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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The on-going winter use analysis for the National Park Service (NPS) provides an interesting window 
into management of Yellowstone National Park (YNP), Grand Teton National Park (GTNP) and the John 
D. Rockefeller Memorial Parkway (Parkway) hereafter referred to collectively as the Parks.  As a fully 
engaged stakeholder and formally recognized “Cooperating Agency” the State of Wyoming appreciates 
the NPS diligence and perseverance and we recognize that you have to balance, sometimes competing 
land uses within the Parks.  The preliminary Cooperating Agency Review Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (PDEIS) and related documents incorporated by reference quantify and disclose anticipated 
impacts to selected resources.  This following comments document is a result of a review of selected 
public documents related to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  
 
We believe that our comments, coming as they do from local residents, add a perspective and depth to 
NPS views, not found within the federal bureaucracy.  Our interest is long-term, we will be here long 
after the Superintendent is transferred to their next assignment.  Our concern is based on our land ethic, 
our culture, the desire to leave things better than we found them.  We hope, and expect you will use these 
comments productively.  Our expectation is to continue in a collaborative fashion with the NPS to 
continue to bring opportunities, conservation and recreation to the Parks. 
 
KEY FINDINGS 
 
Key findings have been summarized into bullet points below.  This list is by no means comprehensive but 
highlights our major concerns.  Each bulleted item has a more complete explanation in the document.  In 
order to effectively communicate our concerns and as allowed and encouraged under the CEQ regulations 
CEQ 1501.6 (b), we formally request an opportunity to meet with the Yellowstone Park Superintendent 
and other Winter Use EIS managers to present this work and discuss ameliorating actions. 
 
• We oppose closure of the East Entrance in the NPS Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1). NPS fails to make a 

compelling argument for closing the entrance based on safety and has not fully explored other options for 
keeping the entrance open such as cooperative maintenance agreements with other agencies or entities.  

 
• The PDEIS overstates the Health and Safety issues related to the avalanche conditions on Sylvan Pass and 

associated control operations, while at the same time, it also demonstrates a very safe program since control 
operations began in 1973.  According to the PDEIS, only one minor incident directly related to avalanche 
activity or control operations has occurred, which involved a park groomer.  The howitzer dud issue can be 
resolved by exploring alternate explosive delivery systems available with dud tracking technology.   

 
• We do support the ongoing Avalanche Risk Assessment being prepared by an independent consultant to 

develop a safer and more efficient and reliable avalanche management program for Sylvan Pass which 
includes control operations.  Such a program needs to be in place, not only to provide for visitor and 
employee safety, but to continue providing an outstanding motorized recreation opportunity from the East 
Entrance and to sustain the economic opportunities for local service providers in the “gateway community” 
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of Cody. 
 
• Ironically, Alternative I (the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives 2, 3, and 6 propose to close Sylvan Pass 

to through OSV use while “inviting” skiers and snowshoers to use and travel on a constructed highway 
feature over Sylvan Pass “with its substantial avalanche hazards for visitors and employees” (pg. 197) 
without managing or controlling the avalanche risk.  We support keeping all visitors safe and oppose closure 
of Sylvan Pass and the East Entrance. 

 
• There is a general understatement of impacts to Park County, Cody, and, in particular, businesses near the 

unincorporated area at the East Entrance.  Visitation statistics were manipulated to understate impacts from 
current and proposed restrictions. 

 
• The use of annual economic data, Fremont County, Idaho, and other methods employed in the analysis are 

inappropriate for determining impact to gateway communities during the winter.   
 
• Statistics on East Entrance use need to be evaluated in terms of YNP policies that have depressed visitation 

to well below potential demand.  Extended closures, lack of more responsive and timely communications 
with local businesses and visitors regarding closures, and low priority for grooming fail to provide a level of 
consistency and predictability from year to year for effective management by local businesses or for visitors 
planning to visit the park via Cody.  This is especially true for this year, as NPS was unable to get the East 
Entrance open in a timely manner and failed to notify local businesses about the decision not to use the 
howitzer for avalanche control. 

 
• Management of the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail (CDST) and Grassy Lake Road under the 

temporary winter use plan of August 2004 has virtually eliminated use of these trails.  Prior to 2004, average 
annual use on the CDST was 1866 snowmobiles whereas annual numbers in the last two years have been less 
than 20.  The NPS Preferred Alternative will continue the current management direction which will do 
nothing to address the declines.  We suggest a more innovative approach that recognizes that these trails 
provide an important link between public lands on either side of GTNP and the Parkway.  We recommend 
that a limited number of non-BAT snowmobiles that meet 2007 EPA emission requirements be allowed to 
use these trails as a throughway.  This will improve opportunities for those snowmobilers wishing to travel 
this unique route linking extensive snowmobile trail systems in Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho.  

 
• We strongly support allowing unguided and non-commercially guided snowmobiles in YNP as proposed in 

Alternatives 4 and 5.  Unguided and non-commercially guided snowmobile use hasn’t been tried since 
implementation of managed winter use in 2004.  Given existing restrictions (speed limits, nighttime use 
restrictions, ranger patrols) and adaptive management opportunities, we believe unguided and non-
commercially guided use can provide a wider range of recreational opportunities for visitor access while still 
protecting park resources and values.  Many visitors may feel comfortable hiring guides, but that is not true 
of everyone.  We strongly oppose the notion of legislating or mandating agencies to remove personal 
responsibility from local residents and other park visitors. 

 
• We support the use of seasonal entry limits, and associated flexible daily entry limits, as proposed for 

Alternative 5.  This approach will allow YNP and local businesses the ability to respond to higher visitor 
demand during busy holidays and weekends.  

 
• We support allowing only BAT snowmobiles in YNP.  There have been significant improvements in air and 

sound emissions compared to historical conditions because of this requirement.  By continuing to allow only 
BAT snowmobiles in YNP, these positive improvements to park resources and overall visitor experience will 
be maintained.   
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• The PDEIS appears to be NEPA deficient, cumulative impacts do not characterize or capture, economic 
impacts,  foreseeable limitations to adjacent public land winter motorized use.   

 
The State of Wyoming firmly believes that closing the East Entrance of Yellowstone is unwarranted.  The 
following four points demonstrate why. 
 
1. Unsupported rationale for closing East Entrance; it is based on an avalanche risk that is overstated and has no 

historic data to support the purposed risks. 
 
2. The impacts to gateway community and the Cody area, are understated, local Wyoming businesses are, and will 

continue to be adversely impacted by past winter use plans and NPS policies. 
 
3. Since the East Entrance has been opened to winter use there have not been documented injuries involving 

OSVs.  
 

4. The East Entrance provides public recreation opportunities, supporting local, independent businesses and 
governments through the collection of taxes. 
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1.   INTRODUCTION 
 
The State of Wyoming appreciates the opportunity to work with the NPS on developing a Winter Use 
plan for Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial 
Parkway.  We hope that you will review these comments in detail and consider them as productive 
contributions to the “cooperating agency” process within NEPA.  Given the importance of developing a 
winter use plan that provides park visitors, local communities, and other stakeholders assurance that 
winter use management will remain stable and predictable over the long-term, the State of Wyoming is 
intent on being a fully engaged participant and stakeholder in this process.  This document provides 
comments to the “Cooperating Agency Review Draft, Winter Use Plans Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement”.  We respectfully reserve the right to refine our comments and provide additional detail as 
more information becomes available. 
 
In general, Alternative 1 (the NPS Preferred Alternative) and Alternative 5 provide a good balance and 
range of recreational opportunities for the Parks.  However, we do not support closure of the East 
Entrance or the requirement that all snowmobiles use commercial guides as proposed for Alternative 1.  
We strongly oppose the notion of legislating or mandating agencies to remove personal responsibility 
from local residents and other park visitors.  Our comments, at this time, focus primarily on the proposed 
closure of the East Entrance, Economic considerations, management of the Continental Divide 
Snowmobile Trail, and Guiding requirements.  We hope, and expect you will use these comments 
productively.  Our expectation is to continue in a collaborative fashion with the NPS to bring responsible 
winter recreational opportunities the Parks. 
 
1.1 REVIEW COMMENTS ORGANIZATION 
 
The State of Wyoming’s detailed comments are specific to those areas most likely to adversely impact 
businesses and community and are provided in the following format.  Chapter 1 is an Introduction to the 
document, Chapter 2 is a review and comment on the PDEIS and covers the following issues.  Section 2.1 
The Proposed Closure of the East Entrance, Section 2.2 is a Socioeconomic Analysis, Section 2.3 
includes comments on the Proposed Management of the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail, and 
Section 2.4 provides comments on Unguided Access and Seasonal Entry Limits.  Section 2.5 includes 
comments on BAT Snowmobiles.  Section 2.6 is NEPA Considerations and Section 2.7 is General 
Comments for Correction or Clarification.  Chapter 3 includes Final Recommendations.  Chapter 4 is a 
List of Preparers and Chapter 5 documents references. 
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2.   REVIEW DRAFT PDEIS COMMENTS 
 
The NPS preferred alternative (Alternative 1) would essentially continue winter use management 
according to provisions in the Temporary Winter Use Plan and Environmental Assessment (NPS, 2004).  
The State of Wyoming supports elements of the preferred alternative including continued snowmobile 
access to the YNP, GTNP, and the Parkway, the requirements for BAT snowmobiles in YNP, and daily 
entrance limits that are near historic levels.  We are also supportive of management options put forth in 
some of the other alternatives, including allowing limited unguided snowmobile access in YNP and 
seasonal visitor limits that will allow more flexible daily entry limits during busy holidays and weekends. 
 
However, we are strongly opposed to closure of the East Entrance.  NPS has not provided adequate 
justification to support closure, nor have they adequately addressed economic impacts.  Our comments 
specific to these issues are provided below; comments regarding other issues follow. 
 
2.1 PROPOSED CLOSURE OF EAST ENTRANCE 
 
NPS Alternative 1 (the Preferred Alternative), and Alternatives 2, 3, and 6, propose closing the East 
Entrance Road/Sylvan Pass to through motorized traffic, virtually eliminating motorized access or over-
snow vehicles (OSV) use from the East Entrance to other destination points within the park, and 
conversely, from destination points within the park out over Sylvan Pass to the East Entrance.  This 
proposal is of great concern to residents and business entities in the “gateway community” of Cody, in 
Park County, and to the State of Wyoming, especially the northwestern part of the state.  This area is 
popular with both snowmobilers and skiers and loss of these local opportunities is unacceptable. 
 
The primary justification cited for closing this entrance is health and safety concerns related to avalanche 
occurrence and avalanche control activities in the Sylvan Pass Area and low-visitor use compared to other 
entrances.  The safety risks associated with avalanches in this area, as well as mitigation measures to 
address safety concerns have been discussed in previous winter-use planning documents (NPS 2003, NPS 
2004) but closure of the East Entrance has never been formally proposed.  What has changed now to 
warrant closure of this entrance which serves Cody, WY, one of YNP’s Gateway Communities?   
 
