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REsPONSES 

Cover letter. Re: Requests tor extension and cooperating agency relationships. There is a desire on the part of NPS to cooperate. The effectiveness of the 
process used in this EIS relative to cooperating agencies is subject to debate. especially given the hort time frames. Early on. NPS intended to invite the three 
stales surrounding the parks to participate as cooperating agencies in developing the ElS. NPS believed the state could provide information on impacts to 
natural resources and local and regional economies. Without consulting with NPS. CEQ opined to a Wyoming Senator that counties also should act as 
cooperating agencies in this process. Thus. NPS was faced with working with nine cooperating agencies. several of which had never before participated in a 
NEPA process as cooperators. Due to the schedule set by the settlement agreement. NPS had little time to work with cooperating agencies on what was 
expected of them in that role. This includes disagreements about the nature of special expertise in the NEP A process. and the burden of the cooperator in 
providing it. As a result. the cooperators often acted as though the relationship was one where the NPS was to provide information to them. in tead of the 
reverse. It is clear that roles and expectations in the process were. and are. not well understood. despite the cooperating agreements that were negotiated and 
signed. NPS nOles that Mr. Paul Kruse. designated representative for cooperating countie . states in his letter that the counties provided detailed socio
economic anal sis and that NPS alle edl i ored the in ut. AU in ut was considered and included in the document as a r riate. 
Attachment to cover letter. 2 pages of questions. A number of the questions that are asked do not appear to be germane to the EIS being written or the decision 
to be made. although clearly they are of interest to Park County. The comrnenter does nOl indicate why or how these questions might affect the key issues or 
the deci ion to be made. The EIS and plan is of a programmatic nature dealing with winter use. The alternative are therefore programmatic - "alternatives for 
plan which guide or prescribe alternative uses of federal resources. upon which future agency actions will be based." (§ 150S.IS(b)(2» Considering the nature 
of the decision to be made. NPS is unclear why information regarding current NPS employment. where employees live. how employees commute. past funding 
for programs, etc .• are important pieces of information. None of these items affect the decision to be made. Question that have some bearing on the EIS or the 
NEPA rocess s cific to this action are answered. 
Page I . Question I. Re: Economic Data. Economic analy is methods and relevant citations may be found on page 159-161 of the DEiS. All documentation 
for this anal sis is to be found in the lannin record for the EIS. 
Page I . Question 2. Re: Hou ing and lodging capacities. This infonnation is provided on pages 140-141 in the DEIS. Demand trends for housing and lodging 
are in the purview of the conces ion planning efforts. NPS is concerned flrSt about the nature of winter recreation impacts on natural resource - thi is the 
li mitin factor. not availabilit of lod in . 
Page I . Que tions 3-6. Re: Employee data. As explained above. these questions do not appear to be germane to the issue being evaluated and the decision to 
be made. 
Page I. Que tion 7. Re: Sewage spill s. Sewage pill occurring in YNP may have affected water quality at specifi c times and places. NPS asks. how doe thi 
affect a programmatic analy i of the type and levels of winter recreation use in the three park units? How should it affect a decision on the type. and levels of 
wi nter use to be managed? Wastewater facilities and the recognized shortcomings associated wi th them are the subject of another. separate project outside the 
sco of a winter use Ian. 
Page I. Que tion S. Re: Groundwater monitoring. The DEIS does nOl pecificaJly identify potential impacts on groundwater as a concern. Hence. this is nOl 
evaluated. Of greater concern is the amount of emi ion and leaked ubstances deposited in the nowpack for di rect infu ion into runoff and urface water 
sy teme;. Data coll ected over time on immediate impacts to surface water and as ociated aquatic value mayor may not lead to concern about groundwater 
resource. 
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REsPONSES 

Page I. Questions 9-10. Re : Air and water monitoring. Current. past and future fundtng for momtonng doe 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 deci ion (§ 1505.2(c». The decision represents a commitment to 
perform any necessary monitoring and mitigation of disclosed impacts. as well as a finn basis for future funding requests. It may be inferred that. given a 
deci ion. if fuDdin is not received to im lement monitorin or miti ation associated with the decision then the source of the im act should be discontinued. 
Page I. Question II . Re: Formal agreements for the study and protection of Yellow tone' s natural and cultural resources. Thi question is much broader than 
the i ues evaluated in the winter use EIS. NPS is unclear about how this information relate ~ to the analysi or the decision to be made. The information 

lie ted could be obtained throu other source . but a ain. NPS concludes this is not relevant to the anal si at hand. 
estion 12. Re: Park revenues. NPS cannot determine the context for thi uestion or how it relates to the decision to be made. 

Page 2. Que rion 13. Re: Visitor use. Winter visitor use stati tics are presented in the DEIS on pages 143-149. NPS i uncertain about the commenter' use of 
the word "baseline". and what information is really being asked for . The DEIS provides annual data for the various use since the winter of 1992-3 to illu trate 
the amount of use received and the late t trends in use. It is the ccrrent use. or the current average use that represents the baseline for analy is in the DEIS - i.e . 
alternative A. the no action alternative. How current use levels mi ht be affected i the ub 'ect for im act anal sis in each of the other alternative. 
Page 2. Question 14. Re: Disabled access. It i clear that the law require reasonable effort be made to allow for accessibility. The commenter appear to 
infer. as in other comment letters. that acce s via snowmobile is somehow more disabled u er friendly than buse or nowcoaches might be. NPS disagrees 
with thi assessment. and feels that the DEIS alternative B places no more of a burnen on disabled users than presently exists. NPS envisions that for many 

tential disabled vi itors. mas transit acce is far more viable than that offered b nowmobile. 
Page 2. Que, tion 15. Re : Effects of preferred alternative on the urrounding countie. 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 Responsibilitie . subpart d): "Providing to the lead agency documented information on po ible connicts 
between the EIS' proposed and alternative action and the objective of current approved land use plans. policies and controls within the cooperating agency's 
·urisdiction ." NPS will include uch information in the FEIS should it be forthcomin . 
Page 2. Que rion 16. Re: Effect'> of preferred alternative on urrounding private land! . Private lands would seem to be in the juri diction of State and 
Countie . Therefore. as in the previou que tion. any impacts on private lands might more appropriately be identified within the pecial expertise and 
jurisdiction of those g vernment entities. Since there were no i sue identified during scoping and no potential impacts identified by either the park service. the 
cooperating agencie . or the general public relative to private lands and winter use. there is nothing to disclose in thi s area. The FEIS shall state this. in the 
absence of additional information. 
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