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ANALY SIS OF PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT

ANALYSISOF PuBLIC COMMENTS
RESPONDING TO THE
NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE A SUPPLEMENTAL EIS

INTRODUCTION
This appendix summarizesin greater detail the form and content of comments received from

the public as aresult of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Winter Use Plan, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National
Parks, and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway. This processis otherwise referred
to as"scoping", in that it meets the description of scoping contained in the CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 81501.7). Included is a brief description of how comments were analyzed. Following
this description is a narrative discussion about the form of comments received. Then, the
content of comments is presented. At the end of the appendix are tables containing
paraphrased versions of the comments themselves, subdivided into categories, and the number
of times each comment was repeated. The primary intent of this appendix is to document what
the public said in response to the NOI. Many people are interested in the numbers of
comments, pro and con, so thisinformation is also provided. NPS reiterates that the purpose of
obtai ning scoping comments (as part of a NEPA process) is to devel op substantive issues
relating to actions that may be proposed, or to the scope of a proposed analysis. The actua

number of comments received isimmaterial to the NEPA process.

The emphasis for this appendix, as indicated above, is the analysis of public comments.

Comments of cooperating agencies received during all phases of SEIS preparation have been
considered in detail and are reflected in the content of the SEI'S as appropriate and necessary.
They are therefore considered as separate from the public comment described here, although
many common threads exist. Cooperating agency comments are part of the public record for

this process and may be reviewed upon request.

COMMENT ANALYSISPROCESS
To understand the comment analysis, it isimportant for the reader to know about the

conventions used by the analyst. A “comment” is a particular statement made in response to
the proposal's presented in a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an SEIS. A piece of
correspondence submitted by an individual or group normally contains a number of discrete
comments. A listing of different comments derived from all the pieces of correspondence (in

the table at the end of this appendix) represents what the public told usin response to the NOI.
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Counting the number of times a particular comment (or type of comment) was made
represents the relative popularity of an observation or an opinion — but not its substance in

regard to the analysis.

Theinitial step in comment analysis was to read each piece of correspondence (see form of
comments, below). The analyst then sorted the correspondence into groups having similar or
identical wording. After a sampling of about 100 pieces of correspondence, the analyst was
able to construct acomment coding sheet containing representative statements from the
public. As subsequent letters were received containing different statements, or important
variations of earlier statements, new entries were added to the coding sheet. The coding sheet

isthe basis for the tables provided at the end of this appendix.

A high percentage of the total body of correspondence consists of form letters. Many form
letter types are generated from a basic form provided by interest groups, both pro and con.
Interest groups often encourage people to personalize their correspondence. Analysts ook for
substantive comments, i.e., comments relating to issues about a proposed action of the scope
of the analysis, and personal anecdotal information does not generally fall into this category.
Therefore, many pieces of correspondence containing personal information are sorted into

form letter groups because the content in regard to actions proposed is the same.

Analysts become very familiar with form letter groupings. It is readily apparent to them when
apiece of correspondence does not fall into any existing group. Such correspondenceis
termed “unique.” These items are coded separately and new comments are often derived from
them. Sometimes a“unique” letter becomes the first in another wave of form letters. At the
end of the comment analysis process, all correspondence is sorted into like groups, labeled and
coded. All unique letters have been identified and given individual attention in the coding

process.

FORM OF COMMENTS
Correspondence was received via e-mail, fax, and post. All correspondence was submitted to a

central office for analysis. Regardless of the medium used, all were treated as pieces of
correspondence in the process described above. Different types of correspondence fit into both

form letter groupings and unique comments.

COMMENT CONTENT ANALYSIS
Public comments are divided between those who support the SEI'S process and those who

don’t. A few letters are neutral on the issue of whether or not the preparation of an SEISis
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appropriate, but those letters contain relatively substantive comments on the process or on the
effects of winter motorized use and groomed roads. Those who support the SEIS process
amost invariably advocate for a new decision that allows snowmobiles into the three park
units. Those who oppose the SEIS process almost invariably indicate that the previous FEIS
and ROD correctly assessed the impacts of snowmobiles, and support the decision for access

by mass-transit snowcoach only.

Within these general categories of support for and opposition to the SEIS, comments are
further sorted into five general areas: NEPA process and legal issues, preference for a specific
decision, statements about effects or lack of effects from certain actions, suggestions about

aternative features or actions, and general observations or statements of concern.

COMMENTS SUPPORTING THE SEISPROCESS

Comments supporting the SEIS process do so for avariety of reasons. Many who commented
along these lines stated their opinion that the earlier FEIS was fatally flawed because it was
filled with misinformation, and that it did not consider the benefits of improved snowmobile
technology. Some comments indicate that the EPA rules[on air quality and emissions] make
the snowmobile ban unnecessary. Many comments fall into the category of general concerns
or observations such as “please conduct the SEIS without a bias for eliminating
snowmobiles,” or “1 am against closures to motorized vehicles on any public lands now or in
the future.” A common theme in this category isthat parks should be protected for the people,
and that tax-paying citizens have aright to access the parks however they choose. Some
commenters urge NPS to remember that al polls about winter use show the majority (80%) of
the American public wants snowmobiling in the park (Y ellowstone). Against this notion is the
comment from SEIS supporters indicating that the SEIS comment period was too short, and
that additional publicinput is critical.

A sub-category of comments from those who support the SEI'S process strongly disagrees with
the idea that snowmobile use causes any impacts on wildlife, public health or safety. They say
that other people should expect impacts along park roads. Others indicate that any impacts
from snowmobiles are nothing in comparison to wheeled vehicles and boats with outboard
motors. On the other hand, in thisline of thinking, commenters state that banning
snowmobiles will adversely impact economics in surrounding communities. They allege that

aternative transport by snowcoach is a poor experience for visitors.
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Commentsin this category include those that acknowledge the possibility of some
snowmobile impacts, and suggest snowmobiles should be managed, not banned. Suggestions
for management include cleaner and quieter snowmobiles, adding additional ranger patrols,
prohibiting night riding, putting GPS units on snowmobiles, restricting the number of days

available for motorized use, and restricting daily numbers of snowmobiles.

COMMENTSOPPOSED TO THE SEISPROCESS

Comments objecting to the SEIS process are accompanied by avariety of legal and NEPA
process concerns and observations, statements about the effects of snowmobiles, and opinions
about the positive nature of snowcoach access. People who commented in this fashion want
NPS to uphold the decision to ban snowmobiles and provide for snowcoach access. They are
concerned about the precedent being set by engaging in the SEIS process when many years of
study resulted in an adequate FEIS and a correct decision. Commentors cite the impacts of
snowmobiles on wildlife, natural sound, air quality and public health, and note that these
impacts are in conflict with park purposes under the Park Service Organic Act and other
mandates. They indicate that the parks are places, few in nhumber, where people hope to find

peace and quiet in anatural setting.

In this category of comments, people state that industry and gateway economics should not be
allowed to dictate usein the national parks. They believe that allegedly cleaner and quieter
snowmobiles would do little to reduce the impacts of snowmobiles on wildlife and public
safety. Other comments state that industry has provided no information to support the claims
that new machines are cleaner and quieter. Finally, some comments in this category state that
the existing FEIS and ROD, supported by years of study and nationwide public debate are

adequate in setting the course for future winter use in the parks.

OTHER COMMENTS

Other comments of a substantive nature call into question the adequacy of the original DEIS,
FEIS and ROD because they did not consider or select an alternative that would close
groomed routes in the parks. These comments support the discontinued use of snowmobilesin
the parks, but say that the action did not go far enough in considering the impacts of groomed
routes on wildlife populations, dynamics, habitats, or individuals. They do not agree with the
basis for the settlement which requires preparation of an SEIS, but feel the SEIS could correct
the deficiencies of the FEIS as described above.
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Another set of comments indicates that the numbers and types of snowmobiles currently used
for recreation purposes in the park create unacceptable snow road conditions for other users,
including those who desire access by snowcoach. These comments present options for dealing
with snow road condition by managing numbers and types of machines (clean, quiet and less
powerful), and considering ambient air temperatures to limit use day by day. It is noted that
when groomed road conditions are good, snowcoach riders greatly enjoy the experience — but
when conditions are bad, riders indicate they will not return to the park in the winter. These
comments convey the ideathat if snowmobiles are to be a part of the winter park experience,
resulting from the SEI'S process, then they should be greatly limited to protect resources and

experiences of others who wish to use the park.

COMMENTSLISTED BY CATEGORY
The following tables categorize comments according to support for or opposition to the SEIS

process. These two major categories are used because the statement for or against the SEISis
areadily identifiable feature of nearly all pieces of correspondence. In the correspondence for
each major category are comments that are made to provide rationale for support or
opposition. Therationale for either fallsinto subcategories as described at the beginning of the
content analysis section, above. The comments are arrayed in the table by major category and
subcategory, and the number of people expressing the comment (or something closetoit) is
shown in the right-hand column. Another major category is provided in the table for
comments that neither support nor oppose the SEIS. Though few pieces of correspondence fit

in this category, the comments are substantive and merit inclusion in the summary.

The NPS received 8,483 separate documents responding to the NOI that was published in the
Federal Register on July 27, 2001. Approximately 7,100 of these were form documents and

the remainder were unigue documents.
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COMMENT LETTERS SUPPORTING THE WINTER USE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND

OPPOSED TO THE EXISTING DECISION

Comments Concerning The National Environmental Policy Act or Other L egal Processes Number
Received

| am pleased/thrilled /delighted to learn that a SEIS will be conducted in Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park (I support 912

writing a SEIS)

| believe the damage to park resources and the impact of snowmobiles on the public enjoyment of the park was not clearly provenin 930

thefirst FEIS

The NPS should work closely with the cooperators and concessioners 17

Banning snowmobiling is discriminatory (age /physical ability/interests right to access by snowmabile) 17

NPS contractual obligations to consessioners must be reflected in the SEIS 2

| believeif the scientific data resulting in another EIS will be considered in making a decision on snowmabile use it is warranted 8

Please conduct the SEIS without a bias for eliminating snowmobiles 19

| believe the fist study was done without taking al the pertinent facts into consideration. Please use real facts, real data and real 14

sciencein the SEIS

| believe awell-researched decision would have to include a study of year-round use instead of targeting one user group 2

SEIS should include an analysis of all snowmobile recreation opportunities available in and out of National Parks and the cumulative | 1

loss of snowmobiling opportunities that could result from banning snowmobilesin Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks

The original EIS was deeply flawed since it failed to consider any reasonable mitigating measures other than banning human activity | 1

in the park

The comment period for the SEIS was too short 5

Additional public input is critical and must be encouraged 1

| believe the SEIS will show that snowmobiles do not significantly impact the environment when riding on groomed roads in managed | 236

sections of the park

Please take action that would change the existing plan 1

The NPSis not consistent with 1916 NPS Organic are including visitor use and enjoyment 1

Cooperating agencies and rural communities must have alarger rolein the SEIS 1

Ouitfitters that provide snowmobile tours should have been consulted on the FEIS 1

The FEIS does not adequately disclose the impacts snowcoach implementation 1

Preferencefor a Decision

| support the use of snowmobiles and /or ORVsin national parks/Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks 25

The NPS should reverse the impending ban 1
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COMMENT LETTERS SUPPORTING THE WINTER USE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND

OPPOSED TO THE EXISTING DECISION

Statements of Effects

Wildlife are not disturbed by snowmobiles 15
Banning snowmobiles will adversely impact economics in surrounding areas (snowmobiling is beneficia to the economy) 6
Snowmobile use in parks does not cause lasting environmental damage and/or does not threaten public health and safety 14
Humans on foot are much more stressful to the animals than humans on motorized vehicles 3
Snowmobiles cause almost no impacts to the parks compared to cars/trucks/motorcycles/boats with outboard engines 11
The snowcoach ideais too expensive - who will pay for them 1
New 4 strokes are safer, and cause less harassment to wildlife 1
Natural sounds and tranquility are values and therefore should not be treated as physical resources 2
Alter native Featur e Suggestions

Hopefully emerging technology that seemed to be absent from the original EIS will be used in this supplemental study 830
Please in your new study consider also the improvements that the snowmobile manufacturers have made in the last years which 15
reduce smoke and are made so speed is not such an issue

I hope that proper management, more restrictions (better technology) limited access and more education will be used as park of the 838
SEIS solution rather than simply banning snowmobiles

Please consider the benefits of encouraging dispersed snowmobile use rather than promoting visitor concentration in popular 835
destination areas like Old Faithful

| am sure there are other areas that could also be opened in the winter by simply grooming existing roads 5
Snowcoaches are not a reasonable alternative (they are restrictive claustrophobic, smelly, expensive and unpl easant) 11
Set equitabl e noise and emissions standards that must be met by al vehicles and allow technology to come up with solutions. Tobana | 4
particular vehicle without allowing it the opportunity to meet the requirementsis just wrong

Keep usage at current levels and use fees to monitor 1
The opening date for West Y ellowstone should be set at the second Wednesday in December 1

If noise and providing awilderness experience are the issue, restrict the number of days motorized vehicles are allowed and if over 6
use isthe issue restrict the number of snowmobiles per day, but still allow for multiple use by all interest groups

Assure continued winter plowing between Colter and Flagg Ranch 1
Allow snowmobilesin the parks and increase the number of machines alowed through the West (Y ellowstone) Entrance to 900/950 1
Increase interpretation, informational videos, warming huts 2
Separate snowmobile parking and snowcoach parking at Old Faithful 2
Open the Canyon area hotel to overnight use 2
Increase ranger patrols to mitigate effects on wildlife 2
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COMMENT LETTERS SUPPORTING THE WINTER USE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND

OPPOSED TO THE EXISTING DECISION

Phase in clean and quiet snowmobile technologies, require these technologiesin rental fleetsfirst, then phase in requirementsfor in 2
privately owned machines

Require prepaid passes 2
Relocate the west entrance station to mitigate effects on air quality 2
Establish areservation system 2
Use zoning to establish where snowmobiles are alowed, standards in these zones should be different form non-motorized zones 2
We should put GPS units/radio collars on snowmobilers to keep track where they go 1
Night riding in the park should be excluded, night riding should be limited 10
General Statements of Concern

| object to the NPS plan to ban snowmobiles 46
National parks, forests, monuments and similar places and surrounding privately owned lands are not museums or zoos for 2
endangered plants and animals

The previous decision to ban snowmobiles was made prior to the EPA releasing their requirements for snowmobile emissions. These | 2
new regulations will make a snowmobile ban unnecessary

| am against any closures to motorized vehicles on any public lands now or in the future 3
Please do not allow eco-extremists to dictate how we use our public lands now or in the future 10
I hope the emissions testing site has been moved to an area of representative concentration rather than at a gridiock of not fully 1
warmed up sleds

Non-motorized visitors should not expect to experience wilderness conditions on park roadways during the summer or winter seasons | 1
Recognizing snowmoabiles use only alittle over 1% of Y ellowstone and for less than 3 months of the winter, | see no reason for any 1
reduction in snowmobile recreationin Y ellowstone

Also, remember that al polls about snowmobiling in Y ellowstone show 80% of Americans want snowmobiling to continue in 1
Y ellowstone

Snowmobiling is a traditional and historic use of Y ellowstone that should continue 3

COMMENT LETTERS OPPOSED TO PREPARATION OF THE SEIS—SUPPORTING THE EXISTING FEISAND DECISION

Comments Concerning The National Environmental Policy Act or Other L egal Processes Number
Received

| object to the National Parks Service plan to prepare a supplemental environmental impact statement on winter use 6978

Ten years of study (thefirst EIS process) have proven snowmobiles cause impairments, harm natural resources, such as wildlife, 6821

10
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COMMENT LETTERS OPPOSED TO PREPARATION OF THE SEIS—SUPPORTING THE EXISTING FEISAND DECISION

natural sound, air quality , public enjoyment.

Ten years of study (thefirst EI'S process) have proven snowmobiles are harmful to public and employee health and safety 5077
Please uphold the existing plan or decision (alternative G) 7081
The decision to delay protection for Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks from proven snowmobile damage isirresponsible 163
andillega

Snowmobiles are harmful to and /or disturb wildlife/people/natural resources/natural sound 339
Snowmobiles are in conflict with the park's purpose (Organic Act, Executive Orders, regulations and policies) 179
A supplemental EIS will invalidate the original EIS and or undermine all future NEPA processes because a supplemental EISor new | 6
decision can be forced on the NPS by special interests

The original EIS was careful and adeguate (additional study is unnecessary) 168
The SEIS process contradicts NPS finding of impairment, laws, regulation and policies 4
Industry and their representatives should not be allowed to strong arm the existing decision to (now) allow snowmobiles 65
The "fast track' nature of the SEIS process is further evidence that the outcome of the SEIS is prescribed in advance 36
The public comment process for the winter EIS showed that Americans would prefer to keep our national parks free of snowmobiles | 16
The settlement to delay protection measures disregards 13 years of study, three years of nationwide public comment, and a strong 97
warning to the EPA to do whatever is hecessary to stop damage to the parks by snowmobiles

The industry has produced no data which supports their claims that these new machines are any cleaner or quieter 102
The Notice of Intent and the SEI'S process have so far not provided for meaningful public comment 10
The FEIS adready analyzed "clean and quiet" technology using an adequate range of aternatives 4
SEISinput by cooperating agencies is narrow and does not represent public interests 4
Scoping notice is inadequate and establishes a biased and faulty decision making process 2
No clear reason why a settlement was necessary was given in the Notice of Intent 2
Public comment in original EIS was substantial and broad 6
Public has had no opportunity to provide meaningful comment regarding preparation of alternatives in the SEIS; please provide this 2
opportunity

The public should have access to all meetings including conference calls between cooperators and NPS 1
Presuming that the NPS has no other choice than to prepare a SEIS we hope that the NPS will make it as airtight and comprehensive 1
as possible with an eye toward its future strategic value

SEIS invites special interests to the table and grants them cooperator status 2
Preference for a Decision

Do not allow snowmobilesin Y ellowstone or Grand Teton National Park | 238
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Please phase out snowmobiles 174
Reinstate the use limits 9
Snowmobiles are not necessary to enjoy the park (ski, snowshoe, snowcoach) 28
| strongly support the decision to phase out snowmobiles and implement a snowcoach transit system 2
Y ears of comprehensive science, important laws and public opinion support the Park Service's November 2000 decision to protect 16
Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park from the damaging use of snowmobiles

Statements of Effects

Snowmobiles are harmful because they disturb wildlife/people/natural resources/natural sound 337
Even if snowmobiles become cleaner and less noisy, they can still cause resource damage 37
Snowmobilers have proven that they cannot be trusted to respect wildlife or rulesin Y ellowstone NP 10
Historical use cannot be used to justify the environmental impacts caused by snowmobiling in the parks 6
Snowmobiles ruin the groomed surfaces for snowcoaches 2
Eliminating snowmobiles will not significantly affect the local economies of the greater Y ellowstone area 85
Limiting snowmobiling will encourage a more diverse economy 1
Snowmobiles are incompatible with other types of recreation 1
Cleaner and quieter snowmobiles would do little to reduce the impacts upon wildlife and public safety 97
Alternative Featur e Suggestions

Ban snowmobiles until they are properly modified to reduce pollutants and noise 1
A snowcoach transit system will provide visitor access while ensuring preservation of park resources for future generations 1
General Statementsof Concern

The Park should not be put at risk for the sake of gateway communities and/or industry 87
| believe that our national parks are not an appropriate place for the use of snowmobiles and or ORV's; | am not against snowmobiling, | 44
just snowmobiling in the national parks. National parks are one of the few places where wildlife can hope to find peace and natural

quiet in anatural setting; there are plenty of other places outside the park for snowmobiling

We must protect our fast fading resources 3
Allowing snowmobiles sets a dangerous precedent for other "worst use" activities at other times of the year 3
Natural quiet during the winter is special and should be preserved 3

| object to the noise of snowmobiles 4
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OTHER COMMENT LETTERSIN SUPPORT OF THE WINTER USE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Comments Concerning The National Environmental Policy Act or Other L egal Processes

I do not agree with the federal government's decision to enter into a settlement agreement as there was no validity to the claims raised by 1
plaintiff or plaintiff intervenor

While not in agreement with the basis for the settlement, the SEIS processis an opportunity for NPS to address shortcomingsin the FEIS 1
The SEIS should critically evaluate the full range of impacts associated with road grooming, especially on bison 1
The SEIS processis flawed as was the earlier EIS, by extending cooperating agency status to 3 states and 5 counties without special 1
expertise to contribute

Cooperators should be informed that any agreement on alternatives reached does not preclude the NPS from including other reasonable 1
alternatives in the SEIS which are required for the NPS to comply with NEPA

NPS must properly interpret legal standards for management of the parks by disclosing and analyzing all relevant statues regulations and 1
policiesin the SEIS

To comply with NEPA, the SEIS must evaluate significant new circumstances of information, which plainly does not exist. Therefore the 1
SEIS process violates NEPA

NPS must close one or more road segments during the coming winter to assess the impacts of road grooming and monitor bison and winter | 1
use in conformance with the Record of Decision

NPS must reinitiate consultation with USFWS to correct deficienciesin the FEIS related to the effects of groomed/snow packed roads 1
Preference for a Decision

If snowmobiles are to be allowed in the parks please ensure they are of adesign and in significantly lower numbers to allow the protection 1
and enjoyment of the park by all people

If the NPS complies faithfully with NEPA, at the end of the SEIS process it must uphold its previous decision and augment it by terminating | 1
all oversnow motorized access to the parks

Statements of Effects

Grooming roads affects bison distribution, movement, habitat use, population dynamics, bioenergetics and emigration from the parks. 1
Emigration further impacts survival of individual bison, viability of familial groups and herd genetics

Visitor and employee safety, health and experience are extremely important issues for consideration in the SEIS and are being compromised | 1
by poor snow-road conditionsin Y ellowstone

Poor road conditions deter use of snowcoaches; good road conditions encourage their use

Snow-road conditions have deteriorated overtime with higher numbers of snowmobiles and use of high powered snowmobiles. Snow-road 1

moguls created by this use especially at higher air temperatures, affect the safety, health and experience of visitors and employees riding
snowmachines

Alternative Featur e Suggestions
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NPS could establish adiding scale for numbers of snowmabiles alowed based on predicted temperatures. Below 0° F daily 500
snowmohiles could be allowed, from 1° F to 32° F allow 100 snowmobiles

NPS must comply with NEPA to consider afull range of alternatives including one which would eliminate road grooming to redress a
flawed EIS process

If asingle cap isto be used it should alow no more that 300 snowmobiles per day into Y ellowstone's West Entrance

NPS must consider a no motorized oversnow alternative. Failure to do so will leave the NPS open to additional litigation at the conclusion
of the SEIS

General Statements of Concern

NPS dos not have adual or conflicting mandate; it clearly must conserve park values and resources, leaving them unimpaired for future
generations
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COOPERATING AGENCY AGREEMENT

COOPERATING AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES

Ten agencies signed cooperating agency agreements to assist NPS with the development of the
Winter Use Supplemental Environmental |mpact Statement. Each agency designated a
representative with authority to speak in its behalf. The cooperating agencies and their
designated representatives are listed below.

State Representatives

Carl Wilgus, Representing the State of 1daho
Todd O'hair, Representing the State of Montana
John Keck, Representing, the State of Wyoming

County Representatives

Tamra Cikaitoga, Representing Fremont County, 1daho

William Murdock, Representing Gallatin County, Montana

Ellen Woodbury, Representing Park County, Montana

Timothy Morrison, Representing Park County, Wyoming

William Paddleford, Representing Teton County, Wyoming

Paul R. Kruse, Representing Fremont County, Idaho (also representing Park and Gallatin
counties, Montana, Park and Teton counties, Wyoming)

Federal Agencies
Rebecca Aus, Representing the U.S. Forest Service
Phillip Strobel, Representing the Environmental Protection Agency

COOPERATING AGENCY AGREEMENT

The following pages provide the content of an agreement defining the cooperating
relationship between the State of Wyoming and the National Park Service. All
cooperating agencies signed agreements that are the same in terms of content. The
actual signed agreements are located in the administrative record for the SEIS.
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND THE STATE OF
WYOMING FOR THE WINTER VISITOR USE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR YELLOWSTONE AND GRAND TETON NATIONAL
PARKSAND THE JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER, JR., MEMORIAL PARKWAY

l. I ntroduction

The National Park Service (NPS or "lead agency") and the State of Wyoming
("Wyoming" or "State") have agreed to work cooperatively to prepare the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement ("SEIS") for the Winter Use Plan for
the Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
Memorial Parkway (the Parks). The NPS, as lead agency, must assure compliance of
the winter use plan with the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") and other
federal statutes, regulations, and Executive Orders.

In 1998 the NPS and the State entered into a cooperating agency agreement similar to
this one for the devel opment of the draft and final environmental impact statements for
the winter visitor use plans for the Parks. In November, 2000, the National Park
Serviceissued its record of decision on those documents, finding that the continued
use of recreational snowmobilesin the Parks impaired park resources and values and,
as a consequence of that finding, decided to eliminate that use from the Parks by the
winter of 2003-04. Wyoming intervened in alawsuit challenging that decision.
Pursuant to the Agreement reached in that case, the United States agreed to develop a
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) to further the purposes of NEPA
(ref. 40 CFR 1502.9). The purposes of NEPA include: declaring anational policy to
encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between humans and their environment;
promoting efforts to prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere
and stimulate the health and welfare of humans; and enriching the understanding of
the ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation (ref. 42 USC
4321). The purposes of NEPA also include "twin aims" of NEPA, which are to require
an agency to consider every significant aspect of the environment of a proposed action
and to ensure that the agency will inform the public that it has considered
environmental concernsin its decision-making process.

The state understands that NPS plans to ask the U.S. Forest Service; U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency; States of 1daho and Montana; Fremont County,
Idaho; Gallatin and Park Counties, Montana; and Park and Teton Counties, WWyoming,
to act as cooperating agencies. NPS will enter into cooperating agency agreements
with al entities agreeing to be cooperating agencies and will attach in an appendix all
such cooperating agency agreements still in effect when NPS issues the supplemental
environmental impact statement. NPS will seek cooperating agency agreements with
those agencies that are similar in substance to this Cooperating Agency Agreement.
The Agreement states that NPS will issue arecord of decision and final rule, if
applicable, by November 15, 2002. Consequently, NPS must move forward with the
SEIS process without delay. If NPS and the entities listed above are unable to reach
agreement on their cooperating agency agreements by July 17, 2001, those entities
will not become cooperating agencies.
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COOPERATING AGENCY AGREEMENT

The parties acknowledge that the preparation of the SEIS and Winter Visitor Use Plan
is subject to the Agreement that commits the National Park Service to produce the
document and a decision on the schedul e set out above. By entering into the
Agreement and this Cooperating Agency Agreement the State agrees to use its best
efforts to assure compliance with that schedule and to produce timely documents that
meet the requirements of NEPA. The parties to the Cooperating Agency Agreement
acknowledge that the National Park Service devel oped the schedule for completing the
SEIS (Exhibit A) using its best professional judgment of the time necessary to
complete certain steps in the NEPA process and reach the settlement goal of adecision
before the beginning of the winter use season for 2002-03. The NPS agrees that it will
use its best efforts to afford the State the number of days provided in that schedule to
complete the State's responsibilities.

Il. Purpose

This Cooperating Agency Agreement clarifies and defines the relationships and duties
of the lead and cooperating agency in the SEIS.

[11. Authority

The authority of the NPS to participate in this Cooperating Agency Agreement is
provided by the NPS Organic Act, 16 USC 1 et seq., the General Authorities Act, 16
USC la-1 et. seq., the Y ellowstone National Park Act, 16 USC 21 et seq., the Grand
Teton National Park Act, 16 USC 406d-1 et seq., the John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
Memoria Parkway Act, Pub. L. 92-404; and NEPA, 42 USC 4321 et seq.

The authority of the State of Wyoming to participate in this processis provided by
Wyoming Statute 9-2-207 and NEPA.

V. Agency Designee
One week after the execution of this Cooperating Agency Agreement, the State will
designate a liaison to act as the point of contact for the SEIS. The State may change its
liaison at any time by providing written notice to the NPS.
V. L ead Agency Responsibilities
Aslead agency, the NPS will:

a) Be responsible for the preparation of, quality of and content of the draft and final
SEIS,

b) Inform the public and decisionmakers of the potential direct, indirect, and

cumulative impacts of the alternatives that are reviewed in the SEIS process aswell as
about potential means to mitigate those impacts,
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¢) Identify opportunitiesto avoid, minimize, or compensate for significant adverse
effects due to federal actions,

d) In the SEIS, clearly identify and acknowledge the roles and responsibilities of the
State and its specific responsibilities in participating as a cooperating agency;

€) Provide to the State for review the internal draft SEI'S by September 30, 2001, and
provide to the State for review the internal final SEIS by July 15, 2002;

f) Meet with the cooperating agencies by July 27, 2001, to present the alternative(s)
for consideration in the SEIS, and to receive input on the alternative(s);

g) Allow the State to provide by August 14, 2001, pertinent new information that is
available by that date regarding winter visitor use in the three parks and to participate
in the development of the SEIS, through cooperating agency meetings and conference
calls and through submission of analyses and comments during the internal review
process and public comment periods provided for herein;

h) Assure compliance with all applicable laws,
i) Make the final decision on the content of all public documents;

J) Participate in routine conference calls on the status of the project. The responsibility
for arranging the calls will rotate among the lead and cooperating agencies. The lead
and participating cooperating agencies will determine the frequency of the status calls
at the first meeting of the lead and cooperating agencies.

k) Establish a schedule of cooperating agency meetings based on the information
contained in Exhibit A. The lead agency will remind the cooperating agencies of
scheduled cooperating agency meetings at least two weeks before the meeting isto
occur. Upon request of the State or another cooperating agency, the lead agency will
meet with the State and other cooperating agencies upon reasonable notice;

1) At the State's expense, make available to the State public comments and other
information reviewed or analyzed by the Lead Agency (excluding documents that may
be withheld subject to any privilege) during the course of the SEIS process. In no
event, however, will NPS withhold such information from the State on grounds that
payment has not been made;

m) Inform the State of all schedule changes that could affect its input to the document
or ability to provide timely review of the document;

n) Make the final decisions contained in the Record of Decision and, if applicable, the
Notice of Final Rulemaking;
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0) Use to the maximum extent possible, consistent with its responsibility aslead
agency, the environmental analyses and proposals of the State in its capacity asa
cooperating agency.

V1. Cooperating Agency Responsibilities
The general responsibilities of the State, as a cooperating agency, include:

a) Participating in meetings, conferences, and reviews for the purpose of preparing the
SEIS, resolving issues associated with the winter visitor use plan, and responding to
public comments. The State also will participate in the routine status conference calls
described aboveinPart V. j.;

b) Devoting staff resources sufficient to provide technical assistance and advice to
fulfill its role as a cooperating agency in accordance with the schedule set forth in
Exhibit A;

¢) With the comments on the internal draft SEIS, providing to the lead agency
documented information on possible conflicts between the alternative in the draft SEIS
and the objectives of current State-approved land use plans, policies, and controls
within the State's jurisdiction;

d) Funding its own expenses associated with its participation in the SEIS process
including expenses in providing information to the State. The State agrees to remit
payment promptly to the NPS for expenses related to providing information to the
State; and

€) Provide written comments to NPS on the internal draft SEIS four weeks after
receiving that document for review and providing written comments to NPS on the
internal final SEIS three weeks after receiving that document for review; If the State
submits its comments late, the lead agency may not be able to incorporate them into
the draft or final SEIS.

V1I. Cooperating agency meetings

Cooperating agency meetings will be held throughout the process, subject to the
following conditions:

a) Cooperating agency meetings will be chaired by the lead agency liaison. These
meetings will be working meetings at which the lead and cooperating agencies will
resolve issues related to the NEPA process, using afacilitator, if appropriate, paid for
by the party requesting facilitation. Except when the interest of individual privacy
outweigh the interest of public disclosure, the meetings will be open to the public. The
lead agency will consider requests from a cooperating agency to close all or aportion
of ameeting. To the extent practicable, the designated liaison or duly appointed
substitute from the State will attend each cooperating agency meeting.
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b) Cooperating Agencies will be expected to provide input and analyses on issues
related to the alternative(s) under consideration during the course of the cooperating
agency meetings. In addition to other issues considered by the Lead Agency, the Lead
Agency will, with the analyses and input of the Cooperating Agencies, address the
following impact topics as they relate to the alternative(s) under consideration: visitor
access and circulation, wildlife, emissions, air and water quality, and socioeconomics.

b) As needed, the cooperating agency liaisons will hold conference callsto evaluate
project progress and discuss processes, dates, needs, impact analysis, and other topics.

¢) On arotating basis, the lead agency or a cooperating agency will prepare a
summary of the conclusion of calls and meetings and forward the summary to the
participants for comments. The participants will return comments to the coordinating
agency for that meeting or call within ten calendar days of receipt of the summary.
The coordinating agency then will forward edited summaries to each participant and
an additional copy to the lead agency to retain for the administrative record.

The agencies agree that any correspondence related to the subject of this Cooperating
Agency Agreement will be sent to and received by the addressee agency before any
distribution of its contents to any other party.

Agencies will evaluate internal review information for sufficiency using the standards
of the NEPA and CEQ regulations.

The agencies will strive to produce a clearly written concise document, that accurately
references all supporting materials. The agencies will use technical support documents
to the extent practicable.

Except as required by court order or ruling, no release of any predecisiona working
documents will be made to the public other than through an approved Freedom of
Information Act or comparable process, or the lead agency dissemination of materials
as an approved part of the NEPA process.

V1I1. Resolution of Disputes

NPS isresponsible for all substantive decisions involving the draft and final SEIS and
Winter Visitor Use Plans and, thus, isthe final decision maker for disputes that may
arise in the process. For disputes involving differing interpretations of information,
NPS agreesto consider different interpretations if such perspectives are supported by
sufficient and credible data (as determined by the NPS). The NPS will document for
the administrative record the nature of the dispute and attempted resolution. For other
disputes, the parties will use their best efforts to resolve the issue in a manner
agreeable to the applicable parties. If the issue cannot be resolved, NPS will be the
final decision-maker. The agencies agree that, once such disputes are resolved, they
will not be revisited without the consent of the mgjority of the cooperating agencies
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and the NPS. The State, however, may comment on all issues related to the SEIS,
including those in dispute, through the normal NEPA process.

I X. Implementation and Termination

This Cooperating Agency Agreement will become effective on the date of the last
signature. This Cooperating Agency Agreement may be amended as agreed by both
parties. The NPS may terminate this Cooperating Agency Agreement at any time by
providing written notice of the termination to Wyoming. NPS does not anticipate the
terminating this Cooperating Agency Agreement unless actions of the State would
prevent compliance with the compliance schedule in the Agreement or if the State fails
to participate as a cooperating agency. The State may, at any time, terminate its
participation in this Cooperating Agency Agreement by providing written notice to the
NPS. If not terminated sooner, this Cooperating Agency Agreement will terminate
when the Record of Decision is published in the Federal Register..

If the State's liaison fails to attend and participate in two consecutive cooperative
agency meetings, the State will be deemed as having relinquished itsrole asa
cooperating agency. The NPS, thereafter, in its sole discretion, may use or not use
information submitted by the State after the effective date of such relinquishment. The
NPS need not consider any information submitted by the State after the deadlines set
forth in this Cooperating Agency Agreement or the Agreement.

Nothing in this Cooperating Agency Agreement will abridge or amend the authorities
and responsibilities of the federal agencies, the states, and the counties on any matter
under their respective jurisdictions.

Nothing in this Cooperating Agency Agreement may be construed to require either of
the parties to obligate or pay funds or in any other way take action in violation of the
Anti-Deficiency Act (31 USC 1341) or any state law.

Wyoming and the NPS do not waive their sovereign immunity by entering into this
Cooperating Agency Agreement, and each fully retains all immunities and defenses
provided by law with respect to any action based on or occurring as aresult of this
Cooperating Agency Agreement.

The parties do not intend to create in any other individual or entity the status of third
party beneficiary, and this Cooperating Agency Agreement shall not be construed so
asto create such status. The rights, duties, and obligations contained in this
Cooperating Agency Agreement shall operate only between the parties to this
Cooperating Agency Agreement and shall inure solely to the benefit of the partiesto
this Cooperating Agency Agreement. The provisions of this Cooperating Agency
Agreement are intended only to assist the partiesin determining and performing their
obligations under this Cooperating Agency Agreement.
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X. Amendment

This Cooperating Agency Agreement may be amended upon written agreement
executed by both parties. In the event that amendments to the schedule imposed by the
Agreement are atered by stipulation of the parties, the dates and deadlines herein shall
be correspondingly amended as necessary to conform to the requirements of any such
modification to the Agreement.

The parties hereto have executed this Cooperating Agency Agreement as of the date
shown below.

Date ,2001
FOR YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK

Date , 2001
FOR GRAND TETON NATIONAL PARK

Date , 2001

FOR STATE OF WYOMING
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EXHIBIT A to Cooperating Agency Agreement

Scheduling of Tasks and Interim Products - no technical teams

Produce SEI'S, Decision and a Rule Change (if necessary)

Contact invited cooperating agencies and schedul e meeting 6/26/01
Notice of Intent to Prepare an SEIS sent to Federal Register 7/9/01
Final agreements with CA’s due 7/17/01
Meeting with CA’sto discuss alternative for SEIS 7/27/01*
CA’s provide any pertinent new information 8/14/01
Provide Draft SEIS to CA’sfor internal review 9/30/01
End review, begin final edit of Draft SEIS 10/30/01
Complete publish ready Draft SEIS and post on the Web 1/21/02
Publication/Distribution of Draft SEIS and NOA. Publication of Proposed Rule. | 3/15/02
Comment Period ends on DSEIS and Proposed Rule. 5/15/02
Response to comments on Draft SEIS complete and incorporated into Final SEIS. | 7/15/02
Begin internal and CA review.

Internal review and CA review complete 8/5/02
Final editsto Final SEIS incorporated 9/13/02
Publication/Distribution of Final SEIS and NOA 10/15/02
Issuance of Record of Decision and Final Rule 11/15/02
Final Rule effective date 12/15/02

*No later than
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APPENDIX C

INFORMATION FROM THE
INTERNATIONAL SNOWMOBILE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
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INDEX TO CONTENTS OF THIS APPENDIX

APPENDIX C

Materials Presented as New Information Provider | Appendix Page
1. Letter of Aug. 7 - Cover letters and promotional materials ISMA
on 4-stroke snowmobiles.
2. Letter of September 28 - Response to NPS letter of 9/10. ISMA C-17
3. Letter of October 9 - Emissions data on prototype 4-stroke ISMA C-21
snowmobiles.
4. Letter of November 8 - Data on production model 4-stroke ISMA C-31
snowmobiles.
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LAW OFFICES

BircH, HORTON, BITTNER AND CHEROT A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1155 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NNW. o SUITE 1200 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 * TELEPHONE (202) 659-5800 e FACSIMILE (202) 659-1027

HAL R. HORTON (1944-1998)

THOMAS L. ALBERT *1% MAX D. GARNER STANLEY T. LEWIS KATHLEEN SCHAECHTERLE, OF COUNSEL 1127 WEST SEVENTH AVENUE
JENNIFER C. ALEXANDER DAVID KARL GROSS THOMAS McDERMOTT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-3399
RONALD G. BIRCH** TINA M. GROVIER BARBARA A. MILLER* * D.C. BAR {907) 276-1550
WILLIAM H, BITTNER JULIA L. GUSTAFSON GREGORY A. MILLER ** D.C. AND ALASKA BAR FACSIMILE (907) 276-3680
KATHRYN A. BLACK WILLIAM P. HORN* PETER C. NOSEK t+ MARYLAND BAR
DOUGLAS S. BURDIN® STEPHEN H. HUTCHINGS MICHAEL J. PARISE t VIRGINIA BAR
SUZANNE CHEROT ROY S. JONES, JR.* REBECCA C. PAULI ALL OTHERS ALASKA BAR
ALLISON M. ELLIS* 1 THOMAS F. KLINKNER TIMOTHY J. PETUMENOS
KATHLEEN TOBIN ERB HARVEY A. LEVIN"T ELISABETH H. ROSS**
August 7, 2001
Via Federal Express
Steve Iobst

Acting Superintendent

.c/o Moose Warehouse
Grand Teton National Park
Moose, WY 83012

Re: ISMA Documents

Dear Mr. Iobst:

Enclosed are initial documents from the International Snowmobile Manufacturers
Association (“ISMA”) containing general information and data regarding exhaust and
noise emissions of new snowmobile technology. ISMA submits these documents in
compliance with Paragraph 6 of the Settlement Agreement between ISMA and the Park
Service of June 29, 2001. ISMA submits these documents only for the purpose of the
Park Service determining the environmental impact of snowmobiles as it relates to winter
use management in Yellowstone National Park; Grand Teton National Park; and the John
D. Rockefeller Jr., Memorial Parkway. ISMA understands that the Park Service may
analyze and share this information with contractors and cooperating agencies for the
purpose of preparing the Supplemental EIS called for in the Settlement. The Park
Service will include this information in the Administrative Record of this proceeding.