Our comments related to the proposed Sylvan Pass closure, which is included in several alternatives, are 
presented for the applicable major issues identified in Chapter I and/or those items described in Chapter 
III, Affected Environment. 
 
2.1.1 Human Health and Safety 
 
The descriptions of the Sylvan Pass avalanche hazard and historic mitigation measures which are 
contained in Chapter III of the PDEIS are wholly inadequate and do not present adequate specific 
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information needed to fully understand and compare the impacts of the alternatives proposing to close 
Sylvan Pass to motorized or OSV use due to safety and health issues.  It appears that the NPS uses past 
incidents (some incidents not directly related to avalanche activity) to justify the necessity for a 
permanent change in management involving the closure of Sylvan Pass without considering reasonable 
alternatives to mitigating the avalanche hazards on Sylvan Pass. 
 
The following questions should be addressed in the Chapter III discussion on Avalanche Control in YNP. 
 
• Who does the avalanche forecasting for the Sylvan Pass area?  How often are forecasts prepared and issued?  

What type of weather data is used and how is it collected?  What type of snowpack stability data is used, and 
how is it collected and how often is it collected?  Are the forecasts available to, and easily accessible by, the 
general public?  Has ten years of drought in the Yellowstone region and lack of snowfall negated avalanche 
danger?  

 
• How often do avalanche events occur on average?  What types and how often do high avalanche cycles 

occur? 
 
• What type of avalanche training is provided to employees, and what type of avalanche education is provided 

the public? 
 
• Besides the one incident involving the NPS groomer (pg. 90), how many other incidents have occurred to 

either visitors or employees prior to the implementation of control operations, in 1973 and since 1973, that 
were directly related to avalanche activity or avalanche control operations. 

 
• Are the helicopter dispensed explosives currently used equipped with dud tracking technology that improves 

dud recovery opportunities?  Who authorized the change from Howitzer to helicopter dispensed explosives? 
 
Despite the obvious risks associated with an avalanche control operation, the NPS appears to have an 
excellent safety record for NPS employees and the public for the Sylvan Pass area, and efforts should be 
directed at ways to further reduce risks rather than at closing this entrance.  Only one minor incident has 
occurred directly related to avalanche activity since control operations began in 1973 according to the 
documentation presented on Avalanche Control in Yellowstone National Park in Chapter III, pages. 89–
91.  
 
At the December 8, 2006 meeting with cooperating agencies (CAs), the NPS was asked what they could 
do to keep the east entrance open for OSVs.  The response was, “NPS hopes the CAs will identify 
opportunities as they review the information in the preliminary PDEIS document.”  One of these 
opportunities that we have identified is to have the NPS employ the services of an independent avalanche 
consultant to prepare a comprehensive Hazard Risk Analysis of the Sylvan Pass area that would 
scientifically and specifically describe the overall avalanche risk.  This analysis should include the risk at 
each of the approximately 24 avalanche paths (pg. 90) and provide alternative forecasting and control 
methods that would improve employee and visitor health and safety.  Glacier National Park, in 
cooperation with the Flathead National Forest and the Montana Department of Transportation, recently 
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released a DEIS entitled “Avalanche Hazard Reduction by Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway in 
Glacier National Park and Flathead National Forest.”  As part of their effort, they employed an 
avalanche consultant, Chugach Avalanche Guides, LLC (Alaska), to prepare an Avalanche Risk Analysis 
of the John F. Stevens Canyon (Appendix A of the Glacier Park DEIS). 
 
On December 19, 2006, ERG received information that YNP may have contracted with a consulting firm 
to prepare an Avalanche Risk Analysis of the Sylvan Pass area.  ERG confirmed this on December 20, 
2006, during a phone conversation with John Sacklin, Management Assistant, YNP.  Mr. Sacklin 
mentioned that the draft report was due to the NPS in early January 2007, and, that following review, it 
would be available to the CAs.  Please assure we receive a copy as soon as it is available.  Mr. Sacklin 
further mentioned the final report was due in early March 2007.  When did the NPS initiate this contract?  
If this action was initiated before the PDEIS was released, why wasn’t this information disclosed in the 
PDEIS or at least in the November 2006 Abstract?  Why wasn’t this information disclosed at the 
December 8, 2006, meeting with the CAs.  The NPS lacked serious coordination with the CAs and 
scheduled scoping sessions over the Christmas Holiday, when staffing and office personnel were limited.  
The turnaround time frame for comment and review significantly impacts the CA’s ability to gather 
public comments for submittal. 
 
The PDEIS and previous winter use planning documents (SEIS 2003, EA 2004) discuss the 
implementation of a pilot program for helicopter based avalanche control at Sylvan pass, that, if 
successful, could replace use of the army Howitzer traditionally used.  Please provide a more in-depth 
discussion of the results of the pilot program including information on how it has affected the safety of 
park employees involved in avalanche control, how many of the avalanche control missions (estimated at 
10 per year) are conducted using a helicopter versus traditional control methods (howitzer), and how 
many of the estimated 10 missions are for spring plowing and how many are for winter-use activities. 
 
In addition, it is our understanding that the howitzer will no longer be used for avalanche control based on 
a decision made earlier this fall.  What led to this decision or why has the use of the howitzer been 
discontinued?  Why was this information not disclosed in the PDEIS or at least in the abstract, or at the 
December 8, 2006, meeting with the CAs?  Who made the decision to implement this change?  How will 
this recent decision be documented in the PDEIS alternatives that propose to keep Sylvan Pass open to 
OSV use where avalanche risk would be mitigated by area-specific forecasting, control methods such as 
helicopter dispensed explosives, howitzer operations, grooming, and/or other control methods and 
mitigation measures? 
 
Maintaining the howitzer seems to present YNP with security and storage issues, yet many other 
governmental agencies appear to be able to meet the challenge.  Admittedly, there are very strict 
regulations regarding the accountability, use, storage, and transport of explosives, including military 
ordinance, but the protocols are efficiently and effectively met as demonstrated by various state highway 
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departments, other federal agencies, and probably other National Parks.  We would assume YNP may use 
other types of explosives to accomplish other work and must also adhere to similar regulations. 
 
2.1.1.1 PDEIS Health and Safety Inconsistencies 
 
We fully appreciate and support the parks’ concern for employee and visitor health and safety as 
demonstrated in the PDEIS, but find some inconsistencies within the PDEIS as it discusses the Sylvan 
Pass Avalanche Health and Safety Issue as it relates to OSV users and employees versus skiers and 
snowshoers.  The following seven paragraphs point out examples of these inconsistencies but are in no 
way meant to suggest that we recommend or support that Sylvan Pass be closed to non-motorized users 
such as skiers and snowshoers.  To the contrary, we strongly recommend and support an alternative that 
equally provides for both motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities from the East Entrance 
over Sylvan Pass while providing for visitor and employee safety through implementation of a state-of-
the art and economically efficient avalanche program for Sylvan Pass.  The PDEIS should further analyze 
and disclose the Health and Safety Issues and affects of the Sylvan Pass avalanche hazard on non-
motorized users in response to the numerous questions contained in the following seven paragraphs and in 
order to clarify the inconsistencies currently identified within the PDEIS. 
 
1. Alternative 1 (the Preferred Alternative) and Alternatives 2 , 3, and 6 propose to close Sylvan Pass to 

motorized use or OSV use, yet allow cross-country ski and snowshoe use to continue, without 
conducting avalanche control operations.  Skiers and snowshoers would use the Sylvan Pass area at 
their own risk.  In addition, Alternatives 1 and 6 propose that the East Entrance Road will also be 
open to snowcoach ski/snowshoe drop-offs from the East Entrance to about six miles west 
(approaching the Sylvan Pass avalanche zone).  In Chapter II, Alternatives, each of these alternatives 
is prefaced with the statement; “This alternative addresses the purpose and need for this PDEIS.  
Previously unacceptable impacts to …… employee and visitor health and safety, ... would be 
mitigated.”  Is allowing skiers and snowshoers to travel over Sylvan Pass, “with its substantial 
avalanche hazards for visitors and employees” (pg. 197) an acceptable impact to employee and 
visitor health and safety?  How does allowing skiers and snowshoers to travel over Sylvan Pass 
mitigate an unacceptable impact to employee and visitor health and safety?  It appears YNP is 
inviting skiers and snowshoers to travel over Sylvan Pass, with its substantial avalanche risk, in 
Alternatives 1 and 6 by allowing snowcoach ski/snowshoe drop-offs from the East Entrance to about 
six miles west (approaching the Sylvan Pass avalanche zone).   

 
2. We also question the proposal that would consider the roadway as backcountry.  In and of itself, the 

road offers a constructed feature inviting travel by park visitors.  The reconstruction of the seven-mile 
segment of the road from the East Entrance to Sylvan Pass, which includes widening of the road, 
doesn’t appear to portray “backcountry” and may serve as an additional attractant for skiers and 
snowshoers.  We assume most visitors may have a different perception of the term “backcountry” 
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where one assumes complete risk for their actions.  Won’t these alternatives to leave the pass open to 
skiers and snowshoers potentially invite more frequent search and rescue operations under more 
hazardous and difficult conditions versus alternatives that would leave the pass open to motorized use 
with some level of periodic avalanche control and grooming?  Won’t the discontinued use and 
removal of the howitzer and its platform greatly hamper and delay search and rescue operations when 
weather conditions prohibit helicopter flights needed to mitigate avalanche hazards?  Page 91 in 
Chapter III of the PDEIS states, “Such a program (helicopter dispensed explosives) requires adequate 
flight weather which may complicate or delay opportunities for avalanche control work”. 

 
3. Table 44 in Chapter III depicts a seasonal average of 244 skiers over the past 10 years enter the park 

through the East Entrance.  How many of these travel through Sylvan Pass?  It would appear this is 
important information to know as YNP assesses the risk to skiers in those alternatives that will close 
the pass to motorized use, but allow skiers and snowshoers to travel over the pass “at their own risk.”  
At the bottom of page 132, Chapter III, the PDEIS states, “Yellowstone’s East Entrance has always 
been, and remains, its least-used winter entrance.  An opportunity for cross-country skiing in the area 
brings more skiers to this entrance than any other entrance.”  Will the alternatives that close the pass 
to motorized use attract more skiers and snowshoers to travel the pass, thus exposing more visitors to 
avalanche hazards at Sylvan Pass. 

