessment and a
1994 Elk Management Strategy, both of which call for live trapping and relocating of elk to maintain a
population between 350-400 animals. The current elk population (estimated to be 700 in February 2004)
far exceeds this management capacity. Park management estimates an annual population increase of 20-
25% in the elk herd. Within 3 years the elk population could be 1200-1300.

On July 26, 2002, the Director of the NPS issued a memo to the Parks stating that "deer or elk will not be
translocated from areas where CWD (Chronic Wasting Disease) is known to occur”. In November 2002 a
CWD positive elk was found in the Park. Now that the Park has a confirmed case it can no longer use the
management option of trapping and relocating live elk as the means of controlling its elk population.
Until the Park develops an Elk Management Plan and EIS it will not be able to effectively manage its elk
population over the long-term.

The Park has been operating under a Bison Management Strategy prepared in the early 1990s, which calls
for live trapping and relocating of bison to maintain a population between 350-400 animals. The current
bison population (estimated to be 400 in October 2003) is still within the management capacity.

Management plans are needed for both species to address new concerns for management (i.e., CWD in
elk) since the original strategies were prepared. The plans and environmental documents will address
population control alternatives within the Park including lethal means, contraceptives, hazing, no action,
etc. The plans will also deal with the development of a long term management policy and surveillance
program for diseases, define additional research needs, and for elk, depredation problems outside the
Park, and a discussion of raising or lowering the boundary fence.

We have begun work on these plans and the associated environmental documents that will study and
assess the impacts to both natural and cultural resources, and determine any required mitigation. We
believe that your participation will result in better planning for resource management, and will help
ensure that your concerns are adequately considered during the development of these plans and
environmental studies. As soon as they are completed, copies of the draft plans and environmental
documents will be forwarded to you for review and comment. We look forward to receiving your input on
our plans and any concerns you have about these projects. We would be pleased to discuss this project
further, either by telephone or in a meeting.

If you have any questions, please contact me or Dan Foster, our point of contact for these plans. We can
both be reached at (605) 745-4600.

Sincerely,
/S/ Linda L. Stoll

Linda L. Stoll
Superintendent
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APPENDIX M

Government-to-Government Consultation Letter
Preparation of EIk Management Plan for Wind Cave National Park

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
WIND CAVE NATIONAL PARK
RR1, BOX 190
IN REPLY REFER TO: HOT SPRINGS, SOUTH DAKOTA 57747
L7617 (WICA-RM)
May 11, 2004
Mr. Duane Big Eagle, Chairman
Crow Creek Sioux Tribal Council
P.O. Box 50
Fort Thompson, SD 57339
Subject: Government-to-Government Consultation, Preparation of Elk Management Plan and

Bison Management Plan for Wind Cave National Park

Dear Mr. Big Eagle:

Wind Cave National Park (WICA) is planning to prepare an Elk Management Plan and a Bison
Management Plan with the attendant environmental compliance documentation. With the Elk
Management Plan we are anticipating the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement and with the
Bison Management Plan we are anticipating the preparation of an Environmental Assessment.

Wind Cave National Park was established in 1903. The Park is made up of 28,295 acres of mixed grass
prairie and ponderosa pine forest. By the time WICA was established, both bison (Bison bison) and elk
(Cervus elaphus), the major natural grazers, had been extirpated from the Black Hills area. Between 1911
and 1916 elk were reintroduced into the park from Jackson Hole, Wyoming and Yellowstone National
Park. Park records are unclear as to the first reintroduction, but by 1916 there were approximately 70 elk
in the park. In 1913, fourteen bison donated by the Bronx Zoo were reintroduced to the park. In
subsequent years animals were obtained from Yellowstone National Park.

The park is surrounded by a combination of 44 miles of 7’ high and four miles of five feet high woven
wire fence which is intended to keep bison from wandering out of the Park and to deter the movement of
elk in and out of the Park. While bison remain in the park year-round, there are some elk that leave the
Park on a daily or seasonal basis while others remain in the Park their entire lives. Most of the elk jump
the fence in the southwestern corner of the Park where the shorter section of fence is located. This section
of fence was originally designed to provide ingress and egress of elk from the Park. Some of the elk that
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leave the Park are harvested, but this limited reduction cannot be relied upon to control the entire
population of elk utilizing the Park.

Vegetative surveys conducted in the late 1950s and early 1960s determined that park rangelands were in a
state of overuse by elk and bison and led to the establishment of a management population of 350-400 elk
and 350-400 bison. In the mid 1950s Park managers killed approximately 700 elk in an effort to control
population. In recent years, the Park has been operating under a 1980 Environmental Assessment and a
1994 Elk Management Strategy, both of which call for live trapping and relocating of elk to maintain a
population between 350-400 animals. The current elk population (estimated to be 700 in February 2004)
far exceeds this management capacity. Park management estimates an annual population increase of 20-
25% in the elk herd. Within 3 years the elk population could be 1200-1300.

On July 26, 2002, the Director of the NPS issued a memo to the Parks stating that "deer or elk will not be
translocated from areas where CWD (Chronic Wasting Disease) is known to occur”. In November 2002 a
CWD positive elk was found in the Park. Now that the Park has a confirmed case it can no longer use the
management option of trapping and relocating live elk as the means of controlling its elk population.
Until the Park develops an Elk Management Plan and EIS it will not be able to effectively manage its elk
population over the long-term.

The Park has been operating under a Bison Management Strategy prepared in the early 1990s, which calls
for live trapping and relocating of bison to maintain a population between 350-400 animals. The current
bison population (estimated to be 400 in October 2003) is still within the management capacity.

Management plans are needed for both species to address new concerns for management (i.e., CWD in
elk) since the original strategies were prepared. The plans and environmental documents will address
population control alternatives within the Park including lethal means, contraceptives, hazing, no action,
etc. The plans will also deal with the development of a long term management policy and surveillance
program for diseases, define additional research needs, and for elk, depredation problems outside the
Park, and a discussion of raising or lowering the boundary fence.

The Park is aware that American Indians value Wind Cave National Park as a very special place, so we
want to be sure that the projects are evaluated as per your concerns. Therefore, this letter is to formally
initiate Government-to-Government consultation in accordance with legislation, Executive Orders,
regulations, and policy, including sections 101 and 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
as amended, 36 CFR 800, National Park Service Management Policies and Director’s Orders 28, Cultural
Resources Management and 77, Natural Resource Management.

We have begun work on these plans and the associated environmental documents that will study and
assess the impacts to both natural and cultural resources, and determine any required mitigation. We
believe that your participation will result in better planning for resource management, and will help
ensure that the resources valued by your tribe are adequately considered during the development of these
plans and environmental studies. As soon as they are completed, copies of the draft plans and
environmental documents will be forwarded to your tribe for review and comment. We look forward to
receiving your input on our plans and any concerns you have about these projects. We would be pleased
to discuss this project further, either by telephone or in a meeting.

If you have any questions, please contact me or Dan Foster, our point of contact for these plans. We can
both be reached at (605) 745-4600.

Sincerely,
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/S/ Linda L. Stoll

Linda L. Stoll
Superintendent
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Tribes letter sent to:

Mr. Duane Big Eagle, Chairman
Crow Creek Sioux Tribal Council
P.O. Box 50 Fort Thimpson, SD 57339

Mr. White Buffalo Head, Chairman
Ponca Tribe of Oklahoma

20 White Eagle Drive

Ponca City, OK 74601

Mr. Alonzo Chalepah, Chairman
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma

P.O. Box 1220

Anadarko, OK 73005

Mr. Charles Colombe, President
Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council
P.O. Box 430

Rosebud, SD 57570

Mr. Harold Frazier, Chairman
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe
P.O. Box 590

Eagle Butte, SD 57625

Mr. Tex Hall, Chairman

Three Affiliated Tribes Business Council
HC 3, Box 2

New Town, ND 58763

Mr. Burton Hutchinson, Chairman
Arapaho Business Committee
P.O. Box 396

Fort Washakie, WY 82514

Mr. Michael Jandreau, Chairman
Lower Brule Sioux Tribal Council
P.O. Box 187

Lower Brule, SD 57548

Mr. John Morales, Chairman
For Peck Tribal Executive Board
P.O. Box 1027

Poplar, MT 59255

Mr. Charles Murphy, Chairman
Standing Rock Sioux Tribal Council
P.O. Box D

Fort Yates, ND 58538

Mr. Mark Peniska, Chairman
Ponca Tribe of Nebraska
P.O. Box 288

Niobrara, NE 68760
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Ms. Geri Small, President
Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council
P.O. Box 128

Lame Deer, MT 59043

Mr. Robert Tabor, Chairman
Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 38

Concho, OK 73022

Mr. Roger Trudell, Chairman
Santee Sioux Tribal Council
108 Spirit Lake Ave W
Niobrara, NE 68760-7219

Mr. John Yellow Bird Steele, President
Oglala Sioux Tribal Council

P.O.Box H

Pine Ridge, SD 57770

Mr. Tim Mentz, Historic Preservation Officer
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe

P.O.Box D

Fort Yates, ND 58538

Mr. Jim Picotte, Historic Preservation Officer
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe

P.O. Box 590

Eagle Butte, SD 57625

Mr. Ben Speak Thunder, President
Fort Belknap Community Council
RR1, Box 66

Harlem, MT 59526

Ms. Madonna Archambeau, Chairperson
Yankton Sioux Tribal Bus. & Claims Com.
P.O. Box 248

Marty, SD 57361

Mr. James Crawford, Chairman
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribal Council
P.O. Box 509

Agency Village, SD 57262

Mr. Thomas Ranfranz, President

Flandreau Santee Sioux Executive Committee
P.O. Box 283

Flandreau, SD 57028
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APPENDIX N

Comment Response Report

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations, and National
Park Service (NPS) guidance on meeting the Service’s NEPA obligations, the park must assess and
consider comments submitted on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and provide responses.
This appendix outlines and describes how the NPS considered public comments and provides the
necessary responses to those comments.

The Environmental Protection Agency Notice of Availability (NOA) was published on June 20, 2008.
The publication of the NOA initiated a 60-day public comment period.

Correspondence received during the public comment period included letters, a fax, electronic mail,
comments dictated at public meetings, and comments on the NPS Planning, Environment and Public
Comment (PEPC) website. The park received correspondence from 24 individuals, 2 tribal governments,
2 non-governmental agencies, 2 federal government agencies, 2 state government agencies, and 1
conservation/ preservation group. The correspondence contained 167 comments on various topics. All
correspondence received during the public comment period may be viewed at the park headquarters
during regular business hours.

At the close of the public comment period, the NPS began analyzing the correspondence received.
Content analysis consisted of a five-step process:

1. developing a coding structure

2. employing a comment database for comment management

3. reading and coding public comments

4. interpreting and analyzing the comments to identify issues and themes
5. preparing this comment summary

A coding structure was developed to help sort comments into logical groupings, or topics. The coding
structure was derived from an analysis of the range of topics discussed during internal NPS scoping, past
planning documents, and the comments themselves. The coding structure was designed to capture all
comment content rather than to restrict or exclude any ideas. Each comment was categorized by topic
using the established coding structure.

The comments were identified as substantive or non-substantive as they were being coded, according to
criteria described in the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500). These criteria
state that substantive comments raise an issue regarding law or regulation, agency procedure or
performance, compliance with stated objectives, validity of impact analyses, or other matters of practical
or procedural importance. Non-substantive comments offer opinions or provide information not directly
related to the issues or impact analysis. Non-substantive comments were acknowledged and considered,
but do not require responses from the NPS.

The majority of comments received focused on various aspects of the alternatives proposed in this
plan/EIS.
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Concern statements were developed by code to summarize the views expressed in the substantive
comments. From those substantive comments, concern statements were developed. The NPS then
developed response statements addressing each concern statement. This report provides the concern
statements, the representative comments that led to the development of those concern statements, and the

NPS responses to these substantive comments.

Reading, coding, and analyzing comments helps the NPS decide if substantive issues raised by the public
warrant further modification and analysis of the alternatives, issues, and impacts. Comment analysis also
helped the NPS identify any text in the draft plan/EIS where clarification was helpful or factual errors
needed correction. If editorial clarifications or factual changes were required, the text changes are
reflected in this Final EIk Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

The indices in this report provide commenters with various means to track the way NPS addressed their
comments. Each correspondence was assigned an ID number that can be found in Index A. Next to the ID
number are all of the codes that NPS assigned to each individual correspondence. All of these comments
were then used to develop the concern statements and responses. In addition, Index B provides an index
broken out by code to show which organizations/individuals provided comments related to each code.
Index C provides the full text of all of the letters submitted during the public comment period.

COMMENT DISTRIBUTION BY CODE

(Note: Each comment may have multiple codes. As a result, the total number of comments may be different

than the actual comment totals)

Number of
Code Description Comments

AL2005 Alternative B: Support Hunting Outside the Park 14

AL2015 Alternative B: Oppose hunting outside the park 3

AL2100 Alternative B: Modifications to SDGFP-Managed Hunt (seasons, 4
hunting units) and/or Elk License Permitting Process Related to Elk
Management

AL2105 Alternative B: Oppose SDGFP Management of Hunting Outside the 2
Park

AL2110 Alternative B: Support SDGFP Management of Hunting Outside the 3
Park

AL2200 Alternative B: Coordinate with Adjacent Landowners Regarding 4
Hunting Outside the Park

AL2205 Alternative B: Coordinate with Adjacent Landowners Regarding 1
Hunting Outside the Park

AL2505 Alternatives: Support Hazing/Movement of Elk Out of Park 3

AL2510 Alternative B: Support Use of Volunteer Hazers to Move Elk Out of 2
Park

AL2550 Alternative B: Oppose hazing and/or Methods of Moving Elk Out of 8
Park

AL2555 Alternative B: Public Reaction to Hazing Elk Toward Hunters 1
Outside Park

AL2600 Alternative B: Effectiveness of Fence in Preventing Return of EIk to 1
Park During Hunting Season

AL2610 Alternative B: Feasibility/Effectiveness of Alternative 1

AL2655 Alternative B: Support Appropriate and Timely Fence 1
Modification/Manipulation
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AL3005 Alternative C: Support 2
AL3100 Alternative C: Support Donation of Meat of CWD-negative carcasses 1
(avoid waste)
AL3105 Alternative C: Support Donation of Meat of CWD-negative carcasses 3
(avoid waste)
AL3150 Alternative C: Oppose organized distribution of elk meat 1
AL4005 Alternative D: Support sharpshooting 5
AL4010 Alternative D: Support donation of meat of CWD-negative carcasses 3
(avoid waste)
AL4100 Alternative D: Support sharpshooting as maintenance tool 1
AL4200 Alternative D: Support sharpshooting with use of trained/skilled 4
volunteers
AL4300 Alternative D: Use sharpshooting as preferred method for initial 1
reduction
AL4400 Alternative D: Support sharpshooting as second choice for initial 3
reduction, after hunting outside the park
AL5000 Alternative E: Sterilization 8
AL5005 Alternative E: Support use of sterilization 5
AL5006 Alternative E: more research needed 1
AL6000 Alternative F: Fertility control agents 4
AL6005 Alternative F: Support use of fertility control agents 5
AL6006 Alternative F: more research needed 1
AL6010 Alternative F: Oppose use of fertility control agents 1
AL7000 Alternatives: New alternatives or elements 10
AL8005 Alternatives General: Support elk management 8
AL8055 Alternatives General: Oppose all proposed management actions 2
AL8075 Alternatives General: Oppose all lethal control management actions 5
AL8100 Alternatives General: Support elk management--equal emphasis on 3
male and female elk
AL8200 Alternatives General: Cost of elk management 2
AL8305 Alternatives General: Track/test carcasses for CWD 1
AL8405 Alternatives General: Disposition of CWD-positive carcasses 1
AL8505 Alternatives General: Support use of adaptive management 2
AL9100 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Hunting in the Park 13
AL9105 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Support hunting in the Park 5
AL9130 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Hunting in the Park--tribal 1
hunt
AL9200 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: 1

Trapping/roundup/translocation of elk to areas outside the Park
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AL9300 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Reintroduction of elk 5
predators to Park

AL9350 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Oppose reintroduction of elk 2
predators to Park

AL9355 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Oppose reintroduction of elk 5
predators to Park

AL9380 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Predator reintroduction 2
deliberations

CR4005 Cultural Resources: Impacts of proposal and alternatives 2

E1000 Elk: Ungulate Disease 12

HS1000 Human Health and Safety: Human consumption/use of elk carcasses 4

HS4000 Human Health and Safety: Impacts of proposal and alternatives 2

MT1000 Miscellaneous Topics: Accuracy of data used for plan development 5

MT2000 Miscellaneous Topics: Public input/comment 3

PN1005 Purpose and Need: Support plan's stated purpose and need 1

PN1100 Purpose and Need: Disagree Forage Would Not Support Elk 1
Population Growth

PO4000 Park Operations: Impacts of proposal and alternatives 1

SE4000 Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives--hunting 1
outside Park (alternative B)

SE4050 Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives-- 9
agriculture/ranching

SE4055 Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives-- 2
agriculture/ranching

TE4000 Threatened and Endangered Species: Impacts of proposal and 1
alternatives

VE1000 Visitor Experience: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 1

VG1000 Vegetation: Condition 1

WH1000 | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: General 2

WH3000 | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Ethical/lhumane treatment of elk 5

WH4000 | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts of proposal and alternatives 4

WHB8000 | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Ecosystem Processes 1

WQ1000 | Water Resources: Water quality and quantity 1

Total 168
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CORRESPONDENCE SIGNATURE COUNT BY ORGANIZATION TYPE

Organization Type Number of Correspondences
Federal Government 2
Tribal Government 2
Conservation/Preservation 1
State Government 2
Non-Governmental 2
Unaffiliated Individual 24
Total 33
CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE

State Percentage | Number of Correspondences

SD 78.79% 26

NJ 6.06% 2

Unknown 3.03% 1

MN 3.03% 1

DC 3.03% 1

CO 3.03% 1

Total 33

CONCERN RESPONSE REPORT

AL2100 - Alternative B: Modifications to SDGFP-Managed Hunt (seasons, hunting units) and/or EIk
License Permitting Process Related to EIk Management

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Commenters had various suggestions regarding modifying a SDGFP-managed hunt
outside of the park including the number and length of seasons and methods for
distributing hunting tags.

Corr. ID: 7 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87234 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Whether it be the height of the fence or gates or what other
remedy you eventually come up with to get at this migration pattern- I would like to
leave you with my recommendation to those responsible for setting the hunting
seasons in these areas. For those of us in perhaps the last five years who have applied
in good faith that decent numbers were there, spent a considerable amount of time
pre-season scouting, and put a good effort in the field we should be given some kind
of preference in whatever the reduction plan that evolves, or in the next seasons
applications. I am now 73 years of age, still have my health to enjoy the outdoors- I
doubt I will ever get the chance to hunt elk in the Black Hills and draw a license
under your present system of licensing. I feel many of us have paid a price and at the
same time management people have looked the other way.

Corr. ID: 8 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87232 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The GF and P would likely have the best ideas for how to
spread the seasons out of the park over several weeks, but if I could suggest: many
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Response:

short seasons rather than one huge donnybrook. This would be potentially safer and
attract fewer PETA members to protest in their fawn elk costumes.

Corr. ID: 24 Organization: USDA Farm Service Agency
Comment ID: 89092 Organization Type: Federal Government
Representative Quote: The GF&P should consider offering an increased number of
elk hunting permits for the units that are covered by the elk release. These additional
licenses would allow for the herd reduction that cannot be accomplished within the
Wind Cave National Park boundaries at this time. This reduction would also reduce
the depredation load on the private land owners adjacent to the Park.

The National Park Service has worked jointly with the South Dakota Game, Fish and
Parks (SDGFP) from the beginning of this planning effort. The SDGFP will be setting
the number and length of seasons along with the methods and preferences for
distributing hunting tags outside of the park. This information will be passed on to the
SDGFP for their consideration.

AL2200 - Alternative B: Coordinate with Adjacent Landowners Regarding Hunting Outside the Park

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stressed the need to coordinate with landowners surrounding the park and
the SDGFP regarding elk management.

Corr. ID: 24 Organization: USDA Farm Service Agency

Comment ID: 87094 Organization Type: Federal Government
Representative Quote: Our position would be that any planned release of a large
number of elk to surrounding lands should also include the cooperation of the South
Dakota Game Fish & Parks (GF&P)Department.

As described in the plan/EIS (see the plan/EIS, page 28), hunting activities within the
two hunting units (H3 and H4) which flank the park would be administered by the
SDGFP according to its current regulatory authority granted in SDCL 41-2-18. This
SDGFP effort includes issuance of all hunting permits, as well as the coordination
with affected landowners within these hunting units. As explained on page 30 of this
plan/EIS, implementation of this alternative could involve increased hunter access to
private lands within H3 and H4 and SDGFP would work with neighboring landowners
to facilitate this increased access.

AL2510 - Alternative B: Support Use of Volunteer Hazers to Move Elk Out of Park

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

416

Commenters stated that volunteers could assist with hazing elk out of the park, and
this method would be cheaper and safer than other techniques mentioned in the DEIS.

Corr.ID: 8 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87230 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Suggest or require successful hunters who draw a tag for out
of the park hunting to "donate" 1/2 day towards hazing activity in the park. The cost
would be in the organizers salaries only, and maybe a few pots of coffee to get the
hazers going in the morning. RMEF [Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation] might even
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Response:

donate a few organizers for the hazing crews in return for publicity, photo ops, etc.
Volunteer hazers would be cheaper and safer than helicopters, planted explosives, loud
bad rock music or some of the other ideas I have read. Strongly worded disclaimers
(statements of hold harmless) and physician statements as to acceptable levels of
health to physically participate would likely be needed to prevent the activities from
attracting plaintiff attorneys.

The definition of “skilled volunteer” was clarified in the final plan/EIS to include the
use of volunteers for activities related to elk management aside from sharpshooting,
when NPS determines that additional personnel may be necessary to carry out the
actions described in the final plan/EIS. Cost, efficiency, and effectiveness would be
the factors that determine when supplemental personnel are needed. See page 27 as
well as the Glossary for text changes.

AL2550 - Alternative B: Oppose hazing and/or Methods of Moving Elk Out of Park

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Commenters expressed concern over a number of elements regarding hazing/moving
elk out of the park, including the concern that it will be difficult and/or expensive to
hunt elk on private land, the concern that moving elk onto private lands will result in
increased depredation on cattle feed, and the fact that the South Dakota Animal
Industry Board code 40-5-8 regulates the release or translocation of any animal to
ensure documentation as disease-free.

Corr. ID: 5 Organization: RMEF [Rocky Mountain Elk
Foundation]
Comment ID: 87235 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: I have read the proposal to allow Elk to leave the park to be
harvested by hunters in the next year or two. Please don't let that happen East of Wind
Cave Park as that is all private land, and the landowners will not allow any hunting or
if they do, they will charge you an arm and a leg. Release them on the West side of the
park onto public land.

Corr. ID: 24 Organization: USDA Farm Service Agency
Comment ID: 87093 Organization Type: Federal Government
Representative Quote: We understand that one option being considered is the
possible release of 200 to 300 head of elk onto lands bordering the park. ...Our
position is that this release of elk onto neighboring lands could cause severe
overpopulation and increase elk herd depredation on grazing land and stock piled feed
sources of private individuals.

Corr. ID: 33 Organization: South Dakota Animal Industry Board
Comment ID: 87025 Organization Type: State Government
Representative Quote: The statute below may be reviewed by WCNP prior to
implementing actions including translocations other than those within the park:

40-5-8. Board powers in suppression of contagious diseases and parasites- Regulation
of importation, release, sale, loan, lease, or distribution of animals- Violation as
misdemeanor. If written notice is given to the owner or keeper of any animal that a
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Response:

418

quarantine is established, the Animal Industry Board may take any action necessary to
control, prevent, suppress, and eradicate any contagious, infectious, epidemic, and
communicable disease and infestation of destructive parasites among the domestic and
nondomestic animals of this state. The board may regulate or prohibit the importation,
release to the wild, sale, loan, lease or other distribution or translocation or any animal
into and within the state to ensure documentation as disease-free. The Animal Industry
Board may regulate or prohibit such transactions between and among private entities,
local government agencies, state government agencies, federal government agencies,
and nonprofit and other corporations, including, but not limited to, game farms, game
preserves, zoos, exhibitions, sales, humane societies, and rehabilitation facilities. A
violation of this section is a Class 1 misdemeanor.

Source: SDC 1939, Section 40.0501; SL 1950 (SS), ch 9, section 1; SL 1982, ch 282,
section 1; SL 1989, ch 349, Section 1; SL 1990, ch 325, section 35.