The enclosed information is what is currently available and releasable. ISMA
may supply additional information and data as it becomes available. Neither ISMA nor
any of its members intend to be legally or otherwise bound by the information or data
contained in these documents, or to waive or affect any privilege or proprietary interest in
the documents and data in them. We ask that you include this letter with any release of
this information.
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BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER AND CHEROT
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Steve lobst
August 7, 2001
Page 2

We hope that the Park Service finds this information useful. If you have any
questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER
AND CHEROT

//—//v//p,/\

William P. Horn

Enclosures
cc: (letter only)
Martin Lal.onde

Tom Davidson
Paul Turcke

G:\101238\3\DSB8724.DOC
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International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association
Settlement Agreement, Section 6 Information and Data
(August 2001)

In accordance with Section 6 of the June 29, 2001 Settlement Agreement between
the National Park Service and the International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association
(“ISMA”), et al., ISMA and its members present the following information and data. As
additional information and data becomes available, ISMA will provide it to the Park
Service. In particular, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is currently
considering the exhaust emissions issue and more information arising out of that
proceeding should be available in the next month or so.

In addition to the four-stroke engine, the enclosed documents discuss other
technological improvements, such as fuel-injected two-stroke engines, catalyst
technology, and modifications to two-stroke engines, which will enable manufacturers to
produce and market significantly cleaner snowmobiles. All the manufacturers expect to
continue to work on these and other technologies as they develop in an effort to improve
exhaust and sound emissions and other aspects of their products.

The technological improvements discussed in the enclosed documents will
significantly improve exhaust and sound emissions. These new technologies are
currently available and are expected to be available in the near future. For example, last
winter in Yellowstone National Park, the rental fleet used 50 four-stroke machines. As
Yellowstone is a primary market for new technologies, more units should be available for
use in Yellowstone this upcoming winter and in future winters.

These improvements, in conjunction with other steps the Park Service can take,
should address concerns over alleged problems with exhaust and sound emissions. The
Park Service should devise reasonable regulations concerning snowmobile use in
Yellowstone and Grant Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller Jr., Memorial
Parkway with a forward looking view toward these technological advances. In this way,
the Park Service can devise a system to serves the many Park Service goals and purposes.

If the Park Service wants particular information not provided in these documents,

please request them and ISMA will do everything it can to provide the information.
ISMA and its members stand ready to help in this process in any way possible.
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ARCTIC CAT'

August 3, 200]

Klim
TSMA
1640 Haslett Rd., Suite 170
}Haslett, MI 48840

Dear Mr. Klim:

In accordance with section E paragraph 6 of the settlement agreement between ISMA and the
Department of the Interior dated in July of- 2001, Arctic Cat Inc submits the following
information regarding exhaust and noise emissions from new snowmobile technology that Arctic
Cat may or will introduce in the future.

Four-stroke. Arctic Cat has adapted a carefully selected automotive engine for suitable
perfonmance 1n a2 snowmobile application which will be in full production for the 2002 model
year. This engine technology made significant improvements to both exhaust and sound
emissions and this was demonstrated by 50 units that were operated in a rental fleet in
Yellowstone National Park during the 2000/2001 winter season. Likewise, this engine produced
impressive results when scientifically tested. Sound has heen measured at less than 75 dB on the
A weighted scale using the SAE J192 test procedure. Exhaust emissions have been cut by more
than one half for CO and three quarters for HC with respect to EPA’s baseline' for snowmobiles.
It is likely that Arctic Cat will continue to produce similar or other iypes of four-stroke engines
having various sound and exhaust emissions outputs that we expect to be in a range considered
excellent by two-stroke standards.

Two-stroke with dircct fuel injection (DI). Arctic Cat has successfully applied Ficht Fuel
Injection (D) to a personal watercraft engine which was marketed in the 1999 model year. We
have since exited the PWC market but continue to develop direct fuel injection for snowmobile
applications. This work has shown that emissions for both HC and CO can be reduced by over
one half relative to the EPA baseline from a prototype unit. DI technology alone provides no
direct positive or negative effect on sound emissions.

Catalyst. Arctic Cat has performed limited lab testing of catalyst technology. Reductions of
about one half have been achieved for HC alone, however, high exhaust system temperatures,
CO generation, extremely poor durability, and low value to the consumer have not motivated

! United States Environmental Protection-Agency. Memorandum to Docket A-98-01, Summary and
Analysis of Comments for Notice of Proposed Finding: Control of Emissions from Notiroad Spark-Ignition Engines
Rated above 19 Kilowats and New Land-Based Recreational Spark-Ignition Engines.

ARCTIC CAT INC., PO, BOX 810, 601 BAOOKS AVE. S,, THIEF RIVER FALLS, MN S6701 TELEPHONE (218) 681-8558 FAX (218) 681-31€2
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additional development of this technology. Limited success with catalysts on snowmobiles has
been demonstrated by the universitics competing in the Clean Snowmobile Challenge, however,
it is difficult to predict if it is economical or even possible to develop safe, fully functional, and
durable catalysts for production snowmobiles. No significant impact on sound emissions would
be expected by the addition of catalyst technology.

Engine modification. Ongoing efforts to reduce emissions from existing two-stroke engines
indicate that moderate reductions are possible though various engine modifications. A good
example would be Arctic Cat’s Electronic Fuel Injection (EFI) system showing some reductions
of exhaust emissions are possible from more precise metering of fuel. Modification to
scavenging and exhaust flow may also have a positive impact on exhaust emissions.

Sound emissions. We know of little new technology specifically targeting sound emissions,
simply, sound reducton is a product of developmental effort along with careful management of
weight, cost, and performance goals. The effectiveness of this approach is often underestimated.
Sound standards were adopted by the industry when the largest sleds were 440 cc. Since then
snowrnobile engines have not only grown as large as 1000 cc, but the sleds ride much higher off
the snow exposing the exhaust outlet and moving drive and suspension components to line-of-
sight “view" of the sound meter. Given these changing conditions it is a credit to industry and
it’s engineers to have controlled sound emissions to level set over 25 years ago. The industry
continues to be motivated to reduce sound emissions. Arcti¢ Cat expects that future two-stroke
snowmobiles will be quieter than current models and our 4-stroke technology will continue to
produce exceptional results.

Sincerely,

O al

Christopher W. Wright
Project Engineer, Exhaust Emissions
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Polaris Industries, Inc.
Input to the International Snowmobile Association (ISMA )
Pursuant to Provision E.6 of the ISMA / NPS Settlement Agreement

Current New Technology Products

Polaris has developed a new two-passenger 4-stroke snowmobile, the Indy Frontier
Touring model, that will be introduced to the market in Model Year 2002 (sce attached
brochure). The Indy Frontier Touring model is a cleaner, quicter, and more
envivonmentally friendly snowmobile featuring a four-stroke engine desiganed for
snowmobiles. Polaris will begin limited production of this mode] in Nevember 2001, and
it will be available through select rental operators in the Yellowstone National Park arca
by December 2001, The Indy Frontier model is expected to become available to
copsumers and all flect operators during the 2002-2003 season.

The engine package is a liquid cooled &-stroke, 780-cc twin cylinder engine with closed
loop EFI induction. It is equipped with a feedback system and oxygen sensor, which
automatically compensates for ambient conditions and altitude. Standard equipment also
includes an engine block heater for casicr scvere cold-weather starting. The engine
delivers approximately SO hp at 6,000 RPMs. The engine was designed for snowmobile
use in order to accommodate mounting the cngine low in the chassis to provide stability,
casy handling, and the Jevel of steering control necessary in a snowmobile.

A primary market for the Indy Frontier Touring model is (he snowmobile rental Jeet
market in the Yellowstone area. Other target ownets include 1adividual consumers who
prefer the reduced sound, cmission, and operating costs that the Indy Frontier four-stroke
engine provides. At $7.699, the Indy Frontier’s suggested retail price represents a 36%
premium versus & comparabie horsepower Polaris two-stroke model due to the added
costs of the four-stroke engine, The price premium may limit the Indy Frontier's broad
individual consurmer appe¢al, however, the vast majority of snowmobile rental fleet
operators have stated that their future purchases will be powered by reduced emission
cngines,

-40-60 horsepower, (wo passenger snowmobiles such as the Indy Frontietr Touring model
represent approximately 5% of last season’s U.S, Industry total snowmobile retail sales of
140,624 units. All configurations of 40-60 horsepower snowmobiles represent
approximatcly 14% of U.S. Industry rctail sales and are far and away the most commonly
used snowmobiles by fleet operators surrounding Yellowstone. Moreover, a very high
percentage of snowinobiles traveling in Yellowstwone come from fleet operators.

The engine exhaust emissions and vehicle sound emissions of the Indy Frontier Touring
model are significantly reduced compared to a typical carburcted 2-stroke desiga,
Although the final engine calibration is still being refined, preliminary emissions data on
the Indy Froatier indicate that it will achieve, as an individua) model, the 30% cxhaust
cmission reduction of both HC and CO proposed by the industry to EPA for fleet average

08/02/01
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implementation in 2006, In addition, noise sound pressure levels are as much as 4-5
dB(a) lower than a compatable carburcied 2-stroke model, measured using the industry-

standard SAE J192 test method,

Future New Technology Products
While requiring time and a very large financial resource commitment in terms of not only

engines but also exhaust and chassis systems, Polaris expects to expand its Jineup of
cleaner and quieter snowmobiles in the future. To accomplish this, the company 1s
evaluating its four-stroke offering, calibration changes to existing engincs, and fucl
injection technology.

08/02/01
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FRONTIER TOURING

® New Polaris liquid cooled 4 stroke twin cylinder engine is quiet, efficient and clean.

® Closed loop EFl induction provides great throttle response and quick starts regardless of
altitude or temperture and great fuel economy from the 48 HP engine,

*® Polaris designed engine assembled in Osceola, Wisconsin,

* Designed specifically for snowmaobile applications giving it a lower center of gravity and
excellent cold weather starting.

® Electric start, reverse and a block heater standard.

® Premium EDGE Independent Front Suspension (IFS) with Controlled Roll Center (CRC)
design for improved handling and ride.

® EDGE 136 Touring rear suspension with almost 12"of rear travel gives great ride.
® Comfortable 2-up seat with adjustable backrest.
® Cargo rack is standard.

- POLARIS

The Way Out.




[ PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK ]
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LAW OFFICES

BIRCH, HORTON, BiTTNER AND CHEROT A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1155 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. « SUITE 1200 e WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 e TELEPHONE (202) 659-5800

HAL R. HORTON {1944-1388)

FACSIMILE (202) 659-1027

THOMAS L. ALBERT *t% MAX D. GARNER STANLEY T. LEWIS KATHLEEN SCHAECHTERLE, OF COUNSEL 1127 WEST SEVENTH AVENUE
JENNIFER C. ALEXANDER DAVID KARL GROSS THOMAS McDERMOTT ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501-3399
RONALD G. BiRCH"* TiNA M. GROVIER BARBARA A. MILLER* * D.C. BAR {907) 276-1550

WILLIAM H. BITTNER JULIA L. GUSTAFSON GREGORY A. MILLER ** D.C. AND ALASKA BAR FACSIMILE (907) 276-3680
KATHRYN A. BLACK WILLIAM P. HORN* PETER C. NOSEK ¥ MARYLAND BAR

DOUGLAS S. BURDIN* STEPHEN H. HUTCHINGS MICHAEL J. PARISE $ VIRGINIA BAR

SUZANNE CHEROT ROY S. JONES, JR.* REBECCA C. PAULI ALL OTHERS ALASKA BAR

ALLISON M. ELLIS* 1% THOMAS F. KLINKNER TIMOTHY J. PETUMENOS

KATHLEEN TOBIN ERB HARVEY A, LEVIN*t ELISABETH H. ROSS**

September 28, 2001

Mr. Steven lobst

Acting Superintendent
Grand Teton National Park
P.O. Box 170

Moose, WY 83012

Dear Mr. lobst,

Thank you for your letter of September 10, 2001. As you may know the
International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association (ISMA) in a letter dated
September 10, 2001 to Mr. David Smith, Counselor to the Assistant Secretary for Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, addressed a number of the matters you raised. This letter
supplements the comments in the Smith letter regarding the provision of technical
information regarding substantial reductions in emissions from new snowmobile
technology. As you may know, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has been
working with ISMA on new snowmobile fleet emission standards. Those efforts yielded
publication of an EPA NPRM on September 14, 2001 to achieve reductions in
snowmobile emissions. EPA noted that the proposed emission reductions will reduce
the presence of haze and other air pollution in national park units. ISMA remains
committed to working with EPA, and toward cleaner machines, notwithstanding the fact
that snowmobile emissions make almost insignificant contributions to air pollution.
Latest data indicate that snowmobiles produce nationally only 0.55 percent of carbon
monoxide (CO), 0.00547 percent of nitrogen oxide (NOx), and 1.22 percent of
hydrocarbons (HC) emissions.

As indicated in our previous letter, the new four-stroke machines are in
production. As soon as these new machines are assembled, testing for emissions will
be conducted and those results immediately provided to you. We anticipate being able
to provide these data in a matter of days. Test results on prototype models have
indicated that four-stroke sleds are capable of HC emission reductions in the 70-95
percent range, with CO emission reductions of 60-80 percent. Direct fuel injection two-
stroke engines, which are not in production and may or may not be economically
feasible, likely, can achieve respective reductions of 50-60 percent for both HC and CO.
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BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER AND CHEROT
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Mr. Steven lobst
September 28, 2001
Page 2

See EPA NPRM, Sept. 14, 2001. Since the National Park Service has ordered 22 new
four-stroke machines, you can also test the models that will be in your possession to
verify the accuracy of the manufacturers’ test results. The use of the most current
verified technological information in the SEIS clearly furthers the purposes of the
National Environmental Policy Act.

ISMA is convinced also that these current technological improvements are of a
type not fully considered in the original EIS and ROD. These improvements will be
available immediately, not in the 2008-09 time frame considered in the few original EIS
alternatives that addressed new technology (mostly in vague terms), especially if the
rental fleet converts exclusively to four-stroke machines this year or next. In addition,
the improvements appear to be greater than speculated in the original EIS. Thus, the
Park Service should not discount these improvements as already considered. In short,
it is hard to see how use of these new technologies, especially by the rental fleet, in
addition to other reasonable restrictions, would not eliminate the “impairment” the Park
Service perceived that snowmobiles were causing in the three Parks.

Your letter requested considerable information. The following are responses to
those requests.

1. Baseline information for existing snowmobiles was presented to the US-EPA
enabling them to publish their final findings. The US-EPA determined that the
CO baseline for two-stroke snowmobiles is 397-g/kW (h). ISMA agrees with
these baseline data. The EPA also determined that the HC baseline is 149-g/kW
(h). The US-EPA used data from a variety of sources to establish their baseline.
The EPA should be contacted directly to obtain that data. The EPA published
their summary and analysis on November 17, 2000 in which they discussed how
they determined the emission factor baseline.

2. Emissions factors of new technology machines, being introduced into the
marketplace this year and in the near future, vary dependent on the technology
being used and the degree of emission reduction necessary to achieve emission
average standards. As noted above, emissions information will be provided
shortly to you.

3. Information regarding snowmobile particulate matter emissions does not exist.
There is no accepted protocol for testing particulate matter emissions from
snowmobiles. Moreover, EPA has declined to require testing for particulates in
part because of the substantial costs associated with establishing particulate
measurement capabilities. As also noted by the EPA, any reduction in HC
emissions (e.g., 70-95 percent for four-stroke engines) simultaneously limits and

G:\101238\3\JAP7628.D0C
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Mr. Steven lobst
September 28, 2001
Page 3

or reduces particulate matter emissions. Additionally, the use of biodegradable
synthetic oil in two-stroke engines, as is being prepared, significantly reduces
particulate emissions.

4, A deterioration factor for snowmobiles has not been established. EPA is
requiring emissions compliance over the full useful life of snowmobiles. Different
technology types deteriorate at different rates and this will be determined for
each engine family under the EPA.

5. Testing has not been done nor does EPA require it for subclasses of
hydrocarbons such as Benzene or Toluene. No other producers of recreational
engines (i.e., outboard motors) have been required to test for specific emissions
of these hydrocarbons, which are relative to the HC count in the overall baseline.

6. Conclusions reached by Southwest Research Institute and the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality show that emissions from snowmobile
engines using bio-based fuels and lubricants drop considerably. When gasohol
is used in a standard two-stroke snowmobile, there is a 16 percent drop in HC
and 9 percent drop CO compared to standard endoline fuel use reports as used
in EPA tests. This emission reduction occurs with no technology adjustments. It
is our understanding that Yellowstone National Park and adjacent communities
have been and will continue to use gasohol for snowmobiles entering into the
park. The manufacturers have no other test data on the effects of alternative
fuels and lubricants in new technology engines.

7. ISMA anticipates the mix of snowmobiles that enter the park will change in the
direction of cleaner and quieter machines over the near term. The pending EPA
snowmobile emission regulation will result in a substantially cleaner fleet of new
snowmobiles. We anticipate that a segment of the public will purchase these
cleaner snowmobiles. In addition, normal turnover in snowmobiles purchased by
the public will steadily and incrementally increase the percentage of never
cleaner sleds in use. We are working to refine our projections but it is safe to
conclude that in no more than five years a combination of cleaner sleds and
normal turnover will reduce snowmobile emissions within the three parks.

8. The manufacturers will provide information in the g/kW (h) format for operational
speeds and idle emissions in the tests on the new clean production models. We
are unable, however, to provide accurate empirical information in the g/mi.
format. Calculation of the latter numbers in dependent on a number of variables
including vehicle type, speed, terrain, altitude, etc.

G:\101238\3\JAP7628.D0C
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9. New production four-strokes are significantly quieter than standard two-stroke
machines. Once adequate snow cover is available, testing will proceed on sound
levels for the new machines using the standard SAE test procedures. That data

will be provided to you.

We trust that these answers are responsive to your requests. Thank you and we
look forward to talking with you soon. Attached is the Development and Validation of
the Snowmobile Engine Emission test procedure. The SAE paper discusses the five-
mode duty cycle and supports the enclosed information. Any emissions data noted in
this letter can also be verified by the US-EPA.

Sincerely,

BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER
AND CHEROT

William P. Horn
Counsel for International Snowmobile
Manufacturers Association

Enclosure

cC: David Smith

G:\101238\3\JAP7628.DOC
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DOUGLAS S. BURDIN® STEPHEN H. HUTCHINGS MICHAEL J. PARISE $ VIRGINIA BAR L s
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KATHLEEN TOBIN ERB HARVEY A. LEVIN*t ELISABETH H. ROSS**

October 9, 2001

Mr. Steve Iobst

Acting Superintendent

c/o Moose Warehouse
Grand Teton National Park
Moose, WY 83012

Re: Snowmobile Emissions Data

Dear Mr. Iobst:

Four-stroke snowmobile production will commence in the next week or so. As
previously indicated, once production models are available emissions tests will be
performed and results provided to the Service. We had hoped to have this information to
you by now.

We are aware of the time constraints under which the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (“SEIS”) is being prepared. Arctic Cat has authorized the release to you
of earlier test results on its four-stroke prototypes to bridge the information gap between
now and data availability on production models.

The enclosed data demonstrates that the new four-stroke technology will eliminate
any emission problems associated with snowmobile use in Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks. The following is a comparison of four-stroke emissions from an
automotive-based engine compared to the EPA baseline for existing two-stroke

technology:
HC CO
gkw/hr gkw/hr
EPA
Two-Stroke 149.00 397.00
Baseline
Four-Stroke
Prototype 6.32 68.20
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The automotive-based four-stroke engine emissions are 95.8% less for HC
and 82.8% less for CO. It is expected that test results will be similar for
comparable production models.

Existing snowmobile use in Yellowstone and Grant Teton Parks has caused
no violations of ambient clean air standards. Nonetheless, rapid conversion of the
rental fleet (accounting for 70% of entries into the parks) to new technologies,
including the four-stroke models, will substantially and dramatically curtail
emissions. Such a management regime is likely to rapidly reduce HC emissions
associated with snowmobiles by approximately 67% and CO emissions by 58%:

REDUCTION OF SNOWMOBILE EMISSIONS IN
YELLOWSTONE/GRAND TETON VIA USE OF FOUR-
STROKE SLEDS IN RENTAL FLEET

CO EIHC

MM's gkw/h

Baseline Reduced
Emissions(1) Emissions(2)

(1) 65,000 Entries EPA Baseline Per Sled ~ 149 gkw/h-HC; 397 gkw/h-CO
(2) 65,000 Entries; 45, 500 Entries (70%) on Rental 4-stroke Sleds

G:A\101238\3\KNJ1220.DOC
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Mr. Steve lobst
October 5, 2001
Page 3

Substantially reduced emissions resulting from such a management regime
will ensure that there will be no violations of ambient air standards or any
impairment of park resources.

Sincerely,

BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER
AND CHEROT

(L)

William P. Homn
Counsel to International Snowmobile
Manufacturers Association

Enclosure

G:\101238\3\KNJ1220.DOC
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ARCTIC CAT

October 3, 2001

Mr. Steven F. Iobst

Acting Superintendent

¢/o Moose Warehouse
Grand Teton National Park
Moose, WY 83012

Dear Mr. Iobst:

In response to your September 10, 2001 letter, we are providing available emissions data. As you
may know, we agreed to provide emissions data for our 4-stroke snowmobile after we begin 4-
stroke production in October, at which time the most up to date engines (built with production
tooling) will be available for testing. In order to assist your short term needs in drafting the
SEIS, we can provide some preliminary data at this time (see attached).

The first data sheet is an earlier emissions test conducted on our prototype 4-stroke snowmobile
engine. Some minor changes have been made to this engine design since this test. Also the
intake air temperature during the test was out of specification, however, we believe these results
are close to what we will see later this month, when more rigorous testing will be conducted for
the park.

The remaining data sheets are from tests conducted on baseline two-stroke snowmobiles engines
tested by Arctic Cat. The other three manufacturers each conducted similar tests on four of their
engines. This data was submitted to ISMA for analysis and averaging. The sales weighted
average of thel6 engines was submitted to EPA. EPA chose to do their own analysis and came
up with nearly identical results'. Although not required by paragraph 6 of the settlement
agreement, we are providing this data because you asked for it specifically.

In regard to items 3 thru 6, we do not have any data. The answer to question 7 would only be a
guess, depends on the content of EPA’s final rule, and could not be released because it would
help our competitors. We have not measured emissions in units of g/mile for question 8, a
conversion to calculate emissions into these units depends on some variables unknown to the
specific snowmobiles. We do not have data for question 9, this would have to be collected when
there is snow.

'US EPA, Memorandum to docket A-98-01: Summary and Analysis of Comments for Notice of Proposed
Finding: Control of Emission from New Nonroad Spark-Ignition Engines Rated above 19 Kilowatts and New Land-
Based Recreational Spark-Ignition Engines, November 17, 2000.

ARCTIC CAT INC., PO. BOX 810, 601 BROOKS AVE. S., THIEF;RIVECR: FZAZLLS, MN 56701 TELEPHONE (218) 681-8558 FAX (218) 681-3162
age C-



I hope this helps some of your analysis. Feel free to contact me for clarification of attached data
or Bill Horn for further questions.

Sincerely,

(A L L

Christopher Wright
Project Engineer, Exhaust Emissions
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LAW OFFICES

BircH, HORTON, BITTNER AND CHEROT A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1155 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NNW. ¢ SUITE 1200 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 e« TELEPHONE (202) 659-5800 e FACSIMILE (202) 659-1027

HAL R. HORTON (1944-1998)

THOMAS L. ALBERT*t% MAX D. GARNER STANLEY T. LEWIS KATHLEEN SCHAECHTERLE, OF COUNSEL 1127 WEST SEVENTH AVENUE
JENNIFER C. ALEXANDER DAVID KARL GROSS THOMAS McDERMOTT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-3399
RONALD G. BIRCH** TINA M. GROVIER BARBARA A. MILLER* * D.C. BAR (907) 276-1550

WILLIAM H. BITTNER JULIA L. GUSTAFSON GREGORY A. MILLER ** D.C. AND ALASKA BAR FACSIMILE (907) 276-3680
KATHRYN A. BLACK WILLIAM P. HORN* PETER C. NOSEK 1 MARYLAND BAR

DOUGLAS S. BURDIN* STEPHEN H. HUTCHINGS MICHAEL J. PARISE ¥ VIRGINIA BAR

SUZANNE CHEROT ROY S. JONES, JR.* REBECCA C. PAULI ALL OTHERS ALASKA BAR

ALLISON M. ELLIS* 1% THOMAS F. KLINKNER TIMOTHY J. PETUMENQS

KATHLEEN TOBIN ERB HARVEY A. LEVIN*t ELISABETH H. ROSS**

November 8, 2001

Mr. Steven Iobst

Acting Superintendent
Grand Teton National Park
P.O. Drawer 170

Moose, WY 83012

Dear Mr. Iobst:

Enclosed is the latest emissions data from a production model four-stroke en gine snowmobile
manufactured by Arctic Cat. Testing was done according to established protocols. The results
confirm the findings from previous tests on prototypes that these new engines reduce hydrocarbon
(HC) emissions by 95.8 percent and carbon monoxide (CO) by 85.2 percent. The HC reduction is
consistent with the prototype models, however, CO emissions have been further reduced in this
production model (85.2 percent compared to 82.8 percent for the prototype). The specific test results
information is attached.

The International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association (ISMA) continues to maintain that
rapid conversion of the snowmobile rental fleet at Yellowstone and Grand Teton to new technology
snowmobiles (i.., four strokes, direct injection two strokes) will permit continuation of traditional
snowmobiling, reduction of emissions and assure no violation of applicable ambient air standards
and no impairment of park resources.

Sincerely,

BIRCH, HORTON, BITTNER
AND CHEROT

)

William P~ Horn

Enclosure

GA161238\3\WPHS267.WPD
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DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIS FOR WINTER USE APPENDIX D

APPENDIX D

PAPERS SUBMITTED TO NPS
FOR CONSIDERATION IN THE SEIS PROCESS
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DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIS FOR WINTER USE

INDEX TO CONTENTS OF THIS APPENDIX

APPENDIX D

Materials Presented as New Information Provider Appendix
Page
1. "Society of Automotive Engineers 2001 Clean Snowmobile Montana, D-3
Challenge". SUMMARY Teton Co. WY
2. "The 2000-2001 Wyoming Snowmobile Survey" (UW). Wyoming D-5
SUMMARY
3. "Determination of Snowcoach Emission Factors" (SwWRI) 12/5. Wyoming D-23
4. "Oversnow Vehicle Sound Level Measurements" 10/30. Wyoming D-59
5. "After-Market Improvement of 2-stroke Snowmobiles". Paul Kruse' D-93
6. "Status and Potential of 2-stroke Technology in Montana" (MDEQ). | Montana D-115
7. "Comparison of CO Emissions from Snowcoaches, 1997 and 2001 Montana D-163
Snowmobiles, and 2001 Clegqn Snowmobile Challenge New
Technology and Applications” (MDEQ).
8. The Electric Snowmobile Demonstration Project. Montana D-195
9. "Economic Importance of the Winter Season to Park County, Park Co. WY D-199
Wyoming" (UW).

SOCIETY OF AUTOMOTIVE ENGINEERS 2001 CLEAN SNOWMOBILE

CHALLENGE
Copies of this report can be obtained from the National Park Service. Requests can be made to:

Planning

Grand Teton National Park
PO Drawer 170

Moose, WY 83012

Summary

A final report entitled The Society of Automotive Engineers Clean Snowmobile Challenge 2001
(August 2001)* was made available to NPS. The Clean Snowmobile Challenge invites
intercollegiate participation under sponsorship by a number of local, state and federal agencies
and private concerns. The stated goal of the competition is to encourage development of a
snowmobile with improved emission and noise characteristics that meets desired levels of
performance. The second annual competition, held in Jackson, Wyoming (as was the first), was
won by the University of Waterloo using a 2-stroke snowmobile (Polaris Indy Trail) featuring
catalytic after-treatment and a custom silencer. “The machine was successful at reducing noise
and emissions while simultaneously improving fuel economy and maintaining adequate

performance (report, page 1).”

! Cooperating County Liaison
? Prepared by Lori M. Fussell, Ph.D., Institute of Science, Ecology, and the Environment, Wilson WY
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DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIS FOR WINTER USE APPENDIX D

Those participating in the event competed against each other in the categories of emissions, fuel
economy/range, noise, acceleration, handling, cold-start, hill climb, engineering design paper,
oral presentation, cost minimization, and static display. Points were awarded to machines based

on their performance in each of the events.

For the emissions portion of the competition, the overall winning snowmobile showed a 60%
reduction in CO and a 63% reduction in combined HC and NOx. The highest point-getter was the
University at Buffalo, SUNY, followed very closely by Kettering University, which achieved an
82% reduction in CO and a 97% reduction in HC+ NOx. Both of these entries were 4-stroke
machines. In the noise test’, the overall winner (Waterloo) produced a maximum sound level of
74 dB. This performance was equaled or bettered by four other entries including the high
achievers in the emissions test. The University of Buffalo machine came in at a maximum 67 dB,
and Kettering at 72. Optimizing on all test criteria, as stated, the University of Waterloo machine
came out on top. However, Kettering was a very close second (less than 1 percentage point
below), University at Buffalo was third (within 4 percentage points), and Minnesota State

University was fourth (also within 4 percentage points). The University of Idaho was a close fifth.

It can be concluded that both 4-stroke and 2-stroke technologies are possible in reducing

emissions and noise impacts. Further analysis is needed to look at a range of pollutant criteria.

2000-2001 WYOMING SNOWMOBILE SURVEY
Copies of this report can be obtained from the State of Wyoming. Requests can be made to:

Kim Raap

Wyoming State Trail Coordinator
Herschler Building 1E

122 West 25" Street

Cheyenne, WY 82002

Executive Summary from the Report
The following pages are reproduced directly from the executive summary of the report.

? Using standard SAE testing procedures, tested a full throttle acceleration from 50 feet on both sides of the machine
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RESULTS FROM
2000-2001 WYOMING SNOWMOBILE SURVEY:
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prepared for the Wvommg Department of State Parks and Historic Sites, Wyoming
State Trails Program.

Prepared By:
Chelsey McManus, Roger Coupal, David Taylor
Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics
University of Wyoming

Sponsored and Supported By:
The Wyoming Department of State Parks and Historic Sites,
The University of Wyoming,

And
The Wyoming State Snowmobile Association

October 2001
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WYOMING SNOWMOBILE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is a summary of the results from the 2000-2001 Wyoming
Snowmobile survey. It combines the information from individual reports on three types
of snowmobilers in Wyoming - nonresidents, residents and snowmobile outfitter clients.
It is intended to illustrate the similarities and differences between Wyoming snowmobile
trail user groups. Comprehensive, in-depth discussions of each of the groups can be
found in their respective reports. However, this document is simply a combination and
summary of these other reports to assist in comparisons between the Wyoming
snowmobile trail users. The reader should consult the other individual reports for more
detailed information on a specific snowmobile group.

Survey Results

General Season Information

Table 1 indicates that residents and nonresidents are generally more experienced
snowmobilers than outfitter clients. Residents were expectedly the most experienced in
Wyoming snowmobiling, averaging 15.1 years experience snowmobiling in Wyoming.

Table 1. Number of Years Snowmobiling

Total Snowmobiling | WY Snowmobiling
Years Years
Ouffitter Clients 9.5 3.0
Resident 16.5 15.1
Nonresident 16.6 6.5

Table 2 shows that residents tend to own more snowmobiles than the other
groups, averaging 2.6 snowmobiles per household. Outfitter clients owned the least

number of snowmobiles, averaging 0.6 snowmobiles per household. Seventy percent of
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outfitter clients did not own any snowmobiles This is expected since not owning a

snowmobile is a probably a primary reason for using the services of a snowmobile

outfitter. Nonresidents averaged 2.4 snowmobiles.

Table 2. Number of Snowmobiles Currently Owned

Total Showmobiles
Owned
Outfitter Clients 0.6
Resident 2.6
Nonresident 2.4

Table 3 illustrates when trail users snowmobiled in Wyoming. Each group varied
in choosing their snowmobile days. Outfitter clients snowmobiled mainly during normal
weekdays, with 61.9 percent of this group snowmobiling during this time, while 54.4
percent of residents snowmobiled during normal weekend days, and 50.0 percent of

nonresidents snowmobiling during normal weekdays.

Table 3. Snowmobiling Days

| Weekend Days | Weekdays Holidays
Ouffitter Clients 33.3% 61.9% 4.8%
Resident 54.4% 30.8% 14.8%
Nonresident 42.0% 50.0% 8.0% |

Table 4 indicates that each user group traveled varying distances to snowmobile
during the season. This is to be expected given the origin of each type of respondent.
Not surprisingly, outfitter clients seemed to have traveled the farthest. with 61.3 percent
having traveled over 1,000 miles to snowmobile during the season. Nonresidents also
traveled relatively far, with 22 percent of them traveling over 1,000 miles to snowmobile
during the season. On the other hand, nearly two-thirds of residents traveled less than 200

miles to snowmobile during the season.

(3]
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Table 4. Maximum Distance Traveled to Snowmobile (one-way miles)

100- |201- [301- 401- \501- 601- (701- 801- [901-
<100{200 (300 400 (500 600 (700 (800 (900 (1000 [{>1000
Outfitter Clients|9.7% | 2.9% | 2.9% | 1.8% | 3.2% | 2.9% | 0.4% | 2.5% | 5.4% | 6.9% |61.3%
Resident 37.2%]29.2%114.1%[10.1% | 3.4% | 2.2% [ 1.0% | 1.0% { 0.0% | 0.2% | 1.6%
Nonresident 3.8%113.1%| 91% | 6.1% 16.6% | 9.1% | 51% | 9.0% | 7.7% | 8.4% |22.0%

Table 5 indicates that the vast majority of resident and nonresident snowmobilers

were either satisfied or very satisfied with Wyoming snowmobile opportunities. Only 4.4

percent of resident snowmobilers and 3.3 percent of nonresidents said they were either

dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their Wyoming snowmobile experience. Outfitter

clients were asked a similar question, however it was worded differently and thus was not

included in this comparison table.

Table 5. Overall Satisfaction with Wyoming Snowmobiling

Very Satisfied | Satisfied Dissatisfied, Very Dissatisfied
Resident 52.0% 43.6% - 2.4% 2.0%
Nonresident 66.2% 30.5% 1.7% 1.6%

Table 6 indicates that Wyoming snowmobile trail users are fairly split on the issue

of cleaner, quieter snowmobiles. More resident and nonresident users felt that there was

not a need for a cleaner, quieter snowmobile. with 50 percent and 61.9 percent stating

this. In contrast, over 50 percent (56 percent) of outfitter clients felt that there was a need

for this type of snowmobile.

Table 6. Need for a Cleaner, Quieter Snowmobile

Yes No Don't Know
Outfitter Client 56.0% 26.3% 17.7%
Resident 39.4% 50.0% - 10.6%
Nonresident 28.2% 61.9% 9.9%

Table 7 shows that most of the Wyoming snowmobile trail users are willing to

pay more to use cleaner, quieter snowmobiles. Over half of residents and nonresidents
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(50.2 percent and 50.5 percent, respectively) said they would be willing to pay more to
use these machines. However, more outfitter clients (64.4 percent) said they would be
willing to pay a higher price to use cleaner, quieter snowmobiles.

Table 7. Willingness to Pay More to Use a Cleaner, Quieter Snowmobile if

Readily Available
Yes No
Outfitter Client 64.4% 35.6%
Resident 50.2% 49.8%
Nonresident 50.5% 49.5%

Seasonal Trip Information

Table 8 shows that residents were the heaviest users of the snowmobile trails in
Wyoming last season, averaging 14.5 trips and 19.0 days per respondent. Nonresidents
were next averaging 4.3 trips and 10.8 days, followed by outfitter clients averaging 1.9
trips and 3.9 days. Residents and nonresidents both said that they used the Snowy Range
trail system the most, while outfitter clients used Yellowstone National Park the most.

Table 8. Number of Snowmobile Trips and Days During 2000-2001 Season

Highest Use

WY Trips | WY Days Area

Outfitter Client 1.9 3.9 YNP
Resident 14.5 19.0 Snowy Range
Nonresident 4.3 10.8 Snowy Range

Table 9 indicates that most Wyoming snowmobile trail users had made a
snowmobile trip to Yellowstone National Park at some point in their lives. Outfitter
clients reported the highest visitation, with 79.3 percent saying they had visited

Yellowstone. Only about 20 percent of outfitter clients had not made a snowmobile trip

to Yellowstone.
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Table 9. Had Taken Snowmobile Trips to Yellowstone National Park

Yes No
Outfitter Client 79.3% 20.7%
Resident 58.9% 41.1%
Nonresident 54 2% 45 8%

Table 10 suggests that outfitter clients would make the most changes of all the
Wyoming snowmobile trail user groups should the Yellowstone National Park
snowmobile ban take effect, with 56.7 percent saying they would change their number of
trips to Wyoming. Nonresidents and residents would also be affected, although the
number of snowmobilers saying they would change their trips was lower amongst these
categories, with 24.5 percent of residents and 34.7 percent of nonresidents saying they
would change the number of their snowmobiling trips if a ban were to take effect.

Table 10. Would Change Number of Winter Trips to Wyoming if No Longer
Able to Snowmobile in GTNP or YNP

Yes No
Outfitter Client 56.7% 43.3%
Resident 24 .5% 75.5%
Nonresident 34.7% 65.3%

Table 11 indicates how trips would change for those that responded with “Yes™ in
Table 10. Most of the snowmobilers said they would decrease their snowmobile trips if
snowmobiling were no longer allowed in the national parks (95.4% for outfitter clients,
92.1% for nonresidents, and 81.1% for residents). Overall, outfitter clients indicated that
they would decrease their snowmobile trips to Wyoming by 52.3 perceﬁt and their
snowmobiling days in Wyoming by 45.5 percent. Overall, residents indicated that they
would decrease their snowmobiling trips in Wyoming by 5.0 percent and their

snowmobiling days in Wyoming by 8.6 percent. Overall, nonresidents indicated that
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they would decrease their snowmobiling trips in Wyoming by 10.4 percent and their

snowmobiling days in Wyoming by 13.3 percent.