 
4. Table 1, pg. 7, Chapter I, depicts the Desired Versus Historic Conditions for Winter Use Planning.  

The desired condition for Health and Safety states, “Visitors are informed of how to participate safely 
in winter use activities.”  Safety and Health mitigations for each alternative in Chapter IV state, 
“Current mitigation measures such as wearing of appropriate winter clothing, helmets, and earplugs 
would continue as needed.”  Chapter IV also states in the alternatives requiring snowmobile guides, 
“Guiding is an effective mitigation for visitor and employee health and safety, because guides are 
effective at enforcing proper touring behaviors, such as staying within the speed limits and on the 
groomed surfaces.”  We find no mention within the PDEIS of required or recommended personal 
protection equipment (PPE) such as avalanche transceivers, shovels, and probe poles for employees, 
guides, and visitors traveling through Sylvan Pass.  Nor is there any mentioned avalanche education 
requirements for commercial and non-commercial guides, or recommended education for unguided 
visitors.  Basic education should include getting avalanche forecasts before heading into avalanche 
prone areas such as Sylvan Pass, avalanche hazard recognition, and basic avalanche rescue. 

 
5. In Section 4.2.4 (Effects on Public and Employee Health and Safety), for those alternatives where 

Sylvan Pass is closed to OSV use, the conclusions of the effects all state, “Because Sylvan Pass 
would be closed under this alternative while …, the effects of this alternative upon visitor and 
employee health and safety would be minor, direct, short-term, and adverse.”  Yet for those 
alternatives where Sylvan Pass remains open to OSV use, the conclusion of effects states, “Because 
Sylvan Pass would remain open under this alternative while … the effects of this alternative on visitor 
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and employee health and safety would be major, direct, long-term, and adverse.”  It would appear 
that the effects of substantial avalanche hazards on the health and safety of skiers and snowshoers 
crossing a mile long segment of route containing approximately 20 unmanaged and uncontrolled 
avalanche paths were not closely examined. 

 
6. The exposure time and associated risk for skiers or snowshoers crossing a mile of uncontrolled 

avalanche hazard are substantially greater than that for OSVs crossing the same segment under 
controlled and groomed conditions.  Depending on winter severity and the degree of avalanche cycles 
and activity during a given winter, isn’t it likely that the road prism through the Sylvan Pass 
avalanche area will eventually fill in with avalanche debris from naturally triggered avalanches, and 
eventually take the form of the natural slopes with their 45 degree slopes?  It would appear that 
traversing the avalanche area then would become increasingly difficult and hazardous as winter 
progresses, and eventually may get to the point where skiers and snowshoers would be traversing or 
cutting across avalanche paths, increasing the likelihood of triggering human caused avalanches. 

 
7. Sections 4.3.2 through 4.3.7 in Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, summarize the impairment 

and unacceptable impact discussions for each alternative in the PDEIS. The summary for each 
alternative states, “Similarly, the actions for this alternative also would not ….create an unsafe or 
unhealthy environment for visitors or employees.”  How does allowing skiers and snowshoers to 
travel across Sylvan Pass, with its substantial avalanche hazard, in those alternatives where OSV use 
is not allowed, and avalanche control and grooming operations will not occur “not create an unsafe or 
unhealthy environment for visitors or employees?”  On the contrary, the high safety risk of avalanche 
control operations to employees is mentioned throughout the PDEIS, yet the summaries for the 
alternatives where OSV use over Sylvan Pass will be allowed, and avalanche control operations and 
grooming will continue, make the exact same statement.  There appear to be many inconsistencies 
related to the health and safety issue throughout the PDEIS. 

 
2.1.1.2 Recommendations for Mitigating Health and Safety Concerns at Sylvan Pass 
 
We oppose any alternative that closes Sylvan Pass to motorized travel and OSV use, and strongly 
recommend the NPS develop a preferred alternative that includes and supports motorized travel and OSV 
(both snowmobile and snowcoach) access through the East Entrance and over Sylvan Pass; and vice-
versa, over Sylvan Pass and out the East Entrance.  We feel the NPS can develop an avalanche program 
that will provide for employee and visitor safety.   
 
The Avalanche Risk Analysis currently being prepared by an independent consultant should provide the 
NPS with valuable information that can be used to improve upon the existing avalanche forecasting and 
control program enabling the NPS to retain safe OSV recreation opportunities over Sylvan Pass in an 
efficient and safe manner. 
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An overall avalanche program should consider the following elements and alternatives: 
 
1. Forecasting – to consider the following elements 

• Type and amount of snow precipitation and snow/water equivalent 
• Temperature, relative humidity, barometric pressure, weather trends and forecast 
• Snow pack analysis for weak layers; stability tests 
• Frequency of collecting above mentioned data and issuing forecasts 
• How data is collected?  Remote weather stations, SNOTEL sites, etc. 
• Visual observations – ongoing activity 
• How has ten years of drought in the Yellowstone Region impacted the Sylvan Pass Avalanche area? 

 
2. Control Systems 

 
• Explosive Delivery Systems – Artillery, Hand Delivery, Helicopter Delivery Systems, Ropeway Trams, 

Preplaced Charges (remote triggering), Blaster Box, Avalauncher, etc. 
 

• Passive Structure Systems – Snowsheds, Snow Fences, Terraces, Deflector Berms, Walls, etc. 
 

3. Rescue – Is there an adequate rescue plan in place? 
 

4. Training/Education – Is adequate training provided to employees and active avalanche education available to 
visitors? 

 
2.1.2 Park Service Winter Operations 
 
According to the PDEIS, alternatives that keep Sylvan Pass open to OSV use and continue avalanche 
control and grooming will have an adverse effect on Winter Operations, based primarily on the associated 
costs. Park officials commented at the December 8, 2006 scoping the cost of operating the East Gate 
during the winter season is in the range of $200,000 per annum.  Given the park’s budget, this is 1% of 
the park’s budget.  This argument should not alone be the reason for closing the gate during the winter 
months. 
 
What are the actual costs associated with grooming and avalanche control at the East Entrance?  Could 
some of the avalanche control and grooming effects on operations be partially offset if Sylvan Pass 
remained open to OSV use by reducing the grooming schedule from every other day or night (pg. 124) to 
perhaps once a week?  If the East Entrance closure is being driven by budget restraints would the Park 
Service consider initiating a cost share program or other financial assistance to assure continued opening?  
Would NPS consider the possibility of developing a cooperative maintenance plan with Park County or 
other entities, similar to what is being done for the Grassy Lake Road in the Parkway? 
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2.1.3 Visitor Use and Access 
 
As discussed in Section 2.5.5 (Actions Specific to Yellowstone, page 32), the Madison to Norris road 
segment (Gibbon Canyon Road) could potentially be closed for research projects to determine whether 
bison use of this segment has resulted in impacts to their population and distribution.  If this road segment 
is closed, there would clearly be adverse impacts on visitor access and circulation.  Obvious impacts 
would include loss of opportunity to travel the Grand Loop and significantly greater travel distances for 
those traveling from Mammoth to Old Faithful (Table 2.1.3-1).  The PDEIS (pg 32) states that the 
concept of closing the Gibbon Canyon Road was specifically analyzed during modeling as an option 
within Alternative 1 and that the results are discussed under each impact topic in Chapter 4.  
Unfortunately, there is no discussion of the impacts.  The results of the modeling need to be disclosed and 
discussed so that cumulative impacts can be fully assessed.  
 
Table 2.1.3-1 Comparison of Distances to Old Faithful along Routes Open to Winter Oversnow Travel 

Route  Distance (miles) 

Mammoth to Old Faithful (via Norris) 51 

Mammoth to Old Faithful (via Canyon) 87 

East Entrance to Old Faithful  65 

South Entrance to Old Faithful 39 

West Entrance to Old Faithful 30 

 
We believe potential closure of the Gibbon Canyon Road has implications for any decision NPS makes 
regarding the East Entrance.  If Gibbon Canyon Road is closed, travel from the East Entrance to the 
destinations like Old Faithful would be shorter than traveling from Mammoth (via Canyon) as shown in 
Table 2.1.3-1 above.  This could potentially increase visitation levels at the East Entrance where visitor 
use has declined significantly (approximately 80 percent in the last two years based on Table 44, PDEIS).  
Closing both Gibbon Canyon Road and the East Entrance would also decrease opportunities for oversnow 
travel in the park and would concentrate use into smaller areas.  This seems contrary to the desired 
condition for visitor access and experience.  Because of the uncertainty regarding access to the Gibbon 
Canyon Road, we believe it is premature to even consider closing the East Entrance.   
 
2.1.4 Visitor Experience 
 
Why is Sylvan Pass not mentioned in much of Section 4.2.6, Effects on Visitor Experience?  Certainly the 
closure of the pass to OSV use in some alternatives must have an effect on OSV and non-OSV user’s 
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experience; and conversely, having the pass open to OSV use must have an effect on OSV and non-OSV 
user’s experience. 
 
2.2 REVIEW OF PDEIS SOCIOECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
 
The socioeconomic analysis in the PDEIS is based on the Final Technical Report Regional Economic 
Impact Analysis for Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial 
Parkway Winter Use Draft Environmental Impact Analysis (REIA) prepared for the NPS by Duffield and 
Neher (2006a).  Consequently, the analysis and comment submitted by the State of Wyoming on the 
cooperating agency review draft of the same document are incorporated here by reference (ERG 2006), 
and continue to be pertinent to the PDEIS.  In addition to the REIA, this section reviews the PDEIS and 
the Response to Comments on “Draft Technical Report, Regional Economic Impact Analysis for 
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway Winter 
Use Draft Environmental Impact Statement”(Duffield and Neher 2006b).  
 
The basis for the socio-economic analysis used in the PDEIS was the study by Duffield and Neher (2006) 
which used IMPLAN to model the economic effects associated with each alternative.  The study tested 
several scenarios ranging from a 5-county model to individual community models for West Yellowstone, 
Jackson and Cody.  Their results show negligible economic effects for the 5-county and 3-state models 
due to the diversity of the wider economic areas.  Results for the individual communities showed a range 
of effects depending on the economic benchmark used (historic condition, current condition and no-
action) and the alternative being evaluated. 
 
The range of benchmarks provides an array of economic effects, however, only one benchmark is 
appropriate and relevant – the historical baseline.  In estimating changes to social welfare because of 
decreases in amenities, it is important to look at welfare associated with the original endowments, or in 
this case, original use level (Mitchell and Carson 1989).  The temporary plan came into effect in 2003 
reducing visitation significantly.  Therefore, current use levels do not reflect the original social welfare 
associated with winter use.  Similarly, estimating changes in community welfare as compared to the No-
Action Alternative is not relevant.  Therefore, the only relevant economic effects predicted for each 
scenario are those measured against the historical baseline. 
 
The baseline (119,274) was chosen to reflect historical levels.  Duffield and Neher (2006b) provide their 
rationale for using this figure based on the NPS opinion that increased visitation in 2000/2001 and 
2001/2002 was a result of the expected reduction in visitation in 2003.  While the latter two seasons may 
not reflect average levels, it is clear that visitation increased steadily since at least the 1996/1997 season.  
Analysis based on the 1996/1997 season visitation rates underestimates economic effects.  The graph 
below (Figure 2.2-1) illustrates the upward trend in visitation without the 2000/2001 and 2001/2002 
seasons.  Visitation of 130,000 estimated using a polynomial trend would more accurately capture 
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historical visitation thus resulting in greater economic effects given proposed reductions associated with 
NPS alternatives. 
 