Implementation of alternative B (hunting outside the park) would involve the
installation of additional “spans of movable gates along the western and, to the extent
possible, eastern boundaries of the park, with landowner consent” (see page 28 of the
plan/EIS). These gates would be designed to allow elk to leave the park at certain
times of year while discouraging their return in the fall during hunting season. Gates
would be installed only in areas where landowners have given their approval. While
the current preferred gate locations are along the western park boundary, if agreements
with private landowners along the eastern park boundary are reached regarding
hunting access, such locations would be considered for these movable gates. SDGFP
would administer all hunting activities within Hunting Units 3 and 4, regardless of
where movable gates are installed.

As described on page 126 of the plan/EIS, the SDGFP administers a series of
programs designed to address wildlife depredation on private land throughout the
state, including haylands, food plot, cable and stackyard contracts. The majority of
private lands adjacent to the park are in agricultural use and some of these private
landowners are eligible for state wildlife depredation programs (table 19, page 128).
The program, managed by SDGFP, “includes private landowners, Custer State Park,
Wind Cave National Park, U.S. Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation,
Natural Resource Conservation Service, and South Dakota Resource Conservation and
Forestry” (page 126).

Under alternative B (hunting outside the park), elk would be discouraged from
returning to the safety of parklands during hunting season, thereby increasing hunting
opportunities on lands adjacent to the park. The fact that more elk would be present on
these lands adjacent to the park during this period could result in the temporary
increase in depredation impacts on these private lands (page 265). Should this occur,
SDGFP-administered hayland, food plot, cable, and stackyard contracts could be
increased to offset depredation impacts. At the same time, SDGFP may choose to
increase the number of elk hunting access agreements in areas within H3 and H4
which could further mitigate depredation impacts to surrounding lands (page 265).
Depredation effects to lands adjacent to the park are expected to decrease over time as
initial elk reduction activities are completed.

Regarding the Animal Industry Board’s prohibition on the “release to the wild” of
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animals without documentation as to their disease-free condition, it is the position of
NPS that the park’s elk population is a free-roaming herd and, as such, this plan does
not propose their “release to the wild.” This elk population is not currently confined
within park boundaries and evidence of annual elk migration into and out of the park is
substantiated in the plan/EIS (page 85).

AL3150 - Alternative C: Oppose organized distribution of elk meat

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that the donation of elk meat is impractical due to cost and the
logistics related to mandatory CWD testing.

Corr.ID: 8 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87227 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Options that attempt to arrange distribution of the elk meat
are too expensive (i.e. - Rapid City's $50 per pound venison, in previous reduction
hunts) or impractical because of the presence of CWD.

Although not a food safety test, CWD testing would be required before any meat
was donated by the National Park Service to the public. Costs are dictated by the
testing facilities and not the National Park Service. The park agrees, it is very
costly to transport and have the elk slaughtered, processed, the meat packaged and
distributed to the public. For these reasons, the park would find a partner that
would bear the responsibility for this donation effort. The partner would take care
of the logistics for the shipment/transport of live elk to the slaughter house, killing,
processing, packaging/storage of meat, offal disposal, meat donation/distribution
and necessary record-keeping (e.g., informed consent form requirements,
distribution of meat records, etc.).

AL4010 - Alternative D: Support donation of meat of CWD-negative carcasses (avoid waste)

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters were opposed to incinerating elk carcasses under alternative D and
thought that every effort should be made to donate the meat as it is in alternative C.

Corr. ID: 15 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87098 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alternative D - Would be my second choice, if you could
find a facility that could handle a large number of elk, and the elk be tested and
then donated. Donating the meat to a food bank would be a better alternative.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87051 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SCI and SCIF agree that the Park Service should try to
donate elk meat to individuals or charities under Alternative C, if it is safe to do so
(see Draft Elk Plan at 33—34), but suggest that the Park Service consider this
option under Alternative D as well.

The donation of meat in alternative D was considered but ultimately removed
because of concerns over public health and logistics. These reasons are laid out in
the plan/EIS on page 24 and summarized here. In alternative D, elk would be killed
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by sharpshooters in sometimes remote sections of the park or over a wide
geographic area in a given day. To prevent freezing (sharpshooting would take
place during winter months), the carcasses would need to be removed quickly and
brought to a central location where they would be hung in refrigerated conditions
for a two-week period while waiting for chronic wasting disease (CWD) test
results. If left in the field even for a few hours, the carcasses would be exposed to
dirt, predation, and bacterial decomposition, making them a public health risk. The
planning team assumed carcasses would be “sling-loaded” into harnesses carried
by helicopters, a procedure that does not require landing but does involve
personnel waiting at the site of each carcass to load it into position. Because
helicopters could only load a few carcasses at a time, several trips may be needed
to remove them from an area or from different areas in a day of sharpshooting.
Additional public health concerns with distributing meat under alternative D
include the potential for cross contamination of carcasses by those carrying CWD.
As described in the plan/EIS (see page 34), the variables that could lead to cross
contamination would be either highly controlled in alternative C (e.g., if a partner
were available and live elk killed and their carcasses processed under indoor,
sanitary conditions) or carcasses would be incinerated if a partner to handle these
variables is not found. As noted above, these same factors are not controllable in
alternative D, as shooting, gutting and testing all take place under field conditions.
Carcasses would have been brought to a central location for testing and hung in a
refrigeration truck as the park does not have a large locker. Those with CWD
would be in close contact with “clean” carcasses. If they cannot be field dressed
before helicopter pick up, they would also have been gutted at the central location
near the refrigeration truck, another potential source of cross-contamination. If
contamination did occur during any of these steps, it would not be something the
NPS would be able to detect, as the CWD test would only show animals with the
disease (when alive). The inability to ensure the meat was suitable for consumption
and logistic problems made meat donation under alternative D not feasible.

AL4200 - Alternative D: Support sharpshooting with use of trained/skilled volunteers

420

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that the use of skilled volunteers to assist in culling elk should
be a component of alternative D.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87031 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SCI and SCIF have been leaders in support of the use of
qualified volunteers from the hunting community assisting NPS management
efforts of overpopulations of wildlife on NPS lands.... SDFGP also could be
instrumental in qualifying volunteers to assist with culling activities under
Alternative D. As is being demonstrated in Rocky Mountain National Park, SCI
and SCIF could be called on to assist with management activities, whether it is
hunting outside the Park or as volunteer sharpshooters within the Park.

The use of skilled volunteers to assist in culling elk is included as a component of
alternative D in the plan/EIS (see pages 38—40). Please see the response to AL
2510 for more information related to the use of skilled volunteers for elk
management actions, and see also the glossary for the definition of “Skilled
Volunteers.”
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CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters questioned the degree to which using skilled volunteers from the
hunting community would reduce the cost of alternative D (sharpshooting)?

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87034 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: ...a review of the analyzed impacts from the two
alternatives reveals that Alternative D is a better second choice than Alternative C.
The cost of Alternative D is estimated to be $646,000 for the life of the elk
management plan, roughly 15-20 years. Draft Elk Plan at 48. It appears that the
initial estimated cost of $470,000 could be reduced if the Park Service used skilled
volunteers from the hunting community. SCI recommends that the Park Service
include an estimate of initial costs using skilled volunteers for comparison
purposes. The cost of Alternative C is estimated at $2,000,000 for the life of the
plan. Id. This figure is significantly higher, with most of the increased cost coming
in the maintenance phase.

If skilled volunteers are used there are still direct costs that will be borne by the
NPS as it relates to supervision, training, qualifying, background checks,
fingerprinting, along with the need to train and re-qualify new volunteers
throughout the control program. Volunteers would still be under the purview of the
NPS and would require constant oversight by park employee(s). For example,
within Theodore Roosevelt National Park Draft Elk Plan / EIS (page 238 of that
EIS) a cost estimate is provided of an additional $68,668 per year (or 1 million
dollars over 15 years) should skilled volunteers be used for direct reduction. Costs
include the 5 to 10 seasonal employees needed to administer the skilled volunteer
program.

There are many factors that go into the consideration for deciding upon an
alternative and which alternative would be preferred over another. Cost (see this
plan/EIS, page 48) is not the only factor used for deciding upon an alternative. For
example, alternative C (roundup and live shipment or euthanasia) could accomplish
the reduction goals within a few days while alternative D (sharpshooting) would
likely take a few months whether it was using skilled volunteers, federal employees
and/or authorized agents. Alternative C (roundup and live shipment or euthanasia)
has already been successfully carried out in the park while sharpshooting is an
unknown within the park.

AL4400 - Alternative D: Support sharpshooting as second choice for initial reduction, after hunting

outside the park
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Commenters expressed support for alternative D (sharpshooting) being the second
choice for initial reduction if alternative B (hunting outside the park) did not meet
elk population goals because it is more flexible as a backup strategy and is less
expensive.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87035 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The sharpshooter method offers flexibility if there is a
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Response:

need to reduce the elk population outside of regular hunting seasons, but a large-
scale roundup operation is not called for. Once set up, a program using qualified
volunteers and other sharpshooters could quickly and precisely address
overpopulation needs. The experiences of the Park Service at Rocky Mountain
National Park should help with setting up an efficient and well-run program at
WCNP. In addition, the time of the year in which the initial, and presumably the
maintenance, phase could occur is much greater with Alternative D than
Alternative C. Id. at 59 (Alternative D, August to March; Alternative C, January to
February).

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87027 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SCI and SCIF make one substantive suggestion...SCI and
SCIF suggest that the Park Service adopt or identify Alternative D (Sharpshooting,
including using qualified volunteers) as the method to use if Alternative B
(Hunting Outside the Park) does not provide the expected declines in elk
population, whether for initial reductions or maintenance purposes. The Draft Elk
Plan appears to identify Alternative C (Roundup and Live Shipment or Euthanasia)
as the secondary method, Draft Elk Plan at vii, but also suggests that Alternative D
would work well in conjunction with Alternative B. Id. at 25.

As described in this plan/EIS (page 52), the effectiveness of the preferred
alternative (alternative B, hunting outside the park) would be evaluated in
coordination with SDGFP after two years of plan implementation. Should stated
plan objectives not be met during the initial reduction phase (years one through
five years of plan implementation), the plan/EIS describes alternative C (roundup
and live shipment or euthanasia) as the “back-up” alternative for these initial
reduction efforts. The choice of alternative C as a back-up option is based
primarily on its proven efficiency in reducing the park’s elk population. Past
management actions involving roundup/translocation (page 9) have been
accomplished in two to three days. Should it be determined that alternative B is not
effectively meeting plan objectives, it will be imperative that the NPS take quick
action to avoid further detrimental impacts to park resources related to elk over-
population. Implementation of alternative C as a back-up plan would provide the
most efficient option to decreasing the elk population quickly to stated plan levels.

By way of comparison, it is likely that the organization, training, and
implementation of alternative D (sharpshooting) would require months to
implement, resulting in more detrimental effects to park resources than would the
implementation of alternative C as a back-up strategy. The NPS may choose to use
sharpshooting “periodically and sparingly during the implementation of the
preferred alternative if needed to balance subherds, displace elk, achieve more
desirable sex or age ratios, etc.” (page 55). Sharpshooting will still be considered a
viable back-up option for maintenance efforts under alternative B.

AL5000 - Alternative E: Sterilization

422

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Some commenters expressed concern over the time and costs associated with
sterilization, while others thought that sterilization was the best maintenance tool,
but should be used to treat both male and female elk.
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Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Corr.ID: 9 Organization: South Dakota Stockgrowers
Association

Comment ID: 87091 Organization Type: Non-Governmental

Representative Quote: After elk numbers are reduced to a manageable level,

SDSGA supports alternative E, sterilization of remaining elk. However, we

support sterilization of both males and females.

Corr. ID: 32 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87202 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The option of sterilization as an alternative is ridiculous,
for cost reasons, health hazards for other wildlife and possible health hazard for
human use.

To control/reduce a wildlife population, productive females must be managed.
Sterilizing the bulls would have little effect on reducing the reproduction or build
up of elk herds in the future. Even if the technology were to become available for
sterilizing bulls, it would not be practical nor make the most sense to sterilize
them. From a safety standpoint, bulls are also the biggest and the most dangerous
to deal with when handling.

The park is not interested in altering the behavior of the free roaming bulls.
Watching and listening to bull elk during the fall breeding season is an important
component of the visitor experience (page 45 of the plan/EIS) at Wind Cave
National Park. It is the park’s goal to avoid noticeable reduction in bulls “bugling,”
pursuing and herding cows, or challenges which would adversely affect wildlife
behavior or visitor experience.

One of the constraints of the use of fertility control agents for elk reduction is the
fact that there is ongoing movement of elk into and out of the park, depending on
the time of year. There are many hundreds of elk outside the park that are
unavailable for capture or treatment during the spring and summer, for example.
Treated elk may also leave the park and be hunted, nullifying the expense and
effort the park would put into contraception.

AL6000 - Alternative F: Fertility control agents

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Commenters expressed their support for fertility control, with one commenter
noting it should only be used at some point in the future if the other alternatives
were not meeting elk population objectives.

Corr. ID: 18 Organization: n/a

Comment ID: 87218 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Gona con is no more stressful than live transport or
murder of the elk. . . Permission to use gona con is easily obtainable. People take
birth control, which is in the water. Why this paranoia about more birth control,
which is in the water from human use. . . Gona con is more effective than 90% of
drugs on the market in America today. presently it is approximately 76% effective,
which is a good high number.
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Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87045 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SCI and SCIF fully agree that if these methods
(sterilization, fertility control agents--clarification added) are ever seriously
considered in the future, the Park Service should consider them only for purposes
of maintaining the population of elk in WCNP at some particular level. And they
should be considered only if the Park Service concludes that Alternatives B, C, and
D are not maintaining the populations sufficiently.

To be considered feasible for the park’s use as an elk management option, fertility
control agents would need to meet several stated criteria (pages 44—45). These
include appropriate regulatory approvals and certifications for use in elk as fertility
control agents. Ideally, fertility agents used would require no withdrawal period for
human consumption of hunted elk. However if a withdrawal period is prescribed
for a specific fertility agent, it would either be administered so that the withdrawal
period has expired before hunting begins, or all treated animals would be
permanently marked to inform hunters of the treatment. Fulfillment to a lesser
degree of stated criteria may be acceptable for specific fertility control agents if an
investigational exemption from the appropriate regulatory agency is granted.
While Gona con has been shown to be effective in various wildlife species (not
elk), it is not currently approved for use in elk as a fertility control agent. Several
research studies into its use with elk are currently underway or planned for the
future which will be evaluated by the park once available.

Both alternatives E (contraception/sterilization) and F (fertility control) are
analyzed in the plan/EIS solely for use in the maintenance of the elk population
after initial reduction (alternatives B, C, and D). At this time, neither sterilization
nor fertility control agents have been scientifically proven to effectively manage
wildlife populations. The park will not use either of these alternatives for
population maintenance unless future scientific studies prove them to be an
effective and efficient means of elk population control and the preferred and
adaptive management efforts fail to maintain elk population within the target
range.

AL7000 - Alternatives: New alternatives or elements

424

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Commenters suggested adding alternative elements involving hazing elk onto the
Casey property as well as onto public lands adjacent to the park for hunting.

Corr. ID: 23 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87181 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: However, rather than just pushing the elk through gates in
the park fence boundary to facilitate elk hunting outside the park, why not lay 100
to 200 yards of fencing down and haze or push the elk to the west into the Black
Hills Forest and north along the Custer State Park boundary? Then after a selected
number of elk have left Wind Cave, the fences be replaced. This would allow
hunters to be able to harvest additional animals not only in the Black Hills but also
Custer State Park via the South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks.

Corr. ID: 32 Organization: Not Specified
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Comment ID: 87200 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: An option of opening up the Casey land would be looked
at as a place for a separate Elk unit to have Elk pushed into and made a unit for
hunting by the Game Fish and Parks.

Response: The preferred alternative (alternative B) already addresses this comment (# 87181).
The focus of the alternative is on the hunting of elk on public and private lands
outside the park to reduce and maintain the park’s elk population. This would
involve raising the fence along the southwest portion of the park boundary to a
height of 7 feet, consistent with the remainder of the park fencing and installing
gates that can be opened and closed in areas of the existing boundary fence to
encourage elk movement. The gates would be manipulated to ensure that the target
number of elk are outside the park during hunting season. Hazing may be required
to ensure the appropriate number of animals leave the park. The SDGFP would
administer the hunt, issue all hunting permits, and retain all fees. Gates/drop down
sections of fence are planned on the west boundary (where most of the elk
movement already occurs) and possibly on the east side of the park (where some
movement has been documented).

Movement of elk onto the Casey lands does not appear to be part of the normal
movement patterns of elk within Wind Cave National Park, therefore the park is
not considering those adjacent lands in this plan. Custer State Park, to the north, is
not interested in more elk being made available inside their park.

CONCERN Commenters suggested using members of the hunting community to manage elk;
STATEMENT: and thought consideration should be given to allow them to keep a small portion of
the meat.
Representative  Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Quote(s):
Comment ID: 87055 Organization Type: Non-Governmental

Representative Quote: Nothing in the statutes, regulations and policies that
establish the authority of the National Park Service prevent the Park Service from
utilizing members of the hunting community to assist an individual park and/or the
state wildlife management authority in managing, culling or reducing an
overabundant wildlife population on park land, much as the Park Service has used
professional sharpshooters.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87059 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: Similarly, Park Service Management Policies do not
prevent the Park Service from utilizing members of the hunting community as
agents of the Park Service or state wildlife management authority for a culling (i.e.,
non-hunting) operation. For example, policy provision 4.4.2.1, entitled "NPS
Actions That Remove Native Plants and Animals" acknowledges the Service's use
of "others to remove plants or animals" but does not restrict the term "others" to
include only paid sharpshooters. The same policy provision recognizes the use of
"destruction of animals by authorized agents," but does not restrict the term
"authorized agents" to individuals who are paid for their sharpshooting skills.
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Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87052 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The Rocky Mountain National Park Elk Plan contemplates
that the meat harvested by qualified volunteers would be donated, with a small
portion available to the volunteer. See ...Rocky Mountain National Park Elk
Management Plan Record of Decision.... If it is feasible there, it should be feasible
in WCNP.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87058 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The regulations that the Secretary of the Interior has
promulgated for the purpose of administering the National Park System allow the
Secretary or a Park Superintendent to manage a park's overabundant wildlife using
individuals from the hunting community as a wildlife management resource.
Although there are regulations, such as 36 C.F.R. Section 2.2 that restrict hunting
activities on Park Service lands, such rules are not applicable in the culling
situation, which is not hunting. Instead, Park Service regulations that permit the
Park Service and its agents to conduct activities necessary to counteract threats to
park resources govern. For example, 36 C.F.R. § 1.2 specifically states that:

(d) The regulations contained in parts 2 through 5, part 7, and part 13 of this
section shall not be construed to prohibit administrative activities conducted by the
National Park Service, or its agents, in accordance with approved general
management and resource management plans, or in emergency operations
involving threats to life, property, or park resources.

Please see the responses to AL2510 and AL4200 with regards to the use of skilled
volunteers in augmenting National Park Service personnel for the purpose of elk
management actions.

Volunteers participating in any aspect of elk management at Wind Cave National
Park would not be compensated, which includes being allowed to keep any part of
animals. If an alternative is selected that includes meat donation, all activities
would be carried out in accordance with applicable Federal regulations. While
volunteers cannot receive meat directly from the NPS, they would not be excluded
from participating in separate donation programs established by state or non-profit
organizations. Any meat donation program would be developed in further detail
when implementing the plan/EIS.

With respect to the allowance for keeping a small portion of meat harvested by
skilled volunteers, this is not being contemplated as part of the Elk and Vegetation
Management Plan at Rocky Mountain National Park. Page 9 of the Record of
Decision states that “Authorized agents who participate in culling activities would
not be excluded from receiving meat through this program.” Rocky Mountain
National Park’s website clearly articulates this issue: “Volunteers will be eligible to
participate in the acquisition of meat through a separate meat donation program.
Volunteers may not acquire any meat directly related to their culling activities or
activities of their team members” (Fact Sheet, October 2008). The Volunteer
Application also requires applicants to initial a statement that explicitly states: “I
understand I will NOT be a direct recipient of meat from the animal culled on the
day of my participation as a volunteer; however, I can participate in any meat
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recipient program implemented as part of the Elk and Vegetation Management
Plan.

AL8100 - Alternatives General: Support elk management--equal emphasis on male and female elk

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that any management option should reduce cows as much as
bulls, including hunting outside the park.

Corr.ID: 9 Organization: South Dakota Stockgrowers
Association
Comment ID: 87089 Organization Type: Non-Governmental

Representative Quote: ...females as well as males need to be hunted. Without
managing the females, there will be no management or limiting of elk numbers.

Although the current bull:cow ratio for elk wintering in the park is unknown, it is
estimated to be 55:100, higher than the ratio in the Black Hills outside the park
where the average is 45:100. The EIS (see page 148 of the plan/EIS) indicates that
implementing Alternative B may result in an even greater disparity between the
two ratios, as bulls are less likely to migrate out of the park during the spring than
cows and calves and “be available” for hunting. Alternative B would potentially
use selective sharpshooting or hazing of bulls to reduce this ratio so that it is more
in line with the 45-55:100 range. Age ratios are also a potential concern, as it
appears that a disproportionate number of elk migrating to lands outside the park in
the spring are of reproductive age. Although this would help in lowering the rate of
increase for the herd, it may also have an adverse effect on the natural age structure
of the population. Hunting tags issued by the SDGFP during initial reduction and
maintenance periods would be informed by monitoring data collected on the herd
to balance the needs to reduce the herd, lower its rate of increase and keep age and
sex ratios near those considered healthy. An estimate of the number of cows and
bulls removed in each of the years required for initial reduction is available in

table 1 of the plan/EIS (page 32).

AL8200 - Alternatives General: Cost of elk management

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that the costs for each alternative need to be included in the
plan/EIS, especially for fencing and maintenance.

Corr. ID: 21 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87188 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why is there no budget associated with each alternative in
the EIS? What is the estimated cost for fence and budget for future maintenance?

Appendix D, page 353 in this plan/EIS provides a list of the cost estimates for
alternatives B (which includes fencing and gate materials), C, and D. Fencing
materials and gates along with construction costs are estimated at $162,000—
$182,000.

AL9100 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Hunting in the Park

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Commenters stated that hunting inside the park would be the most practical and
least expensive way to control the elk population.
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Quote(s):

Response:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

428

Representative

Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 6 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87107 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I strongly urge you to consider allowing hunting inside of
Wind Cave's boundaries. I specifically request that you consider the use of archery
hunting in the park. Hunting would also be a great fundraiser for the park. In an
effort to reduce the herd by 200 animals you could easily issue archery licenses to
400 hunters at $500 per license for bull elk and $250 for cow elk. Assuming 150
bulls and 250 cow licenses you would stand to add an additional $137,000 to the
park budget while properly managing the elk herd.

Corr. ID: 14 Organization: Yankton Sioux Tribe Fish &
Wildlife
Comment ID: 87100 Organization Type: Tribal Government

Representative Quote: He asked if Tribal members could hunt in the park...

Corr. ID: 20 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87196 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Hunting is the most practical, least expensive & MOST
common sense-way to control that elk population. You could pay for your problem
with the fees from the hunters involved NOT the taxpayers.

Hunting inside Wind Cave National Park was considered as a preliminary
alternative to accomplish direct reduction of the elk population, however, it was
not carried forward for further analysis because it is inconsistent with existing
laws, policies, regulations, and case law regarding public hunts in units of the
National Park System. Throughout the years, NPS has consistently maintained a
strict policy of not allowing hunting in national parks. In 1984, after careful
consideration of Congressional intent with respect to hunting in national parks,
NPS promulgated a rule (36 CFR 2.2) that allows public hunting in national park
areas only where “specifically mandated by Federal statutory law.” Hunting is not
authorized in Wind Cave National Park.

Commenters suggested that because hunting is currently against the park’s
legislation, NPS should pursue a change in legislation to allow for such activities.

Corr. ID: 21 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87190 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Black Hills Sportsmen's Club is concerned about the
options to manage elk in Wind Cave National Park (WCNP), South Dakota. We
would like you to please consider drafting and carrying through legislation that
would change original enabling legislation to allow the potential option to reduce
elk and other wildlife through regulated and controlled hunting...Wind Cave
National Park will not consider hunting as one of the tools to reduce overpopulated
elk and has eliminated it from further consideration in alternatives for control.

Corr. ID: 21 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 87193 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
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Representative Quote: Our Club's major concern is that when a draft EIS is
available for public review, it will very likely not include an alternative to use
regulated hunting as a viable method for elk population control. We feel this is
short sighted and that Congress can decide if and when regulated

hunting could be a logical, reasonable and financially feasible tool . . .Thus it may
be time to look at the entire legislation on why this park was set up and redirect the
management in a direction that provides some balance.

Corr. ID: 22 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87182 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why are we spending millions of tax dollars to study and
fund this ridiculous plan when hunting is the simplest remedy? Not only will
hunting reduce the size of the herd, but generate revenue for the NPS at the same
time. Change the legislation, don't waste hard earned tax dollars.