Table 11. Change in Trips if Snowmobiling Not Allowed in GTNP or YNP

Increase | Decrease WY Trips WY Days
Outfitter Client 4.6% 95.4% -52.3% -45.5%
Resident 18.9% 81.1% -5.0% -8.6%
Nonresident 7.9% 92.1% -10.4% -13.3%

Table 12 suggests a strong response with the vast majority of Wyoming

snowmobile trail users saying they would not consider going to Yellowstone National

Park if their only mechanized access were by snow coach tours. Nearly 85 percent of

outfitter clients, over 90 percent of residents, and over 90 percent of nonresidents said

they would not consider using snow coacheés to access Yellowstone in the winter.

Table 12. Would Consider Going to YNP if Only Mechanized Winter Access

was by Snow Coach Tours

Yes No
Outfitter Client 15.4% 84.6%
Resident 8.8% 91.2%
Nonresident 6.8% 93.2%

Specific Information on Most Recent Trip

Table 13 indicates that the most heavily used trail areas by Wyoming snowmobile

trail users were the Snowy Range, Yellowstone National Park, Togwotee, and the

Northern Bighorns during the last snowmobile season. Residents and nonresidents

seemed to have similar usage patterns focusing on the Snowy Range and the Northern

Bighoms, while outfitter clients focused their usage in the northwestern portion of

Wyoming, particularly Yellowstone and Togwotee.
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Table 13. Most Recent Trip Snowmobile Area

First Use Area Second Use Area
Outfitter Client YNP Togwotee
Resident Snowy Range North Bighorns
Nonresident Snowy Range North Bighorns

Table 14 indicates that the user group with the largest traveling party size was the
outfitter clients, with 9.3 people per party. Also, they had the least amount of passenger
vehicles, with only 1.2 vehicles. Residents had the smallest traveling party size, with 5.0
people per group and 2.0 passenger vehicles to transport them. Nonresidents averaged
8.5 people per traveling party and 2.8 passenger vehicles. All user groups had about one
sled per person, aside from the outfitter clients who indicated that they had more double
riders, with 8.3 sleds for the 9.3 people in the traveling party. In some cases outfitter
clients may have been reporting the number of people that went on the tour rather than

the number in their traveling party.

Table 14. Traveling Party Characteristics

People in Party/Passenger Vehicles| Snowmobiles
Outfitter Client 9.3 1.2 8.3
Resident 5.0 2.0 4.7
Nonresident 8.5 2.8 8.5

Table 15 suggests that outfitter clients traveled the farthest for their last
snowmobiling trip by traveling 1,106 miles. However, it is interesting to note that
although outfitter clients reported traveling the farthest distance, nonresidents reported
the longest traveling time for their mileage, with 10.6 hours and 631 miles, versus the
outfitter client traveling time of 9.0 hours. This is likely due to outfitter clients traveling
by airplane, whereas nonresidents were more likely to travel with their snowmachines

and thus forced to drive to their Wyoming snowmobile destination.
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Table 15. Travel Time and Distance

Travel Time | Travel Distance
Outfitter Client 9.0 hours 1,106 miles
Resident 2.6 hours 98 miles
Nonresident 10.6 hours 631 miles

Table 16 shows that snowmobiling was the primary purpose of the most recent

trip for the majority of all Wyoming snowmobile trail user groups. Over 78 percent of

outfitter clients, 89.0 percent of residents, and 97 percent of nonresidents indicated that

snowmobiling was their primary purpose for traveling to Wyoming during their most

recent trip.

Table 16. Was Snowmobiling Primary Purpose?

Yes No
Outfitter Client 78.5% 21.5%
Resident 89.0% 11.0%
Nonresident 97.3% 2.7%

Table 17 indicates how long each user group stayed in Wyoming and how many

days they snowmobiled in the state. Outfitter clients generally had the longest stays in

Wyoming, with 5.5 nights and 6.1 days in the state. This user group spent 3.5 days

snowmobiling. Nonresidents stayed around 4.0 nights and 4.5 days in Wyoming, while

snowmobiling 4.1 days. Residents obviously reported the shortest trips during their last

snowmobiling trips because they most likely are located close enough to a Wyoming

snowmobile trail area to merit only a one or two-day trip (1.2 nights and 2.1 days).

Table 17. Most Recent Snowmobile Trip Length

Total Nights | Total WY Nights | Total WY Days | Total Snowmobiling Days
Outfitter Client 6.5 5.5 6.1 3.5
Resident 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.0
Nonresident 49 4.0 4.5 4.1
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Table 18 shows the average usage that snowmobilers placed on the Wyoming trail
system during their last snowmobile trip to the state. Nonresident snowmobilers reported
the most hours out on the trail system, with 7.5 hours per day and traveling 83.8 miles.
Nonresidents also reported purchasing the most gasoline for their machines, with 13.0
gallons per day. However, outfitter clients reported the most mileage traveled, with 92.0
miles per day and only 6.8 hours per day on the snowmobile and purchasing 11.6 gallons
per day. Resident usage was not substantially different from the other two user groups,
with 5.8 hours per day snowmobiling, traveling 69.7 miles, and purchasing 11.2 gallons

of gas for their snowmobiles.

Table 18. Daily Snowmobile Hours, Miles, and Gas Purchases

Daily Snowmobile | Daily Shnowmobile |Daily Snowmobile
Hours Miles Gas
Outfitter Client 6.8 92.0 11.6 gallons
Resident 5.8 69.7 11.2 gallons
Nonresident 7.5 83.8 13.0 gallons

Yellowstone National Park Snowmobile Ban Opinion Questions

Table 19 illustrates that a vast majority of Wyoming snowmobilers are aware of
the issues surrounding the Yellowstone National Park snowmobile ban. Most outfitter
clients (86.5 percent), residents (95.9 percent), and nonresidents (91.4 percent), reported

being aware of these issues.

Table 19. Aware of Issues Surrounding YNP Snowmobile Ban?

Yes No
Outfitter Client 86.5% 13.5%
Resident 95.9% 4.1%
Nonresident 91.4% 8.6%
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Table 20 shows that the majority of all Wyoming snowmobile trail users felt that
the decision to ban snowmobiles in Yellowstone National Park was not fair. A few had
no opinion on the issue (6.8 percent of outfitter clients, 5.9 percent of residents, and 6.8

percent of nonresidents).

Table 20. Was the NPS Decision to Ban Snowmobiles Fair?

Yes No No Opinion
Ouftfitter Client 9.7% 83.5% 6.8%
Resident 4.7% 89.4% 5.9%
Nonresident 4.4% 88.8% 6.8%

Table 21 indicates that most Wyoming snowmobilers extended their concern to
the future of the snowmobile trails systems outside of Yellowstone. The majority of

nonresidents (87.6 percent), residents (86.0 percent), and outfitter clients (61.6 percent)

stated that they are concerned about the future of the Wyoming snowmobile trails system

outside of Yellowstone National Park.

Table 21. Concerned About Future of Trail Systems Outside of YNP?

Yes No
Outfitter Client 61.6% 38.4%
Resident 86.0% 14 0%
Nonresident 87.6% 12.4%

Table 22 indicates the preferred solution of Wyoming snowmobile trail users for

snowmobile conflicts in national parks. The most popular alternative for outfitter clients

and residents was to have no ban in effect, but to instead have a requirement for cleaner,

quieter snowmobiles. Nonresidents preferred no ban and no additional requirements in

place.
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Table 22. Preferred Solution for Snowmobile Conflict in National Parks

Most Preferred Solution
Ouffitter Client Cleaner, Quieter Machine Requirement
Resident Cleaner, Quieter Machine Requirement
Nonresident No Ban or Other Requirements

Table 23 indicates why user groups come to Wyoming to snowmobile. Outfitter
clients said they primarily base their trail choices on the scenery available and the
reputation of the snowmobiling experience that a particular Wyoming area has.
Residents and nonresidents said they primarily choose their trail areas based on snow
conditions and the amount of off-trail powder available.

Table 23. Most Preferred Snowmobile Trail Characteristics

Main Factor Second Main Factor
Outfitter Client Scenery Reputation
Resident Snow Conditions Off-Trail Powder
Nonresident Snow Conditions Off-Trail Powder

Wyoming Snowmobiler Characteristics

Table 24 indicates that most frequent origins of the outfitter clients were
Michigan and Pennsylvania. The most frequent origin of nonresidents was Minnesota.
The most frequent origin of Wyoming residents who snowmobile in the state was

Natrona County.

Table 24. Origin of Wyoming Snowmobile Trail Users

Most Origin  [Second Most Origin
Outfitter Client Mi and PA WY
Resident Natrona County Fremont County
Nonresident MN CoO

Table 25 gives some basic information about Wyoming snowmobile trail users,

and there are many similarities between the groups. Most users (regardless of whether
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they are outfitter clients, residents, or nonresidents) are males between the ages of 36 and

50 years old and work full-time. The main characteristics that separate user groups were

the levels of education level (outfitter clients most frequently had obtained college

degrees, residents most frequently had some college, while nonresidents most frequently

had finished high) and the levels of income (outfitter clients had a large percentage who

earned over $100,000 whereas residents and nonresidents both most frequently earned

incomes in the $50,000 to $74,999 range).

Table 25. Wyoming Snowmobiler Characteristics

Work

Outside
Gender Age Education [Employment| Home Income
Outfitter Client|Male (70.3%)| 36-50 years |College Degree| Full-Time 14 > $100,000
$50,000-
Resident Male (91.6%)| 36-50 years | Some College | Full-Time 1.6 $74,999
$50,000-
Nonresident |Male (92.4%)| 36-50 years | High School Full-Time 1.6 $74,999

Economic Impact of Snowmobiling in Wyoming.

Table 26 summarizes the economic impact of snowmobiling in Wyoming. Daily

per person trip expenditures in Wyoming ranged from $180.27 for outfitter clients to

$98.99 for nonresidents and $68.50 for residents. Annual equipment expenditures in

Wyoming ranged from $2,306.13 for residents to $329.94 for nonresidents, and $64.11

for outfitter clients.

In terms of total spending associated with snowmobiling, nonresidents, residents,

and outfitter client were estimated to have spent a total of $234.3 million in Wyoming

during the 2000-2001 season. Of this amount about 40 percent was from nonresidents,

40 percent was from residents, and nearly 20 percent was from outfitter clients. Based on

Page D-18

12




survey results regarding the reduction in snowmobiling days in Wyoming it is estimate
that the banning of snowmobiles in Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks could
decrease snowmobile expenditures in Wyoming by up to $36.8 million dollars. Over
one-half of this loss would be from reduced outfitter client expenditures, which are
concentrated in northwest Wyoming. Decreases in nonresident expenditures represent
about 35 percent of the loss and decreases in resident expenditures represent slightly
more than 12 percent of the loss. To some extent, the loss of resident snowmobile
expenditures may actually represent a shifting of this spending to other activities in the
state.

Because nonresident and nonresident outfitter client spending represents new
money to the Wyoming economy, it is appropriate to consider the economic impact of
this spending on the state’s economy. An IMPLAN model of the Wyoming economy
was used to estimate the economic impact of the $138.4 million of nonresident and
nonresident outfitter client spending. It is estimated that this spending directly or
secondarily supported over 3,800 jobs and generated over 50.2 million in labor income in
the state. Based on survey results regarding the reduction in snowmobiling days in
Wyoming it is estimate that the banning of snowmobiles in Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks could result in a loss of up to 938 jobs and $11.8 million in labor income
in the state.

Finally, snowmobiling is also a source of revenue for state and local governments
in Wyoming. During the 2000-2001 season it is estimated that snowmobiling generated
over $10.0 million in government revenue. About 70 percent of this revenue is from sale

tax, with about one-quarter from gas tax revenue, and five percent from user fees. It is

Page D-19



estimated that the banning of snowmobiles in Yellowstone and Grand Teton National

Parks would decrease this government revenue by up to $1.3 million.

Table 26. Summary of Economic Impact of Snowmobiling in Wyoming

Expenditures

Nonresident Expenditures
Resident Expenditures
Outfitter Client Expenditures

Nonresident Expenditures
Resident Expenditures
Outfitter Client Expenditures

Total Expenditures

Economic Impact

Number of Jobs

Labor Income

State and Local Government Revenue

Sales Tax Revenue
Gas Tax Revenue
Registration/Licensing Fees

Total Government Revenue

Outfitter clients, residents, and nonresidents all have an important impact on

Wyoming snowmobiling. Each user group has its own unique characteristics. yet there

Daily/Person Annual
Trip (WY) Equip (WY)
$98.99 $329.94
$68.50 $2,306.13
$180.27 $64.11
Current With SMB Loss
Situation Ban From Ban
$97,594 577 $84,614,498 $12,980,079
$94,356,462 $89,850,766 $4,505,696
$42,357,571 $23,084,876 $19,272,695
$234,308,610 $197,550,140 $36,758,470
3,817 2,879 938
$50,246,068 $38,446,073 $11,799,995
$7,036,153 $6,140,755 $895,398
$2,463,123 $2,126,885 $336,238
$540,088 $483,833 $56,255
$10,039,364 $8,751,474 $1,287,890

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

are many areas where the groups are similar. This report provided some basic

comparison points between each user group so that the entire Wyoming snowmobiling

picture could be painted. This report will hopefully be a springboard for further analysis

to be used for future Wyoming State Trails Program decision-making. The report also

indicates the economic importance of snowmobiling in Wyoming and the potential
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negative economic effects of banning snowmobiling in Yellowstone and Grand Teton

National Parks.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As emissions standards grow more stringent and play a vital role in the operation
of vehicles, information needs to be present for different classes of vehicles. While no
regulations currently exist for over-snow vehicles, determination of which type of vehicle
to operate is largely influenced by the emissions output of these vehicles. Snowcoaches
are an “option” being considered in an environmental impact statement (EIS), as a winter
transportation replacement for snowmobiles in Yellowstone National Park (YNP). Since
they are being considered, accurate emissions factors are needed to compare the relative
impacts of these two types of vehicles.

Currently, snowcoaches make up about 10 percent of the winter transportation
sector, whereas 90 percent of transportation is by means of snowmobile. In consideration
of increasing snowcoach usage, officials are concerned about the environmental impact
of operating snowcoaches throughout the park and surrounding areas. The focus of this
program is to test a representative vehicle and determine an estimated emissions range
over the course of a snowcoach trip. This study will help to understand the typical
operation of snowcoaches, identify a general range of emissions generated from
snowcoaches, understand how changes in snowcoach operation change emissions, and
determine what may be done to more accurately test snowcoaches. To accurately
determine an emissions factor would require in-field emissions testing during actual
snowcoach operation. While this is conceivable, it would require more time and budget
than currently available. As a way of determining an estimated emissions range, we
proposed testing a similar wheeled vehicle, in a laboratory, on a chassis dynamometer.
Thus, data produced must be viewed as a first approximation of a snowcoach emissions
factor.

REPORT 08.05053 10of 12
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM

A. Test Vehicle

Snowcoaches are enclosed, tracked vehicles that carry passengers over snow
through terrain unmanageable by wheeled vehicles. These vehicles currently operate in
Yellowstone National Park on tours up to 90 miles in distance. Tours from West
Yellowstone, MT travel to two different destinations, Old Faithful and the Canyon.
Distances traveled for a given trip are 60 and 90 miles, respectively. Various types of
snowcoaches are in operation ranging from dedicated production snowcoaches, to 4-wheel
drive trucks fitted with a track at each wheel, to conversion vans with tracks in the rear and
skis in the front. An inventory of snowcoaches operated commercially in and around
Yellowstone National Park is listed in Table 1.(1) The majority of these vehicles are
converted passenger vans, that ride on tracks at the drive wheels and skis at the front
wheels. These vehicles are limited to low speed operation, 25-30 mph, to preserve the
integrity of the mechanical components, mainly the transmission and cleated tracks. A van
representative of the conversion was emission tested on a chassis dynamometer at
Southwest Research Institute (SwRI) in San Antonio, Texas.

TABLE 1. COMMERCIAL INVENTORY OF SNOWCOACHES IN OPERATION

AROUND YNP
. Approximate Max. No. of
Production Model Engine/Fuel Number in Passengers
Year .
Operation per Coach
1956-1963 Bombardier Gasoline V8 54 10
1999 Ford E-350 Clubwagon XLT Triton V10 4 15
Gasoline/EFl
1989 Chevy C2500 Van Gasoline V8 N/A 15
Varies by MPCMac Trax Tread Varies b
vehicle Conversions (Chevy 1500 Gasoline V8 N/A vehicley
Suburban, 1500 Silverado)
Photos of various snowcoaches are shown in Appendix A

The vehicle chosen for study in this project is a converted 1999 Ford E-350 15
passenger van with a Triton V-10 EFI gasoline engine. This vehicle is shown in Figure 1.
During the conversion, the vehicle is fitted with a track system, and the rear axle is changed
toincrease engine speed during operation, thus operating within the maximum power band
of the engine. In addition, the stock transmission is replaced after the first year of use due
to substantial wear and tear created by snowcoach operation.

2 of 12
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FIGURE 1. CONVERSION FORD E-350 SNOWCOACH

Since testing was to be done in an emissions laboratory, an equivalent wheeled
vehicle was selected for testing on a chassis dynamometer using conditions designed to
approximate snowcoach operation. The vehicle tested in this project was a 2000 Ford E-
350 Clubwagon XLT, equipped with a Triton EFI V-10 engine.

Due to time and budget constraints, much of the information used to generate a
representative drive cycle and road load schedule was based on professional experience
from snowcoach operation and emissions testing. The only data available to assist in the
development of the drive cycle and road load curves was based on fuel logs obtained from
snowcoach owners. Information from these logs may be reviewed in Appendix B.

B. Drive Cycle Determination

When testing automobile emissions, vehicles are driven over a predetermined cycle
to establish baseline emissions, which can then be compared between different vehicles
within the same classification. Drive cycles need to be representative of in-field operation
to most accurately reflect in-use emissions. Since a snowcoach is not a typical vehicle,
predefined cycles (FTP, ECE, US06) would not reflect real-world emissions. Due to this
reason, a new driving cycle was developed to represent typical snowcoach operation in the
YNP area.

in development of the snowcoach driving cycle, information was gathered from
snowcoach owners and operators to define vehicle operating parameters. It should be
noted that this cycle was developed solely from the experience of operators, due to the lack
of snowcoach data. Parameters used to help define the cycle were trip time, peak and
average speeds, distance, acceleration capabilities and limits, decelerations, driving versus
park/idle time, and low speed operation time. Operator information used to generate the
driving cycle, along with other drive cycle information, is in Appendix C. Using the above
information, a driving cycle was produced with performance characteristics shown in
Table 2.

REPORT 08.05053 3of 12
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TABLE 2. SNOWCOACH DRIVE CYCLE PARAMETERS

Steepest acceleration

0-26 mph in 113 sec
0-9 mph in 46 sec

Steepest Decel

8-0 mph in 10 sec

Time at Speeds (117 sec)

at 5 mph=25 sec
at 8 mph= 22 sec
at 9 mph=30 sec
at 10 mph=30 sec

Total Cycle Time 1200 sec
Idle Time 115 sec
Average Vehicle Speed 13.7 mph
Distance Traveled during cycle |4.56 miles
Time to travel 60 miles 4.39 hrs
Time to travel 90 miles 6.59 hrs

A representative drive cycle was developed based on snowcoach operator input.
Figure 2 shows two drive cycles, the shaded, blue curve representing the snowcoach as
operated in the field, and the solid, red curve representing the cycle driven during testing
of the stock vehicle on the chassis dynamometer at SwRI.

Dynamometer Vehicle Speed

“+ Snowcoach Vehicle Speed

60 + . - —

M\f

/
/ .
/
/

50

40

30

Speed (mph)

20

10

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200
Time (sec)

FIGURE 2. SNOWCOACH AND DYNAMOMETER DRIVE CYCLES
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The dynamometer speed trace required “translation” to account for changes to the
stock vehicle final drive ratio during the conversion process. To accomplish this, a scalar
was applied to the snowcoach curve to generate the dynamometer drive trace. The scalar
factor of 1.96 that was applied to the drive cycle referenced a snowcoach speedometer
reading of 55 mph alongside a snowmobile traveling at 28 mph. Using this adjusted curve
allows for testing the vehicle with the engine operating at approximately the same speeds
as in the field.

C. Road Load Curve Derivation

In addition to the development of a driving cycle, an equivalent road load curve was
needed to simulate the in-field power demands. Again, due to the lack of actual data,
power requirements were derived mainly by trial and error.

The main criteria for determining the vehicle loading referenced fuel consumption
logs.(2) Information from the fuel logs is summarized in Table 3. The average fuel
economy numbers were the target for determining are representative road load for this
vehicle. Knowing the consumption of fuel that occurs over a given trip, and thus the fuel
economy of the vehicle, allows for an approximation of road load. This requires running
the vehicle on a chassis dynamometer, assigning a set of dynamometer load coefficients,
driving the vehicle over the dynamometer driving cycle and adjusting the road load to match
the targeted fuel consumption based on the fuel logs. Once a reference is generated, the
load may be adjusted to produce the targeted fuel economy.

TABLE 3. AVERAGE FUEL ECONOMY AND PASSENGER LOADS OF
SNOWCOACHES (BASED ON FUEL LOGS)

... Average No. of Miles Fuel Consumption, | Fuel Economy,
Destination
Passengers Traveled gal mpg
Canyon 6 90 28 3.22
Old Faithful 7 60 20 3.04

In orderto generate a starting load, calculations from Bombardier Corp. were applied
to find an approximate force required to propel a tracked vehicle of this nature.(3)
Bombardier produces a variety of tracked vehicles for different commercial and recreational
applications. It was suggested that a vehicle such as this would require a force equivalent
to 10 percent of the vehicle’s mass to maintain motion across all speeds. In the case of a
snowcoach, the test weight was equal to 9150 |b as shown in the following equation:

W = Curb Weight + Track Weight + Passenger Weight

W = 65151b + 1000I1b + 15016 x 10 passengers = 90151b

W, = Test Weight = 1.015" x 90151b = 91501b

*The 1.015 scalar is an adjustment for setting the simulated dynamometer inertia
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This results in a target loading of approximately 915 Ib of force at the drive wheels
to operate in the over-snow environment. Since this value exceeds the capacity of our
light-duty 48-inch roll chassis dynamometer, vehicle loading was limited to a maximum of
875 Ib to prevent damaging equipment.

D. Test Program

Testing utilized a Horiba 48-inch single-roli chassis dynamometer. This
dynamometer electrically simulates inertia weights up to 12,000 Ib over the specified driving
cycles, and provides programmable road load simulation of up to 125 hp continuous at 65
mph. The “a@”, “b”, and “c” coefficients used for baseline testing of the stock vehicle were

determined for this vehicle in a previous SwRI project.(4)

Several tests were run on the stock Ford van. All tests were run with commercial-
grade 87 octane unleaded gasoline, using an inertia setting of 9150 Ib, and driven over the
dynamometer driving cycle. Prior to each test, the vehicle was driven over a five minute
warmup cycle to precondition the powertrain. Cycle emissions were drawn from a
constant-volume sampling system (CVS), accumulated in bags, and analyzed at the
conclusion of each testing cycle. Several tests were performed on the stock vehicle at
various loads and engine intake air restrictions. Emissions test conditions are summarized
in Table 4.

TABLE 4. SNOWCOACH TESTING MATRIX

Road Load Setting Intake Air Restriction
Test No. (Dynamometer Coefficients) (MAP "Hg)
Baseline-1  |A=16.631b B=.0678"/, C=.041"/_* none (29.27)
Baseline-2 |A=16.631b B=.0678"/ , C=.041 " on none (29.27)
600-1 A=6001b B=0 'b/mph C=0 Ib/mph2 none (29.31)
875-1 A=875Ib  B=0"/_,, C=0 "/ pppn” none (29.38)
875-2 A=8751b  B=0"/,,, C=0"/ pn° none (29.39)
875-3 A=875Ib B=0"/_ . Cc=0"/_.*2 90% restricted (~23.64 at WOT)

The “road load setting,” shown in Table 4, is based on the drive wheel force calculated from
the following equation:

F,(b) = A+ BxV + Cx V? where V = vehicle speed in mph

Testing began with two baseline emissions tests. These baseline tests represented
the stock van road load coefficients and inertia settings for a snowcoach following the
dynamometer driving cycle. These baseline tests allow for comparison of emissions
between the stock vehicle and a more heavily loaded vehicle to determine how tailpipe
emissions are affected by load. In addition, an intermediate load setting of 600 |b was usec
to examine whether or not emissions followed some type of trend. Conditions that seemec
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to most closely represent field operation were achieved by operating the vehicle under 875
Ib of load, the maximum capacity of the dynamometer. The above mentioned tests were
performed with the vehicle operating in closed loop control, thus allowing the engine to
control the air-fuel ratio to theoretically achieve complete combustion. This normally leads
to reduced emissions and improved fuel economy. Finally, to show how this vehicle
operates in open loop control, the vehicle was tested with the 875 Ib load, as well as a
partial intake air restriction to simulate the altitude of Yellowstone National Park. For this
test, the restriction was set such that it simulated the altitude at one operating point (100%
throttle, 1000 RPM) and presented only a partial restriction at all other operating points.
The culmination of these tests estimates the emissions from the vehicle while operating in
either closed loop or open loop control.

Closed loop operation refers to operating the engine with feedback control,
principally to maintain the air/fuel ratio near stoichiometric conditions. On the other hand,
when operating in open loop, the control system disregards feedback and operates such
that it meets specific mandatory criteria, in this case to meet the speed and power
requirements posed on the vehicle. This presents another variable to determining
emissions because operation outside of closed loop drastically increases emissions levels.
It is not known how often snowcoaches operate in closed loop vs. open loop mode,
however, it is suspected that the presence of high loads and high altitude would most likely
cause the vehicle to operate in a power enrichment mode (open loop operation).

7 of 12

REPORT 08.05053

Page D-33



lll. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Determination of Results

Emissions measured included hydrocarbons (HC), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides
of nitrogen (NO,), and carbon dioxide (CO,). HC, CO, and NO, emissions are regulated
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for light-duty vehicles, utility engines, and
heavy-duty engines, however, there are no current regulations for over-snow vehicles. In

addition, methane (CH,) and non-methane hydrocarbon (NMHC) emissions were also
measured.

Due to dynamometer limitations, achieving the exact in-field vehicle performance
was not possible. Therefore, the threshold for vehicle loading was set at 875 |b. As stated
above, emissions levels are reported for closed loop and open loop operation.

B. Snowcoach Emissions

From the results presented in Figure 3, itis noticeable that for closed loop operation,
HC emissions vary only slightly when an increase in load is present. Similarly, this is the
case for CH, and NMHC emissions. On the other hand, CO and NO, emissions increase
more significantly with load, but other than an increase, no trend can be assigned. Forthe

0.8 7

0.7625

B Baseline Emissions

07 W 600 ibf Emissions

MW 875 ibf Emissions

0.6

0.5

04

Composite Emissions (g/mile)

0.2

0.1

0.015 0.041
0.023 0.016 0.022

0 +4

HC CO NOx CH4 NMHC
*no CO emissions data present for 600 ibf test (error in measurement)

FIGURE 3. SNOWCOACH EMISSIONS IN CLOSED LOOP CONTROL*
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most part, as long as the vehicle stays in closed loop control, emission levels remain low
and controlled. This trend is typical with increases in vehicle loading due to the need of
providing specific power and thus controlling the engine to run slightly rich. In most vehicle
applications high power demands are not present unless extreme conditions exist, such as
trailer towing or climbing a grade, whereas snowcoach operation requires a greater amount
of power due to the loads of over-snow operation. One strategy that this particular engine
uses to lower NO, emissions is through the use of exhaust gas recirculation (EGR). EGR
for this engine is typically only effective at engine speeds and loadslower than 2800 RPM
and 250 ft-Ib of torque. Therefore, it is assumed that the EGR system does not reduce the
NO, emissions during increased load operation.

Figure 4 presents one of the largest changes in emissions, that of CO,. This is
expected because CO, emissions are directly related to the quantity of fuel burned; and
given the targeted fuel economy of 3.1 mpg, CO, emissions would be expected to be about
four times baseline emissions.

' B CO2 Emissions W Fuel Economy ]
2500 18

16.12

2000

1500

1000 +——

CO, Emissions (g/mile}
Fuel Economy (mpg)

500 -

Baseline Average 600-1 875 Ib. Average ‘ 875 Ib. wirestriction
(open loop )

Test

FIGURE 4. FUEL ECONOMY AND CO, EMISSIONS OF
REPRESENTED SNOWCOACH

As mentioned earlier, open loop control drastically increases engine emissions as
fuel and emissions control are sacrificed to provide maximum performance. It was hoped
that the large dynamometer loading (875 Ib) would send the vehicle into open loop control,
however, this did not occur. To achieve open loop operation, a restriction was created in
the engine’s intake air stream. This restriction was an attempt to simulate the expected
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manifold air pressure (MAP) at an increased altitude, thereby creating lower inlet air
pressures, reducing air intake, and forcing fuel rich operation. This approach caused the
vehicle to operate in open loop control and produced the emissions results shown in
Figure 5. HC, NO, and CO emissions increased exponentially in comparison to closed loop
emissions. It was also noticed that CO, emissions were similar to what was seen in the
875 Ib tests during closed loop operation. It can be said that the emissions generated in
open loop control would represent a worst case scenario of snowcoach operation for the
converted passenger vans.

2 S,

1.815

18

N
o

N
'S

-
IN)

o
™

8
CO Emissions (g/mile)

o
>

HC, NOx, CH, and NMHC Emission (g/mile)

o
P

o
N

=)

HC NOx CH4 NMHC Co

FIGURE 5. OPEN LOOP EMISSIONS

As a comparison, Table 5 shows the range snowcoach emissions would fall within
for the converted Ford snowcoach vans. It should be noted that it is expected for CO,
emissions to be slightly higher in the field due to a greater load present than what was
tested.

TABLE 5. EMISSIONS COMPARISON BETWEEN CONTROL OPERATIONS
AT 875 LB LOAD

Closed-Loop Open-Loop
Control Emissions Control Emissions
HC, g/mile 0.044 1.63
CO, g/mile 0.76 99.2
NO,, g/mile 0.54 1.82
CH,, g/mile 0.023 0.297
NMHC, g/mile 0.02 1.35
CO,, g/mile 2103 2084
REPORT 08.05053 10 of 12
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IV. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Snowcoaches are unique vehicles with respect to both their environment as well as
their operating characteristics. Since real-time operating information about snowcoaches
is unknown, it can be best concluded that snowcoaches generate emissions within a
specific range and not simply one applicable set of numbers. Through the work of this
project, it has been shown that vehicle loads, as well as environmental conditions, affect
both fuel consumption and emissions. The following can be concluded:

. Closed loop versus open loop operation greatly affects emissions, and
depending on the duration of vehicle operation in open loop control, the
emissions output of snowcoaches will rise significantly.

. The emissions range estimated is only representative of the converted Ford
vans. ltis unknown how this range would apply to other types of snowcoach
vehicles.

Although a better understanding regarding snowcoach operation has been gained,
much information used to determine operating conditions was based on operator
experience rather than field data. In addition, an approximation or simulation of only one
type of snowcoach was explored in this study. It is recommended that some additional
studies be performed such that accurate emissions results may be known for specific
vehicle types. From this experience, it is recommended that:

. Multiple models of snowcoaches be instrumented and operated in-field to
measure operating characteristics and real-time emissions. This would allow
for a determination of: an appropriate driving cycle, engine control operation
information, operation changes due to changes in climate and altitude, and
emissions changes due to variation in operating conditions.
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APPENDIX A

PHOTOGRAPHS OF SNOWCOACHES
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FIGURE A-2. MPCMac TRAX TI‘R-E-AD
CONVERSION (shown on a utility vehicle)

FIGURE A-3. 1989 CHEVY C2500 AMFAC
CONVERSION SNOWCOACH
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FUEL LOGS
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TABLE B-1. SNOWCOACH FUEL USAGE LOG
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Snowcoach | Total No. | Total Miles | Gailons of Fuel Fuel Economy

Date Destination No. of People Traveled Consumed (mpg)
01/01/01 Old Faithful 3 12 60 21.9 2.74
01/02/01 Old Faithful 4 9 60 22 2.73
01/04/01 Old Faithful 3 7 60 18 3.33
01/11/01 Old Faithful 3 8 60 19.5 3.08
01/11/01 Old Faithful 5 9 60 20.8 2.88
01/23/01 Old Faithful 3 7 60 245 2.45
01/15/01 Old Faithful 3 6 60 18.9 3.17
01/15/01 Old Faithful 1 11 60 22 2.73
01/16/01 Old Faithful 1 8 60 16.8 3.57
01/16/01 Old Faithful 3 8 60 216 2.78
01/17/01 Old Faithful 3 6 60 16.2 3.70
01/20/01 Old Faithful 3 8 60 19 3.16
01/02/01 Canyon 3 3 90 26 3.46
01/12/01 Canyon 4 8 90 30.3 2.97
01/16/01 Canyon 2 6 90 29.2 3.08
01/19/01 Canyon 5 3 90 27 3.33
01/20/01 Old Faithful 1 6 60 18.1 3.31
01/21/01 Oid Faithful 3 8 60 19.7 3.05
01/21/01 Old Faithful 1 4 60 16.8 3.57
01/22/01 Old Faithful 3 6 60 18.6 3.23
01/22/01 Oid Faithful 2 8 60 20.2 297
01/25/01 Old Faithful 2 8 60 18 3.33
01/25/01 Canyon 4 4 90 29.1 3.09
01/27/01 Canyon 4 5 90 28 3.21
01/29/01 Old Faithful 1 8 60 18.4 3.26
01/30/01 Old Faithful 3 8 60 19.7 3.05
01/31/01 Old Faithful 4 8 60 215 2.79
02/01/01 Old Faithful N/A 6 60 24 2.50
02/01/01 Canyon N/A 3 90 279 3.23
02/02/01 Old Faithful N/A 4 60 18 3.33
02/03/01 Old Faithful N/A 6 60 222 2.70
02/04/01 Old Faithful N/A 3 60 22.8 2.63
02/06/01 Old Faithful N/A 4 60 19 3.16
02/07/01 Canyon N/A 9 90 28.2 3.19
02/10/01 Canyon N/A N/A 90 31.6 2.85
02/16/01 Old Faithful N/A 7 60 213 2.82
01/21/01 Canyon N/A 11 90 24 3.75

B-1




TABLE B-2. AVERAGED DATA FROM FUEL LOGS

Average Fuel Economy for Average Number of Passengers per{Average Fuel Consumption per Trif
Snowcoach Trip based on Trip based on Destination based on Destination
Destination
Old Faithful Trip Canyon Trip | Old Faithful Trip| Canyon Trip | Old Faithful Trip| Canyon Trip

2.74 12 22
273 9 22
3.33 7 18
3.08 8 20
2.88 9 21
2.45 7 25
3.17 6 19
2.73 11 22
3.57 8 17
2.78 8 22
3.70 6 16
3.16 8 19

3.46 3 26

2.97 8 30

3.08 6 29

3.33 3 27
3.31 6 18
3.05 8 20
3.57 4 17
3.23 6 19
2.97 8 20
3.33 8 18

3.09 29

3.21 28
3.26 8 18
3.05 8 20
279 8 22
2.50 6 24

3.23 3 28
3.33 4 18
2.70 6 22
2.63 3 23
3.16 4 19

3.19 9 28

2.85 N/A 32
2.82 7 21

3.75 11 24

3.04 3.22 7 6 20 28
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DRIVE CYCLE PARAMETERS
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TABLE C-1. ESTIMATED DRIVING PARAMETERS FROM
DEVELOPED SNOWCOACH DRIVE CYCLE

Assuming Max. Average Assuming Average Speed
Speed Travel Travel
Distance Driving Idie/Off Driving ldle/Off

(miles) Time (hrs.) Time (hrs.) Time (hrs.) Time (hrs.)
Old Faithful
Round Trip 60 24 5.6 4.4 3.6
Canyon Round 90 3.6 4.4 6.6 14
Trip

TABLE C-2. ESTIMATED DRIVING PARAMETERS SPECIFIED FROM
SNOWCOACH OPERATORS

Total trip time 8 hrs.
Time spent driving at 5-10 mph .84 hrs.
Maximum Speed 28 mph
Maximum Average Speed 25 mph
Targeted Average Speed 13.66 mph

Acceleration Rate

0-25 mph in ~100 sec
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APPENDIX D

EMISSIONS TEST DATA
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COMPUTER PROGRAM LDT 2.5-R

VEHICL

E NUMBER 585

VEHICLE MODEL 1 FORD VAN
6.8 L (415 CID)-
TRANSMISSION A4
ODOMETER 20555 MILES ( 33072 KM)

ENGINE

BAROMETER 29.27 IN HG (743.5 MM HG)

RELATIVE HUMIDITY 51.9 PCT.

BAG
BAG
RUN

NUMBER
DESCRIPTION
TIME SECONDS

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE - DEPARTMENT OF EMISSIONS RESEARCH
1-BAG EPA FTP VEHICLE EMISSION RESULTS

DRY/WET CORRECTION FACTOR, SAMP/BACK
MEASURED DISTANCE MILES (KM)

BLOWER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)

GAS METER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)
TOTAL FLOW SCF (SCM)

HC
HC
co
co
€02
co2
NOX
NOX
CH4
CH4

DILU
HC
co
co2
NOX
Ch4
NMHC

HC
co
€02
NOX
CH4
NMHC
FUEL
FUEL

L -BAG

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG)
BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM
SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM

BCKGRD

METER/RANGE/PPM

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PCT

BCKGRD

METER/RANGE/PCT

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) (D)

BCKGRD
SAMPLE PPM (1.101)
BCKGRD PPM

TION FACTOR
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PCT
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PPM

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS (FID)
MASS KG

METER/RANGE /PPM

ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM)

COMPOSITE RESULTS

HC
co
NOX

G/MI
G/MI
G/MI

030
.281
.053

TEST BASELINE 1
DATE 11/ 6/2001 RUN

DYNO 5

ACTUAL ROAD LOAD 16.36 HP (12.20 KW)

BAG CART 4

TEST WEIGHT 9150 LBS ( 4149 KG)

581.2
.977/.987
8.94 (14.38)
929.2 (26.31)
.00 ¢ .00y
9001. ( 254.9)
5.6/ 1/ 5.59
4.1/ 1/ 4.12
9.4/ 1/ 9.41
.6/ 1/ .64
1.1/ 1/ 1.0910
0/ 1/ .0434
1.3/ 1/ 1.26
.20 1/ .22
2.96
2.13
12.38
1.80
8.47
1.0511
1.06
1.00
.70
.265
2.515
4905.33
.478
170
.103
1.546
16.19 ( 14.53)

FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM)

CH4
NMHC

16.19 (14.53)

D-1
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DRY BULB TEMPERATURE 70.0°F ( 21.1°C)

G/MI
G/MI

PROJECT NO. 08-5053-001

GASOLINE EM-0000-F

FUEL DENSITY 6.176 LB/GAL

H .133 C .867 0 .000 X .000
FTP

NOX HUMIDITY C.F. .926
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COMPUTER PROGRAM LDT 2.5-R

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE - DEPARTMENT OF EMISSIONS RESEARCH

VEHICLE NUMBER 585

VEHICLE MODEL

ENGINE

TRANSMISSION

ODOMETER

BAROMETER 29.27 IN HG (743.5 MM HG)

1 FORD VAN
6.8 L (415 CID)-
A4
20555 MILES ( 33072 KM)

RELATIVE HUMIDITY 51.9 PCT.

BAG NUMBER

BAG DESCRIPTION
RUN TIME SECONDS
DRY/WET CORRECTION FACTOR, SAMP/BACK

MEASURED DISTANCE MILES (KM)
BLOWER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)

GAS METER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)

TOTAL FLOW SCF (SCM)

HC
HC
Co
Co
co2
€02
NOX
NOX
CH4
CH4

SAMPLE
BCKGRD
SAMPLE
BCKGRD
SAMPLE
BCKGRD
SAMPLE
BCKGRD
SAMPLE
BCKGRD

METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) 6.
METER/RANGE/PPM 3
METER/RANGE/PPM 8.
METER/RANGE/PPM

METER/RANGE/PCT 1.
METER/RANGE/PCT

METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) (D) 1.

