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March 11, 2013

Jonathan Jarvis

Director, National Park Service
1849 C Street NW
Washington, DC 20240

Dear Director Jarvis:

I am writing concerning the recent U.S. National Park Service (NPS) announcement that as a
result of sequestration visitor services and visitor center hours at the Wind Cave National Park in
South Dakota will be reduced and a campground closed to the public in order to eliminate the
need for two summer maintenance employees.

I find these actions very concerning especially since the first Wind Cave National Park’s public
action taken to address a 5.1% cut to the operating budget is to deny visitors the use of a low
maintenance campground, an action which also eliminates income for Wind Cave National Park.

The fundamental purpose of the NPS “is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic
objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and
by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” Yet, the
actions to reduce spending with respect to the Wind Cave National Park directly conflict with the
agency’s mission and its obligation to the public. Even more concerning is the fact that your
agency has closed facilities that serve as a revenue source for the park.

All branches and agencies of the government are affected by sequestration and tough decisions
are being made. However, reducing visitor services and denying the public access to facilities
that are paid for through visitor fees is very troubling and does not seem to be a very well
thought out plan. I would appreciate responses to the following questions regarding the NPS and
Wind Cave National Park sequestration strategies:

1. Why would the first action taken as a result of sequestration clearly counter the NPS
mission statement? Shouldn’t denying public access be a las? resort?

2. Was a cost-benefit analysis completed on this action showing that it is more cost-
effective to eliminate the campground revenue stream than to make cuts elsewhere? If
so, please provide the accurate documentation that proves this was the most cost-effective
measure for the park.

3. What other cost-saving options were reviewed that would not deny public access to park

facilities?
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4. Did the NPS consider increasing fees in order to cover costs and keep these facilities
open — rather than arbitrarily closing them?

5. What is the cost of the two summer maintenance employees to maintain the campground
and do those costs exceed the revenue generated by the fees charged to the public to use
the campground?

6. What would the cost savings be if the campgrounds were left open and the campfire
programs reduced or eliminated?

7. What is expected to be saved by shortening visitor center summer hours and Black Hills
Parks and Forest Association bookstore — another revenue stream?

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I respectfully ask for a response to these
concerns by March 20, 2013.

JOHN THUNE
United States Senate