 
Figure 2.2-1 Visitation trend from 1996 through 1999 

If increased visitation in 2000/2001 and 2001/2002 were a result of factors other than expected changes in 
policy, visitation would exceed 130,000 providing a higher historical baseline and greater adverse socio-
economic effects.  The following graph (Figure 2.2-2) indicates actual visits with actual visits in the two 
seasons preceding the 2003 restrictions. 
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Figure 2.2-2 Visitation trend from 1996 through 2001 
 
The PDEIS uses 1998 to represent historical visitation baseline, when, in fact, visitation continued to 
grow through 2002, prior to implementation of restrictions on snowmobiles and other deterrents to winter 
use.  This misrepresents historic levels of use, and, perhaps more importantly, trends in use (what 
visitation would have been without restrictions).  Baseline visitation for YNP winter use could be at least 
130,000; YNP use of 119,000 as the visitation baseline reduces the apparent impacts caused by 
restrictions imposed since the 2002-2003 season. 
 
While the IMPLAN analysis is sound and assumptions are clearly stated, the models cannot accurately 
capture the economic effects to communities.  As the authors point out, IMPLAN is a static model and 
cannot be used to test temporal changes in output and employment (Duffield and Neher 2006a, page 16).  
They suggest that economic effects would likely be smaller than estimated given diversification and re-
employment in the long term.  Conversely, IMPLAN uses annual data to estimate changes to the winter 
economy, which conversely, will underestimate economic effects making the results ambiguous. 
 
Finally, the base data used for the IMPLAN model reflect the economy in 2003 for each of the scenarios 
modeled.  Decreases in winter visitation in 2003, as a result of the temporary plan, would be captured by 
the relationships and multipliers modeled by IMPLAN.  Estimating negative economic effects arising 
from NPS alternatives would then be compared with an economy that had already experienced decreases 
in economic activity, thus understating the full effects. 
 
 

# visits 
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2.2.1 YNP Management Policies and Local Economies 
 
National Park Management Policies (NPS 2006a) encourage parks to support gateway communities and 
their economies: 
 

9.1.1.2  Integration of Facilities into the Park Environment 
Whenever feasible and authorized by Congress, major park facilities—especially those that can be 
shared with other entities—should be developed outside park boundaries.  The Service will 
encourage the private sector to meet facility needs in gateway communities and thus contribute to 
local economic development, encourage competition, increase choices for visitors, and minimize 
the need for in-park construction.   
 
9.3  Visitor Facilities  
 The Park Service will encourage the development of private sector visitor services in gateway 
communities to contribute to local economic development, encourage competition, increase 
choices for visitors, and minimize the need for in-park facilities. 

 
The PDEIS states in Chapter I, page 9,  
 

The decision for a long-term winter plan is intended to provide park visitors, local communities, 
and other stakeholders with assurance that winter use management of the parks will remain fairly 
stable and predictable over the long-term.  Such assurance will facilitate an environment in which 
visitors can make informed decisions about visiting the parks and allow tourism-based local 
communities and businesses to plan and invest with a certain degree of certainty.   

 
How will closure of the East Entrance impact the businesses and community of Cody?  It seems this 
decision will discourage an economically sustainable winter recreation program and will have a negative 
impact on local businesses and visitors desiring a wider range of choices among winter recreational 
activities.  YNP should consider keeping Sylvan Pass open with sufficient daily entries to support existing 
and future viable business operations.  Furthermore, NPS should look at opportunities to increase 
visitation at this entrance, and elsewhere in the park, since this will increase revenues (80 percent of 
which are retained by YNP) to support park operations.  
 
The recent decision to discontinue use of the howitzer for avalanche control work this winter and to rely 
entirely on helicopter dispensed explosives will certainly decrease control activities due to more limited 
weather conditions during which control operations can be implemented.  This situation will undoubtedly 
lead to more and possibly longer closure periods this winter, which will further decrease visitor use, 
which will further improve the NPS’s ability to justify closing Sylvan Pass to motorized use due to low 
visitation.  
 
This management action clearly has and will continue to have a significant adverse impact on local 
businesses that use the East Entrance, yet YNP waited until the last minute to inform guides and lodges of 
the decision, violating the spirit, if not the letter, of National Park Management Policies on Civil 
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Engagement and Public Participation (NPS 2006a).  PDEIS findings aside, we believe the significance of 
this decision warrants a more targeted analysis of economic impacts to Cody and all North Fork area 
businesses including the historic Bill Cody’s Pahaska Teepee.. 
 
2.2.1.1 Current YNP Management and Impacts on Visitation 
 
Visitation to YNP, through the East Entrance in particular, has been influenced in other ways by YNP 
management practices that have depressed use of the East Entrance, potential use of the East Entrance, 
and recording of visitors.  The low priority the Park has assigned to that entrance in grooming and 
avalanche control have made low usage a self-fulfilling prophecy of YNP’s contention that the East 
Entrance has low visitation. 
 
In 2006, for example, the park was scheduled to open on December 20.  A storm December 12th through 
the 16th required snow removal and, for the East Entrance, avalanche control.  All of the other entrances 
were open on schedule, but the East Entrance remained closed until December 25.  YNP’s helicopter 
contractor for avalanche control did not get the job done until that date, despite good weather, and YNP 
declined to use its howitzer.  Pahaska Tepee cancelled several large group reservations (Coe 2006), and 
High Country Alternatives had to cancel two snowcoach tours (Godinez 2006).  
 
Business owners and operators who use the East Entrance say this is nothing new, but that it has gotten 
worse since the YNP decision (un-announced) to stop using the howitzer for avalanche control.  
Cancelled trips are not recorded in YNP visitation statistics, so statistics on East Entrance use do not 
reflect what the use would be if the Park gave that entrance the same level of maintenance that it gives to 
the other entrances.  Thus, the self fulfilling prophecy: since the entrance is open fewer days, there are 
fewer opportunities for visitors to use it, which reduces the number of visitors, which YNP cites as its 
reason to reduce access further.  The bottom line is that, with access through the East Entrance less and 
less reliable, fewer and fewer people are going to risk their vacation time and or business reputation on 
the East Entrance (Coe 2006; Godinez 2006; Fales 2006; Dahlem 2006). 
 
Among the well-established trips for snowmobiles has been entering from either Jackson or West 
Yellowstone, going through the park over Sylvan Pass, an overnight stay at one of the lodges in the North 
Fork area at the East Entrance, then back through the park the following day.  In the past, if you entered 
the park at Jackson, stayed the night at Pahaska Tepee, for example, then reentered the park at the East 
Entrance, the reentry was not counted, so the trip shows up in the visitation database as an entry through 
the South Entrance.  While this practice changed recently, its effect has been to lower the visitor count 
through the East Entrance historically compared to actual usage (Coe 2006). 
 
Here again, Pahaska Tepee has lost business this year from trips that would have originated at other 
entrances, but could not reach the East Entrance with the pass closed.  Closure of Sylvan Pass affects 
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traffic and potential traffic both ways.  In the past, overnight trips originating at the East Entrance would 
become stranded at West Yellowstone or Jackson while YNP took its time (2-4 days) in re-opening the 
pass (Coe 2006).  Here again, potential use of the East Entrance has been dampened by park policies. 
 
2.2.1.2 WYDOT Traffic Counts 
 
In addition to the visitation data from YNP and anecdotal accounts from local residents, we believe that 
traffic counts recorded by the Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT) further support the 
contention that YNP policies instituted in 2003 have adversely impacted use of the East Entrance 
generally and local businesses in particular.  Figure 2.2.1.2-1 shows WYDOT traffic counts along the 
highway between the East Entrance and Cody, Wyoming, broken into segments, for the years 1970 
through 2005.  With few exceptions the trend since 1970 has been an annual increase in traffic between 
Cody and the East Entrance, but beginning in 2003 there has been a substantial decrease in traffic along 
the highway and, the closer the segment is to the park, the greater the decrease.  Areas closer to Cody 
appear less affected, masked by daily commuter traffic.  Neither WYDOT (Wiseman 2006) nor the YNP 
road construction engineer (Reinhart 2006) could explain the drop as related to anything other than 
reduced winter use.  Construction on the East Entrance road has been ongoing in phases since 1992. 
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2.2.2 Proposed Closure of East Entrance and Economic Considerations 
 
Eliminating winter access at the East Entrance will significantly affect businesses in Cody who cater to 
winter visitors entering YNP.  Dr. Taylor (1999) showed that the winter season is important to Park 
County.  He found: 
 
• Winter lodging taxes represent 30% of total annual taxes collected, 

• YNP winter visitor expenditures generated $306,800 in tax revenue for state and local governments, 

• YNP winter visitor expenditures represent about 90% of total winter visitor expenditures in Park County, 

• 30% of Park County businesses surveyed made direct sales to YNP winter visitors, 

° Of total winter sales, 80% were made to YNP visitors, 

• In 1998 the net economic value of winter recreation was $3.8M.  Snowmobiling represented 72% of this 
total, 

• Elimination of winter access to YNP could represent a loss of employment equivalent to over 20% of the 
winter service sector employment in Park County.  

While Dr. Taylor’s study pertains to 1998, information is relevant today given increases in visitation to 
the park and Cody’s reliance on East Entrance access to the park for winter tourism.  IMPLAN, because 
of its focus on annual effects is not the best tool to accurately estimate socio-economic effects of closing 
the East Entrance.  More detailed analysis is required to identify (1) businesses that rely on winter 
tourism, (2) the degree to which such businesses are negatively affected, and (3) the multiplicative effects 
and economic implications as they relate to summer visitation.  The following section summarizes some 
of the local business that will be adversely impacted by closure of the East Entrance and that NPS needs 
to consider in their analyses. 
 
2.2.2.1 Park County Businesses 
 
The Buffalo Bill Historical Center (BBHC) in Cody depends on tourism for visitors and income.  The 
BBHC had its highest visitation ever during 2002, based in part on heavy advertising for the opening of 
the Draper Natural History Museum.  While visitation to the museum is dominated by summer season 
tourists, the BBHC saw drops in visitors of about six percent during the 2002-2003 winter season and 
another three percent during the 2003-2004 season, which the center attributes in large part to reduced 
winter use in YNP (Haines 2006).  BBHC Director of Public Relations, Lee Haines, stated that “as Sylvan 
Pass goes, so goes our visitation,” based on a history of both winter and summer closures of the pass, 
beginning in the late 1990s, caused by road construction and restrictive winter use policies (Haines 2006). 
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Interviews with business owners (Coe 2006; Dahlem 2006; Fales 2006; Godinez 2006) located near or 
dependent on the East Entrance had several recurrent themes, which are presented briefly here and 
document ways in which YNP restrictive policies have affected businesses located along the corridor 
leading to the East Entrance and in Cody.  As noted above, these businesses do not constitute a large 
enough sector of the Park County economy to show up in IMPLAN modeling or tax collection statistics, 
but they are not “negligible,” as portrayed in the PDEIS, and putting them out of business has farther 
reaching implications for both the market and non-market economy. 
 