METER/RANGE/PPM
PPM (1.101)
PPM

DILUTION FACTOR

CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PCT
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PPM
CONCENTRATION PPM

HC
co
co2
NOX
CH4
NMHC

HC
€0
€02
NOX
CH4
NMHC
FUEL

FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM)

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS (FID)
MASS KG

1-BAG COMPOSITE RESULTS

HC G/MI .042
co G/MI .269
NOX G/MI .075

FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM)

1-BAG EPA FTP VEHICLE EMISSION RESULTS

TEST BASELINE 2

DATE 11/ 6/2001 RUN

DYNO 5 BAG CART 4

ACTUAL ROAD LOAD 16.36 HP (12.20 KW)
TEST WEIGHT 9150 LBS ( 4149 KG)

DRY BULB TEMPERATURE 70.0°F ( 21.1°C)

1201.0
.977/.987

8.95 (14.41)
449.7 (12.73)

.00 ¢ .00)

1/

.8/

4/

.0/

1/

.0/

6/

.1/

9001. ( 254.9)

1/ 6.06
1/ 3.80
1/ 8.43
1/ .00
1/ 1.1025
1/ .0428
1/ 1.62
1/ .14
3.17

2.08

12.25
2.57
8.11

1.0632
1.48
1.26
1.18

.376
2.407
4961.75
.670
.214
.173
1.564

16.04 ( 14.67)

CH4 G/MI
NMHC G/MI

16.04 (14.67)
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COMPUTER PROGRAM LDT 2.5-R

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE - DEPARTMENT OF EMISSIONS RESEARCH

1-BAG EPA

VEHICLE NUMBER 585

VEHICLE MODEL

ENGINE

TRANSMISSION
ODOMETER

BAROMETER 29.31 IN HG (744.5 MM HG)

1 FORD VAN
6.8 L (415 CID)-
A4
20555 MILES ( 33072 KM)

RELATIVE HUMIDITY 32.6 PCT.

FTP  VEHICLE EMISSION RESULTS

TEST 600-1
DATE 11/ 6/2001 RUN
DYNO 5 BAG CART 4

ACTUAL ROAD LOAD 80.00 HP (59.68 KW)
TEST WEIGHT 9150 LBS ( 4149 KG)

DRY BULB TEMPERATURE 73.0°F ( 22.8°C)

BAG NUMBER 1
BAG DESCRIPTION
RUN TIME SECONDS 1221.9
DRY/WET CORRECTION FACTOR, SAMP/BACK .972/.991
MEASURED DISTANCE MILES (KM) 8.90 (14.32)
BLOWER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM) 599.3 (16.97)
GAS METER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCHM) .00 ¢ .00)
TOTAL FLOW SCF (SCM) 12204. ( 345.6)
HC SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) 5.5/ 1/ 5.54
HC BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 3.6/ 1/ 3.63
CO SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM A7 1/ .44
CO BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 0/ 1 .00
€02 SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PCT 2.1/ 1/ 2.1057
C02 BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PCT .0/ 1/ .0439
NOX SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) (D) 9.3/ 1/ 9.30
NOX BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM A7 1 .08
CH4 SAMPLE PPM (1.101) 2.21
CH4 BCKGRD PPM 1.93
DILUTION FACTOR 6.42
HC  CONCENTRATION PPM 2.48
CO  CONCENTRATION PPM .42
C02 CONCENTRATION PCT 2.0686
NOX CONCENTRATION PPM 9.23
CH4 CONCENTRATION PPM .58
NMHC CONCENTRATION PPM 1.85
HC MASS GRAMS -494
€0 MASS GRAMS .169
€02 MASS GRAMS 13090.29
NOX MASS GRAMS 5.244
CH4 MASS GRAMS .133
NMHC ~ MASS GRAMS (FID) .368
FUEL ~ MASS KG 4.122
FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM) 6.05 ( 38.89)
1-BAG COMPOSITE RESULTS
HC G/MI .055 CH4 G/MI
co G/MI .019 NMHC G/MI
NOX G/MI .589
FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM) 6.05 (38.89)
D-3
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SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE - DEPARTMENT OF EMISSIONS RESEARCH

COMPUTER PROGRAM LDT 2.5-R

VERICL
VEHICL
ENGINE

ODOMET

E NUMBER 585
E MODEL

1 FORD VAN

6.8 L (415 CID)-
TRANSMISSION A4
ER 20555 MILES ( 33072 KM)

BAROMETER 29.38 IN HG (746.3 MM HG)
RELATIVE HUMIDITY 46.4 PCT.

BAG
BAG
RUN

DRY/WET CORRECTION FACTOR, SAMP/BACK

NUMBER
DESCRIPTION
TIME SECONDS

MEASURED DISTANCE MILES (KM)
BLOWER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)
GAS METER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)
TOTAL FLOW SCF (SCM)

HC
HC
€O
co
co2
co2
NOX
NOX
CH4
CH4

DILU
HC
co
co2
NOX
CH4
NMHC

HC
co
€02
NOX
CH4
NMHC
FUEL

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG)
BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM

BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PCT

BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PCT

SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) (D)
BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM

SAMPLE PPM (1.101)

BCKGRD PPM

TION FACTOR
CONCENTRATION
CONCENTRATION
CONCENTRATION
CONCENTRATION
CONCENTRATION
CONCENTRATION

MASS GRAMS
MASS GRAMS
MASS GRAMS
MASS GRAMS
MASS GRAMS

MASS GRAMS (FID)

MASS KG

PPM
PPM
PCT
PPM
PPM
PPM

FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM)

1-BAG COMPOSITE RESULTS

HC
co

NOX
FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM)

G/MI
G/MI
G/MI

1-BAG EPA FTP VEHICLE EMISSION RESULTS

DRY BULB TEMPERATURE 73.0°F ( 22.8°C)

TEST 875-1
DATE 11/ 7/2001 RUN
DYNO 5

1201.0
.9577.987
8.95 (14.40)
571.4 (16.18)
.00 ¢ .0D)
11437. ( 323.9)
6.0/ 1/ 6.00
4.3/ 1/ 4.32
19.6/ 1/ 19.55
1.4/ 1/ 1.40
3.3/ 1/ 3.2646
.0/ 17 .0477
5.5/ 1/ 5.53
1700 1/ 11
2.99
2.52
4.14
2.72
16.99
3.2284
5.45
1.07
1.54
.507
6.407
19144 .82
3.116
.232
.287
6.032
4.16 ( 56.60)

.057
.716
.348

4.16 (56.60)
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BAG CART 4
ACTUAL ROAD LOAD ***** HP (87.04 KW)
TEST WEIGHT 9150 LBS ( 4149 KG)

PROJECT NO. 08-5053-001
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SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE - DEPARTMENT OF EMISSIONS RESEARCH

COMPUTER PROGRAM LDT 2.5-R 1-BAG EPA FTP VEHICLE EMISSION RESULTS
VEHICLE NUMBER 585 TEST 875-2
VEHICLE MODEL 1 FORD VAN DATE 11/ 7/2001 RUN
ENGINE 6.8 L (415 CID)- DYNO 5 BAG CART 4
TRANSMISSION A4 ACTUAL ROAD LOAD ***** HP (86.98 KW)
ODOMETER 20555 MILES ( 33072 KM) TEST WEIGHT 9150 LBS ( 4149 KG)
BAROMETER 29.39 IN HG (746.5 MM HG) DRY BULB TEMPERATURE 73.0°F ( 22.8°C)
RELATIVE HUMIDITY 46.4 PCT.

BAG NUMBER 1

BAG DESCRIPTION

RUN TIME SECONDS 1201.0

DRY/WET CORRECTION FACTOR, SAMP/BACK .958/.987

MEASURED DISTANCE MILES (KM) 8.94 (14.38)

BLOWER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM)

575.9 (16.31)

GAS METER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM) .00 ¢ .00)
TOTAL FLOW SCF (SCM) 11528. ( 326.5)
HC SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) 4.6/ 1/ 4.58
HC BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 4.1/ 1/ 4.06
C0 SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM 21.0/ 1/ 21.02
CO BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM .6/ 1/ .57
C02 SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PCT 3.1/ 1/ 3.1311
€02 BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PCT .17 1/ .0509
NOX SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) (D) 11.5/ 1/ 11.50
NOX BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 2/ .17
CH4 SAMPLE PPM (1.101) 2.59
CH4 BCKGRD PPM 2.31
DILUTION FACTOR 4.32
HC ~ CONCENTRATION PPM 1.46
CO  CONCENTRATION PPM 19.02
C02 CONCENTRATION PCT 3.0920
NOX CONCENTRATION PPM 11.36
CH4 CONCENTRATION PPM .82
NMHC CONCENTRATION PPM .56
HC MASS GRAMS .274
€0 MASS GRAMS 7.229
co2 MASS GRAMS 18482.41
NOX MASS GRAMS 6.548
CH4 MASS GRAMS .178
NMHC ~ MASS GRAMS (FID) .104
FUEL  MASS KG 5.824
FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM) 4.30 ( 54.70)
1-BAG COMPOSITE RESULTS
HC G/MI 031 CH4 G/MI
co G/MI .809 NMHC G/M1
NOX G/MI 732
FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM) 4.30 (54.70)
D=5
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SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE - DEPARTMENT OF EMISSIONS RESEARCH

COMPUTER PROGRAM LDT 2.5-R 1-BAG EPA FTP VEHICLE EMISSION RESULTS PROJECT NO. 08-5053-001
VEHICLE NUMBER 585 TEST 875-3 GASOLINE EM-0000-F
VEHICLE MODEL 1 FORD VAN DATE 11/ 9/2001 RUN FUEL DENSITY 7.176 LB/GAL
ENGINE 6.8 L (415 CID)- DYNO 5 BAG CART 4 H .133 C .867 0 .000 X .000
TRANSMISSION A4 ACTUAL ROAD LOAD ***+* HP (86.98 KW) FTP
ODOMETER 0 MILES ( 0 KM) TEST WEIGHT 9150 LBS ( 4149 KG)

BAROMETER 29.45 IN HG (748.0 MM HG) DRY BULB TEMPERATURE 72.0°F ( 22.2°C) NOX HUMIDITY C.F. .929
RELATIVE HUMIDITY 49.3 PCT.
BAG NUMBER 1
BAG DESCRIPTION
RUN TIME SECONDS 1201.0
DRY/WET CORRECTION FACTOR, SAMP/BACK .965/.987
MEASURED DISTANCE MILES (KM) 6.87 (11.06)
BLOWER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM) 596.6 (16.90)
GAS METER FLOW RATE SCFM (SCMM) .00 ¢ .00)
TOTAL FLOW SCF (SCM) 11943. ( 338.2)
HC SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) 60.6/ 1/ 60.60
HC BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 3.8/ 1/ 3.8
CO SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM ***x/ 1/1844.00
CO BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 0/ 1/ .00
€02 SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PCT 2.3/ 1/ 2.3481
€02 BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PCT .0/ 1/ .0447
NOX SAMPLE METER/RANGE/PPM (BAG) (D) 20.9/ 1/ 20.92
NOX BCKGRD METER/RANGE/PPM 2/ 1/ .19
CH4 SAMPLE PPM (1.101) 10.64
CH4 BCKGRD PPM 1.95
DILUTION FACTOR 5.35
HC ~ CONCENTRATION PPM 57.49
CO  CONCENTRATION PPM 1731.75
C02 CONCENTRATION PCT 2.3118
NOX CONCENTRATION PPM 20.76
CH4 CONCENTRATION PPM 9.05
NMHC CONCENTRATION PPM 47.53
HC MASS GRAMS 11.196
Co MASS GRAMS 681.879
€oz MASS GRAMS 14315.04
NOX MASS GRAMS 12.476
CH4 MASS GRAMS 2.041
NMHC ~ MASS GRAMS (FID) 9.255
FUEL  MASS KG 4.856
FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM) 4.61 ( 51.06)

1-BAG COMPOSITE RESULTS

HC G/MI 1.629 CH4 G/MI .297
co G/MI 99.207 NMHC G/MI 1.347
NOX G/MI 1.815

FUEL ECONOMY MPG (L/100KM) 4.61 (51.06)
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ABSTRACT / INTRODUCTION:

This study of over-snow vehicle sound levels was conducted to provide
new and additional information for preparation of the Winter Use Plan
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for Yellowstone
and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
Memoria! Parkway. The pass-by sound level of a variety of over-snow
vehicles was measured at operational speeds that would be experienced
under normal use of the vehicles while in the national park units. The
pass-by testing included four different types of snow coaches and various
models of snowmobiles. All testing was conducted on the same day in the

same location with the same terrain and background conditions.

This study is intended to supplement a previous study commissioned by
the National Park Service entitled “Technical Report on Noise: Winter Use
Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement’(1). This report bears the
number “HMMH Report No.295860.18”, and was written and submitted by
Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, a noise and vibration consulting firm located
in Burlington, Massachusetts. Much work in that study concentrated on
calculating the threshold of audibility of various vehicle types in various
types of terrain and background noise conditions. The sound levels
assigned to the various vehicle types were general in nature. This report
is not intended to conflict with nor supplant the report indicated above, but
rather, may be used to supplement the general information used in the
FEIS report with more specific sound data regarding various vehicle types.

Due to time constraints associated with producing the SEIS, it was
necessary to perform the sound testing on a grass surface rather than on
a snow surface where these over-snow vehicles are normally operated.
However, grass is an acceptable substitute under Society of Automotive
Engineers (SAE) testing protocol guidelines. Therefore, a testing series
was planned and implemented in West Yellowstone, Montana on
September 13, 2001. Eighteen different snowmobiles were tested for
sound emissions, along with four different types of snow coaches and two

common wheeled road vehicles.

The testing for the snowmobiles was conducted at three different
operational speeds — 20, 35, and 45 mph. These speeds are reflective of
the normal operational speeds in congested areas and permitted speeds
while operated on the park snow roads. During the testing, it was
discovered most of the snow coaches could not safely reach the higher

)
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target test speeds. Consequently, the snow coaches and conversion vans
were tested according to their individual capability. Test speeds for the
snow coaches are reported in the results table.

TESTING PARAMETERS:

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) addresses the issue of sound
emissions from snowmobiles and snowplanes, but does not address
sound emissions from snowcoaches. 36 CFR 2.18 Snowmobiles: states,
“maximum A-weighted pass-by sound levels at a distance of 50 feet
(15.2m) under full throttle shall be a maximum of 78 dB(A) for
snowmobiles.” 36 CFR 7.21 and 7.22 specify “maximum sound emission
levels at 50 feet under full throttle from snowmobiles at 78 dB(A) and from
snowplanes at 86 dB(A). The CFR regulations say nothing substantial
about how the measurements are to be taken.

Test procedures for the measurement of snowmobile sound emissions
have been established by SAE and are outlined by SAE Standard J1161,
Mar83. The basic layout for the test track, speed at which the test is to be
made, and basic operational considerations for the instrumentation are
enumerated in this Standard. This Standard is in conflict with the CFR
regulation in that the Standard specifies a speed of 15 mph (24 kph).
There is an additional SAE Standard, J-192, which provides for the sound
level measurement of snowmobiles while being operated at full throttle.
The sound testing for the Clean Snowmobile Challenge 2001 SAE design
competition used both standards for the layout and testing of the sound
level of the competing snowmobiles under maximum acceleration
conditions. The general procedure as described in SAE 2001-01-3652 (2)
was used for this testing, with testing being conducted at steady state

speeds.

Testing for the snowmobiles was done at speeds of 20, 35, and 45 mph.
The 20 mph speed represents speeds likely to be encountered in
congested areas, such as around Old Faithful in Yellowstone Park. The 35
mph speed is the speed limit suggested by the State of Wyoming for the
road segments from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful. The 45 mph speed
is the speed limit on other Park roads. Two skilled and experienced
recreational riders drove all of the test runs.
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The eighteen snowmobiles tested included one 4-stroke model, a 2001
Arctic Cat 4-stroke, and seventeen different two-stroke models. The two-
stroke models tested included one snowmobile with a modified exhaust
system (2001 Polaris 800 RMK with a Starting Line Products single pipe)
for comparison purposes. All other snowmobiles had stock exhaust
systems. All four major snowmobile manufacturers were represented in
the testing (Polaris: 7 sleds, Arctic Cat: 4 sleds, Ski Doo: 4 sleds,
Yamaha: 3 sleds). It should be noted that the only four-stroke model that
was available at the time of testing (due to time constraints of the SEIS
process) was the 2001 Arctic Cat 4-stroke prototype. While both Arctic
Cat and Polaris have 2002 production four-stroke models available,
neither had come off the production line at the time of this testing.

The four snow coaches tested included two conversion vans (one Ford
equipped with front skis and a rear track and one Chevy equipped with
Mattracks), a Prinoth articulated snow coach, and a Bombardier with rear
exhaust. None of the snow coaches had working speedometers, so an
observer inside the coach equipped with a GPS determined coach
speeds. This particular GPS, a Garman GPS lll, had been checked with

police traffic radar for accuracy.

In addition, full throttle acceleration tests were done with two

snowmobiles. The Arctic Cat Four-Stroke was tested along with a Polaris
Sport Touring machine. The Polaris was the control sled used during the
CSC 2001 competition. The Polaris had a peak average reading of 78
dB(A) during this testing as well as during the CSC 2001 testing, indicating
a close correlation between the testing on snow and the current testing on
a grass surface. The two road vehicles were tested under the same

conditions.

The test track was set up at the old airport site just outside of West
Yellowstone, Montana. The test track dimensions were pursuant to SAE
J1161 for a bi-directional test site layout. The surface of the old airport
runway was sparse grass over dirt. The surface was not ideal, but the
testing correlated closely with the control sled data gathered during the

CSC 2001.
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SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES:

1. Test track layout and instrumentation as described in SAE
J1161 and J-192.

2. Three runs in each direction were done at each listed speed; the
dBA level reported in the results table is the average of the
three runs.

3. Atotal of 416 separate sound level measurements were taken
over the course of the testing.

4. Full throttle testing of the control snowmobile showed close
correlation with the CSC 2001 test conditions.

TEST RESULTS AND CONDITIONS:

Testing was done on September 13, 2001 at the old airport in West
Yellowstone, Montana. A test track was prepared according to SAE J1161
and J-192. The day started out ideal for testing. Skies were partly cloudy.
The temperature was in the range of 52°F to 75°F. Winds during testing
were calm to about 10 mph. The surface surrounding the track was sparse
grass covering dirt. The test area was level and free of any trees. The
elevation of the test site was 6740 feet above sea level from GPS data.
Uncorrected barometric pressure was 23.61 inches Hg by GPS, and the
relative humidity was 70% to 80%. A cold front with thunderstorm moved
through the area in the late afternoon. Testing was suspended until after
the storm passed.

The instrument used for the testing was a Quest Technologies M2100,
#DAA070020. The instrument was allowed to equilibrate to ambient
temperature for the time it took to set up the test course. The instrument
was calibrated using the calibrator supplied with the instrument, with
appropriate corrections for ambient conditions. The calibration was
checked each hour.

The instrument was set up 50 feet (15.2m) from the track centerline. The
instrument was oriented horizontally, with the microphone set 60 inches
(1.52m) above the surface. The windshield was in place. Background
noise was between 34 to 42 dBA. The testing took place between 8:00AM
to 7:00PM. Results are presented in the following tables:
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SOUND MEASURMENT TABLES:

Tables 1 through 3 display average sound levels measured for the 18
different snowmobiles at the various speeds. Table 4 provides a
comparison of the sound levels measured for the Arctic Cat 4-stroke, the
Polaris control sled from the CSC 2001, the sound level winning entry
from the CSC 2001, and two SUV’s. Table § displays average sound
levels measured for the four different snowcoaches. Table 6 provides a
comparison of stock snowmobile sound level measurements looking at:
displacement, mileage, fan cooled, two-stroke, four-stroke and brand. A
complete listing of all sound measurements recorded may be found in

Appendix I.
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Stock Snowmobile Sound Levels by Category
Category Speed
Displacement 20 35 45
500 cc or less 71.4 75.8 76.8
501 -699 cc 71,1 75.6 77.0
700-799 cc 714 76.1 77.8
800 cc 73.3 74.9 77.1
Mileage
0-1000 72.0 75.5 76.4
1000 - 3000 71.6 75.7 77.6
3000 and up 70.7 75.5 76.8
Fan Cooled | 72.1 | 766 ! 77.3
All Two Stroke | 71.9 l 75.5 l 77.3
Four Stroke | 67.7 74.1 76.2
Brand
Polaris 70.8 75.2 76.8
Arctic Cat | 71.4 75.3 | 76.8
Ski-Doo | 72.4 76.9 ; 77.8 !
Yamaha 1 70.8 75.0 | 76.9 i
All [ 71.4 ! 75.6 | 77.1
Table 6: Stock Snowmobile Average Sound Level Comparisons

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:

Table 6 is a summary listing of the average sound levels generated by the snowmobiles
during this test series. The results are broken into various categories to answer the
following questions: Does engine displacement make a difference in the sound level
generated? Do snowmobiles get louder as more miles are put on them? Are fan-
cooled snowmobiles quieter or louder than liquid-cooled sleds? Is there a significant
difference between the sound levels of two-stroke and four-stroke snowmobiles? and
Are there noticeable differences between the four major brands of snowmobiles?

12
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As one may see from Table 6, the sound levels are quite uniform across the board,
regardless of the category chosen. Sound levels were generally consistent when
comparing displacement categories at the various speeds. While the 800 cc class was
slightly louder at 20 mph, it was actually the quietest at 35 mph and as quiet as the
other engine sizes at 45 mph. When comparing snowmobiles with few miles of use
versus over 3,000 miles of use, the ones with more miles were either quieter or as quiet
as the new sleds. Fan cooled machines were only marginally louder than average,
regardiess of the reputation these machines may have for being significantly louder than
the liquid cooled versions.

The Arctic Cat Four-Stroke tested was an early production model, introduced to address
the sound and emission concerns being debated. Essentially, Arctic Cat adapted a
liguid cooled four-cycle small automobile engine to the snowmobile chassis. This is a
similar tactic to that taken by the Kettering University team in the CSC 2001
competition. As a category, the Arctic Cat Four-Stroke was the quietest over-snow
vehicle tested. Still, the machine generated a higher sound level at 35 and 45 mph than
was expected, considering the experience with the Kettering University machine during
the CSC 2001. Observers of the Arctic Cat Four-Stroke runs generally commented the
increased noise at 35 and 45 mph was largely mechanical and emanated from the track
and the skis, rather than from the engine. This was also generally true of several of the
more quiet two-stroke snowmobiles tested.

The HMMH Report conducted for the FEIS tested four snowmobiles during their
research. All of these were of 500 cc displacement. Cooling type was not addressed. If
the snowmobile data from the HMMH Report is compared to this new data (hereafter
referred to as the JHSI Report), there is close if not identical correlation at 20 mph to the
500 cc machines tested for the JHSI Repori. As speeds increased, the sound levels
measured for the JHS1 Report were higher than those stated in the HMMH Report. At
40 mph, the HMMH Report finding was 73.9 dB(A). Using the same type of linear
regression model as used in the HMMH Report, the data in the JHSI Report is about 2
dB(A) higher at 40 mph. In essence, the slope of the regression line for the snowmobile
data is steeper for the JHSI Report than in the HMMH Report.

Some may argue the testing surface for the JHSI Report was the cause of the louder
readings than those measured in the HMMH Report. To address this issue, the Polaris
snowmobile used as the control sled during the CSC 2001 competition was run through
a maximum acceleration test series just as it was run during the CSC 2001. in both
cases the sound level measured, rounded to the nearest integer, was 78 dB(A). While
this is not definitive, it does suggest there is close correlation to the data gathered on

the snow surface.

Four different types of snowcoaches were tested for the JHSI Report. These are listed
in Table 5. Testing for the JHS! Report showed significantly higher sound levels for
snowcoaches than those reported in the HMMH Report. Again, correlations at 20 mph
using the regression model from the HMMH Report are quite close, at least for the
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Bombardier. As speeds increased, the variation between the HMMH Report data and
the JHSI Report data became more pronounced. For example, the Bombardier sound
level at 30 mph was reported in the HMMH Report at 74.6 dB(A). Data generated during
this testing (JHSI) reported an average sound level at 30 mph of 78.9 dB(A). The
divergence of the data was greatest when the sound levels for the four-track conversion
van are compared. At 30 mph, the HMMH study reported a sound level of 69.7 dB(A).
The four-track van tested for the JHSI Report produced a sound level of 78.5 dB(A) at
32 mph. This is a significant difference. The Ford two-track conversion van recorded
the loudest sound level of any stock vehicle during its testing. The primary reason for
this was the loud “hissing” exhaust sound made during the runs at 25 mph, which was
the maximum speed for this snow coach.

The HMMH Report mentions using vehicle speedometers in the snowcoaches for speed
determination. None of the snow coaches tested for the JHSI Report had working
speedometers, which is why the GPS unit was used to determine actual ground speed.

SUMMARY:

The loudest stock over-snow vehicle was a Ford two-track conversion van, which
registered an average peak of 81.3 dB(A). The loudest stock snowmobile was a Ski-
Doo Summit 700, which had a peak reading of 79.8 dB(A) at 45 mph. A modified Polaris
RMK 800 was the loudest vehicle tested overall, with a peak average reading of 81.9
dB(A).

The quietest over-snow vehicle tested was the Arctic Cat Four-Stroke touring
snowmobile at 20 mph. Its lowest average reading at this speed was 67.3 dB(A).
Several other snowmobiles were in this range of the high 60’s to low 70’s at the 20 mph
speed. The Bombardier snow coach had a low average reading at 20 mph of 69.9
dB(A), making it the quietest of the snow coaches at this speec.

These data show the sound levels of many late model snowmobiles overlap or are
quieter than snow coaches under the same or similar testing conditions. The quietest
snowmobile at 20 mph produced less sound than any of the snow coaches at the same
speed. None of the over-snow vehicles were as quiet as the wheeled road vehicles
tested, although the Dodge diesel pickup was near the lower level of the snowmobile

sound envelope.

The Arctic Cat Four-Stroke was subjectively considerably quieter at 20 mph than any
other over-snow vehicle. This may be due to the fewer exhaust pulses at a given RPM
as well as the clutching engagement tailored to the four-cycle engine. As the testing
speed increased for this snowmobile, the mechanical sound of the track and under
damped skis overcame the engine sound level. One observation is that this higher level
of track and ski noise may be generated because of: 1) the blow molded plastic skis on
this particular snowmobile model versus a thinner profile plastic ski which appeared to
generate less sound on other models, and 2) more noise and vibration emanating from

14
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the track, perhaps due to track tension, lug height, or other factors associated with track
noise . Because of this, the Arctic Cat Four-Stroke was not the quietest snowmobile at

speeds of 35 and 45 mph.

The lowest average reading for a snowmobile at 35 mph was the Polaris 600 RMK, with
a sound level of 73.2 dB(A). The lowest average reading for a snowmobile at 45 mph
was 75.3 dB(A) by the Arctic Cat Mt. Cat 600. Both of these machines are liquid cooled.
As an aside, the sound level recorded during normal dinner conversation after the

testing was 78 dB(A).

The lowest average reading for a snow coach at a nominal 30 mph is 78.0 dB(A). Both
the Chevrolet / Mattrack conversion van and the Bombardier B-12 snow coach recorded

these sound levels.

For comparison, the Kettering University entry in the CSC 2001 competition recorded a
sound level of 72 dB(A) during the maximum acceleration event. We would expect its
sound level during steady state operation to be considerably lower than this.

Quiet snowmobiles already exist, as shown by these data. The technology is improving
to make these machines even quieter than they are now. Work will need to be done not
only with engine sound levels, but also with the mechanical sound generated by the
track and skis, regardless of whether the over-snow vehicle is a snowmobile or a
snowcoach. This work is going forward with the Clean Snowmobile Challenge as well as

by the various snowmobile manufacturers.

The technology appears to exist to require that over-snow vehicles meet reasonable
sound regulations. However, any regulations written should reasonably consider that
over-snow vehicie sound levels are not attributable just to engine sounds but also must
factor in the other mechanical sounds associated with tracked vehicles. Additionally,
any arguments for banning snowmobiles because of excessive noise will be based
upon emotional rather than scientific reasons since under the excessive sound level
argument, snowcoaches would have to be banned as well because they are noisier

than snowmobiles.
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL

ENGINEERING (CEE)

Only EPA recognized and CARB certified
mobile emission laboratory in California

(Lab is checked by State
for conformity-

- on a monthly basis).
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Currently Contractor for...

o CARB - (State of California) Automotive compliance testing
requirements

o CARB - Motorcycle surveillance testing

o CARB - Vehicle In-Use Surveillance testing

o FORD - Vehicle In-Use program (vehicle procurement/testing)

o FORD - Vehicle Reality program (Vehicle procurement/testing)

o EPA - Direct Import vehicle program (vehicle conversion,
testing & documentation)

o BMW - Vehicle Reality testing

o LAND ROVER - Vehicle In-Use testing

o VOLKSWAGEN - Vehicle In-Use/Reality testing

o AUDI - Vehicle In-Use testing

o HYUNDAI /KIA vehicle procurement/testing

o SouthWest Research Institute (Vehicle procurement/testing)
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TWO dedicated Lab facilities :

a 3231 S. Standard Avenue, Santa Ana, CA
a 2215 S. Standard Avenue, Santa Ana, CA

Centrally located to 5 major freeways

)

80,000 sq.ft. operational space

O

42 employees (Engineers, mechanics, technicians, analysts)

[w]

a9 -TestCells

o 6 - Variable volume Sheds

o State-of-the-art refueling complex

o 4 - Evaporative Canister Loading units/stations
o  State-of-the-art vehicle procurement center

a  Motorcycle test facility

o Small-engine test facility

o Heavy-duty engine test facility
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LAB TEST CAPABILITY...

o CVS-FTP tests for gasoline/diesel (dilute bag/modal second-by-
second

o CAT-efficiency tests

O

Unified cycle tests

o USOG6 — tests

o ASM --tests

o NMOG —tests

a Shed-Evaporative tests (conventional/variable volume)
o Highway Fuel Economy Tests (HFET)

o Evaporative Canister Loading

o Exhaust gas speciation collection & analysis
o Inspection and maintenance (I/M) tests

a Japan 10/11 tests

o ECE 111560 (European)

o CAP-2000- procedures

o On-Board-Diagnostic (OBD) tests

o Mileage Accumulation tests

o Executive Order (testing/application)
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AFT

ATOMIZED FUEL TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

13465 NOMWAKET RD., APPLE VALLEY, CA 923086591
TEL.: (760) 240-5903 FAX: (760) 240-5132
URL: WWW.AFTCARES.COM

History Behind the AFT Carburetor

Since the beginning of the combustion engine, man has had a natural desire to get as
much power out of the wide variety of motors manufactured for work and play. For the
past 37 years, William “Red” Edmonston has chosen the motorcycle as his passion for
power and speed.

Red started racing Triumph motorcycles in the 1940’s and after 13 years of racing and
breaking bones, he decided to move to California and work with Triumph as a road
manager as well as open a Honda dealership to provide for his young family. During
the 1960’s, Red continually became frustrated with the fuel delivery systems for the
motorcycle industry. Most of the carburetors being manufactured and sold on
motorcycles were complex to tune, and required a constant effort to keep tuned for
proper operation of the motor. This was primarily because of the multiple and
overlapping circuits (different jets for the differing throttle positions) that caused the air
fuel mixture to be very rich at different throttie positions. These early carburetors could
not adapt for altitude changes either, which added to the constantly differing air-to-fuel
ratios and tuning problems. Besides the frustrations that many had with keeping their
motorcycles running at optimum, these crude fuel delivery systems also cause the
motor to run very inefficiently and with significant harmful emissions.

In the late 1960’s, after many years of racing, managing race teams, and selling
motorcycles, Red began his long career of inventing, designing, and manufacturing
carburetors for the motorcycle industry. In short, Red has had a significant impact on
the motorcycle industry over the past 40 years. Red has held nearly 100 patents and
has invented and manufactured nine different carburetors, each of which has shared
some similarities while each subsequent model continually added improvements in
functionality and performance. The history of the Red Edmonston’ carburetors spans
many years and a great deal of experience and improvements:

e 1968-1969: The Lake Injector prototype and final production model carburetor.

e 1970-1971: The Pos-A-Fuel prototype and final production model carburetor.

o 1971: The Pos-A-Fuel with remote float bowl production model
carburetor.

e 1973-1974: The Lectron prototype and final production mode! carburetor.

e 1976-1977: The E.I. Prototype and final production model carburetor.

e 1978: The Blue Magnum production model carburetor.

e 1980: The Bank of Four Blue Magnum model carburetor.

[ ]

1981-1982: The Qwik Silver prototype and production model carburetor.
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o 1082: The Qwik Silver Bank of Four carburetor wins Daytona super-bike

race.

e 1903: The QwikSilver Il production model carburetor.

e 1995: The QwikSilver 1l was sold to the Edelbrock Corporation

e 1997: Red resigned from Edelbrock/QwikSilver to begin development on
a new two-stroke carburetor.

e 1998 The new AFT Two-Stroke Carburetor was tested on a 1997 Honda

CR250 and met California’s new strict off-road emissions
standards, over a 90% reduction in emissions.

e 2000 The new AFT Two-Stroke Carburetors were test on a Polaris 550
Snowmobile and produced an 80% Reduction in emissions.

e June-2000 The new AFT Carburetor for Harley-Davidsons was released.

Red has always been intrigued by speed and power in the motorcycle industry and his
insatiable desire to continually improve on the fuel delivery to the motorcycle engine has
benefited a very long list of motorcycle enthusiast and racers. The complete list of
racing careers that have been enhanced would be far too long to mention, but some of
the more prominent names of racers that have won championships with Red’s
carburetors include Kenny Roberts, Eddie Lawson, Freddie Spencer, Ricky Graham,
and Doug Domokis.

With such a long history of invention successes and countless motorcycle world
championships being won with Red’s various carburetors, one might think that Red
would be content to finish his career on top with the sale of the Qwik Silver Il to the well
renowned Edelbrock Corporation. But fortunately for the industry, this is not the end of
the story for Red Edmonston. Red'’s passion for the industry has now brought him to his
latest venture as part of Atomized Fuel Technologies Inc.

As the history and use of the combustion engine have changed and improved over the
past decades, the majority of the mass production carburetor market for motorcycles
has not. This has left many of the off-road enthusiast at risk of potentially loosing their
rights for going out and enjoying the motor-sport of their liking. With the increasing
world population, and the populations ever expanding concern for conserving our
environment for future generations, a serious dilemma has emerged. Most Americans
and Europeans prefer to live their lives with the philosophy “work hard and play hard”,
and this quite often includes a motor-sport of one kind or another. The majority of the
time, the best performing motors for off-road toys and performance vehicles is the two-
stroke combustion engine. Though this motor tends to be high in performance and
enthusiast’s enjoyment, it also tends to be extremely harmful to the environment
because of all the harmful emissions produced by this rather simple and crude engine.

This has prompted many disagreements between the environmental groups and two-
stroke vehicle manufacturers. In fact, the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) was
sued in 1998 by environmental groups for not acting quickly enough to regulate the
emissions standards for recreational vehicles, especially as utilized on federal
government owned land. The environmental groups won their lawsuit and the EPA is
now required to provide sufficient proof of impending tightening regulations for the
emissions produced by the recreational vehicle market.

2
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The market that is about to feel the heat from these currently developing regulations is
huge. There are over 22 million registered snowmobiles, watercraft, and two-stroke
motorcycles in the United States and Canada. This market is currently relatively
unregulated in regards to emissions standards and it appears there will be some
retrofitting required of some of the current market to meet the imminent regulations.

In 1998, Red Edmonston saw this impending regulation as a threat to the industry he
has lived his life so passionately to advance. So, being the eternal optimist and with his
vast knowledge and experience in fuel delivery systems, he set out to develop yet
another carburetor. This latest carburetor has one similar objective, more horsepower
and torque than the originally equipped carburetors, but a new objective of also
significantly reducing the harmful emissions from both two-stroke and four-stroke
engines. Red and his son, Michael Edmonston (Michael also has a long list of
motorcycle enthusiast accomplishments that include being the winning crew-chief of the
1989 Daytona super bike race), moved back into the Apple Valley building that had
successfully housed the Qwik Silver manufacturing plant and began the research and
development for the new HVV (high velocity venturi) carburetor.

After nearly a year of research and development, testing, changing and retesting, Red
and Mike were finally ready to take their first two-stroke vehicle down to the CEE testing
facility (the only California Air Resource Board — CARB approved testing facility) to have
certified outside testing accomplished for their carburetors. This first test vehicle was a
1997 Honda CR250R racing motorcycle, which is an extremely popular and powerful
off-road motorcycle. The results were very impressive and exceeded their expectations;
with the AFT carburetor alone they were able to see a 50% decrease in harmful
emissions and with the AFT carburetor and specially designed exhaust with a catalytic
converter they saw harmful emissions reduced by over 85%. All this testing was
completed by an independent testing agency and with the most stringent testing
procedures. Along with this significant reduction in emission, the new AFT carburetor
increased useable horsepower and torque by nearly 10% over the original stock
carburetor.

Since accomplishing this first testing with the 1997 Honda CR250R, Red and Mike have
also tested a 2000 Polaris 550RMK snowmobile and seen similar results as the first
motorcycle tests. Now AFT is continuing application testing for other two-stroke
vehicles and larger four-stroke cruiser motorcycles in its own Apple Valley dyno-room.

There are currently four patents or patents pending in relation to the new AFT
carburetor. The two most significant new patents pending are the new oblong venturi
shape that increases the velocity by the fuel needie and thus atomizes the fuel for a
cleaner and more efficient burn, and the float bow! pressurization circuits that allow the
carburetor to be completely altitude compensating for consistent low emission and
enhanced performance at all altitudes without regard to the altitude of the motor during
tuning. For more information on the simplistic, yet technically superior features of this
new AFT carburetor, please read the “Technical Document” for this particular
carburetor.

Since beginning this latest venture, AFT has established alliances with other companies
that are attempting to help the industry via differing avenues. AFT currently holds a
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contract with Extengine that is working with a group of executives in China to help
reduce emissions in their small two-wheel scooter/motorcycle market. China currently
produces approximately 10 million of these scooter motors every year and is desperate
to reduce emissions to an acceptable health level. AFT’s contract is to produce a small
version of the current carburetor and meet European emission standards with their
small scooters. Once accomplished, the Chinese group will be licensed to manufacture
the carburetors for their scooters.

JT Granatelli Lubricants, Inc. is another company alliance entered into by AFT in the
pursuit of preserving the two-stroke recreational vehicle industry. JT Granatelli
Lubricants, Inc. is also very interested in helping the two-stroke and four-stroke market
with a product that is both performance enhancing and emissions reducing. AFT has
been helping the Granatelli company by utilizing newly developed two-stoke oil fuel
mixtures in the AFT dyno room. The results have shown increased motor performance
with the 1997 Honda CR250R when utilizing the Granatelli oil mixture with the fuel
because of increased lubricity and lower emissions created by the Granatelli oil mixed
with the fuel. AFT has also utilized the flow-bench to test Granatelli catalytic converters,
which will likely be required for two-stroke motors in the future to meet ever restrictive
emissions standards.

