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INTRODUCTION

By special agreement as provided under 40 CFR 81501.6 and 81508.5, the National Park Service
(NPS), the lead agency in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), has collaborated with nine
cooperating agenciesin the EIS process. the U.S. Forest Service; the States of 1daho, Montana,
and Wyoming; and the Counties of Gallatin and Park, Montana, Park and Teton, Wyoming, and
Fremont, Idaho. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) define a cooperating agency as any agency that has
jurisdiction by law or, in this case, special expertise for proposals covered by NEPA. See
Chapter | for further discussion of cooperating agency involvement and their identified areas of
expertise. The Memorandums of Agreement for all agencies were published in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Volume I, Appendix |I. The following timetable
illustrates the extent to which the NPS interacted with cooperating agencies subsequent to The
Fund for Animals lawsuit.

Table 1. Timetable of events

Date Event/Action

12/1997-1/1998 | The NPS grants cooperating agency status to three adjoining states, five adjoining
counties and USFS."

2/1998 Cooperators asked to submit comments on whether to produce a General
Management Plan or aWinter Use Plan.

2/13/1998 First Winter Use Cooperators Meeting held in Bozeman (News Release).

4/14/1998 Federal Register "Notice of Intent" on Winter Use Plans/EIS published (News release
4/15/1998).

4/30/1998 Conference call with cooperators.

5/22/1998 Meeting with all cooperators in Jackson, Wyoming.

6/1/1998 Cooperators consulted on dates and locations for scoping meetings, invited to attend.

6/14-7/16/1998 | Open house scoping meetings held at 16 locations across country (News Releases 6/4,
6/15 and 7/1/1999).

7/18/1998 Scoping process ends on Winter Use PlangEIS.

7/31/1999 Cooperators asked to review the draft study design, draft sample plan and draft

questionnaire for economic study. At request of the State agencies, The NPS
contracts with three experts designated by the states to provide peer review of the

study and draft report.

8/5/1998 Conference callswith all cooperators.

8/12/1998 Hard copies of all scoping comments provided to cooperators upon their request.

8/26-27/1998 Meeting with cooperators in Cody, Wyoming.

9/3/1998 Copies of YNP' Winter Survey (1997-1998) and report Social Conditions of Winter
Usein YNP (1997) sent to cooperators.

9/11/1998 Draft scoping content summary analysis and copies of documents, which define the
NPS mission and goals sent to cooperators.

9/29/1998 Preliminary Bibliography for Winter Use Research sent to cooperators.

10/1/1998 Final summary of issues identified during scoping sent to cooperators.

10/14-16/1998 | Alternatives Concept Workshop with cooperators held in Idaho Falls.

Fall 1998 Deputy Regional Director Mike Snyder agreesto Paul Kruse request to allow
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Date Event/Action

cooperators 5 working days response time on any request for input from the NPS.

11/20/1998 Four draft preliminary winter use alternatives released to cooperators for review and
input.

12/7/1998 Comments due from cooperators on draft preliminary winter use alternatives.

12/18/1998 Clifford Hawkes letter to cooperators setting tentative 1/25/1999 date for rel ease of
draft alternatives to cooperators.

1/27/1999 Regional Director John Cook letter to cooperators regarding delay in release of draft
winter use alternatives.

2/26/1999 Regional Director John Cook letter to cooperators regarding continued delay in
release of draft winter use alternatives.

3/5/1999 Department of Justice (DOJ) request extension of deadlines for Draft Plans/EIS, Final
Plang/ElS and ROD.

3/23/1999 The Fund for Animals agrees to extension of deadlines, but with stipulations the NPS
finds unacceptable.

4/2/1999 Regional Director John Cook letter to the NPS Director Stanton requesting rel ease of
draft alternatives to cooperators.

4/19/1999 Draft Winter Use alternatives released to cooperators for review and input.

5/19/1999 Revised Winter Use Plang/ElStimeline sent to cooperators.

5/24/1999 Comments due from cooperators on draft winter use alternatives.

6/16/1999 Regional Director John Cook response letters to cooperators regarding comments on
draft alternatives.

6/24/1999 Preliminary Draft Winter Use Plans/El Sreleased to cooperators for review and
comment.

6/28/1999 Paul Kruse response to Y NP Superintendent Finley’s 5/18 response to Senators
Burns, Enzi, Craig, & Crapo.

7/1/1999 Comments due from the NPS and cooperators on preliminary Draft Winter Use
Plang/EIS

7/7/1999 Y NP Superintendent Finley requests 45-day extension for release of Draft Winter Use
Plang/EIS

7/28/1999 Letter from Superintendent Finley to Paul Kruse responding to Kruse June 28 letter:
define CAsroales, clarify EIS schedule and timeframes, and clarify sharing of socio-
economic information.

7/30/1999 Draft Winter Use Plans/EI S posted to Internet for public review and comment.

8/10/1999 Letter from Wyoming Governor Geringer to the NPS Intermountain Regional
Director John Cook requesting 30-day extension of comment period until Nov. 15.

8/17/1999 Letter to Wyoming Governor Geringer from the NPS Intermountain Regional
Director John Cook responding to August 10 letter: granting 30-day extension of
comment period.

8/23/1999 CAs provided with raw data from "Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey Y ellowstone,
GTNP', and the GYA™

8/25/1999 Printed copies of Draft Winter Use Plans/ElS available.

9/28/1999 Close of public review and comment period on Draft Winter Use Plang/EIS.

9/29/1999 Letter from Wyoming County Commissioners Association to Superintendent Finley

about resolution passed by Association in support of Revised Alternative E.
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Date Event/Action

10/12/1999 Fax to CAsregarding extension of comment period on DEIS to 12/01/1999 and |etter
to CAsto re-confirm meeting times/locations for public hearings on EIS/Plans.

10/18/1999 "Draft Report Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey Y ellowstone, GTNP, and the GY A:
Analysis and Results' released to CAs, with request for comments.

10/22/1999 Letter to CAs regarding extension of comment period on DEIS to 12/01/1999.

11/02/1999 Letter from Park County, Wyoming requesting hearing in St. Anthony, Idaho and
requesting original DEIS document.

11/03/1999 Letter from Paul Kruse to NPS Director Stanton regarding CA counties’ complaint
about release of ARD report on the air quality in Y NP without providing the report to
the CAsfor review prior to release to the public.

11/24/1999 Letter from Superintendent Finley to Charles Johnstone, Park County, Wyoming
commissioners, responding to November 2, 1999 commissioners' letter: deny
additional public hearing in St. Anthony, Idaho and clarify that no known
amendments to DEIS made in Washington D.C.

11/30/1999 Fax/letter to CAs regarding extension of comment period on DEIS to December 15

12/08/1999 Letter from Bill Paddleford, Teton County, Wyoming commissioner, regarding

concerns about socio-economics impacts

12/13-14/1999

Letters to Superintendent Finley from Park County, Montana and Park County,
Wyoming requesting explanation of comment period extension, copies of comments,
list of winter use studies completed or to be completed and study abstracts, and all
extension requests and approvals

1/26/2000 Letter from Kim Raap, Wyoming CA representative, requesting copies of comments;
update of comment tally; list of winter use studies and status, funding sources for
studies, study designs; information on the NPS use of 4-stroke Arctic Cat
snowmobiles

2/11/2000 "Draft Report Summer 1999 Visitor Survey Y ellowstone, GTNP, and the GY A:
Analysis and Results" released to CAs with request for their comments

2/25/2000 Fax to CAsto inform them of 03/10/2000 CA meeting in Jackson, Wyoming

3/02/2000 Report: "Air Quality Concerns Related to Snowmobile Usage in National Parks'
released to CAs before public release

3/13/2000 Meet with cooperating agencies in Jackson, Wyoming, to inform them of the
preferred alternative leaning, and process on comment analysis. Invitation to
cooperators to comment. Cooperating agencies provided with copies of comments

3/22/2000 Letter to Don Barry, Assistant Secretary of the Interior for USFWS' and Parks, from
Governors Kempthorne, Racicot, and Geringer as the three states' formal response on
revised alternative G from the March 13 CA meeting

3/23/2000 Draft meeting notes from March 13 CA meeting sent for review to CAs, Pam Buline,
field representative for Wyoming Senator Craig Thomas

4/04/2000 Report: "Draft Report National Phone Survey of Attitudes Toward Management of
YNP" released to CAs, with request for their comments

4/04/2000 Cooperating Counties |etter to Don Barry, Assistant Secretary, as formal comments
on revised aternative G from the March 13 CA meeting

4/12/2000 CAs mailed additional comment letters that were not available at the March 13
meeting

4/18/2000 Fax and letter with three page detailed description of revised alternative G to CAs, as

requested at May 18, 2000 CA meeting
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Date Event/Action

4/24/2000 Kim Raap, State of Wyoming, letter to Steve |obst requesting items to be put on
agenda of May 18 CA meeting

4/25/2000 Winter entrance statistics sent to Paul Kruse per his request

5/12/2000 Comment summaries and executive summary of comments on DEIS sent to CAs

5/12/2000 Final Report: “Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey Y ellowstone, GTNP, and the GY A"
released to CAs

5/18/2000 Meeting with all cooperators in Bozeman, Montana

5/22/2000 Annual “National Parks Day” meeting with the Community of Cody, Wyoming to

discuss the Winter Use Plan and the direction the national parks are heading with
regard to snowmobile use

5/24/2000 Draft meeting notes from May 18 CA meeting sent for review to CAs, Dalles
Scholes-field representative for U.S. Senator Enzi, and Todd O'Hair-field
representative for Congressman Hill

6/5/2000 Copies of preliminary FEIS" mailed to cooperating agencies for review

6/27/2000 Comments from cooperating agencies on preliminary FEIS due

TUSFS=U.S. Forest Service; YNP=Y ellowstone National Park; GTNP= Grand Teton National Park; GY A=Greater Y ellowstone Arez;
USFWS=U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; CA=Cooperating Agencies.

Other meetings that pertained to Winter Use are described below.

Since 1995, Y ellowstone National Park (Y NP) has been party to an agreement sponsored by the
Gallatin County, Montana Commissioners “ Concerning a Coordinated Ecosystem Approach to
Planning in Gallatin County” that includesthe U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Bureau of Land
Management, City of Bozeman, Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, and the Montana Department
of State Lands. Park staff usually attends the thrice-yearly meetings, and winter use has been a
typical update or discussion subject at most sessions since mid-1997.

Superintendents from Grand Teton and Y ellowstone National Parks, Forest Supervisors from the
Gallatin, Targhee-Caribou, Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Bridger-Teton, Shoshone, and Custer
National Forests, and the Manager of the National Elk Refuge are part of the Greater Y ellowstone
Coordinating Committee (GY CC). The interagency winter use assessment was sponsored by the
GY CC, and the new Winter Use Plan and EI'S have been discussed since 1998.

THE DRAFT PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

The dternatives for this EIS were formulated by the NPS in accordance with the CEQ
Regulations to use the proposals of cooperating agencies “to the maximum extent possible
consistent with its responsibility aslead agency.” A seriesof alternative concepts workshops
were held with the cooperating agencies and NPS representatives on the local and regional levels
(40 CFR 81501.6(a)(2)). On October 14-16, 1998, the NPS hosted an alternatives concept
workshop in Idaho Falls, Idaho. Representatives from all nine cooperating agencies were broken
into five interagency teams that also included the NPS representatives. The primary role of the
NPS representatives was to provide technical expertise in areas such as park operations and
wildlife management. Teams were provided with documents regarding the dictates of federal law
and Park Service mission and policy. Groups clarified the issues identified through the scoping
process and formulated and mapped their own set of management actions and alternatives.
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At the conclusion of the workshop, a representative presented each group’ s alternatives concepts
to the entire assembly. Fina presentations were recorded on two audiotapes that were
subsequently transcribed. The following isalist of ideas for actions that emerged from that
workshop with the cooperating agencies. |deas have been categorized by goa and/or subject.

COOPERATING AGENCY ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS

I ncrease access and affordability through road plowing:
Plow the road from West Y ellowstone, Montanato Old Faithful with no snowmobile route alongside

- Plow the road from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful with snowmobile route alongside

- Plow the road from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful and allow mass transit (snowcoach) only
throughout the rest of the park

- Plow the roads from Madison to Norris, West Y ellowstone, Montana to Old Faithful
- Do not plow the road from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch (groomed snowmachines route instead)
- Plow the Teton Park Road from Moose to Jackson L ake Junction

Encourage/discourage use by season or time:
- Lengthen the winter season

- Allow only snowcoaching and skiing during the last two weeks of season
- Keep roads open only during daylight hours

Encourage/dlscourage use by grooming or maintenance levels:
Maintain all groomed surfaces more frequently for improved visitor experiences

- Groom Grassy Lake Road more frequently

- Groom Grassy Lake Road less frequently

- Groom west side routes less frequently

- Groom fewer ski trails

- Do not groom ski trailsin either park

- Attach grooming machine to the back of snowcoaches

Encourage/dlscourage uselevelsvia facilities:
Initiate overnight lodging at Canyon/Lake/Jackson Lake Lodge

- Provide additional low-cost accommodations at Old Faithful
- Reduce overnight accommodations at Old Faithful

- Create a backcountry hut system

- Upgrade/create additional warming huts/restrooms

- Concentrate amenities at entrance points to the parks--Center of parks provide a“wildernessisland
experience”

I ncrease diversity of opportunities:
Introduce motorized and nonmotorized zones to Y ellowstone L ake

- Initiate dleigh rides at Mammoth Hot Springs

- Groom campground roads for skiing

- Groom ski trails near major destination areas in both parks

- Do not groom Teton Park Road and M oose-Wilson Road—allow only nonmotorized use there
- Open Grassy Lake Road to outfitters

Encourage/discourage use by adding, changing, and/or eliminating additional/

alternative motorized routes:
- Create new route through Bechler areato Old Faithful
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- Open Potholes area to motorized use

- Open off-trail motorized play areas at Jackson Lake, the Parkway, and the southwest quadrant of Y NP
below the Continental Divide

- Move the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail (CDST) to utility corridor
- Open utility corridors at Slough Creek to motorized use

- Open utility corridors at Y ellowstone Lake to motorized use

- Close the CDST through Grand Teton National Park (GTNP)

I nitiate and/or encourage alternative transportation, such as mass transportation:
- Create a“hyper-car” aternative (similar to monorail) to destination points

- Remove snowmobiling, institute oversnow mass transit only
- Create subsidized oversnow shuttle to increase access and affordability

Wl|d|lfe closures/restrictions to use:
Prohibit recreation in winter wildlife range

- Prohibit stopping/getting off machines or leaving trail/designated routes

- Allow hunting by Native Americans to curb ungulate populations

- Allow skiing in winter range, mitigate through education

- Post wildlife migrations daily, adjust visitor use patterns/routes accordingly
- Eliminate ski trail at Blacktail Plateau

Adaptive management:
- Utilize adaptive wildlife management

General:
- Physically separate motorized from nonmotorized uses

- Prohibit motorized use on Jackson Lake
- Prohibit snowplanes on Teton Park Road
- Work with states and local communities to coordinate visitor recreation opportunities

Requwe clean and quiet machines:
Phasing concept:
2000/2001 ethanol/methanol and synthetic fuels only sold in park;
2001/2002 green machines required for all commercia trips;
2008/2009 all green machines

- Phasing concept:
2 to 5 years alternative fuels and lubes;

5 years direct two-stroke and alternative fuels and lubes;
10 to 20 electric or hybrid fuel cdll;

- Require clean, quiet machines on all park roads

- Increase emphasis on emission and sound controls

- Continue to use today’ s emissions and sound standards

- Require clean, quiet snowmachine use on Jackson Lake and West Thumb
- Require clean, quiet motorized use on Teton Park Road

- Initiate a progressive 5 year sound abatement program

- Mandate new technology as it becomes available

I mplement permits, reservations, and/or fees through the following mechanisms:
- Differential pricing: e.g., reduce entrance fees during slower seasons

- Feeincreases to manage use levels
- Uselimitations (number of visitors)
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- Permit/reservation system

- Safety certification

- A cap on snowmobile numbers at current levels of use

After the October alternatives concepts workshop, representatives from the NPS held similar
workshops with the NPS employees at the local and regional levels. From the meetings,
representatives formulated an initial set of draft preliminary alternatives based on the concepts
and ideas generated at all the workshops and during public scoping.

COOPERATING AGENCY ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTSINCLUDED IN THE
INITIAL DRAFT PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

Many innovative suggestions or comments by the cooperating agencies were incorporated into
the purpose and need for action. While formulating the draft preliminary aternatives,
representatives of the NPS reviewed al of the management actions listed above, as well as those
suggested by the NPS employees in workshops held in YNP and GTNP for:

a) relevanceto the purpose, need, and scope of the document,
b) contribution to its goals, and
¢) accordance with the dictates of federal law and the Park Service mission

Many of the ideas generated at the workshop were included in the draft preliminary alternatives
that were distributed to the cooperating agencies on November 20, 1998. Below isalist of those
ideas, indexed according to the |etter-name of the draft preliminary alternatives in which they
appeared.

Sixty-eight percent of the ideas generated at the alternatives concept workshop that were within
the scope of the purpose and need of this EIS, and could potentially help to resolve that need,
appeared in the initial set of draft preliminary aternatives.

I ncrease access and affordability through road plowing (4 of 7):
Plow the road from West Y ellowstone, Montana to Old Faithful and alow all-wheeled vehicles with no
snowmobile route alongside; A

- Plow theroad from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful and allow all-wheeled vehicles with snowmachine
route alongside; A

- Plow the roads from Madison to Norris, West Y ellowstone, Montanato Old Faithful; A
- Do not plow the road from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch (groomed snowmachines route instead); B, C

Encourage/discourage use by season or time (2 of 3):

- Allow only snowcoaching and skiing during last two weeks (changed to “month,” in certain area) of
season; A

- Keep roads open only during daylight hours; B, C (lower nighttime limit), D

! Theinitial set of draft preliminary alternatives (released November 20, 1998) included four alternatives, and the
revised set (released April 19, 1999) included seven. The alternatives common to the two sets are similar but not
identical. The three remaining aternativesin the revised set include ano action aternative and two alternatives whose
elements were drawn from the initial set of alternatives. The two alternatives sets generally correspond as follows, with
theinitia set listed first: A=C, B=D, C=E, and D=F. These letters correspond to theinitial set of draft preliminary
alternatives, rather than the letter-names of the revised draft preliminary alternatives.
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Encourage/discourage use by grooming or maintenance levels (3 of 7):
- Maintain all groomed surfaces more frequently for improved visitor experiences; A

- Groom Grassy Lake Road less frequently; B
- Groom Grassy Lake Road more frequently; A

Encourage/discourage use levels via facilities (1 of 6):
- Upgrade/create additional warming huts/restrooms; A, B

Increase diversity of opportunities (2 of 6):
- Groom campground roads for skiing; A, B

- Groom ski trails near major destination areas in both parks A, B

Encourage/discourage use by adding, changing, and/or eliminating additional/
alternative motorized routes (3 of 7):
- Movethe CDST to utility corridor (or away from road); A, B

- Open utility corridorsin Lake/Fishing Bridge areato motorized use; A
- Close the CDST through GTNP (provide shuttle service); C

I nitiate and/or encourage alternative transportation, such as mass transportation
(1 of 3):
- Create subsidized oversnow shuttle to increase access and affordability; B

Wildlife closures/restrictions to use (2 of 6):
- Prohibit recreation in winter wildlife range; C, D

- Prohibit stopping/getting off machines or leaving trail/designated routes; D

Adaptive management (1 of 1):
- Utilize adaptive wildlife management; C

General (2 of 4):
- Separate uses; A, B
- Prohibit motorized use on Jackson Lake; C, D

Requwe clean and quiet machines (4 of 7):
Phasing concept; A, B, D
2000/2001 ethanol/methanol and synthetic fuels only sold in park (changed to 2001/2002 to allow grace
period for implementation);
2001/2002 green machines required for all commercial trips (changed to 2002/2003 to allow grace period
for implementation);
2007/2008 all green machines

- Require clean, quiet machines on all park roads; B, D
- Increase emphasis on emission and sound controls; A, B, C
- Mandate new technology as it becomes available; C

I mplement permits/reservations/fees:
- Implement safety program; B

IDEAS CONSIDERED BUT NOT INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL DRAFT
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

|deas that were considered but not incorporated into the initial draft preliminary alternatives fell
into four categories.

A. Outside the scope of the purpose and need of this EIS and/or within the scope of a concurrent EIS,
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B. Outside the scope of the purpose and need for this EIS and/or illegal according to federal statute or
Executive Order,

Ouitside the scope of a programmatic plan, or

D. Not effective means for resolving the need and meeting the objectives of this EIS (see the NPS
Director’s Order 12, Sec. 207(B), “Reasonable Alternatives”).

Q)

Ideas that fall into each category are discussed below.

A. Management actions outside the scope of the purpose and need of this EI'S and/or within the
scope of a concurrent EIS:

Initiate overnight lodging at Canyon/L ake/Jackson Lake Lodge
Provide additional low-cost accommodations at Old Faithful
Reduce overnight accommodations at Old Faithful

Create a backcountry hut system

Initiate leigh rides at Mammoth Hot Springs

Open the Grassy Lake Road to outfitters

o 0k~ wDNpE

Because all of these actions refer to activities or servicesto be conducted in the park by private
parties charging afee, they specifically fit the definition of commercial services, and so would be
more appropriately addressed in a Commercia Services Plan (CSP). The CSPsfor all three park
units are currently in process. This aso becomes clear in examining the purpose, need, and scope
of each plan; whereas the scope of the Winter Use Plang/EI'S requires that it focus on “desired
resource conditions and experiences, rather than on the details of how they should be achieved,”
the CSPis specifically designed to determine @) what types of services and facilities are
appropriate to the National Park, and b) what levels of appropriate services and facilities are
necessary to serve visitors (Project Agreement, Winter Use Plans/EIS for Y ellowstone and Grand
Teton National Parks and the John D Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway; Grand Teton
Commercial Services Plan; Draft Y ellowstone Commercia Services Plan, 1/8/98). Further, the
current draft preliminary winter use plans alternatives are consistent with the management action
in the Commercia Services Plan, and some of the ideas listed here are currently being analyzed
in the Environmental Assessment which will accompany the CSPs.

B. Management actions outside the scope of the purpose and need for this EIS and/or illegal
according to federal statute or Executive Order:

1. Create new route through Bechler areato Old Faithful
2. Open Potholes areato motorized use

3. Open off-trail motorized play areas at the Potholes, the Parkway, and the SW quadrant of YNP
below the Continental Divide

4. Allow hunting by Native Americans in order to curb ungulate popul ations

Because the area suggested for development in management action 1 has been recommended for
wilderness designation, implementation of that action would constitute a violation of several
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federal statutes and policies that govern the NPS.? Section 6:3 of the NPS Management Policies
states that:

The Park Service will take no action that would diminish the
wilderness suitability of an area recommended for wilderness
study or for wilderness designation until the legislative process
has been completed.

Executive Order (EO) 11644 (Amended 11989) states that:

(4) Areas and trails shall not be located in officially designated wilderness or primitive areas. Areas
and trails shall be located in areas of the National Park system, Natural areas or National Wildlife
Refuges and Game Ranges only if the respective agency head determines that off road vehicle usein
such locations will not adversely effect their natural, aesthetic, or scenic values.

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR 1, Sec. 2.18) states that:

The use of snowmoabiles is prohibited, except on designated routes
and water surfaces that are used by motor vehicles or motorboats
during other seasons. Routes and water surfaces designated for
snowmobile use shall be promulgated as special regulations.
Showmoabiles are prohibited except where designated and only when
their use is consistent with the park’ s natural, cultural, scenic and
aesthetic values, safety considerations, park management objectives,
and will not disturb wildlife or damage park resources.

Implementation of actions 2 and 3 would similarly violate EO 11644 (Amended 11989) and 36
CFR 1, Sec. 2.18. Park staff members also believe that these actions could lead to serious
adverse resource impacts, particularly in geothermal areas. It is possible that some of these
management actions would be contrary to the Purpose and Need statement of this plan, which
states that “winter recreation within Grand Teton and Y ellowstone National Parks should
complement or remain subordinate to the unique aspects of each landscape within the ecosystem”
(Project Agreement, Winter Use Plans/EIS for Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and
the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memoria Parkway).

Implementation of action 4 would constitute aviolation of 36 CFR 1, Sec. 2.2, which prohibits
hunting in the National Parks except for the IDRMP. Instituting this action is also beyond the
scope of thisEIS, asit would require the establishment of awildlife carrying capacity for YNP, a
topic that would be more appropriately addressed in aresource or wildlife management plan.

C. Management actions outside the scope of a programmatic plan:

1. Attach grooming machines to the back of snowcoaches
2. Implement differential pricing. For instance, reduce entrance fees during slower seasons
3. Implement fee increases to manage use levels

2 Related to the subject of human development, the federal Wilderness Act (1964) defines “wilderness’ as“an area of
undevel oped federal land retaining its primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human
habitation, which is protected and managed so asto preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appearsto
have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’swork substantially unnoticeable”
(Wilderness Act, 78 Stat. 987, 1964).
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Asoutlined in the Director’s Order 2: Park Planning, there are four levels of planning in which
the NPS engages. General Management, Strategic, Implementation, and Annual Performance.
The scope of this document places it within the category of General Management Planning,
which focuses on “why the park was established and what resource conditions and visitor
experiences should be achieved and maintained over time” (Director’s Order 2: Park Planning;
USDOI; May, 1998, p5). Because they deal specifically with methods by which goals could be
achieved, the management actions listed here would be more appropriately considered in an
Implementation Planning document. According to the NPS planning policy, “implementation
planning will usually tier from a general management plan, or its equivalent, and it will analyze
and describe specific actions and locations for meeting a plan objective. Asisoutlined inits
Purpose and Need and Scope, this EISis designed to develop a programmatic plan for achieving
long-term goals rather than establishing site specific actions or actions that do not require EIS
analysis for approval (such as speed limits, signing or enforcement actions).

D. Management actions that were determined ineffective for meeting the objectives of thisEIS:

Groom west side routes less frequently
Introduce motorized and nonmotorized zonesto Y ellowstone Lake
Open utility corridors at Slough Creek to motorized use
Groom fewer ski trails
Do not groom ski trailsin either park
Allow skiing in winter range; mitigate through education
Post wildlife migrations daily, adjust visitor use patterns/routes accordingly
Create a backcountry hut system
Create a“hyper-car” aternative (similar to monorail) to destination points

10 Prohibit snowplanes on Teton Park Road

11. Create a“wildernessisland” experience
Management actions 1 and 2 would not effectively contribute to the goals of the EIS because
their implementation would pose significant safety risks to park visitors. Due to the volume of
visitors entering the park from the West Entrance (48% of all winter recreational visitors from
December 1994-March 1999), action 1 could cause dangerously poor road conditions, and make
even periodic grooming very difficult (Monthly Travel Data Reports, YNP Visitor Services
Office). Action 2 isimpracticable because the Lake's many thermal features and rapidly
changing ice conditions make it unsafe for winter use activities. In spite of YNP s extreme
climate, some areas of Y ellowstone Lake remain ice-free throughout the winter. For instance, at
Mary Bay/Sedge Bay, hydro-thermal vents, some located only 20 feet beneath the Lake' s surface,
produce hot springs of 80 degrees Fahrenheit which often prevent the Lake from ever freezing
over near the shoreline (Charles Remsen, J. Va Klump, Jerry Kaster, Robert Paddock, Patrick
Anderson, & James Maki, “Hydrothermal Springs and Gas Fumarolesin Y ellowstone Lake,
Y ellowstone National Park, Wyoming” National Geographic Research 6(4): 509-515 (1990);
Jerry Kaster, J. Va Klump, & Charles Remsen, “ Sub-lacustrine Fumarole Communitiesin
Y ellowstone Lake: Naturally-Occurring Hydroponic System” Final Report, National Geographic
Society Grant No. 3170-85, University of Wisconsin—Milwaukee Center for Great Lakes
Studies, (no date), 2-4). West Thumb is another highly active thermal area, and geothermal
studies conducted during the 1980s indicate that hydro-thermal springs may be a widespread

© N U A~®WDNPRE
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phenomenon throughout the Lake (Kaster, Klump, & Remsen, “ Sub-lacustrine Fumarole
Communitiesin Yellowstone Lake,” 4). In the winters of both 1997-98 and 1998-99, the Lake
inexplicably froze and then thawed in the middle of the winter (Will Rizzo, “Park officials ponder
unfrozen lake” Livingston Enterprise, February 17, 1999).

Because Slough Creek is accessed viathe plowed road that runs between Gardiner and Cooke
City, Montana, potential snowmobilers would have to trailer their machines for 24-29 milesin
order to take avery brief ride. The Slough Creek area has several other drawbacks, including:

- The area has been identified by biologists asimportant wildlife winter range
- Snow cover isunreliable at itslower elevation
- Other utility corridors were proposed for this use in theinitial draft alternatives

Actions 4, 5, 6, and 7 were proposed as ways to reduce impacts to wildlife. However, because
research has found that animals better adapt to well-defined areas of concentrated use than to
intermittent use patterns, none of these actions would produce a significant benefit toward
realizing thisgoal. Action 7 isbeing explored on a seasonal basis, but is problematic due to the
difficulty of tracking wildlife on adaily basis. Also, evidence of grooming for visitor use can
remain on the snow surface for lengthy periods, and so redirecting visitor use on adaily would
appear to represent a greater impact on wildlife.

Constructing a series of backcountry huts and connecting trails would appear to be inconsistent
with management prescription 11 for this EIS, which addresses backcountry areas where use is
permitted. Prescription 11 states not only that backcountry areas must have “no facilities,” but
also must “generally appear natural and untouched by humans,” with “little to no evidence of
resource modification” (Management Prescriptions matrix for Draft Preliminary Winter Use
Alternatives). Facilities for overnight lodging are included only in prescription 1, which addresses
destination areas. It is questionable at this time whether these additional facilities would be
utilized to such an extent asto justify their addition. In winter 1996-97, the existing 10-yurt
camp at Canyon logged only 418 user days, and only 114 backcountry permits were issued (Y NP
Concessions Office, YNP Backcountry Office). Should the demand arise for this use, temporary
yurt facilities could be considered for other areas and administered through concession plans
following additional environmental analysis.

Although the benefits of action 9 might eventually prove to be attractive and substantial, the NPS
must consider cost-effective alternatives for this EIS. Implementation costs of action 9 would be
enormous, and because a hyper-car system would require year-round implementation, this action
would be best addressed in a general management plan. Also, YNP' stopography is not as
conducive to the implementation of such as a system as is the topography of other parks where
rail systems have aready been installed. For instance, in certain parts of the park such as Sylvan
Pass, the permanent elevated track of the system would be highly vulnerable to occasional
avalanches. Asaresult, safety considerations and maintenance costs (on top of theinitial
building and implementation costs) would be major concerns. This management action is
technically and economically unfeasible at the current time (see the NPS Director’s Order 12,
Sec. 207(B), “Reasonable Alternatives’).
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Theidea of creating a“wildernessisland” experience (action 11) was considered for
incorporation into the alternatives, but determined to be undesirable because of a considerable
increase in the cost of visitor accessto the park. Individuals without personal snowmobiles
would pay for two forms of transport; afull day’s snowmobile rental aswell as a snowcoach tour.

However, elements of this concept have been incorporated into several of the alternatives.
Alternatives C and D separate uses through timing and zoning, and alternative F closes park roads
at sunset. Visitors engaging in nighttime activitiesin Y NP would also have to spend the night in
the Park’ sinterior under alternative F.

COOPERATING AGENCY COMMENTSON PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
Cooperating agency representatives were asked to submit their comments on the draft preliminary
aternatives by December 7, 1998. Those comments appear below:

- Accompany road closures with road openings

- Assess possible changesin recreational use and distribution under each alternative

- Assess possible use/demand changes in gateway communities under each alternative

- Change “biodegradable lubricants’ to “synthetic low-emission lube oils’

- Change “ethanol/methanol” to “10% ethanol blend”

- Change “hypercar” to “cybercar”

- Clarify al concept statements

- Clarify that alternative A will maximize opportunities, not use

- Clarify why the NPS might consider re-opening roads to snowcoachesonly in D

- Clarify/improve proposed methods of measuring decibel and emissions levels

- Consider effects on National Forestsif dirty sleds and February traffic are displaced to them
- Define “natural quiet”

- Define “unnatural wildlife migrations’

- Develop an dternative D for GNTP

- Develop more nonmotorized trails

- Discuss ideas which were eliminated because they were judged to be implementation questions

- Discuss ideas which were eliminated because they were judged to beillegal or beyond the scope of the
EIS

- Do not close the CDST from the east boundary to Colter Bay
- Do not introduce subsidized snowcoach service

- Ensure that any plowing of the road from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful is accompanied by a
snowmobile trail alongside it

- Establish a strategy for resolving user conflicts
- Establish backcountry huts
- Establish measurable and scientific standards for management

- Establish quantitative measures which express the essentia elements of the EIS's purpose, and allow for
comparison between the current state and those which would be provided under the alternatives

- Establish wildlife carrying capacity
- Expand lodging and eating facilities to include Lake, Canyon, and Grant Village

- Form cooperative associations with gateway communitiesin order to fully inform visitors about the
range of winter recreational opportunities

- Give CA'’sthe opportunity to review/comment upon/repeat results of all scientific studies related to road
closures
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- Increase interna facilities

- Justify East Entrance closure

- Justify nighttime road closure

- Let the cooperating agencies decide whether illegality is actually an impediment to consideration
- Make GTNFP s alternative C into D, make new C or make aternative B into C, create new B

- Move closing the Grassy Lake Road to aternative D

- Move closure of Jackson Lake to alternative D

- Move nighttime road closure to aternative C, nighttime speed limit to B

- Movethe East Entrance road closure action to aternative D

- Offer alternative which leaves CDST in road ditch

- Open Dunraven Pass

- Open the CDST and Grassy Lake Roads to outfitters

- Provide afull-scale no action aternative for examination

- Provide more detail about the proposed location of interior campsites and new warming huts
- Reconsider theidea of reducing lodging at Old Faithful

- Remove part in A about limiting February travel from Fishing Bridge to Norris snowcoaches
- Remove part in A about plowing from Madison to Mammoth

- Remove references to the nearby availability of places where people can engage in activities similar to
those which would be prohibited in the parks

- Separate consideration of water quality, emissions, and sound issues
- Specify how visitor uses will be separated
- Specify issues/needs being addressed under each alternative

- Specify what indicators and standards will be used for determining visitor carrying capacity, and how
those standards would guide implementation

- Speculate about what effects might result from adaptive management possibilities
- Stop “hiding behind the CFR”
- Vary season length

The comments of the cooperating agencies proved helpful as the NPS continued to revise the
alternatives. The following changes were not necessarily a direct response to suggestions made
by the cooperating agencies, but they address the agencies’ input at this stage. The parenthetical
addition in each bulleted comment indicates a change that NPS made.