Wind Cave National Park’s enabling legislation does not specifically address
hunting, therefore it has never been considered a legal activity, per 36 CFR 2.2 (see
response above). Congressional action would be required to change existing
legislation to allow hunting in the park. Due to the longstanding policy against
hunting in national parks except where specifically authorized, the NPS directorate
has not been in favor of supporting a change to Wind Cave’s legislation that would
allow for hunting. Therefore, Wind Cave National Park is not seeking a change to
its legislation.

AL9200 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Trapping/roundup/translocation of elk to areas

outside the Park
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters questioned whether elk could be translocated to areas outside of the
park.

Corr. ID: 14 Organization: Yankton Sioux Tribe Fish &
Wildlife
Comment ID: 87099 Organization Type: Tribal Government

Representative Quote: Robert asked if we could move elk to the Yankton Sioux
Res., as they would like elk.

Prior to 1994, the park managed elk populations through the use of roundup and
translocation activities conducted every few years. This approach worked well
until 1997 when CWD was identified in a captive herd adjacent to the park (page
9), at which point the park ceased translocation of elk. In July 2002, the NPS
director issued a memo stating “deer or elk will not be translocated from areas
where CWD is known to occur” (see appendix B of the plan/EIS). In the same
year, CWD was documented in a cow elk in the park. The prohibition on the
translocation of elk to other locations outside park boundaries is still in effect.
With the option of elk translocation precluded as a management too, the park was
left with no options for population management, prompting the initiation of this
plan/EIS.

AL9300 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Reintroduction of elk predators to Park

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Commenters stated that the plan/EIS needs to include more information with
regards to the dismissal of an alternative involving the reintroduction of wolves.
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Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87030 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The Park Service properly "Considered but Dismissed" the
predator (Wolf) reintroduction alternative and should fully document all reasons
for doing so.... the Park Service should ensure that it reflects all points discussed
and considered in reaching the conclusion. For example, the Draft Elk Plan says
that the "reintroduction of wolves to accomplish population goals was discussed in
detail .... " Page 52. SCI and SCIF understand that the Park Service had extensive
informal discussions with the SDDFGP over this option. Yet the only reflections of
the state's involvement in considering but dismissing this option appear to be a
mention of the state on page 52 and the state's letter found in Appendix H (located
at page 381). Although SCI and SCIF do not know the extent of discussions with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Draft Elk Plan also should reflect those
discussions.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87049 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SCT and SCIF are currently involved in litigation in U.S.
District Court in Colorado over the Rocky Mountain National Park Elk
Management Plan. In this case, wolf advocates have sued the Park Service for
failing to consider the introduction of fertile wolves as an alternative for elk
population management. Plaintiff in that litigation argues that the consideration and
dismissal of such a strategy did not fulfill the Park Service's NEPA obligations. In
light of this litigation, and the possibility that the Park Service's decision not to
further consider the wolf reintroduction alternative will be challenged in court, the
Park Service should ensure that the record fully reflects the depth of its
consideration of this alternative and the reasonableness of its decision to dismiss
this alternative from further consideration.

We believe the reasoning as laid out on page 51 of the plan/EIS adequately
summarizes the issues with reintroducing wolves. However, additional detail from
discussions with the USFWS (E. Bangs 3/14/06; S. Larsen 5/18/06) is included in
this response as requested. The USFWS Wolf Recovery Coordinator, Ed Bangs,
indicated several problems with reintroducing wolves to the park:

1. The amount of space in Wind Cave (44 square miles) is much too small for an
average wolf pack, which uses between 200 and 500 square miles of territory.

2. If the park introduced a small fertile pack, and the alpha female or male died, no
breeding would take place as breeders come from adjacent packs. Packs studied in
Europe indicate that those without contiguous packs become “sick” with adverse
effects on breeding, feeding and social behavior.

3. Any pups that are born to the pack would attempt to leave seeking mates from
other packs. This means they would be using all means to try to exit the park, even
if they were shocked from electric collars. They would also never attempt to return
if shocked on their way out of the park.
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4. The collars would also be problematic according to Bangs, as the batteries would
be unreliable and it would be very difficult to design a fence system where the
current was not broken by animals shoving against the fence, chewing on wires,
trying to escape, etc. The thickness of wolf fur would change seasonally, and
contact with the skin would be less likely in the winter. Without this contact,
wolves would be more likely to escape; in addition, park staff would need to
handle wolves and wolf pups frequently to ensure contact (3—4 times per year to
change batteries, ensure prongs are the correct length, etc.- Dan Foster, personal
comm. 12/17/08.).

5. It is possible that wolves would affect elk distribution so that most would leave
the park and not return; this in turn would mean the wolves would predate non-
target species such as deer or antelope.

6. As noted in the plan/EIS (appendix G), the USFWS would not be willing to
either grant permission to “take” fertile wolves from another U.S. population to
seed a non-fertile pack at Wind Cave and would be unwilling to expend financial
and staff resources to grant “10(j)” status (e.g. designate an otherwise listed species
as a non-essential, experimental population, allowing more flexibility in its
management) unless the Wind Cave pack was contributing to reintroduction efforts
(e.g., was fertile and allowed to exit the park naturally). The USFWS also is only
willing to consider a 10(j) status when there is state support. Fertile wolves exiting
the park either because they are allowed to do so to meet recovery efforts, or
simply because the fence cannot hold them (experts unanimously agreed it would
be extremely difficult for any fence to keep all wolves penned in and cited holding
pens in Yellowstone prior to wolf release where wolves escaped as an example) is
absolutely untenable for the South Dakota Game Fish and Parks, as noted in the
letter included as appendix H of the plan/EIS. Gray wolves remain a listed species
in western South Dakota, and without special status conferred by 10(j), could not
be shot or harassed in any way should they leave the park, leaving the state or
landowners with no management options.

E1000 - Elk: Ungulate Disease
CONCERN Commenters stated that releasing elk onto private property will expose livestock
STATEMENT: herds to CWD and other wildlife diseases.

Representative  Corr. ID: 9 Organization: South Dakota Stockgrowers
Quote(s): Association
Comment ID: 87082 Organization Type: Non-Governmental

Representative Quote: In addition, releasing elk onto private property will expose
livestock herds in the area to the CWD that is known to infect the elk herd in Wind
Cave. Park managers should be working to eradicate CWD, a sister disease to BSE
(mad cow disease) rather than potentially spreading the disease by releasing elk
onto private land or federal land.

Corr. ID: 16 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87225 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The reason you are overstocked is because of your
Diavase Problems & nobody wants your animals especially the Rancher. I have
had first hand experience with Lepto and Vibro problems in my cattle from Elk you
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Response:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

turned out in the past. I do not want a repeat of this problem, plus the cost of the
Testing. You also have other diseases in your animals that I'm familiar with & don't
want. You will have an ongoing problem until you gather, Test, Vaccinate, &
eliminate those that need culled. Its time to start a Disease Mgt program in the
Park. don't spread your diseased & sick animals all over Private & Public land.
This is not management but an attitude of out of sight, out of mind, & let the
Rancher deal with them. . .I have lived here & ranched for over 50 years & in that
time I've seen a beautiful, well managed Park turn into a Prairie Dog Haven, source
for Lepto, Vibro & other diseases & the attitude towards the Rancher is we don't
car what impact our migrating Prairie dogs or Diseased animals have on you.

Although CWD is part of the same family of transmissible spongiform
encephalopathies as is BSE, it is not the same disease and is not transmissible to
cattle (see pages 89-90 of this plan/EIS for more information). Brucellosis is a
disease that has been eradicated from the park’s bison herd, yet the park continues
to test all bison scheduled for translocation during its roundups every few years.
Because bison are significantly more susceptible to brucellosis than elk, park
managers are confident the disease would have shown up in the park bison herd if
it were in elk herds in the vicinity. The park has tested more than 3,900 bison since
1986 for brucellosis and none have been positive for brucellosis, indicating this
disease is eradicated from the park. This is supported by the South Dakota State
Veterinarian, who indicated in a recent press release that “Surveillance done over
the years indicate that there is no evidence of brucellosis or tuberculosis in free
ranging elk in the Black Hills including Wind Cave” (Wind Cave National Park
press release issued September 18, 2008).

In terms of any other disease being transmitted from elk to other wildlife or to
cattle or domestic animals, the elk that winter in the park have always been able to
migrate from the park and do so regularly. There is no evidence that the segment of
the Black Hills population wintering in the park has diseases or disease prevalence
beyond those of any other segment. In fact, the park maintains a program of
shooting any elk or deer that has obvious signs of CWD, which is likely to lower
the prevalence of this disease for animals wintering in Wind Cave National Park
compared to those outside the park.

Commenter stated that the document downplayed the severity of and risks
associated with CWD.

Corr. ID: 18 Organization: n/a

Comment ID: 87217 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The information written about CWD is designed to make
people not care about the seriousness of this disease. It is clear this is a serious
disease. I think the hunting community does not want to admit just how serious it
is.

NPS recognizes the seriousness of CWD and is committed to doing all that it can to
monitor the disease and remove diseased animals from the population. This
plan/EIS describes CWD in chapter 3 with regard to the elk population and
includes extensive public health guidance in appendix E with regard to the
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donation of carcasses for human consumption. In light of the public health
guidance, Wind Cave National Park has limited meat donation as an option only
under circumstances where cross-contamination of carcasses does not occur.

CONCERN Commenters questioned whether the elk in Wind Cave National Park have been
STATEMENT: tested for brucellosis and state that a vaccination program needs to be put into place
to prevent the disease.

Representative  Corr. ID: 26 Organization: Not Specified

Quote(s):
Comment ID: 87109 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The environmental impact statement did not indicate that
elk were tested for Brucellosis as part of the Draft Elk Management Plan. Page 98
states the bison were "free of the disease brucellosis." Yellowstone is presently
addressing Brucellosis in their bison and elk and the disastrous financial effect it is
having on production livestock agriculture. There needs to be an addendum to
include testing for Brucellosis in the elk in WCNP. ... The elk need to be tested and
some type of proactive vaccination program in place to prevent the disease.

Response: The park disagrees. If brucellosis was still in the environment, the park feels
strongly that it would be found in our bison herd during our routine testing program
at our roundups. The entire state of South Dakota has been declared brucellosis
free, yet the park continues to test more susceptible bison for the disease, with no
positive results.

CONCERN Commenters stated that hazing animals into areas outside of the park would

STATEMENT: exacerbate disease spread and contamination of land outside the park, and that
effective population management of both deer and elk is necessary to reduce the
extremely high prevalence of CWD in the park.

Representative  Corr. ID: 33 Organization: South Dakota Animal Industry
Quote(s): Board
Comment ID: 87022 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: Effective population management of elk must be
combined with effective management of deer to reduce the prevalence of CWD and
the risks of other diseases becoming established in the population.

Corr. ID: 33 Organization: South Dakota Animal Industry
Board
Comment ID: 87020 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: My comments were to the effect that WCNP is home to an
extremely high incidence of CWD per acre. Further comments were that I'd
recommend the park immediately repair all fences, especially the border with
Custer State Park to preclude further spread of this disease to other cervidae in the
State, especially to elk and deer within Custer State Park.

Corr. ID: 33 Organization: South Dakota Animal Industry
Board
Comment ID: 87023 Organization Type: State Government

Representative Quote: Therefore the SDAIB strongly recommends that WCNP
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Response:

effectively repair fences, properly confining the animals that are on the property of
the park, and then drastically reduce the CWD susceptible animal population
within the park... WCNP through a quarantine and quarantine release period
demonstrated in the 1980's that its animals can be effectively managed, tested, and
harvested to reduce and eliminate diease.

Unfortunately CWD has become widespread and will continue to be an issue as
long as there are deer and elk in the Black Hills. The spread of CWD is a concern
to the park and the National Park Service but it is impractical and impossible to
remove every cervid from the environment to keep the disease from spreading. The
park resorts to on-the-ground surveillance of the elk herds to identify animals
exhibiting clinical signs of CWD. Under a National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) categorical exclusion, the park can remove animals that exhibit clinical
signs of CWD without additional environmental assessment. As of September
2006, 181 deer and elk (45 elk, 109 mule deer and 27 white-tailed deer) had been
killed and/or tested, with eleven elk and eight deer testing positive for CWD. It is
important to note that this targeted testing done by the park cannot be used to
determine prevalence rate, as it is not systematic or random but rather deliberately
picks out sick animals. No systematic study of elk has been conducted at Wind
Cave National Park to determine statistically valid prevalence rates because this
would involve killing a large percentage of the population to obtain test results.

Many of the same elk that reside in the park at certain times of the year are the
same elk that move in and out of the park. This movement/exchange of elk has
been going on for decades. These elk are free ranging animals. They are part of a
larger population that move throughout the southern Black Hills. The park is not
interested in creating a captive herd or a closed herd situation where movement in
and out of the park is stopped. CWD has been documented throughout the Black
Hills, not just within Wind Cave National Park. Even though the boundary fence
with Custer State Park is constantly maintained, CWD has also been found within
its boundaries. This 7-foot fence deters elk or deer from moving into or out of
Wind Cave National Park but it is not prohibitive to wildlife that want to move
between the two parks.

HS1000 - Human Health and Safety: Human consumption/use of elk carcasses

434

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Commenters were concerned about the potential for effects related to the safety of
animals harvested outside of the park if sterilization or fertility control were to be
used as a management action, the use of lead shot in elk killed by hunters, and
whether brucellosis is an issue.

Corr. ID: 18 Organization: n/a

Comment ID: 87206 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Feeding elk meat to poor people when it has lead shot in it
is highly dangerous for those people - you are not doing them a favor.

Corr. ID: 27 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87169 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: What assurances do we have, that WCNP wildlife are
Buccioulus free? The health of the food supply must be protected
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Response: Impacts to human health from sterilization or fertility control would be avoided by
leaving enough time between treatment and the “withdrawal” period (the amount
of time needed for the drug to fall to such low levels that it would not affect
humans) for human consumption to ensure hunted elk are not a hazard. For
example, antibiotics and anti-inflammatory drugs administered to elk following
surgical sterilization require a 30—45 day withdrawal period during which human
consumption is prohibited. This means surgical sterilization would be stopped at
least 45 days before hunting season begins. Fertility control agents may present
greater challenges, but ideally an agent would be safe enough to require no
withdrawal period (see page 45 of the plan/EIS). If the agent used to treat elk does
require a period before human consumption is safe, it would either be administered
so that the withdrawal period is complete before hunting begins, or the elk would
be permanently marked with information about risks and withdrawal periods.
Adverse impacts to human health for those that abide by this information would be
negligible, with potential moderate impacts (including possible sterility) for those
that do not heed the warnings.

Brucellosis has presumably been eradicated from the Wind Cave National Park
bison herd (see E1000 above). The quarantine was lifted in December 1986. Since
bison are more susceptible to brucellosis than elk, its absence in the bison
population indicates its absence in the entire population of susceptible wildlife.

The human consumption of elk meat containing lead shot (bullets) applies only to
alternative B (hunting outside the park). Under this alternative, no donation of meat
would occur. Donation of elk meat would occur in alternative C (roundup and live
shipment or euthanasia) but elk would not be killed by shooting, so lead shot would
not be a concern. Under alternative B, elk harvested outside the park would most
likely be consumed by individual hunters and their families. The NPS has no
authority over whether hunters use lead bullets for harvesting activities outside
park boundaries and it is considered likely that such ammunition would be used by
a number of hunters.

Recent research provided by the New York Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYDEC) indicates that small lead fragments are often present in
hunter-harvested game, particularly ground game meat
(http://www.dec.ny.gov/outdoor/48420.html). Lead poisoning is considered
extremely dangerous, with pregnant women and young children being at greatest
risk. Some agencies recognize that the impacts of ingested lead fragments are not
well understood and encourage additional research
(http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/hunting/lead/index.html). Several federal and state
agencies are currently planning or conducting such research to determine potential
impacts of ingesting lead fragments.

Tips for hunters to avoid lead ingestion are provided by several agencies, including
the NYDEC, and include actions such as trimming around the wound channel,
discarding meat with excessive shot damage, and not consuming internal organs
which may contain lead fragments (http://www.dec.ny.gov/outdoor/48420.html).
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HS4000 - Human Health and Safety: Impacts of proposal and alternatives

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters questioned whether the incineration of elk carcasses could have an
adverse impact on human health.

Corr. ID: 18 Organization: n/a

Comment ID: 87212 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: BURNING OF BRUSH POLLUTES THE AIR
CAUSING FINE PARTICULATE MATTER TO DRIFT EAST, CAUSING
LUNG CANCER, HEART ATTACKS, STROKES, ASTHMA, ALLERGIES
AND PNEUMONIA.

The impacts of incinerator emissions to human health is discussed in this plan/EIS
in the air quality section (see pages 232—-233 of the plan/EIS). To summarize, very
little smoke is emitted from the air-curtain incinerator and those experienced with
operating them also note very few odors. This is because this particular technology
involves the movement of air quickly through the area where burning occurs,
resulting in a quick and efficient incineration of the carcass. The primary health
concern is from hazardous air pollutants, which include compounds such as
chloroform, naphthalene, ethyl benzene and other organics. This plan/EIS indicates
that emissions of these substances from a similar incinerator used for livestock
carcass disposal would pose an “excess lifetime cancer risk” or ECLR from any
one substance of less than 1 in 1,000,000 and an ELCR of 1 in 100,000 for all
hazardous compounds from the incineration combined. The release of hazardous
compounds from the incinerator in any alternative proposed in this plan/EIS
(alternative D, or alternative C if no partner is found) would be 150 times less than
the emissions for the livestock carcass removal project (e.g., less than 1 in
100,000,000 for any one substance and less than 1 in 1,000,000 for all hazardous
emissions) and considered a negligible impact to human health.

MT1000 - Miscellaneous Topics: Accuracy of data used for plan development

436

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that the references in the bibliography and the elk population
data used in the plan are too old and should be updated.

Corr. ID: 18 Organization: n/a

Comment ID: 87221 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The bibliography is ancient, and hardly suitable for using
as a basis for plans 20 years in the future.

Corr. ID: 18 Organization: n/a

Comment ID: 87211 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: QUOTING WHAT ANIMAL POPULATIONS WERE
IN 2000 IS SERIOUSLY OUTDATED.

The references used to describe resources that may be affected and to analyze
impacts are the best available. We disagree that the bibliography is outdated. On
the contrary, the reference list shows the depth of research that has been
undertaken to gather as much information as possible; many references cited also
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come from research and/or information dated 2005 and later. A few early
landmark studies of elk behavior specifically at Wind Cave were used to describe
population history; however, this history was updated and supplemented by more
recent information produced in the last two years (see NPS 2006g and Sargeant et
al. 2008 for example). Elk population counts used in the document are from 2007,
the latest available when the analysis was conducted (see table 7).

CONCERN One commenter stated that the comparison of sharpshooters and hunters on pages
STATEMENT: 50-51 of the draft plan/EIS is inaccurate and should be deleted.

Representative  Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Quote(s):
Comment ID: 87054 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The discussion on pages 50-51 that professional
sharpshooters are more efficient and effective than hunters (i.e., non-
sharpshooters in a sport hunting situation) is not well supported and is not
necessary to support the decision to dismiss without further consideration the
alternative of authorizing a sport hunt within WCNP. The single study in support
of the statement that "Sharpshooters are found to be more efficient than hunters in
meeting ungulate reduction goals" is insufficient to support such a broad
statement about the relative efficiency of the two methods. In addition, the Park
Service does not address the cost issue, which would obviously be relevant to a
detailed analysis of this issue. But here, as the Park Service prohibits hunting in
WCNP, the Park Service's statements about the efficiencies of the sharpshooting
and sport hunting options are unnecessary. For all these reasons, SCI and SCIF
recommend that the Park Service remove references to the alleged efficiencies of
professional sharpshooting, or at least note that there are uncertainties and debate
about this issue. ...the Park Service should make clear that it is not passing
judgment on the relative efficiencies of using paid professional sharpshooters
versus skilled volunteer sharpshooters in a non-hunting situation.

Response: The sentences “Sharpshooters are found to be more efficient than hunters in
meeting ungulate reduction goals (0.55 deer per hour for sharpshooting over bait
versus a hunter success rate of 0.03 deer per hour for a white-tailed deer study in
Minnesota. This is at least in part because sharpshooters are encouraged to kill
several animals while hunters are only allowed to shoot up to their tag limit” have
been removed from the document. The issue of whether sharpshooters or hunters
are more efficient is not the central reason why hunting is not considered a
feasible alternative; in addition, these statistics are for white-tailed deer hunting
and not for elk, where similar comparisons are not available.

CONCERN One commenter noted that the discussion of wolves in Yellowstone and their
STATEMENT: effects on elk is unclear and should be clarified in the draft plan/EIS.

Representative  Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Quote(s):
Comment ID: 87053 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The discussion of wolf reintroduction in the Yellowstone
basin on page 138 needs to be clarified. The Draft Elk Plan states: "This has been
further substantiated 10 years into the reintroduction effort by 15 North American
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Response:

wolf experts recently predicting that even 100 wolves inside the park would result
in no more than a 20% reduction in elk (NPS website, Dec 2007)." This suggests
that around 2005 (10 years into reintroduction of wolves in Yellowstone), the 15
experts made the prediction discussed. The Park Service website says "Instead, 15
North American wolf experts predicted that 100 wolves in Yellowstone would
reduce the elk by less than 20%, ten years after reintroduction.” Although this
statement about Yellowstone is ambiguous, SCI and SCIF read it to mean that the
15 experts predicted-before reintroduction started-that ten years into
reintroduction, wolves would have the stated impact. A prediction made before
reintroduction is different than a prediction made ten years into the
reintroduction, when presumably the experts would have information about the
actual impact of the reintroduced wolves on elk. The Park Service should confirm
the meaning of the Park Service Yellowstone website and clarify its statement on
page 138 of the Draft Elk Plan.

The Yellowstone website indicates the 15 experts made their prediction 10 years
after reintroduction (that is, in 2005).

MT2000 - Miscellaneous Topics: Public input/comment

438

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

One commenter stated that if at some time in the future, NPS is considering
implementing fertility control to manage the elk population, the public must be
given a chance to comment more fully on all aspects of the methods intended for
use.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87029 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The Park Service can consider Alternatives E and F now
but should not implement them without further public involvement.... further
public notice and comment must precede any consideration of actually putting
such methods into effect.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International
Comment ID: 87044 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: If at some time in the future the Park Service believes that
these problems are resolved and conditions are or might be met, it must give the
public an opportunity to comment on both whether the conditions are indeed met
and, if they are, whether employing either or both of these alternatives
(sterilization or fertility control agents--clarification added) makes sense in light of
the facts at that time. For example, the Park Service currently projects a cost of
sterilization at $10,000 per female elk, an astoundingly high figure. Draft Elk Plan
at 43. If this alternative warrants future consideration, the projected cost at that
time (whether higher or lower) would be an important factor on which public could
comment. The public cannot offer fully informed comments now on the actual
selection of these alternatives as methods to achieve the goals of the plan.

The plan/EIS includes all the criteria the NPS would require any form of
contraception meet before it is applied. These criteria are found on pages 44-45 of
the plan/EIS and are assumed to be part of the alternative for impact analysis
purposes. Because the NPS has agreed to meet these criteria and the impacts of the
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alternative are fully disclosed in the plan/EIS, the park does not anticipate any
further public involvement should a contraceptive meeting the criteria become
available and be selected for use. Because alternative B (hunting outside the park)
is the preferred alternative, the Record of Decision would need to be revised
should the park decide to implement alternative F (fertility control) as a
maintenance option. This does not require any public review, although notice of a
revision would be published in the Federal Register.

SE4000 - Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives--hunting outside Park (alternative B)

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

One commenter questioned whether the revenues to the SDGFP as a result of
implementing Alternative B as well as increased beneficial socioeconomic impacts
were included in the plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87032 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SCI and SCIF assume that the State of South Dakota
supports these increased opportunities for elk hunting on state and private lands
surrounding WCNP. This alternative would increase revenues to the South Dakota
Department of Fish, Game and Parks ("SDFGP") through increased tag sales. It
would also increase beneficial socio-economic impacts from increased hunting. If
these facts are not already reflected in the Draft Elk Plan, the Park Service should
make it clear in the final plan.

The SDGFP is a cooperating agency in the development of this plan/EIS and is
supportive of the management options analyzed within the document. All hunting
activities outside the park (H3 and H4) will be managed by SDGFP. The analysis
of socioeconomic impacts under alternative B (hunting outside the park) assume an
increase in hunting activity within H3 and H4 over the first five years of plan
implementation (initial reduction). This includes an assumption of a potential
increase in hunting licenses issued. However, SDGFP has sole discretion regarding
the numbers of hunting licenses issued within these units in any year and the
agency considers numerous factors in this determination (e.g., historic hunter
success, etc.). Collectively, socioeconomic impacts from increased hunting
activities in the initial reduction phase of the plan were presented in the draft
plan/EIS as beneficial to the area (page 265). During the later maintenance phase,
it is assumed that the elk population wintering in the park will have been reduced
to around 1990 levels (target range, 232-475).