• Sleeping Giant Ski Area has been closed since winter use restrictions came into place in 2002-2003.  Owner 

Keith Dahlem (2006) cites reduced visitors to Pahaska Tepee and other neighboring lodges as the primary 
reason.  Dahlem’s business (opened in 1936) catered to families staying in the area.  Typically the older folks 
would snowmobile into the park while the younger ones skied or snowboarded at Sleeping Giant.  The net 
effect is that the area is no longer a destination with a range of opportunities that appeal to diverse groups. 

 
• The requirement that snowmobilers be accompanied by a guide or take a snowcoach tour has changed the 

clientele visiting the park.  Before guiding many visitors would return year after year.  With guiding or 
snowcoaches visitors take the tour only once and do not return (Dahlem 2006; Fales 2006; Coe 2006).  This 
increases marketing costs and affects strategies.  Keith Dahlem (2006) noted that before guiding, people 
could go into the park on their sleds for an hour or two and come back when they wanted; with guided tours 
you have to stay with the guide and go for a full day at a time, which limits flexibility and opportunity for 
many people. 

 
• Unpredictability of when the East Entrance will be open and for how long has made it very difficult for 

businesses to market their services and make a profit.  When do you make a reservation or cancel a 
reservation?  In 2006 several businesses said they have cancelled half of their trips so far, and cannot, in good 
conscience, schedule new trips without letting perspective clients know how capricious the park is about 
keeping Sylvan Pass open (Godinez 2006; Fales 2006; Coe 2006).  This not only has a direct effect on the 
businesses, their income, and their ability to market their services, it shows up in the park’s statistics as low 
numbers, which the PDEIS wrongfully interprets as lack of demand. 

 
• Pahaska Tepee has reduced its workforce this winter from 24 employees to 8 (Coe 2006). 
 
• Gary Fales (2006) said that YNP has warned operators every year that it will be the last year they will be able 

to access the park through the East Entrance.  He pointed out that this discourages additional investment on 
the part of businesses, that don’t know if they will be able to recoup their investments within the limited 
timeframe.  As with every other condition in this list, it adds to the ripple effect of lower investment, lower 
confidence by owners and prospective clients, fewer services offered, and, ultimately, less use. 

 
• Chino Godinez (2006) and his business partner invested $200,000 in a snowcoach business based on YNP 

publicly stated policies to discourage snowmobiles in the park and encourage snowcoach tours.  The money 
went into the snowcoach, insurance, marketing, and other normal business expenses.  So far in 2006 he has 
had to cancel over half of his scheduled trips, and, if the East Entrance closes, he says his only option “is to 
go bankrupt.” 

 
All of the business owners interviewed shared the conviction that the low usage of the East Entrance is 
strictly the product of park policy and not demand.  Park policies have “set the East Entrance up for 
failure” (Coe 2006).  The economic ripple effect of park policies has already damaged the economy of 
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Park County and the proposed closure of the East Entrance to the park guarantees the closure of several 
businesses and serious hardship to others. 
 
2.2.3 Other Socioeconomic Comments  
 
The following bulleted list addresses specific statements in the PDEIS.  Included in each bulleted item 
parenthetically is the page number on which the statement is made.  For the sake of brevity the PDEIS 
statements are not repeated here. 
 
• The use of Fremont County in Idaho as an indicator of economic effects from YNP winter use restrictions 

does not disclose that the Fremont County winter economy is dominated by the world renowned Grand 
Targhee Ski Area and is not a gateway community to YNP.  In other words, the economic statistics for 
Fremont County shed no light on the economic impacts of YNP’s restrictions on winter use. (pp 70-71) 

 
• As noted above and in the REIA, there is no evidence that snowmobile use has shifted from YNP to the 

national forests as a result of restrictions in YNP, and there are no nearby snowmobile trails on national 
forest in Park County, which contains vast areas of wilderness and roadless lands. (p 70) 

 
• As noted in ERG’s review of the REIA (2006), there are several reasons why lodging tax receipts for Park 

County understate the economic impacts from YNP winter use restrictions.  Cody, which is 50 miles from the 
East Entrance, has a diverse and robust economy that masks the more localized impacts to businesses along 
the unincorporated corridor along Route 31 serving the East Entrance to the park; Powell is the second 
largest incorporated town in Park County and 75 miles from the park.  Lodging tax receipts for 
unincorporated Park County include receipts from Mammoth Hot Springs Hotel, which is accessible by car 
year round.  Use of tax year dollars instead of inflation-adjusted dollars further masks impacts. (p 72). 

 
• The NPS has apparently awarded at least one commercial contract for snowcoaches for the East Entrance.  

What will happen to this contract? 
 
• The PDEIS discusses the challenges of ensuring visitor and employee safety in the Sylvan Pass area (PDEIS, 

pages 90 and 91), including possible extended closures due to avalanche control operations and other 
concerns such as poor visibility during severe winter storms.  How are local businesses providing winter 
recreational services in YNP notified of closures?  We request that NPS provide any data on how often the 
pass has been closed annually in the past and if this has had an economic impact? 

 
• The PDEIS mentions that several permanent park employees reside in Cody and return to their residences 

most weekends.  The PDEIS states those park employees can get to their residences via the north entrance 
and going the long way around.  This is not an adequate analysis.  Winter driving in western Wyoming can 
be slow and dangerous, and adding hundreds of miles to a weekend drive home may force employees to 
either give up their jobs in the park or move their permanent residences to another location.  Therefore it is 
not unrealistic to suggest that closing the East Entrance will cost Park County, Wyoming, permanent jobs in 
the park.   

 
In conclusion, the PDEIS and YNP continue to understate the economic impacts of their restrictions on 
winter use of the park through their analysis, but also by manipulation of the management of the East 
Entrance to discourage and reduce visitation.  The demand for use of the park through East Entrance has 
never been realized due to YNP policies, now and in the past. 
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2.3 PROPOSED MANAGEMENT OF THE CONTINENTAL DIVIDE SNOWMOBILE TRAIL 
 
According to information provided in the review on winter visitor profiles, almost half of the visitors to 
GTNP and the Parkway are from Wyoming and are touring with family groups.  This area is popular for 
snowmobiling, skiing, ice-fishing, and other recreational activities.  Historically, snowmobiling has been 
the most popular winter use but since implementation of managed winter use in 2003, there have been 
substantially fewer snowmobiles using this area (Table 46, review PDEIS).  This is especially true for the 
Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail (CDST) and the Grassy Lake Road which are part of regional 
snowmobile trail systems that link snowmobiling opportunities in Wyoming and Idaho.  
 
The State of Wyoming supports managed winter use in GTNP and the Parkway, yet for the CDST, the 
Grassy Lake Road, and Jackson Lake, we believe the preferred alternative fails to provide needed changes 
in management direction that are necessary to restore winter use to levels necessary for maintaining long-
term access to these historically popular trails.  Our comments on the proposed management direction in 
the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) for the CDST, Grassy Lake Road and Jackson Lake, including 
suggested changes for NPS consideration, follow.  
 
2.3.1 Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail, Grassy Lake Road, and Jackson Lake Management 
 
Future management of the CDST in GTNP and the Parkway is a key concern for the State of Wyoming.  
The CDST is a regional trail system developed by the State of Wyoming, Wyoming tourism and business 
interests, and snowmobiling enthusiasts.  The trail facilitates multi-day touring opportunities between 
Lander, Wyoming and West Yellowstone, Montana where it connects with additional snowmobile trails 
in Montana and Idaho.  The portion of the trail in GTNP and the Parkway was designated in the 1990 
Winter Use Plan and Environmental Assessment (EA) and environmental concerns were mitigated by 
locating the trail parallel to plowed highways.  
 
In the agency review PDEIS, management options range from trail closure (Alternative 2, 3, and 6) to 
keeping the trail open but with various restrictions (summarized in Table 2.3.1-1 below).  Additionally, 
the NPS proposes that for alternatives that include the CDST, the NPS will monitor and evaluate its use, 
and consider adaptive management, including potential closure, if use levels do not warrant continued 
operation.  In the preferred alternative (Alternative 1), winter snowmobile use would be managed the 
same as it is under the current Temporary Plan with daily entry limits and BAT requirements for all 
snowmobiles. 
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Table 2-1-1 Comparison of CDST Snowmobile Management for Alternatives 1, 4, and 5 

 Alternative 1 (Preferred) Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Daily Entry Limits 50 75 50 

BAT Requirements (number)  Yes (50) Yes (50), No (25)1 Yes (50)2 

Guiding Requirements No 50 Commercial, 25 Non-
commercial/Unguided No 

1  2006 model year or newer snowmobiles only 

2  Improved BAT for all snowmobiles 
 
One of our primary concerns with the preferred alternative is that there will be no change in how the 
CDST is currently managed under the Temporary Plan which has resulted in a dramatic decrease in 
snowmobile use on the trail.  In the seven years prior to implementation of managed winter use in 2003, 
snowmobile use on the CDST in GTNP and the Parkway averaged 1688 visitors each season.  After 2003, 
average daily use dropped by a staggering 97 percent, with annual use ranging from 17 to 139 visitors per 
season (based on visitation numbers provide in Table 46 of the review PDEIS).  The dramatic reduction is 
primarily in response to the requirement that all snowmobiles on the CDST meet BAT requirements.  
Rather than proposing a preferred alternative that can reasonably be expected to reverse these declines 
and that allows equitable allocation for snowmobile use, NPS prefers to continue the status quo. 
 
While the State of Wyoming is encouraged that the preferred alternative allows unguided snowmobile use 
on the CDST, we ask that NPS allow some limited non-BAT snowmobile use in the preferred alternative, 
as is proposed in Alternative 4, provided the snowmobiles are EPA compliant 2007 model year or newer.  
By allowing only 2007 model year or newer snowmobiles on the CDST, NPS could be assured that air 
emissions would be significantly improved compared to historic conditions. 
 