- Change “biodegradable lubricants’ to “synthetic low-emission lube oils’ (language changed)

- Change “ethanol/methanal” to “10% ethanol blend” (language changed)

- Clarify all concept statements (clarified/expanded)

- Clarify that alternative A will maximize opportunities, not use (language changed from “access’ to
“opportunities”)

- Clarify why the NPS might consider re-opening roads to snowcoaches only in D (language changed to
reflect consideration of unspecific “ reopening”)

- Clarify/improve proposed methods of measuring decibel and emissionslevels, do not rely on automobile
standards (clarified, changed)

- Define “natural quiet” in aternative B (D) (language €liminated)
- Do not introduce subsidized snowcoach service (element eliminated)

- Form cooperative associations with gateway communitiesin order to fully inform visitors about the
range of winter recreational opportunities (alternatives B, C, D, F, and G all now include language about
forging partnerships with gateway communities in efforts to inform visitors about the full range of
available winter recreation opportunities)
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- Provide afull-scale no action alternative for examination (Provided by revised alternative A)

- Provide more detail about the proposed location of interior campsites and new warming huts (provided)
- Separate consideration of water quality, emissions, and sound issues (separ ated)

- Vary season length (alternatives B and C both include this element)

Many of the remaining comments involved issues that are addressed above. Other comments

requested that the sort of analysis provided in the Draft EIS be provided within the text of the

alternatives. Other comments request unconditional implementation of suggestions that have

been dismissed with rationale by the NPS (such as the comment that a plowed road from West
Y ellowstone to Old Faithful “must” be accompanied by a snowmobile trail alongsideit).

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The preliminary draft alternatives were the focus of a January 1999 workshop process called
“Choosing by Advantages.” Participants included the NPS representatives from local (YNP),
regional (Denver Service Center), and national (Washington, D.C.) offices. CBA isadecision-
making process based on advantages of different alternatives for avariety of factors or goals.
The advantages are weighed and summarized to help identify the preferred alternative. 1nthe
“Choosing by Advantages’ (CBA) process, the work group assigns a quantitative value to each
element of each existing alternative in terms of its relative advantage over all of the parallel
elements from other aternatives. (In this case, the origina aternatives were evaluated in terms
of visitor enjoyment and opportunity, resource protection, effects on local communities, and
safety). The elements are evaluated in terms of lifecycle costs. Finally, each alternativeis
assigned atotal score that is charted onto an axis against its projected lifecycle costs. Desirable
alternatives feature high total scores and low lifecycle costs. In this case, the preliminary draft
alternative with the highest total score also had the highest projected lifecycle cost. The NPS
drew from existing alternatives to:

- Replace the highest-scoring alternative’ s most costly elements with less costly elements which were
designed to fulfill similar needs but were not substantially lower in score than the more expensive
elements which they replaced, and

- Ensure that the best combinable ideas from each aternative were included in the Preferred alternative.

Alternative B resulted from this process, and combines ideas and elements of the four preliminary
draft alternatives to provide the most benefit for the dollars expended over time.

The revised draft preliminary alternatives still contain many ideas from both the initial
alternatives and the October cooperating agencies workshop. Followingisalist of ideas
generated at the cooperating agencies workshop which were included in the revised preliminary
alternatives, indexed according to the letter-name of the revised draft preliminary alternative/sin
which they appeared. The proportion of ideas appearing in the revised draft preliminary
alternatives to the total number of ideas generated in each category has been noted. Based on
these numbers, 76% of the ideas generated at the workshop (which were within the scope of the
purpose and need of this EIS and could potentially help to resolve that need) appeared in the
revised draft preliminary alternatives. [Note: This number increases when overlapping
suggestions and those which were either outside the scope of this document or contrary to federal
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statute are excluded from the calculation.] However, these numbers have been included only as
representations and not quantitative indicators.

I ncrease access and affordability through road plowing (3 of 7):
Plow the road from West Y ellowstone, Montana to Old Faithful and allow all-wheeled vehicles with no
snowmoblle route alongside; B, C

- Plow the roads from Madison to Norris, West Y ellowstone, Montana to
Old Faithful; C

- Do not plow the road from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch (groomed snowmachines route instead); D

Encourage/discourage use by season or time (3 of 3):
- Allow only snowcoaching and skiing during last two weeks (changed to “month,” in certain area) of
season; C

- Keep roads open only during daylight hours; B, D, E (lower nighttime limit), F, G
- Lengthen the season; B, C

Encourage/discourage use levels via facilities (1 of 6):
- Upgrade/create additional warming huts/restrooms; B, C, D, G

Increase diversity of opportunities (2 of 6):
- Groom campground roads for skiing; B, C

- Groom ski trails near major destination areas in both parks; B, C, D, G

Encourage/discourage use via adding/changing/eliminating additional/
alternative motorized routes (3 of 7):
- Movethe CDST to utility corridor (or away from road); B, C, D

- Open utility corridorsin Lake/Fishing Bridge area (changed to Norris) to motorized use; C
- Close the CDST through GTNP (provide shuttle service); E, F

I nitiate/encourage alter native/mass transportation (1 of 3):
- Limit oversnow motorized travel to snowcoaches; G

Wildlife closures/restrictions to use (2 of 6):
- Prohibit recreation in winter wildliferange; B, D, E, F

- Prohibit stopping/getting off machines or leaving trail/designated routes; F

Adaptive management (1 of 1):
- Use adaptive wildlife management; B, E

General (3 of 4):
- Separate uses; C, D
- Prohibit motorized use on Jackson Lake; B, E, F, G

- Work with gateway communities to inform visitors of the full range of winter recreation opportunities; B,
C,D,FG

Requwe clean and quiet machines (4 of 7):
Phasing concept: B, D 2000/2001 ethanol/methanol and synthetic fuels only sold in park (changed to
2001/2002 to allow grace period for implementation);
2001/2002 green machines required for all commercial trips (changed to 2002/2003 to allow grace period
for implementation);
2007/2008 all green machines

- Require clean, quiet machineson al park roads; B, D, F, G

- Increase emphasis on emission and sound controls; B, C, D, F, G

A-16



- Mandate new technology asit becomes available; B, F, G

I mplement permits/reservations/fees (2 of 6):
- Implement safety program; B, D

- Implement reservation system; B

Two important elements of the initial draft preliminary alternatives that did not appear in the
revised draft preliminary alternatives included a) plowing the road from West Y ellowstone to Old
Faithful and establishing a snowmobile route alongside the road, and b) instituting a subsidized
snowcoach system. Both these ideas have attractive aspects. It was determined, however, that
establishing such a bi-modal transportation route on the West Y ellowstone-Old Faithful road
would create safety hazards. The cost of both grooming and plowing on the road from West

Y ellowstone would be twice as costly as current operations. The lifecycle costs of a subsidized
snowcoach system made that action similarly unfeasible (see the NPS Director’s Order 12, Sec.
207(B), “Reasonable Alternatives”).

The revised preliminary draft alternatives were distributed to the cooperating agencies on April
20, 1999 for areview during the comment period. The Agencies were required to submit their
comments, as well as analyses of impacts in their specific areas of expertise, to the NPS by May
24, 1999. Inresponseto this deadline, Senators Conrad Burns, Michael Crapo and Larry Craig
sent aletter of request to the NPS Director Robert Stanton expressing their desire that the
Agencies be allowed more time for review, comment, and production for analysis. Because of
the tight, court-dictated time schedule governing the EI'S, the NPS was unable to honor that
request.
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

National Park Service, Denver Service Center
Clifford L. Hawkes, Job Captain, Natural Resource Specialist

Miki Stuebe, Landscape Architect/Planner,

National Park Service, Y ellowstone National Park
Sarah Creachbaum, Point of Contact, Planner

Alice Wondrak, Planning Assistant

National Park Service, Grand Teton National Park and John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
Memorial Parkway
Robert Rossman, Point of Contact, Planner

Madeleine Vander Heyden, Wildlife Biologist

Other National Park Service Support

Denver Service Center or I ntermountain Regional Office
Beverely C. Boecher, Visual Information Specialist

Greg Cody, National Environmental Policy Act/Section 106 Specialist
Judy Dersch, Visual Information Specialist

Rick Ernenwein, Sound Specialist

Glenda Heronema, Visual Information Specialist

Joan Huff, Visual Information Specialist

Mary M. Magee, Natural Resource Specialist

Sam W. Vaughn, Interpretive Planner, Harpers Ferry Center

John Vimont, Air Resource Specialist, Air Resource Division
Yellowstone National Park

Thomas Barr, Planning Assistant

Mary Hektner, Environmental Specialist

Kristin Legg, Recreation Planner

Dan Reinhart, Resource Management Specialist/Wildlife Biologist
John Sacklin, Supervisory Planner

Grand Teton National Park and John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
George Helfrich, Management Assistant

Tami DeGrosky, Facility Management Specialist

Karin McCoy, Biologist

Mason Reid, Wildlife Biologist
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COOPERATORS
Carl Wilgus, Representing the State of 1daho

Tamra Cikaitoga, Representing Fremont County, Idaho

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

Julie Lapeyre, Representing the State of Montana

William Murdock, Representing Gallatin County, Montana
Ellen Woodbury, Representing Park County, Montana

Kim Raap, Representing, the State of Wyoming

Charles W. Johnstone, Representing Park County, Wyoming
William Paddleford, Representing Teton County, Wyoming
Rebecca Aus, Representing the U.S. Forest Service

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE CONSULTANTS
Scott Babcock, Natural Resource Planner, ERO Resources Corp.

Kimberly Bissell, Environmental Planner, ERO Resources Corp.

William Bowlby, Sound Engineer, Bowlby and Associates, Inc.

Andrew Cole, Natural Resource Planner, ERO Resources Corp.

Martha L. Clark, Technical Editor, ERO Resources Corp.

John Duffield, President, Bioeconomics, Inc.; Research Professor, University of Montana
Ouattara Chris Fatogoma, Senior Air Quality Scientist, EA Engineering, Science and Technology
David Hesker, Visual Information Specialist

Chris Menge, Sound Engineer, Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc.

Chris Neher, Economist, Bioeconomics, Inc.

Daniel Raley, P.E., Project Manager, EA Engineering, Science and Technology

Anjie C. Saunders, Project Manager, ERO Resources Corp.

Justin Spring, Natural Resource Speciaist, ERO Resources Corp.
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Am Act b Sed Apart & Certain Tract of Land Lying Mear the
Headwalers of the Yellwsione Eiver as u Public Park,
Approved Morch 1, 1872 (17 Siat 32)

He it eamcted by the Senare and Houwse of Representarives of the
Linited Siafer of Americe (v Congress arsembled, That the troct of
laml i the Terntories of Montana and Wyoming, lying near the
head-walers of the Yellowsione River, and described as follows, s
wilt, commencimg an the anetion of Gardines's river with the
Yelbowapome river. and munning eas) o the mersdian passing ben
miles; ba the enstward of the most sastem paint of Yellowstone
lake:; thence sonh along said meridion w i parallel of kaiwde
passing ven miles south of the most southern poind of Yellowstone
lakie, thence west dlong aaid parallel 1o be meridian pusing Gfleen
muiles west of the mos! western poind of Mad=on Lke; thence naorth
along said meridhian o the lalsisde of (ke junction of the
Yilkrasione aml Gardiner's rivers; thence east o the place of
begenning, is berehy reserved and withdrawn from sestlement,
occupanecy, ar sabke under the Brws of the United States, and
dedicated and se1 apan as & public park o plemsunng-ground (o
the benefit and enjoyment of the people; and all pesons wha shall
bocate ar settle upon o occupy the same, of aay part thereol, shall
b eonsiclered trespassers snd menwoved iherefrom, (LLS.C, i
16, sec. 21.)

SEC. 20 That sad public park shall be under the exclasive
gimtral of the Secrstary of the Inserior, whose duiy i shall be, as
soon ds pracicEble, 10 make and publish such rules asd regulstions
% he may deem necessary or proapec for the care and management
of tke same. Such regulations shall provide for the preservation,
from injury of spoilation, of all timbes, mineral deposics. nanaral
Cusisinics, o wonders within said park, and their retention in thesr
nasural condition, The Secretary may in his discretion, grasd beises
For budlding parposes for serms ol exceeding ten years, of small
pascels of ground, al such places in said park as skl seguane the
croction of buildings for tbe sccommodation of visitors; all of tho
proceeds of said leases, and wll cther revenwes that may be decved
From amy source connectod with said park, 1o bo expended under
his direction in the management of the same, and 1be coeslrczen
of roils and hewdle-patks therein, He shall provide agaans) the
wanion destruction of the fish and game found within sad park,
and againes their capiure or destaction For purposes of profit. He
shill also cuuse all persons trespassing upon e same after s
passage of this act 10 be removed therefrom. and geserally shall b
authorized te take all such messures af shall be necessary or proper
ta fly carry oul ke objects and parposes of this act. (ULS.CL ke
L6, s, 22,
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An Act o Establish a New Grand Teton National Park in the
Stude of Wyoming, und or (ither Parposes, Approved
September 14, 1950 (64 Sial. 849)

Be it enacted by the Sewate ard Havre of Reprereatatives of fie
Uinited Steter af America in Cangress asvemdiiad, That, for the
purpose of iecluding in one national park, for public benefit asd
enjoyment, the lands withis the peesent Grand Tetan Nuticanl Park
and a pariean of the lands wishin the Tnckson Hole Magional
Mogumeznt, there is hereby establishad a pew “Grand Teton
Matipnal Pack™ The park shall compee, subject fo valsd exisiang
tghta, all of the peesent Girand Teton National Park asc all Lands of
e Jacksen Hole Mational Manumert that are nog otherwiss
expressly pravaded for i this Act, and an order seiting fonth the:
boundaries of the park shall he prepared by the Secretary of the
Inbergor and published in the Federal Begister. The national park
s ostablasked shall, =0 far as conzistent with the provisions of this
Al be admanzstered in acconlance with the general statutes
governing naisonal parks, and shall supersese the present Gramd
Temon Mational Partk and the Jacksen Hole Mationad Mosumenr,
The At of February 26, 1929 (43 Sfat. 1314}, and wny other
provisions al B heretabore specifically applicatle g such present
park or monument, are hereby rcp:uh:d: Provided, That no fusther
extension or establishment of national parks or monumens in
Wynmang may be underinken excepd by express puthorizathon of
the Congress. (16 1L.5.C, Sec, - | and ness, 4312, 4510}

S6C 1 The following-described lands of the Jackson Hole
Matianad Monument are hershy made o pan of the Mational Elk
Refuge and shall be administered hereafier in accondance with the
laws spplicable bo said refiepe.

SEC. 3. The folbewing-described lands of the Tackson Hole
Mational Manuseal ame hurehy nsade o past of the Teton National
Frorest amd shall be admimistersd bereafter in noccordance with the
lzwe spplicnble o said forest,

SEC, 4, With respect v those bands thot are included by this At
sithin the Grang Teron Naiosal Park—

{a] the Secremry of the Interior shall des gnsie and open righis-nd-
way, inchuding stock driveways, over and across Federal Lands
within the exterior houndary of the pu.r'l-r for ithe movemant of
persons aad propesty te ar from Stade and privabe lands within
the exterion bounsdary of the park and 10 or from natioaal forest,
Seate, amal private lamds adjcent o the park, The Jocation amd
use af ssch rights-ol-way chall be subject o such regulstions as
may be preseribed by the Secretary af the Ingericor;
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Program for
conservation of elk.

Yearly plan.

amount of annual taxes last assessed and levied on the land,
together with any improvements thereon, by public taxing units in
such county, less any amount, to be determined by the Secretary of
the Interior, which may have been paid on account of taxes for any
period falling within such fiscal year. For each succeeding fiscal
year, until twenty years elapse, there shall be paid on account of
such land an amount equal to the full amount of taxes referred to in
the preceding sentence, less 5 per centum of such full amount for
each fiscal year, including the year for which the payment is to be
made: Provided, That the amount payable under the foregoing
schedule for any fiscal year following the approval of this Act shall
not become payable until the end of such first full fiscal year.

(b) As soon as practicable after the end of each fiscal year, the
amount then due for such fiscal year shall be computed and
certified by the Secretary of the Interior, and shall be paid by the
Secretary of the Treasury: Provided, That such amount shall not
exceed 25 per centum of the fees collected during such fiscal year
from visitors to the Grand Teton National Park established by this
Act and the Yellowstone National Park. Payments made to the
State of Wyoming under this section shall be distributed to the
county where the lands acquired from private landowners are
located and in such manner as the State of Wyoming may
prescribe. (16 U.S.C. Sec. 406d-3.)

SEC. 6. (a) The Wyoming Game and Fish Commission and the
National Park Service shall devise, from technical information and
other pertinent data assembled or produced by necessary field
studies or investigations conducted jointly by the technical and
administrative personnel of the agencies involved, and recommend
to the Secretary of the Interior and the Governor of Wyoming for
their joint approval, a program to insure the permanent
conservation of elk within the Grand Teton National Park
established by this Act. Such program shall include the controlled
reduction of elk in such park by hunters licensed by the State of
Wryoming and deputized as rangers by the Secretary of the Interior,
when it is found necessary for the purposes of proper management
and protection of the elk.

{b) At least once a year between February 1 and April 1, the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission and the National Park
Service shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior and to the
Governor of Wyoming, for their joint approval, their joint
recommendations for the management, protection, and control of
the elk for that year. The yearly plan, recommended by the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission and the National Park
Service shall become effective when approved by the Secretary of
the Interior and the Governor of Wyoming, and thereupon the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission and the Secretary of the
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Imtesior shall issse separapely, but simulianeously such agpropriste
arders sod regulstions s ane Bosegsary 10 carry oul thoss portions
af the approved plan that fall wichin theis respective jurisdictions,
Such orders ard regulatlons, 1o b issued by the Secretary of the
Imieriar and the Wyaming Game and Fusl Commissson, shall
inelude provision for conprolbed and managed reduction by
qualified and experienead husers leessed by 1l Stane of
Wynming and deputized as ranpers by the Secrerary of (b Interice,
if snd whes o reducthon i e mesnbser of el by this method within
the Cransl Teton Mational Park estzhlished by chis A ks requined
us & part af the approeved plan for the year, provided that ame elk
omly mary be killed by each such licensed and depatized mpper,
Such erders and regudations of tlse Secreliry of the Inberior far
coprtrolled reduction shall apply only (o dhe lands withan the park
which lhe easi of the Snake River and cthose Llamls west of Tackson
Lake and the Sneke River which e noeth of the present nomth
bemndaries of Ceramd Teton Mational Park, bat shadl ot be
applicabde o lands within the Fackson Hode Wildlife Pak. Aller
ihe Whyomming Game and Fish Commmssion asd the Mational Park
Serviee shall bave recommended 10 the Secnstary of the Interior
zzil the Gowernor of Wyoming m any specifizd year a plan, which
has received the joint opproval of the Secreiary of the Interior and
the Govemner of Wyoming. calling for the contsollsd and managed
reduction by the metkod prescribed bensin of the oumber of el
within the Grasd Teton Matlonal Park cstablished by thas Act, amd
afeer the Wiyoming Game and Fish Commission akall have
tran=mitted to the Secretary of the Iserlor o s of persons who
have elk buntisg leenses Bsued by the State of Wyoming and who
are quahfied and experienced hupters, on or bafore July 1 of that
ekr et Secrelary of the Ietenor, withou charpe, shall case i be
issued orders depotizing the persons whose names appear an such
list, im the number specified by the plan, as raagers for the purpose
of entering the park and assesting in the contbolled redisctbon plan.
Each such quatified hunter, depatiboed as a ranger, parlicipating in
the controlled redection plan shall be pesmidted to remeve from the
prarie the cancess of te ol hie has Eilled &5 a pan af the plan. (16
U5, Se, 673

SEC. T, The Secretary of the Invterlor 1e suthosized to accept the
danation aof ke folleaing-descnbed lands, which lands, upon
acceptance by the Unibad Sraves, shall becoms o part of (ke national

SEC 8, All tlemparary withdrawals of peblic lands mde by
Executive order in aid of legislmion periaining s parks,
eresumeets, of rerestbonal anesa, adjacent to the Grand Tedon
Pational Park as extabdished by this Act ae hereby revokad. (16
V5.2, Sec, 4liad-1.3
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SEC, 9. MNothing i this Act shall affect the use for reclamation
purposes, in accardance wilh the Act of Tune |7, 1502 {32 S4a1
1530} and Acts amendalory thereof or supplementory thereto, of the
lands witkin the exterior boundary of the park as prescribed by this
Act which have been withdrinwn ar acquired for reclamaizon
plarposes, ar the operation, mamlessnee, rehabilitation, amd
nprovemont of the restrvdis amd otber reclamation facilities
lacated on such withdrawn or soquarsd lands. AlL provigions of
law incansistent with the provisioss of thiz Act are hershy repealed
tar the extent of such incomsistency, The remninirg unexpenied
balance of amy funds appropriated for ihe present Grand Teton
Marional Park snd the Jeckson Hole Matonal Mooument shadl b
avatlabde fior expenditane in consaction with the admenisiration of
e Crand Teron Natbonal Park csablished by this Act. {16 1L8.C
Sag, 406-3, 406-1 Bote )
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An Act to Authoriee the Secretary of the Interbor to Estahlish
the John [). Rockefeller, Jundor, Memorial Parkway, and lfor
Othier Purposes. (Pullic Law 92-40.4)

B (1 enacted by the Senare and Hovse of Represemtmtives aof e
Unired Stares of Amerioa in Congreds agsembled, fa) That Tor the
pumpase of commemarating the many significant sontrbalions bo
the cause of cooservation i the Unlssd Siases, which have heen
made by Jobn [ Rockefefler, Jundor, and to provide hoth o
syrabolic and desirable physical conrection betwesn the warld's
first national park, Yellowssone, aned the grand Teton Natkonad
Park, which waos made possible theoisgh the sfforts and pemeoosity
of this disfinguished citizen, the Secretary of the Ieterior
(hereinafier refemred s as the Secrstary) is amhorized w establish
the Jahn 1. Bockefeller, Juniar, Memonal Parkwsy (hereinaficr
refermed o as the “parkway™) o consist of those londs and mnierests
i lasde, in Teton County, Wyaming, ns generally depicted on &
drawing entiled “Boundary Map, Jobn [ Rockefeller, Junior,
Memorinl Packeay, Wyoming®, mentbenad PEY-TDEM-20,000,
and dated Augast 1971, 2 capy of whdch shall be an file and
available for inspectson in the Offices of the National Park Service,
Departmens of the Interior. The Secretary shall escahlish the
parkway by publication of a matics (o that =ffect in the Federal
Regimer, at such times as he deems advisable, The Secrerary may
miEke myinor revisions in the boondary of the parkwaoy from time o
time, with the concumerce of the Secretary of Agriculiure where
natieead forest lands are imvolved. by publication of a revisad
driwimg ar ather boundary description in the Federnl Regisser,

(b} The Secretary shall also inke oction as he may deem
necessary and appeopriote to designate and wdentify as
“Rockefeller Pearkway™ the exisling asd fuuse coanecling
roadwiys withim the parkway, ind belween West Thumb in
Yellowstone Matiomal Park, and the south entramce of Gras:d
Teton Muzanal Park: Prowided, Thal amy sections af the
perieway kocmed within Yellvwsione Matronal Park or Grand
Teten Matsonal Park shall be adminspred and managesd in
U s mmner and in sccoemdamos with the samse
regalatbons and policies 25 (he other postions of sach parks.

SEC. I Wiilknin the bousdaries af (e parkway, the Secrnelary may

acaire lasds and intzrests in lands by donation, purchase,
exchange, of imansfer from asther Federal apency, Lamds and
ingsresis in lands cwnsd by the Sate of Wiyaming or o politicsl
subdivision thereof may be soquened only by dosation, Lands
andier the jurisdiction of anoler Federal ggency shall, apon requesst
af the Seeietary, b trass fermed without consadertron fo 1he
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Aelspriatn jurisdiction of 1be Secretary for the purposes of 1he parkway.
SEC. 3. (a) The Secretary shall admanister the parkway as a umit
of the natsonal park sysiem in acoordasos with the aobority
lawing aad [1king cimtdined i the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Sal 535, 16 US.C 1.
fegalilinn T-4), us amended asd wwltrrml.lnl.

() The Secrerary shall permit hunting &nd lishing withia the
areh described by section 1} of this Act in sccordamce with
applicabde kws of the United States and the State af
Whvaming, excepl thal the Secrelary may designals dones
where, and perinds when, no hunting art shing shall be
permitied for reasoms of public safety, sdministration, ar
pubdic use and enjoyment. Except in emergencies, any
egudatbons of the Secretary pursaant o this section shall be
put it eflect oaly after covsdiation with the approprise
Stare fish and game departmeni.

{eb The lapds within the parkwsy, subjest to valid exisging
righta, are herehy withdrewn from lecation, estry and pabesi

Apgroprieis, urder the United Stntes mining lnws,
SEC. 4. For the parpesss of this Act. there ane amborized 1o be
appropristed sol nware U 525,000 for the acquisivoen of lands
anid imerests m lands and oof more than 53,092 000 for
developmerni.
Approved Augus 25, 1972,
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THE PRESIDENT

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11644
Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public Lands

An estimated 5 million off-road recreational vehicles—motorcycles,
minibikes, trail bikes, snowmobiles, dune-buggies, all-terrain vehicles,
and others—are in use in the United States today, and their popularity
continues to increase rapidly. The widespread use of such vehicles on
the public lands—often for legitimate purposes but also in frequent
conflict with wise land and resource management practices, environ-
mental values, and other types of recreational activity—has demon-
strated the need for a unified Federal policy toward the use of such
vehicles on the public lands.

NOW, THEREFORE, by the virtue of the authority vested in me as
President of the United States by the Constitution of the United States
and in furtherance of the purpose and policy of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321), it is hereby ordered as
follows:

SECTION 1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this order to establish
policies and provide for procedures that will ensure that the use of
off-road vehicles on public lands will be controlled and directed so as
to protect the resources of those lands, to promote the safety of all users
of those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various users of
those lands.

SEC. 2. Definitions. As used in this order, the term:

(1) “public lands” means (A) all lands under the custody and con-
trol of the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture,
except Indian lands, (B) lands under the custody and control of the
Tennessee Valley Authority that are situated in western Kentucky and
Tennessee and are designated as “Land Between the Lakes™ and (C)
lands under the custody and control of Secretary Defense;

(2) “respective agency head” means the Secretary of the Interior, the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Board of Di-
rectors of the Tennessee Valley Authority, with respect to public lands
under the custody and control of each;

(3) “off-road vehicle” means any motorized vehicle designed for or
capable of cross-country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand,
snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other natural terrain; except that such
term excludes (A) any registered motorboat, (B) any military, fire,
emergency, or law enforcement vehicle when used for emergency pur-
poses, and (C) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the re-
spective agency head under a permit, lease, license, or contract; and

(4) “official use” means use by an employee, agent, or designated
representative of the Federal Government or one of its contractors in the
course of his employment, agency or representation.

SEC. 3. Zones of Use. (a) Each respective agency head shall develop
and issue regulations and administrative instructions, within six months
of the date of this order, to provide for administrative designation of the
specific areas and trails on public lands on which the use of off-road ve-
hicles may be permitted, and areas in which the use of off-road vehicles
may not be permitted, and set a date by which such designation of all
public lands shall be completed. Those regulations shall direct that the
designation of such arcas and trails will be based upon the protection of
the resources of the public lands, promotion of the safety of all users of
those lands. The regulations shall further require that the designation of
such areas and trails shall be in accordance with the following—

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL 37, NO. 27—WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1972
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THE PEESIDENT

(1F Mesws aml irails shall he licaed @0 eenimiee danmge i sl
winershed, vegettion, o ooher resources of the poblic lasds.

(X} Arcss snd gulk shall be licuied o minomice harasesesl of wild-
lifis o mgmificans disrapivom of wildlife habisyis

X Areas and malls shall T caied oo mimlmiee comflcls e seen
Aff-redal vebicle e sl other exisling o propooed recreatinal s of
the s or mesghtoring publc lmids, snd o eesure the compatihility of
sk dses with evsting cosdidons b popalated areas. nikeg im0 accoum
resing and other factors.

Ay Areas arsd trails ghall net be locaed in officislly decignated Wil-
ermesd A or Frimilive Ancas, Arcas and traile dkall Be kvl inaeco
of the Mational Park sysem, Moteral Areas, or Metonal Wadlife Refuges
ard (ore Banpes caly of the eespesiver apency bead detesmines thit
oflsnadl vebicl: use in sich ciioms willl ot adversaly affeo their
muieral, uesiheiic, or scemic walues.

by The mspestive agensy Besd shall enswe mloquaie opponuniy
fir puble pamicipation in the promulgmica of such regolitkms and w
e deigreiliod of drcds ind frails uiader s wecBain.

] The linntations on offoroal wchicle see mopesed sler ibix soction
shall now apply 5o official use.

sec & Opveanig Coadiiens Hach espective agency Bl shall
deeelizp sl publish, within ome year of the &ie of the ceder, segubiiions
prescnbing opemaning conditons for oif-nread wehicles ca @e pablic land
Thess mgulatiors shall e direcied a8 prolecling esoures vahes, pre-
serving peblic health, saleny, and welfure, and minimizing use cooflics.

SEC 5. Ml mformoieen. The respeciive apescy heisl shall ensure
thal iegacs aml Sk where offroad veletle use s peaminted an: well
marked and stafl provide for the publication and distibution of infor-
meron. icleding mogs, descriding sich wers ord wails md explainieg
the condiions on velick sie. He slall ek coogesation of relevml
Rk apensics in Be dissemiraiion of this mirnuie,

AEC &, Enforcemear. The sespeciree apercy heead shall, whee auibor:
heed By Law, presceibe sppropise pesalies for viokiios of segulalions
sdopicd purnuant 4o this aeder. aed skall establish pracdurcs fio the
ceforcement of those epulsnons.  To e eniem permomed by law. he
may enier min agremens wel Siwe or local govemmentul apencies
for cooperative eaforcemem of lews and regulaions relming woolf-road
wihicle use,

e 7. Cogsuleibor, Belfore lsadng the regulidons or admisdaralve
instructinm peyueeed by this onder on desipnaimy sreas or il i regpered
by this onder oed thise regulateons ard admlaisiraive instrucione, (he
Secretary of the biedor dball as approprale, consedt with (e Alnmi
ez s Cinriwsi sxinm,

BT B MWesitoneg & Efeci and Beview. (a) Tho respocive agensy
hed shall senieor the efecis of 1he use of oflroml vehikcles on lands
unfer their juisdiclions Thn e basis af (e afwmation pahend they
shall froms ime 1o time amend or sescnd designabions of anmis or other
actions Mkes pecvsisl W thie eoles as sccesiary o Banber e policy
il 1his order.

{k)  The Courcil o Emvicmemental Chalily skall mainisin o coe-

lirsing seview ol the Implamepstion of this ondes,

THE WHITHE HsE
Febiruary 4, I97E

IFE D, TE 3o 0l Fibend 3853 13009 juin]

FERERAL ERGISTER, WL 17, N 1T WEIRNESTIY, FENRIAEY %W, 1971
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THE FRESIDERT
Exscutive Order L1989 Huy 24, 1977
OFF-ROARD VEHICLES O FIBLIC LAMNCS

By virtus of the authoricy westod Lo me by Cha
Canatituticn and wtatutan of kkw United Stakes of
America, ard as Frapldent of che United Btates of
Americas in vrder to clarify sgency authority to define
zanen of ues by aff=ropd wehicles oo public lands, in
furtherance of che Hatiomal Envirenmental Polioy act of
1569, &= awendsd (42 O, 2.0. 43311 = seg.], Exscublee
drder Ha. 116dd of Feabruacy B, 1972, is bursby anacdsd an
fol Lowm,

Section 1. Clsuza |Bl of Zactlon 2031 of Exacucive
drder Ko, 1lihdd, astbting forkh an sxclymion Erom the
deflpicion of off-road wehicles, 1z aoended to read
= (0| sy Eirs, milibary, soecgency er Llaw smforoamsnt
waubicle whan used [or emeacqency pucposes, ared any combak
or conbat support wehicle when wmed For natlonal defande
purposes. and®

Les, 2. Add eha follewing few Secticm bBo Deecubive
Ordar Wo. 1164493

* Sec. 9. goecial Protustion of the Public Lasds-
|| Bocwichatanding the provisicne of Sectden 1 ofF this
Ordur, the ssupsstive agenecy hbsad shall, whanawaes he
decerninss chat the use of off-rosad wehicles will causs
ar 18 aausing censiderakls adwerse affects on the aoil,
sagetatian, wildlife, wildlife habltat or culcural ar
bistoric rescurces of particular areas or trails of the
public lands, imrediately closs such acess or trails to
the ctype of off-rosd wehlcle causing soch effects, umcil
auch Eims ax be detsrminex that such advrearoe sffactx hawve
ke eliminated apd that neasures have boen lmplemented
o prevant CUTUTE FaCUY Famds.