Regarding increased revenue to the SDGFP related to issuance of additional elk
licenses under alternative B, a percentage of such increases would likely be
retained by the agency. However, favorable hunter success rates within these
hunting units may preclude the need to issue additional tags, resulting in no
increase in revenues. Again, decisions regarding the hunting within these hunting
units are made solely by the SDGFP and it is difficult to predict potential State
revenues prior to plan implementation.
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SE4050 - Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives--agriculture/ranching

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

440

Commenters stated that the costs associated with elk being redistributed onto lands
outside of the park should be included in the socioeconomic analysis, as higher
depredation costs and additional loss of cattle feed sources will impact adjacent
lands.

Corr.ID: 9 Organization: South Dakota Stockgrowers
Association
Comment ID: 87081 Organization Type: Non-Governmental

Representative Quote: The Park Service...is responsible for the wildlife within
the confines of the park, and should not consider releasing elk onto private
property or federal land adjoining private property as a viable management option.
Livestock producers in the area...create a business "management plan" for their
farms and ranches and this plan does not and should not include providing feed for
elk. Feed that the elk consume will obviously displace feed they need for their
livestock, and force landowners to either cut livestock numbers or purchase
additional feed.

Corr. ID: 26 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87111 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Actual cost in dollars of lost production to agriculture
of takings of the grassland by the WCNP elk was not addressed. Grazing rights are
sold as pasture rent for beef cattle. If the elk eat the grass, it is not available to
production agriculture to be sold as pasture rent. The cost in lost available grass for
cattle also needs to be addressed in the impact statement. There is a significant
financial impact on area agriculture. Again an addendum is in order.

The ultimate goal of elk management in the park is to reduce the herd size, which
means that impacts to forage on federal lands outside the park and leased for warm
season cattle grazing would be positive in the long run. The U.S. Forest Service is
a cooperating agency for this project and has raised no objection to any of the
alternatives, including alternative B which makes use of fences and gates to keep
migrating elk from entering the park during the hunting season. As part of the
internal agency team discussions, the idea of improving range conditions through
the use of controlled burning was considered and may be proposed by Black Hills
National Forest as part of its forest management planning. If not, some short term
minor or moderate adverse impacts to those ranchers leasing federal land (similar
to those described for private landowners) may occur under alternative B.
However, it is equally possible that no additional depredation on these lands over
and above what has occurred for decades would occur, as elk have been able to
access these lands by exiting the park for many years. Gates are not anticipated to
be raised until late in the summer, minimizing the time elk that would otherwise be
in the park are on leased grazing land. Because each alternative would result in a
smaller elk herd, some long-term socioeconomic benefits for both federal lease
holders and private ranchers would occur under any of the alternatives.
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VG1000 - Vegetation: Condition

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

One commenter stated that forage in the entire region is in poor condition and
cannot support additional elk.

Corr. ID: 27 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 87165 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: WCNP has too many elk for the amount of habitat / grass
land available. Therefore they intend to push the elk on the adjoining land. This
land also has been in a drought situation for 7years. While the recent rains are
encouraging the grassland still needs more recovery time . . . We do not have
enough grass for our existing elk let alone additional elk.

The alternatives are each intended to reduce the number of elk. As noted in the
EIS, not taking action to reduce the number of elk wintering in the park could
mean a large increase in the herd and unsustainable offtake of forage in the park
(see pages 185—187 of this plan/EIS). This in turn would affect other park
resources, as well as forage on neighboring lands as noted by the commenter.
These are identified as the reasons action is needed (see page 5 of the plan/EIS).
Long term benefits to grassland in the form of a reduction in loss biomass and
prevalence of nonnative invasive species are expected regardless of the action
alternative implemented (see pages 192—193, for example). This would be the case
for neighboring lands as well as fewer elk would be available to migrate outside
the park during the spring and summer months. It is possible that depredation on
adjacent lands would increase for the first year or two of implementing alternative
B; the socioeconomic impact of this increase is addressed in comment SE 4050
above and on page 265 of the plan/EIS.

WH1000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: General

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that management strategies in the park need to focus on
rangeland maintenance to ensure sufficient feed for all wildlife species.

Corr.1D: 9 Organization: South Dakota Stockgrowers
Association
Comment ID: 87090 Organization Type: Non-Governmental

Representative Quote: Additional management strategies in the future need to
focus on rangeland maintenance. The forage within the park needs to be managed
in such a way that there is sufficient feed for all of the wildlife species. This will
obviously require herd reduction of elk as well as management of prairie dogs and
other species in the park.

The development of the Wind Cave National Park elk management planning
alternatives began with the formulation of a team of specialists in different relevant
fields. This science team was tasked with determining the appropriate size of the
elk population and in so doing considered all wildlife species that use the same
food and habitat as elk. Bison and prairie dogs were two of these species and both
were determined to have higher priority than elk—bison because they are named in
the park’s enabling legislation as requiring preservation and prairie dogs because
they are an important keystone species in the prairie ecosystem. The park chose to
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use a forage allocation method to ensure the continued health of these two species,
as well as other wildlife dependent on the same vegetative resources used by elk.
This methodology is described in detail in the EIS (see pages 23-25 of the
plan/EIS). The NPS would monitor the health of forage in park, as well as other
factors described in appendix C of this plan/EIS to determine how to manage its
grazers, including changes in the annual maintenance of elk or number of bison
translocated during annual roundups.

WH4000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts of proposal and alternatives

442

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative

Quote(s):

Response:

One commenter stated that the mortality rate and impacts associated with
contraception from handling elk would be greater than what was included in the
draft plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87042 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The stated incidental mortality rates for fertility treatment
dramatically under-represent the actual mortality rates for this group of animals.
With the risk of death being equal for each treatment, handling animals annually
or multiple times per year soon results in "treatment" becoming the most likely
cause of mortality for each individual.

To be considered feasible for the park’s use as an elk management option, fertility
control agents would need to meet several stated criteria (pages 44—45). These
include the use of a drug(s) which is effective with a single treatment for a
specific duration. This single dose treatment is important due to the high
percentage of animals requiring treatment (in the 90% range) to maintain
population levels, and to minimize multiple handlings of individual animals. The
mobile elk population utilizing park lands increases the difficulty of capturing and
later recapturing the same animals and, from a population dynamics perspective,
becomes increasingly less effective. Collectively, these factors make the single-
treatment criterion important for successful elk management.

Roundups for administration of fertility control agents would be similar to those
which have occurred in the past for elk translocation actions (i.e., helicopters, use
of existing corrals, etc.). Over the past 32 years, elk mortality rates for nine of the
12 roundups that were conducted for translocation purposes averaged
approximately 2—3%. Mortality rates are not available for the remaining three
roundups conducted during this period (Weber, pers. comm. 2009). Where
possible, and depending on drug requirements, treatment would occur during the
winter months to minimize the potential for overheating animals during capture,
and to treat when the greatest number of elk are within the park (page 44). It is not
believed that additional elk mortality would occur as a result of single-treatment
fertility drug injection (Powers, pers. comm.2008). The analysis included in this
plan/EIS of minor to moderate adverse effects to elk from roundup/handling for
the administration of fertility agents is believed to be a reasonable assessment.
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WHB8000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Ecosystem Processes

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative
Quote(s):

Response:

Commenters stated that beneficial impacts would be experienced by other wildlife
due to leaving elk carcasses in the field under alternative D.

Corr. ID: 29 Organization: Safari Club International

Comment ID: 87036 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: Alternative D, to the extent carcasses are left in the field,
would provide some benefits to scavengers and to the soils by adding nutrients.

A new section to address this beneficial impact has been added to the wildlife
analysis for alternative D. To summarize, predators and scavengers would have
increased food resources for a period of time following sharpshooting. The extent
of the impact depends on whether sharpshooters complete their initial reduction
(estimated at 8 days per year for 3 to 4 years) during a consecutive period or over a
several month span in the winter. If it is the former, up to 60 adult carcasses and an
unknown number of calf carcasses could be spread over the park. This would
likely bring in additional predators and scavengers from the area around the park
until the increase in food is consumed, on the order of a few days to a few weeks.
If sharpshooters instead culled the population over several months during each of
the first 3 to 4 years, the existing predator and scavenger population in the park
would be unlikely to change. In either case, temporary benefits from increases in
nutrition during what can be severe winter months would occur for predators and
scavengers in the park and perhaps on adjacent lands. Maintenance would also
provide ongoing benefits for the park predator and scavenger population, but
would likely be a low enough number that those outside the park would be largely
unaffected.
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Correspondence Index of Commenters
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Correspondence
ID Author Organization
14 Angelis, Robert Yankton Sioux Tribe Fish & Wildlife
24 USDA-Farm Service USDA Farm Service Agency
Agency, Fall River-Custer
County Committee
Members
9 Nelson, Larry South Dakota Stockgrowers Association
33 Holland, Sam South Dakota Animal Industry Board
10 Vonk, Jeffrey R. SD Game, Fish, Parks
29 Shepard, Merle Safari Club International
25 Eagle Bear, Russell Rosebud Sioux Tribe
31 Fitzler, Dean Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
5 Winrow, Dan H. RMEF [Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation]
18 sachau, b. n/a
17 Svoboda, Larry Environmental Protection Agency
12 Rokusek, Charles R. Ducks Unlimited
15 Alexander, Mike
1 Bloomer, Jerry L.
30 Brady, Dennis
6 Broughton, Justin J.
26 Couch, Ken
27 Couch, Vivian
28 Couch, Vivian
4 Kept Private
3 Kept Private
11 Fich, Don S.
23 May, Thomas B.
22 Mello, John E.
13 Nicolay, Janice
21 Olson, Jeffrey G.
20 Peters, Steve & Diana
32 Romey, Gary
19 SACHAU, B.
16 Schroth, Frank
2 Kept Private
8 Traub, Douglas M.
7 Kept Private
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INDEX B
Index by Code Report

AL 2005 - Alternative B: Support Hunting Outside the Park
Ducks Unlimited - 12

Environmental Protection Agency - 17

Rosebud Sioux Tribe - 25

SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

Safari Club International - 29

N/A-2,8,13,15,21,23

AL 2015 - Alternative B: Oppose hunting outside the park
South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 33

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

N/A -3

AL2100 - Alternative B: Modifications to SDGFP-Managed Hunt (seasons, hunting units)

and/or Elk License Permitting Process Related to EIk Management
USDA Farm Service Agency - 24
N/A-7,8,30

AL2105 - Alternative B: Oppose SDGFP Management of Hunting Outside the Park
n/a- 18
N/A -2

AL2110 - Alternative B: Support SDGFP Management of Hunting Outside the Park
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

USDA Farm Service Agency - 24

N/A - 32

AL2200 - Alternative B: Coordinate with Adjacent Landowners Regarding Hunting
Outside the Park

SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

USDA Farm Service Agency - 24

N/A - 21

AL2205 - Alternative B: Coordinate with Adjacent Landowners Regarding Hunting
Outside the Park
N/A - 32

AL2505 - Alternatives: Support Hazing/Movement of Elk Out of Park

SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10
N/A-8,15
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AL2510 - Alternative B: Support Use of Volunteer Hazers to Move Elk Out of Park
N/A - 8

AL2550 - Alternative B: Oppose hazing and/or Methods of Moving Elk Out of Park
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation - 5

South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 33

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

USDA Farm Service Agency - 24

N/A - 8

AL 2555 - Alternative B: Public Reaction to Hazing Elk Toward Hunters Outside Park
N/A - 21

AL2600 - Alternative B: Effectiveness of Fence in Preventing Return of Elk to Park During
Hunting Season
N/A - 21

AL2610 - Alternative B: Feasibility/Effectiveness of Alternative
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

AL 2655 - Alternative B: Support Appropriate and Timely Fence
Modification/Manipulation
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

AL3005 - Alternative C: Support
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

AL3100 - Alternative C: Support Donation of Meat of CWD-negative carcasses (avoid
waste)
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

AL3105 - Alternative C: Support Donation of Meat of CWD-negative carcasses (avoid
waste)

Safari Club International - 29

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

N/A - 8

AL3150 - Alternative C: Oppose organized distribution of elk meat
N/A - 8

AL4005 - Alternative D: Support sharpshooting
Safari Club International - 29
N/A - 32
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AL4010 - Alternative D: Support donation of meat of CWD-negative carcasses (avoid
waste)

SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

Safari Club International - 29

N/A - 15

AL4100 - Alternative D: Support sharpshooting as maintenance tool
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

AL4200 - Alternative D: Support sharpshooting with use of trained/skilled volunteers
Safari Club International - 29

AL4300 - Alternative D: Use sharpshooting as preferred method for initial reduction
N/A -1

AL4400 - Alternative D: Support sharpshooting as second choice for initial reduction, after
hunting outside the park

Safari Club International - 29

N/A - 15

AL5000 - Alternative E: Sterilization

SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

Safari Club International - 29

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9
N/A-1,8,19,32

AL5005 - Alternative E: Support use of sterilization
Safari Club International - 29

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9
N/A-1,8,19

AL5006 - Alternative E: more research needed
Safari Club International - 29

ALG6000 - Alternative F: Fertility control agents
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

Safari Club International - 29

n/a- 18

ALG6005 - Alternative F: Support use of fertility control agents
Safari Club International - 29

n/a- 18

N/A-1,8,19

ALG6006 - Alternative F: more research needed
Safari Club International - 29
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ALG6010 - Alternative F: Oppose use of fertility control agents
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

AL7000 - Alternatives: New alternatives or elements
Safari Club International - 29

South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 33

N/A -23,32

ALB8005 - Alternatives General: Support elk management
Environmental Protection Agency - 17

South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 33

USDA Farm Service Agency - 24

N/A-1,6,15,21

ALB8055 - Alternatives General: Oppose all proposed management actions
n/a- 18
N/A - 4

ALS8075 - Alternatives General: Oppose all lethal control management actions
n/a- 18
N/A - 19

ALB8100 - Alternatives General: Support elk management--equal emphasis on male and
female elk

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

N/A -3

ALB8200 - Alternatives General: Cost of elk management
N/A - 21

ALS8305 - Alternatives General: Track/test carcasses for CWD
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

ALB8405 - Alternatives General: Disposition of CWD-positive carcasses
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

ALB8505 - Alternatives General: Support use of adaptive management
Environmental Protection Agency - 17
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

AL9100 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Hunting in the Park
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

Yankton Sioux Tribe Fish & Wildlife - 14

N/A-3,4,6,20,21,22,27
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AL9105 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Support hunting in the Park
Ducks Unlimited - 12

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation - 31

N/A-2,21

AL9130 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Hunting in the Park--tribal hunt
Yankton Sioux Tribe Fish & Wildlife - 14

AL9200 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Trapping/roundup/translocation of elk
to areas outside the Park
Yankton Sioux Tribe Fish & Wildlife - 14

AL9300 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Reintroduction of elk predators to Park
Safari Club International - 29
n/a- 18

AL9350 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Oppose reintroduction of elk predators
to Park
Safari Club International - 29

AL9355 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Oppose reintroduction of elk predators
to Park

SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

Safari Club International - 29

AL9380 - Alternatives Considered but Dismissed: Predator reintroduction deliberations
Safari Club International - 29

CR4005 - Cultural Resources: Impacts of proposal and alternatives
Rosebud Sioux Tribe - 25
Safari Club International - 29

E1000 - Elk: Ungulate Disease

South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 33
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9
n/a- 18

N/A-11,16,21,26,27

HS1000 - Human Health and Safety: Human consumption/use of elk carcasses
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10

n/a- 18

N/A -27,32
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HS4000 - Human Health and Safety: Impacts of proposal and alternatives
n/a- 18
N/A - 8

MT1000 - Miscellaneous Topics: Accuracy of data used for plan development
Safari Club International - 29
n/a- 18

MT2000 - Miscellaneous Topics: Public input/comment
Safari Club International - 29

PN1005 - Purpose and Need: Support plan's stated purpose and need
Safari Club International - 29

PN1100 - Purpose and Need: Disagree Forage Would Not Support Elk Population Growth
n/a- 18

PO4000 - Park Operations: Impacts of proposal and alternatives
N/A - 21

SE4000 - Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives--hunting outside Park
(alternative B)
Safari Club International - 29

SE4050 - Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives--agriculture/ranching
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9

USDA Farm Service Agency - 24

n/a- 18

N/A-11,21,26,27

SE4055 - Socioeconomics: Impacts of proposal and alternatives--agriculture/ranching
USDA Farm Service Agency - 24
N/A - 27

TE4000 - Threatened and Endangered Species: Impacts of proposal and alternatives
Safari Club International - 29

VE1000 - Visitor Experience: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives
n/a- 18

VG1000 - Vegetation: Condition
N/A - 27

WH1000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: General

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association - 9
N/A -1
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WH3000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Ethical/humane treatment of elk
Safari Club International - 29
n/a-18

WHA4000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts of proposal and alternatives
SD Game, Fish, Parks - 10
Safari Club International - 29

WHS8000 - Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Ecosystem Processes
Safari Club International - 29

WQ1000 - Water Resources: Water quality and quantity
n/a- 18
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INDEX C

Index by Correspondence ID

Correspondence [D 1 Correspondence 1D 2

Name:
Organization:

Organization
Type:
Address:

Jerry L. Bloomer

| - Unaffiliated Individual

2146 Minnekahta Avenue
Hot Springs, SD 57747
USA

Correspondence Text

| want to comment on the Elk Management Plan. As a neighbor of the park,
| visit frequently, and am aware of the problems of overpopulation of not
only EIk, but also Prairie Dogs. | support Alternative D, Sharpshooting, to
immediately reduce the excess Elk population. | believe, however, for long
term control, Alternative E or F must also be utilized.

In the absence of predators like wolves, we must manage animal
populations in the park or suffer environmental degradation.
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Name:
Organization:
Organization
Type:
Address:

Il

Correspondence Text

The best option would be to allow hunting in the wind cave natioal park but |
feel the next best option would be to raise all the fences to 7 ft and have
gates or lowered areas to allow for elk migration and to not allow them back
into wind cave until after the elk season.

Please do not open the elk permits to any out of state individuals but since |
have been able to finally receive an out side the park elk tag this year after
20 years since my last opportunity of having an elk tag. | would hope that
you would repeal the 10 year wait until an individual could be able to apply
again for the southern unit where the elk migrate into. | feel that there would
be great interest in this.
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Correspondence 1D 3
Name: ]
Organization:
Organization
Type:
Address:

i

Correspondence Text

this is not a feasible sclution. you will have rich people sitting outside of the
fence looking for the big bulls. it will be a crap shoot. | know the hunters that
can afford it will love it. either us a guided in-park hunt, or ship some out.
you need to reduce cows as much. thank you.
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Correspondence 1D 4

Name:
Organization:

Organization
Type:
Address:

I

Correspondence Text

Having reviewed the 4 alternatives suggested in your proposal | find none of
them represent a acceptable plan. In each case there will be, at best, no
management or at worse a management plan that will cost the taxpayer
money. The most effective plan would be to license hunters to harvest the
excess population. In comparsion to the plans offered this would generate
monies to the taxpayer with very little cost. The failure of the Wind Cave
National Park draft to address the most obvious answer to the situation cast
serious doubt on the level of understanding and professional competence of
those involved in the drafting of yet another example of bureaucrat idiocy.

| find it incredulous that we continue to pay our taxes to support such
foolishness.
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Correspondence 1D 3

Name: Dan H. Winrow
Organization: = RMEF
Organization
Type:
Address:

| - Unaffiliated Individual

25892 471st Ave
Sioux Falls, SD 57107
USA

Correspondence Text

| have read the proposal to allow Elk to leave the park to be harvested by

hunters in the next year or two. Please don't let that happen East of Wind

Cave Park as that is all private land, and the landowners will not allow any
hunting or if they do, they will charge you an arm and a leg. Release them
on the West side of the park onto public land. Thanks, Dan Winrow
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Correspondence ID 6

Name:
Organization:
Organization

Justin J. Broughton

| - Unaffiliated Individual

Type:

Address: 5501 E 6th St
#5
Sioux Falls, SD 57110
USA

Correspondence Text

| support Wind Cave's efforts at propoerly managing the elk herd. As a
Black Hills elk hunter | have seen first hand the early fall elk migration into
Wind Cave as hunting seasons open and close. | strongly feel that elk
exclosures and fencing are just a band-aid to a larger problem however. As
long as the elk herd in the park cannot be effectively managed it will remain
at levels higher than the carrying capacity of the parks habitat. | strongly
urge you to consider allowing hunting insode of Wind Cave's boundaries. It
would be a highly effective, safe, and precedent setting proposal. Hunting
has not been allowed in our National Parks for too long. It has led to
managment issues with elk in places like Wind Cave, Rocky Meuntain, and
also Teddy Roosevelt parks. The original founder of the park system was
himself an avid hunter and would support this wise use management of
game animals in our parks today. | specifically request that you consider the
use os archery hunting in the park. Archery hunting is minimally invasive,
highly effective, and easily controlled by only allowing properly safety
educated bowhunters to participate. Hunting would alsc be a great
fundraiser for the park. In an effort to reduce the herd by 200 animals you
could easily issue archery licenses to 400 hunters at $500 per license for
bull elk and $250 for cow elk. Assuming 150 bulls and 250 cow licenses you
would stand to add an additional $137,000 to the park budget while properly
managing the elk herd. Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to
comment on the proposed management plan.

454



Correspondence ID 7

Author Information

Name:
Organization:

Organization
Type:
Address:

F

Correspondence Text

To Whomever: Asking for Comments--

| would like to comment on the elk management problem pertaining to
Custer State Park,the surrounding units, and Wind Cave. Speaking from my
experience | drew a Custer State Park license about five years ago, and
then in 2007, in the unit south of highway #16 west out to Elk Mountain
(H3). | hunted about one week on the first license and nearly two weeks
total in 2007 in that southwest unit. | can understand some of the dilemmas
you are now facing but these are not problems that occurred overnight,ar in
just one season. After my 2007 hunt covering nearly every part of that unit--
one sighting of a cow/calf for the two week hunt was the bottom line. The
fact | did not come home with an elk from either of the seasons still does not
disappoint me even without firing a single round and doesn't enter into what
the real reason for these cbservations. What does disappoint me is the
inability to even see sufficient game or signs, and conduct a hunt without the
use of motorized vehicles.(1)

Again in the 2007 hunt | was almost assured by people knowledgeable in
the state GFP in Rapid City that if | would spend dedicated time in that area
there would be a slim chance of me not coming away with an elk. These
problems, like | mentioned before, have been going on, yet the greed of the
licensing departments to continue selling permits when the numbers were
just not there to support the hunting season--troubles me.

Some of your possible ideas to rectify these problems have been passed on
to me from a person attending the Wind Cave Elk Management information
meeting in Custer on 7-24-08.

Whether it be the height of the fence or gates or what other remedy you
eventually come up with to get at this migration pattern- | would like to leave
you with my recommendation to those responsible for setting the hunting
seasons in these areas. For those of us in perhaps the last five years who
have applied in good faith that decent numbers were there, spent a
considerable amount of time pre-season scouting, and put a good effort in
the field we should be given some kind of preference in whatever the
reduction plan that evolves,cr in the next seasons applications.| am now 73
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years of age, still have my health to enjoy the outdoors- | doubt | will
ever get the chance to hunt elk in the Black Hills and draw a license
under your present system of licensing. | feel many of us have paid a
price and at the same time management people have looked the
other way.

If | could eventually be given another opportunity for a HUNT and
have some kind of chance | could still feel good about my efforts.
Thank you for listening to my suggestions and | don't feel after sitting
on this letter and revising it a number of times that | am out of line
with my ideas.

(1) Don't read into my comments I'm against ATV's. They are a great
aid in many hunts i.e.game retrieval, but we all know how hunters
have abused the privilege.
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Correspondence D 8

Name: Douglas m. Traub
Organization:

Organization | _ ;.. iiated Individual

Type:

Address: 5112 Meadowlark Dr
rapid City, SD 57702
USA

Correspondence Text

Thank you for the oportunity to comment on the elk plan for Wind Cave
park.

Several points in the proposed options can be strongly endorsed without
accepting or rejecting the entire option. These points include:

1. Options that include the destruction of the elk carcasses are a terrible
waste of a good source of protein. Hunting outside the park is therefore less
wasteful. Hunters would take care of processing and use the meat.

2. Options that attempt to arrange distribution of the elk meat are too
expensive (i.e. - Rapid City's $50 per pound venison, in previous reduction
hunts) er impractical because of the presence of CWD.

3. Hazing in the park with helicopters, though it sounds to be the peak of
frontier excitement, will likely end with a tragic accident and loss of human
life. The cost weuld be exorbitant and senseless.