Our recommendation would be that 25 non-BAT EPA compliant and 25 BAT snowmobiles per day be 
allowed on the CDST.  Group size would be limited to 10.  We believe this will increase use of the trail, 
provide more flexibility for visitors wishing to travel to GTNP and the Parkway along the CDST from 
adjacent public lands, and allow local businesses to recapture some of the winter business that has been 
lost due to current management direction, and increase park revenues.  Potential impacts to park resources 
(air, sound, wildlife, safety, and visitor experience) can be evaluated as part of the adaptive management 
program, and if necessary, daily limits on the non-BAT and BAT snowmobiles could be adjusted to 
mitigate unplanned or unwanted outcomes.  Additionally, since the number of non-BAT, but EPA 
compliant snowmobiles will be restricted, and often traveling through GTNP and the Parkway, 
snowmobile use shouldn’t be highly concentrated and air and sound emissions concerns would be 
minimal. 
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In regard to adaptive management, we are concerned that NPS states that they will monitor and evaluate 
use of the CDST, and consider adaptive management, including potential closure, if use levels do not 
warrant continued action.  Given the obvious impact current management has already had on trail use, and 
the fact that management direction won’t change under the preferred alternative, it appears to be a 
foregone conclusion that implementation of the preferred alternative will eventually lead to closure of the 
CDST trail.  We find that an unacceptable outcome for a trail that was intended not only to provide access 
to YNP, but also to adjacent public lands in Idaho and Montana via its connection to the Grassy Lake 
Road.  We were unable to evaluate how monitoring would be conducted or what action thresholds would 
be since this information is not addressed in Appendix E (Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Thresholds) of the review PDEIS.  We request NPS fully disclose the details of the adaptive management 
program for the CDST. 
 
2.3.2 Management of the Grassy Lake Road 
 
The Grassy Lake Road provides snowmobile access from the Targhee National Forest in Idaho to Flagg 
Ranch in the Parkway.  Prior to managed winter use in 2003, the Grassy Lake Road provided a popular 
route for snowmobiles traveling from the CDST in Wyoming to destinations on the Targhee National 
Forest.  It also provided an alternative snowmobile route from Wyoming to West Yellowstone, Montana 
that did not require travel through YNP. 
 
In the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) and Alternative 5, snowmobiles starting in the Targhee 
National Forest and traveling on the Grassy Lake Road to Flagg Ranch would be exempt from BAT and 
guiding requirements but would not be able to continue east past Flagg Ranch.  Travel to the west for 
snowmobiles originating anywhere but Targhee National Forest would have to meet BAT requirements.  
In Alternative 4, snowmobiles traveling on the Grassy Lake Road either from or to Flagg Ranch would be 
exempt from BAT requirements.  Key requirements of proposed alternatives 1, 4, and 5 are summarized 
in Table 2.3.2-1. 
 
Table 2-2-1 Comparison of Grassy Lake Road Snowmobile Management for Alternatives 1, 4 and 5 

 Alternative 1 (Preferred) Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Daily Entry Limits 50 75 50 

BAT Requirements (number)  Yes (50) 1 No (75) Yes (50)1 

Guiding Requirements No No No 
1  For snowmobiles traveling west and not originating in Targhee National Forest 

 
We propose that management of the Grassy Lake Trail can be simplified by allowing a limited number of 
non-BAT EPA compliant snowmobiles to travel in either direction and managing the Grassy Lake Road-
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CDST corridor as one unit.  We recommend setting a daily limit of 15 BAT and 25 non-BAT EPA 
compliant snowmobiles.  Non-BAT snowmobiles traveling to the west and starting their trip from the 
CDST on the Bridger-Teton National Forest or from Flagg Ranch would be required to be 2007 or newer 
model year.  For snowmobiles originating on the Targhee National Forest and traveling to Flagg Ranch, 
we propose a daily limit of 10 non-BAT, pre-2006 model year snowmobiles.  By allowing some non-
BAT use and managing the Grassy Lake Road-CDST as one unit, the corridor can provide improved 
access to the public lands to the east and west of GTNP and the Parkway. 
 
In regard to grooming on the Grassy Lake Road, it is stated in the review PDEIS that if Fremont County, 
Idaho Department of Recreation ever chooses or is unable to continue grooming the road and no other 
entity is available to provide that service, the portion of the Grassy Lake Road would no longer be 
designated as being open to oversnow vehicle use.   Does this mean NPS would not be willing to groom 
this route?  We are concerned that there seems to be a systematic effort by NPS to close traditional 
snowmobile routes. 
 
2.3.3 Management of Jackson Lake 
 
Wyoming residents have traditionally used Jackson Lake for ice-fishing and snowmobiles are used to 
transport gear to the lake.  In the alternatives where snowmobile use is allowed, (Alternatives 1, 4, and 5), 
all snowmobiles traveling to Jackson Lake would have to meet BAT requirements.  Daily entry limits 
would be 40 for Alternatives 1 and 5, and 100 for Alternative 4.  As with the CDST and Grassy Lake 
Road, we would like NPS to consider allowing some non-BAT use.  We propose that 20 non-BAT, but 
2007 or newer model year, snowmobiles per day be allowed onto the surface of the lake.  This would 
expand access to Jackson Lake for those potential visitor’s who own or have access to 2007 or newer 
snowmobiles but would possibly not travel to the GTNP because of BAT requirements.  Numbers and 
travel distances would be limited so adverse impacts to GTNP resources would be minimal. 
 
2.3.4 Summary of Wyoming Recommendations Regarding Snowmobile Use in GTNP and the 

Parkway 
 
We provide the following comparison (Table 2.3.4-1) of how the State of Wyoming would like winter use 
managed in GTNP and the Parkway.  The NPS preferred alternative is very similar to what we propose, 
with the exception that a limited number of non-BAT snowmobiles would be allowed under our proposal.  
There would be a total of 60 non-BAT snowmobiles allowed daily on the CDST and Grassy Lake Road, 
of those 75 percent would be required to be EPA compliant 2007 model year or newer.  We believe the 
CDST, the Grassy Lake Road, and their connection to developed and undeveloped snowmobiling 
opportunities on adjacent public lands provide a snowmobiling experience unique in the west.  More 
flexible management on the part of the NPS could assure this experience and opportunity is preserved. 
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Table 2.3.4-1 Comparison of NPS Preferred Alternative with Wyoming Modified Alternative 

 Alternative 1 (Preferred) Wyoming Modified 

 CDST Grassy Lake 
Road Jackson Lake CDST Grassy Lake 

Road Jackson Lake 

Daily Entry 
Limits 50 50 40 50 50 40 

BAT 
Requirements 
(number)  

Yes (50) Yes (50) 1 Yes (40) Yes (25), No 
(25) 2 

Yes (15), No 
(35)3 

Yes (20), No 
(20) 2 

Guiding 
Requirements No No No No No No 

1 For snowmobiles traveling west and not originating in Targhee National Forest 

2 Non-BAT snowmobiles would be 2007 or newer model year 

3 25 would be 2007 or new model year, 10 would be per-2007 model year and only for those snowmobiles originating in Targhee 
NF.   
 
2.4 UNGUIDED SNOWMOBILE ACCESS AND SEASONAL ENTRY LIMITS 
 
As stated earlier, the State of Wyoming supports limited unguided snowmobile access to YNP, GTNP, 
and the Parkway as proposed in Alternatives 4 and 5.  We also support the concept of seasonal entry 
limits and flexible daily entry limits as proposed in Alternative 5.  Comments related to those issues 
follow. 
 
2.4.1 Unguided Access 
 
The State of Wyoming strongly supports allowing limited unguided and/or non-commercially guided 
snowmobiles in Yellowstone National Park.  Alternatives 4 and 5 include unguided and/or non-
commercially guided opportunities and we request NPS include a similar provision in the preferred 
alternative (Alternative 1).  We recognize the need and value of offering park visitors the choice of using 
a commercial guide service; however, it should not be the only choice.  We expect that there are a 
significant number of visitors wishing to control the emphasis and timing of their experience and 
unguided access would accommodate their desires. 
 
This is particularly true for Wyoming snowmobilers who historically visited YNP through the East and 
South Entrances, are familiar with the YNP winter experience, and will return to the park in greater 
numbers if unguided access is an option.  We do not want the NPS to steer YNP use toward the 
equivalent of another social welfare experiment for recreation, where all activities are looked after and 
contained.  Not everyone wants or requires having their hand held.  We ask that the NPS not diminish the 
ability to travel in the Parks on individual snowmobiles without guides. 
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The PDEIS outlines a training program for unguided snowmobiles, administered by YNP, for requiring 
education on park rules, safety considerations, and appropriate actions to minimize impacts to wildlife 
and other park resources.  We strongly support training and education for all visitors as the best tool to 
ensure protection and responsible use of the park.  By implementing training requirements, along with 
adherence to intensive monitoring and adaptive management programs, we believe unguided access can 
provide safe, appropriate access to YNP without damage or danger to park resources.  We encourage NPS 
to work with local snowmobiling associations and other interested groups to develop a training program 
that is regionally available and accessible.   
 
One of the arguments used by NPS in favor of requiring commercial guides for all snowmobiles is safety.  
While requiring commercial snowmobile guides does contribute to a safe visitor experience, other safety 
requirements, including implementation of lower speed limits, increased ranger patrols, and imposed 
nighttime restrictions, contribute as well.  Unguided access hasn’t been allowed, or even tried on an 
experimental basis, since implementation of managed winter use in 2003, so there is no basis to conclude 
that it will be unsafe.  As locally elected officials, we strongly oppose the notion of legislating or 
mandating agencies to remove personal responsibility from local residents. 
 
We are concerned that the PDEIS fails to provide an accurate or fair evaluation and discussion of the 
potential effects of unguided access on visitor safety.  For example, in Section 4.2.4 (Effects on Public 
Health and Employee Safety), for Alternative 4 there is no mention that unguided or non-commercially 
guided snowmobiles will be required to take training.  For both Alternatives 4 and 5, there are no 
mitigations provided in the “Mitigation of Effects” although training is a clear mitigation. 
 
Moreover, for both alternatives that allowed unguided snowmobile access (Alternatives 4 and 5), Sylvan 
Pass is open, yet there is no distinction between the safety effects on the few NPS employees doing 
routine avalanche control from those of a typical park visitor riding a snowmobile on a groomed trail.  
The conclusion then that “Because Sylvan Pass would remain open under this alternative, and because 
some snowmobiles would be unguided, the effects of this alternative upon visitor and employee health 
and safety would be major, direct, long-term, and adverse” is completely misleading and inaccurate.  We 
request that this safety analysis be redone and that effects on the safety of a visitor be distinguished from 
those of park employees. 
 
Another assumed benefit to visitor experience from commercial snowmobile guides is “continued good 
opportunities to view wildlife and scenery, generally safe touring conditions, availability of information, 
and opportunities for quiet and solitude, and cleaner air…”  We maintain these same experiences are 
equally available, and improved in some cases, with unguided snowmobile access.  We are not disabusing 
guides, their services are invaluable and they play a strong role in the local community.  We are however 
interested in maintaining the values of the independent, strong, self-reliant westerner, that local 
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stakeholder that understands, acknowledges and appreciates winter travel risk and individual 
responsibility.   
 
Finally, one of the major issues that is to be addressed in the PDEIS is social and economic issues, 
including affordable access (Section 1.7.1, pg 18).  We can’t find anywhere in the PDEIS where this issue 
is addressed outside Alternative 6, but allowing some unguided access should be a consideration to 
address this need.  Commercial guides typically charge $40 per person so providing an option where there 
is no guide fee can make a visit to YNP more affordable, especially for a family.  A snowmobile trip to 
YNP can easily cost a family of four around $800.  We recognize that visiting YNP in the winter can be 
expensive so we support any measures that can reduce costs and provide more opportunity for the public 
to enjoy this unique winter experience not duplicated on other public lands. 
 