FEOERAL KEGEFTER, O, 43, %0 10 —W RN ESTUL Y, MAY I8 197
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THE FREZIOERT
®* (h) Each respectiva agersy hoad la auchorizad
g0 adopt the policy that portione of the public lamd=
within his jurisdicocion shall ba closed to aoa by off-
rond wahiclap sxcept thase arean ar braile which are
guitable apd spacifically designated as opeti to such
ume pursgant Sa Seckion I of chig dxder,”

THE WHITE HOUEE
Moy 34, 1977

[FH BOCTT-10RE Filed 5-14-77;1.40 pal

FEDERAL HEEEFTEH, YO, 43, 80 10— W EIM ESIAY, MUY 30, 1977
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE REGULATIONSAND POLICY EXCERPTS
Proposed Revisionsto NPS M anagement Policies

In January 2000 the National Park Service (NPS) solicited public comment on proposed
revisions to its 1988 Management Policies, which underscore the preservation mandate of
the NPS Organic Act and General Authorities Act. Asthe NPS was preparing this
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for publication, it continued to revise the
proposed policies and anticipated issuing the final policy revisions during summer or fall
2000. Excerpts of the proposed revisions are included below to provide the reader
information on the policies that may guide the decision on winter use in Grand Teton
National Park (GTNP), the John D. Rockefdller, Jr., Memoria Parkway (the Parkway),
and Y ellowstone National Park (YNP).

Proposed Policy Excerpts— Overall Management Mandates for the National
Park Service

1.4.1 The Laws Generally Gover ning Park Management

The most important general direction for Park Service managersis provided by interrelated
provisions of the NPS Organic Act of 1916, and the NPS General Authorities Act of 1970,
including amendments to the latter law enacted in 1978.

The key management-related provision of the Organic Act is.

[ The National Park Service] shall promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as
national parks, monuments, and reservations hereinafter specified . . . by such means and
measures as conform to the fundamental purpose of the said parks, monuments, and
reservations, which purpose isto conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and
the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such
means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. (16 USC 1.)

Congress subsequently supplemented and clarified this through enactment of these key
management-related provisions of the General Authorities Act, as amended:

Congress declares that the national park system, which began with establishment of

Y ellowstone National Park in 1872, has since grown to include superlative natural, historic, and
recreation areasin every major region of the United States, its territories and island possessions;
that these areas, though distinct in character, are united through their inter-related purposes and
resources into one national park system as cumulative expressions of a single national heritage;
that, individually and collectively, these areas derive increased national dignity and recognition
of their superlative environmental quality through their inclusion jointly with each other in one
national park system preserved and managed for the benefit and inspiration of all the people of
the United States; and that it is the purpose of this Act to include all such areas in the System
and to clarify the authorities applicable to the system. Congress further reaffirms, declares, and
directs that the promotion and regulation of the various areas of the National Park System, as
defined in section 1c of thistitle, shall be consistent with and founded in the purpose established
by section 1 of thistitle, to the common benefit of al the people of the United States. The
authorization of activities shall be construed and the protection, management, and
administration of these areas shall be conducted in light of the high public value and integrity of
the National Park System and shall not be exercised in derogation of the values and purposes for
which these various areas have been established, except as may have been or shall be directly
and specifically provided by Congress. (16 USC 1a-1)
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This section of Management Policies represents the Park Service's
interpretation of these key statutory provisions.

1.4.2 Definitions

Asused in Management Policies, the following terms have the meanings indicated.

“Enjoyment” includes to derive benefit (including scientific knowledge) or inspiration
from a park, and includes enjoyment both by people who directly experience the park and
by those who appreciate it from afar.

The “ impairment of park resources and values’ means an adverse impact on one or more park
resources or values that interferes with the integrity of the park’ s resources or values, or the
opportunities that otherwise would exist for the enjoyment of them, by the present or a future
generation. Impairment may occur fromvisitor activities, NPS activities in managing a park, or
activities undertaken by concessioners, contractors, and others operating in a park. Asused here,
the impairment of park resources and values has the same meaning as the phrase “ derogation of
the values and purposes for which these various areas have been established,” asused in the
General Authorities Act.

“ Park resources and values’ are all the resources and values of a park whose conservation is
essential to the purposes for which the area wasincluded in the national park system, including
both the Organic Act’ s fundamental purpose for all parks, as supplemented and clarified by the
General Authorities Act, and any additional purposes stated in a park’ s establishing legislation or
proclamation. Under the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act, these resources and
values always include, but are not limited to, all of the following, to the extent they are present in
the park: the biological and physical processes that created the park and continue to act upon it;
scenic features; natural landscapes; natural sounds and odors; water and air resources; soils;
geological resources; paleontological resources; archeological resources; cultural landscapes;
ethnographic resources; historic and prehistoric sites and structures; museum collections; native
plants and animals; clear daytime vistas and night skies. The term also includes opportunities to
experience enjoyment of the above resources and values, to the extent that can be done without
impairing any of them.

“ Park resources and values,” as used in Management Palicies, do not include any attributes of a
park whose conservation is not essential to the purposes for which a park was designated. For
example, the term does not include non-native species or man-made structures that are not
historic or prehistoric, unlesstheir conservation is essential to a specific additional purpose for
which an individual park was established.

1.4.5 The NPS Obligation to Conserve Park Resources and Values

The Organic Act and the General Authorities Act establish a mandate to conserve park resources
and values. This mandate isindependent of the separate prohibition on impairment, and so applies
all the time, with respect to all park resources and values, even when thereis no risk that any park
resources or values may be impaired. NPS managers must always seek to find ways to conserve
park resources and values. However, the laws do give the Service the management discretion to
alow an impact to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the
purposes of a park, including providing for enjoyment of it or conserving other park resources and
values, so long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.

1.4.6 The NPS Obligation to Provide for Public Enjoyment of Parks

The laws clearly establish that enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of the United
Statesis part of the fundamental purpose of all parks.
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Recognizing that the high-quality experience people expect and deservein their national parks can
be assured only if the superb quality of park resources and valuesis left unimpaired, Congress has
provided that when there is an unavoidable conflict, conserving resources and values, not
providing for enjoyment, is to be predominant. There are dual elements to the Organic Act’s
single fundamental purpose, but those elements are not equal. Rather, the Act is explicit that
enjoyment of park resources and valuesis to be allowed only to the extent that can be done
without impairing those resources and values. This, the cornerstone of the Organic Act, assures
preservation both of a park’s resources and values and of the American people’s present and future
opportunities for enjoyment of them.

1.4.7 The NPS Obligation to Prevent the Impair ment of Park Resources and Values

Preserving park resources and values unimpaired is the core responsibility of NPS managers.
Impairment of park resources or values is never permissible under the law, unless directly and
specifically authorized by Congress. Any impact constituting an impairment is prohibited no
matter how long the impairment would last—regardless of whether it would be atemporary, short-
term, long-term, or permanent impairment.

1.4.8 Principles Guiding NPS Decisions on Conserving, Providing for the Enjoyment of,
and Preventing |mpairment of Park Resources and Values

In making decisions on how to conserve, provide for enjoyment of, and prevent impairment of
park resources and values, NPS managers must be guided by the values expressed by Congressin
the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act. This means that NPS managers, in making their
management decisions, must assure the preservation of the high public value and integrity of the
national park system; the national dignity of parks; the superlative environmental quality of parks;
and the important role of parksin providing benefit and inspiration for all the people of the United
States.

1.4.10 Reviewing and Remedying Existing | mpair ments of Park Resources and Values

When there is a reasonabl e question about whether ongoing activities have led or are leading to an
impairment of park resources or values, NPS managers shall investigate and determine if thereis,
or will be, an impairment. If so, the managers shall take appropriate action, to the extent possible
within NPS authorities and available resources, to remedy the impairment. If it is necessary to
prohibit or limit a particular public use, the superintendent will ensure that the need for the action
isfully explained to visitors and the general public.
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SOUND AND NATURAL QUIET

Applicable Regulations
A search of ordinances and laws applicable to sound sourcesin the national parks showed
that all current regulations apply only to the vehicle producing the sound, not to the
receiver. That is, sound emission limits are set for snowmobiles and snowplanes, but not
to sound levels from these vehicles at a specific location. There are no state or local
sound ordinances that apply to snowmoabile or snowplane sound within the park
boundary.

36 CFR 2.18 Snowmobiles: This CFR specifies snowmobile maximum A-weighted

pass-by sound levels at a distance of 50 feet under full throttle.

- For snowmobiles manufactured prior to July 1, 1973, the maximum level is 86 dB(A).

- For snowmobiles manufactured between July 1, 1973 and July 1, 1975, the maximum is 82
dB(A).

- For snowmobiles manufactured after July 1, 1978, the maximum is 78 dB(A).

36 CFR 7.21 Grand Teton National Park: This CFR specifies maximum sound
emission levels at 50 feet under full throttle from snowmobiles at 78 dB(A) and from
snowplanes at 86 dB(A).

36 CFR 7.22 John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway: This CFR specifies
maximum sound emission levels at 50 feet under full throttle from snowplanes at 86
dB(A).

Policy Excerpts
The following excerpts describe park service definitions and policies regarding sound
and natural quiet in National Park Service areas.

NPS Management Policies of 1988 (chapter |, pages 3 - 4):

“Theindividual parks contain various tangible natural and cultural features such as
animals, plants, waters, geologic features, historic buildings and monuments, and
archeological sites. They also have intangible qualities such as natural quiet, solitude,
space, scenery, a sense of history, sounds of nature, and clear night skies that have
received congressional recognition and are important components of people’s
enjoyment of parks. These NPS Management Policies use the terms resources and
values to mean the full spectrum of tangible and intangible attributes for which parks
have been established and are being managed.

These NPS Management Policies recognize that all parks are complex mixtures of
values and resources, each with its own unique qualities and purposes, each requiring
specific treatment in the development and implementation of management strategies
and operational plans....The word ‘unimpaired’ plays an important role in the
conservation of resources and providing for present-day public enjoyment. Both
physical resources, such as wildlife and geological features, and intangible values,
such as scenic vistas and solitude, may be impaired.....It is NPSpolicy to treat potential
impairmentsin the same manner as known impairments.”

NPS Management Policies of 1988 (chapter 1V, page 17):

C-15



The National Park Service will strive to preserve the natural quiet and the
natural sounds associated with the physical and biological resources of the
parks (for example, the sounds of the wind in the trees or of waves breaking on
the shore, the howl of the wolf, or the call of the loon). Activities causing
excessive or unnecessary unnatural sounds in and adjacent to parks, including
low-€elevation aircraft overflights, will be monitored, and action will be taken
to prevent or minimize unnatural sounds that adversely affect park resources
or values or visitors' enjoyment of them.

NPS Report on Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park System, 1995 (Report
to Congress):

(page 74): These policy statements [ from NPS Management Policies| make
clear the importance of natural quiet as a resource in many units of the
National Park System. Thisresource is defined as the natural ambient sound
conditions found in those units. It refers to the absence of mechanical noise,
but acceptsthe ‘self-noise’ of park visitors. * Self-noise’ is the noise generated
by the visitor - the tread of hiking boots on the trail, the creaking packframe,
rattle of pots or pans, talking, etc.

(page 76): Conclusion 3.1: Preserving natural quiet is an integral part of the
mission of the NPS. Thisis confirmed in law, policy, and the beliefs of NPS
managers.

(page 78): What is Natural Quiet?: Parks and wildernesses offer a variety of
unique, pristine sounds not found in most urban or suburban environments.
They also offer a complete absence of sounds that are found in such
environments. Together, these two conditions provide a very special dimension
to a park experience.... Quiet itself, in the absence of any discernible source
(especially man-made), is an important element of the feeling of solitude. Quiet
also affords visitors an opportunity to hear faint or very distant sounds (such
asanimal activity, waterfalls, etc.). Such an experience provides an important
per spective on the vastness of the environment in which the visitor islocated,
often beyond the visual boundaries determined by trees, terrain, and the like....
In considering natural quiet as a resource, the ability to hear clearly the
delicate and quieter intermittent sounds of nature, the ability to experience
interludes of extreme quiet for their own sake, and the opportunity to do so for
extended periods of time is what natural quiet isall about.

(page 80): Conclusion 3.3: The quiet afforded in park settingsisvirtually in a
range of its own, well below that which we experience in our normal daily
routine.... What Are the Characteristics of Natural Quiet? Generally low sound
levels, but with considerable variability over both time and location,
characterize the ambient sound environments in many national parks. Therise
and fall of the wind in a coniferous forest can change the ambient sound level
over a matter of minutes at a single location. Likewise, the synchronized
activity of insects such as crickets can produce substantial changesin the
ambient sound environment as well. From one location to the next, the
proximity of vegetation and water, the local insect population (and its normal
diurnal activity patterns), and the location’ s susceptibility to winds can give
rise to large differences in ambient sound levels.

(page 85): In developing an approach to preserve natural quiet, the NPS
recognizes the following five important facts: 1. Natural quiet is a resource
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for preservation within the NPS mandate. 2. The human auditory systemis an
excellent mechanism for determining the presence or absence of natural quiet.
No available electronic device can duplicate human hearing for identifying
audible sounds produced by non-natural sources. 3. The difficulty of
preserving natural quiet is directly related to how quiet it is.... 4. Humans are
not always aware of sounds that are audible.... 5. Park settings can provide
levels of natural quiet so quiet that there is no sound to be heard except that
generated by the listener - the sounds of walking, breathing, heart pumping,
and blood flowing....

Excerpts from Proposed Revisions to NPS Management Policies

4.9 Soundscape Management

The National Park Service will preserve the natural ambient soundscapes of parks, which
exist in the absence of human-caused sound. The natural ambient soundscape is the
aggregate of all the natural sounds that occur in parks, together with the physical capacity
for transmitting natural sounds. Natural sounds occur within and beyond the range of
sounds that humans can perceive and can be transmitted through air, water, or solid
materials.

Some natural sounds in the natural ambient soundscape also are part of the biological
or other physical resource components of the park. Examples of such natural sounds
include:

- Sounds produced by such animals as birds, frogs, or katydids to define territoriesor aid in
attracting mates;

- Sounds produced by such animals as bats or porpoises to locate prey or navigate;

- Sounds received by such animals as mice or deer to detect and avoid predators or other danger;
and

- Sounds produced by physical processes, such aswind in the trees, claps of thunder, or falling
water.

The Service will restore degraded soundscapes to the natural ambient condition wherever
possible and will protect them from degradation due to human-caused noise.

Special Circumstances: Using appropriate management planning, parks will identify
what levels of human-caused sound can be accepted within the management purposes
of parks. The frequencies, magnitudes, and durations of human-caused sound
considered acceptable will vary throughout the park, being generally greater in
developed areas and generally lesser in undeveloped areas. The Service will monitor
in and adjacent to parks human activities that gener ate noise (undesirable human-
caused sound) that adver sely affects park soundscapes, including noise caused by
mechanical or electronic devices. The Service will take action to prevent or minimize
all noise that, through frequency, magnitude or duration, adversely affects the natural
ambient soundscape or other park resources or values, or that exceeds levels that have
been identified as acceptable to, or appropriate for, visitor uses at the sites being
monitored.

(See Use of Motorized Equipment 8.2.3, Overflights and Aviation Uses 8.4)
8.2.3 Use of Motorized Equipment
The variety of motorized equipment--including visitor vehicles, concessioner

equipment, and Park Service administrative or staff vehicles and equipment--that
operatesin national parks has the potential to adversely impact park resources,
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including the park’s natural soundscape. In addition to their natural values, natural
sounds, such as waves breaking on the shore, the roar of a river, and the call of aloon,
forma valued part of the visitor experience. Conversely, the sounds of motor vehicle
traffic, an electric generator, or loud music can greatly diminish the solemnity of a visit
to a national memorial, the effectiveness of a park interpretive program, or the ability
of avisitor to hear a bird singing itsterritorial song. Many parks that appear asthey
didin historical context no longer sound the way they once did.

The Service will strive to preserve or restore the natural quiet and natural sounds
associated with the physical and biological resources of parks. To do this,
superintendents will carefully evaluate and manage how, when, and where motorized
equipment is used by all those--including park staff--who operate equipment in the parks.
Uses and impacts associated with the use of motorized equipment will be addressed in
park planning processes. Where such use is necessary and appropriate, the least
impacting equipment, vehicles, and transportation systems should be used. The natural
ambient sound level--that is, the environment of sound that existsin the absence of
human-caused noise--is the baseline condition, the standard against which current
conditions in a soundscape will be measured and evaluated.

(See Soundscape Management 4.9)

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION, REGULATIONSAND PoLICY ON
CULTURAL RESOURCE M ANAGEMENT

The National Park Service is mandated to preserve and protect its cultural resources
through the Organic Act of 1916 (USC title 16) and such specific legislation as:

- The Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC 431),

- The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470)

- The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321, 4331, 4332)
- The Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470).

In addition the management of cultural resources would be guided by:

- The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’ s implementing regulations regarding the
“Protection of Historic Properties’ (36 CFR 800)

- The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995)
- Chapter V of the National Park Service's Management Policies (1988)
- The National Park Service's Cultural Resources Management Guideline (NPS-28, 1996).

As part of its cultural resource management responsibilities, the National Park Service
strives to inventory and evaluate all cultural resources on lands under its jurisdiction.
Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) requires that historic
properties be identified and evaluated for their eligibility for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. Section 110 also stipulates that historic properties be
managed in away that preserves and protects their values, especially nationally
significant values. Cultural resources, both within and outside of National Park Service
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jurisdiction, that could potentially be affected by actions outlined in this plan were
considered during this planning process.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that federal agencies
having direct or indirect jurisdiction over undertakings consider the effect of
undertakings on resources. Resources may be either listed in or éligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places. Agencies are also required to afford the state
historic preservation officer(s) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
opportunitiesto comment. The National Park Service will continue to work with the
aforementioned entities to meet the requirements of section 106. As stipulated by the
October 1995 programmatic agreement among the National Conference of State Historic
Preservation Officers, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National
Park Service, the following organizations were invited to participate in the planning
process. Each entity had an opportunity to review and comment on the draft document:

- Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho State Historic Preservation Offices
- Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

The National Park Service will continue to consult with affiliated American Indian tribes.
The NPS also will develop and accomplish its programs in away that respects the beliefs,
traditions, and other cultural values of the American Indian tribes who have ancestral ties
to the lands encompassed by Y NP, GTNP, and the Parkway. The necessity for
consultations with American Indians arises from the historic and current government-to-
government relationship of the federal government with American Indian tribes,
particularly those that are federally recognized (Federal Register 1995, 9250-9255), and
from the related federal trust responsibility to conserve tribal resources. Consultations
with American Indians are also required for compliance with a variety of laws and other
legal entities, such as presidential executive orders, proclamations, and memoranda;
federal regulations; and agency management policies and directives. Examples are:

- The Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (1975)

- The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (1978 and as amended in 1994)
- The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990)

- National Historic Preservation Act (as amended in 1992)

- Presidential Memorandum of April 29, 1994, entitled “ Government-to-Government Relations
With Native American Tribal Governments

- EO 13007 of May 24, 1996, entitled “Indian Sacred Sites.”

Proposed Revisionsto NPS M anagement Policies

The proposed revisions to the Management Policies underscore and reiterate NPS
responsibilities for managing cultural resources within units of the National Park System.

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION, REGULATIONS, AND PoLICcY ON

MANAGEMENT OF VISITOR ACTIVITIES
NPS Management Policies address the management of visitor activities in parks:
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The National Park Service will manage visitor use and whenever necessary
regulate the amount and kind, and the time and place, of visitor activities. Any
restrictions will be based on a determination by the superintendent that such
measures are consistent with the park’ s enabling legislation and are needed
either to prevent derogation of the values and purposes for which the park was
established or to minimize visitor use conflicts.

The National Park Service will encourage recreational activitiesthat are
consistent with applicable legislation, that promote visitor enjoyment of park
resources through a direct association or relation to those resources, that are
also consistent with the protection of resources, and that are compatible with
other visitor uses.

General regulations addressing aircraft use, off-road bicycling, hang-gliding,
hunting, off-road vehicle use, and snowmobiling require that special
regulations be devel oped before these uses may be authorized in parks.

(NPS Management Policies 8:1,2)

Showmobile useis governed by Executive Order 11644 amended by 11989,

“ Use of Off-road Vehicles on Public Lands’ (42 USC 4321), and in Alaska.
The use of snowmobilesis prohibited except on designated routes and frozen
water surfacesthat are used during other seasons by motor vehicles and
motorboats, respectively, or as otherwise specifically provided by federal
statute. Routes and water surfaces may be designated for snowmobile use only
in locations where there will be no significant adver se impacts on the park’s
natural, cultural, or scenic resources and values and in consideration of other
visitor uses. Routes and water surfaces to be designated for snowmobile use
will be identified in special regulations.

(NPS Management Policies 8:5)

Excer ptsfrom proposed revisionsto NPS M anagement Policies

8.1 [Use Of Park] General
Many different types of uses take place in the more than 375 parks that comprise the
national park system. Some of those uses are carried out by the National Park Service,
but many more are carried out by general park visitors, permittees, lessees, and
licensees. The Service hasthe responsibility to manage all park uses and, when
necessary, regulate their amount, kind, time and place.

The Organic Act, which created the National Park Servicein 1916, directs the Service
to conserve park resources“ unimpaired” for the enjoyment of future generations. The
1970 National Park System General Authorities Act, as amended, prohibits the Service
from allowing any activities that would cause derogation of the values and purposes
for which the parks have been established. Taken together, these two laws impose on
NPS managers a strict mandate to protect park resources and values.

Providing opportunities for public enjoyment is an important part of the Service's
mission; but recreational activities and other uses may be allowed in parks only to the
extent they can take place without causing impairment or derogation of a park's
resources, values, or purposes. The only exception is when an activity that would
cause impairment is directly and specifically mandated by Congress.

The fact that a park use may have an impact does not necessarily mean that it will

impair park resources or values for the enjoyment of future generations. Impacts may
have effects on resources and still be within the limits of the discretionary authority
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conferred by the Organic Act. However, the Service will not knowingly authorize a
park use that would cause adver se impacts unless it has been fully evaluated,
appropriate public involvement has been obtained, and a compelling management need
ispresent. Inthose situations, the Service will ensure that any adverse impacts are the
minimum necessary, unavoidable, cannot be further mitigated, and do not constitute
derogation or impairment of park resources and values.

Any discretionary uses allowed by the Service under the Organic Act will be resource-
based, and non-consumptive of resources. Consumptive uses of park resources may be
allowed only when they are:

- Soecifically authorized by federal law or treaty rights;

- Soecifically authorized pursuant to other existing rights (such as a right retained by
a donor of the land on which the use would occur); or

- Activities, such asfishing or berry picking, which have been found by the
superintendent not to cause adver se impacts to park resources or values.

It is especially important that consumptive uses be continually monitored to ensure that
unanticipated and unacceptabl e adver se impacts do not occur.

When a use is mandated by law, but causes impairment of park resources or values, the
Service will take appropriate management actions to minimize its adver se effects.

When a use is authorized by law, but not mandated, and may cause impairment of park
resources or values, the Service will mitigate the impacts to the point where they will
not cause either impairment or significant adver se effects; or, if necessary, the Service
will eliminate the activity.

All proposals for park uses will be evaluated for their consistency with applicable
legislation, Executive orders, regulations, and policies, aswell asfor their actual and
potential effects on park resources and values. They will also be evaluated in terms of
their total costs to the Service, and the public benefits that will be derived. Park
superintendents must continually examine all park uses and alow only those that meet
the criterialisted in section 8.2.

Soecific park uses will be guided by the following subsections, and must comply also with
the other chapters of these Management Policies. The regulatory framework for
implementing NPS policies governing use of the parks, and for determining when and
wher e activities may be allowed, isfound in 36 CFR Parts 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 12 and 13.
Procedures for implementing or terminating a restriction, condition, public use limit or
closure within a park area are found in 36 CFR 1.5.

(See Park Management 1.4; also see Director’s Order #12)

8.2 Visitor Use
To provide for public enjoyment of the parks, the National Park Service will encourage
activities that

- Areinspirational, educational, or healthful, and otherwise appropriate to the park environment;

- Wl foster a continuing appreciation for park resources and values; and
- Will promote enjoyment through a direct association with, or relation to, park resources.

The primary means of fostering and providing activities that meet these criteria will be
the NPSinterpretive and educational programs, which are described in detail in
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chapter 7. The Service will also welcome the efforts of private sector organizations
and entities to foster and provide activities that meet these criteria.

The Service will allow other uses that do not meet these criteria, provided they

- Are appropriate to the reason the park was established, and
- Can be sustained without impairing park resources or values.

Unless an activity is mandated by statute, the Service will not allow activities
that
- Causeinjury or damage to park resources; or

- Becontrary to the purposes for which the park was established, or

- Unreasonably impair the atmosphere of peace and tranquility maintained in wilderness,
natural, historic, or commemorative locations within the park; or

- Unreasonably interfere with the interpretive, visitor service, or other program activities, or with
the administrative activities of the NPS, or

- Qubstantially impair NPS concessionaire or contractor operations or services; or
- Present a clear and present danger to public health and safety; or
- Result in significant conflict with other existing uses.

Management controls must be imposed on all park uses to ensure the uses remain
acceptable. If and when a superintendent has a reasonable basis to believe an ongoing or
proposed public use would cause impairment of park resources or values, the
superintendent will either (1) temporarily or permanently close a specific area; or (2)
prohibit a particular use; or (3) otherwise place limitations on the use to ensure that
impairment does not occur.

Any closures or restrictions--other than those imposed by law--will be based on awritten
determination by the superintendent that such measures are (1) consistent with the park’s
enabling legislation, other applicable laws, and the NPS policies and procedures; and (2)
are needed either to prevent impairment or derogation of park resources and values, or to
minimize visitor use conflicts. When practicable, such restrictions will be based on the
results of study or research, including (when appropriate) research in the social sciences.
Any restrictions imposed will be fully explained to visitors and the public. Visitors will
be given appropriate information on how to keep adverse impacts to a minimum, and
how to enjoy the safe and lawful use of the parks.

8.2.3.2 Snowmoabiles

Showmobile useis a form of off-road vehicle use governed by Executive Order 11644 (as
amended by Executive Order 11989) and, in Alaska, by provisions of ANILCA (16 USC
3121 and 3170). The use of snowmobilesis prohibited except on designated routes and
frozen water surfaces that are used during other seasons by motor vehicles and
motorboats, respectively, or as otherwise specifically provided by federal statute. NPS
regulations implementing Executive Order 11644, asit applies to snowmobile use, are
found in 36 CFR 2.18. Those regulations stipulate, among other things, that routes and
water surfaces may be designated for snowmobile use only when:

- The useis consistent with a park’s natural, cultural, scenic and esthetic values; and
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- The useis consistent with the park’ s management objectives; and
- Safety considerations are satisfactorily addressed; and

- The use will not disturb wildlife or damage park resources; and

- Conflicts with other park uses can be minimized.

NPS administrative use of snowmobiles will be limited to what is necessary to manage
public use of snowmobile routes and areas; to conduct emergency operations; and to
accomplish essential maintenance, construction, and resource protection activities that
cannot be accomplished reasonably by other means.

(See Minimum Requirement 6.3.5, Management Facilities 6.3.10, General Policy 6.4.1)

8.6.5 Accessto Private Property
The Park Service will allow access to the private property of adjacent landowners when such
accessisrequired by law. Commercial vehicleswill be allowed access only in accordance with
36 CFR 5.6, “ Commercial Vehicles.” The Servicewill also consider allowing access when it
would contribute in a material way to the park’s mission, provided that the access would not
cause impairment or derogation of park resources or values, or the purposes for which the park
was established.

NPS Management Policies also address visitor experience with respect to natural quiet:

The National Park Service will strive to preserve the natural quiet and
the natural sounds associated with the physical and biological resources
of the parks (for example, the sounds of the wind in the trees or of the
waves breaking on the shore, the howl of the wolf, or the call of the
loon). Activities causing excessive or unnecessary unnatural soundsin
and adjacent to parks, including low-altitude aircraft overflights, will be
monitored, and action will be taken to prevent or minimize unnatural
sounds that adversely affect park resources or values or visitors
enjoyment of them(NPS Management Policies 4:18).

Interpretive media, facilities, programs, and other activities are designed to enhance both
resource protection and visitor enjoyment:

The National Park Service will conduct interpretive programsin all parksto
instill an understanding and appreciation of the value of parks and their
resources; to develop public support for preserving park resources; to
provide the information necessary to ensure the successful adaptation of
visitorsto park environments; and to encourage and facilitate appropriate,
safe, minimum-impact use of park resources (NPS Management Policies 7:1).
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APPENDIX D

LETTER FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE






Umited States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Szrvices
000 Airport Parkwiry
Cheyenme, Wyoming 32001

ES-h1411 Fehreary 22 2000
TARW.OLNWY  (GTNPWatr.sp2)

Memornndmm

To: Jack Meckels, Superintendent. Ornnd Tedon Mational Parks, bMoose, Wyaming S
Fromna: Field Supervisor, Ecelogical Services, Cheverne, Wyoming ;}M;’ :éﬁ_-
Subject: Species Ligl- Winter Use Plan, Dl Envisonmental Imipaci Statement

Thank you for your telephone raqeest of Febrsary 16 regarding a carrent species Tist for the

Winter Uze Plan and Draft Eovironmental [mpact Statement (DEIS) Tor the Yellowstone and

Grand Teton Mational Pasks and John 1. Rockefelles, . Memonal Farkway.

In sccordance with section T{(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended {Act), my

siaff has determined that the following threateped or endangered species, or species propesed for
listing umder the Act, may be present in the projecd arca

Listed and Propased Species

Species Status Eapected Oconrrence

Cnnnda Iynx Propaosed Resident of foregted sreas
{ymx carelensiv)

Ciray woll Experimentnl,  Potentiol resident
{Clraniy fgmas) min=e sseriial

Cirizzly bear Threatersd Residant.
{ Elrinis areios horrililiv)

Bald eagle Threstened Mesling. Winber resident
(Halleeerus feveocephualug) Mligment.

Whonping crime Euperimental,  Fesidem. higrnt,
(LR americang) noq-gaeentinl

Lie Ludics'-inesses Threstens:d Sensonally moist soils and we
(Spiramthers ailuvialing mieadows of drainages below G500

feet elevation,

Section Tichof the Act requirnes that a biological assessment be prepared for any Federal action
that 15 a meajor construction activily w determme the effiects of the proposed action on listed and
proposed speckes. 1 a bological assessmend is not requined (Le.. all other actions), the lead
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Mr. Jack Neckels o

Federal agency is responsible for review of proposed activities to determine whether listed
species will be affected. We would appreciate the opportunity to review any such determination
document. Ifit is determined that the proposed activities may affect a listed species, you should
contact this office to discuss consultation requirements. If it is determined that any Federal
agency program ot project "is likely to adversely affect" any listed species, formal consultation
should be initiated with this office. Alternatively, informal consultation can be continued so we
can work together to determine how the project could be modified to reduce impacts to listed
species to the “not likely to adversely affect” threshold. If it is concluded that the project "is not
likely to adversely affect" listed species, we should be asked to review the assessment and
concur with the determination of not likely to adversely affect.

For those actions where a biological assessment is necessary, it should be completed within 180
days of receipt of a species list, but can be extended by mutual agreement between the lead
agency and the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). If the assessment is not initiated within 90
days of receipt of a species list, the list of threatened and endangered species should be verified
with me prior to initiation of the assessment. The biological assessment may be undertaken as
part of the agency's compliance of section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and incorporated into the NEPA documents. The Service recommends that biological
assessments include:

1. a description of the project;

2. a description of the specific area potentially affected by the action;

3. the current status, habitat use, and behavior of threatened and endangered species in the
project area;

4, discussion of the methods used to determine the information in item 3;

5. direct and indirect impacts of the project to threatened and endangered species;

6. an analysis of the effects of the action on listed and proposed species and their habitats
including cumulative impacts from Federal, State, or private projects in the area;

7. measures that will reduce or eliminate adverse impacts to threatened and
endangered species;

8. the expected status of threatened and endangered species in the future (short and long
term) during and after project completion;

9. determination of "is likely to adversely affect" or "is not likely to adversely affect" for
listed species;

10. determination of "is likely to jeopardize" or "is not likely to jeopardize" for proposed
species;

11. alternatives to the proposed action considered, a summary of how impacts of those
alternatives on listed and proposed species would differ from the proposed action, and
the reasons for not selecting those alternatives.

12. citation of literature and personal contacts used in the assessment.

A Federal agency may designate a non-Federal representative to conduct informal consultation or
prepare biological assessments. However, the ultimate responsibility for section 7 compliance
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M Jack Meckels 3

remains with the Federal agency, ard writien notice: should ke provided 1o the Service upon such
o designation. We recommend that Federal sgencics provide their non-Federal representatives
with proper pubdance and oversight during preparstion of bioksgical ssessments and evaluation
of potential impacts to fisted species.