4. It is a pretty well known secret that "fence adjustments” have been used
around parks for years, to help the elk migrate. It makes even better sense
to have planned and surpervised fence adjustments to direct the elk (in
conjunction with hazing in the park)

There may be a few mechanisms to make some of the options less

j ; ; : 2. The GF and P would likely have the best ideas for how to spread the
expensive, meore practical, and safer. These include:

seasons out of the park over several weeks, but if | could suggest:

1. Suggest or require successful hunters who draw a tag for out of the park mary _short seasons:raiher ihan one hugesdannybraak. This WOUld. oe
hunting to "donate” 1/2 day towards hazing activity in the park. The cost potentially safer and attract fewer PETA members to protest in their
would be in the organizers salaries only, and maybe a few pots of coffeeto ~ fawn elk costumes.

get the hazers going in the morning. RMEF might even donate a few

organizers for the hazing crews in return for publicity, photo ops , etc. In short, | favor in the park hazing with volunteers on the ground,
Volunteer hazers would be cheaper and safer than helicopters, planted strategic fence adjustments, and organized hunting out of the park,
explosives, loud bad rock music or some of the other ideas | have read. until acceptable levels of population control are met. Follow-up female
Strongly worded disclaimers (statemnts of hold harmless) and physician elk birth control and monitoring seem reasonable later.

statements as to acceptable levels of health to physically participate would

likely be needed to prevent the activities from attracting plaintif attorneys. Thanks.
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Correspondence ID 9

Name:
Organization:

Organization
Type:
Address:

Larry Nelson
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association

| - Unaffiliated Individual

426 Saint Joseph &t
Rapid City, SD 57701
USA

Correspondence Text

South Dakota Stockgrowers Association
426 St. Joseph Street
Rapid City, S.D. 57701

Dan Foster

Chief of Resources

Wind Cave National Park

Comments submitted electronically via: www.parkplanning.nps.gov

August 18, 2008
RE: Wind Cave Elk Management Plan
Mr. Foster,

Background:

The South Dakota Stockgrowers Association (SDSGA) is an organization of
1,700 independent preducers committed to representing the industry's
needs in regard to animal health, trade, marketing and land use issues.

SDSGA appreciates the opportunity to provide meaningful input regarding
the Wind Cave Elk Management Plan.

Comments:

The South Dakota Stockgrowers Association strongly urges the Park
Service to not release elk onto private land er neighboring federal land
because of overpopulation problems. We oppose Alternative B.

The Park Service, just as any land management agency, is responsible for
the wildlife within the confines of the park, and should not consider releasing
elk onto private property or federal land adjoining private property as a
viable management option. Livestock producers in the area must manage
their property in such a way that they can maximize profit using only the
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resources available to them. They create a business "management plan" for their
farms and ranches and this plan does not and should not include providing feed
for elk. Feed that the elk consume will obviously displace feed they need for their
livestock, and force landowners to either cut livestock numbers or purchase
additional feed. In addition, releasing elk onto private property will expose
livestack herds in the area to the CWD that is known to infect the elk herd in
Wind Cave. Park managers should be working to eradicate CWD, a sister
disease to BSE (mad cow disease) rather than potentially spreading the disease
by releasing elk onto private land or federal land.

Releasing excess wildlife is not "management” of that wildlife. It is against the
law for cattle producers to open gates to release their cattle onto park property,
state or federal property or other private property when they run short of feed or
water. It should be no different for wildlife in parks or federal lands.

Of the alternatives offered, SDSGA prefers alternative C. We strongly support
testing of every single carcass for CWD. The carcasses that are not infected
should be donated to a worthwhile cause. All other carcasses should be
disposed of so as not to spread CWD to other wildlife or to livestock in the area.

In the future, management should include a hunting season on the elk in the
park. However, females as well as males need to be hunted. Without managing
the females, there will be no management or limiting of elk numbers.

Additional management strategies in the future need to focus on rangeland
maintenance. The forage within the park needs to be managed in such a way
that there is sufficient feed for all of the wildlife species. This will obviously
require herd reduction of elk as well as management of prairie dogs and other
species in the park.

After elk numbers are reduced to a manageable level, SDSGA supports
alternative E, sterilization of remaining elk. However, we support sterilization of
both males and females.

Thank you,
Larry Nelson
President
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Correspondence 1D 10

DEPARTMENT OF GAME, FISH AND PARKS
Faoss 3ulding

523 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3182

Farms GRS
August 15, 2008 RE!
Widzl Davila, Park Superintendant o P

Wind Cave Mational Park vﬂ“"w‘
2BE11 US Hwy 385
Hot Springs, S0 57747

Re: Draft Elk Manzgemant Plan and Environmertal (mpact Statemant
Post Comments Online at:
htip NpS.qov

A

“parslD=170& progect D=1062 S8 doey me

ntld=23562

Thank you for the opoortuniy 1o eomment on this Draft Environmantsl Impact Staterment
(OEIS), \We appreciated tne opporturity 1o work with you and your staff throughau the
dzvelopment of this docurmant. Ve look forward to working with vou in the futurz lo
ensure quality elk managemen! in the Socthern Black Hills  Please accept the folovirg
comiments on ihe Wind Cave Mational Park (WONP) DEIS.

Alternative B — Hunting Outside the Park

Considaring all of the altematives listed in the DEIS, we feel (hat this allematve mades
the most sense and may work in the short-term o accormplish the goals that have baan
sal forth for el management in WCNP. However, the DE'S document should continue
to evolve to develop & fully realistic and long-term approach to elk maragement within
WCNF. We are encouragec that this aliernative allows for some ooportunity for the
sportsmen and women of the Statz of Scuth Dakota  For (his altamative to be effective,
It wili be important for your stsfl to mainiain the perimeter boundary fence on a frequent
basis. Itis alsc criical that you commit b effectyvely nazirg the elk out of WCNP to
ensure Ihat the pressure within your boundaies exceeds or equals the hunting pressire
outside of WCN®, In order for this effort fo wors, elk must be made and reman
avallab’e for hunter ha-ves: outside WCNP Soundariss. 'Without this effort and
coordinabon with the Sauth Dakotz Game, Figh, and Parks (SDGEP), effactive
management of WONP elk 2nd resident alk cutsids of the perk boundaries will not be
oossibée. We are concemed however thal this attermative is not the final solution and
may not address sll of the herds within WCNP. It wll oe of ulmost imporiance to
continue working with the landowners sumounding WCNF regarding el< managament

Alternative C - Roundup and Live Shipment or Euthanasia
This altzmative s acceptatie and should be used if Alle mative B fais to meet the
Fopulation oojectives. Howsver, we strongly urge that all of the ek that 2¢ not 1esi

Wildtie Divelon: S08772-3381 Paris an? Recraation Division; 6057713336 FAX: B8 T3.-5245 TT¥: GIETTHI0A1
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positive for Chronic Wasting Disease (WD) be utilized and nol go to wasle. Trere are
numerous opportunities o utliize the elk such as our sponso=d Sportsman Ageinst
Hunger Program as opposed to incinarating haalthy elk meat or sanding it 1o the landfill.

Alternative D — Sharpshooting

Tris allernative should bs retained and usad as a maintenance fool And as sbove, it is
not acceptable 1o incinerate or send non-CWD elk 1o tha landfill. We strangiy advise
that WCNP make every effort o find ways (o propery utilize the els maat.

Aliernative E — Contraception (Starilization) ! Alternative F - Fertility Control Agent
Tnesa alematives should not be considered as a ool 1o reduce or maintain k. As the
DEIS paints out, thare is no scientific support to suggest these methods are roalistic or
a succassful way to manage fee rargine wildlife populations.  These methods are very
costly, time consuming, and simply de not work whan the Ingress and egress of animals
cannot ba strictly contained. As you are aware Ihe elk move in ard out of WCNF and
we have concams s 1o the ramifications of contracaption and fartility controlled elk
onca they move oulside of the park boundaries and are under SDGFF managsment
We are alzo eoncamed regard ng the patential mpacts on our citizens if these
alternatives were implamentad and elk were harvested outsde of WCNP

Altermatives Considered but Dismissed

Hunting Inside the Park

Ehou'd the prefermed slternative not provide sufficient management tools to reduce and
meaintain adequate etk population levels across WCNP, other actions such as culling bny
using trained volunteers should be considered and poviced Bs an opton, It is our
understending thal Recky Mouriain Natioral Park in full cooperation with the Colarada
Division of Wildiife is considaring such actions, Like the Cala-ado Division of Wildlife,
we would be willing ta work you to select and train volunteers fo cull elk. As paitted cut
in previous correspandence on this ssue, SDGEFF has clearly demaonstrated in our
neighboring Custer State @ark that a wiling ard able source of dtizens sxsts to
accomplish tis tas« in an sffeclive and cost efficient manner. 'Wa are willing to werk
with you ta accomplish this task if your progosad plan coes not work. We urge that the
LEIS include th's as a viable sftemnative or option.

Predator Reintroduction

'We raiterste our strorg opposition to the release of wolves in WCNP, \Wolves relaased
in WWCNP wil with certainty travel outside of the park boundenes and becoms our
managemer! proslem, Atthe present time, wolves in westen South Dzkn'a are a
federally prolecled and listed species thus greafly restricting cur managemenl oaions.
We see no reslistic scenaro (radio telemetry. exderimental population stetus. etc. ) such
thal wolves released in WONP would nat eventually become estabiished as wid, fres
roamirg anmals oulside the park beundaries and be fedsrally protected. The US Fish

Wildife Qivsea 6037733381 Farks and Recreation Daision: BIS073-1001 FMa 305, T TIEISE Ty B0STTI33m
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and Wildii‘s Service has stated that South Daxota is not pan of their woll recovary
efferis and Is not neaded 1o reach woll recovary peals. Mumertous county comm ssions
and legis alive rasaluliars have made it clear that we are nol interastad in any part of a
wolf reintroduction effort, The release of wolves could nave a substantial mpact on
Iivestocs production and reduce our ability o mansge other apecies of widife. Alsa oe
aware that Dy state law, all wid nondomesic anirals imported inte South Dakota
require importation permits and approval from our Scuth Dakata Animal rdustry Board,
This option is neither realistic nor viable and (| sheuld not be incuded as an altemative.

In closing, we suppart Al B with the added suggestons above, We would like to
reserve fhe right tc confinue to review and update this document. Please fael frea to
cantact me ar my staff for assistance with or to discuss cur thoughis on the

DEIS,

Thank you again for all your wark o7 1his efior 1o reduce the elk population in WCNP to
levels consistent with sound resource managemant coals. We also greatly appreciate
your willingness to include our Departmant in all phases of this enceavor.

Sinceray,

P e

De/pﬁnmeﬁt Secretary
4

Govemor Mike Reunds

£D Congressicnal Delegatior

Eidl Even, SO Dept. of Ag.

County Commissions [westemn Scouth Dakota)

Widke Divison: EUSTTE-3331 Harksanc Recreason Divissa 605/773.3391 SANGUSITTRERAS TV GBS TRAI81
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Comments regarding the Draft Elk Management PlanfElS:
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RECEIVED
Qrganization:
AUG 15 2008
Wind Cave Nalina Pary
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Comments regarding the Draft Elk Management Plan/EIS:
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Correspondence ID 15

Comments regarding the Oraft Elk Marzgement PlarvEIS:
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R UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
;‘ o '.‘_ REGION B
: i 1585 Wyriocp Strast
ERNT/ R DENVER, 0O 802121129
% el Phone B00-227-£917
Tittp:fhavews spa gonitagion03

hU5 1 5 2008
Ref: SEPR-N

Widal Davila. Suzermtendart
2661 1 TS, Highway 385
Hat Springs, SD 577479430

RE: Wind Cove Manonal Fark, Elk Managzment
Plan et Enviroomental Tmpact Stetenwent: TEQ
#20080237

Dear Mr. Davila,

In sceardance with EPA's responsibil nes under the MNational Environmenal Policy Act
(NEPA)Y 42 UL.3.C. Section 43320240, and our authorities under Section 305 of the Clean Ai-
Act, 42 UL8.C, Seetion 7609, the 1S Favirormental Protect:on Agency Region & (FPA] has
reviewed the Wind Cave Mationa! Parke, Elk Mmapermert Plan Deaft Environmental Inpact
Statement (REIS).

The proposes action would identicy elk menegemen: strategies for Wind Cave National
Fazk in Cuaster Couity, Sodth Dakota that will halance natural system functions with native
wildlife and vege:aticn. These strale@es are negessary becpuse the clk population in the park is
not eontrolled by natural ccosystam processes, Given the corrent condition of elk overpopulation
I the perk. if no action were taken, an increasing elk populaton would result in increased
mdverse irmpacts om park resources, including native vegelation. the haki and health of wildlife,
and adjacent Jand uses.

The DEIS \dentifies the following elternetives for evaluation:

»  Aliemative A [No Action) would contirme cumem management acibons with no
chanpes made to menage elk populations of their impae:s 0 park resources,

s Allemative O (Hunting Dutside the Pagk) would maximize the use of hunting
autsice the park on putlic and private lencs io reducs nd maintain the populaton
of elk using the pack. Altersnative B is Lhe park’s prefered aliemative and its
environmentally prefersh.e altemative.

s Altemative C (Reundup end Live Snipment or Euthenes:a) would entail
moverent of elk into an existing correl facility within the park. Following that,
el would be shipped to a skaughterhouse and processing facility, and potentially
made avaiiable for donation. Alternatively, it the preceding plan canrot be
mpiemented, elk would be killed tumanely at the corral site by shooting andfor
euthanasa
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®  Aliemative D (Shurpshooting) would neaximize the use of sharpshooters within
the pask o reduce end maintain elk population.

w  Alemative E (Contrmeeption by Steri’ization for Maintenzoce Only) would use
permennent sterilieation to meintain targe elk populetion following reduction by
athier meiwds described i Ahemaves B-D.

& Alemative F(Fertility Conteol Apent for Mamtanance Only b would usz chemical
comrol fertility agents w maintair terpet elk population followiag reduction by
other metheds described m Allernalives 8-,

EPA cancurs that Alematve B, Huntine Ourside the Parle appears Lo be the
ervvironmenally proferable aliemative: This aleermmtive seeks 1o halanes the objective of redcing
ard mainta:mng a more sustaineble eIk population while minimizing furher potential
ervironmental impacts to perk s2sourees. AdCitionally, EPA supports the developmen: of a
muozitoring and adaptive managerent plar incorporated into the DEIS setion alternatives. This
plen allows the pars flaxibility to modily maragerment acons, iFso mdicated by monitoring
activitics m order o mee: the project obyectives.

Pursuant fo EPA policy and guidance, FFPA cates the envizonmemte! impeet of en action and
the adequacy of the NEPA analysis. EPA has rated Wind Cave Natonal Park's preferred
Alrerrugtive B oas Lack of Objections ("LO™ ) undeér out rating eritenia, which is enclosed. The
“LO" mting indicates that EPA's review has aot identified any powential environmenial impacts
resuiring substantive dhanaes o Hie poposal.

Thack you for the opporimity to provide comments oa the DEIS, If you have guestions
reganling FPA's comments, please contugs me ot (2033 31 2-6002 or Larry Kimmel, EIS project
mmager. A (H15) 3126659

Sincerely, P

— M

ity S da
Directof. NEPA Program
Offies of Feosystems Protection and Remedintion

Enclosure

L
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U.8. Environmental Pretection Agency Ruting System for Dralt Environmental Impact
Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action®

. Envirenmental Impact of the Action

L0 - - Lack of (ibjections: The Envircnmental Protection Agency (EFA) review haa pot identified any pocential
efirgmumestal impacts requizing substantive changes 1o the peopasal. The review may have discizsed oppormnities
For appiication of mithgation measures that coald be scoomprished with oo more than minor chacges o the proncaal.

EC - - Environmestsf Concerm: The EPA, review hes Mentified envircamental impacts thet should be avoided in
ores 13 fully protact Lhe envirosment. Corrective mesures may require charges jo the prefered wemative or
Appiication o miti gation mewsures that cam reduce these impacrs.

EX - - Environmentnlty Unsstisfsctory: The EPA review hes idemifisd acverse cavitosn i mpacts ghar are of
m!?im;:qmmxhyu m..-,- toxry friom (e stendooind of public health or welfars of ewironcmental
guality. interds 10 work with the ‘ad agescy w seduce these impacts, M the potential umatisfactory impacts
are rot pomveeied at the finu] EIS sage, this sroposal will be recommendesd for nefirmai 1o the Council on -

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category L - - Adequate: TP, helievas the drafl EIS adequately sers fonh the envh Iorpactts} of e
w:fmadim-ﬁunﬂlhmu'usﬂmmmﬂ:ﬂahhknm:mmmN-taﬂa-ﬁl:ui.sr
MﬂﬂM$mhﬂhmmmeﬂrmhodeMsWEMl

C-ugoq-:--mm&:mmmmwmwgﬂmhﬂMmﬁuy
#ssess environmental Empacts that should be avoided tn onder o fully proect the enviromment, or the EFA, reviewes
P identfied new reasonsbly asmilable al ives that are witkin the spoctrum of ehormatives gnalyzsd in the draft
ELS, which could reduce the envaonmenta! mpacts of the action. The Meot:fied sdditionsl information, data,
aralyses o discassion should be includad in the final EIS,

Categery 3 - - Inndequate: EPA does noi beliove ther e druft FIS acequasely mesesses potemtially significant
envinvorental impacts of the action. of the EEPA resiswer has ideatified uw.maﬂbl}-tﬁmihnlﬁmlhu
are outside of the specum of sl ves aralyzsd in the drafl EZS, which thould be analyeed ie ander to roouce he
potentially sigoificant envirmemenial impacs. EPA belives shat the identfied additionz] informatior, dats,
analyses, or discussions ere of such 3 magritude thel ey sbould have full public review 1 s craftsiage. EPA does
nuzumumm.smmum af the Nuicnal Environman] Policy At and or Section
308 peview, anc i should be formally reviser ard made svadable for public commenn i 2 supplementa or revised
im;li[lgqﬂu mmdmmﬁuswﬂmlmmmnmwmuim:mﬂmmm

* From BPA Manus
1587
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To Can FosterMIZANPSENTS

Fhys Cremonini
. =2
@ g‘iﬁ‘m WEOTAM g iiact Fir: cicsll ik st i der pian < Kiling e olk based on
IrascLiEts inla

Dan,

It appears thel | am stB getting emals for Wind Cave. By the way. congraculations on you new position
2l Nichrarg

Pk

Priyiks Cramonini

Volirtser Progrenm Coorinatod

Micwest Flegional Office

607 Fivarfront Drive

Cmaha, NE 88102

(402} 6&1- 1638

(4027 661-1083 (fem)

phylks_cremonini@nps gov

— Fomwardag by Pyliis CramoeninuOmshahPS on 08052008 1000 AM —

‘f, Exla92@act com To phyflis_cemoriniBnps gov, fea@ioe erg
| o8 0703 o hurmenaires@hsus.cig, niod@cck npat nlo@pata ong,
Jéﬂbl?"mj 0703 =N » Py

i

Subyacr dral I!Ill\&'!im MLeT plan - klling the &l casan on NBCOLRENE
e

wing cave national park ek killing plan basad on inaccurate, nagligently ottained infa

the scandal paguad us dest of meror NPS hes a plan now fo murdsr gl bim wats (o murder wila
lhorees. our present anti ervronmerial 2dministration s pushing the murdar of all Kinds of wikdide, apnis
kills bads, geese elc owr nalicnal agencies that the pubbc thnss are saving wiclte a= insteas amoaked
an «liling all knds o speces. the whalss 2n2 ofters are being ilizd by od and commercial fish profsears.
one has to woncer if tha insane ara running fis .

trese creatu'es are God's creatures, pul tera to help mar, nec fo simply baar ils vioesee.

locpose ak ek KiFing. | think the nps mgl is insane:

I have gpecilic commants on the lollawing pages:

v -rost of the els ane heglihy not sick, so thes2 is no reBonals 'or kiling them. 1 st s "managamant” at
&l « s alk mundar.

g i - ek Creduction” is el murder,

pona cofl worss and i highly uzabla mmedatsty. stenlizanon works_

Fg Vi - | consicer ferility zontrol a far battar methad than wiclite murce”  shouid be used. fesding elk
meat to poor peopls when | has lead shot in it is highly dangetous [or these pecple - you 2re ot dong
them a favor

i - clearty thare i encugh food for 2 herd twice s big as presant,

ix- paonle come 1 ses wildiite, nol o see it ilad |his clan losas the Big spendess - wilsle watchars and
calers ta the witdife murdarers « e creapos.

weh have positiee eflects on forests 100 Ihat is cvarlocked on his poleme. it is nevar somest 1o kil
wikilife based on what “it".

0 - el heros can be man-amed neturally. wol sacks woud oo i

wiil-kespirg the murder of wildife secrat is the dily disgustirg way that ‘ws operatas. keeping the public in
the dars &ns not being tuthful, who warts an agency that works ke tha: working for amenea? iz s a0
axtremaly sneaky, depraved projact,

2-south dahota sect of game - s exactly that. a rebid group focused on paying *heir saisas with dead

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

bodias of widlife and bircs. they sees 1a sill more and more and mors because the ficensa sales pay thair
salaties. this 5 2 depraved, deganarsie way for any agency to work. & proves they ara extremely anli
envirermantal tzo. THIS DEPT IS FARDLY FIT TOWORK WITH, PROFITEERS FRCM WILDLIFS
KILLING |5 WHAT THEY ARE

8- QUOTING WHAT ANIMAL POFULATIONS WERE IN 2000 18 SERIOUSLY OUTDATED.

11- BURNING CF ERUSH POLLUTES THE AIR CAUEING FINE PAATICULATE MATTER TG DRIFT
EAST, CALE?\&': LUNG CANCER, HEAAT ATTACKS, STROKES. ASTHMA, ALLERGIES AND
FHEUMCH

12 FAR TOO MUCH ATTENTIONM IS PAID TO A FEW ANONYMOUS “LANDOWNERS" W=D
COMPLAIN ABOUT ELK. WHEN THOUSANDS OF VISITORS COME TO SEE THEM, [T 18 CLEAR WE
NEED TO STOP L STEWNG T A FEW RANCHERS WHO OMLY EELIEVE THEIR PROFITEERING
CATTLE SHOULD HAVE ALL THE LAND, THEY NEED TC BE SHUT UP

67,000 DAMAGE 15 MINISCULE - CERTAINLY NQ JUSTIFICATICN FOR BEATING P O SLK.

14-| DONT TRUST SOGFP SINCE THEY BIAS EVERYTHING TOWARD GAME ANIMALS. THER
CONCLUSIONS ARE NOT BALANCED, BUT COMPLETELY SKEWED AND BIASED,

PG 30 WILDUFE MURDERING AUNTERS ALWAYS WANT TO SHOOT IN PEQPLE'S BACKYARDS
AND HAVE "ACCESE", IN MAINE, THEY SHO™ TG DEATH A WOMAN HANGING QUIT HER
LAJINCRY INTHE BACK YARD - SHCWS THAT THIS CEATAINLY CAN NEVER BE ALLOWED AT ALL
ANYWHERE. THENYOU HAVE CICK CHENEY SHOOTING HIS SRIEND IN THE FACE WHEN HE
KNEW HIS FRIZND WAS NEARBY. SHOWS HCW THEY SHOOT LIP EVERYTHING, THEY ALSO
CONT KNCW OME SPECIES FROM ANOTHER 5C THAT ENDANGERED SPEGIES RRE ENDING UP
CEAD WHEN THEY ARE KCT EUPPDEED TO BE TCUCHED. AND THEN WHEM CAUGHT, THEY
GET 8 SLAP ON THE WRIST, THIS SYSTEM STINKS TO HIGH HEAVEN

P& 32 « CAPTIVE BOLT AND EXSANGIANATION IS CERTAINLY NOT HUMANE. SUCH DEPRAVITY
IS ISSUING FROMW *WS, | THINK WE NEED A TOTAL CLEAN QUT OF THE NPS AGENGY.
SOMETHING HAS GONE WRONG N THEIR BRAINS.

33 e stiess on el F you SAW their anflzie off is impossibly hugs. again, an insane proposal

34 - no livs elk shoud ever be “Trarsperted”. they die

the inlormaticn wiiten about owd s dasigned 1o maka people nol cere sbout the seriausness of this
disaase. 1 is cleer this is a sericus cisease. | hink e huling comim unity soas not was] 1o admit |ust now
searious (L5, kind of e arnitywilla nol wanting 1o atm £ The great white 51875 5 offshore, same kind ol
nastywaork by gout agencies wha dort 14 the pubiic the trufh. nps is nat in the heaith indusiny and not
q.ailied w0 say aryihing a1 all azo. this cwd probiem,

pg 36 - view the "snark” video on caplive baok, which is rot humane ar all

41- Do £on i No more stresslul than ‘e trenspart or murder of the =l

45 cermiszion to use gona con & easily cbiainable

panpla take bih e2ntral, whick is in tha water, why this sarenes about mone birth cortrol, whish s in the
wiiler from humar use.

46 - Ireatad ek can be cleartymarkec.

147 - the game ranches brought in cwd ey maka the animzl ives in close quariers which brings an cwd.
game ranshes need to be outlawed.