2.4.2 Seasonal Limits and Flexible Daily Entry Limits 
 
Alternative 5 provides for seasonal entry limits, in addition to flexible daily entry limits, recognizing that 
demand varies over the course of the season, especially during popular holiday periods.  The State of 
Wyoming supports the general concept since it provides businesses greater flexibility to respond to visitor 
demand on busy days.  We do however request clarification on the methods used to determine seasonal 
limits to account for potentially higher daily limits.  
 
According to the PDEIS (pg 49), the daily entry limit at each gate could be exceeded by 20 percent for 
commercial snowcoaches and snowmobiles.  The seasonal entry limit is determined using the following 
formula: 
 

Seasonal Limit = (Daily commercial entry limit) x (days in season) x 75 percent 
 
Please clarify why seasonal limits were reduced 25 percent when daily limits can only be exceeded by 20 
percent.  The five percent difference results in reducing the seasonal limit by an additional 1,836 
snowmobiles.  This seems unnecessary considering that daily limits for commercial entries will probably 
only be exceeded two to three weeks per season at most.  Also, would seasonal limits not be applied to 
unguided snowmobiles?  We also request that non-commercially guided snowmobiles be included under 
this alternative. 
 
2.5 BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY (BAT) AND EPA COMPLIANT SNOWMOBILES 
 
Wyoming fully supports requiring only best available technology (BAT) snowmobiles in YNP.  
Monitoring data clearly show that winter air quality has improved, sound levels have decreased, and 
employee exposure levels to a variety of chemicals have dropped appreciably.  We also support research 
and investment toward even cleaner, quieter snowmobiles or “improved BAT”.  According the PDEIS, 
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improved BAT would require that all snowmobiles beginning with the 2011 model year must be certified 
under 40 CFR 1051 to a Family Emission Limit no greater than 8 g/kW-hr for hydrocarbons and 105 
g/Kw-hr for carbon monoxide.  To that end, we are encouraged that 13 of the 27 snowmobiles on the 
YNP snowmobile BAT list already meet the stricter emission and noise requirements for improved BAT. 
 
As discussed previously, in GTNP and the Parkway, Wyoming supports allowing a limited number of 
2007 or newer model year (EPA compliant) snowmobiles on the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail 
(CDST) and the Grassy Lake Road, as is proposed in Alternative 4.  The CDST and Grassy Lake Road 
provide a through connection to popular, developed and undeveloped snowmobile trails on adjacent 
public lands in Idaho and Montana.  Current management requirements have virtually eliminated 
snowmobile use on this route and we think a more innovative management strategy is warranted. 
 
2.6 NEPA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Park County and the State of Wyoming believe that there are informational and procedural NEPA 
deficiencies and flaws which do not allow or support the Preferred Alternative.  Our review of the PDEIS 
reveals areas of analysis and process that do not appear to be fully consistent with the CEQ guidance for 
implementing the Act.  Our specific areas of concerns are four: cooperating agency essentials, scoping, 
alternative development, and cumulative effects.  These sections or treatments do not fully capture the 
socio-economic impacts, nor does the analysis properly characterize avalanche risks, which is used as 
primary evidence to support the closing Sylvan Pass and the East Entrance.  The four areas are related and 
there is overlap in the review below. 
 
2.6.1 Cooperating Agency Essentials 
 
We very much appreciate the NPS NEPA process that recognizes the important contribution made by 
state agencies and local county governments.  We know that the CEQ regulations directs that the NPS 
give special emphasis and treatment to “Cooperating Agency” comments based on requirements (CEQ 
1501.6) which states: 
 

(a) The lead agency shall: 
 
Request the participation of each cooperating agency in the NEPA process at the earliest possible 
time.  Use the environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise, to the maximum extent possible consistent with its responsibility as lead 
agency (emphasis ours).  Meet with a cooperating agency at the latter's request. 
 
(b) Each cooperating agency shall:  
 
Participate in the NEPA process at the earliest possible time.  Participate in the scoping process 
(emphasis ours) (described below in Sec. 1501.7).  Assume on request of the lead agency 
responsibility for developing information and preparing environmental analyses including portions 



STATE OF WYOMING  
Cooperating Agency Review PDEIS Comments 

 

January 2007 ECOSYSTEM RESEARCH GROUP 30

of the environmental impact statement concerning which the cooperating agency has special 
expertise.  
 

As a cooperating agency, we understand and appreciate our responsibilities under NEPA.  Where 
applicable, the comments contained in this document should be considered as special expertise as 
portrayed in the CEQ regulations (1501.6) “Use the environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating 
agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise, to the maximum extent possible...”. 
 
We have constructed this document to describe the technical and qualitative nature of our expertise with 
the help of our consultant Ecosystem Research Group (ERG).  We understand that often times, comment 
documents such as this are split into different components and assigned to specialists for review and 
incorporation into the next iteration of the NEPA process.  We respectfully request that a NPS project 
manager read this document in its entirety as the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.  Should this 
analysis be split up one would only get a piece-of-the-puzzle understanding of the impacts to us as a 
stakeholder and cooperating agency.  Secondly, and as noted in CEQ 1501.6 (b), we formally request an 
opportunity to meet with Yellowstone Park Superintendent and other Winter Use EIS managers to present 
this work and discuss ameliorating actions. 
 
We recognize there is the potential to disagree with appropriateness of analysis and the conclusions from 
this process.  Our economics review suggests that the PDEIS does not fully capture economic impacts to 
Wyoming and Park County.  As a Cooperating Agency, we are interested in fully understanding the 
implications of disagreements.  To that end, we have reviewed the CEQs 40 Frequently Asked Questions 
documents as it relates to potential disagreements.  Question 14b address disputes. 
 

How are disputes resolved between lead and cooperating agencies concerning the scope and level 
of detail of analysis and the quality of data in impact statements? 
 
A. Such disputes are resolved by the agencies themselves. A lead agency, of course, has the 
ultimate responsibility for the content of an EIS.  But it is supposed to use the environmental 
analysis and recommendations of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by law or special 
expertise to the maximum extent possible, consistent with its own responsibilities as lead agency. 
Section 1501.6(a)(2). 
 
If the lead agency leaves out a significant issue or ignores the advice and expertise of the 
cooperating agency, the EIS may be found later to be inadequate.  Similarly, where cooperating 
agencies have their own decisions to make and they intend to adopt the environmental impact 
statement and base their decisions on it, one document should include all of the information 
necessary for the decisions by the cooperating agencies.  Otherwise they may be forced to 
duplicate the EIS process by issuing a new, more complete EIS or Supplemental EIS, even though 
the original EIS could have sufficed if it had been properly done at the outset.  Thus, both lead and 
cooperating agencies have a stake in producing a document of good quality. Cooperating agencies 
also have a duty to participate fully in the scoping process to ensure that the appropriate range of 
issues is determined early in the EIS process. 
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Because the EIS is not the Record of Decision, but instead constitutes the information and analysis 
on which to base a decision, disagreements about conclusions to be drawn from the EIS need not 
inhibit agencies from issuing a joint document, or adopting another agency's EIS, if the analysis is 
adequate.  Thus, if each agency has its own "preferred alternative," both can be identified in the 
EIS.  Similarly, a cooperating agency with jurisdiction by law may determine in its own ROD that 
alternative A is the environmentally preferable action, even though the lead agency has decided in 
its separate ROD that Alternative B is environmentally preferable.  
 

We look forward to meeting face to face to discuss our concerns and find ways to solve the problems we 
have noted. 
 
2.6.2 Scoping 
 
Section 4.1.6 of the PDEIS describes the impairment analytical procedures and what are the unacceptable 
impacts.  The list of unacceptable impacts (p. 144) states that it is unacceptable to “diminish opportunities 
for current or future generations to enjoy, learn about, or be inspired by park resources or values”.  We 
believe that the proposed closing of the East Entrance and limitations posed by guiding requirements may 
diminish future opportunities.  Closing the East Entrance to the Park was included as a possibility under 
preliminary Alternative 1 and in the PDEIS is proposed for most of the alternatives.  The State of 
Wyoming, feel that this alternative modification is significant and should have been brought up and 
discussed prior to release of the PDEIS. 
 
The CEQ has called scoping the key to analyzing cumulative effects.  While the Scoping Document 
(North Wind, 2005) categorizes the 33,365 scoping documents and makes the effort to satisfy scoping 
requirements, the sheer volume and the classification effort minimize or at least masks the issues that 
might be significantly important.  The CEQ handbook for analyzing cumulative effects states “Analysts 
must tease from the complex networks of possible interactions those that substantially affect the 
resources.  Then, they must describe the response of the resource to this environmental change using 
modeling, trend analysis and scenario building when uncertainties are great”.  The PDEIS (Section 4.5) 
then states and describes the inability of use of trend information;  
 

Further confounding the discussion is that visitation to Yellowstone has fluctuated up and down 
over the past two decades, making predictions of use based on past (especially short-term) trends 
virtually impossible.  Recently, visitation to Yellowstone began dropping even before any 
restrictions were put in place, probably reflecting confusion about continued snowmobile access to 
the parks.  Visitation to Yellowstone in the past three winters has been below the daily limits, 
which suggests that displacement of visitors onto surrounding national forest lands by restrictions 
on Yellowstone access does not occur.   

 
The baseline visitation was chosen by the NPS to be 119K visits as an average.  The reason the years 
2000/01 and 2001/02 were not considered was because the NPS felt that visitation was unnaturally high 
in response to the expectation that the park would eliminate snowmobiling.  If you look at trends in 
visitation without the two high-visitation years, estimated visitation is 130K.  If you consider actual 
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visitation, the baseline should be around 140K.  The baseline is important to the IMPLAN analysis 
because it measures the change in economic activity for different alternatives.  Any decrease in visitation 
will be measured against this baseline.  For this reason, a lower baseline (119K) will show dampened 
effects.  And for this same reason, when a no-action baseline is used, the economic effects are considered 
beneficial given low or zero access.  Neither the no-action baseline, nor the current baselines however, are 
appropriate.  Valuation literature clearly states that changes in welfare should be measured from the status 
quo, which would be a historical level that reflects actual visitation. 
 
We are concerned that scoping did not properly cover concerns about the Cody gateway community and 
that the admissions from Section 4.5 noting the futility of visitation trend data, coupled with the economic 
criticisms in this document, make the cumulative analysis sections insufficient.  We are also frustrated by 
the timing of the release of the CAs review PDEIS during the holidays when agency and local 
stakeholders are busy or away, when it is more difficult to contact agency and local stakeholders, and that 
then limits are ability to fully engage in this review process. 
 