Section Wdy of the Act requares that the Federal agensy and permit ar license applicant shall ned
make any irreversible or rnetrievable commitment of resources which would preclude the
formulation of reasonable and posdent alsematives andl consultisfion on lested species is
commpleted.

Kegarding species proposed for Hating, Pederal agencies st determine whether any of their
proposed activities are likely to jecpandize the continued existence of the species. 1f jeopandy is
likely, thai ageney must confier with the Fish and Wikdlile Service.

We wall work with the bzad Federsl sgeney In the section 7 consuliation process. The analysis of
pivjecd impacts must assess divect mpacis of the project, as well as those impacts that are
interrelated to or interdependent with the proposed action. Impacts to listed species on poa-
Federal lands must be evaluated along with such impects on Federal landa. Any measures that
are ultimately requined 1o avoid or reduce fmpacts to lised species will apply 1o Federal as well
as nan-Federal ands.

These preliminary scoping comments are made parsuant o the Nattonal Environmental Policy
Act, the Endangered Species Act and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Plesse keep this office
informed of any developments or decisions concerning this project.

I wou have any questions please contact Terry A, Root of my siaff af the letterhend adsdress o
phome (307 3RP-22 16

oo Direcior, WGFD, Cheverne, WY
Mongarne Coordinator, WGFD, Lander, WY
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APPENDIX E

LETTER FROM
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION






Preservation

1100 Panssylvanis Asvmun, MW, #8005 Beply e 12136 Wes Bayaud Avenus, #1305
s hinygion, DC 20004 Lakewaad, Colorads 30226

January 5, 1999

Larah Creachbaum

Flarmer

¥ ellowstone Mational Park

United Stabes Depantmend of the Ioteriar
P, Box 168

Yallowstone, WY E2414

RE: Devwlopment of Winter Ure Plans for Yellowstone and Grimmd Teton Nalions! Parks and
Johe D, Boctefeller o, Memorlal Parkaay (n Weorting, Morrana, and Jdafeo

Deear s, Creschibeem:

Thank you far providing our office with an early eppartanity to review mnd comment oo the draft
preliminary altematives for the referenced document, Based oo our eaaminaiion of the deafl | we
woald like 1o offer the folbowlng eeommendations for you to consider as you develop the plan,

Although the proposed drafl altematives are broad in scope, they seem fo focus primarily on
balancing visilor sceats with wildlife and natural resources management, In addition to
nddressing wildlife and natural resource issues, however, NP3 is resporsible for managing
kistorie properties in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act [ 16 USC 47001}
The KPS units subject o thas draft docusnent posssss a larpe number of historis properties,
inchuding huildings, archaeolopical sites, cubtarsl Iandscapes, and stnictures, Based on the
infiarmation fncluded in the Drall Preliminary Wister Use Alsemiatives, it [5 difficult o determdns
hovay historic properties miy be affected by the proposed actions. As such, we recommens] (=1
the draft slternatives sddress cubtaral resparces &3 well ag wildlife and pateral resources concerns.
We belisve visitor scceas should be balanced with the need to manage all of ihe Park's
significant resources, including histaric propurties.

Oince the deatt plan is developed, we also recomimend including language to convey that further
conaultation with the Wyoming, Montana, and Tdabo SHPOs and the Council, as netcasarny, will
be carried oul pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA and the Nationwids Progranmatic Agreement
among MPS, the Council, and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Offlcers for
sl thoae actions described in the document that may affest cultural resources, cnce plans for
these activities become more specific.
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IF you hawi any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (303} 963-5110. Thank you
for vour continued cooperation.

aly,

Doa L. Klima
Dhrecior
Cifice of Planning snd Feview
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APPENDIX F

ANALYSISOF ESTIMATED COSTSOF THE WINTER USE
PLAN ALTERNATIVES






INTRODUCTION

This cost analysis represents an estimate of program and program maintenance costs that
would be associated with each alternative. Its primary valueisto illustrate the relative
cost for each alternative as compared to the existing program. The cost summary for
each aternative provides this comparison.

CosTsCOMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Initial Costs

All aternatives include the cost of an additional rotary plow to assist with snow removal
on the road between the North Entrance and Cooke City, to supplement spring opening,
and for routine snow plowing within Grand Teton and the Parkway (excepting road
segments which change in different alternatives). In addition all alternativesinclude the
purchase of search and rescue equipment and replacing substandard, non-winterized
housing. Recycling centers would be built at interior developed areas and weather
stations would be placed at critical, avalanche prone locations. All alternatives include
design, contract administration, and contingency costs for the construction projects,
estimated at the National Park Service (NPS) standard of 35%.

Replacement Costs

The equipment that is proposed for replacement in all alternativesis the new equipment
shown as purchased under the initial costs for each aternative. The replacement
schedule for equipment is the desirable interval based on past performance. Only the
new equipment is shown as being replaced. This underestimates the true cost of
replacing all park winter-related equipment on a desirable schedule.

Annual Costs

The current funding levels include base (Operations of the National Park Service) funds
aswell as non-base money and fee demonstration money. The total annual cost of winter
program management, including overhead expenses such as facility maintenance,
utilities, and personnel and support services, was shown in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) to be approximately $6,480,558 for Fiscal Year 1998 (in YNP).
Incremental cost changes relate to estimates of initial costs and direct field expenses for
implementing programs, as they would occur in each alternative. For Grand Teton and
the Parkway, the comparable winter management budget was about $3,033,000. For
perspective, over the past five years Y ellowstone has spent an average of $1,924,400
directly on field-related winter operations. These are funds devoted to snowmobile use
and road grooming, maintaining interior park buildings, visitor and resource protection,
information, planning, and equipment replacement. A portion of Grand Teton’ s budget
was allocated for implementation of the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail (CDST).



Life Cycle Costs

A 10% surcharge was added to the annual costs for all alternatives to account for the
additional supplies, administrative, and management support costs that the increased
activities would require.

A 25-year period was used to calculate life cycle costs for all elements, except for the
advisory committee. The advisory committee was set at 10 years since all aternatives
that call for use of acommittee identify a sunset in about 2008.

CoOST SUMMARIESFOR EACH ALTERNATIVE

Alternative A: No Action

The Y ellowstone winter operation, asit currently exists, has some significant shortfalls.
The no action alternative addresses these shortfalls by identifying the additional facilities,
equipment and staff that are needed to have the current winter operations be effective.

All proposals under the no action aternative are within the scope of the 1990 Winter Use
Plan, or other approved planning documents. These numbers will be updated and revised
asthe Y ellowstone National Park Business Plan is completed in late 2000.

The cost of current operations for the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail isincluded in
alternative A for Grand Teton National Park (GTNP) and the Parkway. No other
additional needs for the current winter program are identified for GTNP and the Parkway,
athough additional monitoring costs could be anticipated should this aternative be
selected.

Initial Costs

A warming hut would be built at Norris and four existing warming huts would be
replaced at Canyon, Madison, and two at Old Faithful. An additional 12 housing units
would be built for the additional ranger, maintenance and interpretive staff.

Two additional groomers would be purchased to allow better snow road grooming and
have replacement equipment available when current equipment breaks down. Oversnow
fire engines would be placed at Madison, Canyon, Lake, Grant, East Entrance, and South
Entrance. An oversnow medical transport vehicle (suburban on mat-tracks) would be
placed at Lake to serve the east side of the park, and compliment the existing ambulance
at Old Faithful. Administrative snowcoaches would be purchased and placed at
Mammoth (2), Old Faithful, Lake, and Canyon. The administrative snowmobile fleet
would be augmented with 11 additional snowmobiles (bringing the total up to 115).
Wildlife and sound research would occur to augment existing wildlife work, and to
understand unwanted sound concerns.

See the table at the end of this narrative titled “ Enhanced Activities for the No Action
Alternative.”
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Annual Costs

Bison and air quality monitoring would continue. Additional interpretive media and
publications would be produced to enhance the visitor understanding of the winter
season. The additional warming hut would be maintained, as would the 11 additional
snowmobiles, 5 administrative snowcoaches, and 12 new housing units. Ten additional
interpreters are needed to staff warming huts and provide outreach. Three additional
rangers are needed for patrol and winter resource operations. Seven additional
maintenance staff members are needed to accomplish stepped up grooming.

Cost Summary

See dternative A in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs for YNP. For YNP,
implementing the no action aternative would cost an estimated additional $1,648,700 per
year on an annualized basis as compared to the current program. The estimate includes:

Initial costs for the additional facilities and equipment, and studies to manage
Y ellowstone National Park (YNP) properly in the winter.

Replacement costs for the additional equipment.
Annual expenses to staff and to maintain the park adequately.

The costs were developed by projecting expenses over a 25-year period and then
annualized using adiscount rate of seven percent. The estimated costs of all alternatives
described below include these initial, replacement, and annual expenses.

See dternative A in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs for GTNP. For GTNP,
implementing the no action alternative is the nearly same as indicated in the current
budget figure because no additional needs for upgrading facilities or services have been
identified in the existing program. The only indicated additional need is the annualized
cost of two snowmobiles for monitoring and enforcement.

Alternative B

Initial Costs

In keeping with the alternative' s philosophy of providing better visitor services, new
warming huts would be placed at Tower and Norris, and four existing huts would be
replaced (at Canyon, Madison, and Old Faithful). Twenty new housing units would be
provided for additional staff. A maintenance facility and sand storage facility would be
built to support plowing the road from West to Old Faithful. One additional push plow
and one additional rotary plow would be purchased to support plowing the road from
West to Old Faithful (and supplement existing plows). Oversnow fire engines would be
placed at Canyon, Lake, Grant, and East Entrance. The existing Old Faithful oversnow
engine would be moved to South Entrance. The Old Faithful oversnow ambulance would
be moved to Lake, and existing wheeled ambulances and fire trucks would serve
Madison and Old Faithful. Administrative snowcoaches would be purchased and placed
at Mammoth (2), Old Faithful, Lake, and Canyon.
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There would be aninitial cost for constructing a separate year-round pathway for the
CDST. Thiswould consist of a 12-foot wide paved pathway, 28 mileslong from Moran
to Flagg Ranch estimated at $0.975 million per mile for atotal of $27.3 million. Costs
may be higher than unit costs for this type of construction elsewhere in Teton County due
to high slope gradients, river approaches, and river crossings that must be negotiated over
the 28 miles. Design/contract and analysis costs would be in addition to construction, as
would the relocation of any current overhead utilities to the new corridor. Also, two new
warming hut facilities would be constructed and residential facilities would need to be
winterized to house seasonal employees.

Annual Costs

Approximately 6 miles of new snow road would be groomed at Natural Bridge, Gull
Point Drive, and Lake Butte. Since a narrower and less maintained standard is set for
these roads, the cost of grooming was assumed to be for one lane (versus two for the
balance of the snow roads). About 10 miles of additional ski trails would be groomed at
Indian Creek, West Entrance, Canyon, and Madison River Drive. Plowing the road from
West to Old Faithful would add the costs of plowing and sand removal, but subtract costs
of grooming and spring opening. Bison and air quality monitoring would occur, as
would the production of additional interpretive publications and media. The two
additional warming huts would be maintained, as would the maintenance facility, sand
storage facility, administrative snowcoaches, additional snowmobiles, and new housing.

An advisory committee to help with emissions and sound standards would be established
that would require administrative support for 10 years (since the alternative calls for the
committee’ s work to be done by 2008-2009).

In YNP an additional 21 interpretation and ranger staff would be used to carry out the
aternative’ s goal of increasing interpretive opportunities in and outside the park,
increasing enforcement program in the park, and managing the interim limit on visitor
use. Seven additional maintenance staff would be needed for the plow operation. For
GTNP, an additional six seasonal rangers would be necessary for implementing increased
interpretive programs, management of interim use limits, additional maintenance and
route marking, and providing a presence at the new warming huts. Concurrent with
enhanced interpretive services, additional publications would need to be devel oped and
produced.

Cost Summary

See dternative B in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs. For Y NP, implementing
alternative B would cost an estimated $2,362,000 more per year on an annualized basis
than in alternative A (considering existing needed facility and service upgrades). For
GTNP, implementing alternative B would cost an estimated $3,484,000 more per year on
an annualized basis than under current management.
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Alternative C

Initial Costs

In keeping with the alternative’s philosophy of providing awider variety of visitor
services, five new warming huts would be placed at Tower, Norris, and other locations,
and four existing huts would be replaced (at Canyon, Madison, and Old Faithful). Five
new restrooms would be built to provide better visitor service. Twelve new housing units
would be provided for additional staff. A maintenance facility and sand storage facility
would be built to support plowing the road from West to Old Faithful. One additional
push plow and one additional rotary plow would be purchased to support plowing the
road from West to Old Faithful (and supplement existing plows). Oversnow fire engines
would be placed at Canyon, Lake, Grant, and East Entrance. The existing Old Faithful
oversnow engine would be moved to South Entrance. The Old Faithful oversnow
ambulance would be moved to Lake, and existing wheeled ambulances and fire trucks
would serve Madison and Old Faithful. Administrative snowcoaches would be
purchased and placed at Mammoth (2), Old Faithful, Lake, and Canyon.

For GTNP an initial cost would be incurred for the widened highway shoulder for the
CDST. Thiswould be the construction of a six-foot wide lane along existing shoulder for
28-mile distance from Moran to Flagg Ranch, estimated at about $0.487 million per mile
or $13.6 million. Three new warming huts would be constructed, and additional housing
would need to be winterized to accommodate a greater seasonal staff. Two new
groomers would need to be purchased, as well as additional snowmobiles for
administrative purposes. There would be a capital cost for improving the unpaved
portion of the Moose-Wilson Road before the road could be plowed for winter access.

Annual Costs

Approximately 10 miles of new snow road would be groomed at Natural Bridge, Gull
Point Drive, Lake Butte, and near Norris. Since anarrower and |ess maintained standard
is set for these roads, the cost of grooming was assumed to be for one lane (versus two
for the balance of the snow roads). Since the winter season would be extended by two
weeks from South to West thumb, an additional 22 miles of grooming would occur.
About 20 miles of additional ski trails would be groomed at Indian Creek, West Entrance,
Norris, Madison River Drive, Fountain Flat Road, and Lower Geyser Basin. Plowing the
road from West to Old Faithful would add costs of plowing and sand removal, but
subtract cost of grooming and spring opening. Similarly, late season plowing from
Mammoth to Madison would add the cost of plowing 35 miles for one month (along with
sand removal), but subtract the cost of grooming for a similar length and time. Bison and
air quality monitoring would occur, as would the production of additional interpretive
publications and media. The additional facilities would be maintained.

For YNP an additional 13 interpretation and ranger staff would be used to carry out the
aternative’ s goal of increasing partnership interpretive opportunities outside the park and
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strictly enforcing sound standards in the park. Seven additional maintenance staff would
assist with the road plowing.

For GTNP, an additional six seasonal rangers would be necessary for implementing
increased interpretive programs, additional maintenance and route marking, and
providing a presence at the new warming huts. Concurrent with enhanced interpretive
services, additional publications would need to be devel oped and produced.

Cost Summary

See dternative C in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs. For Y NP, implementing
alternative C would cost an estimated $1,684,000 more per year on an annualized basis
thanin aternative A. For GTNP, implementing aternative C would cost an estimated
$1,976,000 more per year on an annualized basis than under current management.

Alternative D

Initial Costs

Alternative D callsfor stepped up visitor services and clean and quiet modes of
transportation with an emphasis on additional staff. Twenty housing units would be built
for these staff. Existing, substandard warming huts at Madison, Canyon, and Old
Faithful would be replaced. Oversnow fire engines would be placed at Canyon, Lake,
Grant, Madison, South Entrance, and East Entrance. An oversnow medical transport
vehicle would be placed at Lake. Administrative snowcoaches would be purchased and
placed at Mammoth (2), Old Faithful, Lake, and Canyon. Wildlife and sound research
would occur.

For GTNP, aninitial cost would be incurred for widening the highway shoulder for the
CDST. Thiswould be the construction of a six-foot wide lane along existing shoulder for
10-mile distance from Moran to Colter Bay, estimated at about $0.487 million per mile or
$4.87 million. One new warming hut would be constructed, and additional housing for
winter seasonal employees would need to be winterized. Due to changes in grooming
and plowing needs, additional road maintenance machinery would need to be acquired.
The unpaved portion of the Moose-Wilson Road would need to be improved. Colter Bay
facilities would need to be winterized and upgraded to accommodate staging needs at that
location (vice Flagg Ranch).

Annual Costs

Approximately 15 miles of hew snow road would be groomed at Mesa Road, Natural
Bridge, Gull Point Drive, Fountain Flats, and Madison River Drive. Since a harrower
and less maintained standard is set for these roads, the cost of grooming was assumed to
be for one lane (versus two for the balance of the snow roads). The East Entrance road
would be closed, eliminating grooming on 27 miles of snow road. The snow road to
Washburn Hot Springs overlook and the North Canyon Rim Drive would be converted
from motorized to nonmotorized travel, subtracting grooming for vehicles and
substituting grooming for skiing on these six miles. Since alternative D callsfor even a

F-6



higher level of maintenance on the West to Old Faithful snow road, additional funds are
alocated to this operation. Bison and air quality monitoring would occur, as would the
production of additional interpretive publications and media. The additional facilities
would be maintained.

For YNP, an additional 21 interpretation and ranger staff will be used to carry out the
aternative’' s goal of increasing interpretive opportunities in and outside the park,
increasing the enforcement program in the park, and managing the daily limit on visitor
numbers. Seven additional maintenance staff will provide increased grooming services
and fleet maintenance.

For GTNP, an additional six seasonal rangers would be necessary for implementing
increased interpretive programs, additional maintenance and route marking, monitoring
visitor use, and providing a presence at the new warming huts. Concurrent with
enhanced interpretive services, additional publications would need to be devel oped and
produced.

Cost Summary

See dternative D in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs. For Y NP, implementing
aternative D would cost an estimated $1,916,500 more per year on an annualized basis
than in aternative A. For GTNP, implementing alternative D would cost an estimated
$957,000 more per year on an annualized basis than under current management.

Alternative E

Initial Costs

Alternative E calls for an adaptive approach to winter use planning and management.
The initial costs would be similar to the no action alternative, although awarming hut
would not be placed at Norris. Eight housing units would be built. Existing, substandard
warming huts at Madison, Canyon, and Old Faithful would be replaced. Search and
rescue caches would be placed in several locations. Oversnow fire engines would be
placed at Canyon, Lake, Grant, Madison, South Entrance, and East Entrance. An
oversnow medical transport vehicle would be placed at Lake. Administrative
snowcoaches would be purchased and placed at Mammoth (2), Old Faithful, Lake, and
Canyon. Increased funding for wildlife and sound research is shown to reflect the
information that would be needed under this aternative' s adaptive management
philosophy.

Annual Costs

No changes would occur in snow roads or ski trails, unless scientific studies indicate
closures are warranted. Increased funding for bison monitoring and air quality
monitoring is shown, again reflecting the adaptive management philosophy. An advisory
committee to help with emissions and sound standards would be established that would
require administrative support for about 10 years (since the alternative calls for the
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committee’ s work to be done by 2008-2009). For GTNP, the discontinuance of the
CDST and most snowmobiling in the park would result in a net decrease in annual costs.

Cost Summary

See dternative E in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs. For Y NP, implementing
alternative E would cost an estimated $1,735,000 more per year on an annualized basis
than in alternative A. For GTNP, alternative E would cost an estimated $291,000 less per
year on an annualized basis than under current management.

Alternative F

Initial Costs

With the closure of the west and north snow roadsin this alternative, a shift in emphasis
would occur to the east and south sides of the park. Warming huts would be placed at
Norris and replaced at Canyon, Fishing Bridge, West Thumb, and Old Faithful and
restrooms added to these areas of the park. Staff would be shifted from West and
Madison to other locations and fifteen existing non-winterized housing units would be
replaced.

Oversnow fire engines would be placed at Canyon, Lake, Grant, and South and East
Entrances. An oversnow medical transport vehicle would be placed at Lake.
Administrative snowcoaches would be purchased and placed at Mammoth (2), Old
Faithful, Lake, and Canyon.

Annual Costs

Approximately 65 miles of snow road would no longer be groomed. With a 2-week
shorter season, the remaining 119 miles of snow road would not be groomed after early
March. Bison monitoring would occur, as would the production of additional interpretive
publications and media. The new facilities would be maintained. This aternative does
not reflect saving utility costs by closing the Madison developed areain the winter,

which would include water and sewer plant operations as well as electricity, fuel oil, and
propane. Permanent staff at Madison would be shifted to other locations in the winter.

The additional 10 interpreters would be used to carry out the alternative’ s goal of
increasing interpretive opportunities outside the park.

This alternative for GTNP is essentially the same as alternative E. Additional annual
costs for wildlife/lungulate monitoring would be incurred.

Cost Summary

See dternative F in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs. For Y NP, implementing
alternative F would cost an estimated $580,700 more per year on an annualized basis.

For GTNP, alternative F would cost an estimated $164,000 |ess per year on an annualized
basis than under current management.
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Alternative G

Initial Costs

Alternative G puts the emphasis on access to Y ellowstone via snowcoach. Most of the
initial costs of alternative G are similar to no action, with the exception of the purchase
(and replacement program) of 30 administrative snowcoaches. The administrative
snowmobile fleet would be reduced from 105 to 15, and they would be only used for
emergency functions. These savings are reflected in the reduced replacement and

mai ntenance costs.

For GTNP one new warming hut would be constructed, and additional housing for winter
seasonal employees would need to be winterized. Due to changesin grooming and
plowing needs, additional road maintenance machinery would need to be acquired. The
unpaved portion of the Moose-Wilson Road would need to be improved. Colter Bay
facilities would need to be winterized and upgraded to accommodate staging needs at that
location (vice Flagg Ranch).

Annual Costs

Bison and air quality monitoring would occur, as would the production of additional
interpretive publications and media. Additional facilities would be maintained. An
additional 15 interpretation staff would be used to carry out the alternative’ s goal of
increasing interpretive opportunities in and outside the park.

For GTNP an additional six seasonal rangers would be necessary for implementing
increased interpretive programs, additional maintenance and route marking, and
providing a presence at the new warming huts. Concurrent with enhanced interpretive
services, additional publications would need to be devel oped and produced.

Cost Summary

See dternative G in the attached cost spreadsheets and graphs. For Y NP, implementing
aternative G would cost an estimated $1,882,000 more per year on an annualized basis
thanin aternative A. For GTNP, implementing alternative G would cost an estimated
$338,000 more per year on an annualized basis than under current management.
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UNIT CoSTSFOR WINTER USE PLANS

List of unitsthat would be applied to the alternatives to determine the incremental cost
difference of action alternatives from the no action alternative. Fiscal Year 99 costs are
used, unless an average isindicated.

Units

Unit Cost

Grooming Snow Road /Lane-Mile

$15 per lane mile/day for 105 day season; includes P/M, Labor, &
Fuel

Grooming Ski Trail/Mile

$35/mile (labor plus eguipment)

Plowing/ Lane-Mile

$22 per lane mile per day for 170 day season, includes P/M, labor,
fuel, & road sand (three-year average)

Sand Removal in Spring/Mile

$48 Per mile per mileincludes P/M, labor, & fuel,

Personnel/Y ear

$44,000/year including benefits (based on total park payroll of
$22,068,000 divided by 500 average annual FTE in FY 98)

Spring Opening/Mile

Three-year average $1552 per mile includes P/M, labor, fuel, and

housing.
Groomer Purchase Tractor and attachment with trade in. $174,000 - $10,000 trade-in
Replacement Cycle (years) 8 years
Push Plow Purchase Truck/plow/sander $115,000
Replacement Cycle (years) 17 years
Rotary Plow Purchase $375,000
Replacement Cycle (years) 25 years
Warming Hut Construction $100 per sq. ft.
Annual Ops and Maintenance. $5000 annual cyclic maintenance
Comfort Station Construction $100 per sq. ft.

Annual Ops and Maintenance.

$5,000 annual cyclic maintenance

Snowmobile Purchase
Replacement Cycle
Annual Ops and Maintenance.

$4,200 per machine ($6,000/machine - $1,800 resale)
three years
$1,030 per machine

Housing Unit Construction
Annual Ops and Maintenance.

$125,000/unit to build based on recent bids for six-plex
construction
$15,000/year cyclic maintenance

Maintenance Facility Construction
Annual Ops and Maintenance.

80x70 ft. $160 per sq. ft.
$10,000 cyclic maintenance

Sand Storage Facility Construction
Annual Ops and Maintenance.

50x 100 ft. $50 per sq. ft.
$1,000/year cyclic maintenance

Garbage Storage (trailers) Purchase

Trailer Replacement $80,000

Replacement Cycle 25 years
Bison Monitoring $50,000/year
Air Quality Monitoring $200,000/year

Wildlife Research

$200,000 one time

Advisory Committee Support

$150,000/year for 10 years

Sound Research

$200,000 one time
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ENHANCED ACTIVITIESFOR THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE IN YNP
The following lists what additional desirable actions would need to be accomplished in
order to operate more effectively in the winter under the no action alternative. These
estimates are being reviewed for preparation of Y ellowstone's Business Plan, which is

due to be completed in late 2000.

Unit

Unit cost

Better Avalanche mitigation

$25,000 annually. Monitoring, training supplies and materials. Not
limited to any one-road segment.
$15,000 weather (2) stations, initial purchase

Better Grooming

$328,000 initial purchase of two groomers. $25,000 annually to
increase grooming frequency on some snow roads

Replace Snowmobiles Sooner

Replace snowmobiles on a two-year cycle $6,000 each.

Provide Tracks for Administrative
Snowcoaches

$24,000 initial start-up per unit for tracks.
Annual ops and maintenance. $4,130 (12% of tracks + $1,250 for
vehicle)

Provide more interpretive staff

10 more positions; 5 additional snowmobiles
$81,500/ year for improved interpretive publications and media

Provide more Maintenance Staff

Three more fleet maintenance positions

Provide more protection staff

Three more positions, six more snowmobiles

Replace push plows sooner

12 years or 150,000 miles

Replace rotary plows sooner

18 years or 10,000 hours

Purchase additional rotary plow $375,000 each

Replace Groomers sooner Seven years or 8,000 hours

Provide better EM 'S equipment Oversnow fire engines: $200,000 each

Fire Oversnow medical transport vehicle (Suburban): $84,000 each
Ambulance $19,000 for equipment

SAR

Provide better garbage storage Replace trailer 12 years

Provide Recycle Centers 20x30 ft @ $50 per sg. ft

Replace substandard housing Replace 20 housing units

Replace substandard warming huts

Replace 4 warming huts

Build Norris Warming Hut

500 sg. ft @ $100 per sg. ft; $5,000 annua cyclic maintenance
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Life Cycle Cost Analysis for YNP
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Final Winter Use Plan
Yellowstone NP

Version: 6/4/98

Project/Location:
YNP Final Winter Use Plan
Subject: Functional Component

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars

Alternative A

Description: Advisory Comm: Notes No Action
Project Life Cycle = 25 Years 10 years
Discount Rate = 7.00%
Present Time = Jun-00
INITIAL COSTS Quantity UM Unit Price Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 1 sq ft $100 1 (Norris) 50,000 50,000
B.  Add. Comfort Station 1 sq ft $100 0
C.  Add. Housing Unit 1 each $125,000 12 1,500,000 1,500,000
D. Maintenance Facility 1 sq ft $160 0
E.  Sand Storage Facility 1 sq ft $50 0
F. Purchase Push Plow 1 each $115,000 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 1 each $375,000 1 375,000 375,000
H.  Purchase Groomer 1 each $164,000 2 328,000 328,000
I Purchase SAR Equip 1 each $19,000 1 19,000 19,000
J. Purchase Fire Engine 1 each $200,000 6 1,200,000 1,200,000
K. Purchase Ambulance 1 each $84,000 1 84,000 84,000
L. Purchase Snowcoach Tracks 1 each $24,000 5 120,000 120,000
M.  Purchase Snowmobile 1 each $4,200 11 46,200 46,200
N.  Purchase Garbage Storage 1 each $80,000 1 80,000 80,000
O.  Wildlife Research 1 each $200,000 100,000 100,000
P. Sound Research 1 each $200,000 200,000 200,000
Q.  Provide Recycle Centers 1 sq ft $50 5 150,000 150,000
R.  Replace Housing 1 each $125,000 20 2,500,000 2,500,000
S. Install Weather Stations 1 each $15,000 2 30,000 30,000
T. Replace Warming Huts 1 sq ft $100| 4(Can/20F/Mad) 400,000 400,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 35% 1,620,500 1,620,500
0
Total Initial Cost 8,802,700
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A)
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description Year PW Factor
A.  Replace Groomer 7 0.62274974 2 groomers 328,000 204,261
B. Replace Push Plow 12 0.44401196 0
C. Rotary Plow 18 0.29586392 1 rotary 375,000 110,948
D.  Snowmobile 2 0.87343873| 11 snowmobiles 46,200 40,352
E. Garbage Storage 25 0.18424918( 1 storage trail. 80,000 14,739
F. Snowcoaches 10 0.50834929| 5 snowcoaches 120,000 61,001
0 1 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 431,301
ANNUAL COSTS
Description Escl. % PWA
A.  Groom Snow roads 0.000% 11.6535832 0
B.  Extend Groom Season 0.000% 11.6535832 0
C.  Groom Ski Trail 0.000% 11.6535832 0
D.  Plow Road 0.000% 11.6535832 0
E. Partial Season Plowing 0.000% 11.6535832 0
F. Part Season groom deduct 0.000% 11.6535832 0
G. Remove Sand 0.000% 11.6535832 0
H.  Full Season Groom Deduct 0.000% 11.6535832 0
1. Spring Open Deduct 0.000% 11.6535832 0
J. Bison Monitoring 0.000% 11.6535832 50,000 582,679
K. Air Quality Monitoring 0.000% 11.6535832 200,000 2,330,717
L. Add. Interp. Pubs. 0.000% 11.6535832 81,500 949,767
M. Warming Hut Maintenance 0.000% 11.6535832 1 hut 5,000 58,268
N.  Comfort Station Maintenance 0.000% 11.6535832 0
O.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0.000% 11.6535832| 1lsnowmobiles 11,341 132,163
P.  Advisory Committee Support 0.000% 7.02358154 0
Q. Maintenance Facility Maintenance 0.000% 11.6535832 0
R.  Sand Storage Facility Maintenance 0.000% 11.6535832 0
S. Housing Maintenance 0.000% 11.6535832 8 units 120,000 1,398,430
T. Additional Ranger Staff 0.000% 11.6535832 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
U.  Additional Interpretive Staff 0.000% 11.6535832 10 for 1/3 yr 150,000 1,748,037
V.  Additional Maintenance Staff 0.000% 11.6535832 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
W. Better Avalanche Control 0.000% 11.6535832 25,000 291,339
X.  Better Grooming 0.000% 11.6535832 25,000 291,339
Y.  Administrative Snowcoach Maint. 0.000% 11.6535832 5 coaches 20,650 240,646
0
Management/Admin 0.000% 11.6535832| 10% mngt/admn 77,849 907,220
0.000% 11.6535832 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 9,979,428
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 19,213,429

Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A)

Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A)
Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized)

PP Factor
0.08581052

1,648,714 Per Year

YELLALTS.XLS Spreadsheet
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Final Winter Use Plan LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Yellowstone NP Presentworth Dollars

