RESPONSE to comments

Comment E1:
Petition received by the National Park Service, Ozark National Scenic Riverways, containing 1029 signature.  “We hope that the national park service will reconsider the needs of all the recreational trail riders that use the national park system and will leave the trails as they are now.  We would appreciate a reply addressing our concerns.”


“We favor alternative C.”

NPS Response:
The primary difference between Alternative C and Alternative B (preferred alternative) with respect to trails is that in Alternative C the designated horse trail is located along the “River Road” within the Current River floodplain.  Alternative B moves the horse trail between 100 and 200 yards to the east.  Almost all trail construction standards recommend that horse trails do not parallel streams or rivers if there are other suitable routes.  The National Park Service mission statement reads in part, “The National Park Service preserves unimpaired the natural and cultural resources and values of the national park system for the enjoyment, education and inspiration of this and future generations…”  The National Park Service Management Policies (2006) provide further guidance in stating that the Service will “protect, preserve, and restore the natural resources and functions of floodplains.” 

Ozark National Scenic Riverways provides a unique opportunity for visitors to enjoy recreational activities in a natural setting unparalleled by any other site in the Midwest.  The analysis of Alternative C contained in the Flying W Environmental Assessment describes the adverse impacts that would result from maintaining a trail in the floodplain.  Relocation of this trail out of the floodplain (Alternative B) over a distance of approximately one mile will have negligible impacts to a trail rider’s experience while greatly reducing the impacts to natural resources.

Ozark National Scenic Riverways currently contains approximately 24 miles of designated horse trails and many more miles of trail riding opportunities on roads within its boundaries.  The relocation of one mile of horse trail out of the floodplain will not have a significant impact on recreational opportunities for the public within the park. 
Comment E2:
“Alternative B is identified in the EA as both the Environmentally Preferred Alternative and the Agency Preferred Alternative.  Its selection as the Environmentally Preferred Alternative is dependent, however, on the arbitrary and unjustified elimination of a rehabilitation-only alternative from consideration (EA, page 12).”

NPS Response:
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process requires the consideration and analysis of reasonable alternatives when preparing an environmental assessment.  A reasonable alternative is defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ; Forty Questions 1981) as one that is economical, technically feasible, and demonstrates common sense, but must also be capable of being implemented, and fulfill the purpose and need for the action, to a large degree.  In addition, the NPS (Management Policies 2006) requires that reasonable alternatives must meet park mandates for resource management.  The stated purpose of this project is “…to rehabilitate and protect the natural and cultural resources impacted by the intense visitor use that is not currently being managed.  The park’s main objective in rehabilitating the area is to protect resources while providing for a quality recreational experience.”(EA, page 1).

The rehabilitation-only alternative, “Close the entire site by gating the Flying W Road at the ONSR boundary in the northeast corner of the site” (EA page 12), was eliminated because it is not fully responsive to the Purpose and Need of this project.  It does not provide a quality recreational experience for visitors to the site.  

Comment E3:
“Alternative B’s selection as the Environmentally Preferred Alternative also came at the expense of Alternative C, clearly the more environmentally protective of the two-except for the curious inclusion of a River road horse trail in the latter.  While all three of the non-No action alternatives included a designated horse trail through the site, “under Alternatives B and D, the horse trail would be constructed in a location that minimized the amount of time horses spent in the floodplain.”…”It is singularly odd, then, that Alternative C, which would otherwise have fewer adverse environmental impacts than Alternative B or D (as well as the No-Action Alternative A), was assigned a designated horse trail which had such obvious problems that it was rejected for the other alternatives.”

NPS Response:
The purpose of creating Ozark National Scenic Riverways as stated in the park’s enabling legislation is for “…conserving and interpreting unique scenic and other natural values and objects of historic interest, including preservation of portions of the Current River and Jacks Fork River in Missouri as free-flowing streams, preservation of springs and caves, management of wildlife, and provisions for use and enjoyment of the outdoor recreational resources thereof by the people of the United States…”  Given the guidance provided from our enabling legislation, it is also our responsibility to provide recreational opportunities in the park in a way that cause the least amount of damage to natural and cultural resources.  

By analyzing the potential location of a designated horse trail within the floodplain in Alternative C, we were able to discuss the adverse impacts associated with that action.  Regardless of how the potential impacts or actions were grouped in the alternatives, the environmental assessment provides a complete analysis of the proposed project.  In addition, Alternative C would not have fully met the purpose and need as defined for this project regardless of the location of the designated horse trail.  Alternative B would still have been chosen as the Agency Preferred Alternative.