2.6.3 Alternative Development 
 
The range of alternatives developed for the proposed project did not unambiguously include the closure of 
the East Entrance to YNP.  The NPS, while required to explore a full range of alternatives (Sec. 1505.1 
(e)), the alternative must be considered reasonable.  The closure of the East Entrance was alluded to but 
minimized and not until this Cooperating Agency PDEIS was released did the proposed closure become 
clear. Page 55 notes that Alternative 3B is the environmentally preferred alternative in this PDEIS 
because it “best preserves the unique historic, cultural and natural resources associated with the parks”.  
We think the historic and cultural resources of the Park County area contributes to the unique historical 
and cultural environment of the park  
 
The range of alternatives developed for the proposed project did not unambiguously include the closure of 
the East Entrance to YNP.  The NPS, while required to explore a full range of alternatives (Sec. 1505.1 
(e)), the alternative must be considered reasonable.  The closure of the East Entrance was alluded to but 
minimized and not until this Cooperating Agency PDEIS was released did the proposed closure become 
clear. Page 55 notes that Alternative 3B is the environmentally preferred alternative in this PDEIS 
because it “best preserves the unique historic, cultural and natural resources associated with the parks”.  
We think the historic and cultural resources of the Park County area contributes to the unique historical 
and cultural environment of the park. 
 
Part of our frustration is that throughout this entire process, the formal scoping meetings, the Cooperating 
Agency meetings etc. we had not been made aware of the possibility of closing the East Entrance to 
Yellowstone. 
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2.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
Cumulative impacts are among the most difficult and complex assessment(s) required in a NEPA 
document, and have become a focus for court challenges (Smith, 2005).  The NPS is remiss in accurately 
portraying the cumulative socio-economic impacts as described on page 308 of the PDEIS.  The PDEIS is 
incorrect when summarizing the “summary of socioeconomic impacts comparing the Alternatives to 
Historic Snowmobile Use”, where the PDEIS states “negligible adverse to negligible beneficial”.  Social 
and Economic issues were listed as a major issue.  When analyzing cumulative impacts that require a look 
at future actions, there has been no analysis of future scenarios for Cody and Park County.  The boom and 
bust cycle of energy development that has occurred periodically did not appear in the PDEIS.  Should the 
continued and projected economic growth of Park County not occur, the impacts of closing the East 
Entrance will surely be incrementally greater. 
 
This cumulative effects section broadly discusses the greater Wyoming economy ranging from recreation 
and tourism to the oil and gas industry.  In general, the PDEIS portrays Wyoming as having a robust 
economy with opportunities for growth and development.  While this may be true, the document neglects 
to discuss specifically, the cumulative effects resulting from ongoing changes in Park Service policy 
including the temporary ruling in 2003. 
 
Cumulative effects from closing the East Entrance, restricted visitation, and imposed mandatory 
snowmobile guides will all be negative.  While this will not likely affect the greater Wyoming economy, 
it will adversely affect local businesses and communities in the short and long run.  Similarly, because 
adverse economic effects have occurred since 2003, they must also be considered as part of the 
cumulative socio-economic effects.  These effects are not specifically stated in this section. 
 
In order to correct what we regard as NEPA deficiencies we believe that modifying the Preferred 
Alternative to keep the East Entrance open will mitigate some of the cumulative socio-economic effects 
described in this document.  Indeed, we agree with the CEQ when they state “Only by reevaluating and 
modifying alternatives in light of the projected cumulative effects can adverse consequences be 
effectively avoided or minimized.”1  
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2.7 GENERAL COMMENTS FOR CORRECTION AND CLARIFICATION 
 
The table below provides general comments regarding the review PDEIS that need correction or 
clarification.  These do not represent a thorough review of the PDEIS. 
 
Table 2.7-1 Comments for Correction or Clarification 

Chapter Alternative Page Section Comment 

II 5 46, 51 2.6.5 

Paragraph 1 says that 75 snowmobiles per day will be allowed in 
GTNP and the Parkway, yet Table 11 on page 51 lists 140 as the 
total daily snowmobile entry limits.  Please clarify which is 
correct.  

II  66 2.9 

Tables 18-20.  Current conditions use levels are reported as 
“average daily entries” whereas historical (unregulated) 
conditions are reported as “average peak daily entries”.  How 
were “average peak” daily entries determined?   What are 
“average” daily entries for historical conditions?  The tables 
should provide both values so useful comparisons are possible. 

III  74 3.3.2.3 

Last paragraph states that restrictions on snowmobile access at 
the west entrance have not lead to noticeable increased or 
decreased use on the adjacent national forest based on data for 
the Hebgen Lake District of the Gallatin National Forest. 
However, this contradicts what is shown in Figure 5 and the 
discussion in the following paragraph that states there has been a 
substantial decline in total national forest use.  Please correct so 
that discussion accurately reflects the data shown in Figure 5. 

III  75 3.3.2.3 

The second to last paragraph text refers to Table 29 and Table 30. 
It should be Table 27 and Table 28.  Also, since trends are 
discussed, this data should be shown in graphical form so it is 
easier for the reader to evaluate any apparent trends.   

III  79 3.4.1 Table 31 should be Table 29.   

III  79 3.4.2 Near the middle of this paragraph the period of time listed as 
2006-2006 should be 2005-2006.  

III  79 3.4.3 The footnotes for Table 30 and Table 31 reference Table 31.  The 
reference should be to Table 29. 

III   3.5.3 

In 2004, the State of Montana Department of Military Affairs-
Environmental Office prepared a document entitled “Potential 
environmental and safety impacts associated with the use of 
ordnance for avalanche control at Sylvan Pass, Yellowstone 
National Park, Wyoming.  The document was prepared for 
Brandon Gauthier, National Park Service, Yellowstone National 
Park.  Was this document used in the preparation of the PDEIS? 
If so, we can not find any references to it. 
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Chapter Alternative Page Section Comment 

III  80 3.4.3 

The fifth paragraph states that CO levels are almost always less 
than 2 ppm during spring, summer, and fall.  It would be useful 
to provide a table that includes the CO data for each season, 
including winter, and that shows the number of times CO levels 
of 2 ppm were exceeded for season.  This would be especially 
useful for understanding winter air-quality improvements, and 
winter air-quality versus summer air-quality, since the second 
paragraph states that the average CO concentrations in winter 
2004-2005 was 1.0 ppm.  

III  81 3.4.3 

The reference to Figure 6 in the first paragraph should be to 
Figure 7.  In addition, Figure 7 only plots data through 2004, yet 
data is available through 2006 (as shown in Table 30, page 82). 
The 2005 and 2006 data should be included in the graph. 

IV  176 4.2.3 The last paragraph refers to Table 71.  It should be Table 69. 

IV 1 287 4.2.8 

In the section titled “Comparison to the no-action alternative 
(3B)”, the second sentence begins with “Because motorized 
access is necessary for most visitors to the parks (given their 
large size)…."  Is the phrase in parenthesis meant to refer to 
visitor’s size or should it be referring to visitor numbers?  

IV 2 289 4.2.8 

In the section titled “Comparison to historic conditions”, the 
second and third paragraphs appear to be almost identical to the 
second and third paragraphs from the previous section 
(Comparison to current conditions), including retention of 
comparisons to “current conditions”. This section should be 
reevaluated to ensure it discusses the effects relative to historic 
conditions only and that any comparisons to current conditions 
are removed.   

IV 3 292 4.2.8 

The section title “Conclusion” the first sentence says “Compared 
to historic conditions, snowcoach numbers would decrease and 
snowmobile use would remain constant; however all use would 
occur in smaller area of the parks”.  This sentence is not correct 
in comparison to historic conditions since under this alternative 
only 250 snowmobiles per day would be allowed to enter the 
parks, far below historic conditions.  Only through the south 
entrance would snowmobile use remain essentially constant. 
Please clarify the sentence to accurately reflect actual effects 
compared to historic conditions.    
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3.   FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The State of Wyoming encourages NPS to continue to look at innovative ways to manage winter-use in 
YNP, GTNP, and the Parkway.  We believe the range of alternatives provided in the PDEIS contain 
several innovative elements that, when combined, will provide an alternative that is protective of the 
Parks resources and increases the range of appropriate recreational winter-use opportunities.  Table 3-1 
provides a comparison of the key provisions in the NPS preferred alternative with those provisions the 
State of Wyoming requests be included in a modified alternative for the final EIS. 
 
Table 3-1 Comparison of Provisions in NPS Preferred Alternative with Wyoming Requested Provisions 

 Alternative 1 (Preferred) Provisions Wyoming Preferred Provisions 

YNP 

East Entrance Closed Open 

Seasonal Limits No, Daily Limits Only Yes, Flexible Daily Limits 

Snowmobile 
guiding All snowmobiles commercially guided 50% commercially guided, 50% unguided 

GTNP/Parkway 

 CDST Grassy Lake 
Road Jackson Lake CDST Grassy Lake 

Road Jackson Lake

Daily Entry 
Limits 50 50 40 50 50 40 

BAT 
Requirements 

(number) 
Yes (50) Yes (50) 1 Yes (40) Yes (25), No 

(25) 2 
Yes (15), No 

(35)3 
Yes (20), No 

(20) 2 

Guiding 
Requirements No No No No No No 

1 For snowmobiles traveling west and not originating in Targhee National Forest 

2 Non-BAT snowmobiles would be 2007 or newer model year 

325 would be 2007 or new model year, 10 would be per-2007 model year and only for those snowmobiles originating in Targhee 
NF.   
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4.   TABLE OF PREPARERS 
 
Table 4-1 List of Preparers 

Name/Role Agency/Firm Education 
Sady Babcock 
Resource Conservationist Ecosystem Research Group  B.S. Agricultural Business 

Travis Benton 
Environmental Scientist Ecosystem Research Group  B.S. Forestry 

Mary Flanderka 
State Planning Coordinator 

State of Wyoming  
Office of the Governor B.S. Forest Management 

Gibson Hartwell 
Environmental Scientist Ecosystem Research Group  B.S. Forestry 

Hayley Hesseln  
Resource Economist  

Ecosystem Research Group  
Associate PhD. Economics  

Gregory Kennett  
Senior Environmental 
Scientist 

Ecosystem Research Group  B.S. Forestry, Watershed 
Management  

Katie McDonald 
Geohydrologist/ 
Environmental Scientist 

Ecosystem Research Group M.S. and B.S. Geology 

Remy Pochelon 
Recreation Specialist Ecosystem Research Group  B.S. Forest Resource Management 

Melanie Smith 
GIS Coordinator  Ecosystem Research Group  B.A. Environmental Studies 

M.A. Geography (anticipated 5/07) 
Temple Stevenson 
Policy Analyst 

State of Wyoming 
Office of the Governor 

Environmental and Natural 
Resources, Communications 

Jon Schulman 
Environmental Engineer Ecosystem Research Group  M.S. Environmental Engineering 

M.A. Journalism 
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