Project/Location:
YNP Final Winter Use Plan
Subject: Functional Component Alternative B Alternative C
Description: Notes Preferred Alternative Notes Maximize Opportunities
Project Life Cycle =
Discount Rate =
Present Time =
INITIAL COSTS Quantity Est. PW Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 2 Norris/Tower 80,000 80,000 5 huts 250,000 250,000
B.  Add. Comfort Station 1(Tower) 30,000 30,000 5 restrooms 150,000 150,000
C.  Add. Housing Unit 20 2,500,000 2,500,000 12 1,500,000 1,500,000
D. Maintenance Facility 1 896,000 896,000 1 896,000 896,000
E.  Sand Storage Facility 1 250,000 250,000 1 250,000 250,000
F. Purchase Push Plow 1 115,000 115,000 1 115,000 115,000
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 2 750,000 750,000 2 750,000 750,000
H.  Purchase Groomer 0 0
8 Purchase SAR Equip 1 19,000 19,000 1 19,000 19,000
J. Purchase Fire Engine 4 800,000 800,000 4 800,000 800,000
K. Purchase Ambulance 0 0
L. Purchase Snowcoach Tracks 5 120,000 120,000 5 120,000 120,000
M.  Purchase Snowmobile 0 0
N.  Purchase Garbage Storage 0 0
O.  Wildlife Research 100,000 100,000 0
P. Sound Research 200,000 200,000 0
Q. Provide Recycle Centers 5 150,000 150,000 5 150,000 150,000
R.  Replace Housing 20 2,500,000 2,500,000 20 2,500,000 2,500,000
S. Install Weather Stations 2 30,000 30,000 2 30,000 30,000
T. Replace Warming Huts 4(Can/20F/Mad) 400,000 400,000 4 huts 400,000 400,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 2,392,600 2,392,600 35% 2,144,100 2,144,100
0 0
Total Initial Cost 11,332,600 10,074,100
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (11,332,600) (10,074,100)
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description
A.  Replace Groomer 0 0
B. Replace Push Plow 1 push plow 115,000 51,061 1 push plow 115,000 51,061
C. Rotary Plow 2 rotarys 375,000 110,948 2 rotarys 375,000 110,948
D.  Snowmobile 0 0
E. Garbage Storage - 2 storage trail -160,000 (29,479)| - 2 storage trail -160,000 (29,479)
F. Snowcoaches 5 snowcoaches 120,000 61,001 5 snowcoaches 120,000 61,001
. 0 . 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 193,531 193,531
ANNUAL COSTS
Description
A.  Groom Snow roads 6 mi add-1 lane 9,450 110,126 10 mi add(1 In) 15,750 183,544
B.  Extend Groom Season 0 | 22 mi.add-South 9,240 107,679
C.  Groom Ski Trail 10 miles add. 350 4,079 20 miles add. 700 8,158
D. Plow Road 30 mi plowed 224,300 2,613,899 [ 30 miles plowed 224,300 2,613,899
E. Partial Season Plowing 0| 35 miles plowed 46,200 538,396
F. Part Season groom deduct 0 sub 35 mi -31,500 (367,088)
G. Remove Sand 30 mi sand rem 1,440 16,781 65 mi sand rem 3,120 36,359
H.  Full Season Groom Deduct subtract 30 mi -94,500 (1,101,264)| subtract 30 mi -94,500 (1,101,264)
1. Spring Open Deduct subtract 30 mi -46,560 (542,591)| subtract 30 mi -46,560 (542,591)
J. Bison Monitoring 50,000 582,679 0
K. Air Quality Monitoring 200,000 2,330,717 0
L. Add. Interp. Pubs. 81,500 949,767 81,500 949,767
M. Warming Hut Maintenance 2 huts 10,000 116,536 5 huts 25,000 291,340
N.  Comfort Station Maintenance 1 restroom 5,000 58,268 5 restrooms 25,000 291,340
O.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0 0
P.  Advisory Committee Support 10 year life 150,000 1,053,537 0
Q. Maintenance Facility Maintenance 1 facility 10,000 116,536 1 facility 10,000 116,536
R.  Sand Storage Facility Maintenance 1 facility 1,000 11,654 1 facility 1,000 11,654
S. Housing Maintenance 18 units 270,000 3,146,467 10 units 150,000 1,748,037
T. Additional Ranger Staff 6 for 1/3 yr 90,000 1,048,822 3for1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
U.  Additional Interpretive Staff 15 for 1/3 yr 225,000 2,622,056 10 for 1/3 yr 150,000 1,748,037
V.  Additional Maintenance Staff 3for1/3 yr 45,000 524,411 3for1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
W. Better Avalanche Control 25,000 291,340 25,000 291,340
X.  Better Grooming 25,000 291,340 25,000 291,340
Y.  Administrative Snowcoach Maint. 5 coaches 20,650 240,646 5 coaches 20,650 240,646
Management/Admin 10% mngt/admn 130,263 1,518,030 [ 10% mngt/admn 72,990 850,595
0 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 16,003,837 9,356,545
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 27,529,968 19,624,176
Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (27,529,968) (19,624,176)
Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A) -8.15 Years -12.29 Years
Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized) 2,362,361 Per Year 1,683,961 Per Year

Version: 6/4/98 YELLALTS.XLS Spreadsheet 10/10/00



Final Winter Use Plan
Yellowstone NP

Version: 6/4/98

Project/Location:
YNP Final Winter Use Plan
Subject: Functional Component

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars

Alternative D

Alternative E

Description: Notes Clean/Quiet Modes of Travel Notes Adaptive Management
Project Life Cycle =
Discount Rate =
Present Time =
INITIAL COSTS Quantity Est. PW Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 0 0
B.  Add. Comfort Station 0 0
C.  Add. Housing Unit 20 2,500,000 2,500,000 8 1,000,000 1,000,000
D.  Maintenance Facility 0 0
E. Sand Storage Facility 0 0
F.  Purchase Push Plow 0 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 1 375,000 375,000 1 375,000 375,000
H. Purchase Groomer 0 2 328,000 328,000
8 Purchase SAR Equip 1 19,000 19,000 1 19,000 19,000
J. Purchase Fire Engine 6 1,200,000 1,200,000 6 1,200,000 1,200,000
K. Purchase Ambulance 1 84,000 84,000 1 84,000 84,000
L. Purchase Snowcoach Tracks 5 120,000 120,000 5 120,000 120,000
M.  Purchase Snowmobile 11 46,200 46,200 11 46,200 46,200
N.  Purchase Garbage Storage 1 80,000 80,000 1 80,000 80,000
O.  Wildlife Research 100,000 100,000 200,000 200,000
P.  Sound Research 200,000 200,000 300,000 300,000
Q. Provide Recycle Centers 5 150,000 150,000 5 150,000 150,000
R.  Replace Housing 20 2,500,000 2,500,000 20 2,500,000 2,500,000
S. Install Weather Stations 2 30,000 30,000 2 30,000 30,000
T. Replace Warming Huts 4 huts 400,000 400,000 | 4(Can/20F/Mad) 400,000 400,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 1,953,000 1,953,000 35% 1,428,000 1,428,000
0 0
Total Initial Cost 9,757,200 8,260,200
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (9,757,200) 3,072,400
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description
A.  Replace Groomer 0 2 groomers 328,000 204,261
B. Replace Push Plow 0 o]
C. Rotary Plow 1 rotary 375,000 110,948 1 rotary 375,000 110,948
D.  Snowmobile 11 snowmobiles 46,200 40,352 | 11 snowmobiles 46,200 40,352
E. Garbage Storage 1 storage trail. 80,000 14,739 1 storage trail. 80,000 14,739
F. Snowcoaches 5 snowcoaches 120,000 61,001 5 snowcoaches 120,000 61,001
0 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 227,040 431,301
ANNUAL COSTS
Description
A.  Groom Snow roads 15 mi add-1 lane 23,625 275,316 0
B.  Extend Groom Season 0 0
C. Groom Ski Trail 6 miles add. 210 2,447 0
D. Plow Road 0 0
E. Partial Season Plowing 0 0
F. Part Season groom deduct 0 0
G. Remove Sand 0 0
H.  Full Season Groom Deduct subtract 33 miles -103,950 (1,211,390) 0
1. Spring Open Deduct 0 0
J. Bison Monitoring 50,000 582,679 100,000 1,165,358
K. Air Quality Monitoring 200,000 2,330,717 300,000 3,496,075
L. Add. Interp. Pubs. 81,500 949,767 81,500 949,767
M. Warming Hut Maintenance 0 0
N.  Comfort Station Maintenance 0 0
O.  Snowmobile Maintenance 11 snowmobiles 11,341 132,163 [ 11 snowmobiles 11,341 132,163
P.  Advisory Committee Support 0 10 year life 150,000 1,053,537
Q. Maintenance Facility Maintenance 0 0
R.  Sand Storage Facility Maintenance 0 0
S. Housing Maintenance 18 units 270,000 3,146,467 0
T. Additional Ranger Staff 6 for 1/3 yr 90,000 1,048,822 3for1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
U.  Additional Interpretive Staff 15 for 1/3 yr 225,000 2,622,056 10 for 1/3 yr 150,000 1,748,037
V.  Additional Maintenance Staff 3for1/3 yr 45,000 524,411 3for1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
W. Better Avalanche Control 0 25,000 291,340
X. Better Grooming grm W-OF better 50,000 582,679 25,000 291,340
Y.  Administrative Snowcoach Maint. 5 coaches 20,650 240,646 5 coaches 20,650 240,646
Management/Admin 10% mngt/admn 96,338 1,122,678 | 10% mngt/admn 95,349 1,111,159
0 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 12,349,460 11,528,245
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 22,333,700 20,219,746
Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (22,333,700) 7,310,222
Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A) -9.04 Years 2271 Years

Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized)

1,916,466 Per Year

1,735,067 _Per Year
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Final Winter Use Plan
Yellowstone NP

Version: 6/4/98

Project/Location:
YNP Final Winter Use Plan
Subject: Functional Component

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars

Alternative F

Alternative G

Description: Notes Maximize Wildlife Protection Notes Snowcoach Only
Project Life Cycle =
Discount Rate =
Present Time =
INITIAL COSTS Quantity Est. PW Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 1 (Norris) 50,000 50,000 1 (Norris) 50,000 50,000
B.  Add. Comfort Station 5 restrooms 150,000 150,000 0
C.  Add. Housing Unit 0 14 1,750,000 1,750,000
D.  Maintenance Facility 0 0
E. Sand Storage Facility 0 0
F.  Purchase Push Plow 0 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 1 375,000 375,000 1 375,000 375,000
H. Purchase Groomer 0 2 328,000 328,000
8 Purchase SAR Equip 1 19,000 19,000 1 19,000 19,000
J. Purchase Fire Engine 5 1,000,000 1,000,000 6 1,200,000 1,200,000
K. Purchase Ambulance 1 84,000 84,000 1 84,000 84,000
L. Purchase Snowcoach Tracks 5 120,000 120,000 30 720,000 720,000
M.  Purchase Snowmobile 0 0
N.  Purchase Garbage Storage 0 1 80,000 80,000
O.  Wildlife Research 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
P. Sound Research 0 200,000 200,000
Q. Provide Recycle Centers 5 150,000 150,000 5 150,000 150,000
R.  Replace Housing 15 1,875,000 1,875,000 20 2,500,000 2,500,000
S. Install Weather Stations 2 30,000 30,000 2 30,000 30,000
T. Replace Warming Huts 4(Can/OF/WT/FB) 400,000 400,000 4 huts 400,000 400,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 929,250 929,250 35% 1,708,000 1,708,000
0 0
Total Initial Cost 5,282,250 9,694,000
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A) 4,791,850 63,200
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description
A.  Replace Groomer 0 2 groomers 328,000 204,261
B. Replace Push Plow 0 0
C. Rotary Plow 1 rotary 375,000 110,948 1 rotary 375,000 110,948
D.  Snowmobile 0 [ -80 snowmobiles -336,000 (293,475)
E. Garbage Storage 0| 1 storage trailer 80,000 14,739
F. Snowcoaches 5 snowcoaches 120,000 61,001 | 30 snowcoaches 720,000 366,011
0 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 171,949 402,484
ANNUAL COSTS
Description
A.  Groom Snow roads 0 _ 0
B. Extend Groom Season 0 184 miles-2 wk 44,940 523,712
C. Groom Ski Trail 0 6 miles add. 210 2,447
D. Plow Road 0 0
E. Partial Season Plowing 0 0
F. Part Season groom deduct -119 mi/2 wks -49,980 (582,446) 0
G. Remove Sand 0 0
H.  Full Season Groom Deduct subtract 65 miles -204,750 (2,386,071) 0
1. Spring Open Deduct 0 0
J. Bison Monitoring 50,000 582,679 50,000 582,679
K. Air Quality Monitoring 0 200,000 2,330,717
L. Add. Interp. Pubs. 81,500 949,767 81,500 949,767
M. Warming Hut Maintenance 1 5,000 58,268 1 5,000 58,268
N.  Comfort Station Maintenance 5 25,000 291,340 0
O.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0 subtract 80 -82,480 (961,188)
P.  Advisory Committee Support 0 0
Q. Maintenance Facility Maintenance 0 0
R.  Sand Storage Facility Maintenance 0 0
S. Housing Maintenance 0 12 units 180,000 2,097,645
T. Additional Ranger Staff 0 0
U.  Additional Interpretive Staff 10 for 1/3 yr 150,000 1,748,037 15 for 1/3 yr 225,000 2,622,056
V.  Additional Maintenance Staff 0 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
W. Better Avalanche Control 25,000 291,340 25,000 291,340
X. Better Grooming 0 25,000 291,340
Y.  Administrative Snowcoach Maint. 5 coaches 20,650 240,646 30 coaches 123,900 1,443,879
0 0
Management/Admin 10% mngt/admn 10,242 119,356 | 10% mngt/admn 92,307 1,075,707
0 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 1,312,916 11,832,780
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 6,767,115 21,929,264
Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A) 12,857,061 404,436
Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A) 7.63 Years 331.06 Years

Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized)

580,690 Per Year

1,881,762 Per Year
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Winter Use Plan
GTNP and JDRMP

Version: 6/4/98

Project/Location:
GTNP and the Parkway
Subject: Functional Component

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars

Alternative A

Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A)

Description: Advisory Comm: Notes No Action
Project Life Cycle = 25 Years 10 years
Discount Rate = 7.00%
Present Time = Jun-99
INITIAL COSTS Quantity UM Unit Price Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 1 sq ft $100 0
B.  Add. Comfort Station 1 sq ft $100 0
C.  Winterize Housing Unit 1 each $10,000 0
F. Purchase Push Plow 1 each $115,000 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 1 each $375,000 0
H.  Purchase D-7 Dozer 1 each $400,000 0
I Purchase Grader/tractor 1 each $225,000 0
J. Purchase Groomer 1 each $142,000 0
M.  Purchase Ambulance 1 each $84,000 0
O. Purchase Snowmobile 1 each $4,200 2 8,400 8,400
S.  Provide Recycle Centers 1 sq ft $50 0
W.  Construct Yr-Rnd Pathway 1 mile $1,000,000
X.  CDSTon widened Shoulder 1 mile $150,000
Y.  Improve Moos-Wils Rd 1 each $1,000,000
Z. Winter Imprvmt @ Colter 1 each $2,000,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 35% 0 0
0
Total Initial Cost 8,400
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A)
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description Year PW Factor
A.  Replace Groomer 10 0.508349292 0
B. Replace Push Plow 2 0.903492046 0
C. Rotary Plow 11 0.475092796 0
D.  Snowmobile 2 0.873438728 0
G. Loader 15 0.36244602 0
H.  Grader 20 0.258419003 0
8 Dozer 20 0.258419003 0
0 1 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 0
ANNUAL COSTS
Description Escl. % PWA
A.  Groom Motor Snow routes 0.000% 11.65358318 2.1grMrte 0
B.  Groom Motor Snow trails 0.000% 11.653583 33.9grMtr 0
C.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. Motor. trails 0.000% 11.653583| 35.6 ungr M tr
D.  Groom Motor tr deduct 0.000% 11.65358318 0
E.  Groom Ski Trail 0.000% 11.65358318 0grNM tr 0
F.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. NM. trails 0.000% 11.653583 26.4 NM tr 0
G. Plow Road 0.000% 11.65358318 100.1 pl rd 0
J.  Remove Sand 0.000% 11.65358318 0
K. Full Season Groom Deduct 0.000% 11.65358318 0
L. Spring Open 0.000% 11.65358318 0
M. Ungulate Monitoring 0.000% 11.65358318 0
N.  Air Quality Monitoring 0.000% 11.65358318 0
O. Add. Interp. Pubs. 0.000% 11.65358318 0
P.  Warming Hut Maintenance 0.000% 11.65358318 0
Q. Comfort Station Maintenance 0.000% 11.65358318 0
R.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0.000% 11.65358318 2 2,060 24,006
S.  Advisory Committee Support 0.000% 7.023581541 0
W. Additional Ranger Staff 0.000% 11.65358318 0
X.  Additional Interpretive Staff 0.000% 11.65358318 0
Y.  Better Grooming 0.000% 11.65358318 0
0
Management/Admin 0.000% 11.65358318( 10% mgt/adm 206 2,400
0.000% 11.65358318 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 26,406
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 34,806

Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A)
Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized)

PP Factor
0.085810517

2,987 Per Year

GTALTC~1.XLS Spreadsheet
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Winter Use Plan
GTNP and JDRMP

Version: 6/4/98

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars

Project/Location:
GTNP and the Parkway
Subject: Functional Component Alternative B Alternative C
Description: Notes Preferred Alternative Notes Maximize Opportunities
Project Life Cycle =
Discount Rate =
Present Time =
INITIAL COSTS Quantity Est. PW Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 2 Signal/Jenny 80,000 80,000 3 huts 120,000 120,000
B.  Add. Comfort Station 0 0
C.  Winterize Housing Unit 4 winterize 40,000 40,000 5 winterize 50,000 50,000
F.  Purchase Push Plow 0 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 0 0
H.  Purchase D-7 Dozer 0 0
I Purchase Grader/tractor 0 0
J. Purchase Groomer 0 2 new groomer 284,000 284,000
M.  Purchase Ambulance 0 0
O. Purchase Snowmobile 0 2 10,800 10,800
S.  Provide Recycle Centers 0 0
W.  Construct Yr-Rnd Pathway Pathway $28,000,000 28,000,000 0
X. ~ CDSTon widened Shoulder 0 28mi 13,600,000 13,600,000
Y.  Improve Moos-Wils Rd Mse-Wils Impr 1000000 1,000,000
Z. Winter Imprvmt @ Colter
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 9,828,000 9,828,000 35% 4,802,000 4,802,000
0 0
Total Initial Cost 37,948,000 19,866,800
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (37,948,000) (19,866,800)
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description
A.  Replace Groomer 0 2 groomers 284,000 144,371
B. Replace Push Plow 0 0
C. Rotary Plow 0 0
D.  Snowmobile 0 2 snomobes 10,800 9,433
G. Loader 0 0
H.  Grader 0
I Dozer 0 0
0 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 0 153,804
ANNUAL COSTS
Description
A.  Groom Motor Snow routes same 0 same 0
B.  Groom Motor Snow trails same 0 "+30.5 gr M tr 86,468 1,007,662
C.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. Motor. trails "-24.3 ungr M -10,000 (116,536)| "-11.6 ungr M tr -4,774 (55,634)
D.  Groom Motor tr deduct 0 0
E.  Groom Ski Trail same 0 "+4.0 gr NM tr 1,872 21,816
F.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. NM. trails "+6.5 NM tr 2,632 30,672 "+2 NM tr 1,000 11,654
G. Plow Road same 0 "+4 plrd 29,920 348,675
J. Remove Sand 1,440 16,781 0
K. Full Season Groom Deduct 0 0
L. Spring Open 0 0
M. Ungulate Monitoring 0 0
N.  Air Quality Monitoring mon Flagg 100,000 1,165,358 0
O. Add. Interp. Pubs. Publications 10,000 116,536 Publications 10,000 116,536
P.  Warming Hut Maintenance 2 huts 10,000 116,536 3 huts 15,000 174,804
Q. Comfort Station Maintenance 0 0
R.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0 2 2,060 24,006
S.  Advisory Committee Support 0 0
W. Additional Ranger Staff 4 for 1/3 yr 60,000 699,215 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
X.  Additional Interpretive Staff 2 for 1/3 yr 30,000 349,607 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
Y.  Better Grooming 8mi Grassy 3,240 37,758 8mi Grassy 3,240 37,758
Management/Admin 10% mgt/adm 20,731 241,592 10% mgt/adm 23,479 273,609
0 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 2,657,520 3,009,707
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 40,605,520 23,030,311
Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (40,605,520) (23,030,311)
Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A) -166.41 Years -73.18 Years
Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized) 3,484,381 Per Year 1,976,243 Per Year

GTALTC~1.XLS Spreadsheet
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Winter Use Plan
GTNP and JDRMP

Version: 6/4/98

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars
Project/Location:
GTNP and the Parkway
Subject: Functional Component Alternative D Alternative E
Description: Notes Clean/Quiet Modes of Travel Notes Adaptive Management
Project Life Cycle =
Discount Rate =
Present Time =
INITIAL COSTS Quantity Est. PW Quantity Est. PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 1 (Jenny) 40,000 40,000 0
B.  Add. Comfort Station 0 0
C.  Winterize Housing Unit 4 winterize 40,000 40,000 0
F.  Purchase Push Plow 0 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 0 0
H. Purchase D-7 Dozer 1 new dozer 400,000 400,000 0
I Purchase Grader/tractor 1grader/trac 225,000 225,000 0
J. Purchase Groomer 1 new groomer 142,000 142,000 0
M.  Purchase Ambulance 0 0
O.  Purchase Snowmobile 0 0
S.  Provide Recycle Centers 0 0
W.  Construct Yr-Rnd Pathway
X. ~ CDSTon widened Shoulder 8 mi 4,870,000 4,870,000
Y.  Improve Moos-Wils Rd Mse-Wils Impr 1,000,000 1,000,000
Z.  Winter Imprvmt @ Colter Colter Imprvmt 2,000,000 2,000,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 1,718,500 1,718,500 35% 0 0
0 0
Total Initial Cost 10,435,500 0
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (10,435,500) 0
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description
A.  Replace Groomer 1 groomer 142,000 72,185 [ minus 2 groom -284,000 (144,371)
B. Replace Push Plow 0 0
C. Rotary Plow 0 0
D.  Snowmobile 0 0
G. Loader 0 0
H.  Grader 1grader/trac 225,000 58,144
I Dozer 1 dozer 400,000 103,367
0 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs 233,696 (144,371)
ANNUAL COSTS
Description
A. Groom Motor Snow routes "+18.2 grM rt 124,740 1,453,668 same 0
B.  Groom Motor Snow trails "-21gr M tr -59,535 (693,796) "-26 grM tr -73,710 (858,986)
C.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. Motor. trails "-35.6 ungr M -14,650 (170,725)| "-35.6 ungr M -14,650 (170,725)
D.  Groom Motor tr deduct 0 0
E.  Groom Ski Trail same 0 same 0
F.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. NM. trails "+10.7 NM tr 4,334 50,507 "+8.6 NM tr 3,483 40,589
G. Plow Road "21plrd -157,080 (1,830,545) 5.7 plrd 51,744 (603,003)
J. Remove Sand no sand rmvl -1,008 (11,747) 0
K.  Full Season Groom Deduct 0 no grm CDST -116,235 (1,354,554)
L. Spring Open 21 spring pl 32,592 379,814 0
M. Ungulate Monitoring 0 0
N.  Air Quality Monitoring 0 0
O. Add. Interp. Pubs. Publications 10,000 116,536 0
P.  Warming Hut Maintenance 1 hut 5,000 58,268 0
Q. Comfort Station Maintenance 0 0
R.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0 0
S.  Advisory Committee Support 0 0
W. Additional Ranger Staff 3 for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411 0
X.  Additional Interpretive Staff 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411 0
Y.  Better Grooming 8mi Grassy 3,240 37,758 0
Management/Admin 10% mgt/adm 3,763 43,855 10% mgt/adm -25,286 (294,668)
0 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) 482,414 (3,241,346)
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) 11,151,610 (3,385,717)
Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A) (11,151,610) 43,991,237
Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A) -169.82 Years 0.00 Years

Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized)

956,925 Per Year

(290,530) Per Year

GTALTC~1.XLS Spreadsheet
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Winter Use Plan
GTNP and JDRMP

Version: 6/4/98

Project/Location:
GTNP and the Parkway
Subject: Functional Component

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

Presentworth Dollars

Alternative F

Alternative G

Description: Notes Maximize Wildlife Protection Notes Snowcoach Only
Project Life Cycle =
Discount Rate =
Present Time =
INITIAL COSTS Quantity Est. PW Quantity Est PW
Construction Costs
A.  Add. Warming Huts 0 1 (Jenny) 40,000 40,000
B.  Add. Comfort Station 0 0
C.  Winterize Housing Unit 0 4 Winterize 40,000 40,000
F.  Purchase Push Plow 0 0
G. Purchase Rotary Plow 0 0
H. Purchase D-7 Dozer 0 1 new dozer 400,000 400,000
I Purchase Grader/tractor 0 1grader/trac 225,000 225,000
J. Purchase Groomer 0 1 new groomer 142,000 142,000
M.  Purchase Ambulance 0 0
O.  Purchase Snowmobile 0 0
S.  Provide Recycle Centers 0 0
W.  Construct Yr-Rnd Pathway
X. ~ CDSTon widened Shoulder
Y.  Improve Moos-Wils Rd Mse-Wils Impr 1,000,000 1,000,000
Z.  Winter Imprvmt @ Colter Colter Imprvmt 2,000,000 2,000,000
Design/Contract/Supervision 35% 0 0 35% 14,000 14,000
0 0
Total Initial Cost 0 3,861,000
Initial Cost PW Savings (Compared to Alt. A) 0 6,574,500
REPLACEMENT COST/ SALVAGE VALUE
Description
A.  Replace Groomer minus 2 groom -284,000 (144,371) 1 groomer 142,000 72,185
B. Replace Push Plow 0 0
C. Rotary Plow 0 0
D.  Snowmobile 0 0
G. Loader 0 0
H.  Grader Grader 225,000 58,144
I Dozer Dozer 400,000 103,367
0 0
Total Replacement/Salvage Costs (144,371) 233,696
ANNUAL COSTS
Description
A. Groom Motor Snow routes same 0 18.2 grM rt2 124,740 1,453,668
B.  Groom Motor Snow trails "-26 gr M tr -73,710 (858,986) "-33.9grMtr -96,106 (1,119,979)
C.  Mark/Admin Ungrm. Motor. trails "-35.6 ungr M -14,650 (170,725)| "-35.6 ungr M -14,650 (170,725)
D.  Groom Motor tr deduct 0 0
E.  Groom Ski Trail same 0 same 0
F. Mark/Admin Ungrm. NM. trails "+8.6 NM tr 3,483 40,589 "+11 NM tr 4,455 51,917
G. Plow Road "-5.7 pl rd -51,744 (603,003) "-21plrd -157,080 (1,830,545)
J. Remove Sand 0 no sand rmvl -1,008 (11,747)
K.  Full Season Groom Deduct no grm CDST -116,235 (1,354,554) 0
L. Spring Open 0 21 spring pl 32,592 379,814
M. Ungulate Monitoring monitor widIf 15,000 174,804 0
N.  Air Quality Monitoring mon Flagg 100,000 1,165,358 0
O. Add. Interp. Pubs. 0 0
P.  Warming Hut Maintenance 1 hut 5,000 58,268
Q. Comfort Station Maintenance 0 0
R.  Snowmobile Maintenance 0 0
S.  Advisory Committee Support 0 0
W. Additional Ranger Staff 0 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
X.  Additional Interpretive Staff 0 3for 1/3 yr 45,000 524,411
Y.  Better Grooming 0 0
0 0
Management/Admin 10% mgt/adm -13,786 (160,652)| 10% mgt/adm -1,206 (14,051)
0 0
Total Annual Costs (Present Worth) (1,767,168) (154,558)
Total Life Cycle Costs (Present Worth) (1,911,539) 3,940,138
Life Cycle Savings (Compared to Alt. A) 24,941,850 7,211,472
Discounted Payback (Compared to Alt. A) 0.00 Years 70.64 Years
Total Life Cycle Costs (Annualized) (164,030) Per Year 338,105 Per Year
GTALTC~1.XLS Spreadsheet 10/10/00
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WINTER MOTORIZED USE SCENARIOS FOR YELLOWSTONE AND GRAND
TETON NATIONAL PARKSAND THE JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER, JR.,
MEMORIAL PARKWAY

Rationale

In comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) cooperating agencies and
others supported the inclusion of use limitations. Specified use limits were not part of the DEIS.
They expressed concern about how the alternatives (particularly alternative B —the DEIS
preferred alternative) would affect economic stability or growth in local communities. They also
expressed concern about how displaced snowmobile use would affect lands adjacent to the parks.
The DEIS included no quantitative predictions about use redistribution, although it did discuss
the subject qualitatively. The economic analyst was unwilling to provide any such predictions,
basing the impact estimates only on the loss of snowmabile business by alternative to the regional
(17-county) and three-state economies.

In its comments on the DEIS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated alternative
G asitsenvironmentally preferred aternative. EPA stated that without specifics on adaptive
management and limitations on oversnow vehicle use, none of the other ait did discussthe
subject qualitatively. The economic analyst was unwilling to provide any such predictions,
basing the impact estimates only on the loss of snowmobile business by alternative to the regional
(17-county) and three-state economies.

Initscommentsonthe _ _ _ _
, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated alternative G as its environmentally

preferred alternative. EPA stated that without specifics on adaptive management and limitations
on oversnow vehicle use, none of the other a data about what people will do in response to
management changes. However, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR
§1502.22) dlow National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes to be completed despite
unavailable or unobtainable data. CEQ regulations allow the construction of reasonably
foreseeable impact scenarios upon which to proceed. The NPSfeelsit isimportant to engage in
this approach in response to the indicated comments on the DEIS.

The scenarios constructed for each alternative are based on existing motorized use data, winter
use survey results, the transportation model for Y ellowstone National Park (Y NP) features of
aternatives that eliminate use, and professional judgment. Once these scenarios' impacts are
determined through modeling (e.g., air quality and sound) or risk analysis, there will be abasis
for determining mitigation that responds to concerns from EPA, cooperating agencies, and others.
Impacts that might result from alternative G represent target levels of post-mitigation impacts for
other alternatives, in accordance with the labeling of G as environmentally preferred.

Explanation of M ethod

Each alternative scenario on the following pages describes the units of measure for the analysis.
The units are the same for all aternatives. Numbersin the table represent vehicles using the road
segment over the average day. Thisis not the same as “visitor-days’. The basis for redistributing
use isthe current average daily use on each road or motorized trail segment. Where an
opportunity for useis not available under an aternative, use is considered to be displaced from
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that location. Depending on the alternative, a percentage (from the winter use survey) of

displaced users are assumed to continue to visit and snowmobile in the Greater Y ellowstone Area
(GYA) parks, and would be displaced to other open gateway road segments. From visitor use
surveys, it is known that a percentage of all winter users go to various destinationsin
Y ellowstone. These percentages are applied to the existing and displaced (or redistributed) use
on the open gateway road segmentsin each alternative. For alternatives in which no segments
are closed to oversnow motorized use, use remains at levels described in current management.

Average daily use on each of the four gateway segmentsis consistent with average daily entrance
statistics. The entrance statistics for 1992-2000 during the months of January and February are

tabulated below. 1n each case, the amount of use reflected is not greatly different. The use

shown on the road segment is a product of the transportation analysis, and it should exceed the
entrance statistics. This means that more snowmobiles travel on the segment than enter the park
each day at the gateway, accounting for travel from other entrances or destinations during the

day. Therefore, the modeled statistics for average daily use on road segments provide a

reasonable basis for redistributing use in the alternative scenarios.

Scenarios

The following three tables reflect current use figures by transportation mode. They represent a
scenario for alternative A. Scenarios for alternatives B through G follow, providing tables of use
that could result and narrative calculations for changed use.

After the alternative G scenario is a series of tables, one for each alternative, that present vehicle-
miles traveled by road segment. These figures were used to assess risks and impacts for some
resource topics.

Number of snowmobiles entering

Y ellowstone National Park.

Y ear Month North Entrance | West Entrance | South Entrance East Entrance
1992-93 Jan 291 15,252 5,115 1,312
Feb 242 18,018 6,160 1,349
1993-94 | Jan 171 15,324 5,346 1,075
Feb 120 18,290 6,435 1,191
1995-96 Jan 655 14,198 4,395 837
Feb 795 22,173 6,459 1,561
1996-97 Jan 507 12,369 4,241 788
Feb 661 17,174 6,081 1,102
1997-98 Jan 605 13,347 4,393 801
Feb 537 16,900 5,988 1,015
1998-99 Jan 573 13,794 4,419 853
Feb 602 16,928 5,441 860
1999-00 Jan 338 13,290 4,673 907
Feb 435 18,937 6,240 1,153
Totals Jan 3,140 97,574 32,580 6,573
Feb 3,392 128,420 75,386 8,231
Grand Total 6532 225,994 75,386 14,804
M ean aver age day 16 538 176 35
Transportation model mean 30 555 176 37

aver age day

Y ellowstone, Grand Teton and The Parkway area road segments
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aver age daily use January-February.

Alternative A Current Motorized Use

ROAD SEGMENT Autos | Buses’Vans | Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles

Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 61 4.2 0 0

Mammoth to Norris 0 0 3.3 30.5
West Entrance to Madison 0 0 9.1 554.2
Madison to Norris 0 0 5.2 247.0
Norris to Canyon Village 0 0 3.9 184.5
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 31 148.1
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 36.4
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 2.6 125.1
Madison to Old Faithful 0 0 10.3 488.6
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 4.3 209.4
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 4.3 175.8
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 24.2
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 86 9.5 0 24.3
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 192 10 0 24.3
Moran Junction to East Entrance 562 29 0 24.3
Moran Junction to South Entrance 773 39 0 0

Teton Park Road 0 0 0 104
Moose-Wilson Road 5 0 0 3

Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 0

Average peak day use (based on highest use day for each year).

Current Condition

ROAD SEGMENT Autos | Buses/Vans | Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles

Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 107.4 8 0 0

Mammoth to Norris 0 0 6.9 40.5
West Entrance to Madison 0 0 19.0 975.4
Madison to Norris 0 0 10.9 434.7
Norris to Canyon Village 0 0 8.2 324.7
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 6.5 260.7
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 64.1
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 5.4 220.2
Madison to Old Faithful 0 0 21.5 859.9
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 9.0 368.5
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 9.0 276.8
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 42.6
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 151.4 16.7 0 42.8
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 337.9 17.6 0 42.8
Moran Junction to East Entrance 989.1 51.0 0 42.8
Moran Junction to South Entrance 1291.8 68.6 0 0

Teton Park Road 0 0 0 18.3
Moose-Wilson Road 8.8 0 0 5.3
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-1999. Interior Road Segments

in Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Usein Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrieet. a
1997) and Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway

(Littlejohn 1996).
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Yellowstone and Grand Teton arearoad segments
Alternative B use scenario - average daily use.*

Average Daily Vehicle Use January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Autos Vans Snowcoaches Snowmobiles Buses
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 60 4 0 0 0
Mammoth to Norris 0 0 3 56 0
West Entrance to Madison 50 80 0 0 2
Madison to Norris 0 0 5 42 0
Norristo Canyon Village 0 0 4 56 0
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 3 242 0
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 67 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 3 248 0
Madison to Old Faithful 50 81 0 0 2
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 4 338 0
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 4 322 0
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 25 0
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 100 10 0 25 1
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 200 10 0 25 1
Moran Junction to East Entrance 580 30 0 25 2
Moran Junction to South Entrance 800 40 0 0 2
Teton Park Road 0 0 0 0 0
M oose-Wilson Road 5 0 0 3 0
Antelope Flats Showmobile Route 0 0 0 0 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-1999. Interior Road Segments
in Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Use in Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrie et al.
1997). Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(Littlejohn 1996) and Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey in Yellowstone NP, Grand Teton NP and the GYA (Duffield and Neher 1999).