AFT has now tested their carburetor and exhaust system with the EPA in Ann Arbor,
Michigan and is slowly getting the word out in the industry that having a two-stoke
vehicle with acceptable emissions is within our grasp. Manufacturers have not been
extremely receptive to having a small company such as AFT produce a product that
improves performance and emissions over their own manufactured carburetors, but
AFT will continue to work at educating the industry. The recreational vehicle industry is
very large and there has yet to be any product that has come from the large
manufacturers, two-stroke or four-stroke, that has come close to meeting both the
performance and emissions reduction that Red has accomplished with the new AFT
carburetor.

All the personnel at AFT strive to help the recreational industry, environment, and
ultimately the recreational enthusiast enjoy the sport of their choice. With a little effort
and American ingenuity, we can all enjoy “playing hard” and still save our environment
for future generations!
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AFT Off-Road Carburetor Technical Document

Atomized Fuel Technologies, Inc. has developed and is currently manufacturing
carburetors for off-road motorcycles, ATVs, and snowmobiles. These carburetors
have been proven to increase horsepower, torque, and fuel economy, while
decreasing harmful CO and Hydrocarbon emissions. This document is provided to
explain the technical design and functional aspects of the AFT carburetors.

e The design team of the “new” AFT carburetors have been designing and
manufacturing carburetors for over 37 years and have incorporated many of
the aspects of prior models into this newly enhanced, yet simplified carburetor.
Some of these features are:

o Dual round floats that ride on individual guide rods. This float system
has been proven to be superior to others because the floats are round
and less susceptible to angle changes caused by vehicles being driven
up or down hills or around inclined banks.

o Large capacity float bowl for increased capacity at higher throttie
positions. The larger float bowl also helps alleviate susceptibility to
vehicles traveling with significant angle changes based on topology.

o Dual Blade flat-slide design for reliability and better throttle response
and velocity by the needle where the signal is needed.

o Single Circuit Metering Rod (needle) makes this carburetor extremely
easy to tune. Because there are NOT any jets in this carburetor and
the adjustments are made solely via the patented clicker mechanism
that is accessed from the top of the carburetor. The metering rod, or
needle, is raised or lowered in the venturi to provide a leaner or richer
fuel to air ratio for the bottom third of the throttle position (there are 50
positions in this adjustment, which makes the tuning very precise). To
adjust for a leaner or richer mixture for the top two-thirds of throttle
position the metering rod is easily removed from the top of the
carburetor and replaced with a different needle. There are 21 different
needle grinds and increasing or decreasing the size of the metering
rod/needle will either provide a leaner or richer mixture (4 sizes lower or
higher is the equivalent of a single size jet change so this also aliows
for very precise adjustments).

o Unique high velocity venturi (HVV) shape increases the air velocity
by the needle, which in turn creates more vacuum around the needle
for increased response, torque and horsepower at low throttle positions.
This feature also eliminates the need for an accelerator pump and gives
more power throughout the power-band and increases power all the
way through red-line RPMs. *Patent Pending on this venturi shape
design.

o Altitude compensating pressurization circuit is accomplished by the
unique plenum at the front of the carburetor venturi mouth. Inside this
plenum are two air circuits that internally pressurize the float bow! with
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the exact same atmospheric pressure that is passing by the metering
rod/needle. This pressurization plenum was created to allow the
pressurization of the float bowl without creating the undesirable reverse
pressurization that can occur at high throttle position by installing a hole
or tube for the pressurization circuit directly in the mouth of the intake
venturi (the air flowing through the venturi and past a tube or hole that
is directly in the venturi will actually draw air and possibly fuel out of the
float bow! at high throttle positions because of the same venturi effect
that is caused around the metering rod/needle). Because of the
carburetors unique single circuit fuel system and the lack of fuel jets,
this feature allows the carburetor to automatically compensate for
altitude changes. *Patent Pending on this float bowl! pressurization
design.

o Double tube enrichment and high idle circuit. By pulling out the
choke, the internal circuit for immediate enrichment and delayed high
idle is engaged. This circuit includes a double walled tube with jet-sized
holes in the bottom and in the side near the top of the float bowl. While
the carburetor is not in use, both the inner and outer chamber of this
tube is gravity filled with fuel. Once the vehicle is started, with the
choke cable pulled, the fuel in the inner and outer tubes will be
channeled into the carburetor throat behind the slide. The initial fuel
from the outside tube will serve as an enrichment method for starting
purposes. Once the fuel in the outer tube has diminished, the fuel will
continue to be delivered only through the jet-sized whole in the bottom
of the tube. This fuel will be mixed with air that is now being delivered
through the hole in the upper part of the outer tube, which being
delivered behind the slide will provide for a high idle until the choke
cable is pushed back in and the circuit is closed.

e AFT has incorporated the best of the carburetor designs over the past 37
years of carburetor design experience of Bill “Red” and Mike Edmonston while
reducing the amount of actual parts and complexities of the carburetor. This
carburetor is very easy to install and tune, as well as being attractive to the

eye.

AFT has created a performance enhancing carburetor (generally an eight to fifteen
percent increase in horsepower and torque), as well as keeping an eye toward
atomizing the fuel to create a powerful and clean burn. This carburetor has been
tested with the California Air Recourse Board (CARB) testing center, CEE, as well as
with the EPA in Anna Arbor, Michigan and has demonstrated a 50-55% decrease in
harmful emissions on a Honda CR250R motorcycle and Polaris 5560RMK
Snowmobile by solely changing out the carburetor. With a specially modified exhaust
pipe (a two-stage catalytic converter installed), the emissions were reduced by 80-
90%, while still maintaining an increase in horsepower and torque of approximately

eight percent.
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AFT is continuing to run application testing as well as emissions testing in our own
dyno-room, equipped with a Superflow SF600 flow-bench and SF240 Cycledyn EDI-
current dyno, and look forward to providing increased performance and emissions

reduction for the ever-expanding two-stroke and four-stroke recreational vehicle
market.
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California Environmental Engineering

ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING LABORATORY
3231 S. STANDARD AVE.  SANTA ANA, CA 92705
(714) 545-0822 FAX (714) 545-7667

©3/22/00

Advanced Fuel Technologies, Inc.
13465 Nomwaket Rd.
Apple Valley, Ca. 92308

Re: Testing of the Polaris 550 snowmobile engine.
To: Mr. Edmonston,

C.E.E. has completed testing of the Polaris 550-snowmobile engine. The tests were
conducted to simulate how the snowmobiles are used in Yellowstone National Park.

The test was broken into three modes (idle, 1/3 throttle, 2/3 throttle). Mode 1 was at
normal idle. Mode 2 was at 1/3 throttle to simulate 45 MPH of operation. Mode 3 was at
2/3 throttle, this was for engineering information. Each mode was run according to good
engineering practices. When trying to simulate real world operation we often run into
obstacles that we must over come, which we did. This was a very interesting test
sequence, which was very close to the C. A R.B. small engine program we are currently
working on. The baseline test was with the engine in stock configuration with three
modes of operation being run. The engine was then tested with AFT technologies
installed on the engine with the same three modes of operation being repeated. The
results are significant to say the least (see test summary). Contrary to popular belief two
cycle engines can be made to pollute less with the correct technology C.E.E. looks
forward to continuing with you on this important project.

Sincerely,

Ghngdrind

Manager
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Test Result

Baseline

Mode1 Hec 1005.7
Co 861.3
Nox 4.1

Mode 2 Hc 15403
Co 27014
Nox 11.5

Mode 3 Hc 9214
Co 5797.7
Nox 56.4

With Cat
and Carbs

Mode1

Mode 2

Mode 3

He 7.79
Co 28.66
Nox 5.49
Hc 374.89
Co 668.97
Nox 7.84
Hec 529
Co 1490.65
Nox 67

Page D-103

% Diff

99.22542
96.67383

-33.9024

75.86123
76.23617

31.82609

42.58737
74.28894

-18.7943

Total %
Change

72.49134
82.06626

-5.95689

He
Reduced
Co
Reduced
Nox
Increased



ATOMIZED FUEL TECHNOLOGIES]

HONDA CR250R 1997

AFT CARBURETOR VS STOCK CARBURETOR
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1997 HONDA CR250R

TEST # C.A.RB. STD.
BASELINE THC CcO NOX CcO2 NMHC THC CO NOX CO2 NMHC
Sample 1 2489.5 2776.3 0.49 0.234 34.7
Sample 2 1284.0 11715 0.28 0.142 206 CURRENT 2&4-STROKE OFF-ROAD
Sample 3 25442 2893.9 0.41 0.218 40.1
Grams/Mi 28.075 58.861 0.006 69.02 27.648
Grams/KM  17.467 36.621 0.004 4294 17.201 Grams/KM 1.2 15 - - -
Carburetor
Only REDUCED PERCENTAGE
Sample 1 746.3 1094.5 0.37 0.263 53 Sample 1 70% 61% 24% -12% 85%
Sample 2 500.5 588.1 0.1 0.156 7.6 Sample 2 61% 50% 61% -10% 63%
Sample 3 791.9 1382.5 0.31 0.245 9.0 Sample 3 69% 52% 24% -12% 78%
Grams/MI 9.511 27.483 0.007 75.870 9.402 Grams/M| 66% 53% -17% -10% 66%
Grams/KM 5917 17.099 0.004 47.200 5.849 Grams/KM 66% 53% 0% -10% 66%
Carburetor/
Exhaust REDUCED PERCENTAGE
Sampie 1 361.3 443.6 0.56 0.274 279 Sampie 1 85% 84% -14% -17% 20%
Sample 2 433 14.0 0.36 0.205 3.1 Sample 2 97% 99% -29% -44% 85%
Sample 3 184.9 4289 0.42 0.305 0.0 Sample 3 93% 85% -2% -40% 100%
Grams/MI 1.951 5.650 0.013 103.05 1.948 Grams/MI 93% 90% -117% -49% 93%
Grams/KM 1.214 3.515 0.008 64.12 1.212 Grams/KM 93% 90% -100% -49% 93%
TEST SUMMARY
[ !
40.000 TEEZT —
THC CO NOX c02 NMHC 35.000
Baseline 17.467 36.621 0.004 4294 17.201 20,000
arburetor Only 5917 17.098 0.004 47.200 5.849
Carb./Exhaust 1.214 3.515 0.008 64.12 1.212 25.000 +

i 20.000 4

THC=HYDROCARBON
CO=CARBON MONOXIDE
NOX=NITROGEN OXIDES 10.000 -

CO2=CARBON DIOXIDE 5.000 |

0.000 J

15.000 +

Baseline Carburetor Only Carb./Exhaust
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2000 POLARIS
550 RMK

Note: Tests were conducted on a motor pulied from use in Yellowstone Park with apprximately 5600 miles of usage.

BASELINE HC co NOX CcO2 Fuel Flow
ppm g/h % g’h ppm g/h % Ib/hr
Idle Mode 1 57268.21 1005.7074 2.55 861.3121 77.78 4.1543 4.14 4.68
1/3 Throttle (45mph) Mode 2 51621.99 | 1540.2933 4.85 2701.3676 125.63 11.5141 6.35 10.20
Avg. 54445.10 1273.00 3.70 1781.34 101.71 7.83 5.25 7.44
2/3 Throttle Mode 3 15041.47 821.3749 5.13 5797.6765 293.62 56.3591 7.55 17.66
Avg. (all 3) 41310.56 | 1155.7919 4.18 3120.1187 165.68 24.01 6.01 10.85
Note: Modes 1 & 2 simulate conditions in Yellowstone Park. Mode 3 is for engineering practices.
AFT CARB & EXHAUST HC co NOX co2 Fuel Flow
ppm g/h % g/h ppm g/h % Ib/hr
Idle Mode 1 586.27 7.7906 0.12 28.6531 129.33 5.4911 9.410 258
1/3 Throttle (45mph) Mode 2 18632.56 374.8909 1.81 668.9735 121.38 7.8408 9.950 5.56
Avg. 9609.42 191.34 0.97 348.81 125.36 6.6660 9.680 4.07
% Dect./Incr. 82% -85% 80% -45%
2/3 Throttle Mode 3 12552.55 529.0068 1.93 1490.6523 492.38 67.0229 9.770 11.04
Avg. (all 3) 10590.46 303.8961 1.29 729.4263 247.70 26.78 9.71 6.39
% Decrease ~74% ~74% ~TT% 41%
HC cO NOX cO2 Fuel Flow

Stock Baseline-Yellowstone Park] 54445.10 3.70 101.71 5.25 7.44

Stock Baseline-Overall| 47370.56 4.18 165.68 6.01 10.85

AFT Carb./Exhaust-Yellowstone Park| 9609.42 0.97 125.36 9.68 4.07

AFT CarbJ/Exhaust-Overall] 10590.46 1.29 247.70 9.71 6.39

HC=HYDROCARBON

CO=CARBON MONOXIDE
NOX=NITROGEN OXIDES
CO2=CARBON DIOXIDE

50000.00
40000.00 -
30000.00 -
20000.00 -

10000.00 -

0.00 -

HC

41310.56

9609.42

10590.46
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2000 POLARIS 550 RMK
STOCK BASELINE

Test Performed By:

California Environmental Engineering
3231 S. Standard Ave, Santa Ana, Ca 92705

Date : 3/22/00
Time : 12:06:06

Test Number : DT200023
Tech : B.LEE

Fuel Type :

Engine Type : POLARIS 550

Engine Number
Engine Model
HP

Torque

Max RPM

Idle RPM :
COMMENTS : BASELINE STOCK CARBS AND EXHAUST

Mode 1 / Weight 100.00%

Parameter English Units SI Units

AirFlow rate (dry) 2.54 1lb/h 1150.50 g/h

Fuel flow rate 4.68 1lb/h 2122.80 g/h

Engine speed 2235.70 rpm 2235.70 rpm

Engine torque output 7.36 1lb-ft 32.75 Nm

Power output 3.18 hp 2.37 kW

Bir inlet Temperature 0.00 @F -17.78 &C

Air humidity 55.50 grains/lb dry air 7928.71 mg/kg

Relative humidity 44.75 % 44.75 %

Dyno temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 &C

Exhaust mixing chamber temp 0.00 oF -17.78 oC

Exhaust sample line temp 349.78 goF 176.54 oC

Cell Temperature 73.96 oF 23.31 oC

Engine oil temp 0.00 oF -17.78 &C

Engine oil pressure 2.01 psi 0.14 bar

Barometer 30.00 in. hg 762.11 mm mg.

HC 57268.21 ppm 1005.7074 g/h 1005.7074 weighted g/h

CO 2.55 % 861.3121 g/h 861.3121 weighted g/h

NOX 77.78 ppm 4.1543 g/h 4.1543 weighted g/h

co2 4.14 %

kH NOx humidity cor. = 0.9160483654

H2 dry to wet sub factor = 1.0556683175

K dry to wet sub factor = 0.9511890102

Mode 2 / Weight 100.00%

Parameter English Units SI Units
Page 1 of 2
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2000 POLARIS 550 RMK

STOCK BASELINE
AirFlow rate (dry) 2.54 1b/h 1150.50 g/h
Fuel flow rate 10.20 1b/h 4627.20 g/h
Engine speed 4334.77 rpm 4334.77 rpm
Engine torgue output 16.12 1lb-ft 71.72 Nm
Power output 13.28 hp 9.90 kW
Air inlet Temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 @oC
Air humidity 57.79 grains/lb dry air 8255.17 mg/kg
Relative humidity 40.35 % 40.35 %
Dyno temperature 0.00 @oF -17.78 @C
Exhaust mixing chamber temp 0.00 oF -17.78 @C
Exhaust sample line temp 349.93 @F 176.63 oC
Cell Temperature 78.27 oF 25.71 oC
Engine oil temp 0.00 oF -17.78 oC
Engine oil pressure 2.29 psi 0.16 bar
Barometer 30.00 in. hg 761.90 mm mg.

HC  51621.99 ppm 1540.2933 g/h 1540.2933 weighted g/h
co 4.85 % 2701.3676 g/h 2701.3676 weighted g/h
NOX 125.63 ppm 11.5141 g/h 11.5141 weighted g/h

coz 6.35 %

kH NOx humidity cor. = (0.9251508429

H2 dry to wet sub factor = 2.1035384236

K dry to wet sub factor = 0.9237312797

Mode 3 / Weight 100.00%

Parameter English Units SI Units
AirFlow rate (dry) 2.54 1lb/h 1150.50 g/h
Fuel flow rate 17.66 1lb/h 8011.20 g/h
Engine speed 6719.23 rpm 6719.23 rpm
Engine torgue output 25.93 1lb-ft 115.35 Nm
Power output 33.03 hp 24.63 kW

Air inlet Temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 oC
Air humidity 62.33 grains/lb dry air 8904.72 mg/kg
Relative humidity 38.14 % 38.14 %

Dyno temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 oC
Exhaust mixing chamber temp 0.00 @F ~-17.78 oC
Exhaust sample line temp 349.85 @F 176.58 oC
Cell Temperature 82.28 oF 27.93 @C
Engine oil temp 0.00 oF -17.78 @C
Engine oil pressure 2.41 psi 0.17 bar
Barometer 29.99 in. hg 761.78 mm mg.

HC 15041.47 ppm 921.3749 g/h 921.3749 weighted g/h
CO 5.13 % 5797.6765 g/h 5797.6765 weighted g/h
NOX 293.62 ppm 56.3591 g/h  56.3591 weighted g/h

co2 7.55 %

kH NOx humidity cor. = (.9438105103
H2 dry to wet sub factor = 2.1679176298
K dry to wet sub factor = 0.9127234496

Page 2 of 2
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2000 POLARIS 550 RMK

AFT CARBURETOR AND EXHAUST SYSTEM

Test Performed By:

California Environmental Engineering
3231 S. Standard Ave, Santa Ana, Ca 92705

Date : 3/22/00
Time : 4:40:11

Test Number : DT200027
Tech : B.LEE

Fuel Type

Engine Type : POLARIS 550

Engine Number

Engine Model

HP

Torque

Max RPM

Idie RPM

COMMENTS : WITH CAT AND CARBS BY AFT

Mode 1 / Weight 100.00% / 1700 rpm / 0.00 torque

Parameter English Units SI Units
AirFlow rate (dry) 2.54 1b/h 1150.50 g/h
Fuel flow rate 2.58 lb/h 1171.20 g/h
Engine speed 2622.20 rpm 2622.20 rpm
Engine torgue output 3.74 1b-ft 16.65 Nm
Power output 1.90 hp 1.42 kW

Bir inlet Temperature 0.00 @F -17.78 @C
Air humidity 66.67 grains/lb dry air 9523.82 mg/kg
Relative humidity 35.42 % 39.42 % ’
Dyno temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 oC
Exhaust mixing chamber temp 0.00 @F -17.78 oC
Exhaust sample line temp 349.93 oF 176.63 2C
Cell Temperature 83.30 @F 28.50 oC
Engine oil temp 0.00 oF -17.78 oC
Engine oil pressure 2.35 psi 0.16 bar
Barometer 29.98 in. hg 761.51 mm mg.
HC 586.27 ppm 7.7906 g/h 7.7906 weighted g/h

co 0.12 % 28.6531 g/h 28.6531 weighted g/h

NOX 129.33 ppm 5.4911 g/h . 5.4911 weighted g/h

Ccoz2 9.41 %

kH NOx humidity cor. = 0.9623099121

0.0360934601
0.9193466658

H2 dry to wet sub factor
K dry to wet sub factor

Mode 2 / Weight 100.00% / 1700 rpm / 0.00 torque

Parameter English Units

Page 1
Page D-113



2000 POLARIS 550 RMK
AFT CARBURETOR AND EXHAUST SYSTEM

AirFlow rate (dry) 4.91 1b/h 2224.91 g/h
Fuel flow rate 5.56 1lb/h 2521.20 g/h
Engine speed 4564.83 rpm 4564.83 rpm
Engine torque output 16.10 1b-ft 71.64 Nm
Power output 13.90 hp 10.37 kW
Air inlet Temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 @C
Air humidity 67.75 grains/lb dry air 9678.10 mg/kg
Relative humidity 36.96 % 36.96 %
Dyno temperature 0.00 @F -17.78 eC
Exhaust mixing chamber temp 0.00 @F -17.78 @C
Exhaust sample line temp 349.63 g@F 176.46 @C
Cell Temperature 85.80 e@F 29.89 oC
Engine oil temp 0.00 oF -17.78 oC
Engine oil pressure 2.39 psi 0.17 bar
Barometer 29.98 in. hg 761.54 mm mg.
HC 18632.56 ppm 374.8909 g/h 374.8909 weighted g/h

co 1.81 ¢ 668.9735 g/h 668.38735 weighted g/h

NOX 121.38 ppm 7.8408 g/h 7.8408 weighted g/h

coz2 9.95 %

kH NOx humidity cor. = 0.9670333300

H2 dry to wet sub factor = 0.6237210084

K dry to wet sub factor = 0.9069807153

Mode 3 / Weight 100.00% / 1700 rpm / 0.00 torque

Parameter English Units SI Units
AirFlow rate (dry) 2.54 1b/h 1150.50 g/h
Fuel flow rate 11.04 1b/h 5006.40 g/h
Engine speed 6490.10 rpm 64590.10 rpm
Engine torgue output 25.19 1lb-ft 112.07 Nm
Power output 33.88 hp 25.26 kW
Air inlet Temperature 0.00 e@F -17.78 &C
Air humidity 69.06 grains/lb dry air 9865.88 mg/kg
Relative humidity 38.04 % 38.04 %
Dyno temperature 0.00 oF -17.78 &C
Exhaust mixing chamber temp 0.00 @F -17.78 &C
Exhaust sample line temp 349.86 g@F 176.59 @&C
Cell Temperature 85.49 oF 29.72 oC
Engine oil temp 0.00 oF -17.78 @C
Engine oil pressure 2.37 psi 0.16 bar
Barometer 29.98 in. hg 761.62 mm mg.
HC 12552.55 ppm 529.0068 g/h 529.0068 weighted g/h

CO 1.93 % 1490.6523 g/h 1490.6523 weighted g/h

NOX 492 .38 ppmn 67.0229 g/h 67.0229 weighted g/h

coz 95.77 %

kH NOx humidity cor. = 0.9728454970

H2 dry to wet sub factor = 0.6681605880

K dry to wet sub factor = 0.9077893235
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study was commissioned by the Montana Legislature under the
guidance to the Department of Environmental Quality” to research the
status of two-stroke engine technology development in Montana with
a focus on identifying the best ‘fit’ for Montana and advanced two-
stroke engines. Additional study elements include the identification of
the ‘players’ or ‘stakeholders’ in Montana; the Montana market for
two-stroke engines; and state-specific technical, regulatory, and/or
commercial barriers to this technology, and if they exist, how can they
be overcome.

Montana’s strongest connection to the two-stroke engine has
historically been associated with seasonal recreational uses, i.e.,
snowmobiling, off-highway vehicles (OHVs) including motorcycles,
marine engines and personal watercraft (PWCs) or jet skis.
Snowmobiling generates the greatest economic development for
Montana, $44 million in nonresident expenditures in 19982, in large
part due to the activity in and around Yellowstone National Park.
Nonresident expenditures were also measured for OHVs and net
economic benefits were found to be modest and possibly negative
due to trail upkeep costs and low non-resident expenditures. No
quantifiable measures were found for PWCs and they are the
smallest recreational group of the three. There are an estimated
33,400 outboard motorboats in Montana with the vast majority
assumed to be older two-stoke engines.

The use of two-stroke engines in forestry and mining was also
investigated. In both applications, the use is quite modest, i.e., there
were 1,983 professional ‘fallers’ and ‘buckers’ in 1998 statewide and
100 or less two-stroke engines used in today’s hard rock mining
operations.

' Funding for this study came through the Petroleum Violating Escrow Fund to be used for more efficient

energy usage or petroleum displacements.

2 Residents also generated an estimated $35 million in in-state expenditures. Eleven million dollars in
labor income to Montanans providing goods and services to the snowmobile industry was also generated in
in the 1997-98 season as estimated by the University of Montana Bureau of Business and Economic

Research.
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There is no research & development (R&D), or manufacturing of two-
stroke engines in Montana. A few small Montana-based companies
were identified that produce and sell aftermarket specialty
components for ultra high performance snowmobiles and OHVs.

The Business Recruiter for the Montana Department of Commerce
indicated that the state can only offer modest direct financial
incentives for attracting new business and these incentives are
provided to local communities which then try to develop matching
funds and leverage federal programs such as HUD Community
Development Block Grants and US Department of Labor in-plant
training dollars. Efforts to recruit small innovative manufacturers to
relocate to Montana will need to be spearheaded by local
communities or innovative public/private collaborations.

More stringent Federal environmental regulations set in motion by
state agencies such as Montana DEQ, are affecting virtually all
applications of two-stroke engines in Montana. The results, still
unfolding, will be technology substitution to four-stroke engines, and
improvements in two-stroke engines such as the use of fuel injection
and adjustable exhaust tuning. In 1999, the State of Montana passed
the Montana No Wake (Jet Ski) Law (HB626) to counter growing
opposition to uncontrolled use of PWCs.

The primary stakeholders include business interests (manufacturers,
sales and rental), local economic development organizations (e.g.,
West Yellowstone and Lincoln Chambers of Commerce), advocacy
groups of multiple use for public lands (e.g., the BlueRibbon
Coalition) environmental groups (e.g., the Greater Yellowstone
Coalition), state and federal land managers (e.g., Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, DEQ, US Forest Service,
National Park Service, and the US Bureau of Land Management),
residents of recreational areas (e.g., the Flathead Lakers), and local
and national media.

The stakeholders are, not surprisingly, often at opposition. PWC and
snowmobile trade groups are litigating recent court decisions that
prohibit the use of their products on certain public lands, most
notably, snowmobiles in Yellowstone National Park In a nationwide
poll of 1, 003 likely voters conducted in May 2001," 70 percent of the

Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine Technology in Montana
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respondents supported a continued phase out of snowmobiles in
Yellowstone National Park even with cleaner and quieter models.
This recent poll is being widely published in the wake of the June
24™ 2001 New York Times article? that the Bush administration may
be on the verge of reversing the National Park Service’s
recommended ban on personal snowmobiles in Yellowstone National

Park.

There is also growing local opposition, such as the Flathead Lakers
Association and local residents, towards the perceived danger and
environmental damage caused by PWCs. In both instances, it is likely
that there will be greater limits on access to public lands and that the
new models of these recreation vehicles will be quieter and less
polluting than the old models. Some Montanans fear that older, more
polluting models will be “dumped” in Montana where state and local
regulations are less stringent than places such as Lake Tahoe in

northern California.

In terms of Montana economic development, the greatest need and
opportunity is to preserve and build on the existing tourism base
ensuring safety and access to public lands using improved engine
technology. It is possible that this emotionally charged public land
access issue of motorized recreational vehicles will promote
advanced two-stroke engine technology for responsible use on public

lands.
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I. PROJECT INTRODUCTION

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) contracted
with the National Center for Appropriate Technology (NCAT)
headquartered in Butte, Montana, with the overall task of researching
and promoting advanced two-stroke engine technologies. The initial
funding for this study came from a legislative appropriation from the
State of Montana whose main interest is in wise use of energy
resources.

The project has three distinct components.

1. In April 2001 Chrysalis Technology Group, Ltd. of Kirkland,
Washington, undertook a baseline review of the status of two-
stroke engines and competing technology. The emphasis was
placed on larger, two-stroke, spark ignition (gasoline) engines
for use in off-road vehicles notably snowmobiles, which have
been economically important to smail Montana communities.
The baseline study also focused on the identification of
improvements to two-stroke engines from a national and global
perspective, especially with regard to lowered emissions and
increased engine efficiencies. The global perspective takes into
consideration environmental, institutional and technical barriers
and opportunities for increasing market size of advanced two-
stroke engines. Alternative technologies were also identified.

2. Under the direction and support of Howard Haines, Bioenergy
Engineer, DEQ Planning Prevention & Assistance Division,
NCAT staff concurrently developed a comprehensive website
on clean snowmobile technology. The address of the
forthcoming website is: www.cleansnowmobilefacts.com.

Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine Technology in Montana 6
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3. This study, The Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine
Technology in Montana, is the third component and was
conducted by Emily Miller, a technology market research
consultant located in Moab, Utah. As the title conveys, this

study examines the status and potential of two-stroke engines
in Montana.

The service sector, and in particular tourism and recreation, are major
industry sectors in Montana and the two-stroke engine has
traditionally been used in winter (snowmobiling) and summer (marine
and personal water crafts and off road vehicles) recreation.
Increasingly environmental pressures are forcing changes in these
recreation vehicles. In brief, there is a great deal at stake for the local
and state tourism-based economy. To begin to address these issues,
the extent or absence of two-stroke engine technology development
within Montana are reviewed and discussed along with the statewide
marketplace for two-stroke engines.

Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine Technology in Montana 7
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II. STATUS OF TWO-STROKE ENGINE DEVELOPMENT IN
MONTANA: END-USE APPLICATIONS, MARKET
CHARACTERIZATION AND STAKEHOLDERS

Research & Development and Manufacturing

This initial aim of this study is the identification of direct linkages in
Montana to two-stroke engine technology development. Typically,
research and development (R&D) in engine design and/or
subsequent manufacture and sales would be found within the
manufacturing industry and/or spin-offs from the university system.
This study’s author could find no R&D or manufacturing of two-stroke
engines. Emission studies within Yellowstone National Park were
conducted by the University of Denver. Details follow.

The College of Engineering at Montana State University, located in
Bozeman, has Montana’s only post-graduate level mechanical and
industrial engineering program, and to date has had no involvement
in two-stroke engine development. In fact, the State of Montana is
one of the sponsors of the Clean Snowmobile engineering student
competition, which has just completed it's second year (please see
http://www.sae.org/students/snow.htm). Professor Doug Cairns of the
College of Engineering says that “We were conspicuous in our
absence.” He explained that funding sources and faculty advocation
of a project area must exist, and at the time of this study (May 2001)
none have in the area of advanced two-stroke engine development.

Montana State University Northern, in Havre, Montana, has an
automotive technology degree program within its College of Technical
Services, but no program in two-stroke gasoline engine technology.

WestStart—Western Systems, Technologies & Advanced Research
for Transportation— was established in February 1999 as a consortia
of 13 western states (including Montana) and three Canadian
provinces to promote advanced transportation technology. Montana
was briefly considered as a possible site for an advanced
transportation business incubator. However this concept never
materialized due to Montana’s low score on basic siting criteria such

Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine Technology in Montana 8

Page D-123



as access to markets and strong local financial support.® WestStart
staff members did express considerable interest in the Yellowstone
snowmobile situation; believing that a successful solution in an area
with such high national visibility could increase awareness and
interest in advanced transportation technology.

From an industry perspective, there are several small Montana-based
companies involved in the design or manufacture of snowmobile
performance products, but none involving engine design. The largest
is Dynojet Research, Inc. established in Belgrade, Montana in the
1970s and now the manufacturing base for fuel injection performance
products. The company moved its headquarters to Las Vegas,
Nevada and its 80 employees are roughly split between the two
locations. A company engineer, Jeff Todey, says that the company is
hoping and anticipating that four-stroke engines will increase in the
snowmobile marketplace and this would benefit Dynojet’s fuel
injection products.

Another company, Northern Lites Inc. of Columbia Falls, Montana,
designs and fabricates lightweight snowmobile components such as
brakes that are used in high performance snowmobiles and
competition motorcycles. The company, started by racecar driver
Dennis Kegel, has gone after a narrow aftermarket niche, and
employs between 2 and 6 employees. Sales are said to be “way
below one million.” Kegel believes that two-stroke engine technology
must change and reduce the smoke and noise levels. He also asserts
that four-cycle engines will become the technology of choice for
family snowmobile touring.

Crazy Mountain Extreme in Clyde Park, Montana is another small
producer of high performance aftermarket snowmobile products. The
company also builds ultra high performance snowmobiles, using
existing commercial brands such as Polaris as the base technology.
These limited production sleds are priced up to $24,500 or about four
times the cost of the average snowmobile.

Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine Technology in Montana 9
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Montana Applications, Market and Stakeholders in Two-Stroke
Engines

Despite the lack of direct linkages with the design and development
of two-stroke engine technology in Montana there is a strong interest
in and use of two-stroke engines in Montana particularly from the
tourism and recreation sector. Even though Montana is 44" in
population density, it ranks 11" in the absolute number of
snowmobile registrations nationwide. As many as 95,000 Montanans
may be snowmobile recreationists—eleven percent of the 902,195
residents counted in the 2000 Census.

Two-stroke engines offer inherent advantages over conventional four-
stroke engines of comparable size with respect to size, weight, cost
and power. A two-stroke engine can have 40 percent fewer
components and be 30 percent lighter than a four-stroke engine.
What is probably better known about the (older) two-stroke engines
are their high level of noise and emissions. Table 1. provides the
number of registered Montana snowmobiles, all-terrain vehicles
(ATVs)/off-road bikes, and personal watercraft (PWC).

Table 1. Montana Registrations

1999 | 2000
Snowmobiles 20,7 1194
61 62
ATVs/Off-Road Bikes | 16,7 | 20,0
12 33
Personal Water Craft | 4,52 | 5,13
0 1
Other Motorized 46,2 | 421
Watercraft 37 14

Source: the Montana Title and Registration Bureau of
the Department of Justice, Deer Lodge, MT
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Snowmobiles

The most vocal and well-publicized group concerning two-stroke
engines are those involved in the Yellowstone National Park
controversy over access of snowmobiles powered with two-stroke
engines within the park boundaries. Key proponents of private
snowmobile use within the park are snowmobile manufacturers,
national user advocate groups and some business interests within the
community of West Yellowstone, Montana. In April, 2000, a federal
ruling called for the elimination of snowmobiles from national parks,
including Yellowstone. The International Snowmobile Manufacturers
Association filed a lawsuit regarding the process and a settlement
negotiation remains underway. Observers say the National Park
Service is likely to maintain the ban scheduled to take effect in the
winter of 2003-2004 to give snowmobile rental companies time to
switch over to snow coaches, van-like vehicles that carry eight or

more people at a time.

As a point of reference, the 1992-93 season was the peak year for
snowmobiles within Yellowstone National Park with more than 77,000
snowmobiles entering the park which exceeded the projected number
for the year 2000.* The general trend is that Montana snowmobiling is
a growing spor’t when the number of nonresident activity days were
compared.’ From 1993 to 1998, activity increased by 20 percent over
the period, from about 185,000 nonresident activity days in 1993-94
to over 222,000 in 1997-1998.

During the 1998-99 winter season, more than 62,000 snowmobiles
and 1,300 snow coaches brought visitors inside the park. The
coaches are required to meet the more stringent emission standards.

In an updated report scheduled to be published in June 2001,
“Snowmobile Contributions to Mobile Source Emissions in
Yellowstone National Park” by Dr. Gary Bishop, et. al. of the
University of Denver, the author concludes that the emission rates
speak to the need for the snowmobile industry to move away from
two-stroke designs to more efficient four-stroke engines.® Specifically,
Bishop’s most recent study shows that snowmobiles account for 33%
of the annual emissions of carbon monoxide and 82% of
hydrocarbons in Yellowstone National Park using an equivalent best
estimate for the summer mobile source emissions.
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On April 23, 2001, the National Park Service announced that
President Bush has allowed a law eliminating use of private
snowmobiles in Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks to take
effect as scheduled. The Administration's announcement was made
in conjunction with Earth Day.” In a June 24™, 2001 New York
Times article,® it was reported that the Bush administration may be
preparing to reverse its prior decision to ban private snowmobiles in
Yellowstone National Park. Those close to the negotiations with the
snowmobile manufacturers, say an agreement is likely to allow a
limited number of snowmobiles equipped with new technology
engines and that the industry says are cleaner and quieter.

This latest action is likely to be hotly contested by environmental
groups who claim that public opinion is on their side based on a
recently conducted national poll.

The results of the Zogby International poll conducted may 14™ to May
18™ 2001 are included in their entirety below:

1) Do you strongly support, somewhat support, strongly oppose or
somewhat oppose allowing the use of jet skis, dirt bikes,
snowmobiles, and other off-road vehicles in America's national

parks?

. Strongly support: 12%
. Somewhat support: 17%
o Support: 29%
. Somewhat oppose: 26%
. Strongly oppose: 41%
o Oppose: 67%
2) The National Park Service has a rule prohibiting the use of jet skis
in national parks. Knowing this, do you strongly support, somewhat

support, strongly oppose or somewhat oppose prohibiting the use of
jet skis in our national parks?

« Strongly support: 46%
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. Somewhat support: 14%
o Support: 60%
. Somewhat oppose: 14%
. Strongly oppose: 23%
o Oppose: 37%

3) The National Park Service has decided to phase out the use of
snowmobiles in Yellowstone National Park. Do you strongly support,
somewhat support, somewhat oppose or strongly oppose the Park
Service's decision to phase out the use of snowmobiles in
Yellowstone?

. Strongly support: 47%
« Somewhat support: 19%
o Support: 66%
. Somewhat oppose: 17%
. Strongly oppose: 12%
o Oppose: 29%

4) According to the manufacturers, the next generation of
snowmobiles will be cleaner and quieter than existing models.
Conservation and recreation groups say that even if snowmobiles are
somewhat cleaner and quieter, it will not stop the threat they pose to
public safety and wildlife. Do you think that the newer machines
should be allowed in Yellowstone National Park, or do you think that
the Park Service should continue to phase out snowmobiles in
Yellowstone?

. Continue to phase out: 70%

. Allow snowmobiles: 24%

Source: www.earthisland.org/bW/PLNTWCpoll.html
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Estimated Economic Impacts of Snowmobiles in Montana

The most concentrated direct economic impact of the snowmobile
ban will be felt by the businesses in West Yellowstone, Montana. The
University of Montana Bureau of Business and Economic Research
estimated® that in 1998, non-resident snowmobilers spent about $200
per activity day statewide, including food, lodging, and often,
snowmobile rental costs. In total, nonresident snowmobilers spent
over $44 million dollars in Montana during the 1997-98 season for
daily personal expenses and it is estimated that 75% of all
nonresident snowmobiling occurred within Yellowstone National Park
for an estimated $33 million in local expenditures. Table 2 details the
estimated aggregate nonresidential expenditures of snowmobilers in
Montana.

Table 2: Total Nonresident Expenditures of Snowmobilers
Throughout Montana, 1997-98

Gas for snowmobiles $2,842,851
Gas for transportation 3,206,006
Lodging 15,657,962
Eating & drinking places 10,921,362
Grocery and 2,112,087
convenience stores

Entertainment and 2,118,771
recreation stores

Other retail 2,698,035
Snowmobile dealers 4,014,748
and repairs

Total nonresident $44,131,036

expenditures

The impact of snowmobile related spending could also be
demonstrated in terms of jobs and income. The Bureau estimated
that nonresident snowmobilers generate over $11 million per year in
labor income for Montanans — or about 800 full and part-time jobs. It
is further estimated that one-quarter of these economic impacts occur
in the West Yellowstone area. Therefore, 25 percent of $11 million
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equates to $2.75 million per year in labor income and about 200 full
and part-time jobs. Snowmobile rentals and repairs in West
Yellowstone amount to $1 million annually. Finally, in West
Yellowstone, 28 to 30 percent of resort tax revenues are collected in
the winter.

Approximately 25 percent of the nonresident spending becomes
direct labor income for Montanans - income earned by people who
work in lodging places, eating and drinking establishments, and other
businesses that service tourists. The remaining percentage is spent
on items that must be imported into Montana for sale such as film,
groceries and clothing. In addition to state income tax generated by
service employees, the state treasury gains an estimated $1 million in
revenue from the Montana Highway Trust Fund from the state
gasoline taxes.

