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Page 1, Questions 9-10. Re: Air and water monitoring. Current, past and future funding for monitoring does not appear to be an issue germane to the analysis.
Certainly the need to monitor such resources must be a topic discussed in the record of decision (§1505.2(c)). The decision represents a commitment to
perform any necessary monitoring and mitigation of disclosed impacts, as well as a firm basis for future funding requests. It may be inferred that, given a
decision, if funding is not received to implement monitoring or mitigation associated with the decision then the source of the impact should be discontinued.
Page 1, Question 11. Re: Formal agreements for the study and protection of Yellowstone's natural and cultural resources. This question is much broader than
the issues evaluated in the winter use EIS. NPS is unclear about how this information relates to the analysis or the decision to be made. The information
requested could be obtained through other sources, but again, NPS concludes this is not relevant to the analysis at hand.

. Page 2, Question 12. Re: Park revenues. NPS cannot determine the context for this question or how it relates to the decision to be made.

Page 2, Question 13. Re: Visitor use. Winter visitor use statistics are presented in the DEIS on pages 143-149. NPS is uncertain about the commenter’s use of
the word “baseline™, and what information is really being asked for. The DEIS provides annual data for the various uses since the winter of 1992-3 to illustrate
the amount of use received and the latest trends in use. It is the current use, or the current average use that represents the baseline for analysis in the DEIS - i.e.
alternative A, the no action alternative. How current use levels might be affected is the subject for impact analysis in each of the other alternatives.

Page 2, Question 14. Re: Disabled access. It is clear that the law requires reasonable efforts be made to allow for accessibility. The commenter appears to
infer, as in other comment letters, that access via snowmobile is somehow more disabled user friendly than buses or snowcoaches might be. NPS disagrees
with this assessment, and feels that the DEIS alternative B places no more of a burden on disabled users than presently exists. NPS envisions that for many
potential disabled visitors, mass transit access is far more viable than that offered by snowmobile.

Page 2, Question 15. Re: Effects of preferred alternative on the surrounding counties. NPS had hoped to receive this information from Park County, and from
the other cooperating agencies as a function of the agreement signed by all parties. Park County agreed in writing to provide this information - see cooperating
agency agreement, Section VI, Cooperating Agency Responsibilities, subpart d): “Providing to the lead agency documented information on possible conflicts
between the EIS’ proposed and alternative actions and the objectives of current approved land use plans, policies and controls within the cooperating agency’s
Jurisdiction.” NPS will include such information in the FEIS should it be forthcoming.

Page 2, Question 16. Re: Effects of preferred alternative on surrounding private lands. Private lands would seem to be in the jurisdiction of States and
Counties. Therefore, as in the previous question, any impacts on private lands might more appropriately be identified within the special expertise and
Jurisdiction of those government entities. Since there were no issues identified during scoping and no potential impacts identified by either the park service, the
cooperating agencies, or the general public relative to private lands and winter use, there is nothing to disclose in this area. The FEIS shall state this. in the
absence of additional information.
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Counties

November 25, 1999

Mr. Clifford Hawkes
12795 West Alamcda Parkway
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Dear Mr. Hawkes:

Thank vou for the opportunity 1o comment on the Winter Use
Plan/Draft Env | Impact S for Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks. At this time, we do not intend 10
provide dewailed commemts on the adequacy of the document, smce
we provided those comments to you dunng the internal review

We wish to emphasize agam that Teton County sppreciates the

opportunity to be a cooperator on this important planning «ffort and
will ¢ to provide and informatiun in the spirn of
workmg together 1o provide for protection of the resources and visitor

Owr review of the Alternatives presented in the document lcads us to
being unabic 10 support any of the allernatives as currently packaged
There are selected ciements in several of the alternatives thal we can
support. We worked with the other counties in developing revised
Ahcmative E, which for the mast pant packages those elements we
can support into one Allernative. As 1 Board we endorse Revised
Ahemative F as presented by the Cooperating Agencies. However,
we would like 10 suggest some additional comments

We suppor! the proposal of creaung an advisory commitiee and feel
that this wouid be a good mech for keeping the stakehold
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acuvely involved in a constructive manner. While the enure Board
supported the creation of the Advisory Communee. there was not
unanmimous suppor! from the Board on the specific language outlined
n Revised Alicrative E which stated that the Advisory Commitiee
would implement EPA mobile emission standards. Some of our
Board members are uncomfortabie with the term “implement™ and
feel it 13 the role of the Advisory Commuttee 10 suggest actions and
the role of the Park Service 10 & how 10 impk those
actions. The Board also feels that as new information and suandards
become availabie that they should be impiemented as soon as 1s
reasonably possible. We also feel that there should be conmstency
between all the Navonal Parks in the regron  If emission and sound
requirements are required in one park, it should be required m all
three

The entire Board supports the requarement of the sale of Bio-Base
Fuels by the 2001-2002 wimer season as described in Revised
Ahcrmnative E. However. the Board feeis that this requirement does
not go far enough and should include a provision (or requiring any
other cleaner aiternative fuels such as natural gas or electricity as the
technology develops and is proven.

All five members of the Teton County Board of Commissioners feel
that plowing the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful is not a
good idea  The Board does not fee! that piowing this section of road
would achieve the objectives of providing safe, affordsbie access
while protecting natural resources. We also feel that this action
would cause significant adverse impacts 1o several surrounding
communities that were not adequately discussed in the DEIS
Speaificaily, we feel there was not adequase analysis of the potental
impacis 10 Teton County (from increased use of the South Entrance)
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