Visitor Use Scenario
Units of Measure. Numbersin the table represent vehicles using the road segment over the
average day. Thisisnot the same asvisitor days. That is, one vehicle can be on more than one
segment during the day, such that it is counted more than once. Numbers for internal road
segments are, therefore, higher than for the segments immediately inside a gateway.
Current Use. From current use figures given in alternative A, 555 snowmobiles on the West
Y ellowstone to Madison segment would no longer be able to use that segment. Auto, van and
bus use from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful assumes the number of vehicles needed to
transport all existing use from that gate. Snowmobile use in GTNP and the Parkway is assumed
to remain at current levels, except north of Flagg Ranch.
Potentially Displaced Showmobile Use. From the winter use survey, 36.9% of visitors stated
they would not change the number of visitsto the parks even if the road from West Y ellowstone
were plowed. Assuming these respondents would return to snowmobile, 204 snowmobiles would
be displaced to the other three entrances allowing snowmobile access.
Use Distribution to other Gateway Road Segments. The displaced use of 204 unitsis assumed to
be distributed to the three entrance road segments based on the average current distribution
among the three. With this assumption, 13% (26 units) of the use would be displaced to
Mammoth-Norris, 15% (31 units) to East Entrance-Fishing Bridge, and 72% (146 units) to Flagg
Ranch-West Thumb. These displaced users are added to the current use for each gateway
segment. Auto and van traffic through GTNP isincreased from current levels to account for redistribution
of snowmobile use.
Use Distribution from Gateways Road Segments to Park Destinations on Internal Road
Segments.  Statistics from the visitor surveys indicate that of all winter users, 76% go to Old Faithful and
48% go to Canyon. These statistics are assumed to apply to the total snowmobile use accessing the park
through each of the three gateways.

Yellowstone and Grand Teton arearoad segments

Alternative C scenario - aver age daily use.?

! For the primary winter season from January 1 through February 29, 2000.
2 For the primary winter season from January 1 through February 29, 2000.
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Average Daily Vehicle Use January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Autos Vans Snowcoaches Snowmobiles Buses
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 60 4 0 0 0
Mammoth to Norris until 2/29° 0 0 4 56 0
West Entrance to Madison 60 10 0 0 2
Madison to Norris 0 0 4 42 0
Norristo Canyon Village until 2/29 0 0 4 56 0
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge before 2/29 0 0 3 242 0
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 67 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 3 248 0
Madison to Old Faithful 91 14 0 0 2
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 4 338 0
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 4 322 0
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 25 0
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 100 10 0 25 1
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 200 10 0 25 1
Moran Junction to East Entrance 580 30 0 25 2
Moran Junction to South Entrance 800 40 0 0 2
Teton Park Road 0 0 0 10 0
M oose-Wilson Road 10 0 0 0 0
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 25 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-1999. Interior Road Segments
in Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Use in Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrie et al.
1997). Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(Littlejohn 1996) and Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey in Yellowstone NP, Grand Teton NP and the GYA (Duffield and Neher 1999).

Visitor Use Scenario
Units of Measure. See alternative B.
Current Use. From current use figures given in aternative A, 555 snowmobiles on the West
Y ellowstone to Madison segment would no longer be able to use that segment. Auto, van and
bus use from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful assumes the number of vehicles needed to
transport all existing use from that gate. Snowmobile usein GTNP and the Parkway is assumed
to remain at current levels, except for use north of Flagg.
Potentially Displaced Showmobile Use. From the winter use survey, 36.9% of visitors stated
they would not change the number of visitsto the parks even if the road from West Y ellowstone
were plowed. Assuming these respondents return to snowmobile, 204 snowmobiles would be
displaced to the other three entrances allowing snowmobile access.
Use Distribution to other Gateway Road Segments. The displaced use of 204 unitsis assumed to
be distributed to the three entrance road segments based on the average current distribution
among the three. With this assumption, 13% (26 units) of the use would be displaced to
Mammoth-Norris, 15% (31 units) to East Entrance-Fishing Bridge, and 72% (146 units) to Flagg
Ranch-West Thumb. These displaced users are added to the current use for each gateway
segment. Auto and van traffic through GTNP isincreased from current levels to account for
redistribution of snowmobile use.
Use Distribution from Gateways Road Segments to Park Destinations on Internal Road
Segments.  Statistics from the visitor surveys indicate that of all winter users, 76% go to Old
Faithful and 48% go to Canyon. These statistics are assumed to apply to the total snowmobile
use accessing the park through each of the three gateways.

Yellowstone and Grand Teton arearoad segments

Alternative D scenario - average daily use.*

" Average Daily Vehicle Use January-February

3 After February 29, 2000 snowcoach only from Norris to Canyon and Fishing Bridge; road plowed from Mammoth to
Madison Junction.
4 For the primary winter season from January 1 through February 29, 2000.
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ROAD SEGMENT Autos Vans Snowcoaches Snowmobiles Buses
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 61 4 0 0 0
Mammoth to Norris 0 0 3 31 0
West Entrance to Madison 0 0 9 555 0
Madison to Norris 0 0 5 247 0
Norristo Canyon Village 0 0 4 185 0
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 3 148 0
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 0 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 3 125 0
Madison to Old Faithful 0 0 10 490 0
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 4 210 0
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 4 176 0
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 25 0
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 0 0 4 176 1
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 190 10 0 25 1
Moran Junction to East Entrance 560 30 0 25 2
Moran Junction to South Entrance 770 40 0 0 2
Teton Park Road 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 10 2 0 0 0
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 0 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-1999. Interior Road Segments
in Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Use in Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrie et al.

1997). Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(Littlejohn 1996) and Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey in Yellowstone NP, Grand Teton NP and the GYA (Duffield and Neher 1999).

Visitor Use Scenario

Units of Measure. Numbersin the table represent vehicles using the road segment over the
average day. Thisisnot the same asvisitor days. That is, one vehicle can be on more than one
segment during the day, such that it is counted more than once. Numbers for internal road
segments are therefore higher than for the segmentsimmediately inside a gateway.

Current Use. All current use figures given in alternative A for YNP apply in this alternative,

except for the average 36 snowmobiles per day on the East Entrance to Fishing Bridge segment.

Potentially Displaced Showmobile Use. The average of 36 snowmobiles from East Entrance

could be redistributed to other entrances, but is assumed not to affect the average use on other

segments significantly.




Yellowstoneand Grand Teton arearoad segments
Alternative E scenario - aver age daily use.®

Average Daily Vehicle Use January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Autos Vans Snowcoaches Snowmobiles Buses
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 61 4 0 0 0
Mammoth to Norris 0 0 3 31 0
West Entrance to Madison 0 0 9 555 0
Madison to Norris 0 0 5 247 0
Norristo Canyon Village 0 0 4 185 0
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 3 148 0
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 36 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 3 125 0
Madison to Old Faithful 0 0 10 490 0
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 4 210 0
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 4 176 0
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 25 0
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 86 15 0 0 1
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 192 15 0 0 1
Moran Junction to East Entrance 560 35 0 0 2
Moran Junction to South Entrance 770 40 0 0 2
Teton Park Road 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 5 0 0 0 0
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 0 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-1999. Interior Road Segments
in Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Use in Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrie et al.
1997). Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(Littlejohn 1996) and Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey in Yellowstone NP, Grand Teton NP and the GYA (Duffield and Neher 1999).

Visitor Use Scenario

Units of Measure. Numbers in the table represent vehicles using the road segment over the
average day. Thisisnot the same asvisitor days. That is, one vehicle can be on more than one
segment during the day, such that it is counted more than once. Numbers for internal road
segments are therefore higher than for the segments immediately inside a gateway.

Current Use. All current use figures given in alternative A for YNP apply in this alternative,
except for usein GTNP and the Parkway. Current use on the Continental Divide Snowmobile
Trail (CDST) coming from the east would be shuttled by wheeled vehicle from the East Entrance
near Moran to Flagg Ranch in this alternative.

Potentially Displaced Showmobile Use. No use would be displaced. The number of vansis
increased from the East Entrance near Moran to Flagg Ranch because of shuttle vehiclesfor
snowmobiles on the CDST.

® For the primary winter season from January 1 through February 29, 2000.
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Yellowstone and Grand Teton arearoad segments
Alternative F scenario - average daily use.®

Average Daily Vehicle Use January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Autos Vans Snowcoaches Snowmobiles Buses
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 60 4 0 0 0
Mammoth to Norris 0 0 0 0 0
West Entrance to Madison 0 0 0 0 0
Madison to Norris 0 0 0 0 0
Norristo Canyon Village 0 0 3 100 0
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 3 217 0
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 0 77 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 3 239 0
Madison to Old Faithful 0 0 0 0 0
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 4 343 0
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 4 374 0
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 0 25 0
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 100 15 0 0 1
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 200 15 0 0 1
Moran Junction to East Entrance 580 30 0 0 2
Moran Junction to South Entrance 800 40 0 0 2
Teton Park Road 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 5 0 0 0 0
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 0 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-19909. Interior Road Segments
in 'Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Usein Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrie et al.
1997). Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(Littlejohn 1996) and Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey in Yellowstone NP, Grand Teton NP and the GYA (Duffield and Neher, 1999).

Visitor Use Scenario
Units of Measure. Numbersin the table represent vehicles using the road segment over the
average day. Thisisnot the same asvisitor days. That is, one vehicle can be on more than one
segment during the day, such that it is counted more than once. Numbersfor internal road
segments are therefore higher than for the segmentsimmediately inside a gateway.
Current Use. From current use figures given in aternative A, 555 snowmobiles on the West
Y ellowstone to Madison segment would no longer be able to use that segment, and 31 would not
be able to use the Mammoth to Norris segment. Snowmobile use in GTNP and the Parkway is
assumed to remain at current levels, except for use north of Flagg Ranch.
Potentially Displaced Showmobile Use. From the winter use survey, 40.6 % of visitors stated
they would not change the number of visits to the parks even if these road segments were closed.
Assuming these respondents return to snowmobile, 238 snowmobiles would be displaced to the
other two entrances allowing snowmoabile access.
Use Distribution to other Gateway Road Segments. The displaced use of 238 unitsis assumed to
be distributed to the two entrance road segments based on the average current distribution
between them. With this assumption, 17% (41 units) of the use would be displaced to East
Entrance-Fishing Bridge, and 83% (198 units) to Flagg Ranch-West Thumb. These displaced
users are added to the current use for each gateway segment. Auto and van traffic through GTNP
isincreased from current levels to account for redistribution of snowmobile use.
Use Distribution from Gateways Road Segments to Park Destinations on Internal Road
Segments.  Statistics from the visitor surveys indicate that of all winter users, 76% go to Old
Faithful and 48% go to Canyon. These statistics are assumed to apply to the total snowmobile
use accessing the park through each of the two gateways.

Yellowstone and Grand Teton arearoad segments

Alternative G scenario - average daily use.”

¢ For the primary winter season from January 1 through February 29, 2000.
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Average Daily Vehicle Use January-February

ROAD SEGMENT Autos Vans Snowcoaches Snowmobiles Buses
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 60 4 0 0 0
Mammoth to Norris 0 0 8 0 0
West Entrance to Madison 0 0 88 0 0
Madison to Norris 0 0 40 0 0
Norristo Canyon Village 0 0 30 0 0
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 0 0 24 0 0
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 0 0 5 0 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 0 0 20 0 0
Madison to Old Faithful 0 0 80 0 0
Old Faithful to West Thumb 0 0 34 0 0
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 0 0 29 0 0
Grassy Lake Road 0 0 4 0 0
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 0 0 29 0 0
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 190 10 0 0 1
Moran Junction to East Entrance 560 28 0 0 2
Moran Junction to South Entrance 770 37 0 0 2
Teton Park Road 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 5 0 0 0 0
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route 0 0 0 0 0

Figures were derived from the following sources: Entrance Station Statistics: Visitor use statistics from Visitor Services Offices of

Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway 1992-1999. Interior Road Segments

in Y ellowstone NP and Grand Teton NP: Social Conditions for Winter Use in Yellowstone National Park Final Report (Borrie et al.
1997). Winter Use Survey Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(Littlejohn 1996) and Winter 1998-99 Visitor Survey in Yellowstone NP, Grand Teton NP and the GYA (Duffield and Neher, 1999).

Visitor Use Scenario

Units of Measure. Numbers in the table represent vehicles using the road segment over the
average day. Thisisnot the same asvisitor days. That is, one vehicle can be on more than one

segment during the day, such that it is counted more than once.

Current Use. All current use and its distribution, as shown in alternative A, is accommodated in
this alternative. Snowmobile use by segment is divided by seven with the assumption of seven
people per snowcoach. Current use figures indicate the average occupancy is 7.7 people per

snowcoach.

" For the primary winter season from January 1 through February 29, 2000, with snowcoaches accommodating all

visitor days currently used by snowmobilers.




Vehicle milestraveled by road segment

by alter native as an index to potential impacts.

Alternative A Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Mi. Autos Vans Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses Total
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 47 2,867 197 0 0 0 3,064
Mammoth to Norris 21 0 0 69 641 0 710
West Entrance to Madison 14 0 0 127 7,759 0 7,886
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 73 3,458 0 3,631
Norristo Canyon Village 12 0 0 47 2,214 0 2,261
Canyon Villageto Fishing Bridge | 16 0 0 50 2,370 0 2,420
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 0 983 0 983
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 55 2,627 0 2,682
Madison to Old Faithful 16 0 0 165 7,818 0 7,983
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 73 3,560 0 3,633
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 103 4,219 0 4,322
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 0 184 0 184
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 1,342 132 0 379 16 1,869
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 1,958 92 0 248 10 2,308
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,124 54 0 49 4 1,231
Moran Junction to South Entrance| 26 | 20,100 52 0 0 52 20,204
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 156 0 156
Moose-Wilson Road 2 10 0 0 6 0 16
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route] 30 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 27,401 527 762 36,671 82 65,443
Alternative B Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Mi. Autos Vans Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses Total
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance | 47 2,820 188 0 0 0 3,008
Mammoth to Norris 21 0 0 63 1,176 0 1,239
West Entrance to Madison 14 700 1,120 0 0 28 1,848
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 70 588 0 658
Norristo Canyon Village 12 0 0 48 672 0 720
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge | 16 0 0 48 3,872 0 3,920
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 0 1,809 0 1,809
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 63 5,208 0 5,271
Madison to Old Faithful 16 800 1,296 0 0 32 2,128
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 68 5,746 0 5,814
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 96 7,728 0 7,824
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 0 200 0 200
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 1,600 160 0 400 16 2,176
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 2,000 100 0 250 10 2,360
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,160 60 0 50 4 1,274
Moran Junction to South Entrance | 26 20,800 1,040 0 0 52 21,892
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 2 10 0 0 6 0 16
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route|| 30 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 29,890 3,964 456 27,705 142 62,157
Alternative C Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February
ROAD SEGMENT [ mi. Autos | Vans | Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses | Total

G-10




Mammoth to Northeast Entrance || 47 2,820 188 0 0 0 3,008
Mammoth to Norris until 2/298 21 0 0 63 1,176 0 1,239
West Entrance to Madison 14 840 140 0 0 28 1,008
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 56 588 0 644
Norris to Canyon Village until 12 0 0 48 672 0 720
2/29
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge || 16 0 0 48 3,872 0 3,920
before 2/29
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 0 1,809 0 1,809
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 63 5,208 0 5,271
Madison to Old Faithful 16 1,456 224 0 0 32 1,712
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 68 5,746 0 5,814
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 96 7,728 0 7,824
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 0 400 0 400
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 1,600 160 0 800 16 2,576
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 2,000 100 0 250 10 2,360
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,160 60 0 50 4 1,274
Moran Junction to South Entrance || 26 20,800 1,040 0 0 52 21,892
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 150 0 150
Moose-Wilson Road 2 20 0 0 0 0 20
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route| 30 0 0 0 750 0 750
Total 30,696 1,912 442 29,199 142 62,391

Alternative D Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February

ROAD SEGMENT Mi. || Autos Vans Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses Total
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance | 47 2,867 197 0 0 0 3,064
Mammoth to Norris 21 0 0 69 641 0 710
West Entrance to Madison 14 0 0 127 7,759 0 7,886
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 73 3,458 0 3,631
Norris to Canyon Village 12 0 0 47 2,214 0 2,261
Canyon Villageto Fishing Bridge || 16 0 0 3 148 0 151
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 55 2,627 0 2,682
Madison to Old Faithful 16 0 0 160 7,840 0 8,000
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 73 3,560 0 3,633
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 103 4,219 0 4,322
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 0 200 0 200
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 0 0 64 2,816 16 2,896
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 1,900 100 0 250 10 2,260
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,120 60 0 50 4 1,234
Moran Junction to South Entrance || 26 20,020 1,040 0 0 52 21,112
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 2 20 4 0 0 0 24
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route| 30 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 25,927 1,401 774 35,782 82 63,966

Alternative E Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February

ROAD SEGMENT Mi. || Autos Vans Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses Total
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 47 2,867 197 0 0 0 3,064
Mammoth to Norris 21 0 0 69 641 0 710

8 After February 29, 2000, snowcoach only from Norris to Canyon and Fishing Bridge; road plowed from Mammoth to

Madison Junction.
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West Entrance to Madison 14 0 0 127 7,759 0 7,886
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 73 3,458 0 3,531
Norristo Canyon Village 12 0 0 47 2,214 0 2,261
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge | 16 0 0 50 2,370 0 2,420
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 0 983 0 983
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 55 2,627 0 2,682
Madison to Old Faithful 16 0 0 165 7,818 0 7,983
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 73 3,560 0 3,633
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 103 4,219 0 4,322
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 0 200 0 200
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 1,376 240 0 0 16 1,632
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 1,920 150 0 0 10 2,080
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,120 70 0 0 4 1,194
Moran Junction to South Entrance| 26 | 20,020 | 1,040 0 0 52 21,112
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 2 10 0 0 0 0 10
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route|| 30 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 27,313 | 1,697 762 35,849 82 | 65,703
Alternative F Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Mi. [ Autos Vans Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses Total
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 47 2,820 188 0 0 0 3,008
Mammoth to Norris 21 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Entrance to Madison 14 0 0 0 0 0 0
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norristo Canyon Village 12 0 0 36 1,200 0 1,236
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge | 16 0 0 48 3,472 0 3,520
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 0 2,079 0 2,079
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 63 5,019 0 5,082
Madison to Old Faithful 16 0 0 0 0 0 0
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 68 5,831 0 5,899
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 96 8,976 0 9,072
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 0 200 0 200
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 1,600 240 0 0 16 1,856
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 2,000 150 0 0 10 2,160
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,160 60 0 0 4 1,224
Moran Junction to South Entrance| 26 20,800 1,040 0 0 52 21,892
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moose-Wilson Road 2 10 0 0 0 0 10
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Routef| 30 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 28,390 1,678 311 26,777 82 57,238
Alternative G Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February
ROAD SEGMENT Mi. [ Autos Vans Snowcoaches | Snowmobiles | Buses Total
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 47 2,820 188 0 0 0 3,008
Mammoth to Norris 21 0 0 168 0 0 168
West Entrance to Madison 14 0 0 1,232 0 0 1,232
Madison to Norris 14 0 0 560 0 0 560
Norris to Canyon Village 12 0 0 360 0 0 360
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Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge || 16 0 0 384 0 0 384
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 27 0 0 135 0 0 135
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 21 0 0 420 0 0 420
Madison to Old Faithful 16 0 0 1,280 0 0 1,280
Old Faithful to West Thumb 17 0 0 578 0 0 578
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 24 0 0 696 0 0 696
Grassy Lake Road 8 0 0 32 0 0 320
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 16 0 0 464 0 0 464
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 10 | 1,900 100 0 0 10 2,010
Moran Junction to East Entrance 2 1,120 56 0 0 4 1,180
Moran Junction to South Entrance| 26 | 20,020 962 0 0 52 21,034
Teton Park Road 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
M oose-Wilson Road 2 10 0 0 0 0 10
Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route|| 30 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 25,870 1,306 6,277 0 66 33,551
Alternative comparison, total vehicle miles per day by segment
Average Daily Use, Vehicle-Miles, January-February

ROAD SEGMENT Alt A Alt B Alt C AltD Alt E Alt F Alt G
Mammoth to Northeast Entrance 3,064 3,008 3,008 3,064 3,064 3,008 3,008
Mammoth to Norris 710 1,239 1,239 710 710 0 168
West Entrance to Madison 7,886 1,848 1,008 7,886 7,886 0 1,232
Madison to Norris 3,531 658 644 3,531 3,531 0 560
Norristo Canyon Village 2,261 720 720 2,261 2,261 1,236 360
Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge 2,420 3,920 3,920 151 2,420 3,520 384
Fishing Bridge to East Entrance 983 1,809 1,809 0 983 2,079 135
Fishing Bridge to West Thumb 2,682 5,271 5,271 2,682 2,682 5,082 420
Madison to Old Faithful 7,983 2,128 1,712 8,000 7,983 0 1,280
Old Faithful to West Thumb 3,633 5,814 5,814 3,633 3,633 5,899 578
West Thumb to Flagg Ranch 4,322 7,824 7,824 4,322 4,322 9,072 696
Grassy Lake Road 184 200 400 200 200 200 32
Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay 1,869 2,176 2,576 2,896 1,632 1,856 464
Colter Bay to Moran Junction 2,308 2,360 2,360 2,260 2,080 2,160 2,010
Moran Junction to East Entrance 1,231 11,274 1,274 1,234 1,194 1,224 1,180
Moran Junction to South Entrance| 20,204 21,892 21,892 21,112 21,112 21,892 21,034
Teton Park Road 156 0 150 0 0 0 0
M oose-Wilson Road 16 16 20 24 10 10 10
Antelope Flats Showmobile Route 0 0 750 0 0 0 0
Tota 65,443 62,157 62,391 63,966 65,703 57,238 33,551

Percent Change from Alt A - -5.09 -4.7% -2.2% +0.4% -12.5% -48.8%
Normalize to Total Oversnow || 38,191 34,915 35,149 36,724 38,461 29,996 6,277

Percent Change from Alt A -- -8.6Y -8.09%4 -3.8% +0.7% -21.5% -83.6%
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SCENARIO FOR DISPLACEMENT OF RECREATION USE FROM Y ELLOWSTONE
AND GRAND TETON NATIONAL PARKSAND THE JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER,
JR., MEMORIAL PARKWAY TO ADJACENT LANDS

Introduction

The cooperating agencies, in particular the Forest Service (USFS), requested the NPS to perform
an estimate of the amount of use that would be displaced from the parks and redistributed to
adjacent lands in the Greater Y ellowstone Area, by alternative. Thisrequest was based on
concerns about increased use by snowmobiles, primarily, on the national forests. The Forest
Service wanted to perform as detailed an analysis as possible in response to these concerns, and
have the analysis disclosed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as effects on adjacent
lands. The NPS' view isthat a prediction of what will happen on national forests, in terms of
recreation and secondary or tertiary effects on resources, is speculative and remote. The NPS
agreed to provide a scenario based on recreation opportunities that would be available or lost
under each aternative, and the amount of known recreation use that could be displaced from each
gateway. The NPS needed to construct a similar scenario for each alternative that dealt with
redistribution of recreation use within the parks themselves. Thisanalysisisaso documented in
this appendix. The two analyses are related by common assumptions. Thisis not aworst-case
scenario. Rather the intent was to develop scenarios that are reasonable, and based on available
information from recent surveys and visitation statistics as shown in the assumptions below. The
Forest Service treated displacement figures as arange, which conveyed the possibility of aworst
case. Thefollowing analysis has been updated with statistics from the final visitor survey, so
they may be dightly different than those originally supplied to the Forest Service.

Assumptions

- All survey data was taken from the Final Report 1998-99 Visitor Survey Yellowstone NP and
the Greater Yellowstone Area: Analysis and Results (Duffield and Neher 2000). Visitor use
statistics are average annual winter visitation from 1992 through 1999. For Y ellowstone
these numbers include visitors entering from the North, East, West, and South Entrances that
participated in one or al of the following activities: skiing, snowmobiling, and riding a
snowcoach. For Grand Teton, visitor use numbers are the average visitor use statistics from
the years 1993 through 1999 and include visitors that participated in one or al of the
following activities: snowmobiling, skiing, and riding in snowplanes on Jackson L ake.
Refer to page 19 of the Final Report 1998-99 Visitor Survey Yellowstone NP and the Greater
Yellowstone Area: Analysis and Results for a breakdown of the percentage of visitors
participating in various activities by entrance station.
Because the displacement issue deals exclusively with those current winter park visitors that
would choose another area of the GY A instead of the national parks (due to a change in park
management) only the winter portion of the recent surveys completed by John Duffield and
Chris Neher of Bioeconomics was used. Some questions from the summer survey (and
telephone survey) may be useful in formulating assumptions about how visitors who do not
currently use the park in winter may choose to do so under a given aternative.
Since the question to be answered is specific to current park users that would recreate on the
national forests instead of the in the parks, Chris Neher of Bioeconomics recommended using
only the survey sample collected in the park to calculate displaced users. The forest sample
may be helpful in determining answers to other questions
Each of the survey questions included the response category of “unsure” (see page 21 of the
draft Duffield winter survey report). Where that number represents a significant number, a
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percentage of that response rate was calculated into the total number of displaced users
identified under each alternative. The number used was a percentage proportionate to the
percentage of visitor responses that indicated they would visit other areas of the GYA.

The basis for visitation is the number of oversnow winter recreation trips to the parks
determined in the winter survey (88,250). Percentages used to develop answers to survey
questions discriminate between resident visitors and nonresidents. Residents represent 39.7%
of the visitation (35,035 trips) and nonresidents 60.3% (53,215 trips). These percentages are
applied to the total visitation as a basis for interpreting the answers to questions that may bear
on recreation displacement.

For each alternative the following information is provided: a brief description of the proposed
changes in modes of transportation, and information from specific survey questions
pertaining to that change in mode of transportation. Where specific survey data are not
available, visitor use statistics for the disallowed activity or area are provided. It may be
assumed (for lack of better information) that the number of displaced visitors would be
somewhere between 0 and the total number of current winter visitors to that area.

In evaluating the number of winter visitors that would be displaced to national forest lands
information was not available on which specific areas of the GY A these visitors would
chooseto relocate to. The survey may provide additional information, upon which the reader
may base assumptions on how this use would be distributed. Since these assumptions require
athorough understanding of use on the national forests, they have not been made here.
(Winter visitor use statistics by park entrance were attached to the documentation for use by
the Forest Service.)

Displacement Calculation by Alternative

Alternative A-No action
It may be assumed that the existing winter visitor use trends for a given areawould continue.

Alternative B

Summary of Transportation Changes Proposed in Alternative B

- In YNP, the road from the West Entrance east to Madison and south to Old Faithful would be
plowed throughout the winter. Visitor access would be provided on this route via a mass
transit van or bus service. All other groomed routes would remain. Nonmotorized users may
be restricted to designated trails in important wildlife winter range.

In GTNP, theinterior park road would be open to only nonmotorized activities. The CDST
would be relocated to atrail off the highway corridor. Snowplane use only would continue
on the surface of Jackson Lake, in addition to nonmotorized uses.

Estimated Changein Visitation as a Result of Alternative B

Yellowstone National Park

Survey question 16 (final survey, page 30, Table 4.15) asked respondents how they would change
their visitation to the parks if the road from West Y ellowstone to Madison to Old Faithful were
plowed and open for car/bus travel only (Duffield and Neher 2000). Displacement could be to
adjacent lands or to other park entrances.
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Average total annual
oversnow winter trips
to Yellowstone

Number of trips for visitors that
would visit the same amount to the
GYA, but would go to other

Number of trips for
visitors who are unsure
how their visitation

Total trips possibly
displaced from YNP to
other GY A destinations

destinations would change
88,250 6,710* 14,670* 21,380*
*Calculation:
Nonresident trips x % nonresident going to other destinations + resident trips x % resident going to other
destinations

(53215 trips x 8.4%) + (35035 trips x 6.4%) = 4470 + 2240 = 6710 trips
(53215 trips x 16.9%) + (35035 trips x 16.2%) = 8990 + 5680 = 14670 trips

Grand Teton National Park

Since no specific survey questions were asked concerning proposal s to change modes of winter
transportation and recreation in GTNP the following use statistics might be helpful. The NPS
theorizes that users on the interior park road could either trailer to the CDST and snowmobile
there, or stage from Flagg Ranch, or go to available areas on the Bridger-Teton National Forest
nearby.

Average annual number of snowmobilers on the interior park road: 3,617
Average annual number of snowplane users on Jackson Lake: 1,658

Alternative C

Summary of Transportation Changes Proposed in Alternative C
In Y NP, the road from West Entrance east to Madison and south to Old Faithful would be
plowed throughout the winter. Visitor access would be provided on this route via private
vehicle. Theroad from Mammoth south through Norris to Madison would be plowed
beginning in late February. All other groomed routes would remain.

In GTNP, the Moose-Wilson Road and the Antelope Flats road would be plowed.
Estimated Change in Visitation as a Result of Alternative C
Yellowstone National Park

Assume displacement figures noted for alternative B, plus the following. Displacement could be
to adjacent lands or to other park entrances.

Average annual use (oversnow activities only) for February viathe North Entrance: 1,631
Average annual use (oversnow activities only) for March via the North Entrance: 98

Grand Teton National Park

No figures are available for the number of snowmobiles currently using the M oose-Wilson road.
The estimated amount of snowmobile use on thisroad is minimal. Overall usein GTNP under
this alternative would remain the same as in aternative A. Motorized opportunities are increased
rather than decreased.

Alternative D

Summary of Transportation Changes Proposed in Alternative D
In Y NP, the East Entrance road would be closed to motorized uses. Nonmotorized uses
would be restricted to designated trails in important winter range EXCEPT in the Mammoth
and Tower areas.
In GTNP, the road from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch would be groomed for oversnow
motorized travel. Nonmotorized travel only on the interior park road.
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Estimated Change in Visitation as a Result of Alternative D
Yellowstone National Park

Average annual snowmobile visitation through the East Entrance is 3,336. These users could be
displaced either to adjacent lands or other park entrances.

Grand Teton National Park

Since no specific survey questions were asked concerning proposals to change modes of winter
transportation and recreation in GTNP the following use statistics might be helpful. Users on the
interior park road could either trailer to the CDST and snowmobile there, or stage from Flagg
Ranch, or go to available areas on the Bridger-Teton National Forest nearby.

Average annual number of snowmobilers on the interior park road: 3, 617
Average annual number of snowplane users on Jackson Lake: 1,658

Skiers who presently access areas by wheeled vehicle from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch would no
longer be ableto do so. However, because most of GTNP off roads would be allocated to
nonmotorized use only, and because oversnow access from Colter to Flagg would be possible,
skiing use would not be displaced within the park.

Survey question 17 (page 34, Table 4.18) asked respondents how they would change their
visitation to the parks if the road from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch were groomed for oversnow
motorized travel (Duffield and Neher 2000). The current annual number of winter automobile
travelers driving from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch, is about 23,000.

Average annual winter visitation to GTNP (DEIS use numbers): 25,312
Number of trips for visitors that would visit the same amount to the GY A, but would go to other
destinations: 1230*

Number of trips for visitors who are unsure how their visitation would change: 7262*
*Calculation:
Nonresident trips x % nonresident going to other destinations + resident trips x % resident going to other
destinations
(19490 trips x 4.7%) + (5822 trips x 5.4%) = 916 + 314 = 1230 trips
(19490 trips x 31.2%) + (5822 trips x 20.3%) = 6080 + 1182 = 7262 trips

Total trips possibly displaced from Y ellowstone to other GY A destinations; 8492

Alternative E
Summary of Transportation Changes Proposed in Alternative E
In Y NP, there are no transportation-based changes proposed in aternative E.

In GTNP, the CDST would be eliminated. All oversnow motorized uses are eliminated
except for use on the Grassy Lake road and north of Flagg Ranch.

Estimated Change in Visitation as a Result of Alternative E
Yellowstone National Park

No changes in patterns of winter visitation are anticipated under alternative E.

Grand Teton National Park
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Total average annual visitation to GTNP (excluding the Grassy Lake Road and use north of Flagg
Ranch, which would still be available for motorized use.)

CDST and the Parkway Snowmobiling: 18,860

Non-CDST Snowmobiling: 1,850

Snowplaning: 1,660

Skiing: 3,260

Total: 25,300
Other than elimination of snowmobiling on the Teton Park Road, which could displace about
3,600 snowmobile trips/visits per year (asin aternatives B and D), most of the snowmobiling
that occursis on the CDST and the Parkway going into YNP. Since the accessto YNP would
remain, staged from Flagg Ranch, most of the snowmobile use would not be displaced from the
parks.

Alternative F

Summary of Transportation Changes Proposed in Alternative F
In YNP, road sections from West Entrance to Madison, Madison to Norris, Mammoth to
Norris and Norris to Madison would be closed to all uses from November 1 through mid-
April. Nonmotorized uses would be allowed only on front country groomed trails. No
backcountry use would be allowed.