Yellowstone Stakeholders:
Opponents of a Snowmobile Ban:

Bill Howell

Yellowstone Arctic Cat

W. Yellowstone, MT
406/646-7365 (w) —7475 (h)

Bill Howell is co-owner of the West Yellowstone Conference Hotel
with 123 luxury rooms and a 10,000 square foot conference center as
well as Yellowstone Arctic Yamaha rentals and sales. In anticipation
of the tightening regulations on snowmobiles, Howell introduced the
first commercially available four-stroke Arctic Cats in time for the
2000-2001 season. Fifty sleds were made available as rentals and 50
more will be added prior to the 2001-2002 season. The customer
response was reportedly positive, and Howell says “It is a comfort
riding sled that an aging population will appreciate, as well as the
lower maintenance and much better fuel efficiency.” He says that the
ten to fifteen percent price differential can be recovered quickly—
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within a year or two. He speculates that the two-stroke engine as we
know it probably won't exist (in the future).

One of Arctic Cat’s primary competitors, Polaris, is going to introduce
its prototype four-stroke snowmobile in time for the 2001-2002
season. Only 150 will be produced for the first season, but plans are
to ramp up production for subsequent seasons.

Gale Loomis
Traveller’s Snowmobile
West Yellowstone, MT
406/646-9332

Another of the largest snowmobile rentals and dealers in West
Yellowstone, Traveller's is also the exclusive Polaris dealer for that
sales territory. Loomis says that his rental business is planning to
offer up to 100 of the new four-stroke Polaris showmobiles—or one-
half of Polaris’s total prototype inventory for the upcoming season. At
the time of this report (2001), Loomis feels that US snowmobile
manufacturers were resistant to change which manifested itself in an
arrogance. He points out that Polaris is building its four-stroke model
from scratch, unlike Arctic Cat, and the company has committed
substantial funds in R&D.

Traveller's Snowmobile wanted to equip fifty of its fleet with the
prototype retrofit kit for reducing showmobile emissions that had been
developed by Atomized Fuel Technologies, Inc. ( please see
www.aftcarbs.com ). The company, AFT, was contacted by the
Chrysalis Technology Group, Ltd. in the two-stroke engine baseline
study and is included under the report section Potential Solutions.
In brief, the intent is to offer kits for retrofitting engines of major
snowmobile manufacturers with atomizing carburetors and catalytic
converters at a cost of about $750. AFT carburetor and catalyst
technology was fitted to one of Traveller's Polaris 550 snowmobile
engine, and tested by an independent testing laboratory. Since the
laboratory results were positive, Gale Loomis intended to purchase
fifty retrofit kits, but abandoned the project when a purchase price
could not be agreed to between Travellers and AFT.
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Another significant stakeholder, the BlueRibbon Coalition, aims to
keep federal land open to multi-use and in particular, OHVs through
legislative lobbying activities and litigation. Within the Yellowstone
area Vicki Eggers is the Blue Ribbon Coalition Outreach and
Education Specialist. Vicki Eggers said that a recent trip to the east
coast reminded her of the importance of informing people about what
was really happening in Yellowstone National Park and that the
snowmobilers were not harassing wildlife as many of the public
believed. Contact information is:

National Membership, 1-800-258-3742, www.sharetrails.com

Vicki Eggers, 406/646-9646 email: viki@gomontana.com

Proponents of a Snowmobile Ban:

Jon Catton, Communications Director
Greater Yellowstone Coalition
Bozeman, MT

406-586-1593
www.greateryellowstone.org

The Greater Yellowstone Coalition (GRC) operates from private
foundation and donor funding that amount to about $2 million/year.
Although the defense of the National Park System final ruling is a
high priority of the GRC, this issue is “one of many” for the
organization. According to Catton, even if snowmobile emissions and
noise levels were reduced, the ban would still stand due to their
adverse impacts on wildlife and health of workers unless the Final
Rule is overturned. As of the time of this writing, the snowmobile
manufacturers as represented by the International Snowmobile
Association were in closed negotiations with the Department of
Interior in response to the manufacturers’ lawsuit.

Other environmental groups with a vested interest in the outcome of
the national parks snowmobile and jet ski bans, with offices in
Montana include:
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Montana Chapter of the Wilderness Society
Bozeman, MT

406/586-1600

Contact: Bob Ekey

www.montanaws.org

Montana Wilderness Association
Madison-Gallatin Alliance (one of six chapters)
Bozeman, MT

406/582-8600

www.wildmontana.org

National Parks Conservation Association
Helena, Montana and Washington, DC
Contact: Tony Jewett, Helena 406/495-1560
Kevin Collins, Washington, DC 202/454-3392
www.npca.org

Kevin Collins, legislative liaison for the National Parks Conservation
Association provided testimony on July 13, 2000 to the US House
Small Business Committee’s Subcommittee on Tax, Finance and
Exports. The testimony argues that a ban on snowmobiles will not
impact the local economy of West Yellowstone as much as the
community has estimated. Below is an excerpt of his testimony:'®

“The economist on contract with the Park
Service for economic analysis for the EIS
recently conducted an economic impact
assessment for the five surrounding
counties. He found that the impact to West
Yellowstone would be barely perceptible,
even without mitigating efforts such as
expanded marketing to attract other winter
visitors. (John Duffield, Bioeconomics, Inc.)

The economic analyses for the snowcoach
only alternative (G) were computed in two
ways. Each was based on an assumed 33
percent reduction in winter visitors, with 37
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percent of nights spent in West Yellowstone
(out of the five surrounding counties). Local
multiplier effects are included. One method
predicted an approximately $4.5 million
impact.

A second method estimated an approximate
$5.2 million impact. In economic terms,
these two figures are so close as to be
virtually the same.

The winter economy in West Yellowstone
has been stable since the 1980s, with no
significant growth®. In contrast, the summer
economy has been growing steadily within
normal economic fluctuations. The local
economy is driven by park visitors, and as a
whole (summer and winter) has been
growing at 10 percent per year because of
summer growth.

Significantly, there have been fluctuations of
up to 15 percent in one year from which the
economy has recovered without adverse or
lasting effects. For this reason, Duffield
categorized the potential $5-million loss to
West Yellowstone's winter economy as
inconsequential to the economy as a whole
and not involving adverse, lasting impacts.
Furthermore, with an aggressive marketing
scheme to attract new and replacement
visitors and an expanded fall shoulder
season, the dip in winter revenue can be
mitigated further”.

31t is noted that Duffield’s analysis was based on the resort tax and exludes such revenue generators as
snowmobile sales and rentals. Taking account only of the drop in room rentals, Duffield’s work estimated
a $8.9 to $11 million reduction in locally generated business.
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Snowmobiles, Other Areas of Montana

The 1998 BBER study estimated that ten percent of Montana
households owned one or more snowmobiles. Translated into the
number of recreationists, BBER says the data suggests that as many
as 95,000 residents are snowmobile recreationists. Residents
identified the number one issue facing snowmobilers as maintaining
open access to public lands. (Impact on the environment was cited as
the number one issue by less than ten percent of the snowmobile
population surveyed).

The Montana Snowmobile Association was also contacted and has a
broader interest in maintaining access to federal lands but is still a
stakeholder in Yellowstone National Park.

Fay Lesmeister, President
Montana Snowmobile Association
Fort Shaw, MT

406/264-5393

The Montana Snowmobile Association has between 1,800 and 1,900
members. Lesmeister says that their group is pushing for quieter
snowmobiles and for better gas efficiency. He believes that the four-
stroke engine snowmobile will be the future direction and is ideal for
trail riding and most use in the Midwest and the Eastern US. He
acknowledged that the drawbacks are a heavier sled with greater
mechanical complexity. Most snowmobilers trade in their
snowmobiles every four years or less to get the latest technology.
Two-stroke snowmobiles, he believes, will have continued market
share for mountain travelers.

Because snowmobiling in Montana is relatively dispersed, the
exception being the Yellowstone National Park area, the stakeholders
are generally the 32 local snowmobile groups (see www.mtsnow.org )
and chambers of commerce in the communities where there are
nonresident snowmobile recreationists. These areas include the Big
Hole Valley, Lookout where Idaho and Washington residents make
day-trips; and in northwestern Montana where Marias Pass and
Eureka draw some limited Canadian visitation. Smaller numbers of

Status and Potential of Two-Stroke Engine Technology in Montana 20

Page D-135



nonresident snowmobilers also visit Cooke City, Lincoln, and Seeley
Lake.

Returning to the 1998 snowmobile study conducted by the BBER, the
economic inflow into these areas (excluding West Yellowstone) from
expenditures of nonresidents are estimated to be $33 million a year
and the creation of 600 full and part-time jobs for Montanans.

In concluding this section identifying the stakeholders in Montana
snowmobiling, it is interesting to note that the most frequently cited
issue of all snowmobilers (resident and nonresident) is access to
snowmobiling areas with safety factors the second most common
issue. Less than 5% of respondents to the survey identified smoke
emissions or noise issues. It is the sense of this study’s author that
there is a discernible shift in attitudes about noise levels and
emissions since the time that the BBER survey was conducted in
1998 driven in large part by the closure of some national parks and
ongoing pressure by environmental groups to close additional federal
lands. As a result, a cleaner, quieter snowmobile, two- or four-stroke,
will have a more receptive marketplace.

Watercraft

Total motorized watercraft in Montana amounted to about 50,000 in
1999 of which approximately 33,400 are outboard motors, 12,100 are
inboard motors, and 4,500 are personal watercraft according to the
National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA) of Chicago. Jim
Petru, statistics manager, also reports that Montana outboard engine
sales ranged between 894 engines in 1997 and a high of 1,262
engines in 2000. He speculates that even today less than fifty percent
of new outboard engines sold are not compliant with the EPA
regulations scheduled to take effect in 1996. While the Honda engine
is advertised to exceed EPA regulations, Honda is a relatively small
market player according to Mr. Petru. The “Big Three” manufacturers,
Brunswick, Bombadier, and Yamaha, are extremely closed mouth,
even to the NMMA, about what percentage of their new model engine
unit sales are in compliance with the stricter regulations. Another
barrier is the substantially higher price of the four-stroke outboard
engine as compared to a two-stroke engine—up to 50 percent more.
Finally, Petru notes that two-stroke outboard motor engines are
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commonly in use for twenty or more years if maintained. In
conclusion, it is probably safe to assume that the vast majority of the
33,400 outboard motorboats in Montana are older two-stroke

engines.
Personal Watercraft

In 1996, the Glacier National Park Superintendent banned personal
watercraft (PWC) from Lake McDonald. This was preceded by the
July 1990 ban on PWC on Lake Yellowstone enacted by the Park
Superintendent in anticipation of potential problems'". In the 1999
session of the Montana State Legislature, House Bill 626, The
Montana No Wake (Jet Ski) Law was introduced and passed. In brief,
it recognizing the growing conflict between PWC recreationists and
non-users, it prohibits the use of PWCs on certain waters by rule of
the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks Commission, and establishes a
200-foot safety zone from the shoreline. It was enacted in June 1999.
Since then, new legislation was introduced and passed to include
additional provisions due to increasing public concerns.

Last year, the US National Park Service banned personal watercraft
(PWC) from two-thirds of all National Parks. In a recent settlement
(December 2000) between the US Department of Interior and the
Bluewater Network, a project of the not-for-profit Earth Island
Institute, (please see www.earthisland.org ) the two parties agreed
that the remaining 21 parks would be included in the ban unless the
DOI could prove that the machines do not harm the environment. The
story continues to unfold —- in April 2001 the Secretary of the
Interior, Ms. Gale Norton, ordered a temporary suspension of the ban
and commenced a review of four national parks, all on the east coast.

These details are presented to illustrate the rapidly changing situation
with major consequences for the personal watercraft industry. While
the number of PWCs in Montana is considerably lower than
snowmobiles—approximately 5000 or one-quarter of the number of
snowmobiles based on registrations data from with the Montana Title
and Registration Bureau in 2000—its data also shows that eighty
percent of PWCs are five years or older. '2 \While the two national
parks prohibit PWCs, Flathead Lake, the largest freshwater lake
wholly within the contiguous 48 states, and the Thompson Chain of
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Lakes, all in northwestern Montana, remain open to PWC
recreationists and are beginning to generate local controversy.

The Flathead Lake Monitor (Summer 2000 edition) states that....

“Of all the problems, concerns and issues
members (of the Flathead Lakers, a voluntary
association of 1000 homeowners and
concerned public—please see
www.flatheadiakers.org) and the public bring
up to the Flathead Lakers’s board and staff,
PWC top the list. We have heard stories of
inconsiderate and dangerous operator
behavior and wildlife harassment... We've also
heard about long-term area residents
responsibly and courteously enjoying using
their PWC.”

In response to the concerns the Association has formed a
subcommittee and developed a survey of its 1000 members to
research, develop and analyze options and make recommendations
for addressing problems associated with PWCs. Larry Hanzel, Vice
President of the Flathead Lakers Association, feels that the PWC
noise level is the main issue, followed by safety. According to Board
Member Rose Schwennesen there is increasing concern over the
release of MTBE" in the lake’s water, and concern that Montana will
become a dumping ground for California’s banned two-stroke engine-

powered PWCs.

Region One of Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks also conducted

public scoping on “motorized watercraft conflicts and opportunities”
and of the 438 surveys returned 325 felt that a problem exists. The
most frequently proposed solution was the placement of restrictions

on PWCs.™

The PWC industry has responded to the increasing pressure for
reduced noise and emissions levels with new models that lower
emissions by 75% through use of fuel injection and variable exhaust
ports or four-stroke engines. The Personal Watercraft Industry
Association (please see www.pwia.org) states that many of the 1999
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watercraft are 50 to 70 percent quieter than 1998 models.
Manufacturers have achieved these reductions through the use of
various techniques including intake/exhaust system redesign, active
noise-canceling devices, engine/drive train isolation and additional
noise suppression materials. Honda’s four-stroke engine is pointed
out as being notably fuel efficient and quiet."

In sum, PWCs in Montana are a growing source of conflict and
contention between users and non-users. Stakeholders include these
two groups, as well as local and state officers and legislators,
environmentalists, PWC manufacturers and rental/sales business
persons.

All Terrain Vehic]es/Off-Highway Vehicles

In 2000, the number of registered ATVs and dirt/trail bikes (referred to
in combination as off-highway vehicles or OTVs) slightly exceeded
the number of snowmobiles in Montana in contrast to recent years. '°
An estimated 12 to 13 percent of Montana households own one or
more OTV—the same percentage of household owning
snowmobiles."” However, this group is less cohesive and organized
with only two associations in Montana (please see
www.atvsource.com/clubs/state/montana) as compared to 33 state
and local snowmobile associations. There are a number of
unregistered vehicles used in ranching and other agricultural
operations as well.

In 1996 the University of Montana Bureau of Business and Economic
Research (BBER) was commissioned to estimated the economic
benefits of OHV recreation in a ten-county area of southwestern
Montana, using Boulder, Montana as the ‘epicenter’ of activity. The
study estimated that the total annual expenditures for the study
region was about $3.3 million, of which half was used in gasoline
expenditures. By and large OHV recreationists were likely to make
day trips. The author, Jim Sylvester, said in an interview for this study
that the economic benefits were negligible or even negative after
expenses for trail upkeep and enforcement were accounted for.'®

As with snowmobiles and PWCs, more four-stroke OTVs are being
introduced and sold due to their gas efficiency and lower noise and
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emission levels. However, those looking for a faster, lighter and more
responsive vehicle for competition or mountainous terrain, favor two-
stroke models.

Don Adador, the Blue Ribbon Commission Western Representative,
estimates that about 60% of dirt bikes are two-stroke due to the
attributes mentioned. In comparison, the newer four-stroke engine
models are increasingly appealing to entry-level and general trail
riders.

Despite repeated efforts to speak with the Montana ATV association
representatives, no contact was made.

Forestry

Two-stroke engines are used in professional power chain saws
utilized by Montana forestry personnel. According to the Montana
Department of Labor’s program on Occupational Employment
Statistics most recent survey (1998) there were 1,983 ‘fallers and
buckers.’ ' It was projected that by 2008, there will be a growth of
186 Faller and Bucker positions in Montana. These statistics give a
good proxy of the approximate number of professional power chain
saws in current and projected use in Montana.

Paul Uken, the Safety Ranger with the Montana Logging Association,
says that they are beginning to see new power saws with emission
controls. The woodcutters find them more difficult to keep adjusted
and report there are more breakdowns and less power. As a result,

Uken says that some of the men try to remove the emission
controls.*

Dr. Martin Moss who is the Head of Engineering Quality Services of
Stihl Power Tools, one of the largest chainsaw producers worldwide,
was interviewed. Moss stated that the future direction of professional
power saws is a mandatory tightening of emissions control as set
forth by the US Environmental Protection Agency (please see:
http://www.epa.gov/otag/regs/nonroad/equip-id/hhsfrm/f00007.pdf ).
He expects the price and the weight of handheld professional power
saws to increase about ten to fifteen percent, and said that the
increased weight will be especially unpopular to professional loggers
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who work ten and twelve hour days. While two-stroke engines will not
be replaced with new technology, manufacturers are being forced to
make major system changes in order to comply with the
environmental regulations that began in California under its California
Air Resources Board and is the model behind the US EPA
regulations.

Mining Equipment

Two-stroke engines have been used in mining operations for portable
air and water pumps and small compressors. However, according to
Professor Philip Patton, instructor of mining methods and engineering
at Montana Tech, the use of two-stroke engines today is rare. He
says that they are not heavy or durable enough for commercial
mining operations and that diesel engines are the norm. Based on
approximately twenty-four hard rock mines in operation in Montana
today, plus the miscellaneous “mom and pop” mines, Professor
Patton estimates 100 two-stroke engines are in use today in
Montana’s mining industry.
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lll. BARRIERS CONFRONTING TWO-STROKE ENGINE
AND MARKET DEVELOPMENT IN MONTANA

Montana-Specific Barriers

1. Lack of a significant manufacturing base and
infrastructure. Snowmobiles, personal watercraft, and
off-highway vehicles are produced by a relatively small
number of well-established manufacturers that are
located in areas, e.g., southern California and Michigan,
with an extensive manufacturing infrastructure already in
place. Subcomponents parts and services, skilled labor,
existing distribution channels and transportation access,
and close proximity to major. markets and population
centers are some of the key ingredients of a vibrant
vehicular manufacturing base.

In contrast, the Montana economy is based primarily on
agriculture, retail and wholesale trade and services
(especially medical), construction, government and
tourism related activities. While Montana is the fourth
largest state geographically, its population of just over
900,000 is the size of many smaller American cities. In
2000, only 5.3 percent of the Montana labor force worked
within the manufacturing sector. '

2. Lack of sufficient state economic incentives to attract
existing smaller businesses. Given the state’s limited
manufacturing base and ability to attract large companies,
the opportunities to attract small but growing ventures,
such as companies that provide products for the after-
market, may be more promising. As noted previously,
Montana has a few businesses that design and
manufacture after-market products for the high-
performance segment of snowmobiles and OHVs. All of
these are home-grown, involving Montana native or
current residents.
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Small innovative companies that produce aftermarket
products such as emission and noise control retrofit kits
would meet two mutually compatible objectives—
providing new economic development opportunities in
Montana and providing solutions to address noise and
emission problems with the existing inventory of
snowmobiles, PWCs and OHVs.

Typically efforts to attract such companies involve
public/private sector partnerships and economic
incentives to compensate the entrepreneurial firm for
relocation. In Montana, according to the Department of
Commerce’s Business Recruitment Officer Quinn Ness,
there are only limited direct financial state incentives that
go to the local government participants in the Montana
Certiflied Communities Program. This program provides
matching funds of $5,000 to $25,000 to the local
communities. A complete profile of Montana Business
Incentives is included in the report Appendix. It is the
author’s opinion that efforts to target and attract
innovative small manufacturers will require local
community private/public partnerships. This topic is
addressed further in Section |V, Potential Solutions.

. Lack of advanced engineering programs addressing

two-stroke engines at Montana’s universities and
technical colleges. At the time of this study (May 2001),
there are no programs or centers of technical excellence
in the area of advanced two-stroke engine design from
which entrepreneurial activities can spin off. If one
existed, Montana State University is the logical place for
such a program.

Typically university-based centers of excellence evolve
out of a state’s economic heritage, (e.g., Michigan
universities and their advanced studies in automotive
design, the University of Montana and its well-respected
forestry program). Programs and centers also develop to
meet the needs of the new information economy—such
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as the computer science programs in essentially all
institutions of higher learning.

Advanced two-stroke engine design does not fit the first
criteria—economic heritage— and it is questionable if
there is a sufficient unmet need or ‘sex appeal’ for the
formation of a new program in Montana. Dr. Doug Cairns
of Montana State University said there needs to be
funding and advocation for a new ‘clean engines’ program
of study in Montana, and to date, neither exist.

Other Barriers

1. Technology-substitution that lessens demand for
two-stroke engines. There is no doubt that four-stroke
engines are becoming the technology of choice for
recreation vehicles in markets with tightening
environmental controls. While the manufacturers have
been slow to change over, they have finally made the
transition as well as making the necessary capital
investment in research and development, and retooling
their plants and equipment. And with additional capital
outlays, one can expect greater sales and marketing
efforts from the manufacturers to promote the newest
technology and recover their investments.

In terms of the effects in Montana, rental and sales will be
most directly affected, but probably not adversely.
Businesses have already begun to promote the
advantages of the quieter and more fuel efficient four-
stroke models of snowmobiles, PWCs and OHVs. It is
likely that rental and sales businesses will carry a mixed
inventory of two-stroke and four-stroke. The larger more
profitable rental businesses already are accustomed to
turning over their rental inventory frequently and getting in
the latest models.
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2. Federal regulatory issues likely to remain under
pressure and the scrutiny of the public eye. The
public has become more knowledgeable and concerned
over the continued use of the old two-stroke technology.
At the time of this writing, environmental groups and
industry representatives are locked in litigation over the
access for OHV’s to public lands. The strong tensions that
have developed are not likely to dissipate soon.

These conflicts have caused some industry and traditional
recreationists to rethink the issues of environmental
emissions and noise levels and to publicly state their
support for cleaner and quieter vehicles. This overall
movement and support towards a cleaner engine will
further encourage technology substitution or the redesign
of the two-stroke engine. This could be a positive or
negative impact on two-stroke engines depending on the
future direction taken by the manufacturers.

Two-stroke engines will continue to be favored by those
looking for a higher performance and horsepower
snowmobile to work in deep powder snow.

3. Negative public perception among the general public.
One member of the pro-motorized access Blue Ribbon
Coalition said that there was a misunderstanding by the
general public about snowmobiles in Yellowstone
National Park and their impact on wildlife (especially
buffalo) due to misleading national media stories. A
member of the Flathead Lakers Board of Directors said
that there is concern that northwest Montana will become
the dumping ground for the old models of PWCs now
being prohibited by certain recreation areas such as Lake
Tahoe, California. While these stories are different, they
both convey a negative perception by members of the
general public towards recreation vehicles and/or their

operators.
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The growing negative public perception towards land and
water personal recreation vehicles is another source of
major pressure on the manufacturers to change the
negative public image by reducing the environmental
impacts and encouraging more responsible behavior by
the operators. In any event, the industry status quo of the
last decade and a half is no longer being tolerated.

. Manufacturers have been slow to embrace advanced
two-stroke engine technology development. This is
particularly true with snowmobile manufacturers. Only
recently have snowmobile manufacturers come forward
publicly with new two-stroke engine designs. By the
second year of the Clean Snowmobile Challenge all
four major manufacturers participated in contrast to the
first year. While this student competition has only
completed its second season, it has been very positive in
terms of generating support and solutions to solving the
issues of emission and noise of snowmobiles. The Clean
Snowmobile Challenge has been covered by the national
media and has generated excitement among the
contenders. And perhaps most importantly,
manufacturers are finally taking notice.
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IV. POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS

There is no easy or obvious solution to the attraction or creation of
innovative small manufacturers dedicated to the advancement of
two-stroke engine technology in Montana. For this to possibly
occur there would need to be a champion of the cause, possibly
one of the local economic development authorities that could
assemble a reasonable package of economic incentives combined
with a ‘quality of life bonus’ (i.e., appealing to business people who
are interested in more easily participating in outdoor recreation
than is possible in industrial or populated areas of the country). It
may also be possible to work with the existing small Montana
manufacturers such as Dynojet Research Inc. to include
environmentally beneficial aftermarket products to their offerings.
Perhaps these companies could license technologies and forego
the costly research and development phase. But foremost, there
needs to be a dedicated champion of this technology development
effort from the stakeholders and, in particular, the university
community. Possible sources of funds and champions are:
> A Center of Excellence or a clearinghouse dedicated to
advanced two-stroke engine development, housed at the
National Center for Appropriate Technology or some other
Montana-based organization interested in promoting energy
conserving technologies

> Federal and foundation grant opportunities
> Private/public collaboration between a Montana-based

Center of Excellence and a manufacturer(s) of advanced
two-stroke engines

Preserving Montana’s outdoor recreation activity in a way that
doesn’t further degrade the environment is of greatest importance
in terms of longstanding economic benefits to the State and the
residents of Montana. Adopting this goal may require some degree
of technology substitution, i.e., to a four-stroke engine and the use

of fuel injection on two-stroke models.

Supporting the participation of Montana State University’s
Mechanical and Industrial Engineering Program in upcoming
Clean Snowmobile Challenges will have several benefits. If done
properly, this could become a catalyst that raises the level of
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technical expertise within Montana. And in a state where
entrepreneurial activities are often the best means to acquiring job
satisfaction and security, students may decide to venture out and
begin their own manufacturing business of environmentally friendly
products. It has happened in computer software development.

Despite the adversity felt by some manufacturers of encroaching
environmental controls and limiting access to certain public lands,
a new market is simultaneously being created for quieter, safer,
and more fuel efficient personal recreational vehicles. The
introduction of this new product generation may appeal to more
people who view it as a family activity that doesn’t require rigorous
physical conditioning (ie, the aging baby boomers who are looking
to find suitable substitutions for more risky and strenuous
recreational pursuits such as mountain biking or skiing). In short,
out of adversity may come a larger more diverse customer base.

While Montana’s stakeholders are extremely diverse in their
specific objectives, they do share in the overall goal of maintaining
Montana’s natural environment and appeal. Actions should be
continued to ensure that the old two-stroke engine is replaced with
a cleaner, more efficient technology.
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Atomized Fuel Technologies, http://www.aftcarbs.com/index.html

Blueribbon Coalition, http://www.sharetrails.org/

Bluewater Network, http://www.earthisland.orag/bw/

Crazy Mountain Extreme,
http://www.zigster.net/ziggy/2001/ crazymtnex.htm

Discovering Montana,

http://www.discoveringmontana.com/css/subjects/Default.asp?subiject
=R&type=NEXT

Dynojet Research, http://www.dynojet.com/

Environmental Protection Agency off-road vehicle regulations,
http://www.epa.gov/otag/recveh.htm

Environmental Protection Agency hand-held engine regulations,
http://www.epa.gov/otaqg/regs/nonroad/equip-id/hhsfrm/fO0007 . pdf

Flathead Lake association of residents,
http://www.flatheadlakers.org/BOARD/board.htm

Greater Yellowstone Coalition, http://www.greateryellowstone.org/

Maximum Sled Magazine, http.//www.maximumsled.com/index.asp

Montana by the Numbers (demographic and economic data based on
the 2000 Census)

http://ceic.commerce.state.mt.us/Demog/Mtbynumb. pdf

Montana 1997 Economic Census-Mining,
http://www.census.gov/prod/ec97/97n21-mt.pdf

Montana ATV clubs,
http://www.atvsource.com/clubs/state/montana.htm
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Montana Logging Association, http://www.logging.org/home.htm

Montana Snowmobile Association, http://www.mtsnow.org/

Personal Watercraft Industry Association,
http://www.pwia.org/Home.htm

Statement of Kevin Collins, Legislative Liaison for the National Parks
Conservation Association on snowmobiles in national parks, July 13,

2000
http://208.226.12.12/media center/testimonies/testimony071300.asp

STIHL Power Products, http://www.stihl.com/produkte/index.htm

Yellowstone Snowmobile Ban Recommended,

http://www.mail-
archive.com/buffalovoices@egroups.com/msg00098.html,

October 11, 2000.
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APPENDIX:
Montana Business Incentives

MONTANA BUSINESS LOCATION - POTENTIAL FINANCING
OPTIONS

The purpose of this information is to outline potential sources of grant
and lower cost fixed rate interest loan funding for relocation projects
in Montana. The funding sources are a combination of local, state,
and federal loan and grant programs and tax incentives. Many
community areas have major universities, international airports,
existing industrial parks with available land, railroad access or
potential access, interstate highways, natural and cultural amenities
and sophisticated local governments capable of arranging complex
financial and tax incentives for new business expansion.

The following programs and sources of funding may vary in size and
applicability depending on the provision of more detailed project
information and site location. The funding sources are organized by
grants and quasi-grants, tax incentives, and loans.
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GRANTS AND QUASI-GRANTS

Creation of Tax Increment Financing District

State law provides for the creation of a tax increment financing
industrial district for industrial development projects. A local
government may issue bonds for a wide variety of development
purposes such as: financing land acquisition; industrial infrastructure;
rail spurs; buildings; and personal property related to the public
improvements.

The incremental increase in the tax base over the unimproved value
before the project was developed can be committed to repayment of
the bonds. The bond financing can essentially be considered a grant
by the business because taxes paid will directly benefit the district.
The actual amount of bond financing available is based on the ability
to repay the bonds with the incremental value of the tax increase.

Montana Board of Investments

Infrastructure Program

The Montana Board of Investments (MBOI) may loan funds to a local
government for public infrastructure improvements. The local
government repays the loan from fees and assessments to the
business using the infrastructural improvements. The business may
write off up to 100%

of the related fees and assessments paid to the local government on
its Montana income tax as it documents the related job creation. The
infrastructure improvements function like a grant to the business as a
direct reduction of project development costs. The business to be
assisted is analyzed by MBOI and the final decision is based on the
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strength of the business project being financed. The actual benefit to
the company is limited by the number and quality of jobs created and
the ability of the business to write off the tax credits on its actual
income tax liability. Infrastructure loans are limited to $16,666 per job
created as a result of the project. The minimum loan amount is
$250,000.

Aerospace and Technology
Infrastructure Development Program

The State of Montana may issue and sell up to $20 million in general
obligation bonds for aerospace transportation and technology
infrastructure development projects. The state would own the
improvements funded and would lease the infrastructure to the local
government tax increment financing district or the business being
assisted. The lease amount would be set at a nominal fair value
taking into consideration job creation and overall tax revenue
generated by the project. The statute provides for the principal and
interest payback of the bonds from increased state taxes generated
by the projects funded.

Montana Department of Commerce Economic Development
Finance Program (CDBG)

Up to $400,000 in grant funds is potentially available for local grant
applications involving city and county governments from the
Department of Commerce. Depending on the potential size of the
project, it is possible to combine grants to the county and the city for
a total of $800,000 in potential grant funding in special
circumstances. The grant funds may be used for infrastructure and
for the direct cost reduction of training expenses incurred by the
company. The amount available is limited to $5,000 per employee
trained and $15,000 per full time-equivalent employee hired for
infrastructure projects. In addition, many localities have local CDBG
funds potentially available for projects.
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TAX INCENTIVES

New or Expanding Industry Wage Credit

A new or expanding manufacturing corporation may receive a
corporation license tax credit of 1% of wages paid to new employees
for the first 3 years of operation and expenses.

Local Option Property Tax Incentives

New and expanding industries may be taxed at 50% of taxable value
for the first 5 years after a construction permit is issued. The tax rate
is increased incrementally over the next 5 years to 100% after ten
years at the option of the local government.

NOTE: A lower tax rate reduces the capacity for tax increment
bonding.

There are numerous specialized tax incentives which can be
researched with the Department of Revenue on a case by case basis.

LOW INTEREST LOANS

The Montana Board of Investments (MBOI) may participate in bank
loans up to a maximum of approximately $6.4 million. MBOI may
participate up to 80% of a bank loan made in Montana. The MBOI
participation can provide for fixed loan rates as low as approximately
5-6% depending on the strength of the borrower and the number of
jobs created. Interest rates may be lowered by up to 2.5% for the
initial $6.4 million if a business project involves the creation of up to
50 new jobs paying higher than an established benchmark. The
bank portion of the loan is priced by the lending institution and may
be fixed or variable.
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MBOI may also purchase federal loan guarantees, such as Rural
Development Business and Industry Guarantees, and provide the
same low fixed rate advantages and job creation interest rate
reductions to the business as the loan participation program
described above. MBOI may participate at a higher level if loan
guarantees are available for loans exceeding the $6.4 million limit.
Although the interest rate would still be fixed for loan participations
exceeding $6.4 million, the job creation interest rate reduction would
not apply for the amount exceeding $6.4 million.

New $50,000,000
2% Interest Funding Set-aside

Businesses producing value-added products and commodities and
that project the creation of 15 or more additional jobs are eligible to
apply through a bank for an MBOI loan participation. There is the
potential for an eligible business to receive up to $6.4 million with a
2% fixed interest rate for the first 5 years of the loan term.
Participating banks may not require personal and/or corporate
guarantees. There is no provision for job creation based interest rate
reduction because of the low initial rate.

Montana Department of Commerce Economic Development
Finance Program (CDBG)

Loans of up to $400,000 can be made to businesses creating new
jobs in Montana. Up to $15,000 dollars is available for each full-time
equivalent employee projected to be hired as a result of the business
project financed. The current interest rate is a fixed 8% and is loaned
over variable terms depending on uses of funds. Payment deferrals
are negotiable and loans can be subordinate to other ienders if
necessary and appropriate for the project to proceed. Local
governments would apply on behalf of the business and receive a
grant from the Montana Department of Commerce. The local
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government would provide the granted funds as a loan for the
business.

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

All major, and most smaller, communities in Montana have local
development corporations with local programs that can enhance total
finance packages and assist with business location issues. The
Department of Commerce regularly works closely with local
development corporations to assist with business location projects by
combining resources as much as possible.
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Cyra J. Cain and Howard E. Haines
Planning, Prevention and Assistance Division

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Comparison of Carbon Monoxide Emissions from
Snowcoaches, 1997 and 2001 Snowmobiles, and

2001 Clean Snowmobile Challenge New Technology Applications

INTRODUCTION

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) conducted this
modeling analysis to compare potential emissions from snowcoaches and
different types of snowmobiles. The purpose of this analysis was to
compare carbon monoxide emissions from snowcoaches, older
snowmobiles, and technologically improved snowmobiles using the latest
and best estimates of CO emissions. This analysis builds on information
that was presented previously by DEQ in the “Preliminary Air Dispersion
Modeling Analysis of Yellowstone National Park West Entrance Wintertime

Carbon Monoxide Emissions” (Cain and Coefield, 1999).

Results are presented from two of the alternatives that were considered in |
the “Winter Use Plans Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, and the John D. Rockefeller
Jr., Memorial Parkway.” These alternatives involved snowmobiles as the

predominate transportation vehicle and snowcoaches as a replacement for
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all vehicles entering the park. Additional analysis is presented using data
that were collected in March 2001 on a commercially available two-stroke
snowmobile, and on two-stroke and four-stroke snowmobiles that were

modified by university students to reduce noise and emissions.

This analysis is presented for consideration as part of the Supplement
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) process for the winter use in
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, and the John D. Rockefeller

Jr. Memorial Parkway. The State of Montana has been one of the

cooperating agencies with the U.S. National Park Service (NPS) for both
the SEIS and FEIS.

CLEAN SNOWMOBILE CHALLENGE

In an effort to reduce snowmobile exhaust and noise, the Society of
American Engineers (SAE) has organized a new intercollegiate design
competition, the Clean Snowmobile Challenge (CSC). From this
competition, innovative designs to improve snowmobiles have surfaced,

showing the potential for new machines in the future.

The Clean Snowmobile Challenge 2001 provided university teams the
latest opportunity to modify existing snowmobiles to operate cleaner and
quieter. University teams used both 2- and 4-stroke engine technologies in
their student-modified snowmobiles. However, given the short (4-month)
time frame to adapt the vehicles, many teams had snowmobiles with poor

tuning and clutching, resulting in a wide array of emissions.
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The Clean Snowmobile Challenge 2001 emissions event was conducted at
Flagg Ranch, Wyoming; elevation is approximately 2,092 meters (6,800
feet). Test ambient temperatures ranged from 15 to 35 degrees
Fahrenheit. Southwest Research Institute conducted the emissions testing
(Fussell, 2001). Test equipment included a chassis dynamometer supplied
by Dynaojet of Bozeman, Montana and laboratory—grade instrumentation
supplied by Southwest Research Institute, San Antonio, Texas. Fuel type

for the sleds in this analysis was an ethanol blend (E;1 0)

Data from some of the student-modified machines were eliminated due to
machine failure to meet the minimum requirements of the competition. The
CO emissions analysis was conducted using a range of emissions rates for
each engine speed from the top five placing snowmobiles since each
machine was so unique in design (White et al., 2001). However, this range
was sometimes skewed, as in the idle CO emissions factor for 4-strokes
where one team did not yet have their idle mode properly set. All sleds
with catalytic converters were seasoned during a 100-mile run prior to the
emissions event. Most of the teams used Original Equipment
Manufacturer's catalytic converters, but only two teams were able to
provide an estimate on the longevity of the equipment for this showmobile
application. A chart showing the emission factors for the individual

machines used in this analysis is attached as Appendix B.

The Clean Snowmobile Challenge 2001 results show the kinds of
improvements in emissions that are possible from two and four-stroke

engines used in snowmobiles. It is important to note that these machines

Py
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are not available on the market today. Information on new technology four-
stroke machines would be a useful comparison for this analysis. That
information was not available when this analysis was conducted, but it will

be analyzed if it becomes available.
FEDERAL AND MONTANA HOURLY CO STANDARDS

The 1-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for CO is 35.0
parts per million (ppm) not to be exceeded more than once a calendar year.
The hourly Montana Ambient Air Quality Standard (MAAQS) is 23.0 ppm
for CO not to be exceeded more than once a calendar year, 34 percent
less than the Federal standard. The Montana standard was based on an
epidemiological evaluation conducted by Montana during 1979-1980.

Other states with a different hourly CO standard than the federal one are

California and New Mexico, 20.0 and 13.1 ppm, respectively.
CO HOT SPOT MODELING

An U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) “hot spot” or intersection
model, CAL3QHC, was used to predict the CO concentrations from
vehicles entering and exiting the park entrance during wintertime
conditions. CAL3QHC is a line source dispersion model with a traffic
algorithm for estimating vehicular queue lengths at signalized intersections.
It predicts the concentrations of inert air pollutants such as CO from motor
vehicle exhaust along the sides of the roadways one hour at a time at user-
defined locations (receptors). Wind direction (from which it is coming from)

can be varied from 0 to 360 degrees (at 5-degree increments) to determine
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the highest 1-hour CO concentration. It is considered a screening model
that provides quick, worse case analysis using several broad assumptions
including meteorological and site characteristics to estimate CO
concentrations. Other air pollution models are available, referred to as
“refined”, for a more complete, in-depth analysis that requires on-site

meteorological data.
MODELING OVERVIEW

The screening model, CAL3QCH, estimates the maximum 1-hour CO
concentration using one hour of data, the values are not absolute. To
obtain concentrations more representative of the true atmospheric CO |
concentrations of an area of interest, a more refined model must be used.
These more refined models use hourly vehicle data and on-site
meteorology including wind direction and speed, ambient temperature, and
atmospheric mixing heights. Also, at a minimum, an entire day is modeled.
Topography is further characterized by defining the receptors (the locations
where the model estimates the concentrations) with elevations relative to
the roadway. The signalization cycle (stop and green times) used in this
analysis also needs to be further studied since estimates were used.
Therefore, the results from this modeling analysis should only be used as
relative values for comparison among the scenarios examined specifically

in this investigation.
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MODELING VERSUS MONITORING

The model predicts the maximum 1-hour CO concentrations at each
location (receptor) and wind direction that has been manually entered by
the user; these locations represent areas where the public has access.
According to the model requirements, these receptors cannot be located
within 10 feet (3.0 meters) of the traveled roadways or within tollbooths
(kiosks), intersections, or crosswalks. Another receptor is included to
represent the local CO monitoring station if one exists:.wi\nonitoring stations
are placed near the sources of pollutants according to stringent EPA siting
criteria. For a microscale CO site, such as the one located at the west
entrance of the Yellowstone National Park, the inlet to a CO measurement
instrument must be between 2 and 10 meters (7 and 33 feet) from the
roadway edge and sufficiently distant from obstacles that obstruct air flow

such as buildings and vegetation to assure representative data.