185 - when you talk about animal urini, think abadit tha manure pools arownd chichen growess, which are
huge and aliowsd, that is an issus. the etk are not,

MNone of hie plans are suitable lor american elk. this plan remicds me of a nezl ceal camp. thisis
B enica. wa dont promaie depravity ke wiidiile mundar,

12 the bbliography is endent, end hardy suitable for Usng &5 a bass for pans 20 years in the fukre no
wande- the plans ane so strewed L.

567 - gone con k3 more affeciive 17an B0% of drugs on the market in america loday. presently is is
Eparcdmataly 76% effective, which i€ & good High number,
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Looking for & car that's sparty, fun and fits in your budget? Aead reviews on AOL Aulps.
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Correspondence ID 19

ELK MURDER PLAN FOR WIND CAVE FARK SOUTH DAKCTA

THE USE OF THE WORD "MAMAGE' WHEM YOU MEAN MURDER OR HILLING 18
CUPLICITOUS TO THE MAX T IS A SCAM ON THE AMERICAN PECFLE USE THE
WORDS YOU MEAN - ELK MURDER IS WHAT IS BEING PROPCSED HERE | CERTAINLY
CFPCESE ALL SUCH MURDER CF ELK STERILIZATION IS GK &ND SHOULD BE THE
CNLY MEAKE OF POPULATION CONTROL, UNLESS BIATH CONTROL GONA CON IS
USED. | CRJECT TO ALL ELK MURCER IN THIS SITE

B SACHAL

15 ELM ST FLOAHAM PARK NJOT232

SEND ME A PAPER CCOPY FLEASE 80 ' CAN GOMMENT FURTHER ABOUT NATIONAL
LANDS BEING USED AS KILLING FIELDS 1 DBIECT TO SUCH CBSCENITY,

o 12
3%-:§NED fin
rECEVED
JUN 12208
\Wird Cave hallorai Park

L Tt P

-
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Correspondence 1D 20

Vida! DaviaICANCS T Dan FostsrWICANPSENPS, Tom -
O7V2E/I00E [O.03 AM DT . Farrell'W CANPSENPS, Shery Mialde WICANFSENPS
b

Subiect Fwe Hazing instead of hurting

AL FYI, Shery| tlease prntthis out aad acd it 10 our sdmmstrabve ‘older.
Thenks
Widal

Widal Davila

Suparintsnde

Wind Cove Nacers Park, 50 67747

(EQS) 143-1129 (Otice]

{B03) 745-4207 (Fax)

e FoiwrCad by Vical DadRMWICANES an 07/EE2008 09 02 A ==

" Petty Roonay Te: Vidal Davlin WICAMNSSENPS
4 y/ 1AM B=
‘i ?ﬂ;'aﬂmu w2 Subec!: Fw: Huzing irstesd of harding
Widal .

Bacause your draft E& Management PlavEIS s currently ooen to cammer, 'm forwarding ths message,
corsidering il o ba such a ‘nublic comment' —owever, since the Peless inciuded the Diresicr asan
addresses, wa may ullimete'y b2 1asked to provice an indivkhai response. Vil wail 10 see | thel asking
oecurs before seeking a draft responsa fror pou, o for now tiis s FYIL

Pary

s Fgpwvaraed by Taity Roorey CeangM =5 on 03Q8CE 000 Ay —

"Steve & Diara Peters” T <David_ _Bama@nps gov>

<5p 504 Bvic. ral> s= “Gerry Caumenings.gov=, <Falty_Rooncy@rps gone
CTTIEA00T 11:26 AM <Mary_Samariinps go

MET Subjece Hazing instead ol huriing

Re Hazing instead of huntirg?? 777?77
ToWhom it May Concam:

Your solut'on to the 5D Wird Cavs National Park prozier is the mos: ridiculous
unfounded & un-thought through cure for 3 very simale arcblem. Hunting s the most
practical, lsast expensive & MOST common sense-way lo conlrol that els porulation

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Correspondence 1D 21

«a®

RECEIVED
Superintarders Wind Cave Naticna! Pack AUG 1.3 2008
2651 US Huy 305
Hat Sprirgs SO 5TH47 ¥iim3 Gaue Mational Park

Fe. Comments on Drad Bk Managemens Plan ard EIS
Dz Awperingzndent

Enclosed is & letier from the BHSC thar was wrinen serme (ime ago on the ssue o hntiog elk wigh in the
park borders, While | would siill support this os the best option 1 control numbers, | also realioy e
cilfculries in acceralishing this tash in Wishington DC. | would still Dk to weclude e commens from
19 enchozed leter for the secopd,

Witile ¥ now oo certain any cf thz s atterratives will be all thet offective. | would suppor the preerved
alterative B as the lesser of all ewils  Problenss | see with this optian iz {he cost of puiting up tw leace and
taen e mambenasce reeded. 11 will be mierescing 1o see whiat the elk do whee they ase pressiire back imlo
tac park. A seven fool fence may not be encugh. | am also concemed about publiz reaction %o hazing ¢k
ik the wasting axms of husters,

While & contralied hurt with in the park s the leest soaty for ixpayers and fhe mos: prectical, | go hope
tnat the propasad allerative will be effecrive & the niduction af the ek Berd & very irportant

Questicrns

Why s there no budger associoad wih each alternarive in e E1S7 Whar 15 the estimated cost for fence
end badget for funme maintenance™ Have you visised with all the adjacen: Iandowners rsd are the sold
upan tiis pla?

Jeffrey G Olzan
1301 Wes: Omeha STE 323 _
Rapid Ciry 8D 57701 G ~Zh e G

et

1.
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RECEIVED
b
-~ AlG 1.3 2003

Congresswoman Stephurie Herseth-Sanclin ! 7
33| Camnan House Office Bldg = e - Wind Ca "
Washingten DC 20518 Wt a t (8] 8 Naticaat Park
.\.t i ‘»r“"
Senator Tim Jehnicn _,{\..r" P
136 Har Senane Bldg _‘}r
ra

Washingson DO 20510 i

Sennter Iohn Thune
B40E Dirksen Senate Offic: Blcg
‘Washington DT 20510

Degr Congressioral delegaiion

The Black Hils Sporismen’s Club is concerned about the aptiors 13 manzge elk in Wind Cave Nahiooal
Park (WONP), South Dakela. We watkd like you to pleese consider draftiag and carrying throuch
Jegistatian thet would chinge original snablinag legislation ta ailaw the pocenrial epiice to recure flk and
other wildifie threugh regabared ard comrolied huriing, Curren: legislarive langusge and Park Palicy onfy
ermploys removal of surplus &1k through live map ad transfar oc killing for research specimens. Wind Cave
Watsomal Park will nct sansider hunting es one of the tocls ip red.soe cverpopalated ek ¢ has eliminatzd it
Fom further cossideretian in alternatives for conrol.

Since the discowery of Chiranie Wasting Distese (CWIT), there has beer: no mznagemen: of suseegitible big
game i Wind Cave The populstion ol elk has more thas dovbled. This is & prodlem in meny ways. The
Souh Dakoty Game Fish mnd Parks have spent hundreds of tousands of dolars in paying for clc damege
o prinete land eutsde of the park over the years and have spenc $87.000 in depredasion work just st yeas
These ars socetamen's dollars, We oo axt kave 8 dollr flgurs far adjoining private lendowiers bt i1 5 es
sdditianal finareial burden om their operaticn including zrop deprecution 2nd reductioe of hea thy nstve
sabitats.

In Jin, af 2005, WONP produssd a Fnal imerral socping repcre. The Gzme Fiah 2nd Parks. theough 3
znoperative sgresment, was part of @ seience tean o work with Wind Cave an ¢k ovanagemert sjigmatives.
The inernal Frvisanmertal [mpact Statsmert s avactable L2 the science t2am for memal review bl e
public s non privay so it m ks cme. Cur Slub's mujor concem is that whes a drafl. EIS is availghle fiar
public review, it will very likely not includs an aliernative o uie reglated bunfieg asa viahle maghed for
el pepulation concrel. We feel this -+ short sighted and thel Comgress ¢an decide if and wheea reglated
humcing ol be @ logical, seascnable and finmncally fasibiz towal

e feel is time w0 ool at why we st up WORP to begn with, |1 was ariginally formed o halp resiors our
American game spezizs. Tha: goal has bean reacked 1o an dpidemic. WONP is scologically it lanzed.
This It mmy be tfime to booc at dhe entire epges'aion on why ths park wes set up and red reet the
macagement in a direction thal prowides son'e baance.

Flease suppari HE | 179 This is be bl from Coloreda by Sen. Udall and parallels our issaz n Wiod Cave
Mational Park. And adsa nobe whet stance North Daloote. nes taken an chat problesn. Terry Steinwgnd, Nomh
Dinkoon Geme and Fisk Director, states thar hunking wn natomsl parks hes previsasty not been zllowed * b
ihis is mspecial simation that requires & different sppraach._... . Those el are public wildlifz resayrces and
we strongly believe that i the park servies nescs 2n kill tham, somz e af contrelizd public bung e
certgirly @ reasomatle aliemaive o meiuds (n the continuing evaluation process.”

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The park strvice has ignored this frput from tae public s its wikilife ageneies fn Colorzdo and Morth
Diaicran and nove in Wind Cave Mational Park in Soath Dakaw. Now is the time w0 join faroes and correct
1his problam Flease nats e enclosed resolution fron the Wesieon Asseciation of fish and Wildlige
Agzncies

e Club kas h sioricalhy been carcernad ebaut wililife and Fishernes beb ot acreas Sout [hakorg end we:
wark wik ciber grassroots organizations and Game, fish and Parks 1o best nranage wa ldlife habitaty, And,
e of the best tacls 1o manmge wildlife is honting. 'We arge you to add this tool o the Natiinal Pare
Service wolbyx. Huting is a great tradition and way of [ife for South Dakotars.

Thanks for your time.

Ev Hoye
Fresiceat Black Milks Sporismen’s Chub

CC: The Souwch Dakate GF&P Commissian
Darrell Shoemaker, Man Themblad
Lealie Kardores, Phil Cesmus

Qusi Al

Safari Club Intermational

Natomel Rifle Assocition

467



Correspondence 1D 22

Mary Loycock To: Den RoddWWICAHPS@NPS. Tom FamellWICANPSENPS, Dan
AR08 0507 PM FostarWICANPSENPS, Vical Davila/WICANPSENES
MOT

o
Sutwect, Far. From NPS.gow: Hazing Elk in wind Cave National Park
| recievad this from the pak's websita mall.

Mary Layocock

Park Ranpas

Wind Cave National Park
Hot Bprings, SD 57747
657451132

“The objective is to teach the staden o see the jand, to understamd what he sees, and enjoy what he
undarstands.” Aldo Leopold
e Famaided by Mary Layock WICAKFS on 08032008 0506 PM ——

Insu_ollca S yahou.ca To! mary_laysock Enps.goy

™ e

OABKNI008 11°20 BN Sutgecs! From NPS gov: Hazing Elb in Wind Cava Natinns Park
AST

Email submitted from: Swica/index htm

Mailing Address
John E Mello

42 Essex Street
Sanford, ME 4073
United States

1just fimished reading an arucle on how the NPS plans on driving el out of the Wind Cave
Mationzl Forest so that honters can kil them, Then the NP3 plans on building a serics of gatcs
and fences to keep those animals fram coming back into the park! %7 This has to be the maost
Rube Goldberg approach to herd management T have ever heard of! [t took 4 yeers of study 1o
come p with this brillisnt plas, goe, wonder how much that cost the taxpayers. Why ane we
spending millions of tix dollars o study and fund this ridiculous plan when hunting is the
simplest remedy? Not anly will humting reduce the size of the hend, but grncmic revoue for Lhe
NPS ai the same time, Change the legisiation, dont waste herd zeroed tax dollars.

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Correspondence [D 23

A 2008 RECEIVED

AlG ¢ A8

g Cave Namanal Fan

TO: Supenmiendent
FROM: Thomas B. Mey

SUBJECT: Elk Memagement Plan for Wind Cave National Park

Cf all the aiternative placs suggesied for elk manzgement in Wind Cave, Alwemative B agpears to be the
bast. However, mther than just pusking the 2l throwgs gatés in the park fence bowrdery 1o feeilitate ek
hunting owzside the park. why notlay 100 10 200 yards of fencing derwn and heze or push the 21k 10 the west
i the Black Hills Forest and north along the Custer Stete Park boundary? Then after a selected number of
elk have left Wind Cave, the fences be replaced. This would allow hunders fo be able to harvest additional
animals not anly in the Black Hills but also Custer State Park via the Souath Dakota Garre, Fish and Parks

Thank you for ellowing rmy comment.

Sineerely,

RECEIVED
% Ve ﬂ(aaﬁ ADG 15 2008
Thomas B, May { Wi Cave Magoral Fark
PO, Box 5063
Custer, 8D 57730
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Correspondence 1D 24 Correspondence 1D 25

. «
USDA Uriitec Statzs Farm Fall River-Custer Sounty Offics g""'\l Encetleed Siouy Trike 1
Departrnt of Sevice 339 8 Chicege Stee! @ et Pt Prssomntton Gy
ﬁ Agricultare Agancy Hot Szrings, SO 577472323 .\, Do B foh
(B05) 745-571E, Sx. 2 - ot
Tetcadass 125 FiT 25 Rl Eae bt
August 14, 2008 RECEIVED Preserving the Land. Cliiral s Een::?;wm#u '”""e'll..ll";i: e
Memtage, Tradition for the Fuad- B S :
Futrz G i0 :
Superintendent, Wind Cave Nauonal Farck ALG 14 2008 Lk e _Kﬂy_-"m:rm
25611 IS Highway 535 Wird Cawa Nalienal Park Tune 30, 2008 ENE_D Admirsraing Ssastae
Fiot Springs 80 §7747-0430 REC
Mational Park Service Y
Wind Cave Natioeal Park W T s
Subject: Comments on Elx Mansgemert Plan for Wind Cave Nauonal Park 26611 118, Highway 3835 \,;.,1&0*" el
Hot Springs, SD 57747
Dear Mr. Superirtendant; Dear M Dovil;
Mr, Dai
Az members of the USDA-Farm Service Agency Courty Committee board for Fall River and . ) )
Custer courties w2 wish to make a public comment cn the el herd menagemen! plan fir Wind We Elﬂ-'mﬂm_s to your letter deted June 18, 2008 in reference to the Elk Management
Cave National Perk Plan and the Envireomental Impact Statement (E18).
We recognize the ek everstocking situation that e park finds itselfin a: this “me. We agree s the Tribul Hisoric Preservation Officer for the Rosebud Siou Tribe [ appreciute your
that measures need 1o be taken t redues the elk herd 1 more manageable levals. We understan mﬁc-ulmnl::l'lh_: undertaking and the mwareness yon arc demonstrating for the
that cne option being corsidered is the possible release of 200 to 300 head of elk onto lencs archaeclogieal sites and cultural heritage of Tndigenous peoples.
bordering the park. These lends may e Federally ovwned, Suate Lands or privately owned. Our . ; .
pasitien ks that this release of elk onto reighbering lands eonid cause severe aveepopulacon and zg"a”dtw?“ﬂﬁ mﬁg&ﬂ:&w of ﬁwmﬂ_s_wi
increase elk hevd depredition on grazing Jend and sioes piled feed sources of private indivicuals, ttﬁhg:hime pEs beif::m b}!’“" " m'::lﬁ ﬁ‘:ﬂ m:: ”“El':i
Ciue pasition woild be that any plarned rebease of a large number of ¢k to surounding lands may have an oml reference among the Roseud peogle,
chovld alse inchude the cooperation of the South Dekosa Gams Fish & Parks (GF&P) AR ry— ) R ) ,
Department. Toe GE&P should consider offerieg an increased number of elk hunting permits for ;thth:clﬁoﬂ?e perks pre&rmﬂ mﬂmﬁmﬁ:iv& :{mm“mmn:ﬁ;mmm it
the units tha are covered by the elk release. These additional licenses would allow for the kerd will maintain the clk population and Lhe Game, Fish and Parks would ad 'm':ﬂermmﬂ.
reduction hat cancot be accumplished within the Wind Cave Mational Fark bounderies at this hunts on the lands surrounding the park
tire. This reduction would also reduce the depeedation load on the private land cwners adjacent ) }
o the Park.

Thank wou for vour ime and consideration of this letter.

Wi appreciate the pro-active plancing that Wind Cave National Park 15 considzring, The Park is
working diligenth 16 maintain a sealthy elk herd populaticn.

Sincerely,
Comments Fled by, '—?Kl..u:b\,q" D arenn_
Fall River-Custer County Cormmitiee Mermbers Lodr. Russemle Bear
USDA-Farm Service Agency RST- THPD Officer

339 South Chicage Street
Hot Springs 8D 57747

Ce: Sguth Dakeota State Game, Fish and Parks Départment, Pierre ST
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RECEIVED
JUL 3 1 7008
mpEE Wird Cave Naliana Panc
+.”" Couch Ranch
L ouc anc

Ken & Vivian Couch Ph 605-833-2370

PoBox 16 Fax 635-833-2370

13603 7-11 Road email couch(@gwic.net

Buffalo Gap, 8D 57722

July 29, 2008
WNF Superiniendent Vidal Davile
2661 ! S Hwy 385
Hot Springs, SD 7747
Dear Superivendznt Davila
RE- Draft £k Management Plan & Ervivonmental Impact Siatement Conments,

The ¢k memagement plan does NOT' address the elk cvergrazing problem
af FONA i mierely transfers the expense & management of elk reancticn (o
production agriculture cad the SD Game, Fiah & Porks.

The envirpnmental impact statement did not indicate thar el were rested
Jor Brucellosis as part of the Draft Efe Management Plan . Fage 9% siates the bison
were “free of the diseare hrucellosis. It did mot indfcate IF ALL of the bison were
tested

Yellowstone is presently addvessing Brucellosis in thelr bison and elk and
ike disastrous financial affect i i having on production fivesiock agriculiure.
There neec’s to he an addendum o inchude westing for Brucellosis i e elk in
WCNP.

A few years ago it iy thought that the WOND eli did ot huve any CHD.
We need to be proaciive and simply not ssume that there is not ay Brocedlosis i
WOCNP el The ek need tr: be tested and saome type of progciive vaecination
program im place te prevend the disease.

The Actual cast in dollars of lasi production o agricsfire of akings o
the grassland by ihe FENP elk wos nor addvessed  Grazing rights are soid as
pasture ren for beefl catle.  [fthe ek car the grass, i is not cveilabie to production
agriculture to be soid as pociure rent. The cost i lost availabie grass for canle
also meeds 10 be addrested in the impre! siatemerd. There @5 @ significan financiu
fmeparet on arsa agriculhare. Again an addendum @5 in order.

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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RECEIVED
JuL 21 108

W Caes Malional Park

Couch Ranch

Ken & Vivian Couch Ph 605-833-2370
PoBox 16 Fax 605-833-2370
13603 7-11 Road email couchi@gwic.net

Buffale Gap, SD §7722

Judy i85 2008

& e wnzble o attend the pubiic kearing July 21 fn Siows Falls, Pleare read my
oommients of thal hearing.  Thank you

RE: WCNP ek monagemant plan:

FCNE Pt e ey et frir the amount of habitat / grass land aveilatie,
Thergfore they infend fu prush the 2tk on the adjaining lavd  This land ale bas
heen in o drought siwation far 7 years, While the receni rains ave encouraging the
yravsland will needs more recovery lima

Farken May 20, 2008 with a molion Many years of draught have taken

cumera auached o a fonce on a gome wheir foil. We de et ave imough

il near WFCNE, grasy for enr exocting ofh legalone
evadefiviamsind M

Praduction agriculturs learmed from the dirly thirty's thai it is imperative
b0 prifect our grassiand. Chir neighior loved theough thase times = the miviakes
that were male and how they wery correcied.  We need to remeimber anr hisiory
and the lessons iearned Ranchers have decreared caw berds anel / o leased grass
elsewhere for their lfestock due to lack of available forage. We have nat repeated

UFIE LLBLAR LILRNIS A8 B1SG AMm & 45R1 baal bttt ) TR W SFMEETIoN e waw rerre o e e e
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the dust bowd of the dirty tvirties because of enviromnental pretection pracrices pul
in place by privare prodiaction agricuiinee,

Is i fiir fo ask production agricidiure ro domme foroge to WONP ok ?
Tt aadddithon te the expente already made 1o protect tie grossland. Pusture rent for o
caw calf pair i rumeing ay high ay S0 per mank.

For the sake of example [ choose to wie $25 per munth pasiure reril for a
beefcow. dnelk iv abour 73 % ithe size af o heef cow, 5o pasture rent for an etk
would be 8 15,75 ner mounth. S 100 head of ok would eut $1.875 per month,
I one year they would comoe 822,500 worth of gracs, 200 head 545,000 worth
of feed  There it nc mertion of compensation 1o ranchers for this loss, This
consiitries *taking withont compensarion”

1 mnst also emphsis, tha these ranchers have sided the expense of Irucking
dand  persture rent for their cattle Secrruse we hane very litle grasy.  [While things
ionk better becaure of vecent rains, even if drought is over and the forage meeds
racovery time.

Of course, the statement will made abow! moi having adeguate funds |
Three quariers of a million doliars has afréady been spend STUDING the elk
problem.

Man av a Predator

Hisioricafly WCNT hor wsed man ax o predeior to control wildiije
nembers.  The SD Game Fish & Parks could manage of the Mar as u predator
Brogram, Sinve ihis o naiional park the program could be open up natian wide.
There could be a 320 wom refirndable application fee, half could go 1o WONP avd
halfto the GFP to implement and manzge the pragram I tiere were 100,000
wpplicatiuns, tha! would he OWVE MILLIGN DOLLARS EACH for the GFP &
WONT, plus wiat ever would be charged for licenses. This could be ANNAUT,
THCOME.

Sinwe we have chosen, ot (o par this i the income columa, it showld be
expecied to speni some mongy for “pasture vemt " Ity wnflair fa peralize ramchers
wien they are recovering from many years of u Tingering drough,

Recantly their has beer: some airpliay, obout bruelilows in Yellowstone's
wiidfife Whit assurances do we have, this WONP wildllfe are Buccioulus free?
The health of the jood supply must be projecied

o
Sincerely, { - o
AT
Fivian ot —_—

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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RECEIVED
JUL 31 2008

\Wind Carve Hational Fark

Couch Ranch

==
Ken & Vivian Couch Ph 605-833-2370
PoBox 16 Fax 605-833-2370
13603 7-11 Road email couch(@gwte net

Buffalo Gap. 30 57742

July 30, 2008

WONP Superintendent Fidal Davils
2661} TS iy 385

Hot Springy, $D $7747

Dear Superimendent Davilae

RE: WCNF elk maanagement plan & Envirenmental impaci stalement
Comments:

WLNP e son mamy el for the amonnt of hatitat / gross land available
Therefore they intend to prush the 2ik on the adizining land This land also bas
been in a drough! sitwation for 7 years While the recen! rains are ewcouraging the
grassland sl nzeds more recovery tine.

— .
| Ferhicn May 20, 2608 with & movion Many pears of drought hove wken
comera atached o a femce on a game thedr foll W e not Tave enough
frail mear WONP, grmi Jor eur exiiiing o ket alae
ardelftianrral edk

The elk managemeni plam does NOT address ihe elk overgrazing profilem:
o WONP. N meraly transjers the cxpense & manggemen) of eff reduction fo
provduction agriculiure and the S0 Garie, Fish & Parks
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Production agriculture learned from the dirty thariy’s that it is Imperative
it proteei our grassiond  Cuwr neighbor fived through thove times — the mistakes
thiat were mde and kow they wers corrected  We need to remember our hiviory
arid the lessons Jearned  Ranchers have decreaved cow kerds amd / or ieased gross
elsewhere fur their [estock due to lack of avallable jorage. We have NOT
repecied the dust bovd of the dirty thirties becarse of envirarmental projection
praciices put in place by privale production agriculfure

Is s fiatr to @k produciion ogriculm e 1o donae forage to WONP elk.?
I addlizion v the expense already made io provect ihe grossfomd.  There i nio
meniion of compentation 19 ravchers for this fazs. This comstitutes “urking without
eampensation”

While fhangs leok beiter becaure of recent rains, even if the drought iz
over, the forage needs recovery lime.

O canrse, the staremans wil made about o having adeguate fumds .
Three guariers of a million doliurs has already been spent STUDING the eik
prokiem

Man as a Predator

Historically WONT has wved man ax o predator (o controd wildiije
nmmbers. Today there are abour 38 natlonal pavks that still use, Mon a5 a
Predator, 1o manage wildlife. The 80 Game Fisn & Parks could manage the Man
as a preaarar prograr. Since this Iv a natiomal park the program could be openad
wp nation wide. There could be a 527 nor refundable application fee. half could go
1o WONP amdd balf 10 the GFP to imiplement and manoge the grogeam I there
waere 100,000 applicatians, thet would he ONE MILLION DOLLARS EACH for
the GFP & WONP. plus wha! ever would be charged for licenses. This could be
ANNAUL income. N wonld provide on uniowown amount of free advertising for
WOCNP & SD tourism in the form of mews articler and stories in sportsman
publicatis.

Simce we have chasen, nod fo it this in the incomee oolumin, It shoidd be
expected to gpent some maney for "pasture rent”. It ix umfiair 1o penalize ranchers
when they are recovering from many years of a (ingering droughn

Recemly there har been much airplay, abowt fructileus in Yellowstone s
wildlife, Whar aorurarcer do we have thal WUNF wiidl[fe are Euccioulus free?
The health af the jood supply must be protected

N 7 1

5 - R
Steerely, “J T ot
Fivian Cosch
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Superintendent Davila

Wind Cave National Park

2o60 1 LLS. Highway 383

Hot Sorings, South Daketa 577479450

Re:  Comments on Draft Fik Masagement Plar anc Environmentad Tropact
Statement fr Wind Cave Naticnzl Park, South Dakcta

Leer Superimtendant Dav il

Safar Club Irtemacioral and Safer Club Int=mational Foundation (%501 and SCIF™)
appreciate the opportunity 1o commert an the Wind Cave Matioral Pask Beall EIK
Management Flan and Snvironmente] Impad Staternet (May 2008) C*Draft 21k Man™),
T2 Fed Reg 33453 (June 12, 2008) SCH end SCIF cominend 19e effors of the Park
Serviee in comnpiling b3 irpressve document. SCT and SCIF geserally suppost (he
identiFed protored sltcmative [Alemative B) and the malysis and approach (b National
Park Service hos taken i1 the Diaft EIk Plane SCLand SCIF make one subsiaitive
suggestion—io substitute Alernatve D for Altermutive O as the seeondary ¢hoioe—as
well as several minor sugzesions for impeoving the Drail EIk Plan.

These commants will address the following issaes:

® Inthawr Dratt Bk Plan, the Park Service fully justified the need for ek
rarAgement.

«  BC[ and SCIT support the seleetion of Altemative By recorimend the scleetion
of Altemative I) as the secundary approach

#  The Park Service can consider Alternat ves T tnd F now but should net
implement them withvut Farther public involvement,

w  The Park Service properly “Considerad bur Dismssed™ the prodetor (Waolf)
reintroduction al lemative and shoule fully documer:t all reasors for deing so.

»  Additiom] points conceming safety, doration of meat in Aherasive 0, mad
clantying certain statements about wolf reinirodusetion and the we of
shirpshooters.

In these comments, SC{ and SCTF also will note o few minor deficiencies in the Drafl Elx
Plam and make supgestons far improvieg the Dieaft Blk Plan

= Saurd Club levermation sl = Wk fngion DC Offier
S0 1™ Sereeq, ME, Wasningron, DO 20002 + Phons 222 543 5727 & Fax 202 547 1205 = weowsifae slubuacrg
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Interests and Experience of SCI and SCIF

Safori Club lcermational, a ronprofit IR0 § S01(c)(4 ) corposation, has apooos imately
53000 members wordwads, meluding many who live in the areas surroumding Wind
Cave Natonal Park (WCNP™) andior recreate wihir and in areas surmunding WO P,
SCI's misstons include the conservetion of wildlife, protect:on of the unter, and
edueation of' the public conceming hunting and its bse as 8 conservation wal .

Safari Club lnematicosl Foundation 1 @ nonprofic RO § 501(e)(3) corperstion. [
missions ‘melude the eonservation of wildlife. edication of the public concerning hunting
and i3 use 0s 3 comservattor toal, and humanianiom sarvices. Mare specifically, he
conservation mission of 2CIF is: (1) to suppont the eomservanion of the vorious speeits
ard populations of gane animels aod other wildiife end the habitats on whieh they
depend; and (1) to demenstrate the importimce of [junling as s conservation md
munagement ool in the develepmen, funding and operaton of wildlife conservalion
PrOZTams,

The conservatior: misgion of SCIF is Sarmied out by SCIF s professional staf™ m the
Departmert of Wildlife Conservation under he guidance of the SCIF Conservation
Committee. These activities include stientific researcr, enbacicement of science-based
wildlife mamagerment capacity in range states; and (he compilation ong dissemiration of
date A significon’ pereeniage of SC1 end SCIF's enrual revenues, ineluding a portion of
the dues and fiees paid by cach member, goes to support SCIF's eonservation effors
arnurd the world " addition, each ingividual chapter o SCTprovides its own funding
for conservation effons loeally and across the globe.

On staffin SCTF's Washoogton, D.C. Conservation Deparmen: OfFee are rwo
protessional wildlife bikogists with more thar 35 years of expetiance combined. They
regularly condue: work witn st wildlife managoren! agencies and professional
conservalion prgarizations. Both stallhoologists have professional hackyronnds that
specialize in ungulzte research anid management. They design, conrdinate, supervise and
momitor SCIF's conservation efforts m the United Siares and around the world, ST amd
SCIF's corservution efforts focus an the concert of the “sustainuble uss™ of wildlife
“Sustzinable use™ recogmzes thir the utilization of wildlife often produces benefiss that
provide incentives for coaservaticn,

The Fark Servics’s considesation of elk rmanagement rmplicates these interests,
particularly as ooe altemative involves ircreased luating opportenities and one
alternative involves wsing quali Fed volunteers (most of who would come from the
hunsing comtrm ) for colling cperations, SClam SCIF have long heen invalvid jn the
managemnert of game snd other wildlife oo Nalinnal Parks and ciher fedesal lands, S0
and BCIF have filed eomments regerding elk and secr masagesem ot Bocky Mountan

» Sufari Clab laternations - Washizgron 04 fice
F I Sanax, ME Warhingion. TiC 20002+ Phene 207 551 K733+ Faa 302 240 1135 » wam alarich shuang
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MNatconal Park and Catoctin Mountain Park.' SCTand SCIF have heen leaders in support
i the use of qualified volunteers oo the hunting comimmily ass.sing NFS
managerient efforts of ovapapulations of wildl fe on NP'S lancs. SCland SCIF are
ewrrently participating in litigation in District Courl i Colorado to halp defend the elk
mwanagemert plan adoprec 31 Rocky Mountsin ™ ational Park thot includes the use of
yuwified soluntears for culling eelivities. SC1and SCIF huve both the interes: and
eapencnce o commean: on the Draft Bk Plaz,

The Park Service Has Well Doeumented the Need to Manage Elk at WCNP

The teed 10 manage the Ik population on WONP appeary to be beyord dispule. Some of
the adverse mnpacts of the overpopolmion of elk are aptly summarnized i the Executive
Summary of (e Draft El< Plan

Adverse eifects on handwoods would continue and poleciially worsen o
enterid over a larger part of the park as the herd grows under the no-3ction
alternetive. Growth o the elk hesd is lkely o contmue existing impacts
om plant production in meadow rparian ard shrublond srees in the perk,
andd may worsen therm, Adverse impacts from losses in Momass,
productivity and species changzs arz alse @kely as the elk population
approzches food-based carrying capacity, [Page x]

Wind Cave provides hebitst for approximately 200 ird, 48 memmal, 11
reprile, ard & ampaibiar speeres (Lhder 2002, many of which can be
affected &y naoital over-use by ok [Page x

The increasing elk terd resulling from implementing the ro-acticn
alteruitive would nerease competition for forage and sompling of praime
Jdog twwns, with adverse unpacts on black-footed Terrets, Redustions
aahitat for frey ammals related to over orowsma by ek, and rduchions in
araini dog numbers that may need to take 2lace undes this allemative
could have sdverse effects on bald eagles o the park. [Page ]

An ek management plan is necded ol Wind Cave National Pack becausy
the populatian s not regulated by catral ecosysiom processes, This may
sesult in advers effscts on!

! SCLand STIF have also commented on predater managsment and have

Gireat Lakes and in the Nonhem Reoky Mountams, and grively bear celisting intne
Yelowstone area.

Safinei b Interwetivn gl - Woashisgion B 0o
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The more detailed dseussions m the Drofl Elk Plan of the impacts of a growing 1k
porulatian in WONE fully substantiate the aced for elk masagerent:

DEIS Topic
Pagels)
1-12 | Owerview of impeets

137147 Impact on elk

1823-190 Impact oo vegetation; “Cument locelized, majer
wiversy effects on hardweuds would cantinae
podentizl:y worsen to 2xtent over o barger part aof the
park az dhe herd grovws wnder e po-action alemetive
. Growrth af the el herd i Rkely to continue axisting
Impects an phant peod etion in meedow noanan ad
shrublarad arves in the park. £ncl imay worsen hem,
causng loppaznm, adverse and mocerss (MOECTE o
Ihese vegetative ypes, .. modaric (0 major wlverss
|mipucts fromn |osses in biommss, prodeaivily, and
| speces changes arz also likely as e pocuw ation
| approsches food-based croving capec.1y

201-207 Impact on other wildlite: “Allowing the clk hend
wsing the park 1o reach [L200 could produee 1es
reduction in biodiversity m the pare; particulzely it i1
persasts bor many yeses, 7 ocess, of would bea
moderate 13 Fjor impact om el e habipe™

In such situnnons, 8C1 and SCIF suppon scisnse-hased wildlife ranapement effons
simed gt wildlife populstior conml

SCI and SCIF Generally Support Alternatives B and D

SCl and 8C1F support the choter of Altemative B (Hunting Oweside the Park) s the Park
Serviee's prefered altemative and the enviror ally proferabie alt ive SCland
SCIF plso suggest greater consideration af Altenarive O (Shapshooting) os the
secondary altemnative mstead of Altemative U Rowndup and Live Shipment o
Euthanasa). From their inception, SC1 and SCIF have supported the use of wiel -

Safers Cluls [nernattasal - Yaskingon 10 {18
501 2 Greeel, ME, Washiogton, I 30002 « Phote 202 542 8735« Fax 212 S840 1205+ wawvw safarclutearg

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Supenntendent Davila
August 15, 2008
Pape §

regulabed Bunting as & mesns of mansgerent wildlife. As noted above, advancing this
v of wildlife masapgement 1 ane of the parposes ol SC1 and SCIF. SCT members
enjoy eomtributing the proper management of wildlife through theur henting activitics.

Humting of el autzde of WONP elready helps contro. the elk population witkn re Purk.
See generaily Drafl BV Plan at 1415, 25, 27-30. 1t makes perfect sense o inerease the
opportumities for huniing cutside e Park tc both Jeorease the ek populaaon 1o
monageahble eve's and mainezin those levels. SO and SCIF assure that the Siate of
South Dukota supports these increased opportunities for elk munting on stete and provate
lends surrounding WCONP, This aliermafive would ineresse revanues o the South Dakora
Drepartment of Fish, Game and Parks ("SDDFGP) (through increased tog seles, 1t wou'd
alap increase beneticinl socin-economic impacts from increased mitting. [fthese facls
are not aleady rellected in (e Drafl Elk Plan, the Park Serviee shoudd make 1t ebeer i
the final plan,

Regarcless of the a'ternative chosen, SCLand SCLE suppor the Pak Service continuing
fo coopd inaze and consult with ineerestod parties, seeh es SCTand SCIF, and in particular
with the SDDFGE. Altermative B will sbviousty require the cooperation ofthe SDDFGP
in rmanEge e the hunts outs:de the Park, SDDFGP also could be instrumenzal in

qual fying volunteers to assast with culling actvities under Aliematve D, Asis being
demonstrated in Rocky Mountein Matione] Pask, 501 and SCIF could he called on to
assist with managemen| sciivitios. whether it 1 hunting outside the Park or & voluttesr
sharpsheoters within the Park.”

For a mumber of reasons, SC1and SCIF sugpest that the Park Service adopt or identify
Alterrative [ (Sharpshooting, including using qualificd volunteers ) as the mcthod to use
If Alerneive B [Hunting Chutside the Perk) does not provide (e expeesed declines in elk
population, waether for initizl reductions or maintenance purposes. The Dradt Blk Plan
appears to (dentify Alternative O (Rourdup and Live Shipment or Euthenesia) as the
secondery method, Dl Elk Man etviy, but slso suggests that Aliemative D would work
well in conjunction with Ahemative B, id at 25

First, a5 you arc aware, the Superintendent of Rocky Mountan National Park hes seleeted
culling'sharpshooting, including by quelified velunteers From the hunting commnity, as
the primary method of maneging clk populaticns of that Pask. Officia.s there coneluded
it this miethod was both safe and offective.

Second, the laws and policies goveming manegerment of wild':fe at Mutional Perss in
general and WONE in particular autherize the vee sfqualifed volunteers 1o help with

-

= When SC1informed its members o7 the possible opporunity i assist in elk
culling activities within Reexy Mountoim Mational Park, doeens expressed theie intersst i
participating,

Salarl Chuls [nternasonal - Washiugton DO 0Tice
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culling activities. The arached “Legal Analysis” (SCI August 2008) sdidresses this poinl
wn detarl,

Third, 3 review of the analyzed impacts from the twa allernatives reseals that Altamative
D is a bewer second chodes than Altemanve €. The ecst of Altemmdve T is estimared o
b §645 000 for the Tife of the elk menpgemen: plan, moughiy 15-20 yeers Dralt £k Flan
at48, [k appears that the m:tal estimates cost ol S270,000 could be reduced if the Park
Service wwed skilled valunteers from the hunting community. SCI recommends tht the
Park Sepvice include an essimate of itial costs using skilled voluntsers for comperisan
pumposes. The cost of Ahomative C is estirrated ar 82,000,000 for the tife of the nlan.

dd, This figure is significant]y higher, with most of the inoreagsed cost coming in the
sunrtenancs phass.

The sharpshocter method affers fexibility il there is o need to reduce the olk papulation
outside of reguler huntng seasoas, ben o large-scale roundup cperaion 15 not callad for.
Onee sl up, & prograin using gualified volunteers and otber sharpshooters could quickiy
awd precisely address overpopulition needs. The expeniences of the Park Service at
Rocky Mountain National Perk should heln with setting up an efficient and well-nm
progeam al WONF. |n adZition, the lime of the year in which the initil, and presumebly
the martenance, phise could oceur 15 much greater with Altemmagive Dohan Alternative
C. 8159 [Alemative D, Angest fo Marchs Altemative C, Jonuasy to February),

Firally, muppears thar Alemative D privides benefits or avoids adverse impazts o
provided or avoided by Aliemative C;

«  Aliemative 0, (o the extent carcasses are lefl in the feld, would provide soms
benefits 1o scavengers and to the soils by adding nairents Gd. a: 60, 68}

= Alemative 2 woudd mavelve more strass do mdi vedual elss Gl al 65);

= Adizmative O would cause edverse imgacts e blees footed lemes (G a0 73 anil

*  Allemative O woulc cause minor boag-term sive spevific ad verse impacts 1o
archeological resources, whils Altemative B woald not Gid ac 747,

SO and SCIF swpport the selection of Allernetive B ag the prefirmad altemattve but
recoamenend thal thi Park Service reconsier s initial conelusion that Alemtive O
represents 1he best second option. Allecrative D appears 1o be a better choice. especully
for the maintenarce phase.

Safri £Vl D nterntional - Wasalnghon BC 0fice
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While the Park Service Can Consider Atcrnatives E and F now, It Should Not
Further Consider or Implement those Altermatives without Additional Public
Review amd Commeni

SOl SCIF donet strongly nppese the preliminary consfderatton of Aliernative 7 and
F pow, bt further public notice and comment most precede myy consideration of actually
pulting such methods nto effect. Fight new, the Park Service (s considerng these
alternatives 17 and coly if certan problems are resolved enc certain conditions are met.
For example, the Pure Service comectly identified the following corcams that wowld
need 1o hu resolved hefore consideration of these nprizns:

At i tire, sterilization has not been proven through scienes w
effectively manage wildlife populations. The park will not use this
sltermative for population maintenance unless future saentife siudies
prove sterilizat:on methods (o be ¢ffective and efTicient means of =lk
populetion comcral und the preferres and adaptive management siforts fail
to maintain elk populticon within the trper range. [Page 41

A thas B, fertil ity coatrol agents have not been proven through science
tin effectively monnge wildiife populations. The park will nor use this
alternutive colless Fiwre seientific stadies zrove fertility contral agents 10
e effective ard afficient means of elk population conteol end the
pretlerred amd adaptive macagervent cfforts fail (o maintain el population
witiin the target raage. [Page 43)

Tu be considered feasible for the park’s use as an 2k manpgement optios,
fertility control agaws would need to meet the folbowing criteria. much of
whic is referenced from the Bocky Mouatain Mational Park Draft BIS,
Elk mnil Vegetation Plan (NP5 2006 65-67],

. Hlaotive with a single rentment ...

] Al least 85% affectinve ...

] Appronriane approvals and cenificilions, ...
- Safe for treated animals,

. N recognizble hehaviomal effects. .

—Reduced courtship, micting. and breeding behoveor, -
Increased counship, mutting, and breecing behavior, ...
] Safe for non-targed animals. ..,
] Mullj-year offectiveness.  |Prges 44-45)

Iy addition, SC1 wnd SCIF agree thet the sse of ster lization and eonrracentives has not
heen cstehlished 10 08 effective for reduciag el populatians in the wild anc eonsequenty
ere ot viable cptions w) this fime oy shoukd not even be considered until research has

- Salarh Cluls latertationsd - Wark(agtan D¢ ilice
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shown such metheds to be both effective and sale 8TT and SCIF meke the following
adiltional observalions abocl ese procedures:

& Phyecal trpwma is inherent to sutgical procedures, which often aumes disruption
o hehavior, eating pan=ms, and physiological prozesses of wild ungusiss.
Comsequertly, surgical procedures temorarily or permanemly compromise the
fwealti of the ammal

»  The slaied mcidental mostaling reves for Ferility reatrrent demmeatiz !y onder-
represent the actual rnoetality ies for this esreup o7 animals. With the sk of
death bzing squal for cach treginent, handling animals annuadly or multiple tmes
prr yeas soon results in “reatment” becorming the most lie v cause of mortality
fior cach individual, '

= Llnless sigmficant irtprovements ore midz 12 both the fertilite trectment and the
nssociated handhng technigues., fecility control represents the beast humane foom
of treatment

IF at sorme time in the future the Park Scervice believes thin these probloms are resolved
nc conditiens are or might be met, L must give the public an oppartunity ta comment on
hoth whether the conditions are indeed mres and. if they arz, whether employing cither o
hoth of these alternetives mokes serse 17 light of the Sets af that e, For example, (e
Fark Servive ourently projects a cost of sterllization at & 10,000 per famale ¢lk, an
asfourlingly high Ngure. Draft Bl Man at 43, 0F this altemnative warronts futare
onstderaticn, the projected cost at that tme (whe ser higher or lower) would be an
important fector on which public could comment. The public connot offes Tl wformed
somuments now on the actual selection of fese allematives as methods o achieve tie
oals of the plan

Finedly. SC) ead SCIF fully agooe that i these methods are ever seriously eonsicerad in
the future, the Park Service should consider them caly for purposes of marma:nirg the
popalation of elk in WONT at some particular level  And they should be considered only
i the Park Servics conclodes tha Alternetives B, O azd 0 dre not maintainng the
porulationes sufficiently,

‘The Park Service Properly “Consideret bul Dismissed™ the Predator (Wolf)
Reintroduction AMernative and Should Fully Document all Reasons for Doing So

SCLand SCIF fully support the Mark Service’s decision to consider but dismiss from
Mrther consideration the predator (wo £ relntroduction allemasive, Dred Flk Plan at 52
The tewons (or dismissing this altormative fom further consideration e souad and well
documented. SCT and SCIF ofer cnly the Rllowirg additicna! reasan in supart of
dismissing this altemmarive from furtier comsideration. An exelusionary fenee sufficient
1o prevent wol £ mevements would also prevent or disrupt the daily. seasonal and annul
movements of other game and nongame animels. Such disropticns would likely have
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greater ceabogieal consequences than uny otber fizmative, SCland SCIF would
adamantly oppose use of exelusionary fencing mder these circumstanaes

Thy introduction of an endengercd species is a complicated nratizr. Not enly does it
vequire the consent end active cocperation of the LLS. s and Wildlife Service and the
relevan: state fish and gome agerey, but it a'se depends upon the twlemnoe of the public
al large, Due iv lederal ESA requirements, {we conservation ol the endengened an:mal
becomes a poorily, making most nteractions o conflicts with members of that species
subject to federal peralty, Howewer, wolves, enxdangerad o nit, are a predutor species
thust require their own managemen: strategies woprovent them from harming lvesiock aad
pets und from heving eneccestable mnpacts on some wild ungulate specie populations
and bergviors. States suck as Michigan, Wisconsi, Minncsota, Wyaming, Moatanz and
lelathio have g1l expericniced first-hant! the difficabty of meing to deal with (e predetosy
Behaviors of pray wolves without violating Fedeml Taw, Wolves snould no: be reperded
a3 a ool for management of other spavies, (For ail, undil all ESA restrictions on the
managenanl of this predator species aré remived,

Imn adcition, althineah the discussion in the Draft 51k Plan is adequate, the Park Sarvice
sheuld ansure that it reflects all poirts discossed end considered in resching the
conelusion, For example, the Drafi Elk Plan says tnar the “remtroduction of wolves w
accomplish popubstion gouls was discussed indeteil .0 Page 52 8CHand SCIF
understand that the Perk Serviee had extensive infirmal disevssions with the SDDFGP
over this option. Yot the only reflections of the staze’s irvolvement in cons:dering bu
dismssing this option eppear W he s mention of the siate on page 52 and the staee’s letrer
found (n Apoendix H (loceted at poge 381). Although SCT ard SCIF do not koow e
extent of discussions with the U5, Fish and Wdlik: Serviee. the Draft EIK Plan also
should rafleet thpsa discussions.

The NEPA rejzulations and ¢ase law on judizisl review of agency decisions related o
aliematives corsidered but dismissed supzom that the Park Service has made the o ght
docision. These authorifies con clso guite the Perk Serviee in peoviding safficient
Justificaton for s declsion. An soency has o dury w esnsider 2 termatives (o 4 plannzd
womrse of action to satisfy s NEPA requiremnents. Howewver, the chozce between whether
these alternatives are given a full environmental maulysis or dismissed from farther
review is of 1he agency's diseretion. WEPA regulations require that as sgency shadl, ~ (or
alternatives wheeh were eliminazed from detailed studv brizfly disciss the reasons for
their having been elimeeced ™ 40 CFR. § 1502, 14{a).

The cours weview whether an agency properly dismissed an albernetive from more
detailee sidy ang descussed it sufTeion y under the “rule of reason” standard. Cinzens
Agmimst Rurlingion, Inc v Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 165 (D00 Cir, 199150 ~As the phrase
“rule of resson’ suggests, we review o agerey's cornplianoce with NEFA'S reguirements
deferentiatlve W cphold an agency’s Lebinition af ohjectives so long as the ohjcerives
thut the agerey caposes are rensonsble, and we uphold irs discussion of & tematives o
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lom 4 the altematives e rensonable and the ageney disensses the iz reasonable
detmil,” i

Courts lave found tris duty satisried when an agerey gives a seasongble explanation for
whiy it has rejectad ar aliemnarve frow considerntion.  An agency 15 not reguired (o
“analyze the environmental consequences of dlternetives it has in good faith rzjectad as
100 remate, speealative, oras o this case, mpractical oo meffective” City of Anrora v
Fasas, 749 F.2d 1487, 1467 (b Cir. 1984), cvarrled on other gronmds oy Fillage of
Com Rernehos Do Aibugrengue . Marsh, 956 F2d 970 [10th Cir. 1992); see aise Mider
Unlie! Srater, 6531 2d 313, 514 (8th Cir. 1981) [“In zreparing an E1S, m agerey only
need comsider reasosatle altematives to the proposed petion. ™),

Although the Pork Service eppears to have repsomably cxplained its decision to dismiss
Ihe predator ruimiroduction altermntive From: [urther cors.deration, SCTand SCIF
recommend that the Park Service fully describe all the reasons for dosmissing wolf
reintroduction and e extent of it consideration. SCLand SCIF ase currently invelved in
ltigavion in LS. Disrict Count in Coloraco over the Roe<y Mourtain Netioeal Pars Elk
Margemen| Plan In this ease, woll advosates hive ssed the Mok Service for fiiling to
amnsider (he introcuction of fertile wolves as analternetive for el papulation
menagement. MlaintifTin caa: liigaton srgues tha the consideranon azd dismussal of
such o strotegy did ot ful £ the Pade Secvice's NEP A Cbligatvons. [n light of tns
litiganian, an: the possibillty tha the Pork Serviee®s decision net 1o fiwther cons:der the
wod reintroduction el terative will b challenged ncourt, the Pork Service should ensure
that the record fully reflects e depth of its consideration o7 this aliemative and the
rezsenzbleness of its decision 1o dismss Ihis ltemetive from further consideration.

Addithonal Poinis
SC1and SCIF make the Solfowing additions] paints

»  The thind point from the botwm of page v of the Exeautive Summary of the Dt
Elb Plen stetes that [ afll 21k maongement sctivitizs would be condueted ina
mumner which ensures human wealth end safery of seafT ard covtractors ...~ This
poing stould ioclude mention of the “skilled volunieers™ whe ane cart of
Alwerianve D, Sge i gt v

*  SChang SCIF agree that the Park Service shoubd iry 1o donate elk meat ta
tndivicuals or eharities under Alternative O, (£t s safe 10 do so (see Draft Bk
Plan s 33-34), bu supggese that the Park Service consider this option ueder
Altemazive 3 as well. SC1 has long supported such humani fwien effors tuough
its "Spurtsmen Against Hunge” program. The Rocky Meuntain Netional Park
Ellk Plan conternpiates that the mea: harvested by qualified volurteers woukd be
denated, with 2 smell postinn availiblz to the volumtesr, Sze Rocky Mountam
Manomat Park Elk Managemeat Plae Reoord ef Dhecision, Rocky Mouniain
Mational Park, Final Fnvironmental lepect Stetement and Bk ard Vegeraion

Sfarl Chb Interastionnt - Wagh r“p(‘:mﬁ
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Supenitenden: Davila
Augosr 18, 2008
Pagg 11

Muanagement Man, Record of Decision [Feb. 15, 2008} &1 3.9
fntpe i wvw s g omed perkar St
uppears that (F i is feasible therz, it should be feasible in WONP.

®  The iliseussion of walf rzintroduction i the Vellawstons basin or page |38 needs
tobeclanfied The Dmfl Elk Flan siares “This has bezn furdier substantiazed (0
years into the reintroduction effort by 15 Nerth Amrican wolf experts recently
predicting that even 100 wolves inside the park would resJ M in na more thun a
2% reduction in clk (MPS website, Dec 2007 This sugpests that around 2005
(10 years into reintrodustion of welves in Yellowsona), the |5 experts nuxde the
preciclion discussad. The Park Service wibsize szys “Instead, 15 North Amenean
il f experts prodicled that 100 wolves in Yellowstone would reduce the ek by
less thin 20%, ten years atter reintroduction.” Although this siatament aboll
Yellowstone 15 ambiguous, SC8ard SCHF read it to mean that the | 5 expats
pred ciec—oelore raintroduction sarted —iha ten years into reintroduction,
wiolves wiuld have the stated impact. 4 predietion madz hefore reintroducton (s
different than o prediction mode (en vears into the reinfroduction, when
presumebly the expens wourld heve information thout the actual |mpact of the
remirodavad wolves or el The Park Serviee shonld confinm the meanmg ot the
Park Service Y ellowstone website and clari[y its statemnent on nage 138 of the
Draft Elk Plon.

»  The discuscion on pages 5U-31 {hat professicml shorpshcotars ars more effieiont
and effective than humters (e, Son-sharpshooters 1n o spart hunling sitostion) is
ot well supperted ene 12 mot recessery 1o suppost the decision to dismiss withou
further consideration the altemtive of suthorizing ¢ sport hunt within WONT.
The single study m support of the statement thes 5 herpshootars ars frund to be
mure effic.ent than hunters ia meeting nngelate reduction goels™ is insufficient o
support such a bropd statement azout the relative ¢iciency of the two methods
There is much uncenainty and debare abour the ¢ ciancies of (e two methods
The particular facts ©7a partieular situntion would dictare e approprizle
appreach. I additien, the Park Serviee does 2ot address the eest issue, which
would ahviously be relevant to a dutatled enal vsis af this jssue. St here, s the
Perk Service prohibies henting -n WONP, fhe Park Serviee’s stacements shout the
ctfiviencies of the sharpshooting and sport hunting eptions 2re unrcessary, For
all these reasons, 5C1 und SOIF recomriend that the Parck Service remove
refirences to the alleged efficencies o peofesional shampshocting, or at least
nnie that there are uncertainties and debate shout this ssue, Finally, the Park
Service should make elesr that it i not passing judgnent on the relsdive
efficiencies of using paid professional dearpshoosers versus skiled volunteer
shurpshooters in a non-hunting situat:on,

SClend SCIF epprociate the opportunity b eomment an the Draft Elk Plan for WONP.
The Park Service hus done o very thorongh job of preparieg the Drafl Els Plan, subsect to
the comments made above. [ease contaet Anne Setdman (aseidm an@ safarcluborg) or

Sufarl f.lnunmuﬂn.w—wﬂlTa DT Oy
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Supenintendent Davila
August 18, 2008 Legal Analysis of Why Members of the 1 onting Cemmmunity May Assist ima
Fage 12 Wildlife Populatinn Reduction Effort To Manage Dverabundamt Wildiife
Popubitions on Nativnal Park Service Lands, Including Wind Cave Nathonal Park
{Safari Club International - Augnse 20018)
Dt Burdin (dhurd ing@ss feicleb org), 202-542-8733, [Cynue have any questions or we
cin provide any [urther pssistince Mocmig in the steintes, regulations md palicies thay establist the aunonty of the
National Park eracs prevent the Park Service from utilidng members of the hunting
Sincerely, commuanily o sssist a individual pack andfor the state wildlife masagerment authority in
managing, culling or recducing an oversbundany wikdlife populagion on park land, mueh as

_’@% ﬁ/éﬂgﬁ{ the Park Serviee has used professaonal sharpstooters,

Merle Sherard z The National Park Service Orpanic Act grants the Secretary of the Interior the
Presidert, autherity 1o provide “in his diserstion” for the desiruction e sueh animals or such plent
Sabari Cluh Intemational life as may be detrimentz! to the use of any of said pasks, monuments, or reserations. 16
Saban Club Intematicnal Found stion LIECA§ 3

3 Stamctory pravisions azplicable o the parks give the Park Service broad authority
over resonrce management Forexampia, one ol the statutary provisions thal govems the
‘Wind Cave Netivnal Park directs e Secretary of the [ntenor “to prescribe such mulies and
regulitions ard establish such service as he way deem aecessary for the care and
monagement of e Park..

4. The regulatons thet the Secretary of Ere Interios has romulgated for the pursosd
of adiministering the Nanenal Park Systern allow the Secretary or.a Pak: Supenatenden:
o manage a pack s overahondan wiidlile ueing individuals frorm the Iseag commmetity
a3 4 wildlite management nesource. - Although there are regulntions, such as 36 C.FR.
Section 2.2 thot restrict hunting activities on Pork Serviee Linds. such rules ne not
applicatle in the eulling situation, which is ot huoting, Instead, Park Senvice regulalions
that permil the Park Service and its agenis 1o sorduct activihes mecessary (o counterasl
threats to pack resources givern. For example, 36 CUFR. § 1.2 spectfically siates that:

{d) The regulations comtained in parts 2 through 8, part 7, and part 13
of this section shall not be construad ta prohibit administrative
activities conducted by the National Park Service, or lis agents, in
mocordance with approved general management and resouice
munagement plans, or in emergency operations involving threats o
liife. property, or park resourees.

L1 Similerly, Pers Servico Management Policies do not preven the Park Sevice
(Towe iz members of the hunting communcry as agents ofthe Park Services or state
wildlife mimagement 2uthority for a culling (e, non-uning} opesation. - For curmple,
policy provision 4.4.2.1, entitled “NPS Actions That Renove Nauve Plants and Ammals”
acknow ledges the Service's use of “otfiery to remove plants or animals” bel does oo
restriot the rexm “others™ 10 include only pesd sha-pshoaters. The same palicy provsion
recognizes the use of “destrxction of animuks by wnhorized agents,” but does not restrc
the term “suthorized agents” o individuals who are paid for their sharpshonting <kills,

Safari Clab laleramtional - Waskingloa B O
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Name:

QOrganization:

Organization
Type:
Address:

Correspondence ID 30

Dennis Brady

| - Unaffiliated Individual

818 N Spring
Luverne, MN 56156
USA

Correspondence Text

Please consider to be opening up hunting licenses to people who own land
in Custer County, even if they are from out of state. Because we pay the
taxes for Custer County and we should have the same rights as residents of

Custer County.

FINAL ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Name:

Organization:

Organization
Type:
Address:

Dean Fitzler

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
| - Unaffiliated Individual

4001 South Cresent Drive
Sioux Falls, SD 57106
USA

Correspondence Text

Correspondence ID 31

=

Member

What they are planning on doing is a poer secend choice, Hunting would be
my first choice. | understand that my first choice would be like writing a new
first amendment to the constitution. | do understand how difficult that would
be. | wish the government would move faster to get the fence up.
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Correspondence 1D 32 Correspondence ID 33

Name: Gary Romey S
Organization: %@M
SD ANIMAL INDUSTRY BOARD

Qrganization | _ Unaffiiated Indvidual ¢11 Sawch fort Seat
AZF; ' I —— ene, South Dakolz 575014503  REGEIVED
ress: cenic Roa Phone: (605) 773-3321
c [¥ 5 RSy T
Hot Springs, SD 57747 fess G uscss Fex: (605) 773-5459 SEP 09 208
USA September 8. 2008 " Régéﬁ‘égﬂwﬂlm
Widal Dawvila, =i
vc'hdc:\.eusﬂg?a: K oEF y 9 2008
Correspondence Text Hel Spese. 50 &7747 Wird Cavs Maonal Pare
| amin favor of letting the Elk out of the park in accordance with Game Fish Dear Superiniencent Cavila:
and Parks and with land owner tolerance. Vapciostan or ot Thmely convment
2 tha Lrafl EX Maragems s AT
Stalemant for Wing Cm.'g National Pare ce'\nuc:m. ST et owt
An option of opening up the Casey land would be looked at as a place for a As you pernaps know, the South Dsksta Arimal Industry Board (SDAIS) and Stata Vetarinarizn have
separate Elk unit to have Elk pushed into and made a unit for hunting by the worked wilh WCNP mamy times in the pest
Game Fish and Parks. A brief review o comespondence includes:
As an alternat.ive, | feel that the limited sharp shooting in the park should 1382 Stare velznnarian's latter quarantining WENP for Bracallosis in Guffalo
remain an option. 19621990 Vanous MOU agraements betwsen WCNP and SCAIR
The option of sterilization as an alternative is ridiculous, for cost reasons, renow oy D oo 1980 MU without signffcant ctiarigee leading o Tafuns fa
health hazards for other wildlife and possible health hazard for human use. | 2002 e ——— " _
see this as an idea contrived by other idiots not familiar with nature and e rogearch projects by WCKP
2002 Information on Chronic Wasting Disease confirmed in WCNP animais

wildlife issues,
In conversation with WCNP past Superiisendent Lnda Stoll anc her st=if via telaphone ard at a public

scoping maeking in Pisrre | commented that serous attenficn should be given lo
population managemant within WGNP given lo ol and deer

My comments ware |a tha efect that WONP s home [o an exiemay hi h incidence of CW) 2
Further comments wena hat I'd recommend Ihe park Mﬁg Euﬁ[ all !ﬁnces = Iw“ﬂl.l';
bordar with : 0 preduds furfhes ad of this
espaclally to elk and deer within Custer State Pa

3sg lo other cervidas in the State,

Comments now are simila- | undarsiand ihat & i
5 generally soeakitg, Allernative B a rs t0 hawe b
metl general suppoct of widlife intarests, howsver | have the lnl:gﬁ'ng cancems asFmﬂaﬁme‘?iﬂ&

NOT exhibl sourd science in disease control pers

= Inizntonaky equalzng pressure by lower nces and hazing animala into a W
; i awering fe 08 &%odling area
ouside ne fence o7 @ seasonal basks only exacerbates the disease saread andwgrlhars
contamination of stale and private land outsids the fenced pars. '

- Effective population management of aik must be combinad wi
e 2 2d with effectva management of d:
ﬁ::::[lm prevaience of CWE and the rsks of other diseases bemnﬁs!.ﬁ:?ﬂaed ﬁrﬁ
Zpualion
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Therefore the SOAIB sirongly recommends that YWCNP efectively rapan fences. propery confining tha
apima’s that 2re on the properly of the park, and ther drasticaily reduce the CWD susceniitle animal
population within the park, WCMNP consists of less thar 40,000 acres. This is not as lacge ds several
privatzly cwned ranches that have effectively controlled animet popu-ations and eradicated disaases,
WCNP through a quaranting and quarantine relsase pencd demorstraled in the 1080's that ite arimals
can be efectively managed, :sigd. and harvested to reduce and eliminaes ciseaze.

Hervesiing Whe animsls by shootng seams a very praclical melhod lo reduce populations to
scientfically jushifed levels for arimal health and public safsty, Howewver this harvest should te
restricted io the ferced park area and elk should nol ba directed 10 fands outside the park bordess.

The statute below may be reviewsd by WCNF prier to implementing actions including Irenslocations
otheér than those wilhin the parkc

40-5-8. Beard powers in supprossion of contagious dissases and parasites—Regulaiion of
impartation, refeass, sale, loam, fease, or distribution of animals-\Talation as misdemeanor. if
winttan nofice is given do the ownar or kesper of any enimal that 2 quarantine is estabdished, e Animal
Industry Board may fake any acifon necessary to control, prevent, sucpress, and sadicats By
contsgiows, infactious, epidemie, and communicable disease and infasfation of destrucive parasitos
among the domestic and rondomestic animals of this steie. The board may ragulate or prahibtt the
fmporation, reizaze to the wild, sale, loan, loase, or olher disinbidion or fransfocation of any animal
mio ang within the staie to ansure documentalion a5 disease-frea. The Animal Industry Boand may
requlale oF prohibit such transacicns betwsen and among prvats entities, locel govemmant agencies,
siaty govemment?_agencies, federal govennmen! agendes, and nongrofi and othar Corporations.
feluding, but not Wmited (o, geme farms, game preserves, zoos, exhibitions, szies, humane socofics,
and réfaofdation fzcifies. A wolation of this ssction s a Class 1 rmsdemesnor,

Source: SDC 1339, § 40.0501; SL 1950 (SS) ch §, § 1; SL 1082, ch 282, § 1; SL 1984, ch 149, §a;
SL 1950, ch 325, § 35,

Please fee! free lo contact me anyima.

Sincerely,
Sam D. Holtand, DM

State Veterinarian and Execulive Secretary
South Daketa Animal Indusiry Bsard

SDHi=d .

Ce Governor Mike Rounds
Secredary Jatf Venk
Secrelary Bill Even
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GLOSSARY

Biodiversity: the diversity of plant and animal life in a location, in this case, Wind Cave National Park.
Browsing: Feeding on the shoots or twigs of shrubs by elk or deer.

Captive bolt: Action resulting in concussion and trauma to the brain causing immediate unconsciousness
and destruction of brain tissue. While the destruction of brain tissue with the penetrating captive bolt may
be sufficient to result in death, operators are advised to ensure death by other means—for example,
exsanguination.

Carrying Capacity: The maximum number of animals of a species that can live in a given environment.
Carrying capacity is not a static number but rather a number that changes with short-term weather and
forage conditions and long-term gradual changes in habitat and vegetation communities (often called
“biological carrying capacity”).

Cervid: any member of the deer family, Cervidae, comprising deer, caribou, elk, and moose,
characterized by the bearing of antlers in the male or in both sexes.

Chronic wasting disease: a fatal brain disease of deer and elk that is believed to be caused by an
abnormal protein called a prion. Animals infected with CWD show progressive loss of weight and body
condition, behavioral changes, excessive salivation, increased drinking and urination, depression, loss of
muscle control and eventual death. The disease can not be diagnosed by observation of physical
symptoms because many big game diseases affect animals in similar ways.

Class | airshed/area: as defined in the Clean Air Act, the following areas that were in existence as of
August 7, 1977 are considered Class I: national parks over 6,000 acres, national wilderness areas and
national memorial parks over 5,000 acres, and international parks.

Cumulative impacts/effects: the impacts on the environment which result from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).

Day-night average sound level (DNL): The 24-hour average noise level with a 10-decibel (dB) penalty
for nighttime noise events between10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Density dependent: Having influence on individuals in a population that varies with the degree of
crowding within the population.

Emigration: Moving away from one place to another.

Endangered Species Act (ESA): Administered by the Interior Department’s U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Commerce Department’s National Marine Fisheries Service, the purpose of the ESA is to
protect and recover imperiled species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Under the ESA,
species may be listed as either “endangered” (in danger of extinction) or “threatened” (likely to become
endangered within foreseeable future).

Encephalopathy: Degenerative brain disease.
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GLOSSARY

Endemic: Prevalent in or peculiar to a particular locality, region, or people.

Environmentally preferred alternative: The alternative that causes the least damage to the biological
and physical environment and which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural
resources. The regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (Section 1505.2(b))
require that, in cases where an EIS has been prepared, the Record of Decision must identify, among other
things, the environmentally preferred alternative be identified.

Euthanasia: To cause death in a humane manner; literally “good death”.

ELCR: Excess lifetime cancer risk.

Exclosure: A fenced area designed to exclude one or more species.

Exotic: A species that was introduced from another area as a result of disturbance or human activity.
Exsanguination: To drain of blood (e.g. by cutting a major blood vessel).

Extirpation: Disappearance or elimination from a specific geographic area.

Fauna: Animals, especially the animals of a particular region or period, considered as a group.

Fertility Control Agents: A product (drug, vaccine, chemical, etc.) which when applied to an animal
(orally, topically, or via injection) decreases the animal's ability to reproduce.

Flora: Plants considered as a group, especially the plants of a particular country, region, or time.
Forage allocation model: Standardized forage allocation methodology whereby, in the case of Wind
Cave, approximately 25% of the grassland vegetation in the park was set aside or allocated for the major
grazing species (i.e., bison and elk). This model was used to generate the target range of the park for elk
of 232 to 475 animals (NPS 2006f).

Forbs: Non-woody, broad-leaved flowering plants that are not grasses or grasslike.

Geomorphology: the study of the characteristics, origin, and development of landforms.

Grazing: Feeding on grasses or grass-like plants by elk, deer, bison or cattle.

Gregarious: Highly social.

HAP: Hazardous air pollutants.

Herbaceous: A plant without a persistent above ground woody stem.

Herbivory: The act of feeding on vegetation.

Immigration: Migration into an area or place.

Impairment: Impacts which harm the integrity of park resources or values (e.g., park scenery, wildlife,

cultural resources). An impact to any park resource or value may constitute impairment, but an impact
would be more likely to constitute impairment if it had a major or severe adverse effect upon a resource
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GLOSSARY

or value whose conservation is necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in a park unit’s
establishing legislation or proclamation, is key to the natural or cultural integrity of a park, or is identified
as a goal in a park’s General Management Plan or other relevant NPS planning documents (NPS 2006d,
sec. 1.4.5).

Incidence: Rate of occurrence, e.g., of a disease within a population.

Incineration: to burn or reduce to ashes; cremate.

Initial reduction phase: The period (primarily the first five years of plan implementation) during which
it is expected that management activities would reduce and stabilize the park elk population at target
goals.

Intraspecific: Interactions between individuals of the same species.

Maintenance phase: The period after initial reduction efforts during which less intensive maintenance
activities would be conducted in order to maintain the park elk population at target goals.

No action alternative: The alternative describes current conditions and is required to be included for
analysis under NEPA (sec. 1500.1(a)). This analysis provides a benchmark by which comparisons of
environmental effects of the action alternatives can be made.

Non-work/wage income: Income from such sources as retirement income, dividends, interest, and rent.

Objectives: Specific statements of purpose related to a plan/EIS. Objectives must be met to a large degree
for the plan to be successful.

Ovariectomy: Breaking of an animal’s ovaries in order to halt normal hormone production normal
breeding behavior.

Preferred alternative: The alternative which the agency believes would fulfill its statutory mission and
responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, environmental, technical and other factors.

Prevalence: Proportion, e.g., of a population affected by a disease.

Prion: An infectious protein that lacks nucleic acids. These abnormal forms of prions resists degradation.
According to the protein only hypothesis, prions are the cause of CWD and other transmissible
spongiform encephalopathies.

Recruitment: Addition to a population through birth or immigration.

Riparian: The area along a river or stream that is influenced by the increased availability of water.

Rut: The breeding season and behavior of ungulates.

Skilled volunteers: Individuals identified through an NPS-developed system which have a demonstrated
level of firearm proficiency established by the NPS. Other skilled volunteers would need to demonstrate
appropriate proficiency depending on their proposed involvement. Those skilled volunteers that qualify

for participation would become part of a pool of available personnel that may supplement elk
management teams.
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GLOSSARY

Soundscape: The natural ambient sound level—that is, the environment of sound that exists in the
absence of human-caused noise. Effects of proposals should be measured and evaluated against this
baseline.

Special status species: Special status species include: 1) species federally listed as threatened or
endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA); 2) species that are proposed
or are candidates for listing under the ESA; 3) State of South Dakota listed species; and species
considered rare or unique, but not officially listed.

Surgical sterilization: Surgical procedures designed to render an animal sterile (e.g., tubal ligation,
ovariectomy).

Take: Under the Endangered Species Act (1973), “take” is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct” affecting species
protected under the Act. This may include significant habitat modification or degradation if it kills or
injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or
sheltering.

Targeted Surveillance: Current Wind Cave National Park elk management-related efforts involving
identification of animals exhibiting clinical signs of CWD, their removal (typically by gunshot), removal
of CWD test sample for analysis, and disposal of carcass.

Translocation: EIk population management technique used in the past involving the live trapping and
relocation of animals to areas outside the park. This options was precluded when CWD was identified
within the park and translocation of elk in such areas was prohibited by the NPS.

Transmissible spongiform encephalopathies (TSE): The family of diseases that are presumably caused
by abnormal prion proteins; include CWD.

Tubal ligation: a method of permanent sterilization for women, involving the surgical sealing of the
fallopian tubes to prevent the ovum from passing from the ovary to the uterus.

Ungulate: Belonging to a group of hoofed mammals including the odd toed perissodactyls (including
horses) and even-toed artiodactyls (including elk, deer and pronghorn antelope).

Withdrawal period: The period of time after drug treatment when the treated animal should not be used

for food, and during which animals are not to be slaughtered. This allows time to the animals to eliminate
the drug residues.
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ACETA, 35, 283, 327

adaptive management, 23, 24, 26, 32, 38, 40,
42,43, 44, 45, 48, 54, 55, 64, 132, 133,
158, 161, 177, 178, 195, 196, 215, 217,
224, 225, 234, 235, 244, 245, 256, 258,
263, 264, 267, 268, 276, 278, 292, 294,
297, 298, 299, 301

air quality, 7, 36, 37, 58, 76, 83, 108, 109,
135, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232,
233, 234, 235, 310

American Indians, 236, 242, 306, 314

aspen, 8, 11, 19, 70, 95, 96, 97, 104, 105,
140, 170, 179, 182, 190, 191, 192, 193,
194, 195, 197, 200, 205, 206, 207, 209,
210, 298, 300, 311

Backcountry Management Plan, 14, 247,
321

Bear Lodge meadow jumping mouse, 98,
104, 214

Beaver Creek, 10, 25, 30, 44, 86, 92, 94,
144, 147, 151, 168, 170, 171, 172, 175,
176

bison, 1, 6, 7, 8, 11, 14, 19, 23, 24, 26, 28,
29, 48, 51, 57, 61, 72, 83, 98, 99, 101
102, 113, 114, 129, 134, 140, 141, 144,
146, 170, 171, 172, 175, 176, 177, 178,
186, 187, 188, 192, 193, 198, 200, 201
202, 203, 206, 207, 208, 211, 213, 215,
219, 221, 240, 241, 242, 243, 245, 250,
252, 254, 256, 257, 259, 271, 283, 285,
296, 297, 313

black-footed ferret, 14, 58, 75, 98, 101, 107,
134, 202, 218, 219, 221, 222, 223, 224,
225, 226, 306, 328

Black-tailed prairie dog, 188

Boland Ridge, 10, 12, 25, 31, 41, 44, 85, 86,
87,92, 137, 144, 148, 149, 151, 155, 157,
158, 161, 163, 185, 186, 216

breeding birds, 19, 98, 105, 200, 204, 205,
206, 210, 211, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217,
218

brucellosis, 19, 25, 99, 153
captive bolt, 32, 36, 153, 154, 274, 289

chronic wasting disease, 316, 317, 318, 320,
321, 324, 326, 330

Council on Environmental Quality, 16, 18,
23, 131, 305, 313

cultural resources, 16, 27, 40, 57, 58, 83,
135, 226, 235, 236, 237, 239, 240, 241,
242,243, 244, 245, 246, 271, 296, 306,
310

Custer State Park, 1, 8, 9, 12, 18, 26, 29, 84,
88, 90, 102, 112, 116, 120, 124, 126, 132,
170, 261, 303, 308

disease, 1, 12, 19, 27, 34, 35, 54, 57, 64, 68,
89, 90, 99, 107, 145, 150, 161, 163, 173,
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of
our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering wise use of our land and
water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our
national parks and historic places, and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The
department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is in the
best interests of all our people. The department also promotes the goals of the Take Pride in America
campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the public lands and promoting citizen
participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation
communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.
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