In GTNP, same as dternative E.
Estimated Change in Visitation as a Result of Alternative F
Yellowstone National Park
Survey question 18 (page 34, Table 4.18) asked respondents how they would change their
visitation to the parks if the road from West Entrance to Madison, Madison to Norris, Mammoth
to Norrisand Norris to Madison were closed to all uses (Duffield and Neher 2000). Displaced use
from the north and west Y NP could be displaced to the south on both GTNP and to national
forest lands.
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Averagetotal annual | Number of trips for visitors that Number of trips for Total trips possibly
oversnow winter trips | would visit the same amount to the | visitors who are unsure | displaced from

to YNP GYA, but would go to other how their visitation Y ellowstone to other
destinations would change GYA destinations
88,250 3,998 * 15,604* 19,602

*Calculation:

Nonresident trips x % nonresident going to other destinations + resident trips x % residents going to other destinations
(67952 trips x 4.3%) + (20297 trips x 5.3%) = 2922 + 1076 = 3998 trips

(67952 trips x 17.5 %) + (20297 trips x 18.3%) = 11890 + 3714 = 15604 trips

Total average annual number of skiersto YNP is 844. Backcountry skiers would be displaced within the
GYA to either GTNP or to adjacent forest lands.

Alternative G

Summary of Transportation Changes Proposed in Alternative G
In YNP and GTNP, all existing groomed oversnow motorized routes would remain.
Transportation would be provided by the NPS managed mass transit snowcoach.

In GTNP no motorized uses would occur on the surface of Jackson Lake. The road from
Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch would be groomed for snowcoach only travel.

Estimated Change in Visitation on National Forests as a Result of Alternative G

Under this scenario 32% of nonresident visitors and 13% of resident visitors sampled stated they
would not visit GYA. Considering the use of parks as well as national forests by visitors on trips
tothe GY A, visitation lost to the parks would be lost to the adjacent lands as well.

Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park

Survey question 17 (page 30, Table 4.15) asked respondents how they would change their
visitation to the parks under a policy that allowed only snowcoach, skiing and snowshoe access to
YNP and GTNP (Duffield and Neher 2000).

Average total Number of trips for visitors Number of trips for Total trips possibly
annual oversnow | that would visit the same visitors who are unsure | displaced from
winter tripsto amount to the GYA, but how their visitation Yellowstone to other
the parks would go to other destinations | would change GYA destinations
YNP 88,250 3,998 * 15,604 * 19,602
GTNP 25,312 1,230 - 7,262 - 8,492

Nonresident trips X % nonresident going to other destinations + resident trips x %residents going to other destinations
* (67952 trips x 4.3%) + (20297 trips x 5.3%) = 2922 + 1076 = 3998 trips

* (67952 trips x 17.5 %) + (20297 trips x 18.3%) = 11890 + 3714 = 15604 trips

- (19490 trips x 4.2%) + (5822 trips x 3.8%) = 916 + 314 = 1230 trips

- (19490 trips x 31.2%) + (5822 trips x 20.3%) = 6080 + 1182 = 7262 trips

Backcountry skiers could be displaced by not plowing the road from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch.
Assume at most 5% of skier days: 160. In addition, the average annual number of winter
automobile travelers driving from Colter Bay to Flagg Ranch is approximately 23,000. This
traffic is mostly generated through Jackson to GTNP, and would not affect oversnow motorized
use on adjacent public lands.

AVAILABLE INFORMATION TO ASSESS EFFECTSOF WINTER USE
ALTERNATIVESON ADJACENT NATIONAL FOREST LANDS

The NPS economic consultant, Bioeconomics, Inc., was requested to develop, to the extent
possible, estimates of the impact of policy changes within the parks on use of adjacent national
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forest lands. An examination of the detailed responses to the 1999 Y NP winter visitor survey
show that survey responses provide little data on alternative destinations within the GY A for
those who would shift GY A use under awinter management change. Survey responses do
however provide an overall picture of the impact of several possible management options on non-
park winter use levelsin the GYA.

The main finding related to national forest landsis that there will not be an increase in use, but
rather a decrease, which makes the issue of where increases might occur somewhat moot. For
example, in the context of the estimated declinesin visitation to the GY A under aternative G, the
estimated decline in visitation far outweighs the percentage of park visitors who would anticipate
shifting their use to other non-park GY A locations. Given that the typical park winter visitor
spends one day recreating in the park and several days recreating in the GY A outside of the park,
the winter survey results indicate that for alternative G any shift in park use to forest lands would
be outweighed by a general decline in use of forest lands under the aternative.

For the sake of completeness, Table 1 shows the percent of respondentsin the Y NP winter use
survey park sample who said that they would shift their destinations within the GY A under four
alternative management options. Clearly, only asmall percentage of current winter users
anticipate a shift of use within the park under these options.

Table 1. Percent of current winter YNP visitorswho would shift their destinations
within the GY A under alternative management options

M anagement option Park visitor sample
Non-GY A residents GYA residents
Plow road from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful 8.4% 6.4%
Allow only snowcoach, ski, or snowshoe access 4.2% 3.8%
Close west side roads to all vehicle access 4.3% 5.3%
Stop plowing road from Colter Bay to South Entrance 4.7% 5.4%

Those respondents who said that they would “visit the same amount to the GY A, but | would
make other destinations (GTNP, or specific sites on national forest lands) my primary destination
instead of YNP” were asked to list the specific other destinations that they would be most likely
tovisit. Thefollowing table provides a comprehensive, verbatim, listing of the responses to this
question by all respondentsin the park sample. Since only asmall percentage of respondents said
that they would shift their use within the GY A, and only a subset of these listed aternative
destinations within the GY A, the resulting sample sizes are quite small and no clear pattern of the
impact of visitation shifts on individual forestsis evident.
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Alternative GYA destinations listed by respondents
to the 1999 winter visitor survey, by management option.

Poalicy of plowing theroad from West Yelowstoneto Old Faithful

Alternative GYA' Use Area Frequency Per cent
BTNF'- Jackson ranger district 1 3.0
Beaver Cr., Lion's Head 1 3.0
Bonneville County 1 3.0
Dubois, Cooke City, Big Horn NF 1 3.0
GTNP*and the Parkway 9 27.2
Jackson Hole, Targhee, Snow King ski areas 3 9.0
Lamar Valley/Cooke City 4 121
Two Top 1 3.0
West Y ellowstone 1 3.0
Continental divide trails 1 3.0
Don't want cars in the winter 1 3.0
Drive through the whole park 1 3.0
Forest Service Land 2 6.0
Island park 1 3.0
Lake area 1 3.0
Machine-free areas, if there are any |eft 1 3.0
Ski areas away from snowmobiles 1 3.0
The less car traffic the better 1 3.0
Wherever there are no snowmobiles 1 3.0
Policy of allowing only snowcoach, ski, or snowshoe access

Alternative Use Area Frequency Per cent
Bridger/Teton 1 8.3
Cooke City/Beartooth Mountains 2 16.6
GTNP 1 8.3
Gallatin, Gravely, Beartooth Ranges 1 8.3
Idaho 1 8.3
Island Park 2 16.6
Shadow Mtn/Moose Island/Cache Creek 1 8.3
Teton Village/Kelly & Moose 1 8.3
Groomed trails not in the park 1 8.3
Snowmohileis prime way | choose to see parks 1 8.3
Palicy of closing the west side of park to all vehiclesin thewinter

Alternative Use Area Fregquency Per cent
Dubois 1 10.0
GTNP 3 30.0
Idaho 1 10.0
Jackson 2 20.0
National forest 1 10.0
Other groomed trails not in the park 1 10.0
Outside park 1 10.0
Palicy to stop plowing theroad from Colter Bay to YNP South Entrance

Alternative Use Area Frequency Per cent
GTNP 3 42.9
Idaho 1 14.3
Jackson Hole 1 14.3
Jackson Ranger District 1 14.3
Stay at south end to avoid snowmobiles 1 14.3

"Greater Y ellowstone Area
“Bridger-Teton National Forest
*Grand Teton National Park
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OVERVIEW AND FRAMEWORK FOR THE WINTER VISITOR CAPACITY | SSUE
INTHE GYA

The public land resource baseislimited. Thereisalimit to the amount of use on afinite piece of
land, beyond which the values that bring people there begin to decline. Our experience in public
land management is to see this decline in resource values or qualities with no consequent
decrease in visitation or use. Expectations change, but what is critical is the expectation that the
visitor has relative to what she or he experiences routinely at home.

The concept of capacity isfiltered through this expectational or experiential sieve, and usually
from our own geographic reference point. Capacity is therefore relative and dependent on a
variety of factors. One determinant of capacity isinfrastructure. Parking lots, trails, and lodges
are built to accommodate certain numbers. When those numbers are exceeded, we begin to
experience resource damage and socia confusion by overuse and overflow. We then build more
facilities, which over time also overflow. Within afinite land base, the inescapable conclusionis
that at some point our standards need to change or we overrun the very resource that people come
to enjoy. There are acknowledged examples of thisin a number of national parks, including
Grand Canyon, Y osemite, Arches, and perhaps even in Y ellowstone during the summer. We are
aware, anecdotally, of local people who no longer visit Y ellowstone during the summer season
because of the traffic and the crowding.

From a practical standpoint, land management agencies do not have unlimited flexibility to add
infrastructure. Thisis both budget and resource driven. Infrastructure must be maintained, and
current budgets are not sympathetic to thisneed. From aresource standpoint, decaying

infrastructure cannot be allowed to degrade wildlife habitat or watershed integrity, for example.

There are other determinants of capacity, both technological and social. Communities and
industries are to be credited when they consider means of reducing the pollution potential of
snowmobiles, or making snowmobiles quieter. If pollution and noise are partial determinants of
capacity, reduction measures serve to increase capacity. It isan accepted premise that capacities
are greater for user groups that are educated, informed, and concerned about the impacts they
might cause. These groups tend to be self-limiting. Efficient systems that passively regulate the
flow of usein the national park or forest are also ways to affect capacity.

The conclusion to be made is that capacity for winter use in the GY A islimited, but actually
defining the capacity is avery complex issue. It involves many different interrelated factors, with
both a social and aresource orientation. 1n general, the factors that need to be considered
include:

Types of use opportunities and experiences to be accommodated
Physical expectations (settings and qualities) associated with different types of opportunities

Social expectations associated with different types of opportunities (crowding, encounters,
solitude)

Amount and suitability of lands necessary to provided different types of uses
Proximity/accessibility of suitable lands for different uses that are incompatible
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Availability and suitability of other landsto provide similar experiences (or commercial
services)

Technological aspects of modes of recreation transport desired

Facilities avail able to accommodate use effectively

Potential for developing access and facilities

Availability of lands for commercially provided services vs. non-outfitted or guided
experiences

Level of knowledge and expertise generally exercised by user groups

Level of knowledge and assistance provided by commercial or administrative services

Specific locations of lands suitable for use (settings and physical characteristics) in relation to
sensitive resources — for example streams, bald eagle nesting sites, thermal areas — or hazards

Administrative capability to regulate the amount of use effectively

The structuring of the aternatives in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides
objectives, standards, and guidelines in many of these areas of consideration. The decision, in
selecting an alternative, 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. General standards are setin 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

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 agiven land areais
receiving too much use. These models were originally developed by range and wildlife 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 a landscape can
maintain. Unlike the simpler 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
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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 a given ground area, the determination of the
quality of user experienceis elusive. In order to determine social 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 aso be “displaced”, or crowded out, by an increase in use level

It is often the judgment of land managers that an increase in human use is perceived by
recreational users as anegativeimpact. Thisis not always an accurate assumption. In astudy of
Wisconsin deer hunters, two distinctly different groups of hunters were surveyed. Group one
indicated 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. Recreationists are typically
bothered less by encounters with similar types of users. For example backpackers have been

! 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 nonmotorized uses could at this point displace
motorized users who feel that they have already lost too much available areato wilderness or wildlife “ closures.”

H-3



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 social carrying capacity model the
framework is most useful as an ideological tool for land managers. Severa problemsexist 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” is not just difficult but, in some areas like national parks, impossible.

Inherent in any capacity model istheideathat thereisa“magic number” that may be determined.
This idea suggests that somehow the landscape has the ability to withstand use (Stankey 1980).
The fact that there is 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 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 a
level of use appropriate for arecreation experience, land managers often concentrate solely on the
impacts of recreation use on the ecological 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. Thisapproach as Grafe et al. (1986) pointed out that carrying
capacities are “meaningless unlessit is expressed conditionally in relation to objectives that
specify capacity for what.”

LiMITSOF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE M ODEL

An dternative model that is appropriate for specifically identifying land management objectives
isthe Limits of Acceptable Change model (LAC) (Stankey et al. 1984). Unlike traditional
carrying capacity models the LAC accepts that change will inevitably occur. LAC isabroad
framework which uses problem identification and management sol utions 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 there is some value judgment inherent in any
decision making process the LAC modd allows land managers to make decisions based on
existing and desired future conditions (both ecological and social) of a specified land area. This
model has been put into practice by the Forest Service (USFS) in dealing with problems of
wilderness overuse.
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V1SITOR EXPERIENCE AND RESOURCE PROTECTION (VERP) FRAMEWORK
In 1992 the Park Service began developing the VERP framework to address visitor use
management and carrying capacity issuesin 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. “a
planning 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 elementsthat are
integral to the VERP framework:

1. Assembleaninterdisciplinary project team.

2. Develop apublic involvement strategy.

3. Develop statements of park purpose, significance, and primary interpretive themes,
identify planning constraints.

4. Analyze park resources and existing visitor use.

5. Describe apotential 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 social indicators.

9. Take management action.

The Winter Use EIS is structured to facilitate this process. When afina alternative is 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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MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

The Winter Use Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Y ellowstone
National Park (YNP), Grand Teton National Park (GTNP) and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr.,
Memorial Parkway (the Parkway) examines two approaches to assess the long term effects of
management actions on identified park values: general resource inventory and monitoring and
adaptive management. General resource inventory and monitoring in accordance with the
National Park Service (NPS) 77 Resource Management Guidelines (the NPS 1991) is common to
al aternatives. Adaptive management is acomponent of alternatives B and E. Alternative G

a so includes the use of an adaptive approach in managing park resources. The two approaches
are distinguished by the degree of uncertainty regarding the impacts to 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 isa process
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
(Walters 1986).

The essential first step when formulating an adaptive management strategy for the affected
environment isto 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 or unknowns. Monitoring and evaluation strategies are then employed to
evaluate management 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 for
systematic feedback for management, and allows adjustment of activities to mitigate unplanned
or undesirable outcomes.

Based on public scoping and the analysis presented in the DEIS, critical information needs
related to winter use were identified for several park values. air quality, natural quiet, wildlife,
and aspects of visitor experience. Adaptive management therefore will be issue-driven and based
on the direction provided by Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 as amended (see Appendix C)
and will focus primarily on the impact of winter visitor use on the values listed above. Both
adaptive management and monitoring require standards, or thresholds, to establish baselines upon
which to assess degradation to monitored park values. Thresholds generally pertain to state and
federal standards, inherent park values, or experiential values. Although Executive Orders 11644
and 11989 and their implementing regulation 36 CFR 2.18 direct the NPS to manage certain
resources for their protection, they provide little guidance as to acceptable thresholds.

Monitoring may help to determine appropriate thresholds where little information exists upon
which to make decisions related to degradation.

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. Many of the adaptive management
provisions that are suggested in alternatives B, G, and E would not require that an additional
environmental assessment be completed. However, some actions, such as permanent road
closures to protect wildlife or the construction of new facilities may require an additional site-
specific NEPA analysis, which includes public scoping.

In contrast to the adaptive management provisions, general resource monitoring is afeature
common to all alternatives. General resource monitoring is used when adequate information
exists to make informed management decisions, and 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 under al alternatives 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. Ongoing monitoring programs will continue
and others will be implemented.

The adaptive management process is shown schematically in Figure 1. A series of tables follow
showing monitoring standards and methods for critical resources in each winter management
zone. Another series of tables conveys the same information as applied in an adaptive
management approach. With 11 management zones, there are 22 tablesin al.



Figure 1. The Adaptive M anagement Process.
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Table 1. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 1
Zone — Destination or Support Area
Resour ce Indicator Preliminary Standard M ethod Monitoring Management Actions
Value I ntensity*
Air Quality Visibility State and federal air quality standards Time lapse video High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
and Public Fixed site sampling of reduce vehicle numbers
Health particul ate matter (PM ,5 and Review annually
PM,)
Park workers and visitors State and federal air quality standards Fixed site sampling of PM and | High Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, carbon monoxide, and VOCs reduce vehicle numbers
adehydes, and VOCs Review annually
Personal samples for exposure High Reduce exposure to emissions
to aldehydes, VOCs, carbon Reduce emissions
monoxide, and particul ate Review annually
matter
Wildlife Bird and mammal habituation re; Garbage unavailable to wildlife Photo surveys, and observation | High Increase or improve garbage security
effectiveness of garbage facilities Increase garbage storage
Review annually
Water/ Water quality: pH, hydrogen, ammonium, State and federal water quality standards Surface water sampling Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack calcium, sulfate, nitrate, and VOCs Snowpack sampling management practices
Reduce emissions and vehicle numbers
Review annually
Safety Vehicle accidents and incidents Continual improvement Incident descriptions and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
three-year dliding average mapping recurring incidents
Increase law enforcement and information
programsin areas of concern
Review monthly
Geothermal Human-caused damage to geothermal areas No degradation of geothermal resources Remote sensing and visual High Increase enforcement and monitoring
Features observation 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
Experience access restrooms and park information Increase information programs
Review annually
Perceptions of crowding at attraction sites Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities
natural environment at popular attraction Review Every other year
sites such as Old Faithful or Jackson lake
Visitor satisfaction with opportunities to Visitors are highly satisfied with their park Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities

experience park values (wildlife viewing,
scenery, and clean air), affordable services,
and access to information

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.




Table 2. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 2
Zone — Plowed Road
Resour ce Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monitoring Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. State and Federa air Photo survey Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Quality standards Fixed site sampling of PM Review annually
Health)
Park workers and visitors State air quality standards Fixed site sampling of PM, Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particulate matter, Carbon Monoxide Review annually
aldehydes, and VOCs
Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Wildlife Vehicle caused wildlife mortality No effect to population Incident reports, roadside High Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
surveys, and visual recurring incidents
observations Review monthly
Wildlife trapped by snow bermsin road No effect on population Increase number of exit berms—reevaluate
corridor location of existing exits
Review weekly
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 Mator 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/reduce visitor
Experience than 1 hour per day. Visitors are able to see, numbers
smell, and hear the natural environment at Review every other year
roadside pullouts and interpretive trails
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitorsare 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

reduce 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.




Table 3. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 3
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
Clean and Quiet
Resource Indicator Preliminary Standard Method Monitoring Management Actions
Value Intensity*
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public of human-caused pollutants at least 95% of Fixed site sampling of PM, reduce vehicle numbers
Health) each 24-hour period Review annually
Park workers and visitors State and federal air quality standards Fixed site sampling of PM and | Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacities
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, carbon monoxide reduce vehicle numbers
adehydes, and VOCs Review annually
Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particul ate matter
Establish exposure
measurements for snowcoaches
Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No effect on population Incident reports and roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Review annually
Wildlife harassment or displacement dueto | No effect on population Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement
vehicle sound or movements surveys Review monthly
Bison use of groomed surfaces No effect on population Photo surveys, air surveys, and | High Close roads
telemetry Review annually
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare
track surveys
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 sliding 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, reduce 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 satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities/reduce 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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Table 4. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 4
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
R%‘::eoe Indicator Preliminary Standard Method '\I/lrir;igi'yrlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse High Establish vehicle carrying capacities/reduce
(Public of human-caused pollutants at least 95% of video vehicle numbers
Health) each 24-hour period Fixed site sampling of Implement new technologies
particulate matter (PM 5, and Review annually
PM )
Park workers and visitors State air quality standards Fixed site sampling of PM, High Establish vehicle carrying capacities/reduce
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, Carbon Monoxide vehicle numbers
adehydes, and VOCs Implement new technologies
Personal samples for exposure Review annually
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particulate matter
Establish exposure
measurements for snowcoaches
Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No effect on population Incident reports and roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Review monthly
Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement
surveys Review annually
Bison use of groomed surfaces No effect on population Photo and air surveys High Mitigate effects or close roads to grooming
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare | High Review annually
track surveys
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 Spring runoff surface water High Determination and application of best
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs sampling management practices
Snowpack sampling Reduce emissions
Implement or require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
three-year diding scale recurring incidents. Increase law
enforcement in areas of concern.
Visitor Encounter rates Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities/reduce visitor
Experience natural environment at roadside pullouts and numbers
interpretive trails Review every other year
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 20% of a 24-hour period Visual observation Improve or increase grooming
Reduce visitor numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levelswith opportunities | Visitorsare highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacities/reduce 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.




Table 5. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 5
Zone — Groomed Motorized Trail Clean and Quiet
R%‘::e Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;t;%,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity/reduce
(Public of human-caused pollutants vehicle numbers
Health) Review annually
Park workers and visitors State air quality standards Fixed site sampling of Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity/reduce
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, particul ate matter (PM ,5 and vehicle numbers
aldehydes, and VOCs PM ) Review annually
carbon monoxide
Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particul ate matter
Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No effect on population Incident reports and roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Review monthly
Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement
surveys Review annually
Bison use of groomed surfaces No effect on population Photo and air surveys Low Close trail
Review annually
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High
track surveys
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 Reduce 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 80% Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacity/reduce 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
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 30% of the winter season | Visual observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Reduce vehicle numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitorsare highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Reduce visitor numbers
to experience park values and opportunities their park experience Review every other year
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

*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.

1-8



Table 6. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 6
Zone — Groomed Motorized Trail
Rss:ﬁjrece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;t;%,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity/reduce
(Public Health) of human-caused pollutants vehicle numbers
Review annually
Park workers and visitors State air quality standards Fixed site sampling of Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity/reduce
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, particul ate matter (PM ,5 and vehicle numbers
aldehydes, and VOCs PM ) Review annually
Carbon Monoxide
Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particul ate matter
Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No effect on population Incident reports and roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Review monthly
Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo Low Increase law enforcement
surveys Review annually
Bison use of groomed surfaces No effect on population Photo and air surveys Low Close trail
Review annually
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High
track surveys
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 Reduce vehicle numbers
Implement or require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reports and GIS High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
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/reduce 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
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 30% of the winter season | Visual observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Reduce vehicle numbers
Review annually
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitorsare highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Reduce 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 season.
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Table 7. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 7
Zone — Ungroomed Motorized Trail
R%‘::e Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;t;%,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity
(Public Health) of human-caused pollutants video /reduce vehicle numbers
Fixed site sampling of Review annually
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PM,0)
Park workers and visitors State air quality standards Fixed site sampling of Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, particul ate matter (PM ,5 and /reduce vehicle numbers
aldehydes, and VOCs PM30) Review annually
Carbon Monoxide
Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particul ate matter
Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No effect on population Incident reports and roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Review monthly
Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo Low Increase law enforcement
surveys Review annually
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Close trail
track surveys 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 Reduce vehicle numbers
Implement or require new technologies
Review annually
Safety Oversnow vehicle accidents Continuous improvement Incident reportsand GIS Low Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
Conflicts between motorized and three-year sliding 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/reduce 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 levelswith opportunities | Visitorsare 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

reduce 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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Table 8. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 8
Zone — Groomed Nonmotorized Trail
R%tareoe Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;:grt;,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Health) of human-caused pollutants reduce vehicle numbers
Review annually
Park workers and visitors State air quality standards Fixed site sampling of Low Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
exposure to CO, particul ate matter, particul ate matter (PM ,5 and reduce vehicle numbers
aldehydes, and VOCs PM ) Review annually
Carbon Monoxide
Personal samples for exposure
to aldehydes, VOCs, and
particul ate matter
Wildlife Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo Low Increase law enforcement and information
surveys programs
Review annually
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Close trail
track surveys 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 Reduce vehicle numbers
Implement 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 sliding 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. reduce 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 season | Visual observation Low Improve or increase grooming
Reduce vehicle numbers
Review annually
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

reduce 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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Table 9. Monitoring Standards, M ethods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

M anagement 9
Zone — Ungroomed Nonmotorized Trail or Area
R%t:jrece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method '\{Irﬁr;:gi;,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Health) of human-caused pollutants video reduce vehicle numbers
Fixed site sampling of Review annually
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PM,0)
Wildlife Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo Moderate Increase law enforcement and information
surveys programs
Review annually
Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | No incidents 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
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Close trail
track surveys 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 sliding 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. reduce 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

reduce 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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Table 10. Monitoring Standards, Methods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 10
Zone — Backcountry Nonmotorized Trail or Area
R%‘::e Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;t;%,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Establish vehicle carrying capacity/
(Public Health) of human-caused pollutants video reduce vehicle numbers
Fixed site sampling of Review annually
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PM,0)
Wildlife Wildlife harassment No effect on population Incident reports and photo Moderate Increase law enforcement and information
surveys, and observation programs
Review annually
Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | No incidents 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
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Close trail
track surveys 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/reduce 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 | Visitorsare highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey Low Establish carrying capacities/reduce 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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Table 11. Monitoring Standards, Methods, I ntensity by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 11
Zone — Sensitive Resour ce Area
R%tareoe Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;:grt;,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility/Success of closure No degradation Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Evaluate success of closure
(Public Health) video Review annually
Fixed site sampling of
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PM o)
Wildlife Wildlife harassment No incidents Incident reports and photo Moderate Evaluate success of closure
surveys, and observation Review annually
Human and grizzly bear conflictsduring pre- | No incidents Mapping of denning areas High Evaluate success of closure
or post denning period/ closure Incident reports Review annually
Lynx habitat effectiveness No effect on population Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Evaluate success of closure
track surveys 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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Table 12. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standar ds, and M ethods by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 1
Zone — Destination or Support Area
Resource Indicator Standard Preliminary Method e Management Actions
Air Quality Odor Areafree of odor of human-caused pollutants | Park visitor survey High Implement or require new technologies
not less than 90% of a given 24-hour period Reduce vehicle numbers/
reduce carrying capacity
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse High Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants not less than video Reduce vehicle numbers/
95% of aeach 24-hour period Fixed site sampling of reduce carrying capacity
Particulate matter not to exceed particulate matter (PM ,5, and
PM,0).
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is % time vehicles audible at attraction sitesnot | Audibility logging High Implement or require new technologies
audible to exceed 50% Reduce vehicle numbers/
reduce carrying capacity
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs sampling management practices
Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Reduce vehicle numbers/
reduce carrying capacity
Visitor Perceptions of crowding at attraction sites Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey and High Establish carrying capacity
Experience natural environment at popular attraction Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
sites such as Old Faithful or Jackson lake
Visitor satisfaction with opportunities to Visitors are highly satisfied with their park Visitor survey High Establish carrying capacity

experience park values (wildlife viewing,
scenery and clean air) affordable services and
access to information.

experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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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Table 13. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standar ds, and M ethods by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 2
Zone — Plowed Road
R%t:jreoe Indicator Preliminary Standard Method I\I/Inc;rélrﬁgrt;/rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Moderate Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants at least 90% of each 24- Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
hour period
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants at |east 95% of video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
each 24-hour period Fixed site sampling of
particulate matter (PM 5, and
PM ).
Wildlife Vehicle caused wildlife mortality No significant adverse effects Incident reports, roadside High Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
surveys, GIS, and visual recurring incidents
observations
Bison movements on plowed roads No significant adverse effects Continue bison monitoring High Evaluate alternate transportation system
flights and photo surveys Close roads
Wildlife harassment or displacement due to No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement and information
vehicle sound or movements surveys programs
Close areas to use
Wildlife trapped by snow bermsin road No significant adverse effects Incident reports, roadside High Increase number of exit berms — reevaluate
corridor surveys, and visual location of existing exits
observations Evaluate alternate transportation system
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 100" distancenotto | Audibility logging High Implement or require new technologies
audible exceed 50 % Reduce sound emissions and vehicle
numbers
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs sampling management practices
Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Establish vehicle carrying capacity
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacity/reduce
Experience natural environment at roadside pullouts and Encounter rates visitor numbers
interpretive trails
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacity/reduce

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience

visitor numbers

*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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Table 14. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standards and M ethods by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 3
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
Clean and Quiet
R{&/egllirece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method ’\Illr?tr;i(s)irtlyrlg Management Actions
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Moderate Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants at least 90% of each 24- Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
hour period
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants at least 95% of video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
each 24-hour period Fixed site sampling of
particulate matter (PM , 5, and
PM o).
Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No significant adverse effects Incident reports, roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Increase law enforcement and information
Wildlife harassment or displacement dueto | No significant adverse effects Incident reports, photo surveys, | High programs
vehicle sound or movements and visual observation Close areasto use
Bison use of groomed surfaces No significant adverse effects Photo surveys, air surveys, and | High Eliminate grooming operations
telemetry Close roads
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare
track surveys
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 100 distance notto | Audibility logging Moderate Implement new technologies
audible exceed 50 % Reduce sound emissions or reduce vehicle
numbers
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, | State and federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water High Determination and application of best
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs sampling management practices
Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Reduce vehicle emissions and carrying
capacity
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities
Experience natural environment at roadside pullouts and Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
interpretive trails
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 20% of a 24-hour period Visual observation Increase grooming*
Reduce vehicle numbers when threshold
temperature is reached
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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.

Mogul study to determine temperature and vehicle numbers for this management action is ongoing (Alger and Gwaltney 2000).
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Table 15. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standards and M ethods and by M anagement Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 4
Zone — Groomed Motorized Route
Rss:llirece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method '\I/lrir;igi'yrlg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse High Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) of human-caused pollutants at |east 95% of video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
each 24-hour period Fixed site sampling of
particulate matter (PM 5, and
PM o).

Odor Area free of any noticeable odor of human- Visitor survey Moderate Implement or require new technologies
caused pollutants at least 95% of each 24- Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
hour period

Wildlife Wildlife mortalities caused by oversnow No significant adverse effects Incident reports and roadside Low Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
vehicles surveys, photo surveys, and recurring incidents
visual observations Increase law enforcement and information
Wildlife harassment or displacement due No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo High programs
to vehicle sound or movements surveys Close areas to use
Increase law enforcement
Bison use of groomed surfaces No significant adverse effects Photo and air surveys High Eliminate road grooming operations
Close roads
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High
track surveys
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is | Time vehiclesaudible at 100" distancenotto | Audibility logging High Require or implement new technologies
audible exceed 50 % Reduce vehicle emissions or reduce vehicle
numbers
Water/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, State and federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water High Determination and application of best
Snowpack Ammonium, Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, sampling management
and VOCs Snowpack sampling Require or implement new technologies
Reduce vehicle emissions or reduce vehicle
numbers
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities/
Experience natural environment at roadside pulloutsand | Encounter rates reduce visitor numbers
interpretive trails
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 20% of a 24-hour period Visual observation Groom more frequently
Reduce vehicle numbers when threshold
temperature is reached*
Visitor satisfaction levels with Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities/'reduce

opportunities to experience park values
and opportunities to view wildlife,
scenery, and experience clean air and
solitude

their park experience

visitor numbers

*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.

Mogul study to determine temperature and vehicle numbers for this management action is ongoing (Alger and Gwaltney 2000).
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Table 16. Adaptive Management I ndicators, Standards and M ethods by M anagement Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 5
Zone — Groomed Motorized Trail
Clean and Quiet
R{&/egllirece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method ’\Illr?tr;i(s)irtlyrlg Management Action
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Low Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Low Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Fixed site sampling of
particulate matter (PM , 5, and
PM o).
Wildlife Wildlife harassment or displacement from No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo High Sign and reduce speed limits in areas of
habitat as aresult of vehicle sound or surveys, and visual recurring incidents
movements observations Increase law enforcement and information
programs
Close areas to use
Bison use of groomed surfaces No significant adverse effects Photo and air surveys Low Eliminate grooming operations
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare | High Mitigate effects or close tral
track surveys
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 100" distance notto | Audibility logging High Implement or require new technologies
audible exceed 25 % Reduce vehicle emissions and carrying
capacity
Water Quality/ Water quality: pH, Hydrogen, Ammonium, State and federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water High Determination and application of best
Snowpack Calcium, Sulfate, Nitrate, and VOCs sampling management practices
Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Reduce vehicle emissions and carrying
capacity
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capecities
Experience natural environment at roadside pullouts and Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
interpretive trails. Moderate levels of
solitude and quiet available
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 30% of the winter season | Visual observation Low Increase grooming
Reduce vehicle numbers when threshold
temperature is reached*
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capecities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude.

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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.

Mogul study to determine temperature and vehicle numbers for this management action is ongoing (Alger and Gwaltney 2000).
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Table 17. Adaptive Management I ndicators, Standards and M ethods by M anagement Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 6
—
Zone Groomed Motorized Trail
R{ﬁ‘:ge Indicator Preliminary Standard Method ’erir;:grt;,rlg Management Action
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Low Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Low Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Fixed site sampling of
particulate matter (PM ,5, and
PMy).
Wildlife Wildlife harassment or displacement from No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo Moderate Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
habitat as aresult of vehicle sound or surveys, and visual observation recurring incidents
movements Increase law enforcement and information
programs
Close areas to use
Bison use of groomed surfaces No significant adverse effects Photo and air surveys Low Eliminate grooming operations
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Mitigate effects or closetrail
track surveys
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 100" distance notto | Audibility logging High Implement new technologies
audible exceed 25 % Reduce sound emissions or reduce vehicle
numbers
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 Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Reduce vehicle emissions and carrying
capacity
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities
Experience natural environment at roadside pulloutsand | Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
interpretive trails. Moderate levels of
solitude and quiet available
Smoothness of groomed surface No worse than fair 30% of the winter season Visual observation Low Increase grooming
Reduce vehicle numbers when threshold
temperature is reached*
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capecities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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.

