
THE STATE 
Of ALASKA 

Citizens' Advisory Commission        
on Federal Areas 

    GOVERNOR MIKE DUNLEAVY 

July 13, 2026 

Superintendent Brooke Merrell 
Denali National Park and Preserve 
P.O. Box 9 
Denali Park, AK 99755 

Submitted via regulations.gov 

Re: Proposed Rule – Denali National Park Road Vehicle Use (RIN 1024-AF11) 

Dear Superintendent Merrell: 

The Citizens’ Advisory Commission on Alaska Federal Areas (CACAFA) has reviewed the National Park 
Service’s (NPS) proposed rule to codify a daily limit of 160 vehicles on the restricted portion of the Denali 
Park Road. The Commission previously commented on the Vehicle Management Plan (VMP) in its letter 
dated July 29, 2012 and finds that many of the same concerns remain unresolved fourteen years later. We 
restate these concerns below and incorporate new issues identified through review of the proposed rule and 
relevant planning documents. For context, the Commission’s July 29, 2012 comment letter is enclosed as 
Attachment A. 

1. Monitoring Strategy and BACI Implementation
In our 2012 comment letter, the Commission noted that the VMP’s proposed monitoring strategy was
weakened by shifting the initiation of a Before-After-Control-Impact (BACI) study from a condition-triggered
approach to an arbitrary timeline. The Record of Decision (ROD) subsequently required a BACI study within
five years of plan implementation, but this requirement has not been fulfilled, nor have long-term biological
and traffic studies anticipated in the VMP.

The present proposal to codify a permanent daily limit is unsupported by updated science and prematurely 
abandons the adaptive framework promised in 2012. The Commission continues to assert that BACI and 
related monitoring must be tied to observable changes in traffic patterns or resource conditions, 
consistent with the adaptive management principles outlined in the VMP.  

2. Inholder Access Under ANILCA Section 1110(b)
The Commission reiterates that access to inholdings is a statutory right under ANILCA Section 1110(b), which
guarantees “adequate and feasible access for economic and other purposes.” Our 2012 letter emphasized
the importance of protecting inholder access and warned against management strategies that treated such
access as discretionary or subordinate to visitor transportation priorities.
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The proposed rule explicitly includes all vehicle types within the 160-vehicle daily cap, including inholder 
access, administrative travel, and other non-recreational uses. This approach re-creates the same concern 
raised in 2012: it forces a zero-sum conflict between protected access rights and general visitor use. On 
peak-use days, inholders may be denied adequate access to their property, contrary to the statutory 
protections of ANILCA. 

The Commission recommends: 
• Excluding ANILCA 1110(b) inholder access from the daily vehicle count.
• Clarifying that transit priority cannot restrict or supersede statutory access.
• Establishing a transparent process for evaluating and adjusting inholder access needs.

4. Economic Impacts to Kantishna and Other Inholdings
Our 2012 letter criticized the EIS for failing to analyze potential adverse economic impacts on businesses
operating in Kantishna under a fixed vehicle-allocation system. That deficiency persists. By codifying a strict
daily limit and including inholder access within that cap, the proposed rule may constrain business
operations, limit visitor movement, and hinder future economic development.

The Commission recommends that NPS conduct updated socioeconomic analysis focused specifically on 
impacts to Kantishna inholders. Adaptive management must include the ability to increase inholder 
allocations proportionately with demonstrated needs and changing conditions.  

5. Scientific Basis for the Vehicle Cap
The Commission notes that the proposed rule relies on a daily limit derived from simulations conducted over
fifteen years ago. The traffic scenario modeled in 2012 anticipated additional monitoring before determining
whether 160 vehicles represented a valid long-term threshold. No updated wildlife studies, traffic flow
analyses, or comparative assessments of unrestricted versus restricted corridor impacts have been provided.

A permanent regulatory limit should not be established until NPS completes the monitoring and analysis 
required in the 2012 ROD.  

6. Flexibility and Adaptive Management
Our 2012 comments emphasized that adaptive management was essential to ensuring both resource
protection and sustainable public access. The proposed rule establishes a fixed cap that cannot be modified
without future regulatory action, severely limiting NPS’s ability to respond to changing conditions, new data,
or evolving public needs.

The Commission recommends retaining full adaptive-management flexibility, including the ability to raise or 
lower vehicle numbers based on monitoring outcomes. Fixed caps are inconsistent with both the VMP and 
longstanding Commission guidance.  

Conclusion 
The Commission reaffirms the core principles expressed in its July 29, 2012 letter: 
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• Adaptive management must govern vehicle use decisions.
• Trigger-based monitoring must guide any future limits.
• Inholder access under ANILCA 1110(b) must be fully protected.
• Economic impacts to inholders must be thoroughly evaluated.
• Fixed regulatory limits are incompatible with long-term resource and access needs.

The Commission recommends that NPS withdraw or significantly revise the proposed rule to ensure that 
statutory access rights, resource stewardship, and adaptive management remain central to Denali Park Road 
operations. 

Thank you for considering these comments. We stand ready to work with the National Park Service to ensure 
that Denali remains accessible, ecologically protected, and managed in accordance with federal law and 
longstanding public-interest commitments. 

Sincerely, 

Kim Griffith 
Executive Director 
Citizens’ Advisory Commission on Alaska Federal Areas (CACAFA) 
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