Summary of Economic Analyses

	NPS analyzed the potential costs and benefits, and Regulatory Flexibility Act implications that are associated with the action alternatives as compared to the baseline conditions.  The baseline conditions are described by alternative A and the action alternatives are described by alternative B and alternative C.  Alternative C is the preferred alternative.
	The cost-benefit analysis relied primarily on information contained in the plan/EA.  That assessment compared the resource and service impacts described for each action alternative vis-à-vis the baseline conditions.  This comparison indicated that the action alternatives would yield unambiguously beneficial impacts for most resource and service categories except park visitation.[footnoteRef:1]  For archeological and paleontological resources, this comparison indicated that alternative C (the preferred alternative) would have greater beneficial impacts than alternative B, as compared to the baseline conditions described by alternative A. [1:  Archeological resources, vegetation, wildlife, listed species, soils, and paleontological resource have unambiguously beneficial impacts.  Historic resources and cultural landscapes have neutral impacts.  For visitation services, it is not clear whether the overall impacts are adverse or beneficial since Alternative A and Alternative B have both adverse and beneficial impacts.] 

	For impacts to visitation, alternative B would close approximately 47 miles of traditionally open routes, leaving 14 miles of designated open routes.  According to the plan/EA this will result in long term, minor to moderate adverse impacts for motorized vehicle users.  The plan/EA also concluded that this alternative would yield long term beneficial impacts for visitors wishing to experience quiet and solitude.  Since these opposing impacts were not quantified, it is not clear whether the overall net visitation impacts would be adverse or beneficial under alternative B.
	Alternative C would close approximately 32 miles of traditionally open routes, leaving 29 miles of designated open routes.  According to the plan/EA, this will result in long term, minor adverse impacts for motorized vehicle users.  Those minor adverse impacts are less than the minor to moderate adverse impacts described for motorized vehicle users under alternative B.  Further, these closed routes either do not provide access for other recreational opportunities or are being closed because they join routes proposed for closure by the U.S. Forest Service or the Bureau of Land Management.  These routes are not heavily used, and as a result, their closure would minimally increase motorized traffic on the routes that remain open.  While these closures would have a detectable effect on recreational opportunities within the park, it is not likely that visitor satisfaction would change or that visitors would seek recreational opportunities in other places.  The plan/EA also concluded that this alternative would yield long term beneficial impacts for visitors wishing to experience quiet and solitude, similar to the beneficial visitation impacts under alternative B.  While these opposing impacts were not quantified, it is clear from their descriptions in the plan/EA that the overall impacts to visitation under alternative C will result in higher net benefits (beneficial impacts minus adverse impacts) than those under alternative B.  That is because the associated adverse impacts are less under alternative C than under alternative B, while the associated beneficial impacts of both alternatives are the same.
	Considering all impacted resource and service categories together, it is reasonable to conclude that the overall net benefits of both action alternatives are positive, and that the net benefits of alternative C exceed those of alternative B.  This conclusion is supported by the assessment that all resource and service categories except visitation have either unambiguously beneficial or, in the case of two categories, neutral impacts.  For visitation it is not clear whether the overall net impacts are adverse or beneficial, however the beneficial or neutral impacts of the other resource and service categories would reasonably outweigh any net negative impacts of the visitation category.  That the net benefits of alternative C with respect to the impacted resource and service categories exceed those of alternative B is supported by the analysis of visitation impacts described above.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	What remains is an assessment of how the net benefits associated with the impacted resource and service categories compare to the incremental implementation costs of the action alternatives.  The plan/EA reports annual implementation costs of $63,623 for alternative A, $198,422 for alternative B, and $158,628 for alternative C.  Therefore the incremental implementation costs of the action alternatives (relative to the baseline conditions described by alternative A) are $134,799 for alternative B, and $95,005 for alternative C.  To make this comparison, a cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted.  As part of that analysis, the total value of visitation at the recreation area was estimated.  Rosenberger and Loomis (2001)[footnoteRef:2] provide a meta analysis of the economics literature to estimate values for outdoor recreational activities.  From that analysis, values for motorized boating, non-motorized boating, swimming, fishing, hiking, camping, and wildlife viewing were estimated.  The average of those values is $39.28 per visitor day (adjusted to first quarter 2010 dollars using the Gross Domestic Product chain-type price index).  NPS (2010)[footnoteRef:3] reports visitation at the recreation area as 342,149 visitor days in 2009.  Therefore, the indicated total value of visitation is approximately $13,440,000 per year ($39.28 per visitor day times 342,149 visitor days). [2:  Rosenberger, R. S., and J. B. Loomis.  “Benefit Transfer of Outdoor Recreation Use Values.”  General Technical Report RMRS-GRT-72.  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 2001.]  [3:  National Park Service.  “Statistical Abstract 2009.”  Natural Resource Report NPS/NRPC/NRR-2010-039.  April 2010.] 

	Given that estimated total value of visitation, the net benefits to the visiting public that are associated with the impacted resource and service categories would have to increase by 1.0 percent as a result of implementing alternative B to just offset its incremental implementation costs.  Similarly, the net benefits to the visiting public that are associated with the impacted resource and service categories would have to increase by 0.7 percent as a result of implementing alternative C to just offset its incremental implementation costs.  Given the small magnitude of these indicated increases and the beneficial impacts to resources and services described in the plan/EA, it is reasonable to conclude that both action alternatives will provide positive net benefits overall.  Further, from the analysis of visitation impacts described above, alternative C will provide greater net benefits overall than alternative B.
	Finally, a threshold Regulatory Flexibility analysis was conducted to determine whether this regulatory action would be expected to have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.  This analysis relied on the cost-benefit analysis described above, which concludes that this proposed regulatory action will generate positive net benefits.  In addition to that, this action will not impose restrictions on local businesses in the form of fees, training, record keeping, or other measures that would increase costs.  Rather, since the net benefits to the visiting public can be expected to increase, this action may increase Recreation Area visitation and thereby generate benefits for businesses, including small entities, through increased visitor spending.  Given those findings, this proposed regulatory action will not impose a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.