The locations of the highest 1-hour CO concentrations predicted by the
model will not necessarily correspond to the location of the CO monitoring
station receptor. The type, number, and activity of the vehicles (entering or
exiting the park entrance), and wind direction will affect where the model

calculates the maximum CO concentration.

Compliance with the hourly national and Montana CO standards is
determined by the second highest hourly concentration, but the model only
provides the first. Therefore, the model results can only be applied as a
rough estimate whether compliance with the standards will occur. Also, air

pollution modeling focuses on the public’'s exposure to air pollution so the
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highest CO concentration predicted, regardless of the location, is used for
comparison to the standards. In reality, the data collected at the monitoring

inlet will determine the area’s compliance status.
CO BACKGROUND CONCENTRATION

Generally, a background CO concentration must be added to the
CAL3QHC modeling results since this model evaluates only the direct
effects of CO emitted by the vehicles included in the model input file. The
results do not include CO impacts from all other sources of CO that are
close enough to affect the air quality of the area of interest. Indirect
impacts from these sources are estimated and added to the model results
as “background” CO for the final highest 1-hour concentration. These
sources include CO from residential wood burning and other vehicle
emissions outside the immediate area. The CAL3QHC model also does
not have any way to account for residual CO still remaining in the
atmosphere from the previous time period. These residual CO effects must

also be factored into the background value.

Generally, a CO background concentration is obtained from direct
measurement at the site of interest. In October 1998, DEQ installed a
microscale carbon monoxide monitoring station (30-031-0013) on the
northeast side of the Yellowstone National Park west entrance. Due to
machine malfunction, minimal wintertime data were collected. The highest
hourly CO concentration, 18.1 ppm (parts per million) was measured on
February 13, 1999 for the 5:00 to 6:00 P.M. period. The CO concentrations
decreased to 3.1 ppm for the 11:00 P.M. to 12:00 A.M. period. Reviewing
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the data and using DEQ professional judgement, a 5.0 ppm background
CO concentration was selected to represent the worse case residual

impact of CO during stagnation periods.
CARBON MONOXIDE DATA

Exhaust carbon monoxide (CO) emissions were compared from the
snowcoach alternative to CSC 2001 snowmobiles and a 2001 commercially
available snowmobile using the “hot spot” intersection ~;ﬁodel described
above. Baseline CO emissions were estimated using the ISMA-approved
5-mode steady state laboratory methods with a 1997 fan-cooled Polaris
500cc engine (White et al., 1997), and from field evaluation of a 2001
Polaris fan-cooled 550cc 2-stroke snowmobile.

The major differences between the laboratory and field baselines were that
the laboratory data were developed at 20 degrees centigrade (C) at sea
level with an engine dynamometer on an older snowmobile engine using
gasoline. The field data baseline information were taken at cooler and
higher elevation ambient conditions on a snowmobile operating on ethanol
blend fuel (E-10) and tested with a chassis dynamometer system. The
2001 snowmobile was selected randomly from the fleet of 50 snowmobiles
at Flagg Ranch, Wyoming. Emissions data from CSC 2001 were also
reported as brake-specific measurements of grams per kilowatt-hour as
required by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for off-road

engines, but also included dynamometer (snowmobile) track speed.
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The hot spot model requires data in grams of pollutant per unit of distance
(grams of CO per mile or grams of CO per hour for idling). The Pollution
Prevention Bureau, DEQ, converted the snowmobile CO emissions data
from the grams per kilowatt-hour to grams per mile using the raw data
(White et al., 1997; Southwest Research Institute, 1999) for model input.
Data for the idle mode were not modified as it is reported in grams per

hour.

Carbon monoxide emission factors for clean technolo:g;snowmobiles of
the CSC 2001 were developed by dividing grams per hour (of emissions)
for each mode by the track speed (MPH). The Pollution Prevention Bureau
extrapolated the emissions rates to grams per mile. This was done by
plotting grams per mile against the track speed in miles per hour with the
curve extrapolated to slower speeds. For the slowest speeds, the
émissions rate was assumed to be proportional to the reduction in speed.
In other words, the emission factor for 5 miles per hour was half that of 10

miles per hour emission factor for a given machine.

ASSUMPTIONS

There were numerous assumptions made in the modeling demonstration

including the following:

Receptors (locations where the model will estimate the CO concentration)
were located on both sides of the roadway.
Wind direction varied from 0 to 360 degrees, at 5-degree increments.

All vehicles moved at a constant rate when entering the park.
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Morning activity involved no departing vehicles.

Cycle time for vehicles excluding snowmobiles simulated a roadway
intersection: 68 total seconds, 60 seconds red time, and 8 seconds green
time.

Cycle time for snowmobiles simulated a roadway intersection: 30 total

seconds, 24 seconds red time, and 6 seconds green time.

Alternatives were developed for both snowmobiles and snowcoaches, with

several different scenarios developed for snowmobiles.
Snowmobile Alternatives

The following assumptions were used for each of four snowmobile

scenarios. The scenarios are described at the bottom of the.assumptions.

Worse Case Morning Period: 8:00 — 9:00 A.M.
600 Gasoline Snowmobiles, 10 mph; traveling emission factor = 395.0
grams per mile (gm/mi.) (Note: these snowmobiles do not stop to purchase
day pass — express lane).
300 Gasoline Snowmobiles, 5 mph; traveling emission factor = 800.0
gm/mi.

Idling emission factor = 1,000.0 grams per hour (gm/hr)
10 Gasoline Snowcoaches, 5 mph; traveling emission factor = 487.0
gm/mi.

ldling emission factor = 1,000.0 gm/hr
4 18-Wheelers Diesel Trucks, 5 mph, traveling emission factor = 47.5

gm/mi.
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ldling emission factor = 94.6 gm/hr

The number of snowmobiles traveling on the express is always twice the
number of snowmobiles traveling on the other lane based on a
conservative estimate by NPS of the number of vehicles using the express
lane at the West Entrance during the 2000-2001 winter season. In the
previous example, there are a total of 900 snowmobiles on the roadway.
The snowmobiles were traveling in adjacent travel lax;;;. The

snowcoaches and trucks were traveling on one lane.

The 10 gasoline snowcoaches were existing old snowcoaches with no

emissions controls. (Bishop et al., 1999.)

The trucks are included because of deliveries made to the Yellowstone
National Park that pass by the entrance and the CO monitoring station,

even though they do not actually enter the park.

Scenario 1: 1997 fan-cooled Polaris 500cc 2-stroke engine using
conventional gasoline fuel and tested in a laboratory in San Antonio, Texas.
(Alternative A from FEIS)

Scenario 2: 2001 Polaris Trail Sport fan-cooled 550cc 2-stroke
snowmobile using a 10 percent ethanol 90 percent gasoline blend fuel and
tested in field conditions at Flagg Ranch, Wyoming. (This is the baseline

for comparison.)
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Scenario 3: CSC student modified 2-stroke engines using a 10 percent
ethanol: 90 percent gasoline blend fuel and tested in field conditions at

Flagg Ranch, Wyoming.

Scenario 4. CSC student modified 4-stroke engines using a 10 percent
ethanol: 90 percent gasoline blend fuel and tested in field conditions at

Flagg Ranch, Wyoming.
Snowcoach Alternative
Worse Case Morning Period 8:00 — 9:00 A.M.

120 Gasoline Snowcoaches, 10 mph; traveling emission factor = 109.9
gm/mi. (U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1999).

These snowcoaches are assumed to be newer snowcoaches that meet
emissions standards. Consequently the emissions factor used here is less
than the emissions factor for the 10 older snowcoaches considered in the
snowmobile alternatives. There are not sufficient numbers of snowcoaches
available today for a fleet of 120, so additional new snowcoaches would

have to be purchased if this alternative was selected.

A more complete description of the modeling assumptions is in Appendix A.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The original 1999 modeling analysis indicated that the vehicle fleet
comprising 900 snowmobiles (1997 model year) produced the highest 1-
hour CO concentration, 42.2 parts per million (ppm) or 47.2 ppm including
the 5.0 ppm background CO concentration. Without the background CO
concentration, the source contributions by the three different types of
vehicles were snowmobiles (96.0 percent), snowcoaches (4.0 percent), and
diesel trucks (0.0 percent); the Snowmobiles and sno;/v-c?oaches contributed

40.5 and 1.7 ppm, respectively

The model estimated the highest 1-hour CO concentration from the
snowcoach alternative, a fleet of 120 snowcoaches, was 1.1 ppm or 6.1
ppm with the background CO concentration. For comparison, the 1-hour
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) and the Montana Ambient
Air Quality Standard (MAAQS) are 35.0 and 23.0 ppm, respectively, which

can not to be exceeded more than once a year.

Including the background CO concentration, the fleet of 900 snowmobiles
(1997 model year) caused 25.9 and 89.0 percent greater CO
concentrations than the NAAQS and MAAQS, respectively, thereby
violating both standards. Corresponding percentages for the snowcoach
fleet were 82.6 and 73.5 percent less than the federal and state standards,

respectively.

These comparisons use the emissions data from the 1999 report. An

additional comparison was done for the 1997 snowmobiles and is shown in
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Table 1 as “1997 Snowmobile Industry.” This comparison is made
because DEQ was informed by industry that the CO emission factors for 5
and 10 mph used in the 1999 analysis needed to be changed to reflect the
specific engine and power use at those speeds. These new industry
numbers were applied to the 2001 baseline and CSC analysis. DEQ
shows both the original 1999 emissions factors and the newer industry
emissions factors for the 1997 snowmobiles. This allows a comparison to
be made to the various snowmobile alternatives used i_n~ this analysis, and

to compare back to the emissions factors used in the 1999 analysis.

The additional modeling analysis with both sets of emissions factors for the
1997 snowmobiles also shows what impact the new emissions factors
would have had if they had been applied in the 1999 analysis. The results
show some reduction in the atmospheric CO concentration, however, both
the federal and state standards would still be violated. So, there is no

impact on the conclusions reached in the 1999 report.

Travel speeds affect the amount of CO emitted (emission factor) from a
vehicle exhaust. A CO emission factor (E;) estimates the amount of carbon
monoxide emitted from the vehicle’'s exhaust while moving (grams of CO
per mile) or idling (grams of CO per hour). The snowmobiles traveled at
three different speeds in the fore-mentioned analysis: 0 (idle), 5, and 10
miles per hour (mph). The highest amount of carbon monoxide is emitted

during idling and decreases with increasing travel speed from 5 to 10 mph.

The 2001 Polaris fan-cooled 550cc control 2-stroke snowmobile was

selected by the CSC Board of Directors as the typical touring sled
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snowmobile in the greater Yellowstone area. Emissions data from this
snowmobile were used as the best estimate of what is available currently.
Due to these reasons, this class of snowmobile was selected the “baseline”
for comparison to the other types of snowmobiles. This snowmobile was
selected at random from the Flagg Ranch rental fleet. This fleet was
calibrated to run rich (high CO) for reliability and durability in the altitude

and temperature conditions.

Table 1 displays the emissions»testing conditions (fuél_'c;/pe, ambient
temperature, elevation, and environment), CO emission factors (E;) for
snowcoaches, and 2001 CSC and 1997 snowmobiles, travel speeds, and
the percentage reduction (or increase) of the 2001 CSC and 1997
snowmobile emission factors relative to the 2001 2-stroke baseline
emission factors. The relationships (ratios) between the 2001 CSC and
1997 snowmobiles to the 2001 2-stroke baseline emission factors are also
provided in brackets. The HI refers to the highest level for all machines in
that category while the LO refers to the lowest level for all machines in that
category. Note that the units are different for the idle mode (grams per

hour) and the other travel speeds (grams per mile).
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Based on the CO emission factors, the CSC new technology 2- and 4-
stroke snowmobiles would produce significantly less CO, particularly from
snowmobiles with the “low” range emission factors relative to the 2001 2-
stroke baseline emissions factors. For the CSC 2-stroke clean
snowmobiles with the low range of emission factors, CO emissions could
be reduced from 180 to 1700 times with increasing speed. Corresponding
values for the CSC 4-stroke snowmobiles could emit 37,000 to 5,200 times

less CO emissions relative to the baseline.

The high range of emissions factors from the CSC 2-stroke snowmobiles
could produce more CO during the idling phase relative to the 2001 2-
stroke snowmobile, but CO emissions would be reduced 800 fold when
traveling either 5 or 10 mph. Definitive estimates can not be established
due to the wide range of student’s ability to properly tune their engines.
However, the amounts of CO emitted by the CSC new technology
snowmobile exhaust would be considerably less than the 2001 2-stroke

baseline showmobiles.

There are several explanations for the differences in the CO emission
factors between the baseline 1997 and 2001 2-stroke snowmobiles. Use of
oxygenated fuels use by snowmobiles can reduced CO emissions by 9 to
38 percent (White et al., 1998c). Another difference in the 1997 and 2001
emissions factors was that the 1997 laboratory data were different than the
field data as field conditions are usually not repeatable, and probably have
a greater day-to-day variation with the 2-stroke engines than under the lab

conditions.

18
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The data on the 2001 baseline and CSC sleds were performed on a
chassis dynamometer with a procedure that was developed for an engine
dynamometer. Test results were close, but would not be expected to be
exactly the same as the engine dynamometer tests. For example, the 2001
results now include any inconsistencies introduced by the continuously
variable transmission (CVT) that will vary the throttle settings at low speeds
(under 25 mph), and thus, vary the emissions factors in the transitional
area between 0 to 25 mph. In other words, the emissions factor derived at
a power setting for 15 mph, will be different if the engfne increases power
(from 1 mph) or decreases power (as from 30 mph). In these analyses, all

data were run from higher to lower power levels according to the protocol.

The snowmobiles with their corresponding CO emission factors were
entered into the model, CAL3QHC, to determine the highest estimated 1-
hour CO concentration. The initial model run for all of the snowmobile
types was 600/300. This scenario means a total 900 snowmobiles were
traveling the roadway, 600 snowmobiles did not stop (express) and 300
snowmobiles had to stop. Depending on the type of snowmobile, the
number of snowmobiles varied from 100 to 1200 for those traveling on the
express lane. Corresponding numbers of snowmobiles traveling on the
other lane that had to stop (to purchase a day pass) varied from 50 to 600.
The determining factor was whether the estimated CO concentrations from
the snowmobile exhaust violated a federal or state standard; if the
concentration exceeded the standard, increasing the number of
snowmobiles was pointless. Table 2 presents the number of snowmobiles,

the highest modeled 1-hour CO concentrations produced from their vehicle

19
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emissions, and percentages of these CO concentrations to the NAAQS and
MAAQS.

The air dispersion model calculates the CO concentrations at every |
designated point along both sides of the roadway. Changing the direction
the wind is coming from determines which point has the highest 1-hour CO
concentration. Under most wind directions, showmobiles were responsible
for the highest concentrations. However, snowcoaches were the primary
contributor to total CO under certain wind directions. fhé only comparable
CO emissions to the emissions from snowcoaches alone was from the
CSC new technology 4-stroke snowmobiles (low range) where the model
indicated that essentially only the snowcoaches contributed to the

atmospheric carbon monoxide concentrations.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
From this analysis the following conclusions were developed:

The 2001 550cc snowmobile tested in field conditions using ethanol fuel
performed significantly better than the 1997 500cc snowmobile using
regular gasoline fuel. Since the testing conditions were different it is not
possible to draw absolute conclusions for the improvements. It is likely that
the improvements were due to a combination of efficiency improvements by
industry, fuel type, cold temperature field-testing, and a change in the way

the dynamometer testing was conducted.

20
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The baseline 2001 snowmobile data were representative of actual
operating conditions and will be a better comparison for alternatives

developed in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

The snowcoach alternative produced a lower peak 1-hour CO
concentration than any number of the baseline 2001 snowmobiles

evaluated.

New clean snowmobile technologies demonstrated at the Clean
Snowmobile Chalienge 2001 could significantly reduce carbon monoxide
emissions from snowmobiles. These reductions are available from both
two-stroke and four-stroke machines modified by university students, but
not yet commercially available. The competition illustrated the potential of
emissions reductions, however the machines were designed for trail riding
and are not representative of the fuel range of commercially available

snowmobiles.

Up to 750 snowmobiles with emissions similar to the low emissions range
of CSC 2-stroke snowmobiles, using ethanol blend fuel, and with two-thirds
using the express lanes, would produce a lower peak 1-hour CO

concentration than the snowcoach alternative.

Ambient CO levels would be expected to exceed the MAAQS 1-hour CO
standard (by 129 percent) with less than 150 snowmobiles having
emissions similar to those estimated for the high range of CSC 4-stroke

type snowmobiles. (This is based on using the snowcoach alternative

21
Page D-183



from the first report estimating the highest 1-hour CO concentration at 1.1

ppm ).

Up to 750 snowmobiles with emissions similar to those of the CSC 4-stroke
snowmobiles with two-thirds using pre-paid passes would produce a lower

peak 1-hour CO concentration than the snowcoach alternative.

However, the emissions results for the CSC snowmobi_Ie:s are based on
individually modified snowmobiles, not fleets. Whethér the technologies
applied to these machines can be reproduced on a mass production scale
Is unknown, but the competition did require the modifications to be cost
effective and practical. The true test would be for a fleet composed of the
CSC 2-stroke snowmobiles using the ethanol blend to be used in
Yellowstone National Park for several winter seasons under “normal”

maintenance and use.

Further air dispersion modeling using currently available industry
developed four-stroke engines is needed to better determine the effects of

new technologies on carbon monoxide emissions.
Recommendations

Additional information needs to be obtained on new technology
snowmobiles from manufacturers, particularly the 4-stroke machines that
are currently operating in Yellowstone National Park, Grand Teton National
Park, and John D. Rockefeller Jr. Memorial Parkway. Modeling analysis

should be completed with this industry information. The evaluation of the
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Clean Snowmobile Challenge data shows what might occur in the future.
However, information from the manufacturers on current production
vehicles would be the best method to determine what emissions reductions

are likely within the next few years.

Develop a process for student teams to better tune and adjust their
competition snowmobiles to reduce the emissions variability. The large
range of emissions, especially at idle, illustrates that more time and tuning

is needed to eliminate the randomness of emissions.

Continue the use of ethanol fuels in snowmachines. This fuel reduces the

carbon monoxide emissions without impact to the snowmobile operator.
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APPENDIX A. Snowmobile and Bombardier (snowcoach) Carbon

Monoxide Emissions and Air Dispersion Modeling Assumptions.

Snowmobile:

Alternative A: Baseline Gasoline CO Emissions:

Vehicle Miles/Hour Grams/Mile Grams/Hour
0 NA @ 1000
5 1741 NA
15 - 580 "7 NA
25 348 NA
35 249 NA

a

NA = not applicable.

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior. 1999, p. 27, White et al., 1998.

Calculation for 5 mph: The model, CAL3QHC, truncates all CO emission
factors greater than 1,000 to 1,000 so the 5 mph emission factor became

.1,000 grams per mile.

Calculation for 10.0 mph: Graphed the 4 points on graphing paper.
Estimated a curvilinear line through all 4 points since it is well known that
this relationship exists between CO emissions and with vehicle speed

(mph). An 800 gm/mi. emission factor was approximated and used.

Snowcoach:

Bombardier High Altitude Light Duty Gasoline Truck for CO at 5.0 mph =
1,526.06 gm/mi., 25° F, 100% cold starts, calendar year = 1980 since the

Bombardier that have no emission controls similar to pre-1970 V-8 and the
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tables do not precede 1980. Used maximum allowed CAL3QHC CO
emission factor = 1,000.0 gm/mi. (Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission
Factor — Volume Il: Mobile Sources, Table J-27). Idling for CO = 487.0

gm/hr winter conditions: 30° F, 13.0 psi RVP gasoline (Emission Facts:

Idling Vehicle Emissions). Appendix J High Altitude not available for 25.0
mph, but have Tables J-29 and J-30 High Altitude for 19.6 and 35.0 mph,

respectively. Averaged the data for the two types of Snowcoaches and

prorated based on number of each type. 10 Bombardier; High Altitude,
Light Duty Gasoline Truck for CO at 25 mph = 293.46 gm/mi. (19.6 mph) +
192.72 gm/mi. (35.0 mph) = 486.18/2 = 243.1 gm/mi., 25° F, 50% cold
starts 50% stabilized 50% hot starts, calendar year = 1980. Gasoline
Snowcoaches in Lanes 1 and 2 at 10 mph; traveling emission factor =
109.9 gm/mi. (DEIS p. 38). No table available for 15 miles per hour (MPH).
Graphed 5.0, 10.0, 19.5 and 35.0 MPH, 25° F, 100% cold starts, calendar
Year = 1980, and approximated 15 MPH = 630 gm/mi. (Compilation of Air

Pollutant Emission Factor — Volume |l: Mobile Sources, Tables J-27 - 30).
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Electric Snowmobile Demonstration Status Report

Sn#wLectric
George Hansen or Nathan Hansen
P.O. Box 356
Midway, Utah 84049
435-654-3683
gchansen@shadowlink.net

Introduction

Snowlectric has been engaged in a cooperative agreement with the
National Parks Service/Yellowstone (NPS) for the past 18 months to explore the
possibilities of an electric snow machine. NPS supplied Snowlectric with a
Polaris Indy 500 snowmobile chassis, and this machine has successfully been
converted to a fully electric-powered snowmobile. Snowlectric supplied all of the
necessary operating components and labor. This report summarizes prototype
testing and drive analysis.

Power Systems and Performance

Testing was performed at 48, 72, and 120 volts (V), as increased voltage
requires less current to generate the same power. Since high current drain is one
of the primary factors in reduced battery, motor and controller life, it was
expected that higher system voltages should allow more power to be
successfully drawn from the batteries. These concepts proved themselves, as
progressions to higher voltage yielded both increased power and longer runs.
Most of the testing was at 72 V, which yielded a typical run of about 5 miles at 25
mph. A top speed of 55 mph was achieved on asphalt. Acceleration was similar
to a standard snowmobile. Hill performance on slopes of 6-8 percent was 20-30
mph, and 12 mph on a slope of 20 percent. At 120V, the top speed was 35-40
mph. However, spring arrived before a good database could be developed at
120 V. The data suggests to us that 120 volts or greater will be the best choice
for this machine.

Transmission

Two different transmission systems have been tested: a direct drive gear
system that uses a poly belt, and a standard snowmobile clutch Continuously
Variable Transmission (CVT).

The direct drive system has shown itself to be quieter and more efficient at
cruising speed, but has undesirable compromises in gear choices as they relate
to acceleration vs. cruising power requirements.

The existing CVT in snowmobiles has many advantages, primarily it's
performance at a variety of speeds. The standard clutch was modified to operate
within the general RPM range of the electric motor, but was not optimized, as the
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primary clutch will only close about half of what it should. The optimum
combination of heavier weights and lighter springs, as well as the proper chain
case ratio, should correctly tune the CVT to the range of electric motor operation,
thus providing a noticeable increase in efficiency and top speed.

Limitations

One major problem with the current prototype is that it weighs about 900
pounds at 72 V. The recharge time is 4-5 hours. Furthermore, the combination of
cold temperature and high discharge rate is a dual blow to the su:tablllty and life
of lead acid batteries.
Emissions

Zero.

Noise

As expected, this machine exhibits a huge advantage over conventional 2-
stroke snowmobiles in the area of noise reduction. The data in the following table
was collected under the severest possible conditions; a crusty, frozen
snowmobile track with solid frozen surrounding snow. All data was collected at
full throttle using the “A” scale weighting on the decibel meter. Distance was
measured perpendicular to the path of the snowmobile for both (CVT and direct
drive) types of transmissions.

Distance to Snowmobile (ft) CVT noise dB Direct drive noise dB
50 69 66
100 61 61
150 58 ' 54

(In contrast, casual readings taken on 2-stroke snowmobiles in West Yellowstone
registered from 80-85 decibels at 50 feet.)

There is also a noticeable difference in the nature of the noise created by
an electric motor vs. a 2-stroke gasoline engine. The noise created by a 2-stroke
engine is of a much higher frequency, which propagates through air better than
lower frequencies. Electric motors are virtually silent. The majority of the noise
that is created by the electric snowmobile is the inherent low frequency
mechanical vibration created by the transmission, track, suspension, and skis.
These low frequency noises are quickly dampened by the surrounding snow, and
partially explain the rapid drop in noise level with decreasing distance observed
in the above figure. Packed powder or light snow conditions should yield
significantly quieter readings.
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Summary and Proposal

The intent of this project was to demonstrate an electric snowmobile that
used a standard motor and energy supply, and to collect baseline data to prove
concept viability. All testing to this point has been executed using standard
electric vehicle (EV) technology, transmissions modified with standard parts, and
lead-acid batteries. Appropriate technologies for a motor and transmission have
been identified, but lead acid batteries are not a good choice due to their poor
cold weather discharge, low capacity performance, heavy weight, and relatively
meager energy density. The next planned battery step was to upgrade to Nickel
Metal-Hydride (NiMh) batteries, which have improved cold weather performance,
lighter weight, and improved capacity. The advanced step was to explore the
use of fuel cells, which are the most attractive option. Fortunately, fuel cell
technology has increased much faster than anticipated, and small vehicle
transportation fuel cells are now reportedly available for prototype demonstration.
This exciting information leads the scope of the project past NiMh batteries and
directly to fuel cells. Fuel cells provide much higher energy density, immediate
refill, longer range, and greatly decreased weight. It is anticipated that a 20
Kilowatt fuel cell and electric motor package installed on a standard snowmobile
chassis could yield a finished machine weight under 500 pounds, with an
expected range of 25-50 miles with speed and performance similar to current trail
snowmobiles.

Proposed Objectives

1. A consortium of NPS, DEQ/EPA, DOE, DOD and fuel cell manufacturers
should combine their resources to install fuel cells on either a conversion
model snowmobile or “ground-up” prototype. The cold temperature, high drain
conditions under which a snowmobile operates will provide an excellent
testing platform to demonstrate the superior operating capabilities of a fuel
cell. Snowlectric is offering to be the organizer and coordinator of such a
consortium.

2. Rebuild the current snowmobile chassis to 120 volts lead acid system with
and on-board charger and current converters. This option is simply a short
term, economical solution that would continue to provide electric snowmobile
performance data.
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INTRODUCTION

The winter season is an important time of year for the Park County economy. While the
visitor volume and total visitor expenditures are lower than in the summer months, winter
visitors are important because their expenditures help sustain local businesses between
summer season peaks. The winter season is also important because it provides recreation
opportunities for county residents. Much of the winter recreation enjoyed by both
residents and nonresidents in Park County is associated with activities within
Yellowstone National Park. Activities such as back-country skiing, ski mountaineering,
snowshoeing, cross-country skiing, dog sledding, snowmobiling, wildlife watching, ice
climbing, and sightseeing draw both visiting tourists and local residents to Yellowstone
National Park (YNP).

Tourism is an important part of the Park County economy. Based on lodging tax
collections it is estimated that visitor expenditures in Park County totaled about $70
million in 2000. State data indicates that lodging tax collections in Park County
increased by over 9 percent between 1998 and 2000. However, county lodging tax
collections for the winter months increased by over 30 percent between 1998 and 2000.
While total employment increased by less than 3 percent between 1995 and 1999, service
sector employment in Park County during the winter months increased by 15 percent.
These numbers indicate that winter season tourism is a growing part of the Park County

economy.

This report is not intended to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the importance of
the winter visitors in the Park County economy. Rather it is intended to provide
information on what is currently known. More in-depth information about winter visitors
to the area will no doubt improve the analysis when it becomes available.

PROCEDURES

Information for this report was gathered from a variety of secondary data sources
including Wyoming State government agencies and reports, University of Wyoming
studies, consultant reports, and Federal agency reports. Information was also obtained
from the business community in Park County and the Cody Country Chamber of

Commerce.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e On average, over 85 percent of total lodging taxes in Park County were collected
during the five month period from June through October. Although lower than during
the summer season, lodging tax collections during the peak winter recreation month
(January) averaged over 81 percent higher than collections during the fall low point

(November).

e On average, peak total employment for Park County in July was nearly 33 percent
higher than the low point in January. Peak employment for the service sector in July
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averaged 82 percent higher than the low point in January. A reduction in winter
visitors, would reduce winter employment in Park County even more.

Thirty percent of the Park County businesses responding to a survey indicated that
they had direct sales to winter visitors to Yellowstone National Park. These
businesses indicated that sales to YNP winter visitors represented nearly 80 percent of
their total winter sales.

Average daily expenditures by nonresident snowmobilers in Wyoming were $142 per
person. By comparison, average daily expenditures by general winter visitors were
$73 per person and average daily expenditures by general summer visitors were $63
per person. Due to their higher expenditures, snowmobile visitors have a greater
economic impact per visitor day than many other types of visitors to the state.

The 1993-95 Wyoming Snowmobile Assessment estimated that nonresident
snowmobilers spend $109 million annually in Wyoming. These expenditures resulted
in $40 million in personal income and supported the equivalent of 3,063 full-time
jobs for state residence. Nonresident snowmobilers expenditures also generated $5
million in tax revenue for state and local governments in Wyoming. Park County is
an important site for snowmobiling in Wyoming.

It is estimated that YNP winter visitors spent $5.1 million in Park County in 1998.
These expenditures resulted in $1.8 million in personal income and supported the
equivalent of 467 jobs during the winter season for Park County residents. YNP
winter visitor expenditures also generated $306,800 in tax revenue for state and local
governments in Wyoming. YNP winter visitor expenditures represent about 90
percent of total winter visitor expenditures in Park County. Elimination of winter
access to YNP could represent a loss of employment equivalent to over 20 percent of
winter service sector employment in Park County.

Participating in winter recreation activities is important to Park County residents.
The net economic value of participating in selected winter recreation activities for
Park County residents was $3.9 million in 2000. Snowmobiling represented 69
percent of this total.
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PARK COUNTY MONTHLY LODGING TAX COLLECTIONS

Figure 1.
Park County Average Monthly Lodging Tax, 1997-2001
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Monthly lodging tax data for Park County was obtained from the Wyoming Department
of Revenue’s website (Table 1). The data was lagged two months to reflect delays in
reporting. Figure 1 represents the monthly averages for the period May 1997 through
March 2001. In FY97 the Wyoming Department of Revenue changed computer systems
making monthly comparisons with previous data unreliable.

The lodging tax data indicates the seasonal nature of the tourism industry in Park County.
On average, over 85 percent of total lodging tax collections occurred between June and
October, with the remaining seven months accounting for less than 15 percent. Although
lodging tax collections indicate lower winter visitor expenditures, these expenditures are
still important to tourism businesses in Park County. Winter visitor expenditures help
sustain many county tourism business financially between the summer season peaks.

The lodging tax data indicates that tourism is growing in Park County with total
collections increasing by over 9 percent between 1998 and 2000. However, county
lodging tax collections for the winter months (Dec., Jan,, Feb., and Mar.) have increased

by over 30 percent between 1998 and 2000.

Park County lodging tax figures include collections from lodging facilities in the northern
part of Yellowstone National Park (Mammoth, Canyon, Fishing Bridge, and Roosevelt
Lodge). During the winter season only the lodging facility at Mammoth is open.
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PARK COUNTY MONTHLY EMPLOYMENT

Figure 2.
Average Park County Service Sector
Monthly Employment, 1995-1999
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Monthly employment data for Park County was obtained from the Wyoming Department
of Employment (Table 2). These data represents employment covered by unemployment
insurance. Self-employed jobs are not included. Figure 2 summarizes average monthly
service sector employment for Park County for the period 1995 through 1999.

The employment data indicates that employment in Park County is also seasonal in
nature, peaking during the summer tourism season and then declining during the off-
season, On average, employment during the peak in July has been nearly 33 percent
higher than the low point in January. This trend is especially apparent in the service
sector where peak employment in July has averaged over 82 percent higher than the low
point in January (Figure 2).

The seasonal nature of employment in Park County makes expenditures by winter visitors
important to the local economy. Since these expenditures occur during a slow time of the
year they help sustain the local economy between the peak seasons. Without winter
visitors, employment in Park County would be even lower during the winter months.
Also, while total covered employment for Park County increased by less than 3 percent
between 1995 and 1999, service sector employment during the winter season (Dec, Jan.,
Feb., and Mar.) increased by nearly 15 percent.
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PARK COUNTY BUSINESS SURVEY

Figure 3.
Businesses with Direct Sales to YNP Winter Visitors
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In March of 1999 the Cody Country Chamber of Commerce conducted a survey of Park
County business to collect data on sales to Yellowstone National Park (YNP) winter
visitors. The survey results were complied at the University of Wyoming by the
Wyoming Cooperative Extension Service.

About 30 percent of the businesses responding to the survey indicted that they had direct
sales to YNP winter visitors. For businesses with direct sales, YNP winter visitor
expenditures represented nearly 80 percent of their total winter sales.

About 60 percent of the businesses with direct sales indicated that they would have to
layoff employees if YNP prohibited winter visitation. Fifty percent of these businesses
indicated that they would attempt to seek alternative sources of revenue. Thirty percent
of these businesses indicated that they would close the business in the winter. Twenty-
five percent of these businesses indicated that they would reduce non-pay-roll expenses.
Ten percent indicated that prohibiting winter visitors would have other effects on their

business.

The survey results did not consider the secondary economic effects associated with the
loss of YNP winter visitor expenditures in Park County.

Page D-205



COMPARISON OF VISITOR EXPENDITURES

Figure 4.
Average Daily Expenditures Per Person for Wyoming

$150

$100

$50

$0 ’ .
Snowmobilers 93-95 Summer Visitors 97
Winter Visitors 98

The University of Wyoming conducted an assessment of the economic importance of
snowmobiling in Wyoming for the Wyoming Division of State Parks and Historical Sites
based on data from the 1993-94 and 1994-95 winter seasons. This study focused on
snowmobilers utilizing state maintained trails. Annually, Morey & Associates, Inc.
conducts winter and summer visitor surveys for the State of Wyoming. Figure 4
compares the average daily per person visitor expenditure estimates derived from these
studies. Unfortunately, none of the studies contains information specific to Park County

or winter visitation to YNP.

Average visitor expenditures for nonresident snowmobilers were nearly twice that for
general winter visitors and more than twice that for general summer visitors. This
indicates that nonresident snowmobilers are part of the upper end of visitors to Wyoming
in terms of expenditures. Their higher expenditure level means that snowmobile visitors
have a relatively greater economic impact per visitor day on the Wyoming economy than
other general types of visitors to the state.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF SNOWMOBILING TO WYOMING

Figure 5.
Economic Impact of Snowmobiling to Wyoming
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Total Economic Activity $189 Million
Personal income $40 Million
Employment 3,063 Jobs
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The University of Wyoming’s 1993-1995 Wyoming Snowmobile Assessment estimated
the total economic impact of snowmobiling on the state’s economy. The study focused
on snowmobilers utilizing state maintained trails and did not include snowmobiling in
YNP. The study also did not contain any information specific to Park County, however
Park County is an important site for snowmobiling in Wyoming. Figure 5 summarizes
the results of this study.

The study estimated that nonresident snowmobilers spent $109 million annually in
Wyoming. Considering the “multiplier effect”, this spending generated $189 million in
total economic activity in the state. This economic activity resulted in $40 million in
personal income and supported the equivalent of 3,063 full-time jobs for residents. This
economic activity also generated $5 million in tax revenue for state and local
governments in the form of gas tax, registration fees, and sale tax collections.

It is estimated that nonresident visitors represented about one-half of total snowmobile
user days in Wyoming in 1994.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF YNP WINTER VISITORS ON PARK COUNTY

Figure 6.
Economic Impact of YNP Winter Visitors on Park County

Direct Expenditures $5.1 Million
Total Economic Activity $8.7 Million
Personal Income $1.8 Million

467 Jobs

Employment

Tax Revenue $306.8 Thousand

Total winter visitor expenditures in Park County were estimated using total lodging tax
collections for December 1997- March 1998 (see Table 3). YNP winter visitor
expenditures in Park County were estimated from an analysis by the Cody Country
Chamber of Commerce for 1993-96. The Chamber analysis was based on the YNP
Winter Travel Data Report and the YNP/University of Idaho Visitor Services Project
Report 75. The Chamber estimates were updated to 1998 based on changes in average
daily room rates for Wyoming between 1993 and 1998 (Table 3). The economic impact
of YNP winter visitor expenditures was estimated using an input-output model developed
for Park County by the Wyoming Cooperative Extension Service at the University of
Wyoming.

Based on the above methodology it is estimated that winter visitors spent a total of $5.7
million in the Park County economy during the 1997-98 winter season. YNP winter
visitor expenditures represented $5.1 million or 90 percent of the total. Considering the
“multiplier effect”, the $5.1 million in YNP winter visitor expenditures generated $8.7
million in total economic activity in the county. This economic activity resulted in $1.8
million in personal income for residents and supported 467 jobs during the winter season.
The economic activity associated with YNP winter visitors also generated $306,800 in
tax revenue for state and local governments in Wyoming in the form of sales, gas, and
lodging taxes.

Because winter visitation is important part to Park County, the loss of winter access to
YNP would have a serious effect on the local economy. Elimination of winter access to
YNP could represent a loss of employment equivalent to over 20 percent of winter
service sector employment in Park County.
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VALUE OF WINTER RECREATION PARTICIPATION
TO PARK COUNTY RESIDENTS

Figure 7.
Net Economic Value of Winter Recreation
to Park County Residents, 2000
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Total = $3.9 Million

Winter recreation is important to Park County not only because it attracts visitor
expenditures but also because it provides recreation opportunities for county residents.
As such it is part of the quality of life associated with living in Park County. Winter
recreation has an economic value to Park County residents through the enjoyment of
recreation activities that they participate in during the winter season. The 1990 Wyoming
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) provides information on the
participation rates and average number of trips by Park County residents for selected
winter recreation activities. This data was applied to the 2000 population figures for Park
County to estimate the current number of participants and their total trips. Information
from a U.S. Forest Service on net economic values for recreation was then used to
estimate the total net economic value of participation for selected winter recreation
activities to Park County residents (see Table 4).

Figure 7 summarizes the net economic value of winter recreation participation for Park
County residents. The SCORP data indicates that about 10 percent of Park County
residents snowmobile. This compares to 14 percent who cross-country ski, 12 percent
who downhill ski, and 4 percent who ice fish. The average number of trips per
participant for snowmobiling (15.2 trips) was significantly higher than for other winter
recreation activities. Park County residents were estimated to have made a total of over
80,600 winter recreation trips in 2000. Of this total nearly one-half were associated with
snowmobiling. The net economic value of snowmobiling was also significantly higher
than for other winter recreation activities. The total net economic value of winter
recreation to Park County residents was estimated to have been $3.9 million in 2000.
Snowmobiling represented nearly 70 percent of this total. ’
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Table 1. Monthly Lodging Tax Distributions for Park County, 1997-2001

Month (1)

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August

September

October
November
December

Total

1997 (2)

$37,095
$127,049
$206,598
$178,238
$107,253
$37,945
$8,057
$15,465

1998

$13,700
$12,992
$8,258
$14,464
$51,312
$192,502
$199,610
$191,946
$112,240
$27,226
$9,815
$12,384

$846,449

1999

$32,793
$7,842
$15,000
$18,834
$40,527
$140,127
$129,758
$93,268
$74,436
$320,832
$16,802
$11,916

$902,135

2000

$20,408
$6,590
$16,862
$11,857
$39,565
$204,238
$315,518
$115,878
$141,451
$22,971
$10,759
$17,900

$923,997

(1) Lagged two months to reflect delays in reporting.
(2) In FY97 the Wyoming Department of Revenue changed computers systems making monthly

comparisons with previous years unreliable

Source: Wyoming Department of Revenue
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2001

$15,663
$11,162
$10,5857
$24,531

Average

$20,641
$9,647
$12,669
$17,422
$42,125
$165,979
$212,871
$144,833
$108,845
$102,244
$11,358
$14,416

$863,049

Percent

2.4%
1.1%
1.5%
2.0%
4.9%
19.2%
24.7%
16.8%
12.6%
11.8%
1.3%
1.7%

100.0%



Table 2. Monthly Employment for Park County, 1995-1999

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Month Total Total . Total Total Total  Average
January 10,196 10,058 10,023 10,286 10,480 10,209
February 10,259 10,191 9,945 10,245 10,577 10,243
March 10,295 10,163 10,183 10,318 10,699 10,330
April 10,688 10,606 10,425 10,660 10,839 10,644
May 11,539 11,486 11,574 12,076 12,187 11,772
June 13,279 13,193 13,467 13,401 13,795 13,427
July 13,458 13,582 13,713 13,428 13,635 13,563
August 13,128 13,443 13,489 13,222 13,324 13,321
September 12,385 12,583 12,437 12,526 12,553 12,497
October 11,479 11,436 11,545 11,697 11,953 11,622
November 10,735 10,504 10,645 10,974 11,129 10,797
December 10,667 10,302 10,569 10,770 10,798 10,621
Average 11,509 11,461 11,501 11,634 11,831 11,587
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Month Service Service Service Service Service  Average
January 2,094 2,065 2,217 2,238 2,390 2,201
February 2,136 2,164 2,170 2,241 2,406 2,223
March 2,042 2,151 2,217 2,242 2,414 2,213
April 2,127 2,147 2,281 2,347 2,444 2,269
May 2,755 2,684 2,760 3,089 3,165 2,891
June 3,640 3,640 3,729 4,011 4,258 3,856
July 3,908 3,970 4,007 4,017 4,154 4,011
August 3,721 3,820 3,820 3,926 3,914 3,840
September 3,009 3,017 3,264 3,443 3,463 3,239
October 2,630 2,655 2,737 2,918 2,989 2,766
November 2,189 2,188 2,280 2,484 2,477 2,324
December 2,081 2,097 2,293 2,381 2,370 2,244
Average 2,694 2,708 2,815 2,945 3,037 2,840

Source: Wyoming Department of Employment
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Table 3. Estimated Winter Visitor Expenditures for Park County, 1997-98

Total Winter Visitors Lodging Tax Collections (Dec97 - Mar98) (1) $50,415
Lodging Tax Rate ' ) 4.0%
Winter Visitor Lodging Expenditures $1,260,375
Percent of Total Expenditures for Lodging (2) () 21.9%
Total Winter Visitor Expenditures $5,744,965
Distribution of Winter Visitor Expenditures (2)
Accomodations $1,260,375
Restuarants $1,143,131
Groceries $175,866
Entainment/Attractions $498,288
Outfitter/Guides $117,244
Shopping $2,022,462
Gas $439,666
Car Rentals $87,933
Total $5,744,965
Average Daily Room Rate for Other Wyoming - Excluding Jackson (3)
Change
1993 1994 1995 1996 1993-96 1998 1993-96 Ave
Season Season Season Season  Average Season vs 1998
December $36.48 $38.37 $39.00 $39.13 $38.25 $41.60
January $37.05 $38.47 $40.02 $39.17 $38.68 $41.03
Februay $37.34 $38.51 $40.73 $39.91 $39.12 $43.41
March $38.15 $39.28 $41.73 $40.91 $40.02 $42.94
Winter Season Average $39.02 $42.25 108.3%
Annual YNP Winter Visitor Expenditures - Park County, 1993-96 (4) $4,736,941
Adjustment to 1998 108.3%
YNP Winter Visitor Expenditures - Park County, 1998 $5,129,024 -

Source: (1) Wyoming Division of Economic Analysis, Department of Administration and Information
(2) Morey & Associates, Inc., Winter Visitor Survey - 1998
(3) Wyoming Lodging and Restaurant Association, Rocky Mountain Lodging Report
(4) Cody Country Chamber of Commerce
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DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EISFORWINTER USE

M ONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Introduction
General resource inventory (and monitoring) and adaptive management are two approaches to

assure the implementation and success of management actions. General resource inventory
and monitoring in accordance with the National Park Service (NPS) 77 Resource Management
Guidelines (NPS 1991) is a necessary part of the decision that proceeds from the Winter Use
Final SEIS.

The two approaches are distinguished by the degree of uncertainty regarding the impactsto
park values. Adaptive management is an appropriate approach when important information
pertaining to natural resource and visitor use management is lacking, and there is a need to
take immediate management action rather than to wait for additional information to be
collected. It isaprocess of implementing management decisions as scientifically driven
experiments that test predictions and assumptions in management plans, and using the
resulting information to improve the plans. General resource monitoring is appropriate where
standards exist either in laws, regulations or general management plans. Technigques must be

available to measure conditions for effective comparison with the standard.

Additionally, the National Parks Omnibus Act of 1998 requires a program of inventory and
monitoring of National Park System resources to establish baseline information and to provide
information on long-term trends of the condition of national park system resources (16 U.S.C.
5934). The service also must use the results of scientific research, including monitoring and

inventory, in making decisions about the management of parks (16 U.S.C. 5936).

The Winter Use SEIS identifies information needs related to winter use as it may impact
critical park values: air quality, natural quiet, wildlife, aquatic resources, and visitor
experience. Both adaptive management and monitoring require standards, or thresholds, to
establish baselines upon which to assess degradation to monitored park values. Theinitial
identification of indicators, standards, methods and management responses that relate to
critical valuesislocated in SEIS appendix X. Thisisthe basisfor developing monitoring

plans.

Coordination and Responsibility Requirements
Monitoring programs will be coordinated between Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National

Parks. The programs will function and be coordinated through the planning staffs of both

parks. The development of annual plans and reports will be coordinated through the planning
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units, and the planning units will be responsible for delivering those products to management.
Other park divisions will coordinate with planning, and provide resources for performing

monitoring tasks.

Adaptive Management Program
The essential first step when formulating an adaptive management strategy for the affected

environment is to articulate the critical uncertainties, particularly where some information is
known about a specific resource but conclusive evidence is currently unavailable. Based on
current knowledge, a management scenario is then designed to test specific hypotheses
relating to the critical uncertainties. Monitoring and evaluation strategies are then employed to
evaluate outcomes rel ative to acceptabl e thresholds, and assist in the devel opment of
management alternatives. Monitoring within the framework of adaptive management is
critical because of the uncertainty of predictions based on limited information. It provides
systematic feedback for management, and allows adjustment of activities to mitigate

unplanned or undesirable outcomes.

A critical step in adaptive management involves the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Each time a new management proposal is evaluated the analysis must be
documented by performing the appropriate level of NEPA compliance. Some actions, such as
permanent road closures to protect wildlife or the construction of new facilities may regquire an
additional site-specific NEPA analysis, which includes public scoping. Some actions might be
administrative in nature, or be implementable through application of a NEPA categorical
exclusion (Ref: NPS 12).

The adaptive management process is shown schematically in Appendix E. The tables that
follow that prescribe monitoring standards, methods and proposed management actions for
critical resources in each winter management zone under each of the three alternatives. These
are tables 1 through 36.

Monitoring Program
General resource monitoring applies when adequate information exists to make informed

management decisions. It is the process of collecting information to evaluate if the objectives
of a management plan are being realized. General monitoring techniques (as opposed to
monitoring conducted within the adaptive management framework) will be employed to assess
impacts to public health and safety; geothermal features; water quality; threatened and
endangered species; trumpeter swans and some aspects of visitor experience, including access

and circulation. NPS-77, Natural Resources Management Guideline, will be used initially asa
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DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EISFORWINTER USE

guide to monitoring specific resource areas. As new techniques are developed, or as

commonly accepted procedures become available, monitoring protocols will change.

Tables follow that prescribe monitoring standards, methods and possible management actions
for critical resources in each winter management zone. These are tables 1 through 9 for
aternatives 1,2 and 4 and 18 through 27 for aternative 3.

Annual Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plans
The overall objective for monitoring and adaptive management is to assess the long-term

effects of management actions on park resources and values. Specific objectives accrue to
each winter management zone (SEIS Table xx and Figures xx and xx). With reference to the
following tables, for each management zone and for each resource of concern, monitoring
indicators are presented. For each indicator, a standard either exists or is hypothesized (for
adaptive management). Also, for each indicator a monitoring method and intensity is

prescribed. Finally, management actions are indicated if the standards should be exceeded.

Monitoring and adaptive management plans will be developed annually during work planning
and budget processes for the coming year. Plans will be developed through the planning staffs
of both park units. Monitoring will be conducted on a sampling basis for the purpose of
effective use of funds and personnel. The guiding principle for monitoring isto collect
purposeful data— even if the amount is limited — rather than collecting a great deal of data
that cannot be used statistically to arrive at valid conclusions. Therefore, monitoring plans will

be brief and will cover the following items:

e The zonesto be sampled, along with the indicators, standards, and methods to be used.
e  Specific locations for monitoring, and the planned intensity — frequency of monitoring.
e A schedule (times) for data collection and submittal.

e Thedivision or individua that is responsible for monitoring and reporting.

It is expected that initial monitoring will be intensive, both in geographic and temporal extent,
so that correlations can be made and results can be extrapolated. It is also expected that
monitoring over time will become lessintensive and arrive at alow intensity, maintenance
level. Sampling schedules can vary from year to year, focusing on different areas within the
park units. Monitoring plans will continue to be coordinated between Y ellowstone and Grand

Teton so that common methods are used, efficiency is achieved, and results are comparable.
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Annual monitoring reports will be written and publicized through the planning units of the two
parks.

Annual Monitoring and Adaptive Management Reports
Feedback for management isimplicit in monitoring and adaptive management programs. In

order for feedback to occur, data must be collected effectively in accordance with a plan. Data
must be captured in an accessible information system, capable of evaluation and statistical
manipulation. Then, evaluations must be put in meaningful terms for management. The
requirement of aformal report is essential to meets this need. The report should be published

to astandard that is appropriate for public consumption.

Annual monitoring reports will be brief, and will meet the following requirements:

e  Sum up the information collected during the year.

e Express conclusions relating to each management zone and indicator that was monitored.
e Extrapolate the conclusions to other areas, when possible and appropriate.

e State the need for applying management actions based on monitoring.

e Make recommendations for changes in monitoring locations, protocols, techniques or thresholds
that should be considered in the monitoring plan for the following year.
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ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 1. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 1
Zone — Destination or Support Area
RESOURCE I ndicator PREL IMINARY STANDARD Method Monitoring M anagement Actions
VALUE Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
and Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 Fixed site sampling of particulate matter Adjust vehicle numbers
Health best visibility days and improvement of the (PM 25 and PM 1) Review annually
20% worst visibility days. IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality standards | Fixed site sampling of PM and carbon High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particulate monoxide, and VOCs Adjust vehicle numbers
matter, aldehydes, Reference method fixed site sampling of Review annually
PM and carbon monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air quality | Personal samples for exposure to High Reduce exposure to emissions
standards adehydes carbon monoxide, and Reduce emissions
particul ate matter Review annually
Wildlife Bird and mammal habituation Garbage unavailable to wildlife Photo surveys, and observation High Increase or improve garbage security
re.effectiveness of garbage Increase garbage storage
facilities Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, hydrogen, State and federal water quality standards Surface water sampling Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack ammonium, calcium, sulfate, Snowpack sampling management practices
nitrate, and VOCs Reduce emissions and vehicle numbers
Review annually
Safety Vehicle accidents and incidents Continual improvement Incident descriptions and GI'S mapping High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
three-year sliding average recurring incidents
Increase law enforcement and information
programsin areas of concern
Review monthly
Geothermal Human-caused damage to No degradation of geothermal resources Remote sensing and visual observation High Increase enforcement and monitoring
Features geothermal areas Implement additional information programs
Restrict travel
Review monthly
Visitor Waiting lines Visitors wait no more than 5 minutesto access | Observation Moderate Increase facilities where possible
Experience restrooms and park information Increase information programs

Review annually




M anagement 1
Zone — Destination or Support Area
RESOURCE I ndicator PREL IMINARY STANDARD Method Monitoring Management Actions
VALUE Intensity*
Perceptions of crowding at Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities
attraction sites natural environment at popular attraction sites Review every other year
such as Old Faithful or Jackson lake

Visitor satisfaction with Visitors are highly satisfied with their park Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities

opportunities to experience park

experience

values (wildlife viewing,
scenery, and clean air),
affordable services, and access
to information

Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.

ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 2. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 2
Zone — Plowed Road
Resour ce Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monitoring Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of Review annually
Health) best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and
20% worst visibility days. PM 1)
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards carbon monoxide, and VOCs Review annually
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site
sampling of PM and carbon
monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure
quality standards to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and Federal water quality standards surface water sampling Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate and VOCs Snowpack sampling Determination and application of best

management practices
Review annually




M anagement 2
Zone — Plowed Road
Resour ce Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monitoring Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Safety Motor vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Motorized vs. nonmotorized visitor conflict three-year diding average recurring incidents
Increase law enforcement in areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
Experience natural environment at roadside pullouts and Adjust vehicle numbers
interpretive trails Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish vehicle carrying capacity

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Adjust vehicle numbers
Review annually

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the season.

ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 3. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks

and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 3
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
Resource Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monitoring M anagement Actions
Value I ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of Adjust vehicle numbers
Health) best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Review annually
20% worst visibility days. PM )
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity

exposure to CO, particul ate matter,
adehydes,

standards

carbon monoxide, and VOCs
Reference method fixed site
sampling of PM and carbon
monoxide

State and federal personal exposure air
quality standards

Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter

Establish exposure
measurements for snowcoaches

Adjust vehicle numbers
Review annually




Management 3
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
Resource Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monitoring M anagement Actions
Value I ntensity*
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging Moderate Increase enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling sampling Determination and application of best
Snowpack sampling management practices
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
three-year diding average recurring incidents.
Increase law enforcement in areas of
concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 250 vehicles per hour for more | Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities
Experience than 1 hour per day. Visitors are ableto see, Adjust visitor numbers
smell, and hear the natural environment at Review every other year
roadside pullouts and interpretive trails
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 20% of a 24-hour period Visual observation/visitor
survey
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+ 90%) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience.

Adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

10




ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3

and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Table 4. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks

M anagement 4
Zone — Groomed Motorized Trail
R{&/e;)lurce Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monltqung Management Actions
ue Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/adjust
(Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the | Fixed site sampling of particulate vehicle numbers
Health) 20 best visibility days and improvement of | matter (PM ;5 and PM;p) Review annually
the 20% worst visibility days. IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and carbon High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/adjust
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards monoxide, and VOCs vehicle numbers
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site sampling Review annually
of PM and carbon monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure to
quality standards aldehydes, VOCs, and particul ate
matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound | CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
isaudible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water sampling High Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Adjust vehicle numbers
Implement or require new technologies
Review annually
Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Safety Conflicts between motorized and three-year sliding scale recurring incidents. Increase law
nonmotorized use enforcement in areas of concern.
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 16 to 20 parties per day Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacity/Adjust visitor
Experience 80% of the time. numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment at roadside pullouts
and interpretive trails
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 30% of the winter Visual observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Season Adjust vehicle numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with Visitors are highly satisfied (+ 90%) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities

opportunities to experience park values
and opportunities to view wildlife,
scenery, and experience clean air and
solitude.

their park experience.

Adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year
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and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 5 Monitoring Standards, Methods, and I ntensity by M anagement Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks

M anagement 5
Zone — Ungroomed Motorized Trail
Rsagllarece INDICATOR Preliminary Standard M ethod Y;’ggi;ﬁg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of /adjust vehicle numbers
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Review annually
20% worst visibility days. PM 1)
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards carbon monoxide, and VOCs /adjust vehicle numbers
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site Review annually
sampling of PM and carbon
monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure
quality standards to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particul ate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Low Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Adjust vehicle numbers
Implement or require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS Low Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Conflicts between motorized and three-year dliding scale recurring incidents.
nonmotorized use Increase law enforcement in areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 16 to 20 parties per day 80% Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/adjust visitor
Experience of thetime. numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment at roadside pullouts and
interpretive trails
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

igh=Daily tow or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and durin s or use periods; Low = Annu urin use periods or at the end of the
*High = Daily eekly or i d ith dard pl | for p: Mod: Monthly ally and during peak day periods; L Annually during peak period he end of th

Season.
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ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 6. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 6
Zone — Groomed Nonmotorized Trail
REELES Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monlto_rlng M anagement Actions
Value I ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the | Fixed site sampling of particulate matter (PM Adjust vehicle numbers
20 best visibility days and improvement of | ,s5 and PMjg) Review annually
the 20% worst visibility days. IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and carbon High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards monoxide, and VOCs Adjust vehicle numbers
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site sampling of PM Review annually
and carbon monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure to aldehydes,
quality standards VOCs, and particulate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
sound is audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water sampling Low Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, management practices. Adjust vehicle
Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs numbers. |mplement or require new
technologies. Review annually
Safety Conflicts between motorized and Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS Low Increase law enforcement and information
nonmotorized use three-year diding scale programs in areas of concern
Search and rescue Review monthly
Human and wildlife conflicts
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 10 to 15 parties per day Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/
Experience over 70% of the use season. Adjust visitor numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment at roadside pullouts
and interpretive trails
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 30% of the winter Visual observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Season Adjust vehicle numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/

opportunities to experience park

values and opportunities to view

wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience

Adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.

13




ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 7. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 7
Zone — Ungroomed Nonmotorized Trail or Area
RELES Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monlto_rlng Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of Adjust vehicle numbers
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Review annually
20% worst visibility days. PM10)
IMPROVE protocols
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Low Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Review annually
Safety Conflicts between motorized and Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Increase law enforcement and information
nonmotorized use three-year dliding scale programsin areas of concern
SEARCH AND RESCUE Review monthly
Human and wildlife conflicts
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 10 to 15 parties per day over Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/
Experience 70% of the use season. Adjust visitor numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment at roadside pullouts and
interpretive trails
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

Season.
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ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 8. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 8
Zone — Backcountry Nonmotorized Trail or Area
REELES Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monltqung Management Actions
Value I ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of Adjust vehicle numbers
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Review annually
20% worst visibility days. PM10)
IMPROVE protocols
Human and grizzly bear conflicts during pre- | No incidents Mapping of denning areas and High Increase law enforcement and information
or post denning period visitor use patterns and trends programs
Incident reports Close denning areas to human usein fall and
spring
Review annually
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Search and rescue Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Increase law enforcement and information
Human and wildlife conflicts three-year dliding scale programsin areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 5 to 10 parties per day over Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/adjust visitor
Experience 80% of the use season. numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment and experience quiet and
solitude
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/adjust visitor

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

Season.
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ALTERNATIVES1a, 1b, 3
Table 9. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 9
Zone — Sensitive Resource Area
REELES Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monlto_rlng Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility/Success of closure No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Evaluate success of closure
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of Review annually
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and
20% worst visibility days. PM10)
IMPROVE protocols
Wildlife Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | Noincidents Mapping of denning areas High Evaluate success of closure
or post denning period/closure Incident reports Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Evaluate success of closure
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling Review annually
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling
Safety Search and rescue No incidents Incident reports and GIS High Evaluate success of closure

Human and wildlife conflicts

Review annually

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 10. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Zone — 1 Destination or Support Area
RESOURCE I ndicator PRELIMINARY STANDARD Method Monitoring Management Actions
VALUE Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
and Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the Fixed site sampling of particulate matter (PM s, adjust vehicle numbers
Health 20 best visibility days and improvement of and PM ) Review annually
the 20% worst visibility days. IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and carbon High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particulate standards monoxide, and VOCs. Reference method fixed adjust vehicle numbers
meatter, aldehydes, site sampling of PM and carbon monoxide Review annually
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure to aldehydes, High Adjust exposure to emissions/Adjust
quality standards VOCs, and particul ate matter emissions. Review annually
Wildlife Bird and mammal habituation re; | Garbage unavailable to wildlife Photo surveys, and observation High Increase or improve garbage security
effectiveness of garbage Increase garbage storage
facilities Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, hydrogen, State and federal water quality standards Surface water sampling Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack ammonium, calcium, sulfate, Snowpack sampling management practices. Reduce emissions and
nitrate, and VOCs vehicle numbers. Review annually
Safety Vehicle accidents and incidents Continual improvement Incident descriptions and GI'S mapping High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
three-year diding average recurring incidents. Increase law enforcement
and information programs in areas of
concern. Review monthly
Geother mal Human-caused damage to No degradation of geothermal resources Remote sensing and visual observation High Increase enforcement and monitoring
Features geothermal areas Implement additional information programs
Restrict travel. Review monthly
Visitor Waiting lines Visitors wait no more than 5 minutes to Observation Moderate Increase facilities where possible. Increase
Experience access restrooms and park information information programs. Review annually
Perceptions of crowding at Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities
attraction sites natural environment at popular attraction Review every other year
sites such as Old Faithful or Jackson lake
not less than 90% of each 24-hour period
Visitor satisfaction with Visitors are highly satisfied (90%+) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities

opportunities to experience park
values (wildlife viewing,
scenery, and clean air),
affordable services, and access
to information

their park experience

Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 11. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 2
Zone — Plowed Road
Resour ce Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monitoring Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of Review annually
Health) best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and
20% worst visibility days. PM10)
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards carbon monoxide, and VOCs Review annually
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site
sampling of PM and carbon
monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure
quality standards to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and Federal water quality standards surface water sampling Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate and VOCs Snowpack sampling Determination and application of best
management practices
Review annually
Safety Motor vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Motorized vs. nonmotorized visitor conflict three-year dliding average recurring incidents
Increase law enforcement in areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 250 vehicles per hour for more | Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities/adjust visitor
Experience than 1 hour per day. numbers
Review every other year
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (90%+) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities/

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 12. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 3
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
Resour ce Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monitoring Management Actions
Value I ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of adjust vehicle numbers
Health) best visibility days and improvement of the particul ate matter (PM ,5 and Implement/require new technologies
20% worst visibility days. PM1) Review annually
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacities
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards carbon monoxide, and VOCs adjust vehicle numbers
adehydes, Reference method fixed site Implement/require new technologies
sampling of PM and carbon Review annually
monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure
quality standards to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Establish exposure
measurements for snowcoaches
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging Moderate Increase enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling sampling Determination and application of best
Snowpack sampling management practices
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
three-year dliding average recurring incidents.
Increase law enforcement in areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 250 vehicles per hour for more | Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities
Experience than 1 hour per day. adjust visitor numbers
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 35% of the winter season Visual observation/visitor Improve or increase grooming
survey Review every other year
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (90%+) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities/adjust visitor

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience

numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 13. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 4
Zone — Groomed Motorized Trail
Rse:lurce Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monltqung Management Actions
ue | ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/adjust
(Public Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of vehicle numbers
Health) best visibility days and improvement of the particul ate matter (PM ,5 and Implement/require new technologies
20% worst visibility days. PM1) Review annually
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity/adjust
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards carbon monoxide, and VOCs vehicle numbers
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site Implement/require new technologies
sampling of PM and carbon Review annually
monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure
quality standards to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water High Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Adjust vehicle numbers
Implement/require new technologies
Review annually
Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reportsand GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Safety Conflicts between motorized and three-year sliding scale recurring incidents. Increase law
nonmotorized use enforcement in areas of concern.
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 16 to 20 parties per day 80% Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacity/adjust visitor
Experience of thetime. numbers
Review every other year
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 35% of the winter season | Visua observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Adjust vehicle numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (90%+) with Visitor survey High Adjust visitor numbers

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience

Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 14. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 5
Zone — Ungroomed Motorized Trail
Rse:m;ce INDICATOR Preliminary Standard M ethod '\Illrzr;:grt;lg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of /adjust vehicle numbers
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Implement/require new technologies
20% worst visibility days. PM1) Review annually
IMPROVE protocols
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, standards carbon monoxide, and VOCs ladjust vehicle numbers
aldehydes, Reference method fixed site Implement/require new technologies
sampling of PM and carbon Review annually
monoxide
State and federal personal exposure air Personal samples for exposure
quality standards to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Low Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Adjust vehicle numbers
Implement/require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS Low Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Conflicts between motorized and three-year diding scale recurring incidents.
nonmotorized use Increase law enforcement in areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 16 to 20 parties per day 80% Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/adjust visitor
Experience of thetime. numbers
Review every other year
Visitor satisfaction levelswith opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (90%t) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 15. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks

and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 6
Zone —> Groomed Nonmotorized Trail
Rsagllarece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method I\I/I:tr;:grtlyrlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Implement/require new technologies for
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 Fixed site sampling of particulate matter grooming equipment. Adjust vehicle numbers
best visibility days and improvement of the (PM 35 and PM ) on adjacent motorized routes or trails. Review
20% worst visibility days. IMPROVE protocols annually
Park workers and visitors State and federal ambient air quality standards | Fixed site sampling of PM and carbon High Implement/require new technologies for
exposure to CO, particulate monoxide, and VOCs. Reference grooming equipment
matter, aldehydes, method fixed site sampling of PM and Adjust vehicle numbers on adjacent motorized
carbon monoxide routes or trails
State and federal personal exposure air quality | Personal samples for exposure to Review annually
standards aldehydes, VOCs, and particul ate matter
Sound Distance and time human-caused CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
sound is audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water sampling Low Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, management practices. Adjust vehicle
Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and numbers. | mplement/require new technologies
VOCs for grooming equipment. Review annually
Safety Conflicts between motorized and Continuous improvement Incident reportsand GIS Low Increase law enforcement and information
nonmotorized use three-year diding scale programsin areas of concern
Search and rescue Review monthly
Human and wildlife conflicts
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 30 to 35 parties per day over Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/
Experience 70% of the use season.. Visitors are able to adjust visitor numbers
see, smell, and hear the natural environment Review every other year
90% of the time when on trails greater than %2
mile from destination areas, plowed roads and
motorized routes or trails
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 25% of the winter season Visual observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Adjust visitor numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with Visitors are highly satisfied (90%+) with their | Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/

opportunities to experience park

values and opportunities to view

wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

park experience

adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 16. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and | ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 7
Zone — Ungroomed Nonmotorized Trail or Area
RELES Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monlto_rlng Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Adjust vehicle numbers on adjacent
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of motorized routes or trails
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Review annually
20% worst visibility days. PM10)
IMPROVE protocols
Wildlife Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | Noincidents Mapping of denning areas High Increase law enforcement and information
or post denning period programs
Close denning areas to human usein fall and
spring
Review annually
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Low Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Review annually
Safety Conflicts between motorized and Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Increase law enforcement and information
nonmotorized use three-year diding scale programs in areas of concern
SEARCH AND RESCUE Review monthly
Human and wildlife conflicts
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 20 to 25 parties per day over Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/
Experience 70% of the use season. adjust visitor numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment 90% of the time when
on trails greater than %2 mile from destination
areas, plowed roads and motorized routes or
trails
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (90%t+) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

adjust visitor numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Table 17. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 8
Zone — Backcountry Nonmotorized Trail or Area
REELES Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monltqung Management Actions
Value I ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Adjust vehicle numbers on adjacent
(Public Health) Regional Haze Rule, no degradation of the 20 | Fixed site sampling of motorized routes or trails
best visibility days and improvement of the particulate matter (PM 5 and Review annually
20% worst visibility days. PM10)
IMPROVE protocols
Wildlife Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | Noincidents Mapping of denning areas High Increase law enforcement and information
or post denning period Incident reports programs
Close denning areas to human usein fall and
spring
Review annually
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is CFR for vehicle sound Audibility logging High Increase law enforcement
audible Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling management practices
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling Implement/require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Search and rescue Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Increase law enforcement and information
Human and wildlife conflicts three-year dliding scale programsin areas of concern
Review monthly
Visitor Encounter rates Not to exceed 15 to 20 parties per day over Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacity/adjust visitor
Experience 80% of the use season. numbers
Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Review every other year
natural environment and experience quiet and
solitude 90% of the time when over Y2 mile
from destination areas, plowed roads and
motorized routes or trails
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (90%+) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/adjust visitor

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

numbers
Review every other year

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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ALTERNATIVE 2

Table 18. Monitoring Standards, Methods, and Intensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefdller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 9
Zone — Sensitive Resource Area
Rxﬂ':e Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod l\lllr:)tr;‘:grt;/rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation - (Clean Air Act) Time lapse video High Evaluate success of closure
(Public Health) Fixed site sampling of Review annually
particulate matter (PM 5 and
PM o)
IMPROVE protocols
Wildlife Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | Noincidents Mapping of denning areas High Evaluate success of closure
or post denning period/ closure Incident reports Review annually
Water/ Surface water sampling of State and Federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Evaluate success of closure
Snowpack pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, Calcium, sampling Review annually
Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling
Safety Search and rescue No incidents Incident reports and GIS High Evaluate success of closure

Human and wildlife conflicts

Review annually

*High = Daily to weekly or in accordance with standard protocol for parameter; Moderate = Monthly to seasonally and during peak days or use periods; Low = Annually during peak use periods or at the end of the

season.
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Appendix F: Framework for Setting a Winter Visitor Carrying
Capacity

The structuring of the alternatives in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) provides objectives, standards, and guidelines in many of these areas of consideration.
The decision, in selecting an aternative, will provide amix of recreation opportunity
prescriptions (zones) that are located generally on amap. Each prescription or zone is defined
by the desired resource condition or character, the desired visitor experience, and amount of
development that is compatible with them. Further, each zone has a set of resource and visitor
experience indicators that would guide management through monitoring and evaluation.
Genera standards are set in a number of areas. Some alternatives allude to activities that
would improve the parks' interpretive services and availability of information for visitors.
Some alternatives generally prescribe changes in winter use supporting facilities. Some
alternatives close areas to use because of sensitive resources. Once the final decision is made,
there will be a framework with which to begin the process of recreation capacity

determination.

LITERATURE REVIEW OF CARRYING CAPACITY MODELS
Visitor capacity as anissue in National Parks has been under recent consideration. Dr. Glenn

Haas of Colorado State University published a paper in Social Science Research Review
(Volume 2, No. 1, Spring 2001) entitled Visitor Capacity in the National Park System. The
cover letter for this document indicates that the paper isintended to assist in understanding the
issue, and it is not intended as a specific policy guide or management recommendation. The
value of the paper isin assessing the "state of the art" of, in this case, visitor capacity anaysis.
The paper does not lay out a process that is recommended for use in determining capacity. The
planning context and conclusions of the paper are presented below. Following this, additional
discussion of the carrying capacity issue, through areview of literature, is presented. The

discussion is consistent with the content of Haas' review.

"Recreation carrying capacity is defined as a prescribed number and type of people that an
area will accommodate given the desired natural/cultural resources conditions, visitor
experiences, and management program. A capacity serves asatrigger or signal that alerts
management that other actions may be necessary to sustain the area's resources, visitor

experiences, and management effectiveness. Capacities are unfortunately confused with visitor
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limits or closures, and it isimportant to understand that a capacity does not itself prescribe any
specific management response. It is a useful management tool to assure the protection and
enjoyment of park resource and values for present and future generations (Haas 2001)."
Recreation capacity decisions are made as part of planning efforts undertaken in accordance
with NEPA processes. NPS management policy (Section 8.2.1) states that such decisions are
appropriate in general management plans. However, if management plans are not current or if
detailed decisions are needed then the VERP processisto be used. Findly, if thereis
insufficient timein which to perform VERP, then capacity decisions are to be made on the

best available information accompanied by appropriate NEPA anaysis.

"National park managers are required by law to establish capacities for al parks. These
decisions are made as part of a planning process and incorporate the best available science.
Social science research on recreation carrying capacity isayoung field of science and small in
terms of the number of scientists and funding. Complexity more than resolution isa
predominant finding, with specific "truths" applicable across park visitors and sittings
remaining illusive [sic] Y et, progress has been made and this synthesis of social research
identifies nine general findings that may contribute to improved planning and sound
professional judgement:

capacity defies scientific determinism,;

public values are diverse and go beyond recreation;

recreation experiences are muti-dimensional

recreationists can be grouped by experiences;

social interaction isimportant for some experiences;

perceived crowding is a dominant focus;

recreation satisfaction can be measured;

[ N A N A A N

management can change recreation capacity; and

recreation can change resource conditions.
Discussion of Carrying Capacity Analysis
Central to any land management objective is the underlying element of change. Changeis
inevitable in any natural system. It has been well documented that even very low levels of use
by animals or humans can have a marked impact on the ecological regime (Frissell and
Duncan 1965). In defining land management objectives, the fundamental question to be

answered is not whether to allow or eliminate change but how much change to allow.

Carrying capacity models assist natural resource managers to determine when a given land

areaisreceiving too much use. These modelswere originaly developed by range and wildlife
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managers to define the number of animals that can be maintained within a given amount of
habitat (Burch 1981). Traditionally, carrying capacities were defined by three types or levels
of use, minimum, maximum, and optimal. Each level of use is based on different assumptions

about the ecosystem and the managed population.

In an attempt to determine appropriate human use levels, recreation managers began to use the
carrying capacity model to determine how much human use or recreation alandscape can
maintain. Unlike the ssmpler models used by range and wildlife biologists, recreational
carrying capacities were forced to undertake the enormous task of not only determining
physical carrying capacities, but human experiential capacitiesaswell. Lime and Stankey
(1986) have defined recreational carrying capacity as “the character of use that can be
supported over a specified time by an area developed at a certain level without causing
excessive damage to either the physical environment or the experience of the visitor.”
Typically, the carrying capacity framework consists of two basic components, a descriptive
component and an evaluative component. The descriptive component uses objective data that
describes how people behave in and affect a given recreation system. Use levels, types of use,
frequency of use, and season of use are all examples of the descriptive component. The
evaluative component is a value judgment, or more clearly stated, a management objective
that outlines specifically how much impact (ecological or social) istoo much for any given

area.

Carrying capacities may be defined by four basic parameters: facilities, physical, ecological,
and social. These constraints provide an opportunity for recreation managers to make decision

for different management objectives or for different levels and types of impacts.

Physical and facility carrying capacities are determined simply by the amount of space that is
availablein agiven recreation setting. The ecological parameters of carrying capacity
determination are concerned with impacts to the plants, animals, soil, water, and air. Social
impacts focus on the level of use beyond which the recreational experience is negatively
impacted. The two main parameters of recreational carrying capacities are ecological and

social.

For obvious reasons socia impacts to recreation systems are the most difficult of the four
parameters to determine. While management objectives may clearly state the specific
management objectives for maintaining water quality, soil, and vegetation and may clearly
define the number and type of facilities that may occupy agiven ground area, the

determination of the quality of user experienceiselusive. In order to determine social
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impacts, human value judgments are necessary. The quality of experience may be determined
by such elements as type of user, amount of use, location of encounter, number of other users
encountered, and the size of group encountered. In addition, recreationists generally choose

the type of setting they prefer. Users may also be “displaced”, or crowded out, by an increase

inuselevel.!

It is often the judgment of land managers that an increase in human use is perceived by
recreational users as a negative impact. Thisisnot always an accurate assumption. In astudy
of Wisconsin deer hunters, two distinctly different groups of hunters were surveyed. Group
oneindicated that alow level of contact with other hunters was preferable, with zero
encounters optimal. Group two indicated that encounters with other groups will increase their
chances of hunting success (by moving deer around) and so be perceived as favorable
(Stankey 1973).

The quality of the user’s experience may be more directly related to the type and behavior of
other users encountered than by the level of use encountered. Recresationists are typically
bothered less by encounters with similar types of users. For example backpackers have been
found to be less bothered by multiple encounters with other backpackers than they are with

multiple encounters with horseback riders (Stankey 1980).

Because of the many social variablesin any recreational socia carrying capacity model the
framework is most useful as an ideological tool for land managers. Several problems exist in

recreational carrying capacity models that make them difficult to use in real world situations.

For example, of real world importance to recreation managers is the disparity between demand
and supply. With adramatic increase in demand for a“ motorized oversnow experience” and
little increase in land area with the ability to provide * opportunities for free and unconfined

motorized recreation” isnot just difficult but, in some areas like national parks, impossible.

Inherent in any capacity model is the idea that there is a* magic number” that may be
determined. Thisidea suggests that somehow the landscape has the ability to withstand use
(Stankey 1980). Thefact that thereis often no linear relationship between quality of
experience and level of use further complicates the matter. Stankey (1984) agrees stating

“carrying capacity models are a management system directed towards maintenance and

! In the context of winter use, large issues surround the concept that increasing motorized use within the
Greater Y ellowstone Area has largely displaced skiing and other nonmotorized visitors who have a
different set of preferences. The situation is difficult in that efforts or allocations to provide for

Page F- 6



DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EISFOR WINTER USE

restoration of ecological and social conditions defined as acceptable and appropriate in area
management objectivesit is not a system directed toward manipulation of use levels per se.”
Because of the elusive nature of defining alevel of use appropriate for a recreation experience,
land managers often concentrate solely on the impacts of recreation use on the ecol ogical
system and entirely avoid the experiential nature of the use. Perhaps even more unfortunate
are those managers, who rather than avoid the social aspect of recreation management, spend
an enormous amount of time and money trying to pin down afinite capacity value. This
approach as Graefe et al. (1986) pointed out that carrying capacities are “meaningless unless it
is expressed conditionally in relation to objectives that specify capacity for what.”

LiMITSOF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE M ODEL
An alternative model that is appropriate for specifically identifying land management

objectivesisthe Limits of Acceptable Change model (LAC) (Stankey et al. 1984). Unlike
traditional carrying capacity models the LAC accepts that change will inevitably occur. LAC
is abroad framework which uses problem identification and management solutions based on
comparison of site conditions and selected standards and guidelines. The LAC model
removes itself from the pursuit of the “magic number” or capacity value and focuses land
management objectives on the identification of problems through the use of public input,
ecological assessment, external influences, and administrative processes. Although thereis
some value judgment inherent in any decision making process the LAC model allows land
managers to make decisions based on existing and desired future conditions (both ecological
and social) of aspecified land area. This model has been put into practice by the Forest

Service (USFS) in dealing with problems of wilderness overuse.

VISITOR EXPERIENCE AND RESOURCE PROTECTION (VERP)
FRAMEWORK
In 1992, the Park Service began developing the VERP framework to address visitor use

management and carrying capacity issues in the units of the national park system. VERP is
based on the LAC model and is one of the adaptations of it. A working definition of VERPis:
“aplanning and management framework that focuses on visitor use impacts on the visitor
experiences and the park resources. These impacts are primarily attributable to visitor
behavior, use levels, types of use, timing of use, and location of use. There are nine elements
that are integral to the VERP framework:

nonmotorized uses could at this point displace motorized users who feel that they have already lost too
much available area to wilderness or wildlife “closures.”
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Assemble an interdisciplinary project team.

Develop a public involvement strategy.

Develop statements of park purpose, significance, and primary interpretive

themes; identify planning constraints.

4. Analyze park resources and existing visitor use.

5. Describe a potential range of visitor experiences and resource conditions
(potential prescriptive zones).

6. Allocate the zones to specific locations in the park (prescriptive management
zoning).

7. Select indicators and specify standards for each zone; develop a monitoring plan.

8. Monitor resource and socia indicators.

9. Take management action.

wpn R

The Winter Use SEIS is structured to facilitate this process. When afina alternativeis
selected and implemented as a plan, steps one through seven will essentially have been
accomplished. Indicators and standards will need to be validated through monitoring for

specific areas within the parks.
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