Mogul study to determine temperature and vehicle numbers for this management action is ongoing (Alger and Gwaltney 2000).
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Table 18. Adaptive Management I ndicators, Standards and M ethods by M anagement Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 7
Zone — Ungroomed Motorized Trail
R?gl‘fj;ce Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;t;%,rlg Management Action
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Low Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Low Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Fixed site sampling of
particulate matter (PM 5, and
PM o).
Wildlife Wildlife harassment or displacement from No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo Moderate Sign and reduce speed limitsin areas of
habitat as aresult of vehicle sound or surveys, and visual observation recurring incidents
movements Increase law enforcement and information
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High programs
track surveys Close areas to use
Mitigate effects or closetrall
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 100 distance notto | Audibility logging High Implement new technologies
audible exceed 25 % Reduce sound emissions or reduce vehicle
numbers
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 Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Reduce vehicle emissions and carrying
capacity
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities
Experience natural environment at roadside pulloutsand | Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
interpretive trails. Moderate levels of
solitude and quiet available
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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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Table 19. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standar ds, and M ethods by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 8
Zone — Groomed Nonmotorized Trail
R%‘l‘jece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;t;%,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Low Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Low Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Fixed site sampling of
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PMy0)
Wildlife Wildlife harassment or displacement from No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement and visitor
habitat as aresult of visitor activity or surveys information
movements Use of designated trails only
Close areas to use
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Eliminate grooming operations
track surveys Mitigate effects or closetrall
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 500" distant from Audibility logging High Implement new technologies
audible trailhead or motorized route not to exceed 10 Reduce sound emissions or reduce vehicle
% during daylight hours (8AM-4PM). numbers
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities
Experience natural environment and to experience quiet Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
and solitude
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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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Table 20. Adaptive Management I ndicators, Standards and M ethods by M anagement Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 9
Zone — Ungroomed Nonmotorized Trail or Area
R?gllir;e Indicator Preliminary Standard Method '\Illr?tr;igrtglg M anagement Actions
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Low Implement or require new technologies
(Public Health) caused pollutants Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Low Implement or require new technologies
of human-caused pollutants video Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
Fixed site sampling of
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PM,0)
Wildlife Human bear conflicts during pre- and post No significant adverse effects Mapping of denning areas Moderate Increase law enforcement and visitor
denning periods information
Use of designated trails only
Close areas to use
Wildlife harassment or displacement from No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement and visitor
habitat as aresult of visitor activity or surveys information
movements Use of designated trails only
Close areas to use
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Mitigate effects or close trail
track surveys
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 500" distant from Audibility logging High Implement new technologies
audible trailhead or motorized route not to exceed 10 Reduce sound emissions or reduce vehicle
% during daylight hours (8aAM-4PMm). numbers
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capacities
Experience natural environment. Freguent opportunities | Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
to experience quiet and solitude are available
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey High Establish visitor carrying capecities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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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Table 21. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standar ds, and M ethods by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockeféller, Jr., Memorial Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 10
Zone — Backcountry Nonmotorized Trail or Area
R%‘l‘jece Indicator Preliminary Standard Method h{lrir;tgi;,rlg Management Actions
Air Quality Odor Areafree of any noticeable odor of human- Park visitor survey Low Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
(Public Health) caused pollutants Implement or reguire new technologies
Visibility No degradation. Areafree of any visiblesign | Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Reduce emissions and carrying capacity
of human-caused pollutants video Implement or require new technologies
Fixed site sampling of
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PMy0)
Wildlife Human bear conflicts during pre- and post No significant adverse effects Mapping of denning areas High Increase law enforcement and visitor
denning periods information
Use of designated trails only
Close areas to use
Wildlife harassment or displacement from No significant adverse effects Incident reports and photo High Increase law enforcement and visitor
habitat as aresult of visitor activity or surveys information
movements Use of designated trails only
Close areas to use
Lynx habitat effectiveness No significant adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Mitigate effects or closetrail to use
track surveys
Water Quality/ Water quality: pH, hydrogen, ammonium, State and federal water quality standards Spring runoff surface water Moderate Determination and application of best
Snowpack calcium, sulfate, nitrate, and VOCs sampling management practices
Snowpack sampling Implement or require new technologies
Reduce vehicle emissions and carrying
capacity
Sound Distance and time human-caused sound is Time vehicles audible at 500" distant from Audibility logging Moderate Implement new technologies
audible trailhead or motorized route not to exceed 10 Reduce sound emissions or reduce vehicle
% during daylight hours (8AM-4PM). numbers
Vehicles not audible beyond 1000 from TH
or motorized route.
Visitor Perceptions of crowding Visitors are able to see, smell, and hear the Visitor survey Moderate Establish visitor carrying capecities
Experience natural environment. Frequent opportunities | Encounter rates Reduce visitor numbers
to experience quiet and solitude are available
Visitor satisfaction levels with opportunities | Visitors are highly satisfied (+90%) with Visitor survey Moderate Establish visitor carrying capacities

to experience park values and opportunities
to view wildlife, scenery, and experience
clean air and solitude

their park experience

Reduce visitor numbers

*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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Table 22. Adaptive Management Indicators, Standards, M ethods by Management Zone, Y ellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
and the John D. Rockefdler, Jr., Parkway Winter Use Plan.

Management 11
Zone — Sensitive Resour ce Area
R{ci)ll:lr:e Indicator Preliminary Standard Method hrlri)tr;:grt;lg Management Actions
Air Quality Visibility No degradation. Photo survey and time lapse Moderate Evaluate success of closure
(Public Health) video
Fixed site sampling of
particul ate matter (PM ,5 and
PM;0)
Wildlife Wildlife harassment or displacement from No incidents Incident reports and photo High Evaluate success of closure
habitat as aresult of visitor activity or surveys
movements
Human / grizzly bear conflicts during pre or No incidents Mapping of denning areas High Evaluate success of closure
post denning periods
Lynx habitat effectiveness No adverse effects Carnivore and snowshoe hare High Evaluate success of closure

track surveys

*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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INTRODUCTION

This appendix presents the analysis approach for determining noise impacts on the natural
soundscape. It also contains tables of distance to audibility by road segment for each
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) aternative. These distances were used to develop the
tables of affected acres or parkland that are in Chapter 1V of the Final Environmental |mpact
Statement (FEIS). This appendix also includes summary tables and figures comparing the total
affected parkland areas for each aternative.

ANALYSISAPPROACH FOR DETERMINING NOISE IMPACT ON THE NATURAL
SOUNDSCAPE

Two different metrics criteria, audibility and sound level, were used to assist in evaluating the
potential impacts of noise on the natural soundscape. Audibility of wheeled and oversnow
vehiclesis an approach that is easily understood and can be used to compare different types of
vehicles and different project aternatives. Audibility is expressed in terms of distances to the
limits of vehicle audibility, acres of parkland affected by audible vehicle traffic, and the
percentages of time vehicles are audible in sections of parkland. Sound level is used to convey
the loudness of vehicular sound at distances from park roads.

To compare the audibility of different vehicle types, the greatest distance that an individual
vehicle pass-by could be heard was computed. Since this distance to the limit of audibility
depends upon both the background (ambient) sound level and the rate at which sound drops off
with dis acres of parkland affected by audible vehicle traffic, and the percentages of time vehicles
are audible

n sections of parkland. Sound level is used to convey the loudness of vehicular sound at
distances from park roads.

To compare the audibility of different vehicle types, the greatest distance that an individual
vehicle pass-by could be heard was computed. Since this distance to the limit of audibility
depends upon both the background (ambient) sound level and the rate at which sound drops of f
with dishow how much of the time vehicles can be heard at different distances from the road.

BACKGROUND SOUND CONDITIONSAND TERRAIN CHARACTERISTICS
Sound-level measurements were conducted at several |ocations throughout Y ellowstone National
Park (YNP) and Grand Teton National Park (GTNP) in February and March 2000. These sound
level measurements, supplemented by simultaneous audibility logging for portions of the
measurement periods, were used to establish the background sound conditions for this analysis,
as described in Chapter 111.

Based on the logging and observations made during site visits, hours during the day (8:00 A.M. to
6:00 P.M.) at each site were selected when intruding sound sources were likely to be present less
than 50% of the time. These hours became the set of hourly statistical sound level datafrom
which the background sound conditions were derived.

Levels were determined for two background conditions: 1) “average,” which included times
when the wind blowing through vegetation or over terrain increased the levels, and 2) “quiet,”
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characterized by periods with little or no wind. The measured background data appeared to fall
into two categories - sitesin mostly open areas and sitesin moderately forested to heavily
forested areas. The background sound levelsin the open areas were dlightly lower than thosein
the forested areas, the difference being due to the sound of wind in the trees.

The levels used in the audibility analysis were: “average:” 20 dBA in open areas and 22 dBA in
forested areas; “quiet:” 15 dBA in open areas and 18 dBA in forested areas.

Audibility of a sound depends upon the frequency content or spectrum of that sound and of the
background sound. Sound spectrafor each of the background conditions were required. Spectra
corresponding to the background A-levels cited above were taken from tape recordings of the
background sound environment made at each site during the measurement program.

Vehicle Sound Levels

As shown in the Assumptions and Methodol ogies section of Chapter |V, reference vehicle noise
emission levels, the maximum pass-by sound level at a distance of 50 feet, were determined for
oversnow vehicles by measurement in YNP and GTNP. Controlled reference pass-by
measurements of many vehicles at various speeds were conducted at Y ellowstone during the
February-March 2000 noise measurement program. The measured data were combined by
vehicle type and regressed to determine average emission levels as a function of speed.

The emission levels for wheeled vehicles were taken from the database created for the Federal
Highway Administration’s recently released Traffic Noise Model (TNM) (Menge 1998).

The audibility and sound propagation models require an analysis by frequency, so the spectral
values corresponding to the A-weighted vehicle emission levels were obtained and incorporated
in the model.

Vehicle Sound Level Drop-Off With Distance

The rate at which sound drops off with distance by frequency was taken from the TNM’ s sound-
propagation algorithms. The TNM includes snow as a ground-cover type, the propagation
constants having been based on carefully controlled acoustical measurements by Embleton et al.
(1983). The TNM also includes Tree Zones as an input type (based on the 1SO standard [1SO
9613-2] for dense foliage), and moderately forested to heavily forested areas were modeled with
Tree Zones. The effect of treesisto reduce propagating sound levels by 5 to 10 dB over longer
distances. The losses arelessfor low frequencies than for high frequencies. Most of the terrain
throughout the study areaisrolling or nearly flat; for practical purposes, the modeling effort
assumed flat terrain.

Audibility Analysis - Single Events

Audibility is computed based on auditory signal detection calculations, which compare the
computed vehicle sound levels by frequency to the background sound levels by frequency. The
metric of audibility is called (d-prime or d). A threshold for audibility derived from field
observations occurs where 10 log = 7 dB (Fidell 1994). That threshold isused in this analysis.
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Distances were computed to the limits of audibility of a single pass-by of each vehicle typein the
two vegetative terrain conditions described above and in the “average” and “quiet” background
conditions. The results are shown in the Assumptions and M ethodol ogies section of Chapter IV.

Audibility Analysis - Cumulative Effects of all Vehicles

The next level of analysis combined all vehicles on each roadway segment, and performed
combined audibility calculations for each study alternative. All types of vehiclesto use each
roadway segment on an average day were modeled individually using a complex spreadsheet
calculation. The vehicles were randomly distributed along each roadway segment. The vehicles
were “moved” along the road for the full day, each at its assigned speed, creating day-long time
histories of both 10 log values and A-weighted sound levels. These time histories were created
for several distances from the roadway. From these time histories, many different calculations
and conclusions could be and were made.

One result that was determined relates to the distance to the limit of audibility for each segment
for the two background conditions and two terrain types. Another result relates to the
percentages of time vehicles are audible at each distance. Composite summaries of total area
(acreage) of parkland affected were computed by multiplying the distance to audibility by the
segment length. However, each road segment traverses its own unique proportion of open and
forested terrain, so the appropriate audibility distances are assigned to the appropriate segment
lengths.

Thefirst calculated value for each alternative was the acres of park land by road segment where
any vehicular noiseisaudible for any amount of time (“audible at al”) under the two background
conditions, average and quiet. Thetotal affected acreage was then summed over all road
segments. To give perspective on the number of acres of affected parkland, two additional sets of
values were calculated. The following paragraphs describe the development of those values.

For each road segment, under each terrain and background condition, and at each distance, the
calculated time histories were used to devel op percentiles of the distributions of 10 log d. The
percentage of time vehicles are audible, where 10 log d is 7 dB or greater, is selected from the
distribution at each distance. These values can then be plotted at each distance. Figure 1 shows
the conceptual relationship for a hypothetical set of vehicles on a hypothetical road segment for
the two terrain and two background conditions.
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Figure 1. Percentage of time vehlcles
are audible, hypothetical road segment
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From plots like Figure 1, distances to nearly any percentage time audible can be estimated
{(interpolated between points). For purposes of this analysis, two percentages of time audible
were chosen: 10% and 50%. As an example, from Figure 1, for forested areas with average
background conditions (filled rectangular symbols), the distances to the 50% and 10%% time
audible conditions are approximately 2,200 feet dnd 3,700 feet, respectively. For apen areas
under average background conditions (unfilled rectangular symbols), the distances are about
&,800 feet and 9,500 feet. The actual distances for each of the twenty modeled road segments
(including Jackson Lake) for each alternative are shown in the tables in the next section of this

appendix.

In a similar approach 1o that described for the “audible at all” category, compaosites of the total
area of affected parkland were developed by multiplying the lengths of road in each segment with
open and forested terrain by the corresponding distances to the 10% and 50% time audible points.
It 15 those areas that are shown in the audibility tables for each alternative in Chapter IV,

“DISTANCE TO AUDIBILITY™ TABLES

The following tables show, by road segment, the calculated distance to audibility for the three
audibility categories. Distances are shown for Average and Quiet background sound level
conditions over both open and forested terrain. There is one table for each alternative, with the
road segments carrying the wheeled and‘or oversnow vehicle types and volumes relevant to that
alternative. The appropriate lengths of open and forested terrain along each road segment (not
shown) were then factored into the determination of affected acres shown in the tables in Chapter
IV of the FEIS.
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The following is a key to the road segment abbreviations used in the tables on pages J-6 to J-9.

CoNOUA~AWDNDE

Mam-NeE: Mammoth to Northeast Entrance of YNP
Mam-Norr: Mammoth to Norris

WeE-Mad: West Entrance of Y NP to Madison
Mad-Norr: Madison to Norris

Norr-Cany: Norristo Canyon Village

Cany-Fish: Canyon Village to Fishing Bridge
Fish-EaE: Fishing Bridge to East Entrance of YNP
Fish-WT: Fishing Bridge to West Thumb

Mad-OldF: Madison to Old Faithful

. Old-F-WT: Old Faithful to West Thumb
. WT-Flag: West Thumb to Flagg Ranch

. Grassy: Grassy Lake Road

. Flag-Colt: Flagg Ranch to Colter Bay

Colt-Mor: Colter Bay to Moran Junction

. Mor-EaE: Moran Junction to East Entrance of GTNP

. Mor-SoE: Moran Junction to South Entrance of GTNP
. Teton PR: Teton Park Road

. Mooswil: Moose-Wilson Road

. Antl Flat: Antelope Flats Snowmobile Route

. JackLake: Jackson Lake
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Table 1. Distancesto audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative A (feet).

Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Roadway Open Forested Open Forest
Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud.
Segment Qtualdi 10% or |50% or Qtualdi 10% or |50% or Qtualdi 10% or |50% or Qlﬁl 10% or |50% or
more | more more | more more | more more | more
1. Mam-NeE| 3,276| 1,406 1,884 3,398 1,637 2,007
2. Mam-Norr|] 8,420 1,869 3,728 9,956| 2,560 3,890
3. WeE-Mad | 13,938| 11,522| 9,412 4,449| 3,582 2,918] 15,117| 12,825| 10,836] 5,662 3,892| 3,330
4. Mad-Norr | 9,535| 7,221] 4,091] 3,749] 3,035 11,044 7,963] 4,939] 3,915 3,320
5.Norr-Cany| 9,460| 6,345 2,396] 3,742] 2,719 10,817 7,106| 3,176] 3,907 3,039
6. Cany-Fish| 8,645/ 5,515 3,731] 2511 10,335| 6,255 296] 3,893 2,838
7. Fish-EaE 5,285 2,483 2,879 5,847 2,844 3,132
8. Fish-WT 8,562| 5,020 3,730| 2,436 10,081| 5,798 3,893| 2,753
9. Mad-OldF | 12,933| 10,688| 8,342 3,991| 3,477| 2,510| 14,040, 12,033| 9,713| 5,173 3,798| 3,002
10. OldF-WT| 9,460 6,609 3,420 3,743] 2,939 10,834| 7,336| 3,990 3,908 3,224
11. WT-Flag| 9,460, 6,159| 2,096 3,742 2,630 10,817| 6,897 2,950 3,907| 2,965
12. Grassy 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
13. Flag-Colt| 5553 2,992 3,091 848 6,085 3,185 3,298 1,027
14. Colt-Mor| 5,685 3,367 3,099] 1,503 6,317 3,530 3,307 1,702
15. Mor-EaE | 6,856 4,153| 3,237| 3,249 2,077 801 7,428| 4,873| 3,460] 3,453| 2,272 946
16. Mor-SoE| 6,965 4,663| 3,580 3,232 2,150 1,031] 7,650/ 5432| 3,803] 3,393 2,322| 1,258
17. Teton PR| 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
18. MoosWil | 3,780 2,546 3,892 2,767
19. Antl Flat | Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
20. JackLake| 10,590 6,947 3,985/ 1,850 11,709 7,864 4,445| 2,187
Table 2. Distances to audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative B.
Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Open Forested Open Forested
Roadway Aud Aud. | Aud. Aud Aud. | Aud. Aud Aud. | Aud. Aud Aud. | Aud.
Segment at“a]i 10% or [50% or at”aji 10% or [50% or at“aji 10% or [50% or at”a]i 10% or |50% or
more | more more | more more | more more | more
1. Mam-NeE| 3,275 1,404 1,883 3,397 1,636 2,007
2. Mam-Norr|] 5,099| 2,268 2,949 5933| 2,491 3,111
3.WeE-Mad | 5,551| 2,690 3,049 765 6,179 2,865 3,210 903
4, Mad-Norr | 5,158 1,705 2,956 5,999 2,052 3,119
5. Norr-Cany| 5,173| 2,293 2,957 6,016| 2,517 3,121
6. Cany-Fish| 5,421| 3,757 878 2,971 2,154 6,205 3,905 1435 3,178 2,442
7. Fish-EaE 3,914| 2,325 2,425 4212| 2546 2,692
8. Fish-WT 5421 3,774 1,083 2971 2,168 6,205 3,921 1587| 3,178 2,451
9. Mad-OldF| 5,551| 2,690 3,049 765 6,179 2,865 3,210 903
10. OIdF-WT| 6,505| 4,021| 2,902] 3,154 2,284 7,104) 4,767| 3,203] 3,385 2,584
11. WT-Flag| 6,505 3,948 2,820 3,154| 2,256 7,104| 4,487| 3,118 3,385 2,550
12. Grassy 3,537 2,122 3,666 2,376
13. Flag-Colt| 5,564 2,754 3,051 793 6,193 2,931 3,212 936
14. Colt-Mor| 5,719| 3,185 3,065 1,452 6,365/ 3,338 3,226| 1,621
15. Mor-EaE | 6,707| 3,954| 3,235 3,199 2,022 807] 7,381 4,549 3,456] 3,361 2,205 952
16. Mor-SoE| 6,965 4,751| 3,634 3,232 2,183| 1,086] 7,650/ 5523| 3,857 3,393] 2,355 1,313
17. Teton PR| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
18. MoosWil | 3,120 1,886 3,233 2,107
19. Antl Flat | Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
20. JackLake| 6,629 2,458 3,234 7,234 3,444 3,369
Aud = Audible
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Table 3. Distances to audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative C.

Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Roadway Open Forested Open Forested
Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud.
Segment Atua]dl 10% or |50% or Atua]d| 10% or |50% or Atualdl 10% or |50% or Atu;j| 10% or |50% or
a more | more | & more | more | & more | more | & more | more
1. Mam-NeE| 3,276| 1,406 1,884 3,398 1,637 2,007
2. Mam-Norr|] 8,420 1,869 3,728 9,956| 2,560 3,890
3.WeE-Mad | 5,379| 1,537 3,029 5,993 1,781 3,189
4. Mad-Norr | 8,579] 3,159 3,734 10,126| 3,487 3,897
5.Norr-Cany| 8,637 3,601 3,736] 1,153 10,192| 3,826 3,899 1,594
6. Cany-Fish| 9,535 7,023] 3,912 3,734/ 3,008 10,785 7,749| 4,689 3,897 3,296
7. Fish-EaE 7,086 3,624 3,221| 1,197 7,674 3,845 3,488 1,638
8. Fish-WT 9,535 7,100 4,049] 3,734 3,024 10,785/ 7,831| 4,910 3,897 3,313
9. Mad-OldF| 5,411 2,590 3,032 745 6,031 2,757 3,192 881
10. OldF-WT| 11,642 8,538 5,938 3,888 3,201| 1,365| 12,715 9,891| 6,810 4,617 3,510, 1,955
11. WT-Flag | 11,631| 8,106] 5,634 3,888 3,157| 1,286] 12,701| 9,462 6,484] 4,617 3461 1876
12. Grassy 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
13. Flag-Colt| 5,585 3,097 3,091 979 6,214| 3,280 3,299| 1,215
14. Colt-Mor | 5,738 3,408 3,099| 1,517 6,386| 3,575 3,307 1,713
15. Mor-EaE | 6,864 4,216| 3,288] 3,249 2,094 816] 7,440| 4,937| 3512] 3,453 2,290 962
16. Mor-SoE| 6,965 4,751| 3,634] 3,232 2,183 1,086 7,650/ 5523 3,857 3,393 2,355 1,313
17. Teton PR| 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
18. MoosWil | 2,726 1,349 2,847 1,472
19. Antl Flat | 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
20. JackLake| 6,637 3,839 3,235/ 1,165 7,243 4,317 3,370 1,605
Table 4. Distances to audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative D.
Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Open Forested Open Forested
Roadway Aud Aud. | Aud. Aud Aud. | Aud. Aud Aud. | Aud. Aud Aud. | Aud.
Segment at“a]i 10% or [50% or at”aji 10% or [50% or at“aji 10% or [50% or at”a]i 10% or |50% or
more | more more | more more | more more | more
1. Mam-NeE | 3,276| 1,406 1,884 3,398 1,637 2,007
2. Mam-Norr| 3,588 2,264 3,795 2,426
3. WeE-Mad | 4,721| 3,634 3,006 2,647| 1,886 814 5,336] 3,799 3,217] 2,897| 2,198 1,119
4, Mad-Norr | 3,680 3,092 2,351 1,480 3,820 3,242 2,557 1,769
5. Norr-Cany| 3,679| 2,785 2,351 988 3,812 2,951 2,556 1,309
6. Cany-Fish| 3,591| 2,582 2,296 803 3,798 2,750 2,492 1,079
7. Fish-EaE | Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
8. Fish-WT 3,591 2,506 2,266 783 3,798| 2,668 2,433 1,049
9. Mad-OldF| 4,228 3535 2,624 2583 1,736 4845/ 3,705 2,875 2,828 2,058 125
10. OldF-WT| 3,679] 3,000 2,351 1,357 3,813| 3,146 2,557 1612
11. WT-Flag| 3,679] 2,701 2,351 859 3,812| 2,874 2,556 1,160
12. Grassy 2,936 1,521 3,064 1,774
13. Flag-Colt| 3,679] 2,701 2,351 859 3,812| 2,874 2,556 1,160
14. Colt-Mor| 5,649 3,100 3,058 1,378 6,288 3,253 3,219 1,537
15. Mor-EaE | 6,648 3,889 3,130] 3,194 1,946 779 7,317| 4,264 3,346] 3,356| 2,120 919
16. Mor-SoE| 6,965 4,639 3,579] 3,232| 2,149 1,028] 7,650 5,401| 3,803 3,393 2,321 1,257
17. Teton PR| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
18. MoosWil | 2,726 1,349 2,847 1,472
19. Antl Flat | Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
20. JackLake| 6,629 2,458 3,234 7,234 3,444 3,369
Aud = Audible
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Table 5. Distancesto audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative E.

Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Roadway Open Forested Open Forested
Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud.
Segment Qtualdi 10% or |50% or Qtualdi 10% or |50% or Qtualdi 10% or |50% or Qtua?i 10% or |50% or
more | more more | more more | more more | more
1. Mam-NeE | 3,276] 1,406 1,884 3,398| 1,637 2,007
2. Mam-Norr| 8,420| 1,869 3,728 9,956 2,560 3,890
3. WeE-Mad | 13,938| 11,522| 9,412 4,449| 3,582 2,918] 15,117| 12,825| 10,836] 5,662 3,892| 3,330
4. Mad-Norr | 9,535| 7,221] 4,091] 3,749] 3,035 11,044 7,963| 4,939 3,915/ 3,320
5.Norr-Cany| 9,460| 6,345 2,396] 3,742] 2,719 10,817 7,106| 3,176] 3,907 3,039
6. Cany-Fish| 8,645/ 5,515 3,731] 2511 10,335 6,255 296] 3,893| 2,838
7. Fish-EaE 5,285| 2,483 2,879 5,847| 2,844 3,132
8. Fish-WT 8,562| 5,020 3,730 2,436 10,081 5,798 3,893 2,753
9. Mad-OldF | 12,933| 10,688| 8,342 3,991| 3,477| 2,510] 14,040 12,033| 9,713] 5,173| 3,798 3,002
10. OldF-WT| 9,460 6,624| 3,440] 3,743| 2,940 10,834| 7,355 3,996] 3,908 3,226
11. WT-Flag | 9460 6,157 2,075 3,742 2,630 10,817 6,896| 2,915 3,907| 2,965
12. Grassy 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
13. Flag-Colt| 5411| 2,535 3,032 743 6,031 2,697 3,192 879
14. Colt-Mor| 5,706| 2,984 3,064 1,037 6,352| 3,155 3,225 1,211
15. Mor-EaE | 6,648 3,899 3,143] 3,194/ 1,951 784 7,317] 4,320 3,359] 3,356| 2,125 926
16. Mor-SoE| 6,965 4,639 3579] 3,232| 2,149 1,028] 7,650 5401 3,803] 3,393 2321 1,257
17. Teton PR| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
18. MoosWil | 2,669 1,336 2,785 1,454
19. Antl Flat | Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
20. JackLake| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
Table 6. Distancesto audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative F.
Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Roadway Open Forested Open Forested
Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud.
Segment Qtualdi 10% or |50% or ';ﬁcua]d I 10% or |50% or :tua]d I 10% or |50% or Qtuald I 10% or |50% or
more | more more | more more | more more | more
1. Mam-NeE| 3,276| 1,406 1,884 3,398| 1,637 2,007
2. Mam-Norr| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
3. WeE-Mad | Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
4. Mad-Norr | Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
5.Norr-Cany| 8,484| 4,031 3,730 2,344 10,025| 4,751 3,892 2,632
6. Cany-Fish| 9,460 6,554| 3,525 3,734| 2934 10,688| 7,278| 4,092 3,897 3,219
7. Fish-EaE 7,153| 3,715 3,226] 1,394 7,748| 3,926 3,493| 1,807
8. Fish-WT 9,535 6,955 3,885 3,734 2,996 10,785| 7,687| 4,642 3,897 3,282
9. Mad-OldF | Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
10. OldF-WT| 11,642| 8,681 6,069] 3,888 3,211| 1,386 12,715| 10,011| 6,947] 4,617 3,519| 1,981
11. WT-Flag | 11,772] 9,016/ 6,550] 3,890| 3,263| 1572] 12,868 10,379| 7,416 4,630 3,574 2,168
12. Grassy 5,054 2,879 5,515 3,132
13. Flag-Colt| 5/5551| 2,607 3,049 749 6,179 2,775 3,210 885
14. Colt-Mor | 5,712| 3,113 3,064 1,377 6,358 3,268 3,225 1,532
15. Mor-EaE | 6,695 3,922| 3,178 3,198 1,967 794] 7,368 4,419] 3,396] 3,359| 2,142 936)
16. Mor-SoE| 6,965 4,751| 3,634] 3,232 2,183| 1,086] 7,650 5523 3,857 3,393 2,355 1,313
17. Teton PR| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
18. MoosWil | 2,669 1,336 2,785 1,454
19. Antl Flat | Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
20. JackLake| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
Aud. = Audible
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Table 7. Distancesto audibility by roadway segment, in feet, for alternative G.

Avg. Background Avg. Background Quiet Background Quiet Background
Roadway Open Forested Open Forested
Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud. Aud. | Aud.
Segment Atua]dl 10% or |50% or Atua]d| 10% or |50% or Atualdl 10% or |50% or Atu;j| 10% or |50% or
a more | more | & more | more | & more | more | & more | more
1. Mam-NeE | 3,276] 1,406 1,884 3,398| 1,637 2,007
2. Mam-Norr] 9,003] 1,593 3,744 10,757| 3,008 3,906
3. WeE-Mad | 17,810 14,213| 8,501 6,210] 3,843 21,138| 17,244| 10,929] 6,933| 4,404
4. Mad-Norr | 12,839] 9,354 4953 2,555 14,612| 11,603 5,605 3,112
5. Norr-Cany | 11,846| 8,296 3,947 709 13,523| 10,389 4563 1,731
6. Cany-Fish | 10,110| 7,882 3,774 12,108| 9,817 3,939
7. Fish-EaE 8,413 3,727 9,949 3,889
8. Fish-WT | 10,110| 7,882 3,774 12,108| 9,817 3,939
9. Mad-OldF | 17,810 14,079| 7,473] 6,210, 3,804 21,138/ 17,067| 10,057] 6,933| 4,257
10. OIldF-WT]| 12,197| 8,688 4953 2,340 13,735| 10,807 5,605 2,872
11. WT-Flag | 11,846] 8,258 3,947 496 13,523| 10,362 4563 1,662
12. Grassy 3537 2122 3666 2376
13. Flag-Colt| 11,846 8,258 3,947 496 13,523| 10,362 4563 1,662
14. Colt-Mor | 5,642] 2,949 3,058 985 6,281 3,121 3,219] 1,159
15. Mor-EaE | 6,856 4,132| 3,245] 3,249| 2,079 801] 7,428| 4,843 3,466] 3,453] 2,274 947
16. Mor-SoE | 6,965| 4,663] 3,580] 3,232 2,150 1,031} 7,650 5,432 3,803] 3,393 2,322| 1,258
17. Teton PR| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
18. MoosWil | 2,669 1,336 2,785 1,454
19. Antl Flat | Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
20. JackLake| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed| Closed] Closed| Closed| Closed
Aud = Audible

SUMMARY OF SOUNDSCAPE IMPACTS

Table 8 and Figure 2 of parkland acreage where wheeled or oversnow vehicular noiseisaudible
for any amount of time (labeled “audible at al”), for 10% of the time or more, and for 50% of the
time or more, under the two background conditions, Average and Quiet. Computations are based
on wheeled and oversnow vehicle traffic for an average day in January or February.

Table 9 and Figure 3 present the information in terms of the percentage difference in affected
acresrelative to alternative A. These percentages are used in the discussions of effects for each
alternative in Chapter IV.

Large areas of impact are evident under the “audible at all” criterion, since the single loudest
wheeled or oversnow vehicle or group of vehicles during the day determines this criterion, even if
the number of wheeled or oversnow vehiclesissmall. Larger percentage differencesin impacted
areaare evident in the “audible 50% or more” case, since that category most strongly accounts
for the volume of traffic on the road segments. In the “audible 50% or more” case, alternatives
B, D, and G show significant decreases relative to the other alternatives. These decreases are due
to the substantially reduced wheeled or oversnow vehicle volumesin the case of alternatives B
and G, and to the reduced oversnow vehicle noise emission levelsin the case of alternatives B
and D.
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Table 8. Summary of affected acres of parkland by alternative
for each category of impact.

Audibility  |Background Affected acres of parkland by alternative
Criterion Condition A B C D E F G
Audibleat all | Average |181,127 |138,018 | 188,245 | 110,723 | 152,203 | 122,364 | 176,323
Audible 10% of
the time or more Average | 94,599 | 59,534 | 80,564 | 52,772 | 81,815 | 73,636 | 74,795
Audible 50% of
the time or more Average | 23459 | 14,558 | 27,091 | 13,392 | 23,436 | 27,722 | 12,916
Audibleat all Quiet 200,676 | 149,589 |205,961 |119,781 |167,899 |134,377 |196,687
Audible 10% of :
the time or more Quiet 107,373 | 68,331 | 91,959 | 62,803 | 92,382 | 83,110 | 95,060
Audible 50% of
thetimeor morg  Quiet 26,525 | 16,355 | 32,385 | 14,910 | 26,497 | 32,799 | 14,087

Table 9. Percentage of affected acres of parkland for each alternative
relativeto alternative A.

Audibility  |Background| Percentage of affected acres of parkland relative to alter native A
Criterion Condition A B C D E F G
Audible at all Average 100% 76% 104% 61% 84% 68% 97%

I 0,
AudbIe10%0 | - pverage | 100% | 63% | 85% | S6% | 86% | 78% | T9%
Audible 50% of
the time or more|  Average 100% 62% 115% 57% 100% | 118% 55%
Audible at all Quiet 100% 75% 103% 60% 84% 67% 98%
Audible 10% of ; o o 0 0 0 0 0
the time or more Quiet 100% 64% 86% 58% 86% 77% 89%
Quiet 100% 62% 122% 56% 100% | 124% 53%
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Figure 2. Affected area by alternative
for each category of impact.
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Figure 3. Percentages of affected area
of parkland relative to alternative A.
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