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'Oh Augustzg 1990'the long-awalted,mport pithe.

’ NoftHern Diseased Bison’ Environrﬂé’ntaf}\s.%ssmcrit‘

*‘Pariétwis releaded to-the public. Th

Fhended that tie Jargést free-roaming herd

O tHewdHd be destivyediand re by captive-bred

) aiitmals.| A sceompasying press release descﬂklieﬁ‘ﬂﬂs
Veourse of actiort a8 “thiélargest wildlife conservation
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ieffort to save a'sub:species ever undertaken: in Canad& :

] The CanadianNatlire Federation strongly disagrees with
51 baith potritar V" ongnogic
20k Sotre 5O percentof the approximately. 4,000 bison in
and aroundWood -Buffalo National Park (WBNP) are
roinfected with either bovine brucellosis, tuberculosis, or
both diseases. Agriculture Canada advocates the
<| - slaughterto maintain Canada’s “brucellosis-free” status
'|. «and toienablé.the Canadian <attle herd to be declared
“tuberculosis-free.” (Forrmore lnformation on the issue,
1~ see Nature Canada, spring 1990 and Almanac, Vol.4,
No. 1.) The panel has concluded that no risk, however
small, of transmission.of either disease to humans,
cattle, or healthy bison in the MacKenzie Bison Sanctu-
. ary (MBS).is acceptable. :
r:Sipee 1925, when the first dlseased plains bison were
released in WBNP, there has been no documented case
of cattle or humans contracting either disease from the
herd in the park. And the possibility of contact between
the WBNP and MBS herds is based on a single sighting
by tourists of three bison to the south of the MBS, a
sighting that could not be confirmed by government
officials who attempted to find the animals. Despite the
lack of evidence of risk, the panel concludes that “eradi- .,
cation of the existing bison is the only method of elint-
.nating the risk” and recommends that “all free-ranging
bison now living in Wood Buffalo National Park and
surrounding areas be removed and replaced by disease-
free wood bison.”
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-~ “(g? e.panel quwuon@me&‘ecmad feast-
bmty nenting alternativesfo:thié slaughter of the
- bison, it doqs not mmmemmmty of elimigating
" every last bison in the region, gn‘achievemerit-crucial to
- the success of the;recommended:salutioni: it stmply:
-accepts, on faith, that it will bejdone, df €hévigh “dili-
Jgence is applied, even thoughsthe bisen:zange over a
“vast wilderness composed ofiextremely difieult terrain,
and no comparable feat has everdsefore bieenattespted.
If only one diseased blsonmthqmmlsewﬂl have
been for naught. sk A iy ey etb T
.. What's more, thgpanelma@ of itsattention on
WBNP and makes no regommendations-for.preventive -
efforts outside of the park. C@tﬂqa;:e,p@pgmovecl too
close to the park.and are encroaghing on bison habitat.
1 Yet the panel does not-make'a single recommendation
requiring the agricultural sector to minimize the risk
through use of permanent buﬂ'ezzu,ne& bison-proof
fencing, or vaccination. Nor,does it.recommend restric-
tions on cattle grazing in the area or the establishment of
a plan for agricultural development in the region, the
. absence of which it accepts unquestioned.,
Neither does the pane} consider that, even lf the, dls-
. eased bison are euminatedxsmpcs;ﬁ.\uy andr replaeed
~‘with healthy bison, there remains a distinct possibility
that tuberculosis and/or brucellosis may reappear in the
replacement herd. Although Canada was declared bru-
cellosis-free in October, 1985, several cases of the dis-
ease have been reported since that time. This demon-
strates that the disease can remain undetected in ani-
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.. mals for years. The disease could also enter Canada via
' imported cattle. Ifeither scenario takes place, the largest

and most diverse gene pool of bison in the world will have

been destroyed at an expense of more than $20 million

and absolutely nothing will have been accomplished.
One of the panel's justifications for the slaughter